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Executive Summary

EVALUATION OF THE FOOD DISTRIBUTION PROGRAM ON
INDIAN RESERVATIONS

A. OVERVIEW

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FDPIR) pro-
vides supplemental foods to low-income households living on or near
Indian reservations. While recosmizing a need for assistance among
American Indians, Congress was concerned that this need may not
be adequately addressed by the Food Stamp Program, the largest
and most widely available food assistance program in the United
States. The primary concern was that the remote location of many
reservations may make it difficult for many American Indians to
participate in the Food Stamp Program because they live some
distance from a food stamp office and food stores are scarce or far
away) Thus, FDPIR represents an alternative to the Food Stamp
Program for residents of Indian reservations.

This study presents the first nationally representative profiles of
FDPIR participant and program characteristics, and the food-assis-
tance needs and preferences among this particular target population.
This executive summary provides a brief historical perspective on
the program, describes the objectives and methodology of the evalu-
atiolL and snmmRrizes the major findings.

Program Household Eligibility and Benefits. To be eligible to receive a com-
Background modity package, a household must meet the income eligibility

criteria established by Federal legislation, and either reside on an
Indian reservation or be a tribal member who resides in the desig-
nated service area of a FDPIR program The income limits used to
determine FDPIR eligibility are the same as Food Stamp Program net
monthly income limits plus the standard deduction used in determin-
ing eligibility for that progrnm. However, FDPIR differs from the
Food Stamp Program in that the amount of food an income-eligible
household receives is based solely on the number of members it
contain% regardless of the specific level of income it has.

1Thelegislativehistoryleading tO the establishmentof FDPIR may be found in
95464, 95th Congress,1st Session,June 24, 197/and Senate Report

95-180,95th Congre._ 1st Session,May 19,1977.



The monthly food package consists of a variety of canned and
packaged commodities in such categories as meats, fi'uits, vegetables,
dairy products, grains, and cereals. The Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) uses some surplus foods from the U.S. Department of Agricul-
ture (USDA), but purchases most food specifically for use in FDPIR.
Although supplemental in nature, the overall FDPIR food package is
designed to provide adequate levels of most nutrients and food
energy to participating households.

Program Administration. Since its inception in 1977, FDPIR has
grown to 105 local program_ serving approximately 138,000 persons
each month in Fiscal Year 1989. The vast majority of programs are
administered by Indian Tribal OrganiT_tions (ITOs) under direct
agreements with FNS, althOUgh some operate under the supervision
of an agency of State government.

FNS oversees Fl)Pm program operations through its network of
Regional, Field, and Satellite Offices. FNS also works with other
USDA agencies to procure the commodities, process the orders of
local programs, and arrange shipments of food to local FDPIR pro-
grnm._. Staff in FNS Regional Offices assess the capability of ITOs to
administer FDPIR, review annual pl:_ns of operation and budget
requests prepared by individual State agencies and 1TOs, and provide
technical assistance and managerial oversight to local programs.

Objectives of The specific objectives of the evaluation relate to three sets of
the Evaluation issues:

Program Operations:

, describe State agency or ltd admlm_'tration of FDPIR in terms of
writtcn policy, rcponcd practice, and estimated costs; and

· descn'be program practices that arc intcndcd to maximize thc efficien-
cy and integrity of thc program.

Participant Characteristics:

· describe thc demographic and sociocconomic characteristics of FDPIR
households; and

· identify dietary ne,ods and prcfcrcnccs of low-income Indians and
exnmlne ways in which FDPIR addresses them.
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Comparison of the contributions of FDPIR and the Food Stamp
Program in providing food assistance to American Indians:

· provide a pre 'hminary comparison of the availability and acceptability
of PDPIR commodities versus food stamps for American Indians; and

· explore the unique contributions each program makes in meeting the
food assistance needs of this population.

Research Design To address the first set of objectives, we collected information about
and Methods the structure and operation of FDPIR programs from a variety of

sources, including staff interviews, plans of operation, statistical
reports that local FDPm programs routinely submit to FNS, and
Management Evaluation (ME) reviews.

To meet the second and third set of objectives, we collected house-
hold-level data fiom the following sources:

· a national probability sample of 827 FDPIR case records drawn from 30
program_3

· interviews with 757 participants whose case records were selected in the
sample;

· interviews with a sample of 107 American Indian households participarlna
in thc Food StampProgram in Arizona, Montana, and Wisconsin;

· a probabilitysample of AmericanIndianhouseholdswhose food stamp
cases were reviewed in the summer of 1986 under the Integrated Quality
Control System operated by State food stamp agencies and FNS; and

· a series of focus groups with PDPIR or Food Stamp Program participants.

The sample of FDPIR households was drawn from lists of participants
from 30 FDPIR programs (five large, 10 medium-sized, and 15 small
programs) that were representative of ail 105 local programs. The
number of households studied in the evaluation was large enough to
produce precise and reliable statistics for the full FDPIR sample and
major subgroups such as households living in larger regions and
those containing an elderly member.
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B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The following conclusions and summary of findings is organized
around the three sets of study objectives pertaining to program
operations, program participants, and a comparison of how FDPm
and the Food Stamp Program meet the food assistance needs of
American Indians.

Program Larger ptogantv appear to achieve adm'mistrative economies of scale.
Operations

Haft of local FDPIR programs serve fewer than 250 households
per month ("small program_"), and all but five of the remaining
programs serve between 250 and 1,200 households per month
Cmedium-sized programs"). The five "large programs" serve
more than 1,200 households per month. Average a_trative
costs per household ranged from $614 among small program_ to
$287 among large programs. Similarly, the number of partici-
pant households per full-time equivalent (FTE) staff position is
nearly 100 in large programs, compared to approximately 66 in
small programs.

The fiat-rate administrative cost guideline established by FNS
does not factor in these relative levels of efficiency. All of the
programs whose administrative costs exceeded the guideline (30
percent of the value of distributed commodities) serve fewer
than 250 households per month.

Local programs vary widely in the level and type of resources used to
meet administrative matching-fund requirement&

In regions other than the West,about half of local programs
meet the 25-percent administrative funds matching requirement.
FN$ waives the requirement upon acceptance of justification
submitted by local program_. Among small and medium-sized
program_ in the study sample, nearly two-thirds of the match was
based on in-kind contributions, in most cases the estimated
market value of warehouse and office space. In contrast, larger
programs make relatively substantial cash contributions to sup-
port the operation of the program.

Program staffing is not highly specialized in FDPIP,,especially in small
programs.

Generally, local FDPIR programs operate with a narrow range of
staff functions in the areas of program admini-_tration and super-
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vision, certification, storage and distribution, and nutrition educa-
tion. In small programs, it is not uncommon for an individual to
serve in all four areas. In fact, one out of five of the sample
program._ are two-person operations.

The highest-average salary for any staff position in Fiscal Year
1989 was $21,185 for program directors. Although staff in larger
program._ tend to be paid more than their counterparts in small-
er program% the generally low level of salaries for these adminis-
trative positions seems to reflect conditions that prevail in the
labor markets in areas served by FDPIR.

Local FDPIRprograms use a variety of means to enhance the acces-
sibility of the program for participants and potential applicants.

Most directors expressed the opinion that all potentially eligible
households are aware of the availability of benefits and where to
apply for them. With a few specific exceptions, most programs'
outreach efforts rely on publicizing the distribution schedule
each month. At the same time, many programs operate tailgate
certification and distribution systems, and make home deliveries
of commodities tO elderly and disabled participants, to make the
program more accessible.

Although program directors do not perceive any language barri-
ers to exist for more than a small percentage of their clientele,
ali programs make provision for translators to be available
(either a staff member or some other person). A few programs
require staff to be bili%_ual.

The certification process in FDPIRis less demanding for both applicants
and certification specialists compared to the Food Stamp Program and
some other assistance program._

Less information is required of FDPIR applicants than those in
other food assistance programs, and fewer items have to be
verified and doo,mented. Also, fewer factors must be consid-
ered in calculating whether a household meets established FDPIR
income limits established for FDPIR. In contrast, the Food
Stamp Program involves a check on gross income, a calculation
of net income that involves more possible deductions from gross
income than in FDPIR, and the calculation of a precise allotment
of food stamps for eligible households. Finally, most FI)Pm
applicants are able to obtain food the day they apply, partly
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because regulations permit local programs to grant a one-month
certification pending verification of information.

Nutritioneducation activin'esvary widelyacrossprograms.

Federal regulations do not require local FDPIRprograms to offer
extensive nutrition education services to program participants.
Rather, programs are encouraged to coordinate with local orga-
nizations that can disseminate food and nutrition information to
FDPm households. The 30 sample programs in this study allocat-
ed an average of five percent of their administrative funds to this
function, with program support ranging from zero to almost 25
percent of their annual administrative budgets. Over 25 percent
of the programs reported no nutrition education budget.

About six out of ten programs reported nutrition education
personnel expenditures. With few exceptions, these staff have
little or no formal training in either health or nutrition. The
focus of nutrition education activities tends to be distributing
commodity recipes and cookbooks, and demonstrating how
specific items can be prepared. Almost one-half of the programs
distribute other general food and nutrition information. How-
ever, many programs are unable to maintain a supply of their
nutrition education materials, thus limiting the effectiveness of
their efforts.

The effectiveness of FI)Pm in providing a nutritious diet to
participants depends in large measure on the participants' ability
to: properly select and use commodity foods; identify potential
nutrition-related health problems; and make changes in their
households and the community to improve health and nutrition.
The development of these skills is particularly important among
American Indians because they experience high rates of diet-
related health problems, such as diabetes, high blood pressure,
and obesity than the general population.

Local programsuse a combination of commodity distributionmethods
to meet recipientneeds and local situations.

In an effort to reduce participants' difficulty in obtaining com-
modities, about half of the programs in the study sample use the
tailgate distribution method in addition to central warehouse
pickup. Another third of the programs also deliver commodities

to the homes of a relatively small number of elderly and dis-
abled participants. Very few programs, primarily those serving

ES-6



small caseloads, rely solely on commodity distribution from a
central warehouse location.

While the use of tailgate distribution systems reduces the dis-
tance participants must travel to obtain their food package, the
selection of items within FDPIR food groups iS somewhat re-
duced, and participants are able to obt aln some commodity
items only every two or three months. Given the tendency of
smaller programs to distribute from a warehouse (or to make
home deliveries to elderly and disabled participants), participants
who obtain food from small programs may have a greater selec-
tion in any given month.

The availability of particular food items also may be affected by
market conditions, local ordering practices, and shipping sched-
tries to local programs. Si vniflcant variations exist across regions
in terms of the availability of specific food items. Notably, in
any given month, households in the West were not able to select
from as wide a range of items as households in other regions.
This may be related to the fact that programs in the FNS West-
em Region follow different ordering procedures that can cause
delays in shipments. Or, it may be an unintended consequence
of local programs' effort to enhance the accessibility of the
program by extensively using tailgate distribution systems.

A variety of administrative controls are used to maintain program
integrity.

To maintain the integrity of Fl)Pm operations, local programs
have instituted controls related to the eligibility of participants.
First, consistent with program regulations, each household's
reported income is routinely verified. However, recognizing the
low level of income in areas served by the program, certification
specialists generally accept applicants' statements of financial
resources. Second, all sample programs make an effort to identi-
fy dual participation in FDPm and the Food Stamp Program,
usually through an exchange of participation lists with local food
stamp offices. Third, even though a small number of households
reportedly received food for which they were not eligible, more
than half the sample programs have pursued claims against such
households.

Inventory controls are maintained by following inventory proce-
dures prescribed by FNS. Sometimes programs use microcom-
puters and software provided by FNS. While rates of inventory
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discrepancies are Iow across all programs, large programs are
most effective in controlling inventory discrepancies.

Twenty-five of the 30 programs included in the study were
visited in Fiscal Year 1989 by either FNS or, in the case of pro-
grams administered under the supervision of an agency of State
government, by State personnel. Most programs underwent an
ME review during the two years prior to this evaluation.

Prome of Many FDPIRhouseholds include elderly persons, and single-parent
Program households constitute a relatively small proportt_n of the caseload.
Participants

More than one-third (38.9 percent) of all households include an
elderly person (that is, someone aged 60 or older), and nearly
one in five of the elderly live in an extended family household.
The elderly account for 62 percent of the one-person households.
Half of the households served by FDPIR contain children, but
only one in ten is headed by a single parent with one or more
children, and one-fourth are single adults living alone or togeth-
er. The average FDPIR household contains 3_ members.

Adult FDPlRpartictpants have completed an average of ten years of
education.

About half of FDPIR adults were working were looking for work; or
were laid off and looking for wodc

FDPIR households are poor by any conventional standard.

Income levels for FDPIR households are very low. According to
their case records, nearly one in ten households, do not have any
income. More than one-third of the households have gross in-
come less than or equal to 50 percent of the poverty level estab-
lished for 1989. Only one in five households have gross income
that placed them above the poverty level.

About 31 percent of the participating households receive income
from AFDC, Supplemental Security Income (ssi), or General
Assistance through the Bureau of Indian Affairs or State welfare
agencies. In sharp contrast to the Food Stamp Program, in
which approximately 40 percent of the participating households
receive AFDC, only five percent or so of FDPIR households re-
ceive payments from this program. This latter point reflects an
important difference in the pattern of participation for American
Indian households that receive this form of public assistance.
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The impoverishment of FDPIRhouseholds is reflected in their
level of liquid assets as well as their income. More than three-
fourths of the household case records indicated no cash on hand
and nearly as many showed no financial assets of any kind.
Among the households that had liquid assets, the average value
of their assets was $221.

Even though av_tge distancesto key destinations are not great, many
FDPmparticipantsexperiencetransportationdifficulties.

Although there is some regional variation in travel distances, the
nearest food store is usually within four to five miles of partici-
pants' homes, whereas fresh meat and vegetables require driving
to a store four to eight miles away. Commodities usually could
be obtained at a site located six to nine miles from the partici-
pant's home.

More than two-thirds of participant households own a car or
truck. Nearly three-fourths of the respondents either travel in
their family's car to the store or to the FDPIR office, or get a ride
with a friend. About one-tenth of the households have to pay a
friend to drive them for shopping or for recertificafion.

Owning a vehicle does not necessarily eliminate transportation
problems. About one out of six (one-tenth of all households in
the sample) reported that they very often had difficulty getting
where they needed to go because of problems with their cars or
trucks. More than half of all households that owned a vehicle
reported that they sometimes could not travel because they
lacked money to buy gas.

Four out of ten households without vehicles (one out of eight
sample households) reported that they very often had problems
getting where they needed to go because transportation was not
available. Nearly two-thirds said that at least sometimes they
lacked money to pay someone to drive them.
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Dietary Needs In addition to program commodities, FDPIRhouseholds rely upon food
of Program purchases, home food production, and other USDA programs to meet
Participants the/r d/etary needs.

FDPIR households included in thi_ study spent an average of $31
per month per household member for food to supplement the
commodities they received. About $24 of thi._ amount was spent
at food stores, and 43 percent of the sample households reported
that they only bought food at grocery stores. Households that
ate at restaurants or bought take-out food generally had higher
average incomes, indicating that spending at restaurants and for
take-out foods did not detract from purchases at grocery stores.

About one-half of all FDPIR households produce some of their
food themselves. These food production activities include grow-
ing fi'uits and vegetables, maintaining livestock for dairy and
meat, raising poultry for eggs, and hunting and fishing. These
activities varied by region.

Nearly haft of the FDPm households reported participating in
other food assistance programs, mostly in other USDA programs.
About 70 percent of the households with school-aged children
participated in the School Lunch Program and 44 percent of
these households participated in the School Breakfast Program.
Nearly one in six FDPIR households received benefits under the
wIC Program, representing 52 percent of the households with a
child aged five or less. Over one-fourth of all households with
elderly participated in one or more senior citizen assistance
progrnm_.

