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- gram by Gary Bickél and Maurice MacDonald used two assumptions

" MINNESOTA'S POOR ACCOMPLISHMENTS

Minnesota has not succeeded in meeting the intent of Con-

-

gress when it established the Food Stamp Program. With between

37.3 and u44.5% of eligibles participating in the program, the

state has not yet achieved the goal of supplying those with low
incomés a way of improving'their nutrition. Minnesota shares . i
with 39 states the distinction of having less than 50% of its
ellglble people partlcxpatlng in the food stamp program.

Valld statistics of the number of people eligible to “ecelve | i
foqd stamps are difficult to develop. Those above came from probw ;" |

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

-

-rough estimate of those ﬁndgr the Department of Labor poverty

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

to determine & range of eligibles. Assumption A assumes no

deductions are 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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1974 TOOD STAMP PARTICIPATION RATES, BY STATE
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Mass, 507,551 583,459 05,687 85,244 16,9 .
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Min, 413,658 493,605 134,152 170,920 1,201 44,5 37.3
¥iss, 721,943 792,585 358,117 348,321 he.6 kb 3
M 751,140 874,100 290,932 281,758 38.7 23.3
Momt. 101,775 121,939 33,393 33,393 6,818 39, 5%/ LT
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Fenu. 1,259,881 1,461,733 48,867 745,693 59,3~ AL
A3 191,255 116,593 74,947 74,016 0= £L.3
5.8, 616,185 693,020 370,99} 354,484 €62~ 51.%
S, Dak. 143,367 166,359 29,637 29,637 13,942 31,06/ 28, tenf
Tean, 884,928 1,008,195 351,579 329,331 39.7 . 349
Texas 2,121,721 2,435,175 1,104,190 1,055,9f0 52,0~ k5.3 -
Cui 129,337 157,552 £0,939 h3,153 L7.1 38.7
Ve, 56,758 67,851 ho,345 38,165 1,07 2
Va. 723,518 826,024 217,575 217,575 30,1 20,0
Wzih, 320,199 387,849 2f1,592 238,532 9,769 79.2- 977::
W, Ya. ae1,851 441,205 20l 616 213,883 6, ) - . 5D
vise. 461,511 561,566, 132,313 128,685 23.7 PR
wyo. 42,812 51,679 11,018 9.272 25,7 S
- Foral U.S. 27,881,796 32,260,849 _ . 1k 91,048 14,280,104 78,123 52.0 — 4,3
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taxes, not the even greater deductions allowable in determining
food stamp net income. Calculations using assumption B estimate

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

‘"rate was 37.3%.

The participation rate is determined by taking the peak
monthly food stamp participation level divided by the estimated
number of eligibles under the alternative aésumptions A and B.
The table shows the results for both Minnesota and all other
states. Nationally the étudy analyzes the number of eligibles
fufther, éccounting for the added de&uctions permissable in
determining food s%émp net income. These calculations come up
with estimates between 3% and 39 million people who are eligible
for food stamps. This compares with a peak participation at
15 million people, considerably less than 50%.

| Thé‘Bickel énd MacDonald figures nationally are corroborated

by other studies. An attempt by HEW to determine eligibility

"levels for Food Stamps in 1973 came up with a-figure of 37 million

potentiélly eligible people in the COuntfy. Another process
assumes all households with gross incoﬁes below 125% of the 1970
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
determiﬁe 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.
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County rates in the Minnesota program vary greatly. James
Sheldon, Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) Area Director, in the

August 1974 hearing before this committee cited a range of 16%

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

division director, DPW, gave bounty variations between 25 and
88%. _
| While mény_wouldllike_to explain low participation rates by .
referring to the state's citizens as iﬁdeéendent people who wish
no handouts, the more likely reason is the almost negliéible man-
ner‘in which the program operates at the county level and the -
small direction and support it receives from the state.

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

undermined by the great number of new families entering the eli-

gible income levels. The present state of the economy means a
large influx of .new needy. The state and county food stamp pro-
grams are ill equipped to deal with present demand and could N

collapse under the pressure of many new eligibles.
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 aevelop food stamp project areas in each codnty, an effective
outreach programa-a quality control program, a manual of oper-

ations, hear appeals, train county personnel, provide overall
’
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direction and supervision, and process reports and financial in-

formation for the program. Except for quality control and the

financial aspects of the program, these activities are the res~

ponsibility of the state féod stamp supervisor. His staff con-
sists of himself and a secretary.

