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(1)

HEARING ON THE NUTRITION TITLE OF THE
NEW FEDERAL FARM BILL

THURSDAY, JULY 19, 2001

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY,

Washington, DC.
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room

SR–328A, Russell Senate Office Building, Hon. Tom Harkin,
(Chairman of the Committee), presiding.
Present or submitting a statement: Senators Harkin, Baucus,

Stabenow, Wellstone, Lugar, and Roberts.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM HARKIN, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
IOWA, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY
The CHAIRMAN. The Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,

and Forestry will come to order.
Good morning. I want to welcome my colleagues as well as our

distinguished panelists who have come to testify before the Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry Committee this morning.

Our committee has a tradition of working in a bipartisan manner
to address nutrition and hunger issues, and I particularly want to
acknowledge the close working relationship that I have had over
the years with the ranking member, Senator Lugar, and of course,
with the former chairman and former ranking member, Senator
Leahy.

Today we will be focusing on nutrition, food security, and health
as well as our Nation’s nutrition safety net.

While the Farm bill places an emphasis on farmers in rural
America, it really is about all Americans. The nutrition title is a
critical part of this bill and of our jurisdiction. We are fortunate in
America to have the safest and most abundant food supply in the
world, but we still have a great deal of work to do. While hunger
has been reduced in the last 30 years, food insecurity rates are still
too high. Approximately 10 percent of U.S. households, many with
children, face the possibility that they will not have enough of the
amounts and kinds of foods they need to stay healthy at some point
in a month’s time.

Our crucial responsibility is to make sure that our Nation’s nu-
trition and food security programs are maintained and strength-
ened.

It is unacceptable that in the last six years, the percent of eligi-
ble people who participated in the food stamp program dropped
from 71 percent to 59 percent. In other words, of those who were
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eligible 6 years ago, 71 percent participated; of those eligible now,
only 59 percent are participating. At the same time, use of food
pantries and soup kitchens is on the rise. I would like to know why
that is happening.

Contrary to some of the stereotypes about food stamp recipients,
over half of them are children, nine percent are elderly, and nine
percent are persons with disabilities. Most of the rest are adults
who work for a living.

We need to make sure that our Nation’s food pantries and soup
kitchens are able to help people in need, but not as a substitute
for the food stamp program.

We need to continue to support other commodity programs such
as the Commodity Supplemental Food Program and the Nutrition
Program for the Elderly. These programs deliver food to people who
would otherwise go hungry and help to support markets for the
products of American farmers.

We also have to keep in mind the strong connection between nu-
trition and health. We know that dietary factors play a large role
in the risk of heart disease, cancer, stroke, and diabetes which ac-
count for about two-thirds of the deaths in the U.S. each year.

I am alarmed by the high rates of obesity among children, espe-
cially, and the resulting rise in the prevalence of adult diseases
such as diabetes among children.

Total costs, including medical costs and lost productivity attrib-
utable to obesity alone, amounted to an estimated $99 billion in
1995.

A 1988 report by the U.S. Surgeon General noted that, and I
quote: ‘‘For the two out of three adult Americans who do not smoke
and do not drink excessively, one personal choice seems to influ-
ence long-term health prospects more than any other—what we
eat.’’ Simply put, poor nutrition and dietary habits are sending far
too many Americans to an early grave, or to the hospital for medi-
cal treatment.

It is critically important that our Federal nutrition programs do
all they can to encourage healthier eating habits and lifestyles.

Finally, we should also expand our efforts to fight hunger and
improve nutrition overseas. Specifically, I hope we will be able to
incorporate in our bill the McGovern-Dole legislation to create an
international school nutrition program for developing countries.
This is a bipartisan and bicameral piece of legislation that deserves
our strong support and, I hope, early action.

I look forward to hearing from our panelists concerning ways in
which we can maintain a strong safety net that ensures food secu-
rity and sound nutrition for all Americans.

[The prepared statement of Senator Harkin can be found in the
appendix on page 52.]

With that, I will yield to the distinguished ranking member, Sen-
ator Lugar.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM INDIANA, RANKING MEMBER, COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY

Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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This committee has a long tradition of bipartisan support for
meeting the needs of children and families who face hunger and
food insecurity, and you have noted that very thoughtfully in your
opening comments this morning. I look forward to continuing our
thoughtful and productive partnership as we take up the nutrition
title of the Farm bill and reauthorization of the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. Today’s hearing certainly provides an opportunity to gather
recommendations for strengthening the program, which is the foun-
dation of our Nation’s nutritional safety net.

I am a long-time advocate for placing high priority not only on
an effective Food Stamp Program but on the entire package of nu-
trition assistance programs. During the discussion of welfare re-
form in 1996, I took a firm stand, as you did, to preserve a strong
nutritional safety net. This meant retaining the Food Stamp Pro-
gram as a national entitlement program and making certain that
school meals did not become block grants.

For children, a healthy diet is essential to sound physical devel-
opment and school performance, both prerequisites to becoming
productive adults. Sufficient food and healthy eating habits offer a
direct way to reduce the incidence of serious diseases such as dia-
betes and hypertension, as you have noted.

Despite our commitment to Federal nutrition assistance, there is
a need to periodically review how well the associated programs are
meeting their goals and to consider what changes might work bet-
ter.

For example, I actively supported a provision included in the
Consolidated Appropriation Act of 2001 to pilot-test some adminis-
trative changes in the Summer Food Service Program. While this
program is intended to provide meals to low-income children during
their summer vacation, a majority of those who qualify for free and
reduced-price meals during the school year are not participating.
Indeed, a study in the press today indicates less than 20 percent
of those children are participating.

It has been a challenge to recruit summer food service providers
given the burden of the program’s cost accounting procedures. Our
14-State pilot program, which includes my home State of Indiana,
is testing the tradeoffs of eliminating some of these requirements
and streamlining others.

The upcoming Farm bill provides the occasion for looking more
closely and systematically at the Food Stamp Program. We know
that food stamp case loads have declined as a result of an improved
economy, the welfare reform initiative, and a lower participation
rate among eligible persons. Even more dramatic changes have oc-
curred in the cash welfare program, Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families, or TANF.

These changes in cash welfare caseloads have implications for
the Food Stamp Program. According to USDA statistics, among
food stamp households with children, the proportion of households
with earnings jumped substantially between 1994 and 1999.

Not only is the profile of food stamp families shifting, but the
program participation rate is changing as well. Between 1994 and
1999, the proportion of eligible individuals who received benefits
went down, as you have noted, from a little over 70 percent to less
than 60 percent. Two contributing factors are routinely identified.
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One is the complexity of program rules while impose a burden on
food stamp applicants and recipients as well as challenges for eligi-
ble workers who must apply those rules.

The second factor is the quality control system used to assess
program performance. This system focuses solely on benefit pay-
ment error, which means that States may emphasize payment ac-
curacy over recipient service.

There are, however, some fundamental principles that we should
apply in evaluating reauthorization proposals. Specifically, I will
consider how well each recommendation maintains the program’s
role to provide a nutritional safety net, increases program sim-
plification and flexibility in a way that benefits needy families, and
finally, enhances program administration and reflects the keen
competition for resources and the need for prudent use of Federal
funds.

I am especially looking forward to today’s witnesses and their
ideas that will support those principles.

[The prepared statement of Senator Lugar can be found in the
appendix on page 54.]

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for holding this important hearing.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Lugar.
Senator Roberts.

STATEMENT OF HON. PAT ROBERTS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
KANSAS

Senator ROBERTS. Yes, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I do not have a prepared statement, but I was jotting down some

notes from my memory that would certainly buttress and be com-
mensurate with your comments and those of the distinguished
ranking member.

I can recall so well serving in the House—and it was when you
were in the House, Mr. Chairman—the support of this program in
a bipartisan way. That was about the only way we could pass the
Farm bill as I recall, with the coalition of the folks interested in
food stamps and nutrition. It goes back to the days of former Chair-
man Bob Pogue and Tom Foley and Kiki de la Garza, myself, oth-
ers. It has been a very strong commitment.

The witnesses who are here know about that, especially Robert
Greenstein, who has been in this business for some years—he is
sort of the ‘‘god-prince’’ or the godfather of this effort, if that is the
right word.

I would just simply say that we hear a lot about a counter-cycli-
cal payment or what is needed in the farm program. The Food
Stamp Program is basically a counter-cyclical program. As the
economy improves, hopefully, people will no longer find the need
for food stamps, when people find jobs. On the other hand, when
it turns down, we get into a serious problem.

I understand that when we went through this in 1996—and that
was quite a battle—Senator Lugar referred to those most unique
times, and I might say that it was my feeling as the new chairman
of the Agriculture Committee at that particular time that we had
real problems with the Food Stamp Program from the standpoint
of fraud and abuse. That is not fair to the recipients and is cer-
tainly not fair to the taxpayer. Robert Viadiero was the new inspec-
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tor general down at the Department of Agriculture. I felt very
strongly at that time and still feel today that this was a Federal
responsibility, and we were going to undertake the commitment of
welfare reform, but we knew that that would be very difficult and
would be a long-term task. We certainly did not want any family
to fall between the slats, so to speak, into a situation where they
were being denied essential services.

A great many Governors came to town, Mr. Chairman, at that
particular time, one in particular from Michigan who recommended
that this be a block grant program and that this was a key test.
It was a key test. The Governors, it seemed to me, were very strong
in their testimony, saying they needed the block grant and cer-
tainly would like to have the Food Stamp Program; but in all can-
dor, what they wanted was the money. They did not want to run
the Food Stamp Program. Can you imagine 50 different food stamp
programs in 50 different States?

We did not feel that that was appropriate, and against consider-
able very strong political pressure, I can remember those days in
Bob Dole’s office and in the office of—let me see, what was his
name—it was Newt Gingrich. We had what we called ‘‘meaningful
dialogue,’’ and it was our thought that we could certainly preserve
and strengthen the Food Stamp Program but make the needed re-
forms.

Mr. Chairman, we had a situation at that particular point in
time where, in Philadelphia and New York, the inspector general
conducted a sting operation and found out that the grocery stores
were not the grocery stores, that people were simply trafficking in
food stamps—$3 billion was allegedly saved from those efforts as
we went through some reform measures. That is where the EBT
card came in and provided such a valuable service. Dean Leavitt
will be on the second panel and can go into more of what we are
experiencing with the EBT card. I might add that the late Bill
Emerson from Missouri was a real leader in that. Pardon me for
going on for so long, but these are fond memories in regard to what
we were able to do.

In the House agriculture appropriation bill, it seems to me that
the last time around, there was $5 billion provided over 10 years
relative to the changes that we have made since the 1996 Act, and
as I understand it, in the House agriculture appropriation bill for
2002, the estimate is, because of the slowdown in the economy—
and doubtless Bob and others can make the statement if this is not
accurate—800,000 people are estimated to be coming on in regard
to food stamps because of the slowdown in the economy. That is
about $1.5 billion, $1.8 billion, somewhere in that neighborhood.

We really have our work cut out for us to continue to monitor
this, and I have probably said enough, except to thank Bob and
thank others who have been active in this as we continue to mon-
itor.

One other thing, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you for your
statement in regard to the possibility of an international school
lunch program, the McGovern-Dole effort. I note in talking with
Secretary Veneman that she has asked the folks in Rome who par-
ticipate in the World Food Program for information to make sure
that it is cost-effective and that somehow we could fit some degree
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of commitment if we possibly can in this cycle. I am very much for
that, for a lot of different reasons, and I will not go into that, but
I do know that the World Food Program is providing that informa-
tion to Secretary Veneman, because the young lady who is doing
that is my daughter, Ashley Roberts. You can put me down as a
strong supporter.

I thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Roberts.
I will yield to my other Senators. I hope, in the interest of time,

that we might keep it a little short. We have a limited amount of
time. I do want to get to the witnesses, but I would like to recog-
nize other Senators for, hopefully, short opening statements.

Senator Conrad.
Senator CONRAD. I give my time retroactively to Senator Roberts.
[Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baucus.
Senator ROBERTS. You do not have to laugh that loud, Paul. You

are turning into me, and I am turning into you. This is ridiculous.
[Laughter.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Baucus.

STATEMENT OF HON. MAX BAUCUS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
MONTANA

Senator BAUCUS. Mr. Chairman, I will submit my statement and
make just one point.

The Finance Committee is going to reauthorize welfare reform
and the Agriculture Committee is going to reauthorize the Farm
bill next year, and food stamps is clearly an integral part of that.
I would hope that we could figure out a way where States like mine
can continue a waiver on certain aspects of the Food Stamp Pro-
gram.

We in Montana have for years received a waiver with respect to
utility costs, and the current administration is saying that that will
no longer be available. I say that because our per capita income in
Montana, or wage per capita income is 50th in the Nation. We are
first in the Nation in the number of jobs necessary per household
to make ends meet. We are 27th in the Nation in cost of living. We
are a mid cost of living State, and we are a low-income State.

It is tough, and all I am saying that if we reauthorize this nutri-
tion title that we address that issue.

I might also just give a ringing endorsement of the various school
lunch and school breakfast programs. In my State, they have
worked just wonderfully. If you stop by and see these kids, it is just
heart-warming. It gives you a sense that, my gosh, a lot of the stuff
we are doing back here in Washington really does make a dif-
ference to real people. Just mark me down as a big champion, and
also, on the international school lunch program idea, I would like
to help make that work as well.

Thank you very much.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Baucus.
I will just ask staff to make sure that we pay attention to the

waiver issue when we develop our bill.
Senator BAUCUS. I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I have to leave

now. We had to recess the Finance Committee because we had a
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bomb scare, and I have just received a note that there is no bomb
up there.

The CHAIRMAN. What are you guys doing over there?
[Laughter.]
Senator BAUCUS.We are ready to reconvene.
The CHAIRMAN. All right. Good luck.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Stabenow.

STATEMENT OF HON. DEBBIE A. STABENOW, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MICHIGAN

Senator MICHIGAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is nice to be
part of a safe committee; so far, we have not had any bomb scares.

I will submit a full opening statement, Mr. Chairman, for the
record. Let me just say that I share the feeling of my colleagues
about the nutrition title. It is critical. I would like to note that the
average demographics of a person today on food stamps is very dif-
ferent from what one might typically think of in the past. We are
talking about people who are working. We need to look very closely
as we reauthorize these programs and at what is really happening
to our families.

I would also just mention that the commodity programs of course
are important in two ways—both in terms of nutrition for our chil-
dren and availability of fruits and vegetables and other important
items for families, and also important for our farmers. We in Michi-
gan have benefited from being able to include apples and cherries,
and we are now looking to include asparagus, in the school lunch
program.

Michigan has the largest Commodity Supplemental Food Pro-
gram (CSFP) in the country, and we are very interested in working
with you, Mr. Chairman, as always, and I am very interested in
making sure that this title is really strengthened and meets the
needs of our families.

The CHAIRMAN. Very good. Thank you, Senator Stabenow.
[The prepared statement of Senator Stabenow can be found in

the appendix on page 56.]
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Dayton.
Senator DAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I will forego an opening state-

ment. Senator Wellstone and I have to go to the Finance Commit-
tee to testify in behalf of the Trade Adjustment Assistance reau-
thorization, and we will be returning after that.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Senator Wellstone, do you have a statement?