Seven out of eight respondents report that their households had enough
to eat during the survey reference month, while one out of eight say that
they sometimes or often did not have enough to eat.

Almost one-half of the study population reported that they had
enough to eat, but not always the kinds of food they wanted.
Another nearly 40 percent responded that they had enough of
the kinds of foods that they wanted. About one out of eight re-
spondents reported that they sometimes or often did not have
enough food to eat. Four out of five of these households report-
edly were without food or money to buy food five or six days per
month. Two-thirds of these households also skipped an average
of more than four days of meals per month.
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Serf-reports of inadequate food supplies varied greatly by region.
One-quarter of ali FDPIR households in the West reported they
sometimes or often did not have enough to eat, and they repre-
sented three out of five of all FDPIR households reporting this.
Nearly three-fo_ of the FDPIR households who reported that
they had to skip meals were from the West.

Most FDPIR households report adequate food preparation and storage
facilities, with many of the households lacking basic facilities living in
the West.

FDPIR households generally reported having adequate storage
and cooking facih'ties. However, a significant minority lacked at
least one of five basic household facilities. One-fifth of the

sample reported not having hot running water in their home, 15
percent reported no indoor intoning water and 7.3 percent of
sample reported they had no electricity. About one in ten of the
FDPIR households reported having no refrigerator, while 63
percent reported that they did not have either an oven or cook-
top stove.

The availability of basic housing facilities and food preparation
and storage resources also varied by region. Three-fourths of
those reporting no indoor running water lived in the West (more
than one-third of all western FDPIR households did not have

indoor running water). Ninety percent of the FDPIR households
who reported having no refrigerator or no electricity were locat-
ed in the West, representing over one-fifth of all FDPIR house-
holds located in that region. Finally, of those who reported they
did not have either an oven or cooktop stove, two-thirds lived ia
the West.

Over half of all FDP1R households have at least one adult with one or
more nutrition-related health problems, and more than one out of four
households have at least one member who is supposed to be on a
special diet.

Over half of all FDPIR households reported that at least one
adult (a person 16 years old or older) had one or more nutrition-
related health problems. More than one out of four households
had at least one member who was supposed to be on a special
diet. Almost one-third of all households reported at least one
person with diagnosed high blood pressure, about one-quarter
with a member having diagnosed diabetes and over one-fifth
with at least one overweight household member. For diabetes
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and obesity, these self-report rates fall below published estimates
among American Indians.

While these same nutrition-related problem._ were identified by
focus group participants as health issues of si_ificant concern to
their reservations, there also were misconceptions and a lack of
information related to improving dietary habits. Participants
expressed frustration in changing dietary practices in view of
family and community preferences. They also perceived the
need for more health and nutrition education. These expressed
needs go beyond the scope of nutrition education services re-
quired by current Federal regulations.

Food Program participants express strong positive preferences for almost all
Preferences commodity food itern_
of Program
Participants

Within each of 15 commodity food groups (juices, fruits, vegeta-
bles, and so on), respondents indicated their household food
preferences. In all, preferences were given for 69 food item_. In
some cases (among dried beans, for example) these preferences
varied by region. It was most notable that the number of re-
spondents indicating a positive preference for any given item
almost always exceeded the number expressing dislike for that
item. Also, in the vast majority of cases, expressions of dislike
represented personal taste (for example, perceiving an item as
too sour or too sweet) rather than perceptions of poor food
quality. No particular concern other than taste was mentioned
by five percent or more of the respondents.

Comparison of There are distinct differences in the household characteristics of FDPIR
FDPIR and the participants versus American Indian food stamp recipients.
Food Stamp
Proem

Small households, two-thirds of which include an elderly person,
constitute a much larger segment of the FoPn_ caseload. Also,
households with earnings seem to be more likely to participate in
FOPm. In contrast, due largely to joint application procedures,
categorical eligibility for food stamps, and the co-location of
administrative offices, the majority of American Indian families
that receive AFDC are more likely to participate in the Food
Stamp Program than in FDPm.

Based on a small exploratory survey of American Indian house-
holds who participated in the Food Stamp Program in Septem-
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ber 1989, a larger proportion of this group had received benefits
for the previous twelve months, compared to FDPIR households
interviewed for this study. This is consistent with the fact that
AFDC households would tend to have longer spells of participa-
tion due to factors related to their need for assistance (specifical-
ly, depr/vation of parental support), whereas households with
earned income would experience shorter (though perhaps repeat-
ed) spells of partidpafion.

Nearly half of FDPIR and food stamp households in this study
indicated that they participated in both programs at different
times. However, American Indian households that leave the
Food Stamp Program were more likely to apply for and receive
commodities under FDPIR than former FDPIR participants were
to apply for and receive food stamps. In fact, this may be due to
more lenient eligibility standards in FDPIR, such as a lack of a
gross income eligibility standard and the treatment of household
resources, particularly vehicles.

Providing commodities through FDPIRappears to be less expensive than
providing food stamps to households who would be eligible.

Given that American Indian households that receive commodi-

ties tend to be smaller and more likely to have earnings, they
would be more likely to receive smaller food stamp allotments
than the average food stamp household (either Indian or non-
Indian), if they were to apply for food stamps. A simulation of
food stamp eligibility for FDPIR households indicates that approx-
imately 13 percent would not be eligible because of the gross
income limitation and other factors, such as the treatment of

vehicles as financial assets. Yet, our simulation suggests that it
was less expensive to provide commodities to all the households
that participated in September 1989 than it would have been to
provide food stamp allotments to the 87 percent estimated to
have been eligible for food stamps.

Travel distances are usually ten miles or less to FDPIR distribution sites,
local food stamp of'rices and food stores.

Most participants travel ten miles or less to purchase food, or
apply for commodities or food stamps. However, as many as
one-fourth of the participants in some regions have to travel
more than 20 miles each way. The distance most participants
must travel to purchase food is not significantly greater than the
dista.nce to the commodity distribution point. Also, while the
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distance to the local food stamp office is usually greater than the
distance to the FDPIR distribution site, the difference is not great.

The combined availability of FDPIRand the Food Stamp Program
provides more flexibility and a better level of service for American
Indians than either program would indiv_'ually.

The relative acceptability of FI)Pm and the Food Stamp Program
was addressed by survey and focus group participants. The
choice of food stamps versus commodities is largely due to the
flexibility and wider selection of foods, including fresh produce.
On the other hand, a large segment of FDPIR participants inter-
viewed for thi._ study indicated that they applied for commodities
rather than food stamps because they perceived the value of the
benefit to be greater. A smaller group of FDPm respondents felt
that the effort to apply for and participate in the commodity pro-
gram was less than that required in the Food Stamp Program.
Thus, each program seems to offer participants distinct and
readily identifiable advantages that they deem to be important.

The distinct patterns of participation suggest that the combina-
tion of FDPIR and the Food Stamp Program accommodates a
diverse set of food assistance needs among different types of
American Indian households. For example, regulations that
require weffare agencies to allow AFDC applicants to submit a
single application for AFDC and food stamps, and that establish
categorical food stamp eligibility for many AFDC families, make
it easier for American Indians who receive AFDC tO also obtain

food stamps. However, the availability of FDPm provides other
types of households, such as the elderly, with a relatively simple
application process, and therefore, easier access to food benefits.

The simulation of food stamp eligibility suggests that more
households-especiany small households with elderly members
and households with earned income--can be served at less cost

by FDPIR than by the Food Stamp Program. On the other hand,
the Food Stamp Program appears to be effective in reaching
particular types of households (especially AFDC families) for
whom the relative costs of obtaining food assistance are lower
and their desire for flexibility in selecting foods is greater. Thus,
the combination of FDPIR and the Food Stamp Program tends to
provide a better level of service for this population than either
progrnm would individually.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FI)Pm) pro-
vides supplemental foods to low-income households living on or near
Indian reservations. In establishing this progrnm_ Congress was
concerned that Indian food assistance needs could not be adequately
addressed by the Food Stamp Program; the largest and most widely
available food assistance program in the United States. The focus of
concerns was that the remote location of many reservations may
make it difficult for marly American Indians to participate in the
Food Stamp Program, either because of the distance to food stamp
offices, or if certified to receive food stamps, the difficulty of using
them due to the scarcity of food stores or the distance to them)
Thus, FDPIR represents an alternative to the Food St_mp Program
for American Indian and other households living on reservations
where access may be a problem?

This report presents the first nationally representative profiles of
FDPIR participant and program characteristics, and examines the
extent to which the program is meeting food-assistance needs and
preferences among this particular target population. This introduc-
tory chapter presents a brief historical perspective on the program,
describes the specific objectives of the evaluation, and provides an
overview of the remnlnder of the report.

A. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations is an out-
growth of the Needy Family Progrsm_ established in 1936 to distrib-
ute surplus commodity agricultural products to households in need
of food assistance. As the geographic coverage of the Food Stamp
Program expanded during the 1960,3 and early 1970s, participation in
the Needy Family Program declined. However, in enacting the Food
Stamp Act of 1977, Congress established FDPm as a replacement for

iThe legialative history leading to the establkhment of FDPIR may be found in
House R _eport 95-464, 95th Congress, 1st Session, June 24, 1977 and Senate Re__rt
95-180, 95th Congresa, 1st Seasion, May 19, 1977.

2FDPIR serves a/l income-eligible households (both Indian and non-Indian)
residizlg w_thin participating reservafiom as well as Indian households liv/ng near
thCse reservations. In Okishoma, only tribal members may participate in FDPm
since there are not distinctreservationlandsby which to define program eligibility.



the Needy Family Program_ and authorized the United States De-
partment of Agriculture (USDA) tO purchase and distribute agricul-
tural products to residents of Indian reservations in an effort to
provide them "an opporOmlty to ob_in a more nutritions diet."
While the food package is not intended to be the sole source of food
for participating households, the volume and variety of foods offered
in it is supposed to represent *an acceptable alternative to Food
Stamp Program benefits* for low-income persons living on or near
Indian reservations?

Household To be eligible to receive a commodity package, a household must
Eligibility meet the income eligibility criteria established by federal regulation,
and Benefits and either reside on an Indian reservation or include an adult tribal

member and reside in the designated service area of a FDPIR pro-
gram. The income limits used to determine FDPIR eligibility are the
same as Food S_mp Program net monthly income limits plus the
standard deduction used in determinin .o eligibility for that program.
However, FDPIR differs from the Food Stamp Program in that the

amount of food eligible households receive is determined solely by
the nnmber of members it contains.

The monthly food package consists of a variety of canned and
packaged commodities in such categories as meats, fi'uits, vegetables,
dairy products, grains, and cereals. The Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) pays for the full cost of this food, using some USDA surplus
foods as well as foods purchased specifically for use in the program.
Although supplemental in nature, the overall FDPIR food package
provides adequate levels of most nutrients and food energy to
participatin_ households.

Program Since its inception in 1977, FDPm has grown to 105 local programs
Expansion serving approximately 138,000 persons each month in Fiscal Year

1989. The vast majority of programs are administered by Indian
Tribal Organizations (ri'os) under direct agreements with the Food
and Nutrition Service of USDA, although some operate under the
supervision of an agency of State government. Program regulations
call for States and 1TOs to contribute resources to meet 25 percent of
the administrative costs of State and local operations, unless there is
compelling justification that this matching requirement cannot be
meL

2_occthe discussion of issues prcccain_ regulations proposed in thc Federal
VoL 43, No. 237, December 8, 1978.
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Administrative The Food and Nutrition Service oversees FDPIR program operations
Oversight through its network of Regional, Field, and Satellite Offices. FNS

also works with other USDA agencies to procure the commodities,
process the orders of local programs, and arrange shipments of food
to local FDPIR programs. Staff in FNSRegional Offices assess the
capability of ITOs to admires' ter FOPm, review annual plans of opera-
tion and budget requests prepared by individual State agencies and
rros, and provide technical assistance and managerial oversight to
local FOPm programs.

B. OBJ'E_S OF THE EVALUATION

The purpose of the evaluation is to provide information about FDPIR

households and program operations that FNS can use to improve the
efficiency of program operations and to enhance FDPIR's ability to
meet the nutritional needs of low-income American Indians. It also

seeks to respond to specific mandates from Congress and to expres-
dons of interest in the program from individual members of Con-
gress and others.

First, the Commodity Dism'bution Reform Act and the WlC
Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-237) required FNS and agen-
cies adm/ms_e_g FDPIR tO collect information about the acceptabil-
ity and u.sefidness of the commodities to program participants.
While program reporting requirements recently instituted by FNS
fulfill this requirement, this report provides additional, nationally
representative data on these issues.

Second, responses to regulations proposed by FNS in 1987 highlight-
ed the need for more systematic information about local program
operations and the characteristics of program participants. FNS had
been careful not to impose a substantial reporting requirement on
local programs in order to _e their administrative burden.
This policy limited the collection of descriptive program data to only
those essential to FNS's oversight responsibilities.

Finally, in response to a request from several members of Congress,
the General Accounting Office (GAO) recently conducted a review
of FDPIR program operations and the need for food assistance on
four reservations. GAO was asked to respond to three broad ques-
tions:

L What governmental and nongovernmental cfforts arc being made to help
h'n nutritional needs of Indian households on thc reservations?
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2. Are thc food packages distributed by FDP1R adequate in size and variety
to meet the nutritional needs of Indla._ participating in the program? Are
IndiA. food stamp recipients on the reservations provided with adequate
nutrition?

3. What special nutritional needs of Indians are not addressed by the above
food assistance programs?4

Recognizing the potential overlap in objectives between GAO's

research and this study, an effort was made to avoid duplication of

data collection efforts, and thereby, to _e the burden on pro-
gram participants and administrators by coordinating the two efforts.

GAO restricted its study to four reservations and did not include a

representative household survey, in order to more quickly respond to

Congressional inquiries. GAO recognized that, in some areas, the

present study would provide more broadly representative and de-

tailed information. Finally, both studies were designed to be de-

scriptive in nature, and as such, do not directly assess the impact of

the program or the nutritional status of participants.

In light of these information needs, this evaluation is organized

around three sets of research objectives, one of which primarily

required program-level data, one which required household-level
data, and a third which required a synthesis of both types of data.

As outlined below, the specific objectives of the evaluation relate to
three broader sets of issues:

Program operations:

· describe State agency or fro administration of FDPIR in

terms of written policy, reported practice, and estimated
costs; and

· describe program practices that are intended to maximize
the efficiency and integrity of the program.

Participant characteristics:

· describe the demographic and socioeconomic characteris-
tics of FDPIRhouseholds; and

4GAO, Food Assistance Prom'ams: Nutritional Adeauacv of Primary__Food
Assistance Pro,rams on Four Indian ]Z_servations. GAO/RCED-89-177, September
1989, p. 1.
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· identify dietary needs and preferences of low-income
Indians and examine ways in which FDPm addresses
them.

Comparison of the contributions of I_OPIRand the Food Stamp
Program in providing food assistance to American Indians:

· provide a preliminary comparison of the availability and
acceptability of FDPIR commodities versus food stamps
for American Indian._; and

· explore the unique contributions each program makes to
meeting the food assistance needs of this population.

C. RESEARCH DESIGN

This evaluation is based on data that describe FDPIR operational and
caseload characteristics at the level of individual progrnm% and on
data that descn'be characteristics of American Indian households

that participate in FDPIR or the Food Stamp Program. Data were
obt:_ined from extant data sources (such as plans of operation and
FDPIR case records) and from interviews and discussions with both
program participants and administrators.

