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MINNESOTA'S POOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Minnesota has not succeeded in meeting ~he intent of Con-

4 gress when it established the Food Stamp Program. With between 

5 37.3 and 44 . 5% of eligibles participating in . the program, the 

6 state has not yet achieved the goal of supplying those with low 

7 incomes a way of improving · their nutrition. Minnesota shares 

a with 39 states the distinction of having less than 50% of its 

g eligible people participating in the food stamp program. 

10 Valid statistics of the number of people eligible to receive· 

11 food stamps are difficult to develop. Those above came from prob-

l2 ably the best report. While most statistics are created using a· 

13 · rough estimate of those under the Department of Labor poverty 

line, this study 'of Participation Rates in the Food Stamp Pro­

15 gram by Gary Bi9kel and Maurice MacDonald used two assumptiol!-.s 

16 to determine a range .of eligibles, Assumption A assumes no 
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deductions ~re made from gross income before the Food Stamp net 

income level is applied. This is a highly unrealistic assumption 

and greatly undercounts the number of persons eligible. But it 

represents a rock bottom figure, For Minnesota that means that 

at the least 413,658 people were eligible for food stamps in 

1974, The states participation rate with the least possible 

number of eligibles reaches only 44 . 5% participating. 

Assumption B, still quite conservative) assumes a 9% ·average 

deduction level from gross income. Bickel and MacDonald cite 

figures that the deduction level could be as high as 19%. These 

are deductions from gross income for withholding and employee 

\ 
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i· taxes, not the even greater deductions allowable in determining 

2 food stamp net income. Calculations using assumption B estimate 

3 493,605 eligible people in Minnesota in 1974. The participation 

4 rate was 37 . 3%. 

5 The participation rate is determined by taking the peak 

6 monthly food stamp participation level divided by the estimated 

7 number of eligibles under the alternative assumptions A and B. 

a The table shows the result~ for both Minnesota and all other 

9 states. Nationally the study analy~es the .number of ·eligibles 

10 further, accounting for the added deductions permissable in 

11 determining food stamp net income. These calculations come up · 

12 with estimates between 34 and 39 million people who are eligible 

13 for food stamps. This compares with a peak participation at 

14 15 million people, considerably less than 50%. 

15 The Bickel and MacDonald fig~res nationally are corroborated 

16 by other studies. An attempt py HEW to determine eligibility 

17 levels for Food Stamps in. 1973 came up with a figure of 37 million 

18 potentially eligible people in the country. Another process 

rg assumes all households with gross incomes below 125% of the 1970 
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census poverty level are now eligible. This process provides a 

figure of 36.9 million people. The general agreement of these 

three methods allows use of the 125% of poverty level criteria to 

determine food stamp eligibilities in smaller areas of the country 

such as counties . Mr. Robert Greenstein, director of the Com-

munity Nutrition Institute) recommends this method to determine 

an eligibility base for counties. Then county food stamp par-

ticipation rates can be determined. 

3 
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1 County rates in the Minnesota program vary greatly. James 

2 Sheidon, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) Area Director, in the 

3 August 1974 hearing before .this committee cited a range of 16% 
-· 

~ of those eligible to 100%. - Robert Baird, income maintenance 

S division director, DPW, gave county variations betw·een 25 and 

6 88%. 

7 While mapy woul;d like .. to explain ·1ow participation rates by 

8 referring to the state's citizens as independent people who wish 

9 no handouts, the more likely reason is the almost negligible man-

10 ner ~ in which the pro~ram ope~ates at the county level and the ·. 

11 small direction and support .it receives from the state. 

12 Unless changes are made at both these levels, they will be 

J. 3 undermined by the great number of new ·families entering the · eli-

gible income levels. Th,e present state of the economy means a 

15 large inf1ux of .new needy. The state and county food stamp pro-

16 grams are ill equipped to deal with present demand and could 

17 collapse under the pressur~ of many new eligibles. 
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THE PROGRAM AT THE STATE LEVEL 

The food stamp program in Minnesota begins with the Depart- . 

ment of Public Welfare (DPW). This is the designated state agency 

under the food stamp program. The Federal partner is the USDA 

Food and Nutrition Service ( FNS). · The state's responsibility is 

to develop food stamp project areas in each county, an effective 

outreach program, a quality control program, a manual of oper-

ations, hear appeals, train county p~rsonnel, provide overall 
I 

---.· '. .-·.-· .. -··. -.·····---- --~ :--.-- ····-· -
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direction and supervision, and process reports and financial in-.. 
formation for the program. Except for quality control and the 

3 fi~ancial aspects of the program 9 these activities are the res-

4 ponsibility of the state food stamp supervisor. His staff con-

5 sists of himself and a secretary. 