STATEMENT OF HON. PAUL D. WELLSTONE, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM MINNESOTA

Senator WELLSTONE. Mr. Chairman, I will just take three min-
utes, but I do want to take three minutes, because this is one of
the reasons I wanted to serve on this committee. This is one of the
most important things that we are going to be doing.

We have three panelists here at the beginning, all of whom have
a lot to say that is important, and I am going to run and testify
and come back.

First, this is a safety net program that has worked well in terms
of dramatically reducing malnutrition and hunger in our country
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going back—my history goes back, although I have never played a
large role, to all the anti-hunger work, the studies that came out
in the mid to late sixties, and then, what we have done with food
stamps.

We have to take a very close look at eligibility. Let us be honest
about it. With the welfare bill, we cut the benefits for legal immi-
grants, and when the adults do not get it, the children do not get
it even though they are eligible. The whole issue of eligibility we
need to go back and revisit. There are many people who could ben-
efit, and there are a lot of children who could benefit who do not
because of the eligibility question.

We have not at all kept up with inflation, just in terms of pur-
chasing power, and the minimum benefits are so minimum as to
do serious damage to our vision and goal as a country that children
should not go hungry nor, frankly, should adults.

Then, finally, we have got to make sure that people who are eli-
gible actually receive the benefits. Because of your help, Mr. Chair-
man, and others, in the last ag appropriations markup, I had an
amendment that asked the Food and Nutrition Service—and Mr.
Bost might want to talk about this—to do a study of what in the
world is going on when you have over a 30 percent decline.

I just got the report today, and I will be talking more about it
later, but I want to get it to all members of the committee. Mr.
Chairman, just listen to one figure here. ‘‘Slightly less than half
the decline, 44 percent, occurred because fewer people were eligible
to participate.’’ It goes through some other things. Then, ‘‘The re-
mainder of the decline, over half, 56 percent, occurred because
fewer eligible individuals participate in the program.’’

For a variety of different reasons, Dr. Haskins and I did not
agree on the welfare bill; but we do agree that when people move
from welfare to work out there in the counties in this country, they
ought to know that they and their children are eligible for these
benefits. We have lost a lot of the infrastructure of outreach where
people do not know.

I just want to say to you, above and beyond WIC and school
breakfast and school lunch, that I am focused on this like a laser
beam, and I am very pleased to be on this committee. I really think
that we can do something very important and positive. Some of the
results out there are harsh. It is crazy that one out of every 10
households is, quote, ‘‘food-insecure,’’ and that 35 million Ameri-
cans, 10 or 15 million of whom are children. We can do better.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Wellstone. I look

forward to working with you on it.
Senator WELLSTONE. We will be back.
The CHAIRMAN. I appreciate that very much. Thank you.
I will just say at the outset again that today’s hearing is going

to be focusing mainly on the nutrition programs, specifically the
food stamp, and hunger food bank issues.

Earlier this year, Senator Lugar held a hearing on all the child
nutrition programs. I am hopeful that we might come back again
at some other point and just look at the school lunch and school
breakfast programs. Those programs are not up for reauthorization
in this Farm bill, but we could discuss them in this Farm bill, and
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I am open to making some changes to the child nutrition programs
in the Farm bill. In your testimony, this morning, please let us
know if you have anything to say about that. I do intend to have
another hearing sometime later on—I do not know when—just on
that issue of the school lunch and school breakfast and other child
nutrition programs.

With that, we welcome our first panel.
Mr. Eric Bost, Undersecretary for Food, Nutrition, and Consumer

Services at the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Mr. Robert Green-
stein, Executive Director of the Center on Budget and Policy Prior-
ities; and Dr. Ron Haskins, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Insti-
tute constitute our first panel, and then we have a second panel.

I will say at the outset that all of your statements will be made
a part of the record in their entirety, as well as the opening state-
ments of Senators sitting here today. I would ask if you could sum-
marize your statement for us. I would appreciate it. We will try to
limit it to seven minutes or so on the lights.

Mr. Bost, welcome, and please proceed.

STATEMENT OF ERIC M. BOST, UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD,
NUTRITION, AND CONSUMER SERVICES, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF AGRICULTURE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. BOST. Mr. Chairman and Senator Lugar, and other members
of the committee, good morning.

I appreciate the opportunity to join you today to discuss the re-
authorization of the Food Stamp Program, to build on its history
of success to meet the demands of the new century.

I am pleased to represent the administration in the process of re-
authorizing the Food Stamp Program, the foundation of the Na-
tion’s nutrition safety net, as part of the Farm bill. I look forward
to working with this committee as we develop a reauthorization ap-
proach that preserves those aspects of the program that have
served this country so well over the past decades and makes the
changes needed for the program to function even more effectively
and efficiently into the future. The Food Stamp Program touches
the lives of millions of people who need a helping hand to put food
on the table.

Because food stamps are not targeted or restricted by age, dis-
ability status, or family structure, recipients are a diverse group
representing a broad cross-section of the Nation’s poor. In 2000,
over half of all food stamp recipients were children, about 9 to 10
percent were elderly, and another 10 percent were disabled. Many
recipients worked, and the majority of food stamp households were
not receiving Temporary Assistance to Needy Families.

However, most food stamp households had little income and few
resources available to them. Only 11 percent were above the pov-
erty line, while 33 percent had incomes at or below half the poverty
line. About two-thirds of all households had no accountable assets.
The program is clearly successful at targeting benefits to the need-
iest Americans.

The Food Stamp Program responds to economic changes, expand-
ing to meet increased need when the economy is in recession and
contracting when the economy is growing. Because benefits auto-
matically flow into communities, States, or regions of the country
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that face rising unemployment or poverty, the program tends to
soften some of the harshest effects of an economic down turn.

However, over the last decade, food stamp participation rose
more sharply than expected during the relatively short and mild
recession in the early nineties, and then fell more sharply than ex-
pected after 1994, during a sustained period of economic growth.

In April of this year, the program served about 17 million people,
down from about 28 million at its peak in March 1994. In recent
months, however, the participation decline has slowed and may
have ended. Over half of all States are now serving more people
than they did a year ago. It is important to note that as participa-
tion has declined, program costs have also dropped considerably.
Annual costs have declined by over $7 billion since fiscal year 1995.

In 2000, 98 percent of households that received food stamps were
entitled to some benefit. Problems tend to occur far more fre-
quently in cases where an eligible household is provided with the
wrong amount of benefits. Difficulties in determining the correct
level of benefits stem from a number of factors—the intricacies of
program rules designed to target benefits precisely; the complex
circumstances of working families; and the need to anticipate the
circumstances of program participants.

When errors resulting in overpayments do occur, the Department
works very hard to recoup those funds from those who received
them.

Since the program was last reauthorized, we have seen a revolu-
tion in the way that food stamp benefits are delivered. In 1996,
only 15 percent of benefits were delivered electronically. Today, 80
percent are delivered through EBT. Forty-three State agencies now
operate EBT systems for the Food Stamp Program, and 41 are
Statewide.

A lot of things have changed since welfare reform. In important
ways, the States have been the leaders in the revolution in making
these changes—restructuring their welfare programs to require
work, time-limited assistance, improving child support enforce-
ment, and encouraging parental responsibility.

I believe that the Food Stamp Program has contributed to the
success of welfare reform by supporting the transition from welfare
to work. Welfare rolls and the proportion of food stamp households
on welfare have fallen sharply, while the percentage of food stamp
households with earnings has grown. Today, the Food Stamp Pro-
gram serves more families that work than families that receive
welfare.

We have talked about the tremendous decline. However, I believe
that the complexity of program requirements may be deterring par-
ticipation among people who are eligible for benefits, especially
working families. There is a growing awareness that we need to re-
form the quality control system, which Senator Lugar made ref-
erence to, to ensure that it more effectively encourages payment ac-
curacy without discouraging States from achieving other important
objectives.

My view is that every person eligible to receive food stamps
should have full and easy access while maintaining integrity in our
programs. We need to reexamine how the Food Stamp Program
recognizes and supports its multiple program goals.
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Let us talk about reauthorization, and I am just going to note
some broad proposals.

We are interested in ensuring that we facilitate working families’
access to food stamp benefits while minimizing burdens for State
agencies; and finding ways to reduce burdens on applicants and
participants and to reduce administrative complexity for people
who actually implement the program. As States explore innovative
welfare policies, at the same time, we should examine whether pro-
gram changes, including increased administrative flexibility, could
help to ensure that all those at risk of hunger have access to the
benefits they need. We also need to improve the program’s effec-
tiveness in promoting healthy diets.

Additionally, prudent stewardship of Federal resources is a fun-
damental responsibility and critical to continued public confidence
in this program. We must be vigilant in the fight against error,
fraud, and abuse, and ensure that the taxpayer investment in this
program is used as effectively as possible.

I am very pleased to join the discussion as we begin today to pre-
serve the elements of the Food Stamp Program that have contrib-
uted to the history of success and to strengthen and improve it to
meet the challenges for a new century.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks. I would be pleased
to answer any questions that you may have of me.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bost, thank you very much for your testi-
mony.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bost can be found in the appen-
dix on page 58.]

The CHAIRMAN. We move to Robert Greenstein, founder and Ex-
ecutive Director of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, a
nonprofit institute that conducts research and analysis on public
policy issues, with an emphasis on low-and moderate-income fami-
lies.

I just want to say for the record that I started working with Mr.
Greenstein when I first came to the Congress back in the 1970’s,
and I know of no one who has dedicated more of his life, energy,
expertise and knowledge to the subject of nutrition and nutrition
programs than has Mr. Greenstein. You and your agency have pro-
vided an invaluable service both to the House and the Senate over
all these years, and we appreciate that and welcome you back to
the committee.

Senator CONRAD. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Senator Conrad.
Senator CONRAD. Mr. Chairman, might I associate myself with

your remarks about Mr. Greenstein?
The CHAIRMAN. Absolutely.
Senator CONRAD. He is a national treasure, and we are lucky to

have him.
Senator STABENOW. Mr. Chairman, if I might also associate my-

self with your comments and indicate that in a few moments I am
going to have to leave to preside over the Senate, and I do not want
any of our guests to assume that that indicates a lack of interest.
We are just very pleased that you are all here.

The testimony that I do not have an opportunity to hear in per-
son, I certainly will scrutinize the written documents.
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The CHAIRMAN. We certainly understand. Thank you very much,
Senator.

Mr. Greenstein, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT GREENSTEIN, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, CENTER ON BUDGET AND POLICY PRIORITIES,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. GREENSTEIN. Thank you for the invitation to testify, and
thank you for your kind words. It has been my honor to work with
all of you over the years. I also wanted to particularly note—Sen-
ator Roberts was talking about the welfare law—as we talk about
where we are today, we would be in a very different place today
if it had not been for the efforts of Senator Lugar in 1995 and 1996
on both food stamps and school lunch. He was really the champion
in that period.

Senator LUGAR. Thank you, sir.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. As several of you have mentioned, the profile

of the Food Stamp Program has changed; it has become much less
a program for welfare families and much more a program for work-
ing families.

Ten years ago, the number of food stamp households that re-
ceived welfare and had no earnings was more than double the
number who worked. Today the number of food stamp households
who work far exceeds the number who get cash welfare and have
no earnings.

As the undersecretary noted, there has been a large decline in
program participation—more than 10 million people since 1994, the
largest decline in the program’s history. The economy was clearly
a major factor here, but far from the only factor.

As my first chart up on the board shows, from 1994 to 1999, the
number of people who were poor declined 16 percent, but the num-
ber of people receiving food stamps declined 35 percent. Part of
what happened—several of you mentioned this—was that the par-
ticipation rate changed.

You noted that the proportion of eligible people who participate
went down from 71 percent to 59 percent. I would also note that
the percentage of eligible children who participate went down from
86 percent to 69 percent.

The undersecretary also noted that there had been a substantial
decline in food stamp costs. From 1994 to 2000, food stamp benefit
expenditures declined 23 percent after adjusting for inflation.
There are a number of factors there—the economy, the decline in
the participation rate, and also very much the changes in the wel-
fare law.

The Congressional Budget Office estimated at the time the bill
was passed that it would reduce expenditures $28 billion over 6
years, and the CBO estimates showed that two-thirds of the food
stamp savings resulted from provisions to reduce food stamp bene-
fits for households that remained eligible, often on an across-the-
board or quasi-across-the-board basis that reduced benefits for the
working poor and the elderly and the disabled along with others.

Why was that in the welfare law? Because this committee and
the House Agriculture Committee were assigned austere budget
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reconciliation targets assuming deep reductions in food stamp ex-
penditures, and the committees had to comply.

Those benefit cuts had no relation to the welfare reform goals of
promoting work and marriage, and as a result of them, budget cuts
were deeper in the Food Stamp Program than in any other major
social program in the Federal Government.

It is interesting if we look at the next chart and turn to food
stamp expenditures. The top line in the chart is CBO’s estimate of
food stamp costs before the welfare law was passed. The middle
line is CBO’s estimate of what the costs would be as a result of the
welfare law at the time that it was passed—and these numbers we
have adjusted downward to reflect the lower unemployment than
CBO thought at that time. The bottom line shows the actual ex-
penditures. See how far it is below the middle line. The main dif-
ference between the bottom line and the middle line is that reduc-
tion in food stamp participation rates that several of you referred
to in your opening statements.

One more background point on what has been happening to par-
ticipation. This is one of the most stunning figures of all. Citizen
children in legal immigrant families remained eligible for food
stamps. Their eligibility was not affected by the welfare law. In
1994, 1,350,000 of them were in the program; four years later, only
350,000 were. There was a decline of one million citizen children,
a 74 percent decline, apparently related to the fact that there was
a lot of confusion over the larger immigrant changes, and when the
parents and the other family members became ineligible, appar-
ently, there has been widespread misunderstanding and belief that
these children are ineligible as well.

What do we do? Clearly, we want to focus on doing better with
working families. It is still the case that virtually 100 percent of
the families on assistance, on welfare, who are eligible for food
stamps get it; but among working families, only about half of those
eligible get it.

The first thing one needs to do to address that is to overhaul—
and Senator Lugar mentioned this in his statement—the quality
control system. The way the quality control system works today, it
penalizes States for serving working families. Why? Because error
rates are higher among working families than welfare families. If
the family is on welfare, it gets a benefit, a cash welfare payment,
it stays the same from month to month, the welfare office makes
the payment and knows what it is. If a family leaves welfare for
low-wage work, in many cases, the earnings fluctuate. The number
of hours change a bit from month to month. Many of these jobs do
not have paid sick leave—if you are off for a day, you get less that
month, you get more the next month. As a result of the Food
Stamp Program measuring precise benefit accuracy from month to
month, these fluctuations result in higher error rates for working
families in virtually every State than for welfare families.

