
82/23/95 19:26 

The White House 

DOMESTIC POLICY 

TO: 

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET 

jeVl V"'\\ W ( \-e.il/\ 

FAX NUMBER: 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: 

FROM: 

TELEPHONE NUMBER: 

PAGES (INCLUDING .. COVER): 

COMMENTS: 

----~\o~ \V".~O~ di\~~ •~+ woi;J\O ~f W\C_ 

hJ~~:~ 5\,~~'%:J at' -+-k ~~c;e ~ o~ l"\W\~...,.....-, 

f5v~s . 

. ·~---
~~~ 

il1001 



02/23/95 19:26 'ZS' 
SENT BY:Xcrox Tclccopicr 7020 2•23-95 T~c Whit~ H~ucc-

WE 01'1'0~1-: HI or'J;: CR\N'l IN(; n111.11 NliTUITlf.)N ,\NI• \\'I(' l'RilCIU:\I~ 

• The current proanms llZ'e effective. 
• Bloek smlina pwa Cft.ildren at nlUritional 1114 hCallh r!&k. 

Tiii: ldSI,; ·10 1'1111.l>HEN''.'\ llF.\l.'1"11 \\Olll_I) l!\ll"l.(1 ... \:-..I.: 

IHIIU!'-H. Hl·:n:\'>IONS llNIH·.n 111.0Ch C:l:.\i,\11_.; 
.................... 

• Dutifts l'llMllhm. HI' f'ood programc upall4 IO IM«K ri•in1 Deed. Biil block snmm don't . 

~002 

67431:#, 

• UIM Schml·Bued Nwidon Block Orant tiari been cnaetld in 198,. 20 perunt fewer resources would have bea11 
available w !ml M;t.Jol &:hllcIRn in 1"4. 

N \ 11f.•N,\L ,.... l'·\l'\l'_\liL)s 1·1vn·.1::•.· I' nn1111:1·N . ;-.;o ,,,\ rH:r: 
\\'111'.IH: TllL\' I.I\. E 

• PodGral &Ealldardl uve Dl'OfMl8d lddir' hnhh tuir llll.11an - srv.V. .awing bu docreued hy 65~. la- blnlia 
weip hall Mell fMuoed. .. UllDia llllDftl low-iMfMftll 1"9-iw:hoolett bu deereued. . 

• Thi Jleimhlica11 plan abandons me.. ltlDdards - lcaYinf wide variali.ea in 1&111duda pouJble and ao 
accownabiUly 10 paran11e bClllr.b wli;uwa. · · 

:o-T \TF.-i \\'I I'll I. \i.t.1;n l'I' ICCU''1'L\t;10: 01·' I c)\\'-IN~«UH-. 
Cllll.IJltl:N \\'Olli I) l~E l'IJl•.\1.11..U• 

The l'&oubl~ OlaA ft.a!ards IW. &hat INYl ih& mot1. mu. ,Sl&i.t will dlcn:ifOR have inccn&ivaa r,O: 

• Serve mCAJ. ro lftOIC affli.19nt lbldoD'- ,.,ho HD pA)' far pan af iJle l:OCL 

I Cur the quality nf 111cal1 In C1lt cnm Md increu. me number of meals. 

TllF 1·Ro1•n::>Ht 111.(H].; t;U \NT (.'()lll.1> lff'ilil.I I.~ l.J·_..,., O\LJ'-\1.1. 

l"llNO-. H)J( l·OOH ,\Nh Nlll"l<l"l'ION l·OH 0111.111:1.N 

• Swe1 Viould hrie lhe abiliiy co transfer u' to :20 pcrcc11l ot lbe !\Jndl11g c:iw or tbOH pN15nuJJ1 w ocher UIOI. 
• The lcpubllio.1A . .,,~l wo im:ludc1 a IU~on af abaQt 4 pcrctl\t lfl r6141 twldilJ - i11 Lh• tint year. 



.. 

COVER 
SHEET 

No. of Pages (Ind. COTer):. __ __ 

. Comments: Giirffi 

~OOJ 



02/23/95 19:27 ft 
U~-~~-Y~ U~:l8fM ~KUM USUA-¥CS 

USDA 

WIC Funding Talking Po1nts 

Febraa11 23, 1995 

¥UUUUU~ 

Y estcrday the House Appropriations Committee•s ~ubcommittee on 
Agriculture and Related Agencies reported out a. bill to rescind S25 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 \VIC and other domestic programs are being used to 
offset additional spending for tbe 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 aits Wld block 
granting for future years will severely undermine a program that effectively 
reduced low-birthweigbt 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 birtb. 

And, for every dollar spent on WJC prenatal participants there are three 
dollars is savings on health care costs. 

WlC reaches an estimated 90 percent of eUgible infants and pre~nant 
women in the U.S. The program served an average of 6.5 million people 
each month in 1994, and was expected to serve 7.2 million in 1995. 
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USDA's Analysis of the 
Welfare Reform Consolidation Act of 1995 

PUUj/UU~ 

The Welfare Refonn Act of 1995 would put children and families ac nutrition and health risk 
through block grants lhal cannot re5J>ond to increased needs in economic downturns, 
eliminates national nutrition standards, allows erosion of support through transfers co non­
nutritlon programs, lacks accounra.bility, and does noc simplify administration of the 
programs. 

SCHOOL BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT 

Overall fWlding for the school·based programs would be $309 million J~s 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 wo~d compromise the health of children. If Srates transferred the 
maximum amount uf money out of the block grant, food assistance for school children could 
be as much as 24 perce~t less than the projected 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 initiarive 
would update and improve the standards based on the most recent scientific research. 

--In a block grant, there could be ~O different standards anq, fated with reduced funding, 
rhere 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 chat children can ea1. 

-If enacted in 1989, this bill would have resulted in nearly a 203 reduction in funding for 
meals to school children in 1994. 

-~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 453. 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 additional 
children. 

. ' 

Since each year's ftmdlng would be based partially on the number of meals served in the 
