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Negative: SNAP / BBCE
By Madison Williams & Cates Kean
   Broad Based Categorical Eligibility (BBCE) is a policy under the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, a.k.a. “Food Stamps”) that allows states to enroll someone for SNAP if they’ve already been approved for another similar program, like Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). BBCE was created to reduce administrative costs, where a state would have to test individuals for eligibility twice or three times, when once could suffice. AFF is worried about BBCE broadening the eligibility criteria too much, allowing rich people to receive SNAP benefits. AFF has anecdotal evidence of millionaires and lottery winners receiving SNAP under BBCE, but nothing showing this is common practice. 
   This brief provides 2 important clarifications that should help you win. First, the vast majority of the time, SNAP funds go to truly needy people, not the rich. Instead of looking at anecdotal evidence, look to statistics. Second, while BBCE has its drawbacks by making it “easier to get SNAP,” it does so for a purpose. BBCE allows states to eliminate asset tests, which lets families build savings and investments that will help lift them off SNAP in the long term, without losing their benefits in the short terms. BBCE allows high cost-of-living states to raise the income cap, so families over the poverty line can still receive assistance when huge amounts of their paycheck go to bills and rent. Overall, this plan addresses an issue that might exist to a small/insignificant extent, but it creates too broad a reform that will do more harm than good.
Note:  This brief has been updated to comply with the new Stoa paragraph evidence citation rule.
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[bookmark: _Toc241145411]It’s not just about hunger. It’s about lifting families out of poverty and off the program entirely.
Dr Caroline Ratcliffe, Signe-Mary McKernan, Laura Wheaton, and Emma Kalish 2016(Ratcliffe - Economist and Senior Fellow, Urban Institute; over 20 years of experience researching financially vulnerable consumers. McKernan is vice president of the Family and Financial Well-Being Division at Urban Institute. Wheaton - Project Director at the Urban Institute’s Health, Income, and Benefits Policy Division. Kalish - research associate in the Center on Labor, Human Services, and Population at Urban Institute) “The Unintended Consequences of SNAP Asset Limits” July 2016 (accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/82886/2000872-The-Unintended-Consequences-of-SNAP-Asset-Limits.pdf
SNAP asset limits are designed to limit program eligibility and target program dollars and benefits to people most in need. But decisions around asset limit levels have implications beyond program eligibility. We find negative consequences of SNAP asset limits in the form of lower mainstream financial market participation (having a bank account), lower likelihood of having some emergency savings (at least $500), and increased churning on and off SNAP. Misunderstandings about program eligibility rules may lead families to keep assets very low, and paperwork requirements could lead to interruptions in benefit receipt. Taken together, this research shows that relaxed SNAP asset limits via BBCE increase low-income households’ financial security and stability by both increasing savings and reducing the fluctuation in SNAP benefits that accompany churn. This suggests that states with SNAP asset limits can improve family financial well-being by relaxing SNAP asset limits and that any changes to reinstate federal SNAP asset limits will harm family financial stability and security.  Additionally, there are administrative costs associated with SNAP churn (Mills et al. 2014), so efforts to reinstate federal asset limits would generate administrative costs as people exit and then reenter SNAP. These findings suggest that asset limits impose costs on both families and SNAP programs and that relaxed SNAP asset limits can help families and eliminate unnecessary administrative costs.

[bookmark: _Toc241145412]BBCE helps families get off SNAP for good
Gina Plata-Nino, Erin Kennedy Hysom, and Dory Thrasher writing for the Food Research and Action Center 2026 (Gina Plata-Nino, JD, SNAP Director, Erin Kennedy Hysom, Senior Child Nutrition Policy Analyst, and Dory Thrasher, PhD, Senior SNAP Policy Analyst) “USDA Proposal to End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility for SNAP Would Increase Hunger for Families and Children” June 12, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://frac.org/blog/usda-proposal-to-end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-would-increase-hunger-for-families-and-children
Rolling back BBCE today would not only restrict access to nutrition assistance nationwide but also reinstate outdated rules that suppress economic mobility. Before the 1990s, families were often forced to spend down emergency funds or sell modest assets — such as vehicles or small property holdings — to qualify for help. PRWORA itself acknowledged that requiring families to deplete their savings undermines long-term stability. 
Asset limits discourage saving and trap families in cycles of crisis. Families experiencing job loss or reduced hours should not be forced to exhaust modest reserves before receiving temporary food assistance. Savings help households maintain transportation, housing, and financial stability, and shorten the time they need SNAP. 
USDA research shows that households in states that use BBCE are less likely to cycle on and off SNAP and more likely to maintain bank accounts for emergencies.  