That means that a State that does better in moving people from
welfare to work and has more working families and fewer welfare
families on food stamps has a higher error rate than a State that
still has most of its caseload on welfare. That is really not the ef-
fect we would want.
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Adding to that, the current system imposes or subjects to a po-
tential fiscal penalty every State that has an error rate above the
national average—half the States in any given year. That type of
system was put in place by Congress back when food stamp error
rates were up toward 17 percent in the overpayment rate. The
overpayment rate today is 6.5 percent. We have a system that is
not realistic for the current situation, and it drives States to insti-
tute procedures that make it harder for working families to qualify
and stay on the program, like making them take time off from
work to come back into the office every three months to reapply.

A second area, also already mentioned—simplification is impor-
tant. I see the lights are coming on. I have a number of ideas on
the simplification front; I would be happy to discuss those——

The CHAIRMAN. If you want to take a couple of extra minutes,
go ahead. I am willing to bend the time somewhat.

Mr. GREENSTEIN. The one that I will mention now—and there
are a lot of more detailed ideas—the one theme that I would men-
tion now is that I would urge you to consider simplification in part
through greater alignment, or allowing States to make greater
alignment of food stamps and Medicaid. We often think of food
stamps and welfare. The number of households with children re-
ceiving both Medicaid and food stamps is now much larger than
the number that either program has in common with welfare.

Who are the people who get food stamps and Medicaid and not
welfare? They are working families. You h ave children getting food
stamps who are eligible for CHIP—I know you have been very in-
terested in this, Senator Lugar—or Medicaid, who are not enrolled
in health care. You have children on Medicaid who are not enrolled
in food stamps. If we could simplify the system—for example, have
a single definition that States can apply with gross income across
both food stamps and Medicaid, so that you could do a simpler,
joint application for working families, maybe without having to go
to the welfare office, we could both improve nutrition for working
families, have more incentives to work, and reduce the ranks of the
uninsured at the same time.

I also think that some attention should be paid to the one provi-
sion still remaining from the welfare law in which an inflation ad-
justment that was formerly in place is no longer in place. Senator
Lugar tried valiantly to maintain that inflation adjustment. The
House did not agree to it. This was part of the ‘‘meet the reconcili-
ation target’’ issue. We should not have the benefits eroding to in-
flation over time.

The final item I would like to mention involve gaps in coverage
in two key areas that emerged in the aftermath of the welfare
law—legal immigrants and the adults age 18 to 50 who are not
raising minor children. In both cases, Senator Lugar and this com-
mittee passed provisions in 1995 that were much more moderate
than what ended up in the final law.

In the case of the 18- to 50-year-old adults, I would actually sug-
gest that the committee look at the provision that this committee
passed in 1995 in its welfare law, as distinguished from the both
harsher and much more complicated for States to administer provi-
sion that ended up in the final law.
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With regard to immigrants—and let me end on this note—Mr.
Chairman, the Food Stamp Program’s restrictions on legal immi-
grants today are much more severe than those in SSI, Medicaid,
CHIP, TANF, or any other major means-tested program the Fed-
eral Government runs. The Food Stamp Program is the only
means-tested program—the only one—that denies eligibility to
large categories of poor legal immigrants who entered the United
States before August 21, 1996, the date the welfare law was signed.
It is out-of-step with every other program in that regard.

With regard to the people who entered the country after August
22, 1996, under the welfare law, in Medicaid and TANF, States
have the option of making legal immigrants who entered after Au-
gust 22, 1996 eligible after they have been in the country five
years, and most States have taken that option. In the CHIP pro-
gram, Federal law requires States to make children eligible—the
new entrants eligible—after they have been here for five years. In
the Food Stamp Program, they still remain ineligible at that point.
For families with children, food stamps is different than the other
programs in that regard.

I would also note that prior to the enactment of these provisions,
the error rate for immigrant families was about the same as for na-
tive families. Now the immigrant provisions are so complicated in
the food stamp law that the latest data show that the error rates
for immigrant families are much higher for native families. They
have gone up because of the added complexity the law created.

In summary, this is a wonderful program, and this committee
has done exemplary work over the years, but there is definitely
need for improvement.

Finally, I will just make a statement, Mr. Chairman, and if you
want to ask, I will be happy to elaborate during your question pe-
riod, but for reasons I will be happy to elaborate on, I would actu-
ally strongly recommend against doing school lunch and school
breakfast in the Farm bill. They are up for reauthorization in 2003.
I suspect that on this committee at the end of the day, there is
going to be a lot of interest in agriculture and commodities, and
there is going to be only so much money for nutrition. When you
look at the reductions in expenditures in food stamps, you are
going to need virtually all of that money there. You can come back
in 2003 and make improvements in school lunch and school break-
fast. If you use some of the nutrition money in the Farm bill, what-
ever amount it may be—and I hope it is significant—for lunch and
breakfast, you will end up shorting these very basic issues that are
crying out to be addressed in the Food Stamp Program.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Did you say that you do not think we should ad-

dress or that we should address the school lunch and school break-
fast program in this Farm bill?

Mr. GREENSTEIN. Should not.
The CHAIRMAN. We should not; let it go until 2003?
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Yes. There are not——
The CHAIRMAN. OK. I will cover that with you later.
Thanks.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Greenstein can be found in the

appedix on page 70.]
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The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Haskins, a Senior Fellow in the Economics
Studies Program at the Brookings Institution, and a co-director of
the Institution’s Welfare Reform and Beyond Initiative.

Welcome, Dr. Haskins.

STATEMENT OF RON HASKINS, SENIOR FELLOW, BROOKINGS
INSTITUTION, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. HASKINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Lugar.
It is a great privilege to be here today. I really appreciate being

invited to testify in the shadow of Bob Greenstein.
In a former life, I was a staffer in the House—my I.Q. was too

low to get a job in the Senate, so I took a staff job in the House,
where I was privileged to work on the welfare reform bill—and
that is what I would like to focus my testimony on today.

Let me tell you a simple story that has five parts. The first part
is that in 1996, Congress changed our welfare program, our major
cash welfare program, AFDC, and required States to design pro-
grams that would encourage or, where necessary, force mothers to
work.

The second part is that, lo and behold, they passed a law in
Washington, and out there in the countryside, they actually did
what the law asked them to do. The States devised these programs,
and mothers left welfare in droves and went to work—I have sub-
mitted some data in my testimony to demonstrate those facts—and
as a result of that, there have been many, many affiliated results,
but perhaps the most impressive and the most important is a dra-
matic reduction in child poverty, particularly if we use broader
Census Bureau measures that take into account the Earned In-
come Tax Credit, EITC.

The third point is that, as I have just suggested, the reason why
we have had such success in reducing child poverty and increasing
family income as well is because of what we can call the work sup-
port system. That is the main reason I want to talk to the commit-
tee today.

That system is composed of the Earned Income Tax Credit, food
stamps, child care, child support enforcement, and several other
benefits that go to working families. If you look carefully at the leg-
islative history, you will find that since 1985, all of these programs
have been either created in whole or have been dramatically ex-
panded. I hate to make an accusation like this, but it actually ap-
pears that the Congress had vision; that Congress wanted to create
a situation that would both suck people off welfare by giving them
the incentive and would provide them with a very strong—I hesi-
tate to use the word ‘‘safety net,’’ because that is usually associated
with welfare—but would provide additional income because Con-
gress knew that so many of these families were going to be low-
income and did not have the skills and experience to demand high-
er wages, so they were going to have to work at low wages.

The fourth point is that there is something very nice about this
system, because it reflects its bipartisan origins. The strong work
requirements and especially the strong elements of the 1996 legis-
lation are clearly conserved in the Republican origin. Members of
this committee and other committees actually fought against some
of these provisions and reluctantly, at least in two or three of them,
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President Clinton signed the bill. As a result, we have a lot of fami-
lies who have left welfare, and now, for the liberal side of this, we
have this very strong work support system in which we invest bil-
lions of dollars—spending has grown like made since 1996—it actu-
ally started a little before that—so we have a nicely balanced sys-
tem that I believe has strong bipartisan support, and at least in
a good economy, it works very well, with one exception—and this
is my fifth point in this story—and that is that food stamps and
Medicaid are a big problem—a big problem.

Recent research—Bob said that about 50 percent of the families
leaving welfare who are eligible for food stamps get it—recent re-
search suggests the number may be closer to 40 percent. We have
a very large number of children and single mothers out there—an
exceptionally worthy group, in my opinion—and they are not re-
ceiving their food stamp benefits.

I would like the committee to consider this. The typical mother
is earning around $10,000. If she has two children, she gets about
another $4,000 in EITC, so she has $14,000. At that point, she is
eligible for about $2,000 in food stamps, which is virtual cash in
this case. Imagine a difference to that mother and those children
of an income of $14,000 as compared to $16,000. That is the topic
that this committee should address. We should all want that family
to have that additional $2,000, and we know for certain from all
kinds of national datasets that many of them—probably a major-
ity—are not getting the money.

Now, what is the cause of this? There are many causes. There
is plenty of blame to go around for people who like to blame. Right
at the heart of it is the quality control system. Bob has already
made several references to this, as has Secretary Bost. The quality
control system really and truly, if you think about it, is exactly op-
posed to the purposes of TANF.

In the TANF program, if the States do not put people into work,
they are literally fined by the Federal Government. In the Quality
Control Program, if the States put people to work, they are vir-
tually fined by the Federal Government, because in every State,
they have higher error rates in the cases of people who work.

Something simply has to be done to the statutes to allow the
States more flexibility. I would suggest that the committee look at
four things.

It is not surprising that this has occurred. It is a new world.
Things change dramatically. We have many more single mothers
out there. It is not surprising. Now the committee and the commit-
tee in the House should respond appropriately by getting to the
bottom of the problem and solving it.

First, we have to change the asset limit for vehicles especially.
It is more important than ever now for mothers to have good trans-
portation because so many of them work. That is the first thing.

The second thing is at least consider—I am not enough of a food
stamp expert to know all the ins and outs—but it makes some
sense to separate, at least for purposes of quality control, working
families from the disabled and the elderly, because they are so dif-
ferent, and it is possible that a good solution could be fashioned
around that step.
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The third thing is that I want to strongly endorse Bob Green-
stein’s suggestion of finding a solution that is also compatible and
works hand-in-hand with Medicaid, because we had exactly the
same problem in Medicaid. When I was still with the Ways and
Means Committee, we had a hearing about this and invited several
States, and they employed very aggressive administration action to
make sure that people knew they were eligible, to make it as easy
as possible for them to get the benefits—for example, in one State,
Florida, you could do the entire application and re-application by
telephone—those kinds of measures were very, very effective. Co-
ordination with Medicaid is important.

The final thing and probably the most important would be to
lengthen the accounting period for the purpose of the quality con-
trol. As Bob mentioned, it is simply impossible with low-income
families to trace their income. It could change every week, and
there is no administrative system known to man or God that can
follow the wages of an external group from week to week; it just
cannot be done.

When the quality control investigators come along and have a
week to examine a case, they can reveal a lot of these things, and
that is why the error rates in these cases are so high. We should
at least give the States a 6-month period in which they are held
harmless for any changes in income among families that work.

Let me leave you with this thought. I believe there are very few,
if any, actions that the Congress could take in the next 18 months
that would have a more immediate and pervasive effect on child
poverty than solving this food stamp issue and making sure that
these families get their food stamp benefits.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Haskins can be found in the ap-

pendix on page 87.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Haskins, and thank you all for

very excellent statements. As I said, they will be made a part of
the record in their entirety.

Dr. Haskins, I would just ask you to compare and contrast the
role of TANF as opposed to that of the food stamp program, and
what you conclude about the appropriateness of TANF being a
block grant and the Food Stamp Program, being a national pro-
gram.

Mr. HASKINS. I may be in agreement with Bob Greenstein that
I would never say block grants are great, plus I was involved when
the House wanted a food stamp block grant, and Senator Lugar, as
Bob pointed out, was very strongly opposed to it, and we did not
wind up with a block grant.

There is no question that if you have a block grant, you do not
have to worry about the administrative details. You give the States
a bunch of money, and it is their problem. You can still have ac-
countability, but you do not have to worry about the amount of
money going up. That is what we have in TANF. In food stamps,
when you have an open-ended entitlement, if the States are not
careful in the administration, if costs the Federal Government a lot
more money, and fraud goes up; that reduces public support. There
are lots of problems with fraud in any program that does not have
good quality control.
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As long as food stamps is an open-ended entitlement, there sim-
ply has to be some type of quality control. That is why the 6-month
hold-harmless period should at least be tried. If the committee is
concerned that that could lead to more fraud—and it would lead to
some more not deliberate fraud, but to more overpayments; I am
quite certain of that——

The CHAIRMAN. What do you mean by a 6-month hold-harmless
period? I do not understand.

Mr. HASKINS. Under current law, when the quality control inves-
tigation takes place, they look at a case in great detail, and if a
working family got a job and was making $7 an hour, and in week
one, they worked 35 hours, the next week they worked 40, the next
week they worked 38, the normal State administrative system
could not follow those changes. Furthermore, the family might quit
work for two weeks—we know this; very clearly, many families are
in and out of the labor force. That to be accurate, you have to fol-
low all those changes.

What I am proposing and several others have proposed—and the
States can give you a lot of information about this—is that the
statute allow the State to make an accurate collection of informa-
tion and computation when the family goes to work; and then, for
the next six months, as long as the family continues working, you
would not have to take into account changes in wages. Then, at the
end of six months, you would have to redetermine and make sure
the wage is still correct, and hours of work, and so forth. Or, if the
committee were nervous about that, you could do it for three
months. That is an essential part of the solution that the States
have a period during which they are held harmless.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Greenstein, your observations?
Mr. GREENSTEIN. I very much agree with Ron’s point on the six

months. I would note that the Department last November issued
a regulation that now gives States the option of essentially doing
what Ron just suggested; however, while some State are moving in
that direction, the State take-up has been less than one otherwise
would have expected, because there are still on the part of States
concerns about the quality control issues generally on having a lot
more working families on the program. My sense is that one needs
to couple these kinds of improvements with the quality control im-
provements, and then, that more States will be able to take advan-
tage of the option.

There is another proposal also in a regulation that was issued in
November, but it has not taken effect yet, that the States have sug-
gested that is an excellent idea. I presume Ron would like this also.
There is this very difficult situation, as Ron mentioned, when a
family leaves welfare for work. The food stamp office knows this
family’s circumstances are changing—the exact income is chang-
ing—so often, to protect themselves against errors, what the food
stamp office may do is to end the family’s current food stamp cer-
tification period at that point and say ‘‘You have to come back and
reapply.’’

Now, here the family; it is now ineligible for welfare, because it
is going work. It is told ‘‘We are ending your food stamps; you can
come back in if you want to reapply.’’ It assumes that it is no
longer eligible for food stamps, either, and it does not come back.
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The suggestion—it originated from the States—was to give
States an option to freeze the food stamp benefit for a transitional
period when a family works its way off welfare. The regulation
would allow States to do that for three months, but because that
regulation needs approval from the management side of OMB
under a technical paperwork issue, it still has not been allowed to
take effect, and States are waiting for it.

Some of us are actually suggesting you consider in reauthoriza-
tion lengthening that transition period; maybe that should go to as
much as six months.

