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WE OI'POSE BLOCK GRANTING CIHLD NUTRITION AND AWIC PROCRAMS

The curreat prograrns wre effective.
» Block granting puts children at nutritional and heaith risk.

THE KISK 70 CHRLpREN'S HEALTH WOULD INCREASE
DUIING RECESSIONS UNDER BLOCK €CRANTS

» Dufing recession. our foed pnsnuﬁ axpand o meet tising need. But block granie don't.
¢  Ifthe School.Basad Nutrition Block Grant had been enacted in 1989, 20 percent fewer resourres would have been
available w (eal schuol children in 1994,

NATIONAL STARNDAKDS FROTLECT CHILDEEN 0 NO AMATTER
WHILERE THLY LIV

o  Pedoral standards have protosied kide' health for filly years — growth sunting has decroased by 5%, low birth
w;hhnbnnuduud.uﬂmmmnuhw—umpn—nhulmhum .

s The Repuhlican plan abandens thess standards — iesving wide variatien in standards posslbll and no
accounwability 10 guarantee health oulsucs.

STATEN WIR LARGER PERCENTAGE OF LOW-INCONME
CIHLPREN WOULD RYE PENALIZED

The Republican plan rewards sitss the serve the Most meals. Siates will therofors have incontives to:
= Sarve mcals to morc afflucnt studenta whe can pay for pare of the cost.
s Cur the qualify of meals tn cuz cosis and increase the numbét of meals.

THE IFROPOSED BLOCK GRANT COULD RENVLT IN LFSN OVERALL
FUNDN FOR FOOD AND NUTRITION FOR CIULDREN

States would have the nblluy 10 transfer up to 20 percent of the mndlng out of thess prograuis Lo other uses.
The Republicau preposal also includes a reductjon of about 4 poreent in total funding — in the first year.
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USDA
WIC Funding Talking Points

‘February 23, 1995

Yesterday the House Appropriations Committee’s Subcommittee on
Agriculture and Related Agencies reported out a bill to rescind $25 million
in Fiscal Year 1995 appropriations for the WIC program.

At the same time, the House passed a $3.21 billion Pentagon spending bill.
The sweeping cuts in WIC and other domestic programs are being used to
offset additional spending for the Pentagon.

While 1995 WIC appropriations are being rescinded, the Welfare Reform
Act of 1995, being marked up this week by in the House Economic and
Educational Opportunities Committee, will cut future spending for the
program--$943 million less in Fiscal Year 1996, and $5.3 billion less over
the five year period 1996-2000--and block grant it to 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 low-birthweight and infant mortality, and increased prenatal and
pediatric health care in America. Also, a large part of the significant drop
in the rates of anemia is due to WIC.

In fact, study after study has shown the positive effects of WIC on health
and nutrition.

WIC is clearly cost-effective. A study published by USDA in 1990 showed
that women who participated in the program during pregnancies had lower
Medicaid costs for themselves and their babies than did women who did
not.

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 WIC prenatal participants there are three
dollars is savings on health care costs.

WIC reaches an estimated 90 percent of eligible infants and pregnant
women in the U.S. The program served an average of 6.5 million people
cach month in 1994, and was expected to serve 7.2 million in 1995. '



02/23/93 19:28 ) @oos

02-73-95 Un:18PH - FROM USDA-FCS 10 94557431 PUU3/U0Y

USDA'’s Analysis of the
Welfare Reform Consolidation Act of 1995

The Welfare Reform Act of 1995 would put children and families at nutrition and health risk
through block grants that cannot respond to increased needs in economic downturns,
eliminates national nutrition standards, allows erosion of support through transfers to non-
nutrition programs, lacks accountability, and does not simplify administration of the

programs. :

SCHOOL BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT

Overall funding for the school-based programs would be $309 million less than the
current policy in FY 1996, and over $2 billion less for the five year period 1996-2000.

--Up to $1.3 billion could be transferred out of the block grant in FY 1996 for non-food
programs, which would compromise the health of children. If States transferred the
maximum amount uf money out of the block grant, food assistance for school children could
be as much as 24 percent less than the projectcd 1996 level.

The School Based Nutrition Block Grant will eliminate the standards that guarantee
America’s children have access to healthy meals at school.

--National nutrition standards developed over 50 years of program operations work. School
meals meet the vitamin, mineral and calorie goals set for the program, and a USDA initiative
would update and improve the standards based on the most recent scientific research.

--In a block grant, there could be 50 different standards and, [aced with reduced funding,
there would be no incentive to improve children’s health in setting standards. In fact. there
are incentives to provide skimpier meals to all children regardless of income.