previous year, States that serve more free meals than tlie national average would be 
penalized. 

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

--Vlithout national nutrition standards, Stares might also be inclined to cur the quality or 
amount of food provided in order to serve more meals in order t0 maximize funding. 

Block grants would not simplify program administration' with their requirements for 
income determinarion. ~nd meals counting, yet they wowd have little ability. co enforce 
accountability or program outcomes. 

The block grants lac.k accountability. The reporting required is not a guarantee that poor 
children will be adequately served, or that the nutrition standards set will be appropriate to 
children's health needs. le also provides no guarantcc5 that state oversight for program 
compliance will occur which could allow errors or fraud to occur without detection. 

·~ FAMILY NUTRlTION 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 3 reduction in funding for meals to young 
children and food and services to women. infants and children in 1994. WIC funding 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 percctit lc55 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 suppon 
an average annual caseload of 6.9S million panicipants. 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 WJC program. 
By dropping national program requirements for the WIC program, there will be an erosion 
of national program standards that would reduce or reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC 
in such areas as reduced Iow-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 po!'itive Federal 
influence on cost containment was recently demonstrated. When a Western State rebid its 
infant fonnula rebate contract only at"ter tlu'eat of sanction. the winning bidder provided an 8 
percent increase in its rebate per can of fonnula. Thi~ will allow service to thousands of 
needy women, infants and children. · 

The Family Nutrition Block Grant would eliminate the viability of supporting meals 
served In 18S,OOO 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 more 
pronounced. 

The block 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 tn the total number of people senred. there will be few 
incentives to put children ·s health and nutrldon needs . first. 
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OEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL TUl=lE 
OFFICE OF=' THE sc:c"~T.Alli!V 

WASrtlNGTQ/11, o.e. 202!50 

Honorable WtUiam F. Goodling 
Chairman . 
Committee on ~onomic and Educational Opportunities 
U.S. House of iR.epresematives 
2181 Rayburn ilousc: Offici.: Building 
Washington, n;c. 20515-6100 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

2 2 FEB 1995 

The House Economic and Educational Opportunities Committee will shonly markup 
the Welfare Re{orm Consolidation Ace of 199.5. The bill would convert che Department of 
Agriculture's (t;JSDA) Child Nutrition Programs and the Special Supplemental Nutrition 
Program for Women, Infanu, and Children (WIC) into two block gr:ants--a School-Based 
Nutrition Block Grant and a Family Nutrition Program Block Grant. 

The Administration has serious conct:rns about the impacc of this block grant approach 
on the health and well-being of the Nation's children. Throughout their hisrory. USDA 's 
Child Nutrition .and WIC Programs have produced significant and measurable nutrition 
outcomes among the children who panicipate in them. The programs work b~causc: national 
nutrition stand~ds are esrablished, required, and verified, and because the: funding structure 
ensures thar rhe :program can expand to meet the increased needs chat are created by a 
recession or similar economic dowmurn. The proposed block grant scrucrure would eliminate 
both of these protections, leaving children vulnerable to shifts in the economy, and to 
changes in nurrition st.Jndards !hat could be driven more by cost consideradons th£1J1 
children's heaith. For rhese reasons, the Adminisrration opposes block grants for USDA' s 
Child Nurrition and WIC Programs. 

Block grants for \VIC would mean a re.duction in benefits and/or services. At r.he end 
of 199.5 chere will be 275,000 more WIC participants Lhan funding sec a.side for this 
popul.:i.rion for fiscal year (FY) 1996 in che Family Nurririon Block Grant Program. 
California, Gcor:gia, 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 granc, USDA 
would have to s~op these pro~rams, so 700.000 children might have to go hungry when 
school is nor in session. 
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Honorable W~Iliam F. Goodling 2 

Several Sc.aces h~ve cho~en to not administer school lunch programs in 
private/parochial schools. Now, USDA ensures that eligible children in these .schools can eat 
a healthy meal. Under a block grant, low-income children in parochial and other privare 
schools may no longer receive assisted lunches. 

National standards protect children, no mauer where they live:. Since 1976, growth 