[bookmark: _Toc241145413]A/T “Millionaires get SNAP benefits” (And great opening quote so it’s a win win) – But AFF cuts off the poor too! 
So do we stop giving support to those who actually need it because a couple of greedy millionaires accept SNAP benefits? 

Gina Plata-Nino, Erin Kennedy Hysom, and Dory Thrasher writing for the Food Research and Action Center 2026 (Gina Plata-Nino, JD, SNAP Director, Erin Kennedy Hysom, Senior Child Nutrition Policy Analyst, and Dory Thrasher, PhD, Senior SNAP Policy Analyst) “USDA Proposal to End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility for SNAP Would Increase Hunger for Families and Children” June 12, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://frac.org/blog/usda-proposal-to-end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-would-increase-hunger-for-families-and-children
Caitlin lives in New York and works two jobs to provide for her 4-year-old daughter, Natalie. She earns $2,480/month before taxes (about 136 percent of the federal poverty line). Caitlin pays $1,300 in rent on top of child care, car insurance, and gas to get to work. She and her daughter qualify for $434 in SNAP benefits each month. Natalie also participates in WIC, which provides her with $26 per month for fruits and vegetables as part of the WIC food package, which also provides milk, whole wheat bread, beans, and peanut butter. She also receives nutrition education and referrals to other health and social services.  If BBCE is eliminated, Caitlin would be cut off from SNAP because her income is over 130 percent of the federal poverty line. Natalie would also lose adjunctive eligibility for WIC. 

[bookmark: _Toc241145414]INHERENCY

[bookmark: _Toc241145415]A/T “BBCE waives major eligibility requirements” – Actually, it doesn’t 
Gina Plata-Nino, Erin Kennedy Hysom, and Dory Thrasher writing for the Food Research and Action Center 2026 (Gina Plata-Nino, JD, SNAP Director, Erin Kennedy Hysom, Senior Child Nutrition Policy Analyst, and Dory Thrasher, PhD, Senior SNAP Policy Analyst) “USDA Proposal to End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility for SNAP Would Increase Hunger for Families and Children” June 12, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://frac.org/blog/usda-proposal-to-end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-would-increase-hunger-for-families-and-children
BBCE does not waive core SNAP eligibility requirements. Households must still: 
· submit an application 
· complete an interview 
· verify income 
· meet the 100 percent federal poverty level (FPL) net income test 
· satisfy citizenship and household composition requirements 
· comply with all disqualification rules 
· periodically recertify eligibility

[bookmark: _Toc241145416]BBCE is temporary, it’s not just unlimited indefinite benefits
Gina Plata-Nino, Erin Kennedy Hysom, and Dory Thrasher writing for the Food Research and Action Center 2026 (Gina Plata-Nino, JD, SNAP Director, Erin Kennedy Hysom, Senior Child Nutrition Policy Analyst, and Dory Thrasher, PhD, Senior SNAP Policy Analyst) “USDA Proposal to End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility for SNAP Would Increase Hunger for Families and Children” June 12, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://frac.org/blog/usda-proposal-to-end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-would-increase-hunger-for-families-and-children
Households that are categorically eligible under BBCE are not permanently so. During SNAP recertification, the state agency must confirm that the household still qualifies for benefits under the TANF program that grants BBCE. If the household is no longer eligible for TANF benefits, it consequently loses its categorical eligibility for SNAP. 
[bookmark: _Toc76903073][bookmark: _Toc20662235][bookmark: _Toc104582371][bookmark: _Toc241145417]HARMS / SIGNIFICANCE