6 While foo~ stamp programs exist now· in each of the counties, 

7 the outreach . pro grain in non-existent) .. quality control is per-

8 formed by county personnel, the manual has not been updated since 

9 1972, county personnel receive no training and very little written 

10 direction from the state and financial information is scattered. 

11 Also while appeals both formal and informal are heard, no rec9rds 

12 are availalbe as to their extent. 

13 The DPW has moved too slow to add staff. to the program. 

J.4 · Robert Baird , income maintenance director, stated in the August 

15 14th hearing that the program was negotiating with state OEQ to 

16 find funds to hire one person for staff training. As of Feb. 1, 

.17 1975 no one has yet been hired, though the OEO money for two 

18 people has been available since December. Not only has the 
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department possibly lost use of part of the OEO grant, but 50% 

Federal matching would have been available also for that period. 

For all that, no training has begun and· no program has been dev-

eloped because they are waiting for staff. 

The state program is responding with one staff and one 

secretary almost totally to crisis situations. Instructions are 

given on a verbal basis to county staff who phone with questions.· 

Ramsey County office received only two instructions from the 

s·tate office in the past year~ both dealing with how to order 

5 
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1 stamps from the USDA and none concerning the changing regulations 

2 on certification and eligibility. 

3 While the need for more staff is the obvious answer to the 

4 above problems, the disorganization in the office functions today 

5 leads to inefficiency. The DPW itself has been at fault by not 

6 taking advanta~e of staff money from OEO. State level staff 

7 itself, howe~~r~ is not nebessarily the answer to state food 

B stamp problems. 

9 One of the arguments used by b?th state and federal food 

10 stamp personnel to support the need for more staff at the state 

11 level has been the large staffs in other states. Nebraska and 

12 Iowa have specifically been mentioned as two states which have 

13 le~s population and greater state staffs to·operate the program. 

·· The implication has always been that this increased staff com-

15 ponent is an improvement to the program. However, when analyzed 

16 agains~ the goals of the food stamp program such arguments are 

17 found wanting. 

18 The main goal of the program today is to upgrade the nut-

19 · rition of needy and low-income people. Obviously one of the 

20 ways to do this is to enroll them in the food stamp program and 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

assure them of use of food stamps. The test therefore of the 

usefulness of a large state staff is to examine its success in 

reaching eligible households and getting them enrolled in the 

program. Under the above assumption, Iowa and Nebraska should 

have better success at attracting eligibles into the program 

than Minnesota. . 
Information given in the Bickel-MacDonald study shows · 

6 



1 participation rates in each of the several states. Their tables 

2 show that Minnesota had January-June 1974, between 44.5% and 37.3% 

3 of its eligibie people participating in the program. Iowa in the 

4 same period showed a participation rate. between 33.0% and 27.5% 

5 Nebraska was between 24.4% and 20.5%. Obviously large state 

6 staffs have .no:relationship to improved participation rates among 

7 the potenti~lly ·eligible people within a state. 

8 This. is not· to discount possible need for staff at the state 

9 level but to explain its priority. While state staff may be 

10 neede.d to improve administration at that level, it must take a . 

11 secondary priority to improving situations which would le~d dir-

12 ectly to increased utilization of the program. When resources 

13 

15 

16 
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are limited, as the state's commitment to this program seems to 

be, then these resources. must be used first in those areas which 

directly improve the ability of eligible people to use the ,. food 

stamp program. To justify added employees, the state level pro­

gram must show how these staff members will increase program 

participation . 

Presently three new staff in any county in Minnesota are 

likely to have greater impact on participation rates than any 

staff at any other level. What is needed inunediately is per-

22 sonnel to service people applying for the program. When these 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

are provided, then resources can be used to beef ·up state ad­

ministration. The state DPW must show that people in the state 

office can increase the numbers receiving food stamp benefits. 

With or without staff, the program a t the state level must 

begin to reorganize along the lines pf a concerted effort to 

7 
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1 deal with the la~ge numbers of people now applying for stamps . 

2 Its g~eatest success lies in .the direction of a push to the 

3 counties to bolster the local' programs. 