Sources of To support analyses related to the first set of objectives, we devel-
Data oped information about the structure and operation of FDPIR

programs from a variety of sources, including:

· site visits to 21 programs;

· a series of telephone contacts and exchanges of information
with 10 additional programs;

· a systematic review of Fiscal Year 1989 plsn_ of operation
for all 105 FDPIR programs and intensive reviews of Fiscal
Year 1990 plans for the 30 programs selected for intensive
review;

· review of the most recent Management Evaluation (ME) re-
views by FN$ Regional and Field Office staff for each of the
30 sample programs; and

· a compilation of data from statistical reports that local FDPm
programs routinely submit to n,_s.
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To meet the second and third set of objectives, we collected house-
hold-level data from four sources:

· a national probability sample of 827 FDPm case records
drawn from 30 programs (Case Record Abstraction Data);

· interviews completed with 757 of the participants whose case
records were selected in the sample (FDPm Household Sur-
vey);

· a purposive sample of 107 American Indian households who
chose to participate in the Food Stamp Program rather than
FDPIR (Food Stamp Household Survey); and

· a probability sample of American Indian households whose
food stamp case was reviewed in the summer of 1986 under
the Integrated Quality Control System operated by State
food stamp agencies and FNS (Quality Control Data).

In addition to the data sources outlined above, we sought additional
insights concerning the characteristics and perceptions of FDPIR and
American Indian food stamp households through focus groups.
Three groups of FDPIR household representatives were assembled
for this purpose. Also, in an effort to get a clearer perspective on
the differences between American Indian FDPIR households and

American Indian food stamp participants, we convened two focus
groups of American Indians who were participating in the Food
Stamp Program.

Sampling This evaluation employed a multistage stratified sample design that
Design and would provide representative data about both FDPIR programs and
Methods participants. The program-level analyses required a sample of FDPIR

programs representative of all 105 local programs, while the house-
hold-level analyses needed a sample representative of the national
FDPIR caseload in September 1989. To facilitate analyses on both
levels, we first selected 30 local FDPIR programs with probabilities
proportionate to the number of households participating in each
program. The geographic spread of these sites is shown in the map
of the United States, Exhibit 1.1.

This first-stage sample of programs was explicifiy stratified by size
(large, medium and small) and implicitly stratified by FNS region.
The five largest programs, representing approximately one-third of
all participating households, were all included in the sample. A
sample of 25 of the remaining 100 programs was then selected to
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Exhibit 1.1

Sample FDPIR Programs
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represent small and medium-sized programs, with small programs
serving an average of 250 households or less, and medium-sized
programs serving 250-1,200 households in a typical month. Thus,
sample sizes for the three program strata were: S large programs,
10 medium-sized programs and 15 small progr_m_,

The second-stage selection of households was driven by the objective
of creating a self-weighting sample to improve the precision of
sample estimates. The number of sample cases allocated to each of
the three strata was proportional to the number of participating
households in the strata. As a result, all programs in the small or
medium-sized strata had approximately the same fixed sample sizes
of 12 and 35 respectively. In the large program stratum, it was
necessary to vary the sample size for each program because of the
great variation in program size. This approach minlmiT,es the risk of
over- or underrepresenting households of any given program-size
group.

The final stage in drawing the sample FDPIR households involved the
selection of individual households within each sample program. In
larger programs with a geographically dispersed clientele, it was
necessary to sample distribution routes or warehouse facilities prior
to selecting a systematic sample of households using September 1989
participant lists provided by each program. In some cases, therefore,
the sampling process involved three stages.

To compare American Indians who receive commodities from FDPIR
with those who receive food stamps, we also conducted a small
exploratory survey of 107 food stamp recipients on three reservations
located in Arizona, Montana, and Wisconsin. Respondents in these
surveys were randomly selected from listings provided by local food
stamp offices. These reservations were among those that had been
selected for the FDPIR evaluation

Data The collection of program operations data involved two stages--a
Collection series of four preliminary site visits in which we obtained the infor-
Procedures marion needed to assess the completeness and reliability of extant

data concerning program operations, and full reviews of the 30
programs selected in the first stage of the study sample. These
reviews included interviews with program staff and the examination
of extant program data. Due to some overlap between the prelimi-
nary site visits and the study sample, a total of 20 programs in the
final sample of 30 actually were visited. The survey of program
operations among the other ten was conducted by telephone.
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The FDPIR household-level data collection effort involved both case

record abstractions and personal interviews. Record abstractions
were completed for every household selected into the sample of
FDPIR participants, resulting in 827 cases. The case record data
were manually extracted directly from the FDPIR application forms
used by the local programs.

Personal interviews were conducted with the FDPIR head of house-

hold or an authorized representative and completed for 757 cases.
These interviews were conducted by field supervisors and interview-
ers trained and supervised by staff from the Research Triangle
Institute (RTl). Whenever possible, RTl hired field supervisors and
interviewers of American Indian descent. In order to minimize

nonresponse rates, RTl implemented extensive preparatory activities
prior to the FDPIR household interview:

· a lead letter from FNS was sent to each identified sample
member;

· as often as possible, a "neutral" site was identified at which to
conduct the interviewsS; and

· a second introductory letter was sent to each sample member
identifying the "neutral site" and offering to reimburse re-
spondents for expenses incurred by being interviewed.

Perhaps because of these efforts no major data collection problems
were encountered during the survey and an overall response rate of
nearly 92 percent was achieved. As shown in Exhibit 1.2, this rate
was consistent among households representing each program-size
group. Similar procedures in the surveys of food stamp households
resulted in completed interviews with 107 of 110 sample households.

'SDuring the pretest of the hou._hold survey instruments and procedures, a
number of FDPIR offielnis recommended that we conduct the interviews with

program participants at a familiar public place rather than their homes. Following
their recommendation, we conducted about half the interviews in private areas at
places such as ITO offices, hUbraries,and other public building. Local FDPIR
offices were not used in any intcrvicws.
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Exhibk 1.2

Sample Sizes by Size of Program

Size of Number of Sample Completed Completion
Program Programs Households Interviews Rate

5 298 273 91.6%
Medium 10 349 318 91.1%

Small 15 180. 166 92.2%

Total 30 827 757 91.5%

Analysis Analyses included in this study are largely descriptive in nature.
Methods That is, summary tabulations and means (and/or medians) are

reported. Standard errors and confidence intervals also are estimat-
ed and reported as appropriate. Appendix B of Volume 2 provides
a detailed discussion of sampling error and the design effects associ-
ated with statistical estimates made in the report.

In order to make accurate estimates for the entire FDPIR population,
sample weights consistent with the survey design were applied to the
data for each household whose case record was sampled or who
participated in the survey. These methods enhance the efficiency of
the study, both in terms of cost and statistical precision. This ap-
proach required the use of special analysis techniques to ensure that
estimates for the total program population were reliable. 6

The number of households studied in this evaluation was large
enough to produce reliable statistics for the full sample and major
subgroups such as households containing an elderly member. In
some cases, however, it was not feasible to pursue potentially inter-
esting lines of analysis because the sample (or a particularsegment
of it) was not large enough. Volume 2 provides further details
concerning the design of the study, data collection procedures, and
the magnitude of sampling error associated with the statistics we
report.

6Weemployedthe SurveyData ._._lysis (SUDAA_)softwarepackagedeveloped
RT_.
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D. OVERVIEW OF ANALYSIS AND REPORT

The analysis and report are organized according to the three areas
of focus--program operations; participant characteristics; and a
comparison of how Fl)Pm and the Food Stamp Program meet the
food assistance needs of American Indians. The following discussion
provides an overview of the remainder of the report.

Chapter II The second chapter describes FDPIR program operations. While
most of the analyses are focused on describing and comparing
patterns of operation, we discuss some of the specific methods used
in admlni_tering the program that have direct implications for both
program efficiency and the quality of service. We begin by describ-
ing the conceptual framework that guided our analysis and proceed
to a discussion of program structure and adrnlni_tration that explains
the roles played by FNS, agencies of State government, and ITOs.
We then describe the financing and staffing of local programs. The
last section describes three areas of program operation.v--recipient
relations; commodity distribution; and program controls.

The analysis of FDPIR program operations, including that pertaining
to structural and organizational characteristics, is based on a sample
of 30 programs chosen from the universe of 105 programs. In light
of thi._ small sample, it is not feasible to employ formal statistical
teclmiques in this analysis. In.stead, our approach compensates for
small sample sizes by obtaining detailed information about each
sample program. BY intensively examining a broad range of issues,
in effect conducting 30 case studies, we avoided some of the mea-
surement error associated with surveys involving more narrowly
focused and highly structured data collection approaches. Whereas
large samples can compensate to some degree for the measurement
error inherent in standardized questions and finite response sets, the
range and depth of data we collected tend to improve the '_recision"
of the findings.

The second aspect of program operations addressed in this study
were program practices that are intended to maximize efficiency and
program integrity. Many of the key measures required for the
analysis related to this objective are multivariate constructs repre-
senting combinations and comparisons of individual program charac-
teristics.

Examples of the constructs and measures of program efficiency and
integrity addressed in this report include:
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· program efficiency (such as average total administrative cost
per household, and ratio of a_trative costs to value of
commodities);

· program effectiveness (such as satisfaction of FDPm partici-
pants, and dietary adequacy);

· program equity (such as the accessibility of FDPm offices and
distribution centers within the reservation or service area,

· and the availability of bilingual staff or materials); and

· program integrity (such as the rate of inventory discrepan-
des).

Chapter III The data presented in Chapter IH provide, first, a demographic and
socioeconomic profile of households that received commodities in
September 1989, and second, an assessment of need among FDPIR

program participants. A profile of FDPIR households was developed
through a detailed analysis of demographic and socioeconomic
variables. The statistical tables include weighted frequency distribu-
tions, means, and standard errors, cross-tabulated by FNS administra-
tive regions. This detailed information is summarized in a profile of
the average characteristics of FDPIR households by region and
overall.

An analysis of gross income is useful to examine the level of finan-
cial need among program participants. Income and resource data
provided in the case record abstractions of the 827 respondent
households were u 'ulized for these calculations. Dietary needs of
participants are assessed on the basis of self-reported prevalence of
nutrition-related health problems and special dietary restrictions.
We also examine the availability of food storage and preparation
facilities in participants' homes, travel distances to food assistance
offices and food stores, transportation resources, and participating
households' use of food from various sources other than FDPIR.

The focus of the analysis of FDPm household food preferences is on
specific items within FDPIR food groups, such as meats, vegetables,
and cereals. This information provides a measure of participant
satisfaction with the program and documents the regional variation
which exists in food tastes. Such data may be used to guide com-
modity food procurement and distribution practices at the local
level, and to better meet the food preferences of program partici-
pants. We tabulated weighted frequency distributions of: (1) food
items wanted but not received; (2) the first and second most pre-
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ferred choice for each food type; (3) food items that are disliked;
and (4) reasons for dislildng an item. Regional variations in food
preferences also are discussed.

Chapter IV The final set of evaluation objectives seeks to identify dietary needs
and preferences of low-income American Indian_ and to examine the
ways in which l=DPmand the Food Stamp Program address them.
The broad goal of analyses presented in Chapter IV is to provide a
pre 'hminarycomparison of the availability and acceptability of the
Food Stamp Program and FDPIRtO low-income American Indians.
This was examined through an analysis of survey data from three
sources-the survey of FoPm households; the sample of 107 food
stamp households drawn from evaluation sites in which American
Indians can choose to receive food stamps or FDPm commodities;
and a sample of about 285 American Indian households whose food
_amp cases were selected for review by the food stamp quality
control system in Summer 1986. In addition, information gathered
from two focus groups with food stamp recipients and three FOPm
focus groups was e_amined.

Information obtained from these sources permitted us to compare
American Indian food stamp and FDPIRhouseholds. Survey data
also were used to simulate food stamp eligibility of FDPIR house-
holds. This, in turn, enabled us to provide a preliminary estimate of
the relative cost-effectiveness of providing food assistance to Ameri-
can Indian households via FDPIR or the Food Stamp Program.
Results of these analyses should be viewed with some caution since
selected data needed to determine precisely food stamp eligibility
were not available. A more indepth cost-effectiveness analysis
would be poss_le only in the context of a full assessment of pro-
gram impact.

Volumes 2 and 3 Volume 2 of the report includes detailed descriptions of the research
methods employed in this study. The sample design and calculation
of two sets of sample weights are discussed, as well as the variation
found in the survey data. We describe the data collection proce-
dures, as well as the derivation of analysis measures. We also
present a detailed analysis of regional food preferences and the
availability of commodity items by region in the fall of 1989. Vol-
ume 3 contaln_ copies of the data collection instruments.
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Chapter II

PROGRAM OPERATIONS

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FDPm) is
unique among Federally subsidized programs in that, most often, it
is not administered by an agency of State or local government, but
by an Indian tribal organization) In this regard, it is administra-
tively similar to public housing and other programs in which the
Federal government works directly with community-based nonprofit
agencies to meet particular needs.

At the local level, many FDPIR programs operate on a rather small
scale in terms of their costs of operation, the n-tuber of staff ad-
minhtering them, and the number of households being served. A
few programs, in contrast, serve thousands of households each
month. In order to develop program regulations that are responsive
to the diversity of program operations, FNS needs information about
all types of FDPIR programs.

In this chapter, we report the findings of our evaluation of FDPIR
program operations. The first section below describes the conceptu-
al framework for the evaluation of program operations. It is fol-
lowed by a description of FDPIR program structure and administra-
tion that explains the role of FNS, States, and Indian tribal organi-
zations in carrying out the program. The discussion in that section
includes program financing and staffing patterns at the local level.
The third major section of this chapter addresses three aspects of
program operations--recipient relations; commodity distribution; and
program integrity. In discussing each aspect of FDPIR operations,
we present findings concerning the efficiency and integrity of the
program as it has been implemented at the local level.

A. A MODEL OF PROGRAM OPERATIONS

On the basis of our review of plans of operation and visits to FDPIR
programs, we developed a model of FDPIR program operations and
impact. Exhibit II. 1 summarizes the major components of this

1As we discussin further detailbelow,only five of the 50 States are involvedin
the _dmini_rationof FDPIR. However, the Food and Nutrition Service(FNS)
refers to these five Statesand86 IndianTn'halOrganiT_tions(lTOs)that operate
FDPIR programsas 'State agencies'in its regulationsand routine program
communications.



model. Using it as a frame of reference, we describe the context
within which individual FDPIR program-_ are administered.

The broad parameters of FDPIR program operations are set by
Federal policy, which affects and ultimately is affected by, the need
and demand for food assistance on reservations. The initial estab-

lishment of a program is based largely on the need and demand for
such assistance by individual Indian tribes. Where programs do
exist, socioeconomic and political conditions are expected to have a
strong influence on their structure and administrative characteristics.

The socioeconomic and political environment of a program, its
admlnlntrative structure, and Federal policy affect how it is operat-
ed. Our model delineates three functional areas within program
operations--recipient relations; commodity distribution; and program
monitoring--.each of which encompasses several discrete activities.
Recipient relations involves outreach, the certification (and recertifi-
cation) of participants' eligibility, the assessment of food preferenc-
es, and nutrition education. Commodity processing includes order-
lng, warehousing, and distributing commodities. Program monitor-
ing involves special efforts to control fraud and error (for example,
dual participation in FDPIR and the Food Stamp Program, and
pursuing claims against households), and oversight of local activity
by Federal and State officials. Collectively, these three sets of
activities comprise local program operations in FDPIR.

The most important product of FDPIR activities is the commodities
distn'buted to eligible American Indian households and other low-
income households living on reservations. Some measurable num-
ber of households also gain a direct benefit from nutrition educa-
tion, but other activities, such as outreach and program monitoring,
produce only indirect benefits for an indeterminate number of
persons. Measurable program outputs provide a basis for construct-
ing indices of efficiency.