[bookmark: _Toc241145418]A/T “Unnecessary Expansion” – BBCE Allows for Common Sense Flexibility
Dottie Rosenbaum , Joseph Llobrera , Catlin Nchako  and Luis Nuñez 2026(Rosenbaum is the Senior Fellow and Director of Federal SNAP Policy on Food Assistance team at Center on Budget & Policy Priorities (CBPP). Llobrera - Senior Director of Research for the Food Assistance team at CBPP. Nchako –Food Assistance Division of CBPP, Research Associate. Nuñez - Research Analyst on the Food Assistance team at CBPP) “SNAP’s “Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility” Supports Working Families, Older Adults, and Those Saving for the Future” updated Mar 17, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/snaps-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-supports-working-families-older 
BBCE has been available to states for almost 30 years. It enables them to raise their SNAP income eligibility limits somewhat so that many low-income working families who have difficulty making ends meet, such as those facing housing or child care expenses that consume a sizeable share of their income, can receive help affording adequate food. It also provides modest SNAP food assistance to many older adults and people with a disability whose net income after SNAP’s deductions are taken into account is slightly above the poverty line, who otherwise would not qualify for SNAP. And it allows states to adopt less restrictive asset tests so that families, older adults, and people with a disability can have modest savings without losing SNAP.

[bookmark: _Toc241145419]Not wasted money:  BBCE requires strict reporting and very little goes to families above the poverty line
Dottie Rosenbaum , Joseph Llobrera , Catlin Nchako  and Luis Nuñez 2026(Rosenbaum is the Senior Fellow and Director of Federal SNAP Policy on Food Assistance team at Center on Budget & Policy Priorities (CBPP). Llobrera - Senior Director of Research for the Food Assistance team at CBPP. Nchako –Food Assistance Division of CBPP, Research Associate. Nuñez - Research Analyst on the Food Assistance team at CBPP) “SNAP’s “Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility” Supports Working Families, Older Adults, and Those Saving for the Future” updated Mar 17, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/snaps-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-supports-working-families-older 
[bookmark: _Toc119429557]For categorically eligible households, states still must review fully each household’s income and other circumstances to determine its SNAP benefit. (BBCE does not give the state any flexibility on the benefit amounts for which a household is eligible.) And, like all SNAP households, categorically eligible households must complete a SNAP application, have an interview with a state official, document their financial and other circumstances, report changes in their circumstances, and regularly reapply for SNAP. BBCE does not cause substantial SNAP benefits to go to non-needy families because households can only qualify for a sizable SNAP benefit if they have high expenses that leave them with little income available for food. Only about 1 percent of SNAP benefits went to households with monthly disposable incomes (net income after deducting certain expenses) above the federal poverty line in 2023.



[bookmark: _Toc241145420]BBCE Has a Strict Application Process
The Center for Law and Social Policy 2019(The Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP) is a national, nonpartisan, nonprofit organization advancing policy solutions for people with low incomes.) “Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility (BBCE) Is Not a SNAP Loophole” Aug, 2019 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.clasp.org/sites/default/files/publications/2019/08/2019_bbceisnotaloophole.pdf 
With BBCE, SNAP applicants have a better chance of getting food assistance. But it's hardly an automatic pathway. There's still a rigorous process to access benefits. Eligible households under BBCE must still verify income, go through interviews, and comply with mandatory policies like time limits for childless adults.
The Trump Administration's proposal to end BBCE claims to be “closing a loophole" that makes it “easy” to get SNAP. But that’s simply untrue. The reality is that ending BBCE would take away food assistance from people who've proven they need it through a robust application process.

[bookmark: _Toc241145421]A/T “Keeps People Dependent” - Study finds BBCE helps build independence through savings
Dr Caroline Ratcliffe, Signe-Mary McKernan, Laura Wheaton, and Emma Kalish 2016(Ratcliffe - Economist and Senior Fellow, Urban Institute; over 20 years experience researching financially vulnerable consumers. McKernan - vice president of Family and Financial Well-Being Division at Urban Institute. Wheaton - Project Director at Urban Institute’s Health, Income, and Benefits Policy Division. Kalish - research associate,Center on Labor, Human Services, and Population at Urban Institute) “The Unintended Consequences of SNAP Asset Limits” July 2016 (accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/82886/2000872-The-Unintended-Consequences-of-SNAP-Asset-Limits.pdf
When SNAP benefits are only available to families with assets below a certain limit, families may choose
to not accumulate assets or to spend down their assets to become or remain eligible for benefits.  [END QUOTE] Program rules that exempt certain assets can also affect households’ financial choices. For example, more generous vehicle asset exemptions could lead families to use their savings to purchase a vehicle. For this reason, we examine six asset-related measures by household: having a bank account, having a bank account with at least $500, having a bank account with at least $2,000, amount of liquid assets, wealth minus home equity, and vehicle ownership. [LATER THEY CONTINUE QUOTE:] Our results suggest that SNAP asset limits affect behavior at lower asset levels—those below the federal limit—but not at higher levels. Focusing on people in low-income households (those with incomes below 200 percent of the federal poverty level), we find that being in a state with relaxed asset limits via BBCE increases the likelihood of living in a household that has a bank account by 5 percent, or 3 percentage points (figure 1). We find that BBCE also increases the likelihood that a person is in a household with at least $500 in a bank account (by 8 percent, or 2 percentage points).