The one point where I would mildly disagree with Ron—our con-
clusion is the same; the mechanism would be different—is that I
do not actually think you need to do more in statute on the vehicle
issue because of the provision that you enacted in October that
gives States the option of aligning their vehicle rule with their
TANF vehicle rule. We are just completing a survey of what States
are doing, but a large number of States are moving to solve that
problem—30 already, the undersecretary says—so I am not sure
that one needs—by the way, a final point that I would make is that
a block grant is the wrong way to go, but here was an example,
the legislation you passed in October. You did not do a block grant.
You said here is an area, the vehicle rule, where it makes sense
to give States the option to align their vehicle rule with the TANF
rule. The regulation that I am referring to says give States the op-
tion of freezing the benefit for working families for six months. The
reg that I hope will be approved at OMB soon says give States the
option of freezing the benefit for the family that works its way off
welfare for three months. Rather than a block grant, we can find
discrete areas where an appropriate option, flexibility for a State
to simplify matters in a way that facilitates service to working fam-
ilies, coupled with reform of the quality control system, could help
make a lot of progress.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. Bost, do you have any observations?
Mr. BOST. Yes, just a few. What we are looking at is a combina-

tion of all of those factors. Up until a month or so ago, having had
the opportunity of running one of the largest food stamp programs
in the entire country, we looked at making all of those changes, to
some extent.

Let us talk about this certification period. For some families, it
was three months, for some families, it was six months, and for
some families, it was essentially nine months. For us, the issue was
having the flexibility to make some kind of determination.

The other thing that I instituted 2–1/2 years ago that probably
helped us a great deal was the call center. We implemented call
centers which would essentially allow families to call to note
changes, and they did not have to come in if they were working.

The other thing was to extend office hours to evenings and Sat-
urdays, so that if they had to appear in person, they could do that.

On this issue of the quality control system, I would agree. All of
us are absolutely correct in savings that we do need to do some
things in terms of changing it. The problem or the issue or the
challenge is—to what? No one has asked to what. They say, well,
it needs to change; it is too complicated. We are working on what
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to change it to, because we have got to maintain integrity in our
system.

I do believe very strongly that we do need to look at making
some adjustments in terms of what that system is, because as so
many people have said, a significant number of States have indeed
been sanctioned.

On the other side of the coin, there is some incentive or there
should be some incentive for States to ensure that accurate food
stamp determination is made for people who come into their offices,
to ensure that people get every dollar that they should receive.

There has to be that balance in terms of accuracy determination,
and incentives in programs, but there also has to be some sort of
quality control there to ensure that we address issues directly re-
lated to fraud and abuse. They go hand-in-hand, as far as I am con-
cerned.

I have one final point—I want to talk about participation rate.
When I looked at Texas in the report that was most recently re-
leased this morning, low participation rates are directly related to
several factors. One, we have people who are working, earning
more money, and they are no longer eligible. No. 2, some clients—
and this is not from research but from me actually going out and
talking to clients—some clients, many clients, have essentially said
to me that they found the process difficult to understand, so they
did not come in to apply. A third group of people essentially said
that when they were no longer receiving TANF, they were not
aware that they may still be eligible for food stamps.

It is a combination of all of those factors, but let us not forget
that first large group. Many people, as a result of welfare reform,
as a result of a very strong economy, are no longer eligible to re-
ceive food stamps because they have a job, they have income.

There are those other three or four categories of people who are
very, very important, but that is one that sometimes we overlook.

The CHAIRMAN. I have two other questions, and I will just ask
one and then wait for my second round.

Right now, it is my understanding that the average expenditure
for food by families in America is about 11 percent of disposable
income. Yet under the Food Stamp Program, we expect poor people
to spend up to 30 percent of their disposable income on food. Then,
food stamps are supposed to make up the difference between the
30 percent and what is needed in order to have a healthy diet.

What would you think about lowering that 30 percent? Why
should we ask poor people to spend 30 percent of their disposable
income on food when the rest of us are spending 11 percent of our
disposable income on food?

Mr. GREENSTEIN.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. I am going to surprise you and say no, I would

not favor lowering that, and here is why. Being practical, again,
you are going to have a limited amount of resources for the nutri-
tion title, and I hope that you improve the adequacy of food stamp
benefits. Lowering the 30 percent figure is very expensive. It is
going to consume a lot of the limited resources that you would have
available, and it would target the biggest benefit increases to the
highest-income households on food stamps.
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Let us suppose you lowered it from 35 percent to 25 percent. You
would be increasing the benefit by five percent of income. Well, for
somebody at 120 percent of the poverty line, you would increase
the benefit three times as much as for somebody only at 40 percent
of the poverty line.

Let me suggest a better way to deal with that. A better way to
deal with the issue that you are raising, is to look at the standard
deduction in the Food Stamp Program. We have a standard deduc-
tion which was actually created under a proposal of Senator Dole
back in 1977. The standard deduction is a proxy for certain ex-
penses that households have that take away money that they oth-
erwise might spend on food, and those expenses rise over time, it
was adjusted for inflation until the welfare law—this was a provi-
sion that I referred to earlier where the House approach rather
than the Senate approach ultimately prevailed.

There is another funny thing about the standard deduction. The
standard deduction is the same for a single individual as for a fam-
ily with several children, but the family with several children has
more expenses. There is a bill that has been introduced on a bipar-
tisan basis by Senators Specter and Kennedy and Leahy and others
that proposes to replace the current standard deduction with one
equal to 10 percent of the poverty line. The first 10 percent of the
poverty line—if your income is only 10 percent of the poverty line,
it is not like you can spend 30 percent of that small amount on
food.

That would have two effects. Over time, it would improve the
adequacy of the benefit. It would target it more to the people most
in need than lowering the 30 percent figure would do. It would ad-
dress the anomaly in the program that exists today whereby the
standard deduction in the same for a single individual as for a fam-
ily with children.

I would rather spend the bucks on that than on lowering the 30
percent figure.

The CHAIRMAN. Very good. Thank you.
Mr. HASKINS. Mr. Chairman, could I just add that especially if

these extended accounting periods and so forth are put in statute,
I would be very surprised if the Congressional Budget Office did
not say that there will be a cost to these. That is a crucial thing
to support working families, and it is another reason to husband
your resources and focus them on this big problem. I am almost
sure it will have a CBO estimate. Nobody has gotten an estimate
yet to my knowledge, but I am almost positive there will be a cost
ascribed to it.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes, Mr. Greenstein, go ahead.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. I was just going to briefly add that this com-

mittee is going to face a difficult decision. You have an allocation
from the Budget Committee. We have talked about the mag-
nitude—the Undersecretary’s figure was that food stamp expendi-
tures have come down at $7 billion a year.

There is a figure in Ron Haskins’ testimony where he notes that
at the time the welfare law was enacted—correct me if I am getting
your testimony wrong—it is an interesting piece of work that Ron
did in the last few weeks—at the time the welfare bill was enacted,
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CBO forecast that food stamp expenditures from 1997 through
2002 would be $190 billion.

Mr. HASKINS. Yes.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. When he looked at what the actual expendi-

tures have been and CBO projects for the next year or two, it is
$120 billion. It came down $70 billion more over six years than the
amount the welfare law already was assumed to save.

Mr. HASKINS. That is right.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Here is what I am getting to. You are going to

have a decision, which I know will be difficult for you, where the
same dollars have to be divided between the agricultural side and
the nutrition side. The things that we are all talking about cost
some money. The House is talking about $2 billion over 10 years
for the food stamp part. We cannot begin to do the things that we
are talking about for $2 billion over 10 years. You are going to need
to have more than that to address these issues.

Mr. BOST. Mr. Chairman, the point that I was going to make in
reaction to your suggestion, is the issue that there is not one sug-
gestion, but several suggestions, so it is a question of, one, how
they fit, and two, the fact that all of them are going to cost a sig-
nificant amount of money. Therefore, it is a question of the biggest
bang for the dollar.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Lugar.
Senator LUGAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
The testimony that all three of you have presented is just very

helpful, and likewise the oral testimony on the changes that we
might make. This last colloquy on cost is important, and Mr.
Greenstein’s earlier comment strategically, that he would favor not
having the title in the Farm bill and taking our chances maybe the
year after. That, we will have to take a look at simply because I
am not sure that in the year following the Farm bill or whenever
this is to be taken, there are additional funds. I am open to instruc-
tion as to where you find the liberality beyond this given the budg-
et construct that we are working under, but can you illuminate
that any more? In other words, if we were not to put this in the
Farm bill—and as you have suggested, one reason for not doing so
is not to run into competition with other claimants in the Farm
bill—where do we get the money later on, or how do we deal with
this more favorably?

Mr. GREENSTEIN. Let me clarify. I have created a misimpression
of what I was saying.

I am strongly in favor of including the food stamp title in the
Farm bill—strongly in favor of it. What I was saying was in re-
sponse to Senator Harkin’s question that I did not favor doing
school lunch or school breakfast in the Farm bill. I strongly favor
doing food stamps in the Farm bill. Lunch and breakfast have
never been a part of the Farm bill. They are also under a different
committee of jurisdiction in the House. They come up for reauthor-
ization in 2003. There is not an immediate crisis in them. In fact,
unlike this big decline in participation in food stamps, there has
really been no decline in participation in school lunch, even in free
school lunch, even in spite of the reduction in poverty and the im-
provement in the economy. Congress seems to have an easier time
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politically finding resources when the time comes for the school
lunch program given its broad popularity.

My fear if you did school lunch or school breakfast in the Farm
bill, is that the first decision the committee makes is agriculture
versus the nutrition title, and you end with an amount for the nu-
trition title that, whatever the number is, it is probably going to
be less than I hope it will be. Then, out of that limited amount of
money, if one does lunch and breakfast there, you are taking it out
of food stamps, and my guess would be that some of whatever you
do in lunch in particular, a significant amount of that will be mid-
dle-income children, and as Ron is saying, the principal focus now
has to be on working poor families with children in the Food Stamp
Program. That is the No. 1 issue. I do not think you will end up,
unfortunately, with enough resources to do all that should be done
there. I would not dilute it further by doing lunch and breakfast,
but I definitely recommend in favor of doing the food stamp title
in the Farm bill as it has traditionally been done.

Senator LUGAR. How about the WIC Program; which way would
that fall—in the bill now, or outside of it, or are there other things
we should identify?

Mr. GREENSTEIN. WIC is up for reauthorization in 2003. Again,
there is not any immediate crisis. It should be reauthorized in
2003. Also, since WIC is a discretionary rather than a mandatory
program, this committee does not get charged with costs. Those are
charged to the Appropriations Committee each year in the appro-
priations cycle.

Senator LUGAR. With regard to the changes that are suggested
here, probably as we proceed with them—and each of the ones that
you have made with regard to the accountability factors and the
various ways in which we can simplify or make it more flexibility
for States, and each of you have suggested, as opposed to maybe
having a general Federal standard that States be given some dis-
cretion in these things—I suppose that as we begin our reform ef-
forts, we probably ought to get some CBO scoring as we go along
so that we all understand that there are some costs involved, and
there are no surprises at the end of the trail.

Having said that, do you have any idea what kinds of costs we
are likely to run into? Have any of you costed out any of the reform
suggestions that you have made this morning?

Mr. BOST. Senator Lugar, we have just started to line up some
of the possible changes and recommendations and essentially what
kind of impact they would have, and I have folks in our shop look-
ing at putting numbers behind those. At this point, I do not have
any firm numbers that I am willing to share, because I do not want
to be premature in terms of putting them out there and then hav-
ing to defend them down the road until I get all of my questions
answered. I would say generally that it is going to be a significant
amount of money in terms of the types of changes that all of us
have talked about. You are looking at increasing access; you are
looking at making the system easier to negotiate; you want to bring
people in; you want to provide incentives to States to ensure that
they do that. The States are essentially going to say that it is going
to cost them more money for those things to occur.
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I know, having had the opportunity to run a State system, there
were some other additional initiatives that I felt that I could do if
I had received more money from the Federal Government. From
that vantage point, all of these things are going to cost us a signifi-
cant amount of money.

Mr. HASKINS. Could I add one point to that, Senator Lugar?
Senator LUGAR. Yes.
Mr. HASKINS. I know that this will do not good with the Congres-

sional Budget Office, and it does not help the bottom line, but
when thinking about this additional spending, we should keep in
mind that what we are talking about here is getting benefits to
children who are eligible under current law. I know that that does
not make any difference to CBO, but it does make a difference
when you consider the types of proposals that you might support.

Our goal is not to create new eligibility or to increase benefits;
it is to get benefits to people who already deserve them under cur-
rent law.

Mr. GREENSTEIN. Senator, CBO has costed some proposals that
are in some bills that other Members have introduced, like the bill
I mentioned that Senators Specter and Kennedy have introduced,
and Congressmen Walsh and Clayton introduced a similar bill in
the House. Based on past CBO estimates in-house at our center,
we have done some rough estimates of what we think would be the
approximate amount CBO would estimate. I will just read you a
few of them.

The standard deduction provision that I mentioned a few min-
utes ago is about $2.7 billion over 10 years. If one gave States the
option of doing transitional food stamps for families working their
way off welfare, we think that that is about $1.7 billion over 10
years.

There is a package of pretty interesting simplification options
that we have been working on and developing based on conversa-
tions with a number of State people. Those have not been costed
yet by CBO. We are guessing that they are going to end up some-
where in the $200 million to $500 million range over 10 years and,
depending on what you do on legal immigrants, that could be a few
billion dollars over 10 years.

CBO does not yet have cost estimates on the quality control re-
forms, and we are not sure exactly how those are going to be
costed. Hopefully, those will not be too significant.

These are some initial-type estimates. That is not to say that
none of these provisions cannot be designed in a way that costs less
and also does less, but the bottom line is that these things cost real
bucks.

Senator LUGAR. Well, it strikes me, and I suspect the chairman
would agree, that we probably ought to line up on a sheet of paper
the proposals for reform, most of which, it seems to me, have ex-
traordinary merit, and see what they are going to cost; and then
have our draftsmen try to think, in the tradition of Dr. Haskins’
work in the past, about how you can mitigate the cost of any of this
and still get most of the effects of it, even after the sticker shock
has hit from the initial list.

Secretary Bost, it is very important—and I have no idea what
the policy of the Secretary is here, or yours—but if there are strong
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recommendations that you have—and these are certainly exempli-
fied in your testimony today—that the administration provide a
program fairly quickly, both for the things that we ought to do and
the costs. I understand you do not want to make it prematurely,
but we are coming down the trail rapidly with regard to farm bill
preparation, and unless those of us around this table are going to
sort of scratch it together, parsing the testimony to pick out this
and that and so forth, you have got a shop of people who are ex-
perts to do this kind of work. Again and again, with each of the
administration witnesses, without being difficult about it, I am just
saying speak nor or forever hold your piece. This is the time.

The CHAIRMAN. I agree.
Senator LUGAR. Now, people say, well, we have not had a lot of

time, and that is true, and there is still the problem of getting peo-
ple confirmed. The chairman has been very helpful, and in a bipar-
tisan way, this committee has moved people along readily—but
still, you have problems, and I understand. In your shop, you are
there; you are confirmed——

Mr. BOST. A month ago.
Senator LUGAR [continuing]. You have some helpers——
Mr. BOST. One month ago. Senator Lugar, to respond to that, we

are working with all deliberate speed to ensure that I put forth
those recommendations just as quickly as I possibly can.