The immediate impact of FDPm is apparent in the rate of participa-
tion by eligible households, and their satisfaction with the commodi-
ties they receive. It is not within the scope of this evaluation to
assess the impact of FDPIR in terms of ameliorating the significant
nutrition-related health problems that exist among American Indi-
ans. Such an assessment would be complicated by the fact that
FDPIR is a supplementary food program, and not the sole source of
food for participants. Also, the impact of FDPIR is mitigated by
powerful social, economic, and cultural forces that affect American
Indiana.
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In the remainder of this chapter, we discuss three of the major com-
ponents of the model presented in Exhibit Il.I--program structure

and administration, program operations, and program output. We
descn'be the socioeconomic context within which FDPIR is admin-

istered in Chapter III, and offer assessments of its impact on Ameri-
can Indians in both the third and fourth chapters.

B. PROGRAM STRUCTURE AND ADMINISTRATION

This section deals with three aspects of the organization and admin-
istration of FDPIR---organizafional structure, financing, and staffing.

Organizational Our review of the 105 FDPm programs indicated that these pro-
Structure grams vary widely in administrative structure, staffing, funding, and

capital assets. These important dimensions of program structure
and administration are influenced by the socioeconomic and politi-
cal environment of a program, and create the organizational context
within which it operates. It would be useful, therefore, to develop a
typology of programs to help summarize and describe the organiza-
tional context of FDPIR program operations.

Some of the most important findings of our site visits have to do
with the structure of FDPIR programs in terms of the roles of States
and rros. Five FDPIR programs are classified as State-administer-
ed--Montana, Nevada, North Carolina, North Dakota, and South
Dakota. During our preliminary site visits, however, it became
apparent that, with the exception of Nevada, these States have little
direct involvement in certifying households to receive FDPIR com-
modifies, or in dismq_uting commodities to households. Instead,
they play an oversight role similar to that of FNS Regional or Field
Offices, and provided central warehousing for foods received from
FNS and transferred to local reservation warehouses.

We identified three basic models of State-administered programs:

Model 1

In Montana,North Dakota, and South Dakota, an agencyof the State
exercisesgeneraloversightfor the program,providescentralwarehousing
for commoditi_8ordcrcd from USDA,distributesfood to reservation
warehouses,and works with five to seven mq_algoverningbodies whose
staff certifythe eliglq)ilityof individualhouseholdsand distribute food to
certifiedhouseholds.
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Model 2

In North Carolina,thc State agencyoperates a warehousefrom which a
rio obtains supplies for its own warehouse. Agsln; the Slate is

responsiblefor monitoringthe admlnLstrationof the program,but local
staff employedby the tribal govcrninabody arc respousiblcfor certifying
households and distn'bntinofood to them, aswell as msna_ng all other
aspects of programoperations,such as nutrition education.

Model 3

In Nevada,thc State directlyaamim_'ters thc program. Households on ten
· reservationsparticipatein the program,but tribalgoverningbodies are not
involved in the administrationof FDHR(except in relativelyminor roles,
such as providingvolunteersor temporary paid workers to help with
tailgate distn'bution). Two other rros administcrFDPIR programs in
Nevadathat are independentof the State (thc same is true of three ITOsin
South Dakota).

In all cases except Nevada, individual tribal governing bodies in
State-a_tered programs have responsibilities that are very
similar to rros that operate the program independently (i.e., certi-
fying households, ordering and distributing commodities, and man-
aging warehouses). The key distinction, again, is that a State agen-
cy, not FNS, directly oversees the program.

Given the relative independence of the programs administered by
tribal governing bodies under State supervision, we felt it was
appropriate for the purposes of this study to treat such programs as
the equivalents of those 1TOs that operate independently of a State
agency. Following this logic, as of September 1989, there were 105
programs operating in the United States, and they fit one of the
following categories:

· 86 programs administered independently of a State agency by
one or more ITOs;

· one program for several tribes administered directly by a
State (Nevada);

· one program administered by a single tribe under contract
with a State (North Carolina); and

· 17 programs administered by ITOs under contract through
three State agencies (Montana, North Dakota, or South
Dakota).
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Among the 86 programs administered independently by ITOs, there
is further variation in terms of the number of ITOs involved, and the
role of each fro when a consorti-m is involved. Given that 217

reservations and other Indian land areas are served by 105 FDPIR

programs, there are some programs that involve more than a single
rro. There are a few programs in which several rros are cooper-
ating in the administration of a program, typically through a service
delivery organiTation that provides other human services in addition
to food assistance. In other cases, one tribe may enter an agree-
ment with another nearby tribe to extend service outside its own
reservation or service area. For example, one of the large programs
provides warehousing and commodity distribution services to a
number of smaller m'bes who lack warehouse space.

F.xh_t H2

A Typologyof _PXg Program Structure

State Government Involvement

(nnmber of programx)
Number of

1TOs Dtrc_
Administering No Direct General
the Program Involvement Administration Oversight

No 1TO Involvcmemt. N/A A (1) N/A

s;-_e rro n (59) c (0) D 08)

TwoorMoreITO_ £ (27) F (0) G (0)

As shown in Exhibit II22, the two dimensions of State government
involvement and the nature of ITO involvement help define the
broad parameters of a typology of FDPIR programs. We did not
find any evidence that some types of programs defined by this
paradi? (for example, C and F) actually exist. Given that Nevada
is the only State fitting type A, the other 18 "state administered"
programs involve general oversight by an agency of State govern-
ment in Montana, North Carolina, North Dakota, or South Dakota.
In all 18 cases, a single rro is involved; therefore, they are catego-
rized under D.

Among the 86 program_ operated independently of an agency of
State government, about two-thirds (59) involve a single rro. The
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remainder of the programs (27) involve a variety of intertribal
agreements under which a single program serves as many as 17
different reservations or other Indian land areas. Thus, the vast
majority of programs are operated by rros under direct oversight by
FNS.

There are various reasons why an rro might choose to structure a
local FDPIR program in one way or another. Perhaps most impor-
tant are a_trative capability and warehouse capacity. If there
is only a small warehouse on a reservation, for example, it might be
to a tribe's advantage to operate a program in cooperation with a
State that can provide central warehousing and more frequent
deliveries to the reservation than is possible for FNS. Or, if rros
already are cooperating as a group in the delivery of other human
services, FDPIR is simply an extension of those services. Ultimately,
FNS decides (based on a proposal submitted to it) whether an 1TO, a
group of ITOs, or a cooperative arrangement between a State and an
rro provides the administrative capacity necessary to operate a
program.

Program The programs described above vary considerably in size, and there-
F'mances fore, in their cost of administration. Approximately half of the

105 programs (52) serve, on average, 250 or fewer households per
month. The median number of households served monthly is 127.
Of the other 53 programs, 48 provide commodities tO an average of
250 to approximately 1,200 households each month (with a median
number of households equaling 362). The five largest programs
serve more than 1,200 each month (a median of 1,822 per month),
with the Navajo program averaging 7,456 per month in Fiscal Year
1989. Together, these five programs served more than one-third
(35.9 percent) of the households that participated in an average
month in FY1969.

FNS regions tend to be composed primarily of small programs, with
fewer medium sized programs, and no more than two large pro-
grams. Exceptions to this include the Southwest Region, with 13
medit_m sized programs and only four small and two large pro-
grams, and the Southeast and Northeast Regions, which have a total
of five small and medium programs across both regions, with no
large programs.
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Exhibit IL3

Annual AdminisuatM Costs by Functional Catq_ies and Program Size

!_gmn Size Category

FUNCTIONAL Small Medium Large Total
C.ATEC_P.Y (is') (lo) (5) (30)

ax.peo. a_n- F.._n-
ditun_ dituru ditures diturcs

Percent- Per Pelx:ent- Per Percent- Per Percent- Per
age of Houms- age of Home- qc of House- age of House-
Total hold Total hold Total hold Total hold

(c_) (s) (_) (s) (_) (s) (_) (s)

Certification 29 171 29 126 22 56 27 137

Stora_'bution 57 352 52 229 'N) 207 57 287

Nutrition EducntJon 6 40 $ 26 3 8 5 30

Other 10 Sl 14 _ _7 ._ l0 48

All Functions 102 614 100 442 102 287 99 502

*Some column percentaf_ do not sum to 100q$due to roundinf,

The budgets of these programs reflect this variation in size. Among
the 30 programs included in the evaluation sample, the smallest
administrative budget for FY19S9was $40,536, while the largest was
$2,037,201 (Federal, State, and local contributions combined).
Exhibit IL3 shows how these resources were allocated among the
major functional categories of certification, storage and distn'butiom
nutrition education, and other. The latter category includes other
personnel expenditures, travel, equipment, supplies and unspecified
contracts expenditures which do not fall within the first three func-
tional categories.

The expenditures per household shown in the above table suggest
that the larger FDPIR programs achieve an economy of scale in
serving their clients. Their annual administrative cost per house-
hold ($287) is less than half that of the small programs ($614).
Similarly, the medium-sized programs fail between the large and
small programs in terms of the cost per household. However, these
data alone should not necessarily lead to the conclusion that larger
programs are more efficient.
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As we discuss in a section below, many small programs operate with
only two fulltlme staff members, sometimes supplemented by part-
time workers. While many program activities during a typical
month require the efforts of two full6m_e employees as well as part-
time workers, there are some periods when the workload is lighter
because of the small number of households being served. This
periodic fluctuation in caseload and program staff appears to occur
across small, medium and large FDPIR programs. However, other
than regulating the time of part-tlme staff, it is not possible to make
further adjustments in staffing without reducing the small core staff
to part-time roles. This would threaten continuity in program
operations, and possibly, accountability. Therefore, any overall
assessment of program quality and efficiency would need to consider
not only the resources used, but also the stability of program opera-
tions and the level and quality of service, as well as cost.

The cost figures shown above also indicate that more than half of
the cost of administering FDPIR programs is attributable to storage
and distribution. This includes warehouse space, the cost of ware-
house supervisors and workers, truck drivers for tailgate runs, and
equipment such as forklifts. Approximately one-fourth of program
costs is related to the certification of households that apply for
commodities. Across the sample programs, only five percent of
total a_trative expenditures is devoted to nutrition education.
As we discuss in more detail below, regulations encourage local
FDPIR officials to coordinate community nutrition education services
for the benefit of their participants, but they are not required to
allocate a specific level of program resources for this purpose.

In an effort to monitor administrative costs in the program, FNS uses
two measures of financial performance. One measure views admin-
istrative costs as a percentage of the value of the commodities
distributed by each program_ The established guideline is 30 per-
cent and an assessment against this guideline is required as pan of
the annual budget submitted by each rro or State. Exhibit 11.4
shows that only ten programs failed to meet this guideline in FY1989
and all of them were located in the Midwest or Mountain Plains

Regions. The table does not reveal, however, the fact that all of
these programs were small. Given the economy of scale shown in
Exhibit 113, this finding indicates that it may be more difficult for
smaller programs to meet the flat-rate performance guideline.

Unless they can provide "compelling justification" that circumstances
prevent them from doing so, States and rros that operate FDPIR
programs must provide 25 percent of the financial resources re-
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quired to administer the program_ FNS may provide more than 75
percent of the funds required to administer a program if, according
to §253.9(a) of the regulations, there is a "need to assure that no
State agency currently operating the program receives a level of
funding that would cause a diminution of program services." As a
result, FNS has a good deal of discretion in negotiating budgets with
States and rros that operate FDPIR programs, and no penalties have
been imposed for not meeting the 25-percent matching requirement.
The FY1989 data indicate that the requirement is more of a "goal"
than a strict requirement. However, FNS does require a strict
review of the compelling justification.

11.4

Financial Performance by R_ for Fro:al Year 1_9

!'_=auq_,of _ by_oon
_r ofl_osraB)

Performance
Measure Mountain Northeast

Midwest Plains Southeast Soutbwg_ West Total
(zi) (29) (_ 09) (31) 0_)
(_) ('_) (,_) (_) (_) (_)

P_rcentagc of
Programs with

Admlniatrltiv_ _ 2_6 _ 0 0 0 93

30_ orthe (6) (4) (10)
Value of Commodities

Matching Fund Pate,:

DD.O_- 2,4.4% 14.3 20.7 60.0 0 0 11.4

(3) (6) (3) 02)

t_ than2o.o% _ _.z o _.4 o _.7
CO CO (_) (27)

i

Our review of FY19S9plans of operation indicated that it was diffi-
cult for some ITOs and States to meet this matching funds require-
merit. For example, 25.7 percent of the programs fell below 20
percent, while 11.4 percent fell within five percentage points of the
matching fund rate. Exhibit 11.4 shows that more than two-thirds
(68.4 percent) of the rros in the Southwest Region provided less
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than 20 percent of the funds required to admini._ter the FDPIR
programs they operated. Although more programs came closer to
the 2S-percent target figure in the Midwest, one-third fell below 20
percent. Similarly, nearly half of the programs in the Mountain
Plains (44.8 percent) could not meet the matching requirement.

It is notable that all programs in the Western Region met both the
30-percent cost guideline and the 25-percent matching requirement,
even though_ for example, the distribution of programs, by size, is
similar to other FNS service regions. However, these measures of
efficiency must be considered in relation to (1) the availability of
commodity items in the West, and (2) the high level of need in that
region. The first point is discussed later in this chapter, while the
second is addressed in Chapter III.

Less tha,u half of the matching requirement (defined as the total of
cash and in-kind contributions) offered by rros and States involved
a direct cash outlay. As shown in Exhibit II.S, approximately half
(49.6 percent) of the matching requirement across all 30 sample
programs was met by the donation of warehouse and office space
for use by FDPIR staff. The value of this space was determined
from estimates based on prevailing local market rates for leased
space, and from Regional FNS officials' judgement of what was
reasonable.

Some of the small and medium-sized programs used the value of
free labor to meet part of the matching requirement. This involved
the use of persons providing community service in lieu of probation,
corrections inmates participating in prerelease programs, volunteers,
and public assistance recipients involved in work experience pro-
grams.

In general, the five large programs made the most substantial cash
outlays in meeting the matching requirement. Expenditures for
personnel (28.2 percent of the total match) and nonpersonnel costs
(23.8 percent of the total match) among the large programs amount-
ed to more than half the matching requirement for this group. In
contrast, the medium-sized programs had direct cash outlays amoun-
ting to 20.9 percent of the matching requirement, while the value of
warehouse space accounted for two-thirds of the match for these ten
programs. Small programs were those most likely to rely on in-kind
labor to meet the matching requirement.
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F.xhl_it II.5

Matt,hln$ Fund Contn'butions
by Program Size: Percentage of Total Expenditures, FY1989

Program Size Category
(Number of Sample Programs)

NATURE OF CONTRIBUTION Small Medium Large Total
(lo) (5) (30)

CASH

PersonnelExpenditures 20.8 12.1 28.2 24.9

Non-PersonnelExp_dimre,a 5.9 8.8 23.8 19,(_

Subtotal 26.7 20.9 52.0 44.5

IN-KIND CONTRIBUTIONS

Warehouse/Office Space 46A 66.2 46.3 49.6

tabor at_ Other 19.5 6.5 = 2.8

Subtotal 65.9 72.7 46.3 52.4

INDIRECT CHARGF.3

7.4 6.4 3o
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.9

Program Staffing a local FDPIR program involves a fairly narrow range of
Staffing positions. The largest programs are distinguished only by the levels

of supervisory positions within four broad areas of activity--program
administration and supervision; certification; distribution; and
nutrition education. In small programs, it is not uncommon for one
individual to serve in all four areas, and one-fifth of the programs in
the evaluation sample are two-person operations, sometimes supple-
mented by part-time workers.