[bookmark: _Toc241145422]Urban Institute Study Methodology
Dr Caroline Ratcliffe, Signe-Mary McKernan, Laura Wheaton, and Emma Kalish 2016(Ratcliffe - Economist and Senior Fellow, Urban Institute; over 20 years experience researching financially vulnerable consumers. McKernan - vice president of Family and Financial Well-Being Division at Urban Institute. Wheaton - Project Director at Urban Institute’s Health, Income, and Benefits Policy Division. Kalish - research associate,Center on Labor, Human Services, and Population at Urban Institute) “The Unintended Consequences of SNAP Asset Limits” July 2016 (accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/82886/2000872-The-Unintended-Consequences-of-SNAP-Asset-Limits.pdf
[bookmark: _Toc119429562][bookmark: _Toc456458803]SNAP asset limits aim to target government resources and program benefits to people with the greatest need. But do they weaken family financial security by discouraging saving? If yes, asset limits can unintentionally harm the long-term economic advancement of low-income families because savings are an important stepping stone to financial security. And are governments incurring unintended administrative costs because asset limits lead low-income families to go on and off the SNAP roster? To explore these questions, we examine the effects of states eliminating or otherwise relaxing SNAP asset limits through broad-based categorical eligibility, or BBCE, policies. 3 Using data spanning 1997 through 2013, we find that relaxed SNAP asset limits via BBCE increase low-income households’ savings and participation in mainstream financial markets (i.e., having a bank account), and reduce the likelihood that households cycle on and off SNAP (referred to as churn).

[bookmark: _Toc241145423]SOLVENCY 

[bookmark: _Toc241145424]Eliminating BBCE would be costly and require more staff (which AFF doesn’t give)
Gina Plata-Nino, Erin Kennedy Hysom, and Dory Thrasher writing for the Food Research and Action Center 2026 (Gina Plata-Nino, JD, SNAP Director, Erin Kennedy Hysom, Senior Child Nutrition Policy Analyst, and Dory Thrasher, PhD, Senior SNAP Policy Analyst) “USDA Proposal to End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility for SNAP Would Increase Hunger for Families and Children” June 12, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://frac.org/blog/usda-proposal-to-end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-would-increase-hunger-for-families-and-children
Eliminating BBCE would substantially increase eligibility-determination workers’ responsibilities to include: 
· verifying liquid and real assets 
· processing additional applications resulting from more frequent case closures 
· undergoing retraining and navigating system reprogramming 
· working overtime to meet time requirements 
Asset verification alone lengthens documentation review, extends interviews, and requires additional follow-up — each of which now carries significantly higher state costs under the 75 percent cost share. 
Two state analyses of reinstating asset verification, conducted in 2019 illustrate the magnitude of the administrative and fiscal consequences, which would be even greater today due to H.R.1’s 25 percent increase in administrative expenses. West Virginia would require 45 additional full-time staff, costing nearly $700,000 and Massachusetts would need to add $5.5 million in administrative costs under a 50 percent state share. With the state share now at 75 percent and labor costs considerably higher, adding asset verification would cost even more.  

IMPORTANT NOTE: For any of these cards mentioning H.R. 1 (The One Big Beautiful Bill Act), it is important to note that H.R. 1 has already been passed. BUT the section eliminating BBCE in the bill was stricken before its passing so these harms are not already in the status quo but would come about upon the passage of an affirmative ballot. H.R. 1 DID, however, shift many SNAP administrative costs to the states, which will exacerbate the staffing problem these cards demonstrate. All these cards still apply, but there may come a time in round where you need to make that clear to the judge or affirmative team. 