While food stamp programs exist now-in each of the counties,
the outreach program in no@—existént,'éuality control is per-

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

1972, county pérsonnel receive no traiﬁing and very little written

direction from the state and financial information is scattered.

~ Also while appeals both formal and informal are hgard, no records

are availalbe as to their extent.

The DPW has moved too slow to add staff'té the proéram,
Robert Baird, income maintenance director,.stated in the August
14th hearing that the program was negotiating with state OEQO to
find funds to hire one person for staff training. As of Feb. 1,
1975 no one has yet been hired,.though the OEO mbney for two
people has been available since December. Not only has the .
department possibly.lost use of part of the OEO grant, but 50%
Pederai matching wouid have been available also for that period.
For all that, no training has begun and no pfogram 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

state office in the past year, both dealing with how to order
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stamps from the USDA and none concerning the changing regulations

on certification and eligibility.

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

above problems, the disorganization in the office functions today

leads to inefficiency. The DPW itself has been at fault by not
taking advantage of staff money from OEQ. State level staff
itself, however, is not necessarily the ansﬁer to state food
stamp problemsea | _

One of the arguments used by both state and federal food
stémp personnel to support the need for more staff at the Stateﬁ
level has been the large staffs in other states. Nebraska and
Iowa_have specifically been mentioned és two states which ha#é
less population and greater state staffs to- operate the program.
The implication has always been that this increased staff com-
ponent is-an impfovemeni to the program. However, when analyzed

against the goals of the food stamp program such arguments are

" found wanting.

The main g5a1 of the program today is to upgrade the nut-

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

ways to do this 1s to enroll them in the food stamp program and
éssure'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 shoulid
have better success at attracting eligibles into the program

than Minnesota.

Information given in the Bickel-MacDonald study shows
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participation.rates in each of the several states. Their tables
show that Minnesota had January-June 1974, between 44.5% and 37.3%
of its eligible people participating in the program. Towa in the
éame‘peridd_showed a participafion rate. between 33¢O% and 27.5%
Nebraska was between 24.4% and 20.5%. Obviously large state
staffs have norelationship to improved participation rates among
fhé potentiaily-eligible people within-a state.

This is hot‘to discount possiblelﬂeed for staff at the.state
level butrto explain its priority. While state staff may be
neeaed to improve administration at that level, it must take a .
secondary priority to improving situations which would lead dirw
ectly to increased utilization of the program. When resources
are limited; as the staté's commitment to this program seems to
be, then these résources,mgst be used first in those areas which
directly improve tﬁe 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 th;ee new staff in any county in Minnesota are
likely to have greatér impact on participation rates than any
staff at any other level. What is needed immediately is per-
sonnel to service people applying for the-progfam. When these
are provided, then resources can be used to beef up state ad-
ministration. The stafe DPW must show that péople in the state
office can increase the numbers receiving food stamp bénefits.

With or without staff, the program at the state level must

begin to reorganize along the lines of a concerted effort to
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deal with the large numbers of people now applying for stamps.
Its greatest success lies in the direction of a push to the
Ebﬁnties to bolster the iocal’programs. |

| The food stamp quality.control program is responsible fof
assuring proper county activity in certifying recipients and
distributing food stamps. These personnel are to assist the
éounty'programs-to improve - their operéfions and reduce errors
in decisions concerning eligibility.

The quality control (Q-C) program‘is a mandated require-~

meﬁf for the states.: The state is to have a staff which can
examine the actions of the county food stamp program to insurg

accuracy and correct mistakes in decisions on eligibility and

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

include food stamp quality control staff at the state level.
When pushéd by USDA, last year, to provide Q-C personnel, the
DPW worked out an arrangement with several county governments
to host (i.e., émploy) a staff person who would serve as the
Q-C staff for that county and several surrounding counties.
These other counties would share the costs. These staff, num-
bering 15 positions are spread around the state. The§ are

employees of a particular county, but are supervised by the

- state personnel who also supervise the state AFDC quality control

program. Two state employees are responsible for this super-
vision among other duties. One other person, hired by Hennepih
County operates at the state level to supervise Q-C personnel
in Hennepin and Ramsey Counties. Ramsey has two Q-C revieweré;

Hennepin has three; Redwood County "hosts" two Q-C staff to
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serve 29 counties in southwestern Minnesota. St. Louis County
also hosts twé reviewers. The other areas of the state are
covered by one Q-C worker for several counties as shown in thg
attached maﬁ. -