stunting has decreased 65 percent; over the last 30 years occurrence of low birthweighr has 
dropped and anemia among low income pre-schoolers has decreased. The proponion of low 
income households with diets meeting recommended levels for key nutrients grew at doub1e 
the rate of the genera.I population. Under the Welfare Reform Consolidation Act proposal, 
standards could vary widely from State to State. There will be no guarantee that Sta.re 
standards will. adequately promote children's health; chi!dretl 's health could suffer if Sr.ares 
set or alter nu[ricion sc.a..ndards co meet shifring budgets or other priorities unrelated to 
chjldren. The general reduction in nutrition assistance for children could lead to increased 
malnucricion. growth stunting, and iron deficiency anemia, which can permanently reduce 
intelligence. 

Enclosed arc additional poinrs thar need to be taken into full consideration as the 
Comminee debares this legislation. 

The Admini~tration is opposed to block grancs for nutrition programs. President 
Clinton has said that nutrition programs arc in the national interest. We believe that changes 
should be made to make programs more flexible and easier for Scates to administer. We are 
commirced to reducing fraud and modernizing benefit delivery. But we do not support 
changes rhac jeopardize children's health or cut benefits in the gt1ise of devolution. 

We are ready to work with Congress to bring about lasting and meaningful change in 
federal nutrition programs. We will supporc chan&es that preserve health and nutrition goals 
that ;ire in the national interest, consolidate \vhat is redundant, and reform what is outdated. 
But J. national system of Federal nurrition programs establishes and me.ecs nurririon sranda..rds. 
responds co econnmic changes. and t?.nsures childrtn w~ll be protected. We belie"e the 
Federal Child Nutrition and WlC Programs provide a solid foundation for children tu grou.'. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely. 

/Y/2:_ 
RICHARD E. R~ 
Acring Secre:tary 
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SCHOOL BASED NUTRITION BLOCK GR.A.NT PROGRAM 

• Overall 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 5-year period 
FY 1996-2000. Up to Sl.3 billion of the block grant could be used for non-nutrition 
purposes in FY 1996. If States transferred the maximum amount of money OUl of the 
block grant, the cut could be as large as 24 percent of the FY 1996 level. 

• The Sc~ooJ.Based Nutrition Bloc:k Grant would eliminate rhe standards char ensure 
America's children have access to he.al.thy meals at school. We know that national 
nutrition standards, developed over 50 years of program operations, work. Recent 
Department of Agriculture (USDA). research demonscrares that school meals met the 
vitamin, mineral, and calorie goals ~ec for rhe National School Lunch Program 
(NSLP). USDA, through its School ~eals Initiative for Healthy Children, has 
proposed regulations co update nutrition standards and require school meals to meet 
the DiefMY Guidelines for Americans. 

The 1994 reauthorization of the Child Nutrition Programs further endorsed the 
Dietary' Guidelines as narional standards by making them a requirement for the school 
r1urririon programs. Under this block grant proposal, Srates would be asked to 
develop: their own nutrition ·standards, but there could be 50 different standards and, 
faced whh reduced funding, mere would be no incentive to ma.:itimizc children '.s 
health iz:i setting such srandards. 

• Under the bill, children'~ health would be placed at risk during reeessions. Berween 
1990 ani:f 1994, the number of free lunches served to low income children increased 
by 23 pcrcem. During this same period, the number of free meals served in child 
care cen~ers increased by 45 percent. USDA 's Child Nutrition Programs expanded to 
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 nulrition benefits reduced at times when rhcy 
are mosr needed. In factt needy children would not be guaranteed a free meal. The 
bill could result in a charge for mea.Js served to very low income children. States 
would b~ unable to respond to economic downturns wichour cuuing back on rhe 
quantity 'of food, raising r..axes, or cuning other services so that children could eat. If 
en~cred i'n 1989. this bil1 could have resulted in nearly a 20 percent reduction in 
fonding for meals served to school thildrcn in 1994. 

• Since a Slate's funding would be based partially on the number of meals servt~d in 1he 
previous _year, Stares that ~erve more "free" meals chan the national average would be 
pe:naJized. In contrast, States that serve more total meals would fare better· in ~he 
allocatio~ formula. Since it costs more to serve a free meal to a poor child. States 
h;;ivc an incentive co maximize their total meal count by serving more meals to 