Consistent with the financial data described above, we also observed
an economy of scale in program staffing in that the number of
households per fuUtime equivalent (FrE) staff was higher in larger
programs. For FY1989, large programs served an average of 99.6
households per month per FI'E, while medium-sized programs
served 8022 households per FTE, and small programs served 65.7
households per FTE. Among the small programs, however, there
was considerable variation in this measure. For example, the ratio
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of households to FTEs ranged from extreme lows of 29 and 31 per
FTE in two small programs to an unusual high of 191 in one pro-
gram. Most ranged from 43 to 76. The range of ratios among
medium-sized progr ams was 50 to 106 households per FTE, and
large programs ranged from 65 to 143 households per FTE.

Exhibit H.6 lists the most common staff positions in FDPIR programs
included in the evaluation sample. 2 In addition to the program
director's position, which often involved certification and warehouse
work in the small programs, the positions most often established in
these programs were those for certifiers and warehouse workers.
Except for two very experienced assistant directors in small pro-
grams, this and other supervisory positions were found almost
entirely in large and medium-sized programs. The same was true of
secretarial positions, although two small programs in the sample had
such a position.

One of the noticeable and consistent characteristics observed among
FDPIR staff was their longevity working in the program Among
warehouse workers and certifiers, the average incumbent had three
or four years' experience. Consistent with our expectations, supervi-
sors usually had even more experience, with the directors of the
large programs being the most senior with 11.8 years on average.
We were surprised to learn, however, that some part-time workers,
persons who work only a few hours per month, also had worked
with some of the programs for many years. The relatively long
tenure of FDPIR staff cannot be viewed apart from the high levels of
unemployment reported on most reservations? Under these cir-
cumstances, regular employment, even in a part-time capacity,
would be highly valued.

Although requirements for formal training were minimal, superviso-
ry positions generally require relevant work experience, typically
involving supervisory responsibility or extensive experience in the
type of work being supervised (for example, warehouse work and
inventory control procedures). This requirement is consistent with
the Federal standards that staff be hired through a merit system, but
also reflects the local labor market conditions described above. It

lA detailed listingof job rifles is provided in Appendix E of Volume 2 to show
how we deriv_ these general categories.

3Seca report by the Bureau of IndianAffairs, IndianServicePopl_lationand
Labor Force Estimates. January 1987.
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Exhibit II.6

Average Fulitimc F.a:luivalentSalaries, Years of Experience, and Number of Employees
l_l!ing Most Common FDPIRStaff Positions

Program Size Category
(Numberof SamplePrograms)

POSITION Small Medium Large Total
(_ (lo) (5) Oo)

Snlury ($) 19,441 22,025 24,735 21,185

Experience (Yrs) 7.6 4.0 11.8 5.1

FuUtimc/part-tim¢(_ 12/3 m/o 5/0 z7/3

Salary($) 20,046 16,767 19,532 18,623

F.a_nence CYts) 8.5 5.2 7.2 6.8

Fu!ltime (lq) 2 3 4 9

Salary ($) - 15,488 _102 _6,795

Expcncncc (Yrs) - 8.8 8.0 8.5

Fulltimc (lq) 0 3 3 6

_,inry ($) 12,504 14,077 14,012 13,515

Experience (Yn0 2.9 43 6.8 4.1

Fulltimc (N) 8 15 31 54

Snlary($) 12,000 14,884 17,582 15,449

r:aponenc_(Yrs) 6.0 43 73 5.0

Fulltimc(N) 1 9 11 21

.:,, :.: ,, :...::..: ::;; ::.: ::: ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: .: .: :: ::: :: :'::

Salary($) 13,552 12,155 11,552 12,705

F=xpenenceCYrs) 3.8 2.8 3.0 33

FuUtimc/pa_-timc (lq) (8/6) (18/1) (42/0) (6817)

is....... ::::::
....: :.: '::::::::::;: :::::::::::::::::::::: ..: : ::::: .: :: :. :

Salary (S) 12,562 11,569 10,352 11,249

Expenemce (Yrs) 6.3 3.1 3.2 4.4

Fuiltime (N) (2) (3) (L3) (18)



also suggests that many staff have a considerable investment in their
jobs and, regardless of the level of training and experience they
bring to their jobs, can develop their skill through experience. The
value of this experience was a factor several F_S Regional staff
highlighted in describing the administrative capacity of FDPIR prog-
rams.

The pattern of average salaries across the positions is consistent
with the levels of complexity and responsibility associated with the
jobs summarized in the exhibit. Directors and assistant directors
received the largest salaries, certification supervisors and certifiers
the next largest, and warehouse staff and secretaries received the
lowest salaries. It is notable, nevertheless, that the range of sala-
ries-across positions and across programs of different sizes-was not
great. For example, warehouse workers averaged $12,705, com-
pared to $21,185 for program directors.

C. PROGRAM OPERATIONS AND OUTPUT

In this section, we discuss the three areas of FDPIR progrsm opera-
tions identified in the model presented in Exhibit lI.l-recipient
relations; commodity storage and distribution; and program moni-
toring. Also, to integrate the discussion, we discuss program output
within each of these areas.

Recipient The term recipient relations refers to four specific aspects of pro-
Relations gram operations. These include outreach, certification, nutrition

education, and assessing food preferences. We address each in the
followingsections.

Outreach. To ensure that FDPm reaches potentially eligible non-
participants, regulations governing the operation of FDPIR require
that local program officials publicize the available benefits and
encourage participation in the program. It was not within the scope
of this study to determine the degree to which programs were
effective in reachin_ such persons. However, nearly all the program
directors interviewed reported that most of the potentially eligible
population in their service areas know FDPIR benefits are available
and where an application can be filed. Working from this premise,
they concentrated their efforts on notifying participants and poten-
tial applicants of the monthly dismq_ution schedule. Most programs
used fliers for this purpose and posted them in tribal buildings.
Several programs were able to have public service announcements
made each month on local radio stations, and a few program direc-
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tors made occasional presentations on talk shows to inform the
community about the program. A number of directors reported that
food demonstrations were open to the public and were an effective
means of creating a positive image about the program.

The Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations, as indicat-
ed by its name, was created to address the special needs of persons
living on or near Indian reservations. Regulations do not stipulate
that participants must be tribal members, except for households that
live in areas outside a reservation that FNS has authorized local pro-
grams to serve. Consistent with these guidelines, we found that
households in the study sample reflected a surprising diversity in
terms of ethnidty and tribal affiliation. First, only five Oklahoma
programs out of the 30 programs in the sample had eligibility
requirements that precluded service to non-Indians. These pro-
grams are authorized to require tribal membership for eligibility
because reservations _ se do not exist in Oklahoma. Overall, 13.6
percent of the sample household members in our survey of partial-
pants were not members of an Indian tribe.

Second, the persons served by the 30 sample programs represented
nearly 100 tribes. In fact, the caseloads of 22 of these programs
included persons representing at least five different tribal groups?
Other than the situation in which rio eligibility guidelines specifical-
ly target tribal members, it appears that programs follow the guide-
line of offering benefits to any household that is financially eligible
and resides within a specified service area s In fact, one program
ran newspaper advertisements that did not associate the program
with the rio in order to prevent potentially eligible persons from
assuming that they had to be affiliated with a tribe to receive FDPIR
benefits (the staff of this program felt that they already were reach-
lng most tribal members who were in need).

Another dimension of outreach is the potential obstacle to partici-
pation posed by language barriers. In only two sample programs
did program directors report more than five percent of the house-
holds they served as not using English as their primary language.
Nevertheless, in every sample program, a member of the staff or

4Thc extreme tribal diversity in some programs' caseloads is illustrated by two
program_ one of which served persons rcpresentinE 14 tribes and the other which
served persons affiliated with 13 different tribes.

$Programs that have been authorized to provide benefits in "near areas," that is,
areas off thc reservation, but nearby, limit eligibility to tribal members who live in
those areas.
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some other resource person (for example, a tribal official at a
nearby office) could assist in translation. In fact, for some pro-
grams, speaking the native tongue was a job requirement. It ap-
peared, therefore, that adequate measures had been taken to avoid
problems in this area.

__L_l/_. The FDPIR certification process involves three phases
of activity for certification sped_!i_ts. These phases include initial
certification of households, recertification of households that contin-
ue to need assistance at the end of their established certification

period, and reassessments of eligibility when changes of circum-
stance are reported before the end of a household's certification
period. The certification process is .similar to that in the Food
Stamp Program and other means-tested income assistance programs
(see the discussion in Chapter IV) in that household size, composi-
tion, financial assets, income, and expenses must be ascertained, and
in certain cases, independently verified. 6 However, as we discuss in
Chapter IV, the procedures followed in FDPIR are not as stringent
as those in other programs, and according to focus group comments,
seem to result in a simpler application process and a lower burden
of participation for eligible households (for example, FDPIR does not
require monthly reporting or work registration).

The fact that the amount of FDPIR benefits does not vary according
to household income, but depends solely on household size, means
that the determination of household income does not have to be as

precise as it is in the Food Stamp Program and other income
assistance programs. Regulations require verification of gross
income; this verification is often completed during the application
process or during the pre 'hminary one month certification period.
However, no complex calculations of benefit amounts based on
income are required. Therefore, once a certification specialist
determines that a household's financial resources are within limits

(regulations require verification of assets only if the certification
specialist feels that an applicant's statement is questionable), the
final determination of income-eligibility is straightforward. As a
result, program directors reported on average that three-fourths of
eligible applicants received food the day they applied, even though
very few programs formally processed more than five applications a
month as expedited service.

6Thc pr(x:e,durcs used to verifyinformation arc discussedbelow in thc section
on program integrity. In thb=r_fJoa, we focus more on thc activitie_and workload
rdated to certification.

II-17



Unlike in the Food Stamp Program, if a household applying for
commodities under FDPIR cannot provide documentation to support
its stated level of income, the household can be certified for one
month pending receipt of the necessary documentation. This proce-
dure makes it poss_le for certification specialists to determine
eligibility within a few minutes after receiving a completed applica-
tion form. However, staff also reported that they offer informal
assessments of potential eligibility to nonparticipating households
that call or come into the office to inquire about the program_ In
other words, the use of a denial rate (e.g., the proportion of denied
cases divided by the number of applications in a given month) is not
a good performance indicator of administrative effectiveness. The
fact that only five of the 30 sample programs reported formally
denying more than 10 cases in the study reference month tends to
confirm the prevalence of thi_ practice.

The relative simplidty of the FDPm application (and recertification)
process makes it possible for certification specialists to conduct
business away from their offices with minimal administrative sup-
port (e.g., access to equipment such as telephones, calculators,
computers, or typewriters). Nearly haft of the sample programs
enhanced their accessl'bility by operating tailgate application and
distribution systems in which commodities are carried by truck to
different population centers in a program's service area. In addition
to receiving commodities at these sites, households may apply for
benefits or be recertified to participate. This often enables them to
avoid a longer trip to the central office or warehouse.

The common use of tailgate distribution and certification is appar-
em in Exhibit H.7, especially among large and medium-sized pro-
grams which generally serve larger geographic areas. While the
majority of applications and recertificatious across all sample pro-
grams were received and processed at the main office or warehouse,
nearly half of the applications and recertificatious processed in the
large programs were handled at tailgate sites. Also, in a few cases,
usually those involving elderly or disabled persons who could not
visit the office or tailgate site, applications were submitted by mail
and a certification specialist visited the applicant's home to com-
plete the application and obtain additional information.
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Exhsbit IL7

'Proportion and Mean Frequency of Certification Activities by Size of Program
and Nature of Activity for September 1989

Program Size Category

(Number of Sample Programs)

ACTIVITY Small Medium Large All
(15) (10) (5) (30)

APPLICATIONS Percentage by Program Size

Filed at Main Office/Warehouse 92 86 54 66

Fded at Taaoate Site 8 13 46 34

Fried Elsewhere 0 I 0 0

Total 100 100 100 100

0_0 (12) (gl) (194) (la))

RECERTIFICATIONS

Done at Main Office/Warehouse 70 69 52 55

Done at Tail onte Site 30 29 48 44

Done Elsewhere 0 2 0 1

Total 100 100 100 100

0'0 (27) 0O3) (555) (229)

IN'FERIM CHANGES* Mean Frequency by Program Size

Reported by Telephone 1 4 7 4

Mail Report 0 i 6 2

In-Person at Office/Warehouse I 3 34 13

Report at Commodity Pickup 2 4 23 10

Total 4 12 70 29

'Due to inf'requcntoccurrence,percentagesfor interim changeswouldnot be reliable.

The area of greatest activity is the recertificadon of eligible house-
holds. On average, agencies in the study processed more than twice
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as many recertifications as initial applications in September 1989.7
In contrast, relatively few households reported interim changes in
cirounstance during an active certification period. Given that the
certification specialist establishes the length of each household's
certification period, agencies can control their recertification work-
load by carefully establishing the length of certification If more
households have long certification periods, fewer recertifications
have to be processed for a given number of participating house-
holds.

Based on data in their case records, only 27.3 percent of the house-
holds in the study sample had a 12-month certification period. One-
fourth (25.1 percent) had a six-month certification, 11.5 percent had
three months, 7.9 percent had a one-month certification, and the
remainder had less frequently used periods such as four months or
seven months. However, in contrast to these findings, program staff
estimated that 41 percent of the households in their caseloads had
certification periods of the maximum 12 monthx, s

An interesting pattern emerged in the certification periods reported
by program staff in different sized programs. Certification special-
ists in small programs reported granting longer certification periods
than those in medium-sized progrmm, and in turn, those in medi-
um-sized programs tended to grant longer certification periods than
those in large programs. Forty-seven percent of the households in
the small programs were reported to receive 12-month certifications,
compared to 41 percent of the medium-sized program caseload, and
36 percent of the large-program caseloads. The tendency toward
shorter certification periods in the larger programs implies a some-
what heavier recertification work load in programs of this size.

The shorter certification periods granted in large programs also
suggests that certification specialists in larger programs feel less
familiar with individual participants, and therefore are more cau-

?A very high proportion of applications by households currently not receiving
commodities involves households that participated in FDPIR at some earlier point.
As a result, program staff reported that they rarely received applications from
househol& that had never participated. This response is consistent with program
participation data obtained in the household survey (see the discussion in Chap-
ter IV).

SProgram staff estimates generally reflected longer certification periods than
wcre indicated by our survey data. For example, they also reported that 31 percent
had six-month certification periods, and 13 percent had three-month periods, with
thc rem_inln_ l-fi percent scattered.
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tious in granting long certification periods. However, whatever
sense of detachment may exist does not seem to affect the rate at
which new applications axe denied. The rate of denials in Septem-
ber 1989 was 15.4 percent among sm:_!i programs, 16.2 percent
among medium-sized programs, and 14_5 percent among the large
programs.

Nutrition Education. The effectiveness of food assistance programs
is a function of a variety of factors, including the impact a given
program has on the amount of food actually consnmed by partici-
pants, the quality of food obtained through the program; and the
ability of households to optimize their food resources. This last
factor is a special concern in FDPIR because many food item_
provided by the program require preparation, and for those with
nutrition-related health problem% special preparation techniques
may be necessary. Thus, basic knowledge and willingness on the
part of household members to properly prepare food is needed, and
will affect the foods' nutritional value. Further, the selection of
food for consumption, both from FDPIR and other sources, will
influence the nutritional quality of the diet. Finally, the nutritional
quality of the diet and selected other lifestyle factors have a pro-
found impact on the health of the program's target population. As
a result, local FDPIR programs are required to include selected
nutrition education components.