The DPW budget for FY 1976-77 requests 22 new professiona1
positions in the DPW quality control program. The state DPW
was attempting to incorpérate the quality control program into
the state budget. The request will prbvide for 20 quality con-
trol revieweré, 2-supervisqrs and two clerical staff. Accord-
ing to the budget request the greater number of reviewers is
required to meet federal standards baéed on the caseload for
thé program in the state. However, the Governor's Budget did
not agree to the extra pérsonnel. The state food stamprsuper—
visor had no knoﬁledge of this and assured me the personnel
will be added in July. | 7 |

| The lack of quality control personnel at the state level
may endanger theiprogramis acceptability fo the QSDA.« Definite
assurances from the USDA are necessary before this proceduré of
county employed staff is continued. The costs to thé state would
be minimal since the federal government will pick up 50% of the
cost of these new personnel. This cost shoﬁld not be allowed to

endanger a program affecting as many residents in Minnesota.
THE COUNTY FOOD STAMP OPERATION

The county programs themselves are not without problems.

As mentioned earlier, participation rates of eligibles in Minne-
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sota counties varies considerably. This demonstrates an important

factor of the Food Stamp Program. It is county operated with

.gréat flexibility and discretion. The level of operation in each

county is the prerogative of the welfare board. Theoretically
the county program receives gqidance and regulations from the
state office, including the services listed earlier. But it is
the county’fhat determines the level of operafion within the
county. Without strong state level leadership and direction,
the countiéﬁ are free to offer food stamps as they please.

Federal and state regulations state basically how a program.'
should certify applicants and sell stamps.  The regulations do
not set standards for the extent of the operation. Whether a
county has 1/2 person or 50 persons iﬁ the staff, the régulations
only say what the staff should do, not how many members there |
shouldrbe, or how many people they should be servicing. The _
staff should not only be told how to certify the e¢lient and sell
stamps but also how many should be certified or whefe stampé
must be sold. While requiring outreach, the regulations give
little guidance and less requirements 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 levél from an inability to reach many of the eligibleé.in
the county. Those who do discover the prograﬁ 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

5 B |
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staff is not forthcoming. Even Ramsey County which is adding 10
new staff members to the present 22, will not be increasing out-~
reach but just catching up with applicants who now must wait 4
weeks for an interview. Red Lake County runs a one staff member
stamp program for a county with 14% unemployment. The staff con-
sists of 3 part time people whose time adds up to one full time
equivalent (FTE). This staff must certify aﬁplications, sell
stamps, reach out to and service 451 people or 104 households.
ihe social services director, Charles Stephens, estiﬁated only
30% of those eligible arerparticipating 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 mopning.

Such an examination of various county programs gives the
feeling that the local food stamp programs have not heard of
their responsibiiities under the state outreach plan which is

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

'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
counties to increase their food stamp stéffs. Beginning |
October 1, 1974 the federal governmenf will reimburse the counties
(and state) programs 50% of roughly all costs of administration
of the program. The state food stamp program, and others in
Minnesota expect this change to improve the chances that county
boards will graﬁt increases in staff. _However, this must be

weighed against the fact that the state has picked up considerable

12
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amounts of the cost since the beginning of 1973. Such reimburse-
ment has not amounted to increases in staffing. Inrfact many
people contacted including the Ramsey Food Stémp Diréctor, the
Red Lake Social Services Difeetion3 and Curtiss Johﬁson, the
State Food Stamp Director were not aware that the state reim~

bursed food stamp costs at all.

In FY 1974 total county administrative expenditures for the

. foqd stamp prégram reached $l,759;341.' 0f this approximately

$500,000 was allowable under federal reimbursing standards for
speéific certification and eligibility reporting activitieé.
Following the 67 and 1/2% ruie, the USDA reimbursed the county .
food stamp programs a total of $398,839. Under the new reg-
ulations it is iikely the‘counties would have received, at 50%
of all egpenditurés, $800,000 for the same rate of expenditures.
These figures do nét include state level expenditures.

| Besides the federal reimbursement,-the state reimburses
50% of the remainder of certain administrative costs in the pro-
gram. This is accomplished under DPW Rule 56 pursuant to Minn¢~
sota Statutes Chapter 256D.22. (The General Assistance Act)

| This law providéd across the board 50% reimbursement for

certain administrative costs of all‘public assistance programs
and food stamp programs in the county. In FY 1874 the state
reimbursed county welfare departments approximately $531,000 fer
these costs. This share (now 1/3 of the costs) will drop as the
new Federal reimbursement picks up a larger share. Then the share
of expenses for administration of the food stamp program in the

average county will break down roughly to these catltegories:

13
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50% federal grant through USDA, 25% state through the DPW and
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 ingrease in the case load per staff

_member above an average in the base year-.1973, is a valid reason

for adding'étéff. " Such increases must be approved by the state
DPW merit system staff before inclusion with the allowable ex-
penses for state reimbursement. Howevér, county employed food
stamp.quality‘control staff are excluded fromlthié limitation.