Senator LUGAR. That is great.
Mr. BOST. As I said, I have been here one month; I am learning

all the hoops that I need to go through; I am learning everyone
whom I need to talk to. I have had at least four or five meetings
personally with my staff to make a determination on those rec-
ommendations that I feel are very important that I would like you
to consider, along with giving those assignments out so that people
can attach costs to them. I really do believe that I bring a little bit
of a unique approach to it, having had the opportunity of running
the program, too, of being on both sides of the fence almost at the
same time.

Senator LUGAR. It is an extraordinary approach; and supple-
mented by your two colleagues at the table today, perhaps we can
fashion something fairly rapidly. I look forward to those rec-
ommendations, in all seriousness.

Mr. BOST. Thank you.
Senator LUGAR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. So do I.
Senator DAYTON.
Senator DAYTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am very sorry to have missed the testimony. I am trying to

catch up here, reading, and I do not really have a set of questions
because I would like to get on to the next panel.

I would just note from what I have been able to glean so far that
I am very alarmed by the testimony that has underscored the de-
cline in participation and utilization of these important programs.

I note, Dr. Haskins, that you and perhaps others have made
some recommendations both in terms of making this program less
restrictive and, like all Federal programs, unnecessarily com-
plicated in terms of eligibility determination as well as granting
greater flexibility to the States with the working participants so it
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can be worked more in concert with TANF. I am looking forward
to the next panel to address maybe some specific recommendations
in this area, because I certainly think, Mr. Chairman, that this
program has been so important to so many Americans that we real-
ly ought to look with alarm at these declining participation rates
and make sure that whatever we do in this reauthorization im-
proves access and efficiency.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Dayton.
Senator WELLSTONE.
Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I am also sorry that I missed the testimony. Senator Dayton and

I had to testify at another committee about workers out of work
and the need to get Trade Adjustment Assistance.

I have some questions, if it is OK. One thing that I want to say
at the beginning, which is in just a little bit of disagreement with
Dr. Haskins—I am in complete agreement on the whole issue that
those people who are eligible should be participating, and I want
to come back to the report today from Food and Nutrition Service—
but again, whether we like it or not, we cut some of the food stamp
benefits in that welfare bill. For example, a typical family of three
with a monthly income of $957—that is 81 percent of the poverty
line, Mr. Chairman—is eligible for $154 in food stamp benefits
under current law. If we had not had the across-the-board reduc-
tions in the welfare law, they would be receiving $174. That is an
11 percent increase. To that family, that is really important. Some
of the minimum benefits are laughable. The lowest is $10 a week
for one person, or something like that. It is pretty embarrassing,
frankly. I do not think it is just a question of making sure that the
people who are eligible get the benefits that they are eligible for;
we need to look at the benefits.

I understand Senator Lugar’s point about the restraints that we
are operating under, but there is also the other cost—and I also
want to make the point about eligibility again. One of the things
that has also been a huge problem—and one of you, it was Bob,
talked about the issue of the savings in the cuts in food stamp ben-
efits—we cut the food stamp benefits for legal immigrants. Have
you noticed that the politics in this country about immigrants is
changing? Then, we restored it, for children and disabled post-
1996. The point is that a lot of the children still do not get the ben-
efits because their parent or parents are not eligible, so they do not
go.

Let us get real about what we did. We are going to have to face
this decision. I want to push hard that we restore eligibility for
benefits for legal immigrants. There are a lot of legal immigrants
in this country with their children. There is more to it than just
expanding eligibility.

Let me now go to my question. The first question is for Undersec-
retary Bost. I appreciate the report. I have been asking for this for
a while, and I am so pleased that you came forward today. The
Food and Nutrition Services people do good work, and again, it is
a matter of—one more time for the record—glass half-full, glass
half-empty. Undersecretary Bost said—and he had every right to—
listen, remember that you had a certain percentage who were no
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longer participating because they were not eligible because they
were working—44 percent. We might be more troubled that over
half of the people who are not participating are still eligible. We
have had something like a 30 percent decline. There were a lot of
reasons, and you were very forthright about this, and I appreciate
your testimony.

What would you recommend that we do, Secretary Bost, by way
of—and I know that Dr. Haskins is interested in this as well—what
do you think we need to do to make sure that the people who are
eligible right now know they are eligible? Where is the outreach?
Where is the infrastructure?

Mr. BOST. There are a couple of things we can do at the Federal
level and also have the opportunity of doing from the State level.
One, provide information across the board to those persons that we
think are eligible; two, provide additional training of staff for per-
sons who come in to apply, especially those who are receiving
TANF, and when it appears that they are no longer going to be re-
ceiving TANF, also make them aware that they might still be eligi-
ble for food stamps. That is one thing we did in Texas that saw a
little bit of a reversal in terms of the number of people who fell off
the welfare rolls but were still eligible for food stamps and did not
come back in to apply.

The other issue that we have heard consistently from clients is
the issue about it being difficult for them to access services. There
are two categories—people who work, people who do not work.
Those persons who do work essentially said, ‘‘It is difficult for me
to take off and come in to apply.’’ The second group of people essen-
tially said, ‘‘I do not understand all of the rules. I do not under-
stand all the pieces of paper that I need to bring in to ensure that
I am eligible.’’

We need to address both of those groups of persons, and we have
all talked about some steps that we can take to do that. When you
combine all of those initiatives, you will see—and I believe that we
have seen—a significant turnaround in terms of those persons who
are indeed eligible and are now participating.

I know that the commissioner from Maine, a good friend and col-
league of mine, Kevin Concannon, has done an outstanding job in
terms of ensuring—and I know that he is due to testify, and he can
talk about some of the things that they have done in Maine—to en-
sure that people who are indeed eligible actually come in to the of-
fices to apply.

All of those are things that can be done.
One final point—and I am going to speak wearing both hats now,

since I have only been in this role for 30 days. There are some
things on the State level that I wanted to do, but I could not afford
to do them. On the issue of call centers, I got a 50–50 match. I did
two or three. I would have wanted to have done more if I had more
money to do it.

On the issue of training, I appropriated money to train all of our
staff. I could have done more training, because I believe that train-
ing is very important.

There is the issue of public service announcements. I could go on
and on. It is a question of how much money you want to put out
there to ensure that you address this issue.
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Senator WELLSTONE. Thank you. The light is yellow, and I want
to fire two questions to each of the other panelists, and then you
can answer, so I do not run out of time.

By the way, my understanding is that right now, it takes an av-
erage of five hours for someone to apply.

Mr. BOST. That is not true.
Senator WELLSTONE. OK. Good. That is great.
Mr. BOST. In the office in Texas——
Senator WELLSTONE. This is according to the recent testimony

before the House subcommittee.
Mr. BOST. Maybe that is an average. We were able to put all the

information on one application—food stamps, TANF, and Medicaid.
I am not going to say that it is short, by any means, but the aver-
age time period that it would take a person to apply was about two
hours.

Senator WELLSTONE. OK.
Mr. Greenstein, on the issue of fraud—you were talking about

quality control and how it does not work—are there ways that we
can revamp the quality control system—maybe you went over
this—and still protect ourselves against the concerns about fraud?
If you could speak to that, and then, Dr. Haskins, I want to ask
you about the whole issue of benefits for legal immigrants, because
that comes up over and over again—on food stamps—if I could.

Mr. GREENSTEIN. There are a number of things to look at in the
quality control area, but the single most important is the outdated
provision in the food stamp law that says no matter how well
States perform as a group, every State above the national average
is subject to penalty. In other words, even if the States as a group
move to very good performance, in any given year, roughly half of
them are subject to penalty, which puts tremendous pressure on
the States. We have had State directors say to us, ‘‘Look, here is
a possible procedure; it might lower my error rate a few tenths of
a point, but it is going to impede participation by working families,
and I do not want to do it.’’ If 10 or 15 other States adopt it, that
forces me to consider it, because we are all measured against each
other for this national average.

The USDA in the mid to late eighties, under the Reagan admin-
istration, contracted with the National Academy of Sciences to do
a study of the food stamp quality control system and recommend
changes. One of their principal recommendations was that the sys-
tem should penalize the States that are the outliers, that have the
outlying, unusually high error rates—not everybody who is above
the national average.

Now, there is a provision in the food stamp law that also gives
the Department the authority to go after and exact financial pen-
alties on any State that is negligent in the administration of its
program.

Senator WELLSTONE. Does that mean the people who are eligible
do not get the benefits—that kind of error?

Mr. GREENSTEIN. No. We used this some when I was running the
program in the late seventies. This rarely happened, but you have
a procedure that Congress has put in to reduce overpayments and,
for whatever reason, a State just does not implement it—something
egregious like that.
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Here is my point. We can revamp the quality control system so
the sanctions apply to the outliers, and you still have the author-
ity—if a State is not an outlier but loses a lot of money because
of gross negligence, the Department still has the authority to iden-
tify that individual State and do something. We should not auto-
matically be subjecting half of the States to sanctions in a given
year.

One quick point on another front when you were mentioning im-
proving participation. One of Mr. Bost’s former colleagues, Don
Winstead, who runs the programs in Florida, said to me some
months ago, ‘‘Bob, more of us States are moving to enable working
families to apply for Medicaid outside the welfare office. If food
stamps is not enabled to move with them, we are going to have
families that are not on welfare—they are not going to the welfare
office for welfare, they are not going to the welfare office anymore
for Medicaid—if the only thing they have to go for is a complicated
food stamp process, we could lose even more of them.’’

One of the recommendations I made and Ron also talked about
was enabling food stamps to move in line with Medicaid for work-
ing families, so you would have a simple process by which working
families could apply for both together.

Senator WELLSTONE. Put child care in there.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. If you align food stamps and Medicaid first, you

then may be able to ultimately put child care in there as well. That
is the right vision.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
I have one last question I want to ask. The food stamp program

is a Federal program. Yet it is administered by the States. It has
come to my attention over the years that in some States now, the
application for food stamps is two pages long, and in some States,
it is 30 pages long. If it is a Federal program administered by the
States, why can’t we come up with a standard form? What is wrong
with having a standard form that is two pages long? If some States
can get by with two pages, why can’t all States?

Mr. Bost.
Mr. BOST. Well, It is a question of what some States feel like

they need. In the State of Texas, we were able to combine our form
to include both TANF, food stamps, and Medicaid on four pages,
front and back, that included both English and Spanish.

The CHAIRMAN. On four pages?
Mr. BOST. On four pages.
The CHAIRMAN. You included them all?
Mr. BOST. We included them all. I brought it down from 10 pages

to about four pages. To respond more specifically to your question,
we are in the process of working with all the States to talk about
this issue of making the application and the application process
more user-friendly.

The issue is that there are some—and Bonnie will correct me if
I am wrong—but I do believe there are some instances where there
are State mandates in terms of information that they need to col-
lect, so they just added them all on one form, and that has essen-
tially extended the form. In addition to those Federal requirements,
there are also State requirements that States have put on one
form. Also, there is the State infrastructure in terms of being able
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to collect all the information, put it into computers and actually use
it. The Department is in the process of working with all of our
State partners now to address this issue of making a form or devel-
oping a form or providing them with the flexibility to ensure that
the form is just as customer-friendly as it can be.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I want to look at that issue as we reauthor-
ize the Food Stamp Program. If States want to collect a lot of dif-
ferent information, let them do it another way do it on a State pro-
gram form.

Mr. Greenstein.
Mr. GREENSTEIN. Federal rules, some of them rooted in the law,

require States to, for example, track all kinds of minute pieces of
income that only small numbers of households have—income for
giving blood, all kinds of minute forms of assets. You could help the
States shorten the forms if, as part of reauthorization, we enable
some cleaning out of these tiny forms of income and assets that few
people have—it would not be a big cost—but not require the States
to have to—and you should look at the number of little pieces of
assets——

The CHAIRMAN. Right. Why do some States form have, as I have
been informed, include a couple of pages, and some States——

Mr. GREENSTEIN. Senator, some of the States that have short
forms then have supplemental worksheets that the workers go
through that ask all kinds of detailed questions.

Mr. BOST. That is exactly right. As a part of what we are doing
now in terms of those recommendations—let me give you a really
good example of what I am talking about.

About 18 months ago when I looked at the form, I had them line
them up in terms of Federal questions that we have to ask, State
questions that we have to ask, and other things that we can change
and tinker with. I looked at all of those, put them on the board,
and we looked at those that we had to have and those that we did
not think we wanted to have, and we called the folks at USDA and
said maybe we should not have to have them, and maybe we can
put them on something else.

The State questions that we were asking over a period of time
were piled on top of each other, so I took them all out. That is how
we were able to bring it down to about four pages, by going
through that process—and I do believe that many of the States are
in the process of doing that now.

The CHAIRMAN. I would ask all of you here—you are all experts
on this—if you have any suggestions on how we might proceed on
that from here. Most of those questions are not legislated. They
must be rules—I do not know. If we have legislated them, I would
like to take a look at it. If they have accumulated over the years,
as you say, Bob, maybe we can weed some of those out.

Any advice you have for us on how we might do that would be
appreciated.

Mr. BOST. Mr. Chairman, during the course of reauthorization,
in terms of the recommendations that we are developing now, those
are going to be some of my recommendations, to delete some of the
stuff that is on there now that is of no value to us.

The CHAIRMAN. When are you going to get those recommenda-
tions to us? I mean, we are moving ahead on this Farm bill.
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Mr. BOST. As quickly and as deliberately as I can. I do not have
a date.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.
Senator WELLSTONE. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Senator WELLSTONE. In 20 seconds, I had asked Dr. Haskins

about legal immigrants and what his recommendation was on
whether we should restore the benefits.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes. Go ahead.
Mr. HASKINS. Senator, I would not change a semicolon in the law

that was passed in 1996. America offers immigrants the greatest
deal in the world, literally. They come to the country with the most
individual freedom, the hottest economy. They are required by our
laws to have a sponsor if there is a possibility that they cannot
support themselves. When they become citizens, they are eligible
for welfare benefits just like every other American. In the 1996
law, we made them eligible for several programs that had to do
with self-advancement, like Head Start and other education pro-
grams. In addition to that, we covered many emergency situations.

This is simply a value distinction. It does not make sense to
bring people to your country for opportunity and then put them on
welfare. Taxpayers should not have that obligation; their sponsors
have that obligation.

Senator WELLSTONE. Well, I do not want to get started—can I
take 20 seconds?

The CHAIRMAN. We have another panel to hear from.
Senator WELLSTONE. We will just have a major debate about it

later.
[Laughter.]
Mr. HASKINS. Name a time and place, Senator—I will be there.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.
We will now dismiss the first panel and ask our second panel to

come to the witness table.
The CHAIRMAN. We welcome Karen Ford, Executive Director of

the Food Bank of Iowa; Kevin Concannon, Commissioner of the
Maine Department of Human Services; Celine Dieppa, a Food
Stamp Program participant; Dean Leavitt, Chairman and CEO of
U.S. Wireless Data, Inc.; Dr. Deborah Frank Director of the Grow
Clinic for Children at Boston Medical Center and Dr. Cutberto
Garza, a professor at Cornell University in Ithaca, New York.