IMPACT: The big takeaway for this solvency argument is that eliminating BBCE would increase workers’ responsibilities and would cost more money. But the AFF plan doesn’t provide funding for more staff, so we can’t feasibly pass their plan. Thus, they ask the states to implement stringent requirements that raise costs, then foot the bill for it themselves.


[bookmark: _Toc241145425]DISADVANTAGES

[bookmark: _Toc241145426]1. Benefit Cliffs.  Eliminating BBCE creates benefit cliffs and harms the poor.  
An example of a benefit cliff would be a poor family that receives $1000/month in social welfare benefits.  But the rules of eligibility are so tight that if they earn even $1 more income per month, they lose the entire $1000/month in benefits.  This is a big disincentive to a poor family making any effort to lift themselves out of poverty, since they have more to lose than to gain by trying to do so.  Benefit cliffs are a bad thing for that reason.  BBCE is a good thing because it helps eliminate them by allowing benefits to gradually decline as income improves and removes the disincentive for self-improvement.
[bookmark: _Toc241145427]A.  The Link: Benefit cliffs.  Sharp cutoffs without BBCE increase dependence and disincentivize employment
Angela Rachidi and Erik Randolph writing for the American Policy Institute 2025 (Rachidi - senior fellow and the Rowe Scholar in opportunity and mobility studies at American Enterprise Institute; PhD from Milano School of Policy, Management, and Environment at the New School; MPA from Northern Illinois Univ. Randolph is the director of research at Georgia Center for Opportunity) “End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility in SNAP and Address Benefit Cliffs” September 23, 2025 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-in-snap-and-address-benefit-cliffs/ 
However, BBCE presents one notable benefit that policymakers should not overlook. Although BBCE was never intended to address benefit cliffs, by allowing states to expand income eligibility to higher-income households, the practice has inadvertently made SNAP’s benefit cliffs less severe. Benefit cliffs happen when a household loses more in additional earnings due to taxes and lost benefits than what it gains from the additional earnings. These cliffs typically occur due to the loss of safety-net program benefits, especially if the program insufficiently tapers benefits as income rises. A benefit cliff can also refer to a situation in which a household loses a large share of additional earnings due to taxes and lost benefits but remains financially better off, although only marginally. If BBCE were eliminated, SNAP’s benefit cliffs would worsen, and more households would experience work disincentives on the intensive margin, affecting the number of hours a person chooses to work or their efforts to increase their hourly wage. For SNAP households, this would mean that as their earnings increase and they approach one of SNAP’s income eligibility limits, they stand to lose a fairly large amount of government assistance. This dynamic can serve as a strong employment disincentive. Fortunately, policy adjustments can be made in tandem with ending BBCE to mitigate this abrupt change in benefits and counteract such employment disincentives for affected families. These include ensuring that the SNAP benefit structure aligns the maximum benefit, phaseout rate, and program exit point.

[bookmark: _Toc241145428]Backup: BBCE eliminates “benefit cliff.” That’s good because eliminating incentivizes poor to move out of poverty
Dottie Rosenbaum , Joseph Llobrera , Catlin Nchako  and Luis Nuñez 2026 (Rosenbaum - Senior Fellow and Director of Federal SNAP Policy on Food Assistance team at Center on Budget & Policy Priorities (CBPP). Llobrera - Senior Director of Research for the Food Assistance team at CBPP. Nchako – joined Food Assistance Division of CBPP as Research Associate in Nov. 2013. Nuñez - Research Analyst on the Food Assistance team at CBPP) “SNAP’s “Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility” Supports Working Families, Older Adults, and Those Saving for the Future” Mar 17, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/snaps-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-supports-working-families-older 
BBCE is highly effective. It: Helps working families by eliminating a “benefit cliff” as their earnings rise. SNAP supports work in part by phasing benefits down gradually — by only 24 to 36 cents for each dollar of increased earnings. But without BBCE, a family can lose substantial SNAP benefits if it has a small earnings increase that raises its gross income over SNAP’s federal eligibility threshold (130 percent of the federal poverty line, or $2,888 per month for a family of three in fiscal year 2026). BBCE allows states to lift this threshold and phase benefits out more gradually, which lets households close to 130 percent of the federal poverty line take modestly higher-paying work and still benefit from SNAP. About 3.5 million people, or some three-quarters of the individuals helped in 2023 by the higher income limits afforded by BBCE, were in families with earnings — mostly families with children — and 90 percent of the SNAP benefits resulting from the higher income limits went to these families. Their average household SNAP benefit was about $150 per month.