4 The food stamp quality control program is responsible for 

5 assuring proper county activity in certifying recipients and 

6 distributing fobd stamps . These personnel are to assist the 

7 county pro~rams·to improve their operations and reduce errors 

8 in decisions concerning eligibility. 

9 The .quali·ty control (Q-C) program is a mandated require-

10 ment for the states. , The state is to have a staff which can 

11 examine the actions of the county food stamp program to insure 

12 accuracy and correct mistakes in decisions on eligibility and 

13 allocation o~ stamps. In the past the DPW had not budgeted to 

15 

16 

17 

18 

include food stamp quality control staff at the state level. 
. . 

When pushed by USDA, last year, to provide Q-C person~el, the 

DPW worked out an arrangement with several county governments 

to host (i.~., employ) a staff person who would serve as the 

Q-C staff for that county and several surrounding counties. 

19 These other counties would share the costs. These staff, num-

20 · bering 15 positions are spread around the state. They are 

21 employees of a particular county, but are supervised by the 

22 state personnel who also supervise the state AFDC quality control 

23 
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program. Two state employees are responsible for this super-

vision among other duties. One other person, hired by Hennepin 

County operates at the state level to supervise Q-C personnel 

in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. Ramsey has t'wo Q-C reviewers; . 

Hennepin has three; Redwood County "hosts 11 · two Q-C staff to 

8 
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2404 NPA 
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1 revlewer 

FOOD STAMP QUALITY CONTROL DISTRIC'l,S 

243q NPJ\. house­
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- 9-
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1 serve 29 counties in southwestern Minnesota. St. Louis County 

2 also hosts two reviewers. The other areas of the state are 

3 c9vered by one Q-C worker for several counties as shown in the 

4 attached map. 

5 The DPW budget for FY 1976-77 requests 22 new ·professional 

6 positions ·in the DPW quality control program. The state DPW 

7 was attemptlng . to incorporate the quality control program into 

8 the state budget. The request will provide for 20 qua_lity con-

9 t:J:>ol reviewers, 2 ·supervisors and two clerical staff. Accord-

10 ing to the budget ~equest the greater number of reviewers is 

11 r .equired to meet federal standards based on the caseload ;for 

12 the program in the state. However, the Governor's Budget did 

13 not agree to the extra personnel. The state food stamp super- i 
I 

14 visor had no knowledge of this and assured me the personnel 

15 will be added in July. 

16 The lack of quality control personnel at the state level 

17 may endanger the program 1 s acceptability to the USDA.·· Definite 

18 assurances from the USDA are necessary before this procedure of 

19 county employed staff is continued. The costs to the state would 

20 be minimal since the federal government will pick up 50% of the 

21 cost of these new personnel. This cost should not be allowed to 

22 endanger a program affecting as many residents in Minnesota. 

23 

24 THE COUNTY FOOD STA.MP OPERATION 

25 

26 The county progra ms themselves are not without problems. 

27 As mentione d earlier, participation ~ates of eligibles in Minne-
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sota counties varies considerably. This demonstrates an important 

factor of the Focid Stamp Pro~ram . It is county operated with 

3 ~r~at flexibility and discretion. The level of operation in each 

4 county is the prerogative of the welfare board, Theoretically 

5 the county program receives guidance and regulations from the 

6 state office~ including the services listed earlier. But it is 

7 th~ county.that determines the level of operation within the 

8 county . With6ui strong state lev~l leadership a~d direction, 

9 the counties are free to offer food stamps as they please. 

10 Federal and state regulations state basically how a program . 

11 should certify applicants and sell stamps. The regulations do 

12 not set standards for the extent of the operation. Whether a 

13 county has 1/2 .person or 50 persons in the staff, the regulations 

J.1' only say what the staff should- do, not how many members there 

15 should be, or how many peo.ple they should be servicing. The 

16 staff should not only be told how to certify the client and sell 

17 stamps but also how many _should be certified or where stamps 

18 
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must be sold. While requiring outreach, the regulations give 

little guidance and less requ irements for performance. The 

guidelines only state that if certain functions are performed, 

this is how they will be performed. No minimum levels of per-

formance are given or necessary items required. 