Mr. Bost, before you leave, I would just like to say that I want
this panel to hear from Mr. Leavitt.

Mr. BOST. I will be right back.
The CHAIRMAN. Oh, I did not know if you were leaving.
Mr. BOST. No. I will be right back.
The CHAIRMAN. OK. Thank you.
We welcome our second panel, and again, without objection, all

of your written statements will be made a part of the record. I will
ask each of you to keep your remarks to 5 to 7 minutes, and we
will use the lights here.

First, Ms. Karen Ford, Executive Director of the Food Bank of
Iowa. You have been here before, Ms. Ford, and we welcome you
back.
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STATEMENT OF KAREN FORD, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, FOOD
BANK OF IOWA, DES MOINES, IOWA

Ms. FORD. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, ranking member
Lugar, and distinguished committee members.

My name is Karen Ford, and I am the Executive Director of the
Food Bank of Iowa, which is an affiliate of America’s Second Har-
vest.

The Food Bank of Iowa is housed in a 53,000-square-foot ware-
house in Des Moines. Just for the record, Mr. Chairman, I want to
once again invite you and Mr. Halverson to visit at your earliest
convenience.

Last year, 4.2 million pounds of grocery product was distributed
to 240 member agencies and food banks. Nineteen percent of the
product distributed was TEFAP and bonus commodities. The Food
Bank has a 42-county service area covering 30,000 square miles,
populated by one million Iowans living in small towns and on
farms.

I am here today to provide suggestions for food stamp reauthor-
ization that will be contained in the Farm bill moving through Con-
gress this year or next. It is my understanding that the House Ag-
riculture Committee is proposing only $2 billion out of the over $70
billion in new funding in the Farm bill to go to food stamp support.
Mr. Chairman, that is not enough and is very shortsighted based
on what I see in our State of Iowa and what food bankers see
across the country.

A recent study was done as a followup by Mathematica about the
welfare system in Iowa, and it showed that after five years, even
though people had moved off welfare, they were in essence no bet-
ter off than they were before welfare reform. The reason was be-
cause they had moved off of cash assistance, but they were still in
low-paying jobs, and with any kind of disturbance in their family
situation, it was predicted that they would be back in need of as-
sistance.

As a food banker, I just want to throw this in. I am requesting
full funding of TEFAP administration, which to me means storage,
distribution, warehousing. I thought that was important when I
put this in my statement, but then, on Monday, I received a note
from the program manager of TEFAP in the State of Iowa, inform-
ing me that they had run out of money, and there would be no re-
imbursement for the month of September for warehouse distribu-
tion and storage. This now comes very close to home. I am hoping
that you will look at that as the cost of doing business as opposed
to simply an administrative, paper-shuffling kind of thing.

In April of last year, Governor Vilsack created and appointed me
to the Iowa Food Policy Council, a forum to study and make rec-
ommendations on food security and other food policy issues.

One of our first concerns was the food stamp participation level.
From 1996 to 2001, participation in Iowa has dropped 28.9 percent,
while demand on food pantries and feeding programs has in-
creased. What is going on? America’s Second Harvest ‘‘The Red
Tape Divide’’ review helped to give us a few clues.

In Iowa, the application is over 10 pages long, but even more dis-
turbing is that it is written at a 12th grade level. I was at a meet-
ing with deans from Iowa State University, and they were appalled
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at that; they said that their recommendation would be that the ap-
plication be shorter, user-friendly, and written at a 6th grade level.

I do have some new information. In the fiscal year ending June
30, participation in Iowa was up with food stamps 5.1 percent. Part
of that may be because although there is not much outreach, there
has been a lot of outreach done through the food pantries and the
soup kitchens and the emergency feeding programs, because being
overwhelmed, they suddenly—or, maybe they have always known
the importance of the Food Stamp Program—but now they are en-
couraging people to go.

The other thing is that last week, The Register reported that the
Salvation Army had turned away 500 people who had come in need
of assistance to help fulfill the contract that they had made with
the energy company because of last winter’s high bills. That is the
kind of disturbance in a family’s life that would cause this talk
about rebounding back into a cash assistance program. That is not
only Salvation Army; Catholic Charities and Saint Vincent de Paul
said the same thing. They have simply run out of money to be able
to help.

Based on my experiences, having the ability through this Policy
Council, to look into what goes on and how Iowa’s program is run,
I have the following recommendations.

First, maintain the Food Stamp Program’s benefit entitlement
structure so that all who may qualify based on need can receive
necessary nutrition assistance.

Second, simplify the Food Stamp Program by simplifying the eli-
gibility requirements, the application process, change reporting and
recertification.

It is apparent in our State that the reason why people are not
necessarily overly encouraged to use food stamps is because of the
quality control system, which requires USDA to calculate penalties
for States that perform below the national average and to pay
extra administrative funding to States that have very low error
rates. Too often, a State’s error rate is the only measure of per-
formance in administering the program that receives any attention.
It also seems to have the effect—and ‘‘paralyze’’ might be a little
too strong—but of just being unwilling to make any significant
changes because of the error rate.

Then, to make it more complicated, the Department received an
award from USDA because it had lowered its error rate. It is kind
of hard to tell them they are doing something wrong when they are
being told they have done something really right.

The other thing would be to increase the minimum benefit level
to $25 as opposed to the $10 currently. Hopefully, that would be
a bit more of an attraction to the many, many seniors who live in
Iowa; and also change the Food Stamp Program’s name and imple-
ment EBT. Many stereotypes revolve around the name ‘‘Food
Stamp Program.’’

These recommendations will not come cheap and will not happen
at all without your help. We need to help ensure that funding in
this Farm bill is made available to support changes that will make
it easier for families and our seniors to access the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. The best thing you can do for food bankers across the coun-
try is to strengthen the Food Stamp Program. Nothing else that I
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can see will alleviate the tremendous demand for emergency food
more than a strong food stamp safety net.

I agree that the food stamp administrators in Iowa are in a dif-
ficult position. With strict adherence to the QC system and the cur-
rent financial crisis, food stamp reauthorization offers the best op-
portunity to make needed changes. I can only see that as—we have
kind of come full circle—that it is time for the Federal Government
to take the lead. In some States—obviously, in Texas—they have
made broad strokes and gone a long way toward having a really
excellent program, but that is not occurring in every State.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Karen. Thank you for

being here, and thanks for your testimony.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Ford can be found in the appen-

dix on page 98.]
The CHAIRMAN. Next, we will go to Mr. Kevin Concannon, Com-

missioner of the Maine Department of Human Services.
Mr. CONCANNON.

STATEMENT OF KEVIN W. CONCANNON, COMMISSIONER,
MAINE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES, AUGUSTA, MAINE

Mr. CONCANNON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, members
of the committee.

I am Kevin Concannon, Commissioner of the Maine Department
of Human Services, and I am very pleased to be here today, both
to speak to and to support the Food Stamp Program.

In Maine, it is of vital importance to our State. We are 37th in
per capita income, and the ability of thousands of Maine house-
holds to maintain a nutritional support system is heavily reliant on
access to benefits provided by the Food Stamp Program.

I am proud of the fact that Maine ranks fourth in the Nation in
participation rate among households that are eligible for the pro-
gram. According to the USDA, Maine reaches approximately 82
percent of eligible households. Over 53,000 families and 100,000 in-
dividuals receive food stamps in Maine on a monthly basis. Annu-
ally, that represents about $84 million to the Maine economy.

My predominant focus in Maine with regard to the Food Stamp
Program has been on access. While in TANF, we have experienced
a 55 percent decline in caseload, our decline in the Food Stamp
Program has only been about 18 percent from its highest point. I
might say parenthetically that we have the highest number of peo-
ple on Medicaid and the CHIP program in the history of the State;
we have had no decline there.

We believe the largest influence on these numbers has been the
message we deliver to recipients. When a household in Maine ap-
plies for public assistance, as part of the application, they must at-
tend a mandatory orientation. I attended one myself last week.
During the presentation, our staff stresses the availability of re-
sources to households, including food stamps, medical assistance,
and other support services when and if they leave the TANF pro-
gram and the cash assistance program.

We see the Food Stamp Program benefits as important transi-
tional benefits for working households, while perhaps a longer-term
benefit to the elderly and disabled to achieve appropriate nutrition.
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Maine has taken advantage of some available options currently
available under waivers, but much more needs to be done from our
perspective.

Even the options and waivers currently available do not come
close to addressing some basic faults that have accumulated in the
Food Stamp Program over its long history. I really support the
comments from the three panelists who appeared initially this
morning on simplifying some of the complexity, increasing the ben-
efits—for example, a minimum benefit is extremely important in
our State. If realtors tell us that ‘‘location, location, location’’ is the
predominant vector in real estate, then I would say ‘‘complexity,
complexity, complexity’’ is the major area of concern that I have
and the people who administer our program and the people apply-
ing for the program are currently faced with. I am very encouraged
by Undersecretary Bost’s comments about his experience in Texas
and in Arizona, and now as the person responsible for the program.

Along with efforts to enhance access to the program, we acknowl-
edge the responsibility to ensure program integrity. There has been
far too much emphasis on QC or quality assurance, and far too lit-
tle emphasis, if you will, on access and on outreach. There needs
to be a balance, and in my view, having administered the program
in Oregon as well as back East in Maine, there is too much empha-
sis on QC and not enough on simplifying and making sure that
people have access.

The States through the American Public Human Services Asso-
ciation have addressed many concerns to be considered during the
reauthorization process for the Food Stamp Program. We support
the recommendations in the APHSA ‘‘Crossroads’’ document. I have
attached for the record a summary from that.

Briefly, some of the recommendations are, first and foremost, to
simplify food stamp calculations. Current design of the program is
too complicated regarding the calculation of benefits. This is a
problem for recipients as well as for those folks who administer the
program, the people who work for us at the State or county level
across the country. Failure of recipients to understand these re-
quirements may well discourage them from applying.

The program can and should be simplified, but simplification
should not undermine the fundamentally important goal of target-
ing. Bob Greenstein spoke to that. For example, in our State, we
are in the middle of a steep increase in the southern part of the
State in terms of housing costs, so we want to be able to target,
but there does need to be simplification.

Second, simplify the processing. Recipients do not understand
why the various Federal and State programs have different re-
quirements. The Chairman referenced that in his questions. We ad-
minister the Medicaid program. I can fully and adequately meet all
the Federal Medicaid requirements in a single sheet, front and
back. I cannot do it in the current Food Stamp Program because
we have to have workers bring people in to subsequently, as was
mentioned, go off a worksheet to get that additional data that is
required federally. It is part of that obsession—my word; excuse
me—with the QC side of it, and there is not really commensurate
interest in commitment to the access side. Some of those com-
plicated forms and applications are, again, protective, if you will,

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:44 Nov 07, 2002 Jkt 082359 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6633 82359.TXT SAG1 PsN: SAG1



37

or defensive devices by States to try to keep them out of trouble
on the QC side. It needs to be fundamentally revamped.

We need to simplify household composition. The current house-
hold composition rules for the Food Stamp Program are outdated.
There are examples of that in my testimony.

We need to simplify the assets. With the advent of welfare re-
form and recent interpretations regarding categorical eligibility,
some States, Maine being one of them, no longer subject families
with children to an asset test. I am very mindful among the assets
about vehicles. Maine has very little public transportation, and in
the wintertime, it is a very cold and wintry place; it is genuine win-
ter, and you need an adequate vehicle. The vehicle limitations real-
ly need to be conformed in our case to the TANF program, but I
would exempt the first vehicle from any consideration of assets for
families. You want people to be in a safe vehicle, especially in win-
tertime.

We very much support transitional benefits. Although they are
now introduced for you can have them for a 3-month period, we
think they should be for six months. We have transitional benefits
in Medicaid, but it is for a much longer period of time. We help
people with child care for a much longer period of time. We are
very much focused on supporting families, and it is currently too
short a time.

There is absolutely a need to enhance the benefits to the elderly
and disabled. Maine has the fifth-highest percentage of elderly pop-
ulation in the country. This $10 minimum benefit—it is such a has-
sle to get so much for so little—dissuades people from coming for-
ward. There ought to be at least a minimum $25 benefit, in our
view, for elderly and disabled people.

Electronic benefits transfer—this is my 30-second catharsis for
Maine—we are one of about 12 States that have currently not im-
plemented EBT. The troubling thing in Maine is that the current
issuance cost for food stamps in Maine is $800,000 a year. As you
heard earlier, we have 82 percent of people receiving them. We are
very committed to making sure people get those stamps. Going to
EBT is going to cost us $2 million a year. I bring it from both par-
ties of my legislature and the Governor—they are very unhappy
about this cost shift to us, which is really what it amounts to to
go to EBT, because of the rules that have been developed over
time. It is going to cost us more. We like the prospect of EBT; it
has many benefits, but it should not cost the State more.

On performance measures, I know of no other program that says,
look, we are going to have to rank half of you folks below the me-
dian and half above—other than introductory statistics, it just is
not very good social policy, and it really should be focused on State
by State, helping States to improve their performance. This year,
we are penalized as a State, interestingly enough, because we fall
just below the median. When I got that, I almost reached for my
‘‘purple pill,’’ because it bothered me a lot. We have the highest
rate of participation in our region, as we should have, yet we are
being penalized on the QC side. It makes no sense whatsoever to
me. Those performance measures are troubling.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would say that we very much need the
Food Stamp Program. We are bullish on it. We know that it makes
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a difference in people’s lives. We absolutely need the complexities
reduced, simplification, and some adjustments in the benefit.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Concannon.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Concannon can be found in the

appendix on page 112.]
The CHAIRMAN. Now we turn to Ms. Celine Dieppa, a food stamp

participant from Manchester, Connecticut.
Welcome.

STATEMENT OF CELINE DIEPPA, FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
PARTICIPANT, MANCHESTER, CONNECTICUT

Ms. DIEPPA. Thank you.
Good morning. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to talk

with you today. My name is Celine Dieppa, and I live in Man-
chester, Connecticut. I am a working mother of a 4-year-old daugh-
ter, Malexis.

I work at Shop Rite of Manchester, a local supermarket. At my
job, I do a little bit of everything. I work as a cashier at a customer
service booth and at the lotto desk. I usually work 30 to 35 hours
a week, but sometimes I get the chance to work 40 hours or more.
I am there for six and sometimes seven days a week. I earn $7 an
hour. I pay for rent and utilities, and although I do get help with
child care costs, I still have to pay $40 each month out of my pock-
et.

I have been participating in the Food Stamp Program on and off
for four years. This program has made a big difference to me. I
work to provide the beset for my daughter. I usually receive about
$60 to $70 each month in food stamps, but since my income goes
up and down, so does the amount of food stamps that I get. There
are times that I may get just $10 or $20 a month. I really appre-
ciate the help that I get from this program, yet there are times
when it just is not enough. Sometimes it can be really hard to af-
ford even the basics, like milk for my little girl. There have been
times when I have had to go to an emergency food pantry to sup-
plement what I could buy in the store. The first time I had to do
this, I felt embarrassed and hurt that I needed to do this even
though I was working.