Federal regulations (§2S3.5 [g]) governing FDPIR specifically require
the following activities:

· pl]bllaze bow commodes may b_ used [o contribute to a nutritious diet

and how commodities may be properly stored;

, encourage appropriate org_ni;,_t;ons, county extension home economists,
[Expanded Food and Nutrition Education Program (EFNEP)] aides, and
q-_lificd voluntccrs to provide food and nutrition information, mcnuz, or
COOkingdemonstrations; and

* encourage thc dissemination of food and nutrition information dcsigncd to
improve thc nutrition of households on Indian reservations.

The availability and usage of FDPIR nutrition education resources
are assessed and discussed below based on data from administrative

interviews and program doo_ment abstraction at the 30 FDPIR
programs, as well as during the three focus group discussions with
FDPIR participants. Thlq discussion is followed by a description of
the components of an optimal nutrition education program.
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Special Food mhd Nutrition Concerns. During structured inter-
views, program directors confirmed special diet and food concerns
related to their recipient population which had been identified in
their most recent FDPIR plan of operation. Twenty-nine out of 30
directors reported that diabetes is a disease of special concern in
their service area. Eighteen reported hypertension, and 17 reported
obesity as nutrition-related health issues of major concern, while 4
each also reported alcoholism and heart disease. High cholesterol
and low-iron status were both mentioned once. This is remarkably
consistent with focus group discussions, during which diabetes,
hypertension and obesity were identified as major health problems
in all three discussion groups. Other nutrition-related health prob-
lems mentioned in the focus group discussions included alcoholism,
heart disease, high cholesterol, cancer and stomach ulcers. As we
discuss in Chapter III, these observations are consistent with the
scientific literature on American Indian nutrition and health status,

as well as the findings of the FDPIR household survey.

Nutrition Education Expenditures. In light of the nutrition-
related health concerns expressed by program staff, it was surprising
to find that eight of the 30 programs, or approximately one-fourth
(26.7 percent, representing all sizes of progrum_ and three different
regions) reported no nutrition education budget. Four of these
same eight programs reported coordinating nutrition education
activities with staff of other community progr_tm% although only two
reported actual activity being conducted. Another 17 programs
reported _tnnual nutrition-education budgets under $18,075, roughly
the starting salary of a nutritionist? Although only two programs
actually employed fulltime nutritionists, the remaining five program_
reported nutrition education budgets ranging from $21,308 to
$181,086, with the budget for the largest program more than six
times larger than that of the second largest program. On average,
the _mple programs reported spending about $30 per household
per year on nutrition education, or an average of $13,132 per
program per year. These expenditures represent about five percent
of an average annual administrative budget, and they ranged from
zero to 24.9 percent for individual programs.

One of the tribes making a substantial financial commitment to
nutrition education operates the largest FDPm program in the
country. For FYLO89this tn'be committed 8.9 percent of its FDPIR

of the Contia,,;,*gEducationConferenceof the Association of
State and TerritorialPublicHealth Nutrition Directors.Editor, Mildred Kaufman,
MS, RD, June 4-7, 1989,p. 22.
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adminiqrative budget to nutrition education and employed one of
the two professional nutritionists reported on the staff of the 30
sample programs. It also employed five full-time nutrition aides (no
other program reported having such staff). In this one program,
more than half (53 percent) of the FDPmnutrition education budget
was derived from tribal resources.

The second largest financial commitment to nutrition education was
made by a program with a nutrition education budget of $28,332
(9.8 percent of its FOPIRa_trative budget). The third largest
nutrition education budget was reported by the only other FI)Pm
program that employed a nutritionist. This large program spent 3.3
percent of its operating budget on nutrition education ($26,583),
and employed the nutritionist part-time.

Nutrition Education Staff Support. Nearly two-thirds of the 30
sample programs reported personnel expenditures related to nutri-
tion education. As already mentioned, however, only two of these
19 programs reported having nutritionists on staff. Personnel sup-
port ranged from $100 to $19,923 per year and averaged $6,424 for
the 17 programs reporting nutrition education personnel expendi-
tures (excluding the two programs with nutritionists on staff). In
only one program did a nutrition educator from another program
receive compensation for services.

The tribes reporting nutrition education personnel expenditures
based these expenses on FDPm staff who provided some form of
nutrition education (for example, certifiers who distributed informa-
tion on food preparation such as recipes and cookbooks). With few
exceptions, FDPm personnel had no formal training in either nutri-
tion or health education.

Nutrition Education Services. The nutrition education services

provided by FDPIRprograms conform to those mandated by Federal
regulations outlined above. Of the 30 programs included in the
survey, 25 reported distributing nutrition education materials to
program participants. Nearly three-fourths of the programs (22)
reported that they often coordinated with staff from other programs
(for example, home economists from the county extension service or
Indian Health Service [IHS]personnel) in sponsoring food prepara-
tion demonstrations.

Generally, program directors considered demonstrations less effec-
tive than distributing printed material in reaching program partici-
pants, with ranges of contact from less than five to 100 percent of
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the program PoPulation. The directors rePorted that many more
partidpants were reached through printed food information materi-
als, because they were often distributed during key program activi-
ties (i.e., certification and food pickup). Both the distribution of
printed nutrition education materials and food preparation demon-
stratious were considered as program outreach opportun/ties, and
therefore, were avafiable to non-participants in 68 and 73.7 percent
of the progran_ respectively.

Most commonly, nutrition education materials took the form of
recipes and cookbooks. About three-fourths of the programs (76.7
percent) reported providing recipes to FDPIR participants and 53.3
percent reported providing cookbooks at some point in the recent
past. Approximately one-fourth of the programs (26.7 percent) re-
Ported using newsletters as a means of Popular education, and
almost one half (46.7 percent) reported using other education
materials, such as fact sheets, pamphlets, posters, and videos.

Eleven of the 30 sample programs reported coordinating with
existing nutrition education resources on or near the reservations to
produce program-specific nutrition education materials. This
assl.stance generally took the form of developing recipes and offer-
lng food demonstrations. Sources of thi._ technical assistance usually
were staff from local WlC programs, the IHs and the Agricultural
Extension Service. Program staff also could use recipes developed
by USDA and available through the National Agricultural Library.

Qualitative Assessment of Nutrition Education Materials. In
our visits to programs involved in the study, we collected nutrition
education materials so that a nutrition/st on the study team could
make a qualitative assessment of them. This assessment included:

· the types of nutrition material used;

· whether these materials provided information on food han-
dling and preparation (i.e., recipes and cookbooks) or were
nutrition-based (recommendations for improved diet quality
or guidelines for specialized diets);

· the sources of these materials and publication dates (if avail-
able).

The results of thi_ assessment are summarized below.
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Nutrition education materials generally fit four categories: recipes,
cookbooks, newsletters and general food and nutrition information.
These materials often were not available to the data collectors

during the survey, and the most commonly reported reason for this
was that the materials were temporarily out of stock or were no
longer available. Thus, nearly a third of the 22 programs reporting
that they provided recipes to program participants could not provide
copies to data collectors. Fifteen programs reported using cook-
books, although slightly more than half could not provide a copy.
Similarly, we could not obtain copies of newsletters from 29 percent
of the programs and general food and nutrition information report-
ed to be used was only available in about a third of the cases.
Therefore, the following discussion is based only on those materials
available for analysis.

For the first three categorie.v-recipes, cookbooks and newsletters--
the content was largely the same. In other words, recipes were
offered for program participants to better use commodity products,
either through individual one-page recipes, cookbooks, or newslet-
ters. Generally, recipes incorporated specific commodity food items
(although not always) but provided no nutrition information. Most
of these recipes were compiled from multiple sources by FDPIR

staff. Assistance from local Agriculture Extension staff, IHS staff; or
State agency staff was reported by only four programs.

Some of these materials were innovative. One program provided
individual recipes with easy to follow pictures for illiterate or non-
English speaking participants. Another program developed a
cookbook based on recipes contributed by program participants. A
third program contributed to a tribal newsletter that contained
articles on good nutrition, diet and health, with recipes which
complemented the text.

Fourteen programs reported providing some form of general food
and nutrition information not pertaining exclusively to American
Indians or FDPIR participants. The majority of this information was
in the form of pamphlets or small booklets by USDA, such as "Build-
ing a Better Dieff (Program Aid Number 1241), _How Do You Find
the Best Meat Buys?", and _/hich Brand Is the Best to Buy? 'a°

10USDA also offers FD!'IR staff access to thc services of the Food and Nutrition

Information Center (FNIC), part of thc National Agricultural la'brary. FDPIR staff
may use FNICreference services and receive photocopies of journal articles without
cord. PNIC staff nutritionists are available to locate specific facts, suggest org:_niTa-
tions that can provide additional information, and conduct computerized literature
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Pamphlets provided by IHS were reported to be used by three
programs and several reported other sources, such as commodity
promotion associations, or health-related associations like the
American Diabetes Association. While the presentational quality of
most of these reading materials was high, the appropriateness de-
pended partly on the topic's particular relevance to program partici-
pants, and more importantly, on participants' ability to read, under-
stand and translate this information into meaningful behavioral
change.

Usual Sources of Nutrition Education. During focus group
discussions, participants reported that their usual sources of nutri-
tion information were: family members most often, then health
professionals, followed by magazines, newspapers and television,
and finally, the commodity program. Recipes were reported to be
used by most participants in all three FDPIR focus groups. Maga-
zines were reported to be the most common source of recipes, with
family, friends and FDPIR reported as secondary but significant
SOurCeS.

As is the case with any se.mrnent of the general population, focus
group participants were subject to misinformation and misconcep-
tions about food and nutrition. This was apparent in some of the
comments offered during the focus group sessions. For example, in
one group, diabetes was described as resulting from too much sugar
and fat in the diet. Although obesity was identified as a separate
nutrition-related health problem, it was not linked to diabetes, nor
was losing weight considered an appropriate means of improving the
diabetic condition?

Optimal Nutrition Education Services. A number of nutrition
and health education texts and professional associations have de-
fined optim;il nutrition education. For example, in a classic text,
Nutrition and Diet Therapy by S. R. Williams, components of a
successful nutrition education program were described. These
included: developing a knowledge of the target population; under-
standing the reasons for sustained food habits; identifying customs
which may need to be changed; meeting individual dietary, social

searchers.

HAs we discussin ChapterIlk diabetesoccursat very high rates among
American Inrlian_and the overwhelmingmajority is classifiedasType II diabetes.
This form of diabetes occurs among genetically suscepta'bl¢ adults and is greatly
a_ravated by obesity.
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and emotional needs; encouraging self-knowledge, involving key
family and COmmunity leaders, including the household "gatekeeper"
of food; developing effective communication skills; and evaluating
results.

Applying the principles listed above to the context of a food assis-
tance program; activities that would optimize the impact of nutrition
education include:

· identifying potential nutrition-related health problems;

· providing relevant nutrition information to the target popula-
tion;

· developing and implementing effective programs to assist in
modifying food and nutrition behavior; and

· promoting changes within the family and community to sup-
port improved health and nutrition behavior.

This latter point is particularly important within the American
Indian culture, which is distinguished by the many social ties held
among tribal members and strong group cohesion, both within the
family and the community. Finally, using nutrition education activi-
ties as a means of program outreach may also serve broader pro-
grammatic purposes.

Summary. The effectiveness of FDPIR in providing a nutritious
diet to participants depends in large measure on the participants'
ability to: properly select and use commodity foods; identify poten-
tial nutrition-related health problems; and make changes in their
households and the community tO improve health and nutrition.
This is of special concern among American Indians because of high
levels of diabetes, hypertension, obesity, and other nutrition-related
health problems, Also, in order to ensure effective use of FDPIR
food items, misinformation and misconceptions about food and
nutrition among program participants should be identified and
corrected.

Currently, many program participants appear to have limited access
to information and education services to develop needed nutrition
and health-related skills. Approximately one-fourth of the programs
had no nutrition education budget, and only two actually employed
nutritionists. In about three-fourths of the programs, staff with little
or no training in nutrition distributed one-page nutrition informa-
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tion fliers or sponsored group food preparation demonstrations.
Staff in as many as half of the sample programs also distributed
cookbooks, and about one-fourth of the programs contributed to a
newsletter that contained food and nutrition information. Almost

one-half of the programs distributed other general food and nutri-
tion information through fact sheets, pamphlets, posters, and videos.
However, many programs were unable to maintain a supply of these
materials, thus limiting the effectiveness of their nutrition education
efforts.

Assessing Food Preferences. The Commodity Distribution Reform
Act and wIc Amendments of 1987 (Public Law 100-237) require
that FNS periodically assess the acceptability of commodities to the
program participants who receive them. Consistent with this man-
date, FNS developed a survey instrument for FDPIR agencies to use
in ascermlning food preferences among participating households. In
turn, Ires surveys program administrators to obtain a report on the
acceptability of commodities. 12

Our survey of program operations indicated that approximately
three-fourths (73.3 percent) of the sample programs conducted
some type of survey of food preferences in FY1989. Approx/mately
two-thirds of these programs asked all participating households to
complete a questionnaire, w/th varying rates of response (response
rates are not available). The remaining programs relied on
nonprobability samples ran_ng from 10-50 percent of their case-
load. In some of these cases, formq simply were left out at distribu-
tion sites for participants to fill out as they chose, more along the
lines of a complaint mechanism. However, most of the program
directors interviewed for the study felt that informal feedback and
'take rates' (the relative rate at which participants requested partic-
ular itemq in making selections each month) were at least as helpful
as the information they obtained through participant surveys.

Based on their experience, most program directors identified certain
items that their clients clearly preferred or disliked. Preferences for
particular items varied across programs and regions, with some
directors saying that a particular item was not widely l/ked while
others reported that it was a favorite. For example, some directors
reported that they never ordered blackeyed peas, whereas others
tried to ensure that they had them in stock each month. Again_

12A summary of findings from such a survey is provided in a report by the
Food Dism'butioa Division, FNS, Food Distn'bution Proaram on Indian Reserva-
tions Commodi_ Acceptability Survey Analysis, November 1988.
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because directors tend to base food orders on their understanding
of participants' stated preferences, an item such as blackeyed peas
might not be available in some programs, whereas some directors
would make it a priority to ensure its availability.

Commodity There are four distinct stages in the commodity distribution process.
Distribution These stages include:

· the ordering of commodities by States and 1TOs;

· the acquisition and distribution of commodities to States and
1TOSby USDA;

· the storage of commodities received from USDA by States
and rros; and

· the distn_bution of commodities each month to households
certified to receive them.

We describe each of these four stages below, followed by a discus-
sion of the effectiveness of the commodity distribution process.

Ordering Commodities. The program directors interviewed for this
study generally reported that recent distribution trends ('take rates")
and inventory levels usually provide the basis for ordering commodi-
ties from USDA and maintaining a sufficient stock to meet the needs
of local participants. These trends are affected by the level of
participation in recent months, the commodities being offered by
USDA, and local program directors' (or other staff) perception of
food preferences.

Orders also must be consistent with Federal requirements that each
household be offered a certain amount of food from each of several

food groups within the FDPIR package. Additionally, FNS recom-
mends that programs maintain an inventory that would be sufficient
to meet the demand for food for three months. Therefore, when
program directors submit their orders, FNS Regional officials review
them to ensure that each program has the desired three-month
supply (but not more than a six-month supply).

Aeauisition o[' Con, modifies by FNS. The availability of specific
food items to FDPIR participants also depends on USDA's ability to
fill orders submitted by local programs. After receiving and review-
ing these orders, staff in all of the Regional Offices except the West
refer the orders to FNS headquarters. FN$ reviews and approves the
orders, and transmits them to a contractor who operates the USDA
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warehouse in Kansas City, Kansas, which handles about two-thirds
of all the food shipped to FDPIR programs. Officials in the Western
Region submit orders directly to the contractor in Kan._as, who then
routes trucks directly from processors to larger prograrn_ in the
West and from warehouses in Exeter, California, and Kent, Wash-
ington.