The' provision of a much more extensive federal reimbursef
ment, and éontinuation of the state reimbursement should mean
very little expense accruing to the coﬁnty for added workers in
the food stamp program. Therincreasing demand for food stamps
by citizens should provide the increasing case loads necessary
to win approval for state reimbursement 6f new staff positions
in this area.

ﬁamsey County offers 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 Hennepin
Couﬁty food stamp center) Ramsey takes appointments which are
now running a month behind. Mr. David Savard, the director, has
received authority to ﬁire 10 more workers. His goal is to fe;
duce the waiting time to 5 working-days by April One.

Ramsey has only one location at whicﬁ applications are

taken and recipients interviewed. They do, however, have inter-.

1y
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COUNTY COSTS AND RETMBURSEMENTS

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

FY 1874

Total County

. State

15

, USDA
. Food Stamps Administrative Reimbursement Reimbursement
Expense '
. Quarter 1 $ 384,159 $ 95,229 $132,775
Quarter 2 $ 329,636 $102,432 Average
* Quarter 3 $ 493,505 $ 97,158 Per . .
. Quarter Y $ 552,341 $104,019 Quarter
TOTAL $1,759,641 $398,839 $530,000
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mittent visits to senior citizen high rises to enroll older éeoﬁle
and sell stamps. Twenty-two locations around the county are open
to sell stamps primarily dﬁring the first week of each month. Two-
thirds of their sales are during that week. |
Such an overléad of épplicanté will be evidence of need‘for
new staff. There should be little problem with approval for the
staff to be included in the state reimbursement for Ramsey County
The countles in Mlnnesota need a more direct mandate from
the state concerning their responsibilities in this area. Infofmation
should be made available, more clearly explaining the reimbursement
opportunities. The counties contacted were very unsure about fhe_
type of money available from the USDA. Emphasis should bé plééed _:
on the ability of food stamps to increase the food purchasing power
in each éountyp |
It is at this’le;el.ﬁhere the direcflséfvicelocéurs‘that the
most immediate impact can be made. County programs must be required
to deal with eligible people who are already crgatiﬁg demand beyond

the abilities of the food stamp staffs.
REACHING MORE PEOPLE

Probably the.most controversial aspect of the Food Stémp
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 participaficn‘
That regulation requires the states to develop a plan of operation,

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

=16~ -



w

L 0 <N o »v 5

10

By 3

12

i3

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25
26

27

of the program and to encourage the participatioﬁ of eligible a8

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

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

As more people feel the effects of the economic slump, a program
to reach out and inform them of the food stamp supplement becomes

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

(probably now 100,000 more than the Bickel~MacDonald figures) the

state's failure to enroll people'in the food stamp program becomes |
even more evident. The outreach maﬁdate was designed to assure that
these people Would learn abbut the program.

' This mandate has been one of the least praqtiéed 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, cailed 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 Regiona1.0ffice'of the Food

and Nutrition service. The goals of the outreach plan were:
ﬁl) to insure that all low income households are aware of the
Food Stamp Program and its benefits, 2) to eﬁcourage e;igible
houséholds 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 nutri{ious and adequate diet."

In actuality neither the state nor the county programs have
done any of these activities or met these objectives.

The "plan" itself does not represent the "effective program"
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called for in the regulations. It is but a listing of activities

which could be loosely called -promotion of information about the

programc< The plan itself ereates no plan of operation, sets no

timetable for accomplishment and designates no particular office-
county or state to be accountable for the outreach component of
the state food stamp program. The plan merely "expects éounty _
welfare directors to direct outreach activities" with the state

food stamp supervisor "responsible for overall guidance". For

- whatever the reasons such direction - and guidance have not been

seen in ‘the operation of the Food Sfamp Program.

The confusion generated can be seen iIn comments on both‘sides
of the issue. Mr. Johnson the state food sfamp supervisor stateé
that.the outreach responsibilities were given'fo the counties.
County directors see outreach as a state function and county
goéernments have.budgeted little enough money 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.

e

Figures from the Bickel-MacDonald study show at best a hh.5
particiﬁationAPate. Obviously any outreach program which may
exist is neither widespread nor very succeéessful.