It can be a real challenge and sometimes very frustrating for a
busy working parent like me to remain on the Food Stamp Pro-
gram each month. I have to submit a monthly report that asks for
information about all my income in the last four weeks, my child
care expenses, and the child support i receive. In addition to filling
out this form, I have to attach documents to prove that everything
I write on this form is true. I have to be very organized, making
sure that I keep all my pay stubs and letters and copies of checks.
I need to make copies of everything and get the paperwork in on
time. If I lose something, or if I am late, I run the risk of getting
cutoff the program. I do get health coverage for my child through
the State’s HUSKY Program, and I am not asked to report monthly
in this program.

This month, I am not getting any food stamps at all because I
was able to work many more hours than usual last month; but I
am back to my regular work schedule now, and I hope that when
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I submit my report next month, I will not have trouble getting back
on this program.

Having help from the Food Stamp Program means so much to
me and my child. If you can do something to make it easier for
working families like mine who are trying to balance work and
meeting the requirements of social services programs, it would be
a great help.

Thank you for listening to me this morning.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ms. Dieppa, for being here and

bringing it all back home, as they say, what this is really all about.
I congratulate you. You really bring it home about working families
and working mothers, especially single parents, who really need
help in this program. That is one of the way that we are going to
have to really look at how we change this program, because the
families that we are serving have changed over the last years, and
we have to address that.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Dieppa can be found in the ap-
pendix on page 118.]

The CHAIRMAN. Now we move to Mr. Dean Leavitt, Chairman
and CEO of U.S. Wireless Data.

Mr. Bost, I wanted you to stay and listen to this, because one
thing caught my attention which had to do with farmers markets
and what has happened with the drop-off in participation by food
stamp programs participants markets. Mr. Leavitt is here at my
request to testify about that.

We welcome you to the committee, Mr. Leavitt.

STATEMENT OF DEAN M. LEAVITT, CHAIRMAN AND CEO, U.S.
WIRELESS DATA, INCORPORATED, NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Mr. LEAVITT. Thank you. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, members
of the committee.

As the chairman indicated, my name is Dean Leavitt, and I am
Chairman and CEO of U.S. Wireless Data, a New York City-based
company specializing in the processing of wireless payment trans-
actions.

I thank you for the opportunity to discuss the benefits of a new
technology my company has developed which provides farmers with
the ability to wirelessly accept EBT or food stamp cards, credit
cards, and other forms of plastic payment instruments at farmers
markets located throughout the United States.

As you are well aware, the Food Stamp Fraud Reduction Act of
1993, as proposed by Senator Leahy of Vermont, mandated the mi-
gration of the food stamp entitlement program from what had his-
torically been a paper coupon-based system to one that would uti-
lize electronic benefit transfer or EBT technology. As part of the
implementation of that Act, grocery store owners were provided
with electronic point-of-sale systems which would allow them to ac-
cept the newly issued EBT cards to program beneficiaries.

The point-of-sale equipment was provided to the store owners at
no cost to them. In addition, in most cases, the costs associated
with the phone line required for the authorization of such elec-
tronic transactions was also provided at no cost to the store owner.

The cost of the point-of-sale equipment was approximately $500.
The cost of the phone lines, depending on the geographical area,
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ranged from approximately $50 to $200 for the initial installation
of the line and from approximately $10 to $50 per month for basic
services.

Now we have a problem. By all measure, the implementation of
the Act has been a tremendous success in terms of both the reduc-
tion in food stamp-related fraud as well as the convenience and ef-
ficiency the system offers the program beneficiaries and store own-
ers.

However, one of the unintended consequences of the Act is that
the farmers markets, once a source of well-priced fresh fruit and
vegetables for food stamp beneficiaries, were by virtue of this im-
plementation immediately foreclosed out of EBT card acceptance
due to the unavailability of electrical outlets and telephone lines for
electronic point-of-sale systems.

As such, over the seven or so years since the implementation of
the Act, there has been a dramatic fall-off in the visitation of farm-
ers markets by EBT program beneficiaries for the purposes of pur-
chasing fresh fruit and vegetables. Instead, program beneficiaries
have had little choice but to either purchase their produce at com-
mercial supermarkets and grocery stores or to cut back on such
purchases completely.

Starting in September of last year, U.S. Wireless Data has been
working closely with the USDA and the State of New York in a
rollout of a wireless transaction processing solution for farmers
participating in the farmers market program in the New York met-
ropolitan area.

The initial pilot program, which extended from early September
to December, included approximately 45 farmers in the New York
City area. Under the pilot program, farmers were provided with
wireless devices housing U.S. Wireless Data’s proprietary software
that wirelessly submitted transactional data to U.S. Wireless
Data’s host facility. Those transactions were then switched out to
the appropriate authorization facilities that either would approve
or decline the transaction. This takes approximately 5 to 7 seconds,
the entire transaction. If the transaction is approved, the terminal
prints out a receipt which is then handed to the EBT card user for
their records. As with the landline-based EBT program, the funds
are then directly deposited into the farmer’s account.

In addition to EBT cards, the point-of-sale terminals were also
programmed to accept commercial credit cards such as MasterCard,
VISA, American Express, Discover, Diners, as well as debit cards,
otherwise known as ATM or 24-hour cards.

The program ended in December with the end of New York’s
farming season. Incidentally, this device here is the actual hand-
held device that we are using for that program. It is a wireless
unit; it is battery-powered; it prints out a receipt after the trans-
action is completed. Also, while this particular one is set up for
magnetic card stripe reading, it can also be enabled for Smart-
Cards, which I understand is utilized in many States for the WIC
program. It is a fairly versatile device, and it is working quite well.

As the pilot program was a success, starting in June of this year,
U.S. Wireless Data, again in concert with USDA and New York
State, started an actual commercial rollout of the program. As of
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this date, two farmers are participating in the program, which by
all counts is running without incident.

In conclusion, we believe that offering wireless EBT card accept-
ance to farmers participating in the farmers market program not
only offers EBT beneficiaries the opportunity to expand their
choices and return back to their favorite venues for the purchase
of well-priced fresh fruit and vegetables, but it also levels the play-
ing field between the larger supermarkets and grocery stores who
have had the benefit of EBT card acceptance for seven years now
and those farmers who have been unable to realize an important
component of their revenue stream that they enjoyed prior to the
implementation of the Act.

We at U.S. Wireless Data wish to commend Congress and the
Department of Agriculture for realizing the importance of both the
EBT and farmers market programs and the need to make such pro-
grams available to the widest possible audience.

To that end, Mr. Chairman, my staff and I are eager to work
with you, your committee, and the USDA in a concerted effort to
find a way to roll out a nationwide wireless EBT card acceptance
program. I am confident that we at U.S. Wireless Data are well-
positioned to continue its role as both the provider of the required
state-of-the-art technology and the implementor of the EBT wire-
less program to the farmers.

I thank you again for this opportunity.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Leavitt, for bringing this to our

attention and for your testimony. I will have a couple of followup
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Leavitt can be found in the ap-
pendix on page 120.]

The CHAIRMAN. Now we turn to Dr. Deborah Frank, Director of
the Growth and Development Clinic in Boston, Massachusetts.

Dr. Frank, welcome to the committee.

STATEMENT OF DR. DEBORAH A. FRANK, DIRECTOR, GROWTH
AND DEVELOPMENT CLINIC, BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS

Dr. FRANK. Thank you.
I am honored to come before you representing the pediatric re-

searchers of the Children’s Sentinel Nutrition Assessment Project,
which we call CSNAP, and pediatric clinicians like myself, who
daily treat malnourished American children.

I specifically want to dedicate my testimony to the 19 children
whom I saw last night in evening clinic, mainly of working parents,
who are being doctored for malnutrition. It is for those children
that I speak who are too young to speak for themselves.

With major funding from the Kellogg Foundation over three
years, CSNAP monitored the impact of current public policies and
economic conditions on the nutrition and health status of low-in-
come children younger than 3—very little children—in Baltimore,
Boston, Little Rock, Los Angeles, Minneapolis, and Washington,
DC.

If you could join us on the wards and in the clinics and sit in
on our scientific meetings, I do not think it would be difficult to re-
frame the discussion about the costs of increasing the availability
of food stamps to the costs of not increasing the availability of food
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stamps in the terms of the health and work and learning potential
of America’s people, particularly America’s children.

As Ms. Dieppa said, there is not only anecdotal but hard medical
data that food stamps make a dramatic difference in the food secu-
rity of families with children, and there is even clearer and a daily
growing body of medical evidence that food security is essential for
health.

The stories of the families that we care for daily confront us with
the stark reality, not found in any medical textbook, that if the cost
of housing and energy prices increase disproportionate to the levels
of wages and benefits, many working poor and low-income parents
have an insurmountable balancing act trying to find resources to
pay rent, have gas to get to work, and still be able to put enough
food on the table to keep their children healthy and learning.

As community health providers, we also find ourselves spending
incredible amounts of time trying to help families fill out Food
Stamp Program applications, which are longer and harder to un-
derstand than the one I fill out each year for my medical license.

You have well-documented the national and State-based rates of
food insecurity, but they do not tell the whole story. For example,
in Minnesota, the prevalence of food-insecure households is 10 per-
cent of the State population, but for young children under 3 in poor
families coming to medical settings, it is 24 percent.

Hunger threatens the well-being of our next generation begin-
ning in the womb. The nutritional status of a woman as she enters
pregnancy and the amount of weight she gains during pregnancy
are critical predictors of birth weight, which in turn is the most im-
portant predictor of a child’s survival, and for surviving children,
whether they will suffer from lasting impairments and school fail-
ures.

We also need to think in terms of ‘‘QC’’—a new word I learned
today—of dietary quality as well as dietary quantity. For example,
it has been shown that food-insecure women have diets that are de-
ficient in folate. This is pretty scary, since there is a well-estab-
lished connection between women’s diets being deficient in folate
and their children suffering from spina bifida.

It is not just the quantity of food and whether people gain
weight, but the quality of food that influences their health.

After birth, nutrition continues to exert major influences on
health and development. Any sick child loses weight; however, in
a privileged home, once the illness is resolved, children can eat
extra and get themselves back to normal growth and health. For
a low-income family, particular, for example, one that last month
had a good income, as Ms. Dieppa was describing, and this month
has less income, but their food stamp benefits are set to last
month’s income, food supplies can be uncertain even for feeding
well children. Once a nutritional deficit has occurred for a normal
childhood illness, there is no additional food to restore the child to
health. The child is left malnourished and more susceptible to the
next infection, which is more prolonged and severe. It is this infec-
tion-malnutrition cycle which, in the developing world, kills chil-
dren and in our country leads to preventable recurrent illnesses
and costly utilization of health care resources.
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In fact, we have found that food-insecure children under 3 are
twice as likely to require hospitalization. I would point out that two
days of hospitalization costs the Federal Government much more
than a year’s worth of food stamps.

Even with refeeding and medical care, malnutrition can inflict
concurrent and lasting deficits in cognitive development, posing se-
rious implications for the malnourished child’s future ability to par-
ticipate in the knowledge economy. This happens long before I see
a change in body size, because the first thing a child who is not
getting enough to eat does is be less active, less alert, and less in-
terested. By the time that strategy has failed is when you actually
see a child coming in underweight.

My neighbor, a 5th grade teacher for new Americans, was wor-
ried about a hungry little girl in her class, and what she described
to me is classic. She said: ‘‘She is sick a lot, but she tries to come
to school, and some days, it is just like she is not there. Her skin
is dull, there is no spark in her eyes; she wants so much to please,
but some days, she can remember and learn, and the next day, she
cannot.’’

Well, if you can imagine sitting through one of these hearings
not having had breakfast or lunch, you can perhaps see why that
child cannot learn.

There is a recent article in Pediatrics by Dr. Allemo that found
that children who were food-insufficient had lower arithmetic
scores and were more likely to repeat a grade; food-insufficient
teenagers are three times more likely to be suspended from school.

No amount of standardized testing will alleviate the impact of
hunger on children’s ability to learn. To educate children, you first
must feed them, and you must feed them from conception through
high school.

In our study of 8,000 children under 3, we found that those
whose food stamp benefits were terminated or decreased are not
only more food-insecure, but food-insecure children are more likely
to be in poor health, anemic, and require increased hospitaliza-
tions.

I have been told that the Kennedy-Specter bill would restore food
stamps to legal immigrant families, provide outreach to let people
know they are eligible, and increase the minimum monthly benefit,
which I agree is crucial. These are measures which in medical
terms, I would call STAT, which means urgent.

I have also been told that some people think it is a good idea to
no longer offer shelter cost deductions. In southern Maine or in
Boston, this would be a disaster, and if the pediatric house staff
suggested it to me, I would tell them that I thought the idea was
‘‘NSG’’—not so good.

Distinguished members of the committee, I am here today to
urge you to prescribe a miracle drug for America’s families. This
miracle drug decreases premature births, enhances immune func-
tion, improves school achievement and behavior, and saves millions
of dollars in hospital stays and visits to emergency rooms each
year. Yet millions of American children and their families are de-
prived of this drug, and those who get it often get it in doses inad-
equate to protect their health.
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This miracle drug is enough nutritious food. The pharmacy that
dispenses it is the Food Stamp Program, and you are the physi-
cians who prescribe it.

Thank you.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Frank, very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Frank can be found in the appen-

dix on page 123.]
The CHAIRMAN. We now turn to Dr. Cutberto Garza, a professor

at Cornell University.
Dr. Garza, please.

STATEMENT OF DR. CUTBERTO GARZA, PROFESSOR, DIVISION
OF NUTRITIONAL SCIENCES, CORNELL UNIVERSITY,
ITHACA, NEW YORK

Dr. GARZA. Thank you, Chairman Harkin, Senator Lugar, for the
opportunity to speak here today.

I have had the opportunity over a rather short period of time to
chair various international and domestic efforts. The compelling
message that I have received in all of these activities is consistent
with the message that Dr. Frank just gave you, and that is that
we expect more from our food supply than just the absence of dis-
ease. The many diseases that you and Senator Lugar alluded to are
terribly important in terms of prevention, but the public now ex-
pects that our food supply also achieves a state of well-being that
takes us beyond disease to optimal productivity, whether it be in
the classroom or on the job site.

These aspirations should not surprise us. Public expectations re-
lated to the food supply have increased steadily in the last 100
years, and I expect that they will continue to increase further.

Fortunately, these expectations are not misplaced. Our limited
but expanding understanding that what we eat can promote opti-
mal development and protects us against predispositions to diet-re-
lated diseases supports the public’s expectations. These expecta-
tions are also supported by our increasing abilities to manipulate
the composition of our food supply.

Thus, the significant domestic and international interest in nu-
trition, health, food and agriculture, and our expanding scientific
capabilities place us in an extraordinarily privileged position. We
should maximize these undisputed advantages in these areas by
first strengthening USDA’s programs that sponsor peer-reviewed
research, second, improve our nutrition survey capabilities, because
in fact they help design our programs; and third, assure that both
domestically and internationally, our programs related to food and
nutrition reflect both the best scientific understanding and are of
a breadth and scope that match our achievements.

Thus, we have to be concerned with both how and what in food
stamps and other programs deliver.

Unfortunately, however, neither the country’s nor the world’s nu-
tritional health reflects the public interest in diet and health or the
growing scientific understanding of the role of diet in genetic regu-
lation.