The Agricultural StabiliTation and Conservation Service (ASCS) and
the Agricultural Marketing Service (AMS) of USDA are responsible
for procuring commodities that are stored at these central ware-
houses. A,SCSobtains dairy products, grains, oils, and honey, where-
as AMS obtains meats, fruits, vegetables, and corn syrup. These
agencies must contend with droughts and other weather conditions
that affect the general market, as well as competition from the
commercial sector in obtaining food at a reasonable price.

Food orders must be received at the USDA warehouse one month

prior to shipment to allow time for loading. The guidelines used by
the warehouse contractor call for each order to contain at least

30,000 to 36,000 pounds, approximately the minimal net weight for
one truckload. As a result, filling the orders of small FDPIR pro-
grams can be problematic because their orders are often smaller
than normal production contract volumes and special efforts must
be made to assemble and ship such orders.

Given the guidelines followed by the warehouse contractor, some
small programs only receive two or three shipments a year. There-
fore, unless they have the capacity to store four to six months'
inventory, these programs may experience shortages. Such shortag-
es can reduce the nutritional balance of the packages issued to
participating households, and if related to ingredients for particular
recipes, make it difficult for participants to use effectively the
commodities that are available.

To address this potential problem, some smaller programs have
contracted with larger programs to order and store commodities.
Similarly, the prograrn._ operated by ITOs in State-administered
systems can rely on large State-owned central warehouses and not
be forced to rely exclusively on the relatively small warehouses
located on their reservations. However, this introduces another
administrative level in the commodity acquisition process, and may
result in a reduced sense of control for those program directors who
experience shortages or delays in shipments at that level or at the
Federal level
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Stora2e of Commodities by States and rros. Each program must
have space to store the commodities it receives from USDA to

distribute to FoPm participants. In the program operations survey,

we compiled basic information about the storage capacity of each of

the 30 sample programs and also developed additional measures of

storage space relative to each program's caseload. First, using data

from the FNS Form-152 for July 1989, we determined the number of

each food item in inventory and divided it by the number of partici-

pating households. We then took the average of this figure across
all items in stock. This produced a relative measure of inventory

voh_me per participant household that could be compared across

different size programs. We then performed a similar series of

calculations for the items issued in that month. Together, they

represent the total volume of food issued or in storage per house-

hold in July 1989. A summary of findings is presented in Exhibit
I1.8.

Exlu'bit H.8

Commodity Storage and Distribution Characteristics by Size of Program

Program Size Category
(Number of Sample Programs)

CHARACFERISTIC Small Medium Large
(15) (10) (.5)

STORAGE CAPACITY (SQ. FT.)

Warehouse 3,546 5,222 18,932

Refrigerated Space 102 359 842

Total Storage Space per Household 21 14 10

ITEM INVENTORY PER HOUSEHOLD'

Mean 3.8 5.4 4.3

Standard Deviation 5.0 8.2 6.5

ITEM ISSUED PER HOUSEHOLD'

Mean 1.6 1.7 1.8

Standard Deviation 2.4 2.4 3.0

'The measure of inventory per household is the average across all food items of the average
number of units of each item in stock divided by the number of participa6ng households.
Similarly, the number of items issued per household is the average across all food items of the
average number of units of each item divided by the number of participating households.
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Storage capacity appears to be inversely related to the size of
programs on the basis of the storage space per household reported
above. However, data concerning the size of inventory (measured
as the mean number of units in inventory per household for each
item in inventory) do not support the conclusion that storage capaci-
ty implies larger inventories. In fact, the small programs had the
lowest inventory level based on this indicator. This is consistent
with the point discussed above that these programs tend to receive
fewer shipments because of the minimum size of shipments permit-
ted from USDA warehouses.

The last set of measures in Exhibit H.8 suggest that large programs
issued households a larger amount of any given food item. The
differences are quite small and subject to measurement error.
However, one plausible reason for variation in this measure is that
households receive more of a particular item in a food group to
compensate for the lack of selections within that group. For exam-
ple, if only four vegetables were available rather than the full range,
participants might be offered and accept more of the available
items. While this would not necessarily compromise the nutritional
balance of the package, it would result in less variety, and potential-
ly, a lower level of participant satisfaction.

Distribution of Commodities to Households. The amount and

variety of food issued to participants could be related to the meth-
ods a program uses to distribute food as weU as to storage capacity.
We observed two different distribution systems--tailgate (a truck
travels to distribution points away from the warehouse to meet
participants) and manual (pickup at a central warehouse). There is
some variation in the operation of warehouse distribution sites in
that some are *self-service M(participants use shopping carts to select
items), whereas FDPIR staff retrieve items for participants in others.
Also, some programs do not use one system exclusively, but distrib-
ute according to special needs (for example, having nearby partic-
ipants come to the warehouse, but providing tailgate service to
persons living in remote areas).

What is most important with regard to this aspect of program
operations is each program's effort to enhance accessibility by
'minimizing the need for FDPIR participants to travel long distances
to apply for and receive commodities. Also, the certification process
is affected by the distribution system in that applications and
recertifications are routinely processed at tailgate distribution sites.
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Exhibit H.9

Distribution Methods by Program Size

Program Size Category
(Number of Sample Programs)

Dist_ution
Method Small Medium Large Total

(_) (10) (_ (3o)

Tail aatc and
Warehouse 5 6 5 16

Warehouse and

Home Delivery 8 2 - 10

Warehouse

Only 2 2 - 4

As shown in Exhibit IL9, among all the programs in the study
sample, slighfiy more than half issued food both from a warehouse
and by tailgate. One-thlrd issued food primarily at a warehouse, but
also made deliveries directly to the homes of households with
elderly and disabled members. Only four program_ issued food
exclusively from a warehouse. It is apparent, therefore, that most
program_ attempt to make the program more accessible by offering
tailgate distribution or home delivery.

The dism'bufion method used in a program appears to be related to
the size of the program. All five large programs distributed foods
fi'om warehouses and via tailgate. In three of these programs,
however, a large majority of households were served at tailgate sites
rather than at warehouses. Six of the ten medium-sized programs
issued commodities from a warehouse and by tailgate. The remain-
ing four programs in thi._size group issued primarily from a ware-
house, but two of them also made special home deliveries. Among
the small programs in the study sample, two-thirds (10) distributed
primarily from a warehouse. However, all but two of these pro-
grams also provided home delivery. The other five small programs
distributed from a warehouse and by tailgate.

This pattern of distribution methods across programs of different
sizes seems to be cousistem with the findings reported in Exhibit
II.9. Specifically, smaller programs tend to distribute from ware-
houses (or prepare packages for home delivery) rather than by
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tailgate and, therefore, are likely to be able to offer a full selection
of items each month. Large and medium-sized programs, in con-
trast, tend to rely more on tailgate distribution. Many of the direc-
tors of these programs reported that the limited space on their
trucks forced them to restrict selections within food groups available
to households in any given month. As a result, only over a cycle of
two or three months were they able to offer households an opportu-
nity to obtain every item in the FDPIR package.

We discuss the distance participants must travel to commodity
distribution points in the next chapter. However, it is helpful to
know at this point that FDPIR participants in small programs report-
ed traveling shorter distances (a mean of 11.5 miles) than sample
participants in larger and medium-sized programs (means of 13 and
13.8 miles respectively). Also, these differences in travel distance
between participants in small programs and those in large and
medium-sized programs are understated. This is because, except for
three small programs in which participants had to travel more than
20 miles on average, participants in small programs tended to travel
much less than the average of 11.5 miles. In fact, the distance to
the commodity distribution point in seven of the 15 small programs
averaged five miles or less.

The more widespread use of warehouse distribution among small
programs seems appropriate in light of the shorter trips many
participants in these programs reported making. Given that large
and medium-sized Programs tend to rely on the tailgate method, the
distances participants in those progrums travel are likely to be less
than if they had to travel to the warehouse. Based on our visits to
21 of the program_ including visits to tailgate sites, this conclusion
seems reasonable.

Availability of Commodity Foods. The extent to which households

actually have access to the full range of items comprising the Fi)Pm
package serves as a useful test of the effectiveness of the FDPm
commodity distribution process. Thix access includes both a variety
of items within a food group as well as across the full range of
FDPm food groups.

We addressed thi._ issue in the household survey by asking respon-
dents (participants in September 1989) whether each of the approxi-
mately 70 items in the FDPIR food package had been available at
any time during a three month period (September and the two
preceding months). Using data from the household survey, we first
examined the percentage of households in the full sample that
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reported whether a given item had been available. We then com-
pared thi._ percentage with the percentages reported in each region,
noting when a difference was at least five percentage points higher
or lower than the proportion for the entire sample? For example,
among the entire sample of households, 93.7 percent reported beef
had been available in the previous three months. However, a
regional breakdown showed that 98.9 percent of the sample house-
holds in the Midwest had it available, but only 83.5 percent of the
households in the West (results for the other regions ranged from
94.7 to 98.5 percent).

Ex.'bit H.10

Patterns of Availab'dity for Food Items by Region

Number of Items Not Available During

3-Month SurveyPeriod for Si?ifieant
Region Number of Households*

Mountain plnln_ 9

Southwest 8

West 31

Midwest 11

Northeast/Southeast 16

'Number of food items which households in each region reported as unavailable,
given that the percentage report;-g each item was at least five percentage points
lower than the total combined percentage of the sample.

Exhibit H. 10 summarizes the regional comparisons of food avail-
ability. The data perta/ning to the Western Region stand out in the
table. For example, a significant number of households in the West
reported that they had not been able to obtain 31 items out of

13Although the standard errors of proportions estimated for the availability of
each item vary, five percentage points represents approximately two standard errors
in most _. This reduces the posaibility that the differences discussed here are
attributable simply to sampling error.
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approximately 70 items in the three months preceding the survey
(the survey was conducted primarily during October and November
1989). There were only five items (pvmpkin, turkey, spaghetti,
bread flour, and nonfat dry milk) that were more available to them
than persons in other regions. A check of FNS-152 data for July
1989 supported these reports, revealing an absence of inventory for
many of the same Rems reported as unavailable in the survey. The
large number of unavailable items in the Western Region suggests
that such unavailability is not explained simply by regional differenc-
es in food preferences, or by nationwide shortages in food items.

There are several possible sources of this problem in the distribu-
tion of FDPIR commodities. First, it may be related to the fact that
programs in the Western Region follow different ordering proce-
dures that can cause delays in shipments. Second, it may be an
unintended consequence of local programs' effort to enhance the
accessibility of the program by using tailgate distribution systems.

Program Program monitoring encompasses a broad set of activities intended
Integrity to maintain the integrity of the program, They include efforts by

local programs to:

· verify information provided by applicants;

· prevent households from receiving food stamps and FDPIR
commodities simultaneously (dual participation);

· pursue claims against participants who should not have re-
ceived commodities; and

· maintain appropriate commodity inventory controls.

The integrity of FDPIR also depends on effective program moni-
toring and oversight of local operations by staff in FNS Regional and
Field Offices, and in State agencies in State-administered programs.
Essentially, their responsibility is to ensure that local programs
operate in conformance with Federal regulations.

Verification Methods. Basing eligibility determinations on accurate
information prevents incorrect awards of commodities and main-
!ains the integrity of the program. In this section, we report the
responses to a series of questions we posed to FDPIR staff in the
survey of program operations concerning methods they employed in
verifying reported household circumstances.
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Federal regulations require that the income of all FDPIR applicants
be verified prior to certifying their households to participate? In
addition, program officials may require documentation of any
information provided by applicants that is deemed questionable.
This applies specifically to household composition and financial
assets. While less stringent than requirements in the Food Stamp
Program and other assistance programs, these regulations allow
local officials the discretion to require full documentation of circum-
stances prior to making a final determination of eligibility.

The first step in the eligibility determination process is to verify that
a household's financial assets are within the limits established by
Federal regulations ($3,000 for households with an elderly member
and $1,750 for all others). As shown in Exhibit II. 11, staff in half of
the sample progr'am_ indicated that they nearly always accepted the
applicant's statement of assets and did not attempt to verif_ them
("nearly always" refers to 90 percent or more of the applications
they processed). In contrast, one out of five progr, ms never took
the applicant's word and made some effort to confirm the report
(for example, asking the applicant to provide a letter from the local
bank confirming that they did not have an account with a value in
excess of the resource limit).

There do not appear to be major differences among small, medium,
and large programs in terms of the tendency of certification special-
ists to require documentation of assets. However, the staff in large
programs seem to follow a slightly different pattern than their
counterparts in small and medium-sized programs in the verification
of earned income. As shown in Exlu_it II.12, they tended to rely on
formal communications (such as letters from employers) rather than
seeing a check stub or calling the employer. They also were more
likely to request a copy of an actual paycheck from applicants.
Such verification methods may be another indication that staff in
larger programs are not as familiar with individual applicants'
circumstances, and therefore, must request more in-depth documen-
tation of information reported on the application.

As shown in Exhibit H. 13, copies of checks from public assistance
agencies, the Social Security Administration, pension funds, and
other sources of income not related to current employment were the
primary means used by certification specialists to verify this type of

14As we discussed earlier in the chapter, regulations do permit households to
be certified for one month pendlnE receipt of information that documents their
ciro, m-.t.ances, including incomc.
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Exhibit I1.11

Accept Applicant's Statement of
Amount of Household Assets

Sometimes
30% Never

20%

Nearly Always
50%

income. Award letters were the next most common form of verifi-

cation. A few programs matched their records (manually or by
checidn5 computerized records) with other agencies (especially

tn'hal records) to identify sources of income. Most important to

note, however, is that income, unlike financial assets, was routinely

verified, as required by Federal regulations.

Iden_g Dual Participation. Officials in 22 of the 30 sample
programs we interviewed received a monthly listing of food stamp
households from nearby welfare offices. In these program% certifi-

cation specialists reported that they routinely checked this listing, or

called if they felt the listing was not up to date, to ensure that

FDPIR applicants were not currently receiving food stamps. In the
remaining eight programs (these were typically in the smaller

programs), staff made a telephone call about every applicant to the
local food stamp office. Also, rather than exchange listings, FDPIR

and food stamp officials in four agencies sent interagency notices of
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Exhibit 11.12

Methods Used to Verify Earnings of
FDPIR Households

SMALL/MEDIUMPROGRAMS LARGEPROGRAMS

Check Stub
Check Stud 57%

73%

Other
_Other 2%

COpy Check Copy
5% 15%

Telephone Letter
Letter 9% 20% Telephone

· 7% 6%

Exhibit 11.13

Methods Used to Verify Unearned
Income of FDPIR Households

Letter to FDPIR
3% Award Letter

3O%

Check Copy Other
43% 11%

Compu[er MatCh
5%

Telephone
7%
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case actions related to households that were applying for or termi-
nating participation in one program or the other.

Claims ___nst Households and Disaualifications. When local
FDPIR officials determine that a household has received commodi-

ties to which it was not entitled, they must attempt to obtain com-
pensation from that household. The following circumstances could
result in an overissuance and lead an agency to make a claim
against a household:

· incorrect or incomplete information on an application;

· failure to report changes in ciro_mstance that affect basic
eligibility;or

· dual participation in the Food Stamp Program and FDPm.

The amount of the compensation is the estimated cash value of
commodities issued in error to the household (the estimates are
based on values FNSprovides for each commodity).

Sixteen of the 30 programs in the sample filed claim._ against house-
holds in FY1989. Twelve small and medium-sized programs filed 38
claims totaling $8,940. Four large programs filed 71 claim_ totalling
$19,111. The average size of a single filed claim was $257 for all
programs. (Precise data on the full range of filed claims sizes are
not available, since only composite figures were reported by pro-
grams.) The small programs received a grand total of $661 in
repayments of claims. Among the four large programs, only one
reported receiving "about $100 per month". Consistent with these
figures, most program directors reported that it was extremely
difficult to obtain repayments.