As a result, food stamp programs have suffered at the 

county level from an inability to reach many of the eligibles in 

the county. Those who do discover the program more than keep 

busy the minimal staff. Hardly any efforts are made to reach 

out to new applicants. The present staff is too busy and new 

11 
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1 staff is not forthcoming. Even Ramsey County which is adding 10 

2 new staff members to the present 2 2, will not be increasing out-

3 reach but just catching up with applicants who now must wait 4 

4 weeks for an interview. Red Lake County runs a one staff member 

S stamp program for ·a county with 14%· unemployment. The staff con-

6 sists of ·3 part time people whose time adds up to one full time 

7 equivalent. ( FTE). This staff mt1st certify applications, sell 

8 stamps, reach out to .and service 451 people or 104 households. 

9 The social services director, Charl~s Stephens, estimated only 

10 

11 

12 

13 

15 

30% of those eligible are participating in the program. Hennepin 

County is opening two new centers, but this is hoped to rid the 

main center of lines of people outside each morning. 

Such an examination of various county programs gives the 

feeling that the local food stamp programs have not heard of 

their responsibilities under the state outreach plan which is 

16 now two years old. Mr . Savard, director of Ramsey County Food 

17 

' 18 

19 

20 

Stamp Program, states he has never received any official or 

written notice of county responsibilities in the area of outreach. 

While no direction has yet come from the state, presumably 

the new federal reimbursement regulations ·will encourage ·the 

21 counties to increase their food stamp staffs. Beginnin.g 

23 
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October 1, 1974 the federal government will reimburse the counties 

(and state) prog~ams 50% of roughly all costs of admini~tration 

of the program. The state food stamp program, and others in 

Minnesota expect this change to improve the chances that county 

boards will grant increases in staff. However, this must be 
I 

weighed against the fact that the state has picked up considerable 

12 
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1 amounts of the cost since the beginning of 1973. Such reimburse-

2 ment has not amount~d to increases in staffing. In fact many 

3 people contacted including the Ramsey Food Stamp Director, the 

4 Red Lake Social Services Direc tion, and Curtiss Johnson, the 

5 State Food Stamp Director were not aware that the state reim-

6 bursed food · stamp· costs at all . 

7 In FY 1974 total courity ad~iriist~~tive expenditures for the 

8 food s t amp program reached $1,759,341. ·Of this approximately 

g $500,000 was allowable under federal reimbursing standards for 

lO specific certification and eligibility reporting activities. 

11 Following the 67 and 1/2% rule, the USDA reimbursed the county . 

12 food stamp programs a total of $398,839. Under the new reg-

13 ulations it is likely the co.unt i es would have· received, at 50% 

14 of all expenditures , $800,000 for the same rate of expenditures. 

15 These figures do not include state level e xpenditures. 

16 Besides the federal reimbursement, the state reimburses 

17 50% of the remainder of oertain administrative costs in the pro-

18 gram. This is accomplished under DPW Rule 56 pursuant to Minne-
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sota Statutes Chapter 256D.22. (The General Assistance Act) 

This law provided across the board 50% reimbursement for 

certain administrative costs of all public assistance programs 

and food stamp programs in the county. I n FY 1974 the state 

reimbursed county welfare departments approximately $531,000 for 

these costs. This share (now 1 /3 of the cost s) ~ill drop as the 

new Federal reimbursement picks up a larger share. Then the share 

of e xpenses for adminis t ration of the food stamp program in the 

average county will break down r ough+y to these categories: 
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50% federal grant through USDA, 25% state through the DPW a.nd 

25% paid by the local county government. 

The major reservation in· the state general reimbursement 

law was a limitation on the number of staff which a county may 

add after the law. Only an increase in the case load per staff 

. member above ~~ · average in the base year·l973, is a valid reason 

for adding st'aff .. Such 'increases must be approved by the state 

DPW merit system staff before inclusion with the allowable ex­

penses for state reimbursement. However, county employed food 

stamp quality control staff are excluded from this limitation. 

The· provision of a much more extensive federal reimburse~ 

ment, and continuation of the state reimbursement should mean 

very little expense accruing to the county for added workers in 

the food stamp program. The increasing demand for food stamps 

by citizens should provide the increasing case loads necessary 

to win approval for state reimbursement of new staff positions 

in this area. 

Ramsey County of.fers one example. Presently the Ramsey 

County food stamp program has 22 full time staff. Rather than 

take people on a first come - first serve basis (which has 

resulted in several news articles on the long lines at ~ennepin 

County food stamp center) Ramsey takes appointments which are 

now running a month behind. Mr. David Savard, the director, has 

received authority to hire 10 more workers. His goal is to re­

duce the waiting time to 5 working days by April One. 

Ramsey has only one location at which applications are 

taken and recipients int~rviewed. They do, however, have inter~ 
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COUNTY COSTS AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

FY 1974 

Total County USDA State 
. Food Stamps Administrative Reimbursement Reimbursement 

Expense 

. Quarter 1 $ 384,159 $ 95,229 $132,775 

Quarter 2 $ 329,636 $102j432 Average 

Quarter 3 $· 493,505 $ 97,158 Per . . 

. Quarter lj. $ 552,341 $104~019 Quarter 

TOTAL $1 , 7 5 9 , 6 L~ 1 
·1 

$398 , 839 $530,000 i 
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mittent visits to senior citizen high rises to enroll older people 

and sell stamps. Twenty-two locations around the county are open 

to sell stamps primarily during the first week of each month. Two-

thirds of their sales are during that week. 

Such an overload of applicants will be evidence of need for 

new staff. Th~~e should be little problem with approval for the 

staff to pe ·included in the state reimbursement for Ramsey County. 

The counties in .Minnesota need a more direct mandate from 

the state c6nc~rning their responsibilities in this area. Information 

should be made available, m6re clearly explaining the reimbursement 

opportunities. The counties contacted were very unsure about the 

type of money available from the USDA. Emphasis should be placed 

on the ability of food stamps to increase the food purchasing power 

in each county . 

It is at this ·1evel where the direct service occurs that the 

most immediate impact can be made. 
.,. \ 

County programs must be required 

to deal with eligible people who are already cr~ating demand beyond 

the abilities of the food stamp staffs. 

REACHING MORE PEOPLE 

Probably the most controversial aspect of the Food Stamp 

program has been the federal regulation mandating an effective 

outreach program to inform citizens of their eligibility to 

participate in the program and to encourage their participation. 

That regulation requires the states to develop a plan of operation, 

"to inform low-income households of the availability and benefits 

-16- . 
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1 of the progra~ and to encourage the participation of eligibie 

2 households." Section 271.8(4) and Section 270.2 (nn), Federal 

3 Register 40 : #6, Page 1882, January 9, 1975. 

4 As more people feel the effects of the economic slump, a program 

5 to reach out and inform them of the food stamp supplement becomes 

6 more important. As the number of eligibles in the state increases 

7 (probably now-100,000 more than the Bicikel-MacDonald figures) the 

8 state's failure to enroll people in the food stamp program becomes 

9 even more evident. The outreach mandate was designed to assure that 

10 

11 

12. 

13 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

·26 

27 

these p~ople would learn about the program. 

This mandate has been one of the least practiced requirements 

at either the State Food Stamp Office or its counterparts in 

Minnesota's counties. 

The State Food Stamp Program - Plan of Operation, September 

1971, called for the insertion of an amendment detailing a state 

outreach plan prior to May 1, 1972 . 

This plan was finally adopted on July 1, 1973, by the state 

DPW commission and approved by the Regional Office of the Food 

and Nutrition service. The goals of the outreach plan were: 

"l) to insure that all low income households are aware of the 
' 

Food Stamp Program and its benefits, 2) to encourage eligible 

households to participate in the program and 3) to help potentially 

eligible households obtain and use food stamps in order that they 

may have a more nutritious and adequate diet." 

In actuality neither the state nor the county programs have 

done any of these activities or met these obj~ctives. 

The "plan 11 itself does not represent the "effective program" 
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l called for in the regu~ations. It is but a listing of activities 

2 which could be loosely called ·promotion of information about the 

3 program. The plan itself creates no plan of operation, sets no 
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timetable for accomplishment and designates no particular off ice­

county or state to be accountable for the outreach component of 

the state _fpod stamp program. The plan merely "expects county 

welfare directors to direct outreach activities" with the state 

food stamp supervisor "responsible for ovePall guidance 11
• For 

. whatever the reasons such direction.· and guidance have not been · 

seen in the operation of the Food Stamp Program. 

The confusion generated can be seen in comments on both sides 

of the· issue. Mr. Johnson the state food st~mp supervisor states 

that the outreach responsibilities were given to the co~ntiei. 

County directors see outreach as a state function and county 

governments have budgeted little enough mone y for the basic 

program and none for personnel to advertise the program. · The state 

in turn has not attempted to seek compliance from the counties. 

The county program directors in turn have received no official . 

statement telling them of their responsibilities under the act. 

Figures from the Bickel-MacDonald study show at best a 44.5% 

participation rate. Obviously any outreach program which may 

exist is neither widesprea d nor very successful. 

~hat observation has lead to legal action against the DPW 

commissioner and the food stamp program. On October 11, 1974 

U. S. District Court in Minneapolis ruled against Secretary Butz 

concerning an attempt by the USDA to turn back $280 million in 

unused funds in the Food Stamp budget.• He. cited concerted 

-18-
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1 efforts to avoid outreach prograJ'flS :including. "the approv~l of. 

2 state outreach plans which in no way approached the outreach 

3 standards set by Congress, and required of the states no remedial 

4 action to correct inadequacies in the outreach program. 11 The 

5 $280 million had been unused due to a lack of growth in the 

6 program. The j·udge argued that even a small outreach effort would 

7 have more tha'n .creat.ed the demand .for the funds. 

8 The DPW was sued on September 24 , 1974 for failing to develop 

9 an outreach program. The plaintiffs argued that numbers of 

10 recipients had actually declined in the previous six months. ~~ey· 

11 claimed that the ~tate had not attempted to ·provide adequate 

12 personnel and programs to create an outreach program nor to 

13 claim from USDA available funds which would cover over 50% of the 

14 costs incurred. 

15 Local USDA food and Nutrition Service (FNS) officials have 
\ 

16 placed pressure on the DPW to develop an outreach program. DPW 

17 have claimed it had· no st.ate funds to start a program. The Federal 

18 monies, returned to the budget were only available for matching 

19 local funds. The state OEO office offered to provide the DPW 

20 with enough funds to gain a matching grant and hire two persons 
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at the state level to perform outr'each functions. These people 

were to be in place by January 1 and funding would last 

through June 30, 1975. The OEO grant was $14,117. This money 

was also available for federal matching of 50%) providing a 

considerable sum for outreach programs, for that six month p'eriod. __ 

Thomas Fabel~ assistant attorney general assigned to DPW, 

stated that he would move for dismissal of the September 24 case 
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1 on the g.round·s of mootness. He cited the above agreement saying 

2 that the Food Stamp program had begun hiring including a person 

3 . assigned to DPW through the Community Employment and Training 

4 Act. He also felt the judge would not wish to attempt to 

5 define exactly what an "effective" o"utreach program implies. 

As of February 1, no ,personnel have yet been hired by the DPW, 6 

7 thqugh two -people are being processed. The person hired through 

8 CETA is not assigned to Food Stamps according to Curtis.Johnson, 

9 Food Stamp Supervisor. He now feels the people.will be added 

10 definitely by March i or earlier. He expects them at that point 

11 to .develop a plan of operation. Their major responsibilities will 

12 be to "coor~inate the outreach programs in each of the counties". 

13 · Mr. Johnson still sees the major responsibility for outreach as a 

14 matter for the county programs. Probably at least another month 

15 will lapse before the two new personnel will be in a position to 

16 activate the program. Under such conditions an outreach effort 

17 might begin by April. 

18 The question now to be answered is whether these two people 
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represent an effective outreach program in the state. The first 

point to be made is that their responsibility is to "coordinate 

outreach programs at the county level." There are no county food 

stamp outreach programs. Part of the staffs' responsibility will 

be to attempt to encou~age such programs, develop materials, and 

collect information useful to outreach workers in the state . - - Since 

the present staff are hired only through June it is necessary to 

also look at the DPW request for personnel for the next biennium. 

A look at the program budget shows a request for three new 
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personnel. The description of their duties shows a number of 

responsibilities besides outreach coordination. Among other 

duties the new staff will be asked to update the manual, train 

county workers in all aspects of the program. One of the three 

staff will be_ specifically assigned to administrative functions 

of the office. ' 

The state'office needs to develop a true.outreach plan 

which analyzes the need, sets objectives, develops a timetable 

to accomplish the good· and evaluation and feedback to assess the· 

accomplishments against the. need·. The project needs to be 

independent of the other needs of the department which are 

secondary to adding people to the program. 

This argument is explained well with an _example from New 

Jersey. Using the National Child Nutrition Project staff to 

develop the program, the state created an outreach project which 

covered the state with television and radio advertisements, 

brochures in grocery stores and information in the store ads. 

The Nutrition project staff also trained 34 new outreach certi­

fiers . Christine Van Lenten, one of the staff members felt it 

absolutely essential that the outreach program take place at a. 

state wide level though not necessarily within the Food Stamp 

program. While the county governments had no interest in improving · 

the food stamp program, the pressure created by applicants drawn 

to the program because of state wide advertising forced· counties 

to greatly expand their programs. Staff increased 65% and centers 

by 73% since July 1. Non-public assistance households participating 

in the program showed a 43% increase ih the first six months of 
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1 the outreach project. 

2 The difference between this approach and the proposals of 

3 the DPW is the direction of the project and the activities 

-
4 a~signed to .the staff. A definite plan of action and timetable 

5 was developed. The New Jersey project did not depend on county 

6 .programs td aritually do outreach as Minnesota would. The state 

7 . pr~ject did the advertising, ·visited ·sites in the state and 

8 encouragad applic~nts to the local centers. Here the staff would 

9 only be coordinating the activities of county personnel not 

10 providing a direct service function. Secondly the staff was not 

11 a-part of the state food stamp program. Tor all good intentions, 

12 it is more likely the new staff in Minnesota will get caught up in 

13 · the administrative operations of the program and not in outreach -

14 activities~ The state program is understaffed. The very presence 

15 of the new personnel in the office will force them to meet requests 
\ 

16 as they come in from county personnel, to answer questions, process 

17 reports, and serve the· iffi!llediate needs of local personnel as they 

18 attempt to . seek guidance from the state office. Whether by 
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design or not, outreach will become secondary as both state and 

local personnel get ·invoived in just day to day operation of a 

program already overburdened. 

The best utilization of funds allocated to state personnel would 

be to use the money to develop an indepe ndent state food stamp 

advertising project and to ~equire county welfare departments 

to meet the staff needs of the food stamp program. A mechanis m 

using either the number of eligibles in the county or the waiting 

period for application to -the program could be developed as 
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1 criteria for the level of staffing in each county.· 

2 In order to meet their goal of doubling the number of Food 

3 sia~p recipients the state must exercise greater control over the 

4 programs at the county level. The state DPW does not have at 

5 present the power to require counties to increase their staffs 

5 of county food ' Stamp programs . These increased staffs are 

7 necessary ~o · process people and enrol1 them as recipients~_ 

8 Without county cooperation the state DPW cannot meet its own goals. 

9 Minnesota , by not developing an outreach proposal has wasted 

lo its chances to share over $280 million in USDA funds available 

11 for 50% matching. The food stamp program must move fast to gain 

12 any of this money this fiscal year. At the same time many people 

la go without proper food because the state DPW and its food stamp 

program wait for next year's appropriation when it can't even 

15 hire fast enough this year. 

16 

17 RECOMMENDATIONS 

18 

19 1. The present state food stamp plan is not a plan but merely a 

20 compliance agreement. It is certainly not a plan of action to 

21 improve nutrition and alleviate hunger in Minnesota. What is 

22 missing from the state food stamp program is a concise plan 

23 
assessing the need, delineating the goals of the program, a plan 

24 of action, listing specific activities to be accomplished and ~ 

25 timetable by which these activities ·will be completed. An evaluation 

26 
of these activities and feedback to the initial process are 

27 
necessary. 
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Only with this type of statement can DPW's request for new 

staff be justified. The hiring of new personnel does not amount 

to such a program~ Neither does the program budget for FY 76-77 

allow a valid look into the activities of the program. 

2. The same .is necessary with the required state outreach plan. 

Presently there is no program to make a concerted effort to reach 

people in Minnes'ota with information about the Food Stamp program. 

There is certainly not a special Food Stamp Outreach pr~gram, only 

the request to hire three new staff with numerous duties. The 

delays evident in hiring people under the OEO grant shows a lack 

of concern for·the program. Considerable money in matching funds 

from federal sources has been lost because of that delay. The" 

DPW Food Stamp goal to double the number of .recipients is a 

shallow one. If the present economic .situation continues, it alone 

will result in a doubling of the number of food stamp participants. 

Goals must be formulated in terms of participation rates of 

eligible persons in the state. Such ~riteria ~ill allow the 

legislature to evaluate the program's success. 

3. The legislature must expand its mandate to counties in the 

area of food stamps. The state is now paying at least 25% of 

the costs with the federal grant picking up 50% through DPW. The 

legislature should demand better use of its funds, requiring a 

stronger county commitment to the program. Over $34 million in 

added purchasing power flows into this state through the food 

stamp program. That figure could be much larger if county govern­

ments gave the food stamp program proper recognition and support as 

an important supplement to the nutrition of residents and to local 
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1 economy. 

2 4. In line with the new state plans for the entire food stamp 

3 operation and for outreach, the state level program should 

4 reorganize as a statewide promotion unit. The important 

5 components of a food stamp program are county level direct service, 

6 a_ state program· of outreach, and promotion. State administrative 

7 components are secondary and are already performed for the most 

8 part by the auditing and recording activities of DPW. New 

9 staff in the state· program should be given specific job assignments 

10 with the outreach plan and held accountable for these activities. 
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5. Information ·about and authority over the· food stamp progr.am 

at the state level is diffused . The state supervisor does not 

~articipate in. budgeting activities, or directly with quality 

control. No mechanism i.s available to pull information about the 

program together to anlayze it from a cost effectiveness point 

of view. The development of a real state plan for FY 76-77 will 

require centralization of information about participants and about 

finances. The state director of the food stamp program must have 

this information if the program is to function effectively. 

6. If the choice must be made, increased employees at the county 

level should take precedence over employ~es at the state level, . 

except in the case of an outreach plan submitted and approved 

previous to the commitment of funds . 

7. Overall these recommendations need impetus given by a new 

legislative policy statement directed at the food stamp program. 

Lack of awareness about the program and its potentials at this 

level has led to its present situation. The above recommendations 
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1 incorporated into such a legislative policy would go a long 

2 way_ to emphasizing this body's concern for the success of the 

3 program. 

4 8. While we hesitate to recommend another report to the 

5 legislature, since DPW is still presenting those requested 

6 last year, we ~till feel that some further check is necessary in 

7 orqer to foll'ow up the action of this body. 

8 Therefore we recommend no action on the department's request 

g for further personnel until the state and outreach plans outlined 

io above are presented. These plans should contain in them prerequisites 

11 for. an e·ffective program by which the legislature will be able to 

12 evaluate the department's request for added personnel. 
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l APPENDIX A 

2 THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

3 The food stamp program in Minne.sota provides an average of 

4 165,000 reside~ts with a bonus of approximately $3,000,000 each 

5 month. Due to the nature of the food stamp program this bonus is 

6 restricted, al6rii with the recipients own contribution, to the 

7 purchase of.fbcid~ 

8 The program's original purpose was to utilize the great surplus 

g of food in this country in the late SO's and 60 1 s and also to 

10 upgrade the nutrition of needy and low income people. Now with· 
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the advent of the present farm market the first goal has largely 

disappeared, but the program still gains support· on the basis of 

its second goal and the fact that it does increase demand for 

farm products, supporting their prices. 

The mechanism on the face is simple. In order to receive the 

bonus, a recipient household must dedicate a certain amount of 

·its resources toward food by exchanging currency f6r food stamps. 

Depending on its size and income the household then receives a 

bonus in extra stamps for food purchases. The stamps are redeemed 

for food at participating grocery stores. Only reiail grocery 

stores are eligible to redeem stamps and only items which are 

normally considered food for human consumption can be purchased 

with .the stamps. 

The present schedule of payments and bonus stamps by house-

hold size and income is attached as part of this appendix. The 

actual process involves computation of the household's income 

after several types of deductions. The bonus stamps add up to an 
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1 increased agricultural purchasing power of $36 million fo~ 

2 Minnesota in 1974. Bonus stamps are paid for by the federal 
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government. 

The state's re~ponsibility in the program centers on the 

distribution and sales of the food stamps and determinations of 

eligibility. The actual substantive functions are performed in 

each county welfare department, with the state DPW holding 

responsib.ili ty to see that the program· is carried out et:fectively, 

and the responsibility for certain functions to be performed at 

the state level. 

While bonus stamps are totally a cost picked up by the federal 

government, the cos·ts of administration of the program has been 

·borne by the counties and state. Counties in the state have been 

slow to adopt the progr~m and to provide adequate personnel to 

determine eligibility, approve recipients, sell stamps, do the 
\ 

record keeping, and advertise the program,(i.e. outreach), all 

of which are federally mandated functions. Part of the reluctance 

18 of county commissioners to support the program stems from the general 

19 attitude toward what they consider a welfare program, especially 

20 the mandate to advertise and encourage eligibles to participate. 

21 This has.resulted in very little commitment of local money to assist 

22 the program. Until October 1974, the USDA participated marginally 

23 

~4 

~5 

~6 

17 

in providing funds for administration. The federal government· 

would reimburse the county and state programs only for 67~ of 

the cost of determining eligibility and certifying households 

which were not also receiving public assistance. In Minnesota 

non-public assistance households make up approximately 57% of the 
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