Time permits that I review only two examples of my concerns.
The first relates to the need for more cohesive approaches for pre-
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venting childhood obesity, and the second to strengthening ap-
proaches for tackling childhood malnutrition internationally.

In the interest of trying to save the committee time, I am not
going to review the statistics in my statement related to childhood
obesity. The trends, alone are sufficient to alert us to the serious
short- and longer-term health problems exemplified by the growing
number of children with Type 2 diabetes, alluded to by Chairman
Harkin and Senator Lugar earlier, a condition that also is known
as adult-onset diabetes because it was exceedingly rare in children.

Now the American Diabetes Association warns us that Type 2 di-
abetes is commonly a disease of childhood onset. Obese children are
also at risk of heart, skeletal, and other abnormalities. Thus, we
have to be concerned of problems at both ends of the spectrum—
the spectrum Dr. Frank so eloquently alluded to, and also, in terms
of obesity.

All the reasons for the alarming trends are not clear, whether we
look domestically or internationally. With little doubt, nutritional,
social, behavioral, cultural, environmental, and other biological fac-
tors conspire to produce a positive imbalance between energy in-
take and expenditure in ways that are understood incompletely.
More worrisome still is that unwanted weight gain is extremely dif-
ficult to reverse. Thus, prevention is key. A comprehensive and sys-
tematic assessment of the biologic and environmental factors that
are responsible for these trends and the development of a cohesive
strategy to prevent childhood obesity are needed to bind the nu-
merous public and private efforts striving to cope with the status
quo and reduce the prevalence of overweight and obesity.

Thus, we should look very carefully at how we structure various
food assistance programs aiming to maximize the implementation
of the dietary guidelines in WIC to support international and na-
tional recommendations for breast feeding, and that we link food
stamps with health systems in the way suggested by Mr. Green-
stein earlier today. I should add that 10 years ago, I had the privi-
lege of chairing a group at the National Academy of Sciences trying
to promote this and could find little interest within the Federal
Government. Thus I was heartened by the reception that his sug-
gestion received this morning.

In an analogous manner, the causes of malnutrition are also
complex. I am going to focus primarily on international issues be-
cause Dr. Frank dealt so comprehensively with our domestic prob-
lems.

A comprehensive strategy also is needed to tackle international
malnutrition, and it is my view that leadership should come from
the United States. The number of malnourished children in the
world remains intolerably high, in part because we lack a suffi-
ciently bold vision to minimize it. Elimination of malnutrition as a
public health problem within a defined time period should be a goal
for us, domestically and internationally.

We know the recipe for making healthy children, and good nutri-
tion is a key ingredient, but not a magic bullet. I am concerned
that the overdue recognition of micronutrient deficiencies inter-
nationally is creating the illusion that supplying a few micronutri-
ents will solve the problems that we face. Although tackling micro-
nutrient deficiencies is an obviously important start, it will not be
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sufficient. Fortunately, current knowledge permits us to act more
comprehensively. The ‘‘food for education’’ bill sponsored by Sen-
ators Harkin, Lugar and others in my view is an example of an ef-
fort that is responsive to humanitarian needs while reaching simul-
taneously for worthwhile educational and biological outcomes.

As proposals of this type are explored, critiqued, and I hope
championed more broadly, partnerships should be encouraged that
link them to programs tackling malnutrition in other critical life
stages. Thus, a program meeting food needs during key develop-
mental periods in school-age children, such as the proposed inter-
national school feeding program, can strive to deal not only with
hunger and tackle micronutrient deficiencies, but also improve the
education of young women, enhance learning, and in the longer
term, establish self-sustaining, health-promoting behaviors associ-
ated with improved educational achievement.

In summary, we have some remarkable opportunities. The suc-
cess of our agricultural system permits us to look beyond survival
to diet quality and beyond to well-achieving being at every life
stage.

Thank you for the time to share my views with you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Garza can be found in the appen-

dix on page 131.]
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Dr. Garza.
I thank you all for your testimony.
Dr. Garza, I will start with you. One thing that I am

consideraing is what we might be able to do on this committee in
the nutrition portion of our title to address the increasing amount
of childhood obesity—you left the figure out, but it has almost dou-
bled in the last 20 years. I have been told by pediatricians and
health officials at the NIH and at the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention in Atlanta that it is approaching a national epi-
demic, the onset of childhood obesity. That is coupled with the low-
ering of the age of onset of Type 2 diabetes, which is closely cor-
related with weight.

We are looking at how we can start to address that. Now, you
said something very interesting in your testimony. You said—let
me find it——

Dr. GARZA. I suspect you are referring to food insecurity being a
link——

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, yes—here it is. ‘‘Although incompletely un-
derstood, food insecurity—that is, the lack of confidence that food
will be accessible consistently—appears to increase the risk of over-
weight and obesity.’’

I do not understand that sentence.
Dr. GARZA. It may seem paradoxical to some that we can speak

about hunger and food insecurity in this country and still see the
alarming rates of obesity that we see, especially in low-income pop-
ulations. However, as these issues have been researched, it is be-
coming increasingly clear that food insecurity, paradoxically, pre-
disposes individuals to obesity in ways that we do not completely
understand. We are not certain if the link is with the quality of the
diet being incompatible with maintaining a healthy weight, or
whether the link is due to overeating when food is available be-
cause of the concern that food will not be available in the following
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weeks. It may be a combination of these and other issues that we
do not understand.

Additionally, it may have to do with a very serious problem faced
by many individuals who are food-insecure: many live in neighbor-
hoods that are unsafe, and thus physical activity is often curtailed.
Thus, there is a need for us to look comprehensively at what the
causes of what is rightly being called an epidemic and a very
alarming one.

The solution probably lies not only in improved nutrition but in
linking what food policy to physical activity, to how we plan our
neighborhoods, how we adjust——

The CHAIRMAN. How about nutrition education as a bigger part
of our nutrition programs?

Dr. GARZA. Exactly. Education will be important. The environ-
ment in which individuals will function will be equally important.
Paying attention to both should be of extreme concern to the com-
mittee.

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask you this. What do you think about
the prospect of broadening the Food Stamp Program so that food
stamp recipients could purchase with their food stamps vitamin
and mineral supplements?

Dr. GARZA. I am not confident about that option. I do think that
however, implementing the Food Stamp and other nutrition related
programs that are sponsored by the Federal Government in ways
that would promote of the U.S. dietary guidelines, may be a much
more efficacious approach to dealing with the problem of obesity.

The dieting guidelines—provide 10 very clear goals or steps that
if followed could help get the obesity epidemic under control.

In some instance, yes, micronutrient supplementation of the type
that you refer to may be of importance, but micronutrient defi-
ciencies, at least in this country, are not a major problem, at least
from a public health perspective.

The CHAIRMAN. It has always seemed incongruous to me that you
can use food stamps to buy twinkies, but you cannot use them to
buy vitamins. A lot of low-income people may not have a good vita-
min and mineral intake, which they might be able to get if they
could do this.

Do you have an observation on that, Dr. Garza?
Dr. GARZA. Yes, but the cost of a twinkie per calorie is much less

than the cost of any fruit or vegetable that I am aware of. If you
are trying to stretch your food dollar, and you are interested in
having enough food, the calorie cost of a twinkie is much, much
less than the cost of a more highly nutritious food. That is the
strategy people are using. If you have to make ends meet, your
first goal is to meet your calories.

The CHAIRMAN. If people are obese, they do not need more calorie
needs.

Dr. GARZA. No, but remember that I also said that in fact——
The CHAIRMAN. They need protein and some other things maybe.
Dr. Frank, did you have an observation?
Dr. FRANK. Yes. Where I live, one bottle of baby vitamins costs

$8. People get 80 cents per meal per person maximum on food
stamp benefits nationally. If the food stamp benefits did not
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change, and they bought that one bottle of vitamins, that would
mean that child would not get 10 meals.

I agree with Dr. Garza—and I know this is probably politically
not doable—but it seems to me that if food stamps cannot now be
spent on dog food, if they could also not be spent on soda and a
few other things of low nutrient density and high obesity pro-
motion, that would be helpful. I would recommend more that vita-
mins be prescribable and reimbursed on all State-funded health
programs, but not to take away 10 meals to buy that bottle of vita-
mins, because what you gain on the swings, you are going to lose
on the roundabout.

Dr. GARZA. I would agree with Dr. Frank.
The CHAIRMAN. Ms. Dieppa, tell me about your situation. You

use food stamps, and you are working, and I congratulate you for
that. Do you take vitamin and mineral supplements or anything
like that?

Ms. DIEPPA. Yes, I do.
The CHAIRMAN. You do. You cannot get them with food stamps,

can you?
Ms. DIEPPA. No.
The CHAIRMAN. How about your daughter?
Ms. DIEPPA. She takes children’s Centrum vitamins once a day,

and I take the same for adults.
The CHAIRMAN. I see. This is an interesting question, and we are

going to pursue it even more.
Do you have any views on this, Mr. Concannon?
Mr. CONCANNON. Just reflecting on it, it is one of the initia-

tives—because we have this challenge in our State, too; we see it
in the population. We have a current public health initiative trying
to work with school systems, because pediatricians speak to us
about food habits being influenced by the school lunch program,
and kids going through the line in the school lunch program and
not going to the broccoli line but to the side of the school lunch pro-
gram that has French fries and a bunch of other things that may
contribute to some of these problems.

We have been more focused on that than on the access to vita-
mins per se. We have a lot of issues with the pharmaceutical indus-
try, but I will not go there today.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I have some observations on the school
lunch program. It seems to me that we have tried to make the
school lunch program into something that is so acceptable to young
people that we have basically turned it into a fast food operation.
They say that that is what kids want to eat—well, yes—if you hold
out some broccoli and a candybar, give me a break, I know which
they are going to pick. It seems to me that we have a higher obliga-
tion in our feeding program. That is also why I am so interested
in the school breakfast program.

I do not want to take any more time except to ask Mr. Leavitt—
on the food stamp program and the farmer’s markets, you pointed
out that when we converted to EBT, the Federal Government actu-
ally paid for the installation of these systems in grocery stores?

Mr. LEAVITT. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. Both the hardware and the connecting lines?
Mr. LEAVITT. Yes.
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The CHAIRMAN. Do you have any idea how much that cost us?
[No response.]
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Bost, I am going to ask you if you could pro-

vide for the committee—I would just like to know, how much did
it cost us to wire up all the grocery stores in America for the EBT
cards? I was unaware until you brought this to my attention today
that we had actually paid for that; I did not know that we had paid
for the installation of the EBT machines in grocery stores.

Mr. BOST. Mr. Chairman, let us get those numbers, but we know
that to go to an EBT system, it is shared; it is a 50–50 cost. The
State puts out 50 percent, and the Federal Government pays the
other 50 percent.

The CHAIRMAN. Oh, I see.
Mr. BOST.I do not know what the total cost is.
The CHAIRMAN. I see; so it is a State-Federal share.
Mr. BOST. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. I see.
Mr. BOST.I do not know what the total cost is.
The CHAIRMAN. I do not, either. If you could find some records

on that, I would sure appreciate it.
Mr. BOST. Yes, we will.
The CHAIRMAN. As a participant in farmers markets myself—I

was at one last Saturday—and you are right. They do not have the
facilities there to run debit cards and EBT cards and so on. I am
very intrigued by your proposal, Mr. Leavitt. It is something that
we should take a close look at here.

Mr. LEAVITT. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, if I could also just com-
ment on the other discussion that took place a moment ago.

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.
Mr. LEAVITT. If, as, and when there is some movement toward

the monitoring of what is purchased or what is allowed to be pur-
chased and what is not allowed to be purchased, one thing we have
to make sure we keep an eye on is the ability to monitor. With the
kinds of technological advancements we are having in both the
wireless arena as well as the wired arena, those monitoring capa-
bilities are also getting more and more enhanced so that you can
keep records of what each EBT card is being used to acquire at the
grocery store, the supermarket, or at an open air farmers market.

To look at a goal of ultimately being able to take a look at that,
we cannot forget about the technological requirements that may be
needed to see what in fact is being purchased.

The CHAIRMAN. That is a very good point. Thank you very much.
Senator Lugar.
Senator LUGAR. Let me just say that the questions that you have

raised, Mr. Chairman, are ones that both of us are interested in.
These are age-old problems. First of all, with the electronic bene-

fits situation, this came about because we had testify before this
committee year after year of enormous fraud and abuse; and, even
worse than that, food stamp coupons being used as currency in
Cook County, Illinois, for example, where people described drug
transactions and discounting and soon. This is a monumental prob-
lem, and obviously, the Federal and State governments cooperated
to try to bring some integrity to the program, because the political
opposition to using the Food Stamp Program for drug abuse and so
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on gets to be very considerable. It is an unfair fight, and people
want that cut out.

We have probably alleviated enormous political hassles and per-
haps redirected the situation given the benefit of electronics.

The point that you make, Mr. Leavitt, is one that gets to current
issues. We had a school lunch hearing this year, and the chairman
pointed out, as did others, that school authorities frequently sign
contracts with soft drink companies, and they want the machines
going all day. The school lunch authorities are aghast at this be-
cause people are imbibing this stuff all day—it may be calories, but
it is not nutritious. We have cross-purposes, with the superintend-
ent saying ‘‘We need this money’’ for whatever—extracurricular ac-
tivities or whatever—and it is a free country, with local control of
education, local school board—who are you folks to be reviewing
how we are administering our schools?

We are trying to review the school lunch program, but they are
saying ‘‘After all, we are still running the schools.’’ We go back and
forth on this. Now, a little bit of that is in your testimony today,
which is very important, and that is that if our Federal objective
as a people is the best nutrition, and we are going to help pay for
it, we would like to get our money’s worth, so we would like people
to buy things that are in fact healthy.

The question is always a value judgment—who determines what
is healthy; what is the freedom of choice for the consumer—and
those are age-old dilemmas, I suppose, in our Republic, but they
are very important.

What you are saying, Mr. Leavitt, is important, and that is that
unlike other times, given electronic means, we can monitor what
happens. We can punch in whether it is an apple or a soft drink,
and one has a ‘‘go’’ sign and the other has a ‘‘stop’’ sign, I sup-
pose—if we want to do this. This is a very important question, and
our distinguished final witnesses, Dr. Frank and Dr. Garza, raised
it in very subtle ways, but also fairly directly in terms of what is
happening.

The chairman has asked about juvenile obesity. These are very
sophisticated problems involving environment as well as nutrition.
There has to be the ability to make choices—who determines the
healthy food, who monitors whether it is the ‘‘go’’ sign or a ‘‘stop’’
sign if we were to move in those directions?

I appreciate your testimony today as very informed, expert ob-
servers.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the hearing.
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator Lugar, for your observations.
This is a complex issue but one that we have to tackle and one

that we have to move ahead on. There are many facets to it.
We appreciate all of you being here, and thank you for your testi-

mony and for your input.
The Agriculture Committee will stand adjourned until 9 a.m.

Tuesday, when we will continue hearings on the Farm bill. On
Tuesday, we will hear from those involved in animal agriculture,
our livestock producers.

Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 12:52 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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