Households that fail to repay the claims made against them may be
disqualified from participating in FDPIR. Program directors have
some discretion in deciding when to disqualify a household. Some
directors told us that many households were financially unable to
make repayments, and as a result, they were not inclined to disqual-
ify such households, particularly if the household did not appear to
have fraudulent intent. This attitude is consistent with operating
guidelines in FNS Handbook 501 (p. 5-21) that permit directors to
waive disqualification if it would "cause undue hardship to the
household." The directors of 14 programs, including five that did
not report filing any claims, indicated that they had disqualified
certain households from participating during FY1989. Only one
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household was disqualified in each of nine programs. The number
in the remaining five programs ranged from two to 17.

Inventor, Controls. The integrity of a local FDPIR program also
could be undermined if commodities were diverted to inappropriate
uses by persons other than program participants. To avoid such
problems, each program must monitor its warehouse stock, the flow
of commodities into it from USDA, and the flow out to FDPIR house-
holds. This is accomplished through two types of inventories-a
physical inventory (usually taken at the end of each month) and a
perpetual inventory. Whereas the physical inventory involves an
actual count of items, the perpetual inventory books the distribution
of commodities to FDPIR households, damages to goods, and the use
of a small amount of commodities for special purposes (e.g., nutri-
tion education demonstrations).

The FNS Form-l$2 includes the results of a comparison between the
physical inventory for a given month and the inventory indicated by
records in the perpetual inventory. Two types of discrepancies can
arise. First, the physical inventory may reveal more units of stock
than the perpetual inventory shows. Thi._ could happen, for exam-
ple, when an issuance clerk undercounts the number of cans of
peaches a household has requested and the household fails to detect
the underissuance. The tally of household issuance records that is
entered into the perpetual inventory would show more cans being
issued than actually were received by the household.

The second type of discrepancy occurs when the count from the
physical inventory shows fewer units of stock than are indicated by
the perpetual inventory. Such a problem could arise, for example, if
a can or case of food item were mi._placed at a tailgate site and was
not put back on the truck and returned to the warehouse. Whereas
the first type of discrepancy reveals an unexplained surplus of stock,
the second reveals a shortage.

The two types of discrepancies indicate different kinds of operation-
al problems, but both are important and must be controlled. There-
fore, for the purpose of our analysis, we simply counted the number
of discrepancies that were found in the July 1989 physical and
perpetual inventories for each sample program, regardless of type.
We then computed two measures to describe the rate of discrepan-
cies. One measure is the mean number of discrepancies per item
across all items in inventory during July 1989. As Exhibit II. 14
shows, it is an absolute measure that increases with program size.
Therefore, to obtain a measure that could be compared across
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programs of different sizes, we computed a second measure. It was
produced by dividing the first measure by the number of items
issued and in inventory in July. In order to avoid reporting ex-
tremely small numbers, we report discrepancies per 1,000 units of
inventory.

ExhibitII.14

InventoryDiscrepanciesby Size of Program

ProgramSize Category
(Number of SamplePrograms)

DISCREPANCY MEASURE Small Medium Large
(15) 00) (5)

MEANINVENTORY DISCREPANCIES
PER ITEM

Mean 1.9 12.3 20.2

StandardDeviation 2.8 59.8 25.3

Coeffici_t of Variation 1.4 4.9 1.3

INVENTORY DISCREPANCIESAS A
PROPORTION OF VOLUME, PER
1,000UNITS

Mean 2.0 2.0 1.6

Standard Deviation 2.3 5.0 1.9

Coefficientof Variation 1.2 2.5 1.2

The data reported in Exhibit H. 14 suggest that the magnitude of
such discrepancies remained small across programs of all sizes. The
greatest number of inventory discrepancies occurred in the larger
programs. This discrepancy among the largest programs is to be
expected given the volume of material that flowed through these
facilities. However, when we examined these discrepancies in
relative terms of a proportion of the volume of commodities issued
and in inventory, the larger programs appear to have exercised
more effective control over inventory. There were no differences
between small and medium-sized programs. However, the larger
coefficient of variation among medium-sized programs indicates that
there was greater variability among this group, with some maintain-
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ing much better control than the average and some much worse
control?

In an effort to automate this process, FNSis supporting the develop-
ment of inventory control software through the Southwest Regional
office and providingmatching funds for local programs to purchase
computer equipment. Four of the five large programs have access
to microcomputers, and 11 of the remaining 25 sample programs
either own a microcomputer or have access to one owned by the
tribe. Therefore, there is a fairly high degree of computerization
among local programs. Our contacts with FDPIRstaff who rely on
computers to maintain the perpetual inventory indicated that this
relieves them of a time-consuming and tedious responsibility. Local
FDPIRstaff involved in the study also reported that microcomputer
spreadsheet models developed by FNSRegional Office staff to sup-
port commodity ordering made that process much easier for them.

Prom-am OversiP_ht. A final area related to program monitoring
concerns oversight of local FDPm programs by FNSand State offi-
cials. A considerable degree of oversight is exercised via reports
submitted by local programs. One of the most important is the FNS
Form 152 which, as descrl'bed above, summarizes inventory and issu-
ances on a monthly basis, as well as inventory discrepancies. State
and FNSRegional staff also review and.approve each program's
food orders. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, each program
must submit an annual plan of operation and budget that follow a
standard format developed by F_S.

In addition to monitoring reports bom local programs, FNSRegional
Office staff, working in cooperation with State personnel in State-
administered programs, often visit local programs to determine if
they are being operated efficiently and in a manner that ensures the
integrity of the program. While the oversight function differs ac-
cording to the administrative structure of each program; all pro-
grams are subject to Management Evaluation (ME) reviews. In
addition, each program operated by an ITO in a State-sponsored
program is subject to regular oversight by the staff of the State

1-VI'he coefficient of variation (CV) w_thln each group provides a standardized
measure of the degree of variability within each size group. It is computed by
dividing the standard deviation by thc mean. The CVs among large, medium and
small programs are 1.2, 2.5, and 1.2, respectively. This indicates that there ia twice
as much variation about thc mean level of discrepancies for medium-sized pro-

grAm_ as there is among other size programs. Therefore, the mean is not as
reliable a measure of thc typical discrepancy lc,mi for this group of samplc pro-
grams.
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agency responsible for the program: Variation exists, therefore, in
who performs the oversight function, how many different agencies
are involved, and what type of feedback on performance is provided
to local programs. Depending on how the oversight function is
carried out, local FDPIR officials may feel a weaker or stronger
sense of accountability for how they operate their program.

Over two-thirds of the sample programs (21) reported that they
were visited by an _ staff person during FY1989. Four programs
that were not visited by FNS in FYL089involved programs in State-
administered systems, and they were visited by staff from the agency
of State government that was responsible for oversight. A total of
17 programs indicated that an ME review had been conducted in
FY1989,and most of the sample programs had been reviewed within
the past two years.

The content of the ME reviews we exomined varied widely, partly
due to the idiosyncratic nature of the problems revealed by the
reviews, and partly due to the manner in which different reviews
had been conducted. Some offered brief and uniformly positive
appraisals of program operations, while others meticulously re-
viewed every aspect of program operations and offered suggestions
for improving most of them. Given the different approaches taken
in the reviews and the lack of a recent review for nearly half the
sample programs, it is not possible to offer a systematic summary of
review results?

16While_ Handbook .501dcscri_ thc rangeof issues to be covered in ME
revicws,most Slate and Regional_Aff cxcrciscwide discretion in condu,_ingthem.
One cxccptionis thc SouthwestRegion,which has adopted a detailed topicalout-
linc/questionnaire that staff must follow in conductingthc review. This degreeof
standardizationis likely to producefindingsthat are comparableacrossprograms in
that Region.
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D. CONCLUSIONS

Program One of the most important characteristics of local FDPm programs is
Structure their small size. Half of them serve fewer than 250 households per

month, and all but five of the remaining programs serve between 250
and 1,200 households per month. The staffing and administrative
cost data presented in this chapter indicate that larger agencies are
able to achieve significant economies of scale in serving program
participants. Average administrative costs per household in FY1989
ranged from $614 among small programs to $287 among large
programs. Similarly, the number of participant households per full-
time equivalent (FI'E) staff position was nearly 100 in large pro-
grams, compared to approximately 66 in small programs.

The fiat-rate administrative cost standard established by FNS does
not factor in these relative levels, of efficiency. As a result, all of
the programs whose administrative costs exceeded 30 percent of the
value of distributed commodities in FYL989served fewer than 250

households per month. This finding confirms that small programs
do not benefit from the same administrative economies of scale

experienced by larger programs.

In regions other than the West, half or more of the local programs
do not meet the 25-percent administrative fund matching require-
merit. Among small and medium-sized programs in the study
sample, nearly two-thirds of the cash value of the match was based
on in-kind contributions, in most cases the reported market value of
warehouse and office space. Therefore, while larger programs make
relatively substantial cash contributions to support the operation of
the program, many small and medium-sized programs depend
almost entirely on Federal cash outlays.

Program Staffing local FDPIR programs requires a limited range of staff
Staffing positions in the areas of program admini._tration and supervision,

certification, distribution, and nutrition education. In small pro-
grams, it is not uncommon for an individual to serve in all four
areas. In fact, one out of five of the sample programs were two-
person operations. Most staff averaged at least three years' experi-
ence in FDPIR, with certification specialists averaging 4.1 years and
directors across the sample programs averagj'ng 5.1 years.

The highest average salary for any FDPIR staff position in FVz989
was $21,185 for program directors. Although staff in larger pro-
grams tended to be paid more than their counterparts in programs
that served fewer participants, the generally low level of
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salaries for these administrative positions seems to reflect the
condition of labor markets in areas served by FDPm.

Recipient Most directors expressed the opinion that all potentially eligible
Relations households know about the available benefits and where to apply for

them. As a result, with several specific exceptions, they focused
outreach efforts on public/zing the distribution schedule each month.
However, through efforts such as the operation of tailgate certifica-
tion and distn'bufion systems, and home delivery of commodities to
elderly and disabled participants, they seek to make the program
more accessible.

In most cases, local FDPIR programs do not restrict the availability
of benefits only to tribal members. The clientele of most local pro-
grams includes non-Indians and Indians representing five or more
tribes. Where tribal affiliation is used as an eligibility criterion, it is
because a program is attempting to serve American Indians whose
tribe does not have a reservation, and therefore, cannot use residen-
cy within a specified area as a qualifying factor.

Although program directors did not perceive any language barriers
to exist for more than a small percentage of their clientele, all
programs made provision for translators to be available (either a
staff member or some other person).

The eligibility determination process in FDPIR is less demanding for
applicants than it is in the Food Stamp Program and other assis-
tance programs. More often than not, the certification specialist
accepts the applicant's statement concerning financial resources, but
in nearly all cases, they obtain documentation to verify the
household's income. Approximately three out of four applicants are
able to obtain food the day they apply, partly because regulations
permit local progrnm_ to grant a one-month certification pending
verification of information on the application.

Federal regulations do not require local FDPIR programs to offer
extensive nutrition education services to program participants,
although the regulations do encourage programs to coordinate
nutrition education services with other local programs. The 30
sample progrnm_ in this study allocated an average of five percent
of the funds for _dministration to this function, with program sup-
port ranging from zero to almost 25 percent of their annual
administrative budgets. Even though all FDPIR program directors
identified nutrition-related problems as a special concern, over 25
percent of the programs reported no nutrition education budget.
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Of the resources provided for nutrition education, most are dedicat-
ed to personnel expenditures and the development and dissemina-
tion of recipes or food demonstrations. Nutrition education per-
sonnel resources, with only two exceptions out of the 30 programs
surveyed, are used to partially support program personnel whose
primary responsibility is certification or some other program activity.
These staff have little or no nutrition or health education training,
and the focus of their activities tends to be on distributing commod-
ity recipes and demonstrating how specific food items can be pre-
pared.

The effectiveness of FDPm in providing a nutritious diet to partici-
pants depends in large measure on the participants' ability to:
properly select and use commodity foods; identify potential nutri-
tion-related health problems; and make changes in their households
and the community to improve health and nutrition. In order to
ensure effective use of FDPIR food items, misinformation and mis-
conceptions about food and nutrition among program participants
also should be identified and corrected.

Commodity Local programs use a combination of three distribution methods in
Distribution order to accommodate both recipient needs and local situations.

About half of the program_ in the study sample used the tailgate
distribution method, and about a third delivered commodities direct-
ly to the homes of a relatively small nomber of elderly and disabled
participants. Very few programs, primarily those serving small
caseloads, rely solely on distribution from a central warehouse. This
does not seem to impose a burden on participants in these programs
because average distances to the warehouse tend to be relatively
short. Also, by obtaining food directly from the warehouse (or
through home delivery), a participant may be more likely to be able
to select from the full range of items in inventory. Program direc-
tors reported that choices in any given month tend to be more
restricted for participants who receive their food at tailgate sites clue
to limited space of trucks.

Survey reports indicate that significant variations exist across regions
in terms of the availability of specific food items. For example,
households in the Western Region are not able to select from as
wide a range of items as households in other regions. This was
confirmed by administrative reports descn'bing the inventories of
programs in that region. There are several possible sources of this
problem. First, it may be related to the fact that programs in the
Western Region follow different ordering procedures that cause
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delays in shipments. Second, it may be an unintended consequence
of local programs' effort to enhance the accessibility of the program
by using tailgate distn'bution systems.

Program To maintain the integrity of FDPIR operations, local programs have
Integrity instituted controls related to the eligibility of participants. First,

certification specialists routinely verify reported income. Second, all
sample programs made some provision for identifying dual participa-
tion in FDPIR and the Food Stamp Program, usually through an
exchange of participation lists with local food stamp offices. Third,
even though they received few repayments, more than half the
sample programs had pursued claims against households that had
received food for which they were not eligible.

Inventory controls are maintained by following perpetual and
physical inventory procedures prescribed by FNS, sometimes using
microcomputers and software provided by FNS. The rate of invento-
ry discrepancies observed among the 30 sample programs suggests
that large programs may be more effective in controlling this prob-
lem, and that medium-sized programs may be most susceptible to it.
It could be the case that the size of medium-sized programs and the
resources available to them result in their applying procedures
similar to those used in small programs to circumstances that are
more characteristic of large programs.

Finally,all but five of the 30 programs included in the study had
been visited in FY1989 by either FNS or, in the case of programs
supervised by an agency of State government, by State personnel.
Most of the programs received a formal Management Evaluation
(ME) review by FNS during the two years prior to the program
operations survey. The findings of reviews that had been done
varied widely, due partly to the range of problems they revealed and
partly to different approaches State and Regional personnel fol-
lowed in conducting the reviews.
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Chapter III

PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

Most of the food assistance programs admlni._tered by the Food and
Nutrition Service (FNS) are means tested, and some are targeted
toward particular segments of the low-income population. For
example, some programs serve only older persons, while others
address the needs of pregnant women and infants. The Food
Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FDPIR) is unique in
that it is targeted to residents of rural Indian reservations, primarily
American Indians.

We have discussed some characteristics of the FDPIR target popula-
tion in the preceding chapters. Low-income American Indians share
many of the same problems facing other persons who live in the rural
United States, such as declining job opportunities. The Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA) estimated 775,329 Native Americans to be living
outside Alaska in 1987.' Based on thi_ population estimate, one-
third (32.7 percent) received food stamps and approximately 17.3
percent received commodities through Fr)PIR.2 Given that as many
as ha/f of this group were receiving food assistance under one pro-
gram or the other, the extent of need among American Indians is
widespread. 3 Therefore, it is important to learn more about the
households and individuals being served by FDPIRSOthat the pro-
gram can address special, and perhaps diverse, needs