The School Based Nutrition Block Grant will not respond to economic recessions or
recoveries.

--In a recession States would be unable to respond without cutting back on the quality or
quantity of food, raising taxes, or cutting other services so that children can ear.

—If enacted in 1989, this bill would have resulted in nearly a 20% reduction in funding for
meals to school children in 1994.

--Between 1950 and 1994 the number of frce lunches served to low income children
increased by 23 percent. During this same period, the number of free meals served in child
care centers increased by 45%. USDA's nutrition programs expanded to meet those needs.
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The block grant will not respond to changes in the school age population, which is
expected to increase by 4 to 6 percent in the time period of the grant. The grant amount
would not provide an additional amount of money to help provide meals for addltlonal
children.

Since each year’s t’undlng'would be based partially on the number of meals served in the
previous year, States that serve more frce mcals than the national average would be

penalized.

--Statcs that serve more total meals fare better in the allocation formula. Since it costs more
to serve a free meal, States have an incentive to serve meals to more affluent students.

--Without national nutrition standards, States might also be inclined to cut the quality or
amount of food provided in order to serve more meals in order 1w maximize funding.

Block grants would not simplify program administration with their requirements for
income determinarion, and meals counting, yet they would have little ability to enforce

accountability or program outcomes.

The block grants lack accountability. The reporting required is not a guarantee that poor
children will be adequatcly served, or that the nutrition standards set will be appropriate to
children’s health needs. It also provides no guarantees that state oversight for program
compliance will occur which could allow errors or fraud to occur without detection.

~—> FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

For the Family Nutrition block grant, spending would be $943 million less in FY 1996, and
$5.3 billion less over the five year period 1996-2000. Up to $900 million could be
transferred out of the block grant in FY 1996 (equal to the maximum amount available for
child care, summer and milk programs).

The Family Nutrition Block Grant will not respond to economic downturns. If enacted
in 1989, this bill would have resulted in 43% reduction in funding for meals to young
children and food and services to women, infants and children in 1994. WIC [unding would
have been 23 percent less than actually spent and spending on the non-school child care,
milk, and summer programs would have been 57 percent less than was needed.

The Family Nutrition Block Grant, if enacted on October 1, 1995, will force States to
remove 275,000 women, infants, and children from the WIC program. At year end the
program will serve 7.27 million participants and the amount designated for WIC will support
an average annual caseload of 6.95 million participants. Ynder the block grant, States will
provide services to 400,000 fewer WIC participants in FY 1996 than provided for in the

President’s Budget.
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The Family Nutrition Block Grant Program risks the effectiveness of the WIC program.
By dropping national program requirements for the WIC program, there will be an erosion
of national program standards that would reduce of reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC
in such areas as reduced low-birthweight and infant mortality and increasing prenatal and
pediatric health care. Cost savings to the Medicaid Program, now valued at $400 million to
$1.3 billion, would decline.

WIC program cost containment efforts would be diminished and the cost of food
provided would increase. Cost containment efforts for just infant formula amount to over
$1 billion and fund services for nearly 1.6 million persons each month. The positive Federal
influence on cost containment was recently demonstrated. When a Western State rebid its
infant formula rebate contract only after threat of sanction. the winning biddcr provided an 8
percent increase in its rebate per can of formula. This will allow service to thousands of
needy women, infants and children. S :

The Family Nutrition Block Grant would eliminate the viability of supporting meals
served in 185,000 family day care homes. Denying children in family day care homes the
modest subsidy for meals available to children in school-based programs will make drive
family day care homes out of the program, and deny children access to healthy meals. If
welfare reform efforts result in more working, low-income parents, this effect will be morc
pronounced.

The black grant would eliminate national nutrition standards for child care and summer
food service programs. Like the School Based block grant, with significant reductions in
funding and State allocations tied to the total oumber of people served. there will be few
incentives to put children's health and nutrition needs first.
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20250

22 FEB 195

Honorable William F. Goodling

Chairman .

Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities
U.S. House of Representatives

2181 Raybumn House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515-6100

Dear 'Mr. Chaifman:

The House Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee will shortly markup
the Welfare Reform Consolidation Act of 1995. The bill would convert the Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) Child Nutrition Programs and the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Waomen, Infants, and Children (WIC) into two block grants--a Schonl-Based
Nutrition Bleck Grant and a Family Nutrition Program Block Grant.

The Administration has serious concerns about the impact of this block grant approach
on the health and well-being of the Nation's children. Throughout their history, USDA's
Child Nutrition and WIC Programs have produced significant and measurable nutrition
outcomes among the children who panicipate in them. The programs work because national
nutrition standards are established, required, and verificd, and because the funding structure
ensures that the program can expand to meet the increased needs that are created by a
recession or similar economic downtum. The proposed block grant structure would eliminate
both of these protections, leaving children vulnerable to shifts in the economy, and to
changes in nutrition standards thar could be driven more by cost consideraiions than
children's health. For these reasons, the Administration opposes block grants for USDA's

Child Nutrition and WIC Programs.

' Block grants for WIC would mean a reduction in benefits and/or services. At the end
of 1995 there will be 275,000 more WIC participants than funding set aside for this
population for fiscal year (FY) 1996 in the Family Nutrtion Block Grant Program.
California, Georgia, Virginia, New York, and Michigan have chosen to not run a summer
feeding program for poor children, so USDA now does it. Under a block grant, USDA
would have 10 stop these programs, so 700.000 children might have to go hungry when

school is not in session.



—_— Je/49/795  19:28 B
Qoog

UZ2=239% UY: Q1A FRUN USUA-FUS 10 94h8d3) FUU3/UY i

13

Honorable William F. Guodling

Several States have chosen 10 not administer school lunch programs in
private/parochial schools. Now, USDA ensures that cligible children in these schools can eat
a healthy meal. Under a block grant, low-income children in parochial and other private

schools may no longer receive assisted lunches.

National standards protect children, no matter where they live. Since 1976, growth
stunting has decrcased 65 percent; over the last 30 years occurrence of low birthweight has
dropped and anemia among low income pre-schoolers has decreased. The proportion of low
income households with diets meeting recommended levels for key nutrients grew at double
the rate of the general population. Under the Welfare Reform Consolidation Act proposal,
standards could vary widely from State to State. There will be no guarantee that Stare
standards will adequately promote children’s health; children’s health could suffer if States
set or alter nutrition standards to meet shifting budgets aor other priorities unrelated to
children. The general reduction in nutrition assistance for children could lead to increased
malnutrition, growth stunting, and iron deficiency anemia, which can permanently reduce

intelligence.

Enclosed are additional points that need to be 1aken into full consideration as the
Committee debates this legislation. -

The Administration is opposed to block grants for nutrition programs. President
Clinton has said that nutrition programs are in the national interest. We belicve that changes
should be made to make programs more flexible and easier for States to administer. We are
committed 1o reducing fraud and modernizing benefit delivery. But we do not support
changes that jeopardize children’s health or cut benefits in the guise of devolution,

We are ready to work with Congress 10 bring about lasting and meaningful change in
federal nutrition programs. We will support changes that preserve health and nurrition goals
that are in the national interest, consolidate what is redundant, and reform what is outdated.
But 2 national system of Federal nutrition programs cstablishes and meets nutrition standards.
responds (0 economic changes, and ensures children will be protected. We believe the
Federal Child Nutrition and WIC Programs provide 2 solid foundation for children to grow.

Sincerely,

RICHARD E. RO)&INGER
Acting Secretary

Enclosure
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SCHOOL BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

Qverall funding for the school-based programs would be $309 million less than the

current policy in fiscal year (FY) 1996, and over $2 billion less for the S-year period

FY 1996-2000. Up to $1.3 billion of the block grant could be used for non-nutrition

purposes in FY 1996. If States transferred the maximum amount of money out of the
. block grant, the cut could be as.large as 24 percent of the FY 1996 level,

The School-Based Nutrition Block Grant would eliminate the standards thar ensure
America's children have access to healthy meals at school. We know that national

" nutrition standards, developed over 50 years of program operations, work. Recent
Department of Agriculture (USDA) research demonstrates that school meals met the
vitamin, mineral, and calorie goals set for the National Schoo! Lunch Program
(NSLP). USDA, through its School Meals Iniuative for Healthy Children, has
proposed regulations to update nutrition standards and require schoo! meals o meet

the Dietary Guidelines for Americans.

The 1994 reauthorization of the Child Nutrition Programs further endorsed the
Dietary'Guidelines as national standards by making them a requirement for the schoo]
nutrition programs. Under this block grant proposal, States would be asked to
develop:their own nutrition standards, but there could be SO different siandards and,
faced with reduced funding, there would be no incentive to maximizc children's

health in setting such standards.

Under the bill, children's health would be placed at risk during recessions. Between
1990 and 1994, the number of free lunches served to low income children increased
by 23 percent. During this same period, the number of free meals served in child
care centers increased by 45 percent. USDA's Child Nutnition Programs expanded (o
meet those needs. Block grants do not protect children from recessions; children’s
health would be jeopardized by States' limited ability to expand. Under this proposal,
needy families and children could find nurition benefits reduced at times when they
are most needed. In fact, needy children would not be guaranteed a free meal. The
bill could result in a charge for meals served to very low income children. States
would b¢ unable to respond to economic dowaturns without cutting back on the
quantity of food, raising taxes, or cutting other services so that children could eat. If
enacted in 1989, this bill could have resulted in nearly a 20 percent reduction in
funding for meals served to school children in 1994,

Since a State’s funding would be based partially on the number of meals served in the
previous year, States that serve more “frec” meals than the national average would be
penalized. In contrast, States that serve more total meals would fare better'in the
allocation formula. Since it costs more to serve a free meal 10 a poor child. States
have an incentive to maximize their total meal count by serving more meals 10
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affluent students. Without national nutrition standards. Siates might also be inclined
to cut the quality or amount of food provided in order to serve more meals and

ma:umuze funding.

This effect would be heightened in a recession, when even more poor children need
meals free or at low cost. Similarly, if school enrollment rose in a State, the State's
grant amount would not provide an additional amount of money to help provide meals
for additional children until the subsequent fiscal year. Further, if national enroilment
increases, no additional funds would be available. Demographic data suggests
enrollment will rise 4 to 6 percent during the authorization period of the grants.

A School-Based Nutrition Block Grant that operates as a capped entitlement would not
decrease administrative complexity. The proposed block grant would require that
schools continue to make a delermination of income eligibility for “free” meals, keep
track of spending on children under 185 percent of poverty, and count meals served
so that the State grant allocation process can occur. In contrast, USDA's nutrition
initiative to improve school meals will decrease administrative burden.

. The proposed block grants lack accountability. The reporting required in this
proposal is not a guarantee that poor children would be adequately served, or that the
nutrition; standards set will be appropriate 1o children’s health needs. It also provides
No guarantees that State oversight for program compliance will occur, which could
allow errors or fraud to occur without detection. There would also be no guarantee
that significant issues, such as dairy bid-rigging, where USDA -has taken more than

100 actions in the last year, would be addressed.
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FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

For the proposed Family Nutrition Block Grant, spending would be '$943 million less
in FY 1996, and $5.3 billion less over the S-year period FY 1996-2000. Up to $500
million of the block grant could be used for non-nutrition purposes in FY 1996 (equal

to the maximum amount -available for child care, summer, and milk programs).

] The Pafmily Nutrition Block Grant Program would not respond o economic
downturns. If enacted in 1989, this bill would have resulted in a 43 percent reduction
in funding for meals to children and food and services to women, infants, and
children in 1994, WIC funding would have been 23 percent less than actually spent,
and sp; ding on the non-school child care, summer, and milk programs would have
been 57 percent less than was needed. The points about the overall non-
responsiveness of block grants in recessions for the School-Based Block Grant
Program are also applicable to the Family Num'tion Block Grant Program.

The Farm[y Nutntion Block Grant, if effective on October 1, 1995, would force
States 19 remove 275,000 women, infants, and children from the WIC Program. At
year end, the program will serve 7.3 million participants, while the amount designated
for WIC will support an average annual caseload of 7.0 million participants, Under
the block grant propusal, States would provide services to 400,000 fewer WIC
participants in FY 1996 than provided for in the President’s Budget.

The Family Nutrition Block Grant Program risks diminishing the effectiveness of the
WIC Program. By dropping national program requirements for the WIC Program,
there would likely be an erosion of national program standards that could reduce or
reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC in such areas as reduced Jow-birthweight and
infant mortality. This could increase prenal and pediatric health care costs. Cost
savings to the Medicaid Program resulting from the WIC Program, now valued at

$400 million to $1.3 billion per year, would decline.

WIC Program cost containment efforts would be diminished and the cost of food
provided would increase. Cost containment efforts for infant formula alone amount to
over 31 billion annually and fund services for nearly 1.6 million persons each month.
The positive Federal influence on cost containment was recently demonstrated. At the
dxrecnon of the Federal government. a Westem State rebid its infant formula rebate
contract and the winning bidder provided an & percent increase in its rebate per can of

formula.:

The Fam’ily Nutrition Block Grant would eliminate the viability of supporting meals
served in 185.000 family day care homes. Denying all children in family day care
homes the modest subsidy available to children in schooi-based programs could drive
family day care homes out of the program. If welfare reform efforis result in more
working, low-income parents. this cost squeeze on day care would be exacerbared.

[ ..
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. The Family Nutrition Block Grant would eliminate national nutrition standards for
child cdre programs, Like the School-Based Block Grant, with significant reduction
in funding and State allocations tied to the total number of people served, there would
be few incentives to put children's health and nutriton needs first,