That 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
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efforts to avoid outreach programs:including_"tﬁe approval of
state outreach plans which in né way approached the outreach
standards set by Congress, and fequired of the states no remedial
action to correct inadeguacies in the outreach program." The )
$280 million had been unused due to a lack of growth in the
program. The 5ﬁdge argued that even a small outreach effort would
have more than created the demand for the funds.

The DPW wés sued on September 24, 1974% for failing to develop
én Qufreach pfogram,- The plaintiffs argued that numbers of
recipients had actually declined in the previous six months. TﬁeyJ
claimed that the state had not attemptéd to provide adequate .
personnel and programs to oreafe an outreach program nor to
claim from USDA available funds which would cover over 50% of the
costs ihcurreds

Local USDA Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) officials have

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

have claimed it had no éﬁate funds to start a program. The Federal

monies, returned to the budget were only available for matching

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

with enough funds to gain a matching grant and hire two persons

at the state level to perform outreach 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 period.
| Thomas Fabel, assistant attorney general assigned to DPW,

stated that he would move for diSmissél of the September 24 case
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on the grounds of mootness. He cited tﬁe above agreement saying
that the Food Stamp program had begun hiring including a person
eeeigned to DPW through the Community Employment and.Training
Act. He also felt-the judge Weuld not wish to attempt to |
define exactly what an "effective" outreach program implies.

As of Febrﬂary 1, no personnel have yet been hired by the DPW,
though tw0-pépp1e are being processed. The person ﬁired through
CETA is not assigned to Food Stamps according to Curtis Johnson,
Food Stamp Supefvisor. He now feels the people will be added
definitely by March 1 or earlier. He expects them at that point‘:'

to develop a plan of operation. Their major responsibilities will

be to "coordinate the outreach programs in each of the counties".

‘Mr. Johnson still sees the major respdnsibility for outreach as a

matter for the county programs. Probably at least another month
will lapse before the two new persconnel will be in a position to
activate the program. Under such conditions an outreach effort
might begin by April.

The question now to be answered is whether these two people
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 encburage such programs, develop materials, and
collect information ueeful to outreach workers in the state. ~ Since
the present staff are hired only through June it is necessary to
also look at tﬁe DPw.request for personnel for the next biennium.

A look at the program budget shows a request for three new
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peréonnel. The description of their duties shéws a number of
responsibilities besides outreach coordination. Among other
duties the new staff will be asked to update the manual, train
county wofkers 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
accﬁmplishments against the need. Tﬁe 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 exémp;e from New
Jersey. Using the National Child Nutrition Project staff to
de%elop the progfam, 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 3% new outreach certi-
fiers. Christine Van Lenten, one of the stéff members felt it
absolutely essential that the outreach program fake'place at a

state wide level though'not necessarily withiﬂ the Food.Stamp
program. . While the county governments had no interest in improving -
the food stamp program, the pressure créated 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 in the first six months of
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the outreach project.

The difference between this approach and the proposals of

the DPW is the direction of the project and the activities

assigned to the staff. A definite plan of action and timetable

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

programs to'aétdally do outreach as Minnesota would. The state

project did the advertising, visited sites in the state and

encouraged applicants to the local centers. Here the staff would
only be coordinating the activities of county personnel not
providing a direct service function. Secondly the staff was not

a part of the state food stamp program. TFor all good intentidnsg.

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

the administrative operafions of the program and not in outreach

activities. The state program is understaffed. The very presence

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

3

as they come in from county personnel, to answer questions, process
reports, and serve the immediate needs of lccal personnel as they
attempt to.seek guidance from the state office. Whether by |
design or not, outreach will become secondary as both state and

local personnel get involved 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 independent state food stamp
advertising project and to require county welfare departments

to meet the staff needs of the food stamp program. A mechanism
using either the number of eligibles in the county or the waiting

period for application to the program could be developed as

22~
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criteria for the level of staffing in each county.

In order to meet their goal of doubling the number of Food
Sfamp recipients the state must exercise greater control over the
programs at the county level. The state DPW does not have at
present the power to require counties to increase their staffs
of county food stamp programsu. These increased staffs are
necessary to process people and enroll them as recipients.
Without county cooperation the state DPW cannot meet its own goals.