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affluent students. Wilhout national nurrition standards. Stares might also be inclined 
to cut the quality or amount of food provided in order to serve more meals and 
maxim~ funding. 

I 

I 

This effecc would be heightened in a rece!lsion, when even more poor children need 
meals free or at low cosr. Similarly, if school enrollment rose in a State, the Stale's 
granc aC!tounc would not provide an additional amount of money to help provide meals 
for additional children until the subsequent fiscal yeM. Funher, if national enrollment 
increases, no additional funds would he available. Demographic data suggests 
enroll menc will rise 4 to 6 percent during the authorii.ation period of the grants. 

• A School-Based Nutrition Block Grant that operates a.s a capped encitlement would noL 
decrease administrative complexity. The proposed block grant would require rhat 
schools 6ontinue to make a determination of income eligibility for Hfree" meals. keep 
track of spending on children under 185 percent of poverty, and counl meals served 
so that lhe Stare grant allocation process can occur. In contrast, USDA 's nutrition 
initiative to improve school meals will decre4Se administrative burden. 

• The proposed block grants lack accountability. The reponing required in this 
proposal1 is not a guarantee that poor children would be adequately served, or that the 
nutrition; standards sei will be appropriate to children's health needs. It also provides 
no guaraintees 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 ta.ken more' rhan 
100 actions in the last year, would be addressed. 

2 
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FAMILY NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM 

• For th~ proposed Family Nutrition Block Granr. spending would be ·5943 million less 
in FY 1996, ~d $5.3 billion less over the 5-ye.ar period FY 1996·2000. Up co $900 
millio~ of rhe block gram could be w:ed for non-nutrition purposes in FY 1996 (equal 
to the maximum a.mounr·available for child care, summer, and milk programs). 

• The F~mily Nurrition Block Grant Program would nor respond to economic 
<lowncums. If enacted in 1989, chis bill would have resulted in a 43 percent reduccion 
in fun~ing for meals to children and food and services to women, infants, and 
children in 1994. WIC funding would have been 23 percent lc.ss than acrue'llly spenc, 
and sp~nding on the non-school child care, sun:mer, and milk programs would have 
been S1 percent less than was neei~ed. Th~ points abour the overall non- · 
respon~ive.ne.ss of block grants in recessions for the Sc,hool·Based Dlock Grant 
Progra1!1 are also applicable to the Family Nutrition Block Grant Program. 

' I 

• The Fatnily Nutrition Block Grant, if effective on OclOber 1. l 995, would force: 
I 

States to remove 275,000 women, infants, and children from the WIC Program. At 

year en~. the program will serve 7.3 million participants, whi1~ the amounr designated 
for WIC will support an average annual caseload of 7.0 mWion participants. Under 
rhe blo¢k grant proposal, 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 Pr~gram. By dropping national program requirements for the \VIC Program, 
there would likely be an erosion of nacional program standards chac could reduce or 
reverse the proven effectiveness of WIC in such areas as reduced low·birthweight and 
infant niortalicy. This could increase prenatal and pediatric health care costs. Cost 
savings to the Medicaid Program resulting from the WIC Progr<1m. now valued at 
S400 million to $1.3 billion per year, would decline. 

• WIC Program cosr containment efforts would be diminisht'.d and the cost of food 
provideq would increase. Cost conLa.inment efforts for infanr formula alone amount to 
over Sl billion annually and fund services for nearly 1.6 million persons each month. 
The positive Federal influence on cost conta.inmerH was recench dcmonsrrared. At the 
direcrion· of rhe Federal governmenr. a Western Stare rebid its infanr formula rebare 
contract 'and the winning bidder provided an g percent increase in its rebate per can of 
formula.: 

• The Family Nutrition Block Gram would eliminate the viabilicy of supporting meals 
served in 185.000 family day care homes. Denying all children in family day car~ 
hom~s the rnodesr subsidy available ro children in school-based programs coulrl drive 
family day c:are homes out of the program. If welfare reform efforts result in more! 
working,' low·income parents. rhis cosr sq"Ueeze on day care would be exacerbated 
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• The Fainily Nutrition Block Granr would eliminate nationaJ nutrition standards for 
child care programs. Like the School·Bascd Block Grant, with significanc rertuctior. 
in funding and Stace allocations tied to the total number of people served, there would 
be few 1ncenrives to put children's. health and nutrition needs first. 
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