[bookmark: _Toc241145429]B: Impact: Poverty & Hardship.  BBCE Allows families to ease off SNAP, pulling them out of poverty
Meredith Jorss 2025(Associate Director of Advocacy, leading the strategy to advance the organization's policy priorities, raise issue awareness and mobilize community and stakeholder support for No Kid Hungry's mission and goals.) “What Broad Based Categorical Eligibility Means for Kids” Mar 19, 2025 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.nokidhungry.org/blog/what-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-means-kids 
BBCE is not an automatic pathway to SNAP benefits. But it is an effective, practical policy that helps families enroll in SNAP if they’re already participating in other anti-poverty programs. When you sync up the eligibility for these programs, it does a lot of good for families in need. First, it reduces bureaucratic red tape, meaning families in need of benefits receive a streamlined application process. It also helps families decrease their SNAP benefits as their wages begin to grow. Families seeking a way out of poverty while working in low-wage jobs have the time to phase off SNAP rather than grapple with a hard cut-off. It’s estimated that restricting this policy—efforts that were led during the first Trump administration—would result in more than 3 million people, including children, losing access to SNAP benefits.
[bookmark: _Toc241145430]
2. Harms the poor

[bookmark: _Toc241145431]BBCE is needed to avoid harming the groups SNAP was designed to help
Dottie Rosenbaum , Joseph Llobrera , Catlin Nchako  and Luis Nuñez 2026 (Rosenbaum - Senior Fellow and Director of Federal SNAP Policy on Food Assistance team at Center on Budget & Policy Priorities (CBPP). Llobrera - Senior Director of Research for Food Assistance team at CBPP. Nchako –Food Assistance Division of CBPP  Research Associate. Nuñez - Research Analyst on the Food Assistance team at CBPP) “SNAP’s “Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility” Supports Working Families, Older Adults, and Those Saving for the Future” Mar 17, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/snaps-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-supports-working-families-older 
The people losing access to food assistance from SNAP, school meals, and WIC would mainly be working families, older adults, and people with disabilities. In other words, the change would primarily harm groups that federal and state policymakers from across the political spectrum have long sought to help: people who work but are living near poverty; older adults and people with disabilities with low, fixed incomes; and people trying to build modest savings in order to become more economically independent. (See Figure 2.)

[bookmark: _Toc241145432]3. Negative net benefits
[bookmark: _Toc241145433]
Reverse advocacy:  Abolishing BBCE would cause more problems than it would solve
Gina Plata-Nino, Erin Kennedy Hysom, and Dory Thrasher writing for the Food Research and Action Center 2026 (Gina Plata-Nino, JD, SNAP Director, Erin Kennedy Hysom, Senior Child Nutrition Policy Analyst, and Dory Thrasher, PhD, Senior SNAP Policy Analyst) “USDA Proposal to End Broad-Based Categorical Eligibility for SNAP Would Increase Hunger for Families and Children” June 12, 2026 (Accessed 24 Sept 2026) https://frac.org/blog/usda-proposal-to-end-broad-based-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-would-increase-hunger-for-families-and-children 
BBCE is a longstanding, congressionally authorized SNAP policy that allows states to extend eligibility  for SNAP to people who receive a Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) noncash or a state Maintenance of Effort funded benefit. BBCE lets SNAP align eligibility thresholds for income and assets with TANF’s eligibility thresholds. It streamlines administration, supports work, encourages families to build modest savings, and aligns SNAP with the work-focused goals of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA). Eliminating or restricting BBCE would reverse these efficiencies. It would increase administrative costs and processing delays, raise the risk of payment errors, shift greater fiscal burdens to states, intensify food insecurity, and undermine work incentives — impacts that are even more significant now that the budget reconciliation law, H.R. 1, has increased states’ share of SNAP administrative costs.   This policy change would not only impact a household’s access to SNAP; it would also have a ripple effect on child nutrition programs that use SNAP participation for streamlined eligibility, including the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), the National School Lunch and Breakfast Programs, and Summer EBT, which collectively provide nutrition support to children from infancy through school.   
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