Minnesota, by not developing an outreach proposal has wasted |
its chances to share over $280 million in USDA funds available
for 50% matching. The food stamp program must move'fast to gain
any of this money this fisecal yearo At the same time many peéple
go withput proper food because the state DPW and its food stamp

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

hire fast enough this year.
RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The present state food stamp plan is not a plan but merely a
compliance agreement. It is certainly not a plan of action to
improve nutrition and alleviate hunger in Minnesota. What is

missing from the state food stamp program is a conciée_blan

assessing the ﬁeed, delineating the goals of the program, a plan

of action, listing spécific.activities to be accomplished and a
timetable by which these activities will be completed. An evaluafion

of these activities and feedback to the initial process are

necessdary.

D Foe
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Only with this type of statement can DPW's request for néw
staff be justified. The hiring of new personnel does not améunt
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 Minnesota with information about the Food Stamp program.
There 1s certainly ngt a sﬁecial Food Stamp Outreach program, only
the request to hire three new staff with numerous duties. The
delays evident in hirihg people undér the OEOQO 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 Staﬁp 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 . criteria will 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 af least 25% of

the cosfs with the federal grant picking up 50% through DPW. The-
legislature should demand better use of its funds, requiring a
stronger county commitment to tﬁé program. Over $34 million in
added purchasing power flows into tﬁis 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

T
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economy.

4. In line with the new state pians for the.entire food stamp
operation and for outreach, therstate level program éhould
reorganize as a statewide pfomoti@n unit. The imporfant
components of a food stamp program are county level direct service,
a state program of outreach, and promotion. State sdministrative
components are secondary and are already performed for the most
part by the aﬁdifing and recording activities of DPW. New

staff in the state program should be given specific job assignments

with the outreach plan and held accountable for theseradtivitiqé.-;

5. Information about and authority over the food stamp pfogrﬁm
at the state level ig diffused. The state supervisor does nof‘
participate in‘budgeting.activities, or directly with quality
control. No mecﬁanism is available to puli information about the
program together tb anlayée 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 empléyees at the county
level should take preéedence over employees af 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

25w
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iﬁcorporated into sucﬁ a legislative policy would go a long .
wéynto emphasizing this body's concern for the success of the
bfdgram.

8. While we hesitate to recommend énother repoft to the
legislature, since DPW is still presenting those requested

last year, we still feel that éome further check is hecessary in
order to follow up the action of this body.

Therefore we recommend no action on the department's request

for further personnel until the state and outreach plans outlined

above'are presented. These plans should contain in them prerequisites
fon'an effective program by which the legislature will be able to

evaluate the department's request for added personnel.
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APPENDIX A
THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The food stamp program in Minnesota provides an average of
1653008 residents with a bonus of approximately $3,000,000 each
month. Due to the nature of the food stamp program this bonus is
pestricted,*albhg'with the recipients own contribution, to the
purchase of. food.

The program’'s opriginal purpose was to utilize the great surplus'
of foed in fhis counfry in the late 50's and 60's andjalso to
upgfade the nutrition of needy and low income people. Now with-
the advent of the present farm market the first goal has largely
disappeared, but the program.étilllgains support on the basis of
its éecond goal and the fact that it does incréasg demand fof
fafm'products5 supporting their prices, |

_“The mechanism on the face is simple. In order to réceive the

bonus, a recipient household must dedicate a certain amount of

"its resources toward food by exchanging currency for 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 retail grocery
storesg are eligible to redeem stamps and only items which are.
normally considered food for human coﬁsumptiOn éan 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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increased agricultural purchasing power of $36 million for

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

government.

The state's responsibility in the program centers on the
distribution and sales of the food stamps and determinations of
eligibilify;' The actual substantive functions are ﬁerformed in
each county welfare department, with the state DPW holding
responsibility to see that the program-is carried out effectively,
and the fesponsibility for certain functions to be performed at
the'state level. |

'While bonus stampé are totally a cost picked up by the federal

government, the costs of administration of the program has.beén

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

slow to adopt the program and to provide adequate personnel to
determine eligibiiity, épﬁrove recipients, sell stamps, do the
record keeping, and advertise the program;(i.e. cutreach), all

of which are federally mandated functions. Part of the relucfance
of county commissioners to support the brogram stems from the-genéral
attitude toward what they consider a welfare program; especially

the mandate to advertise and encourage eligiﬁlés to participate.
This has resulted in very little commitment of local money to asSist
the program. Until October 1974, the USDA participated marginally
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

o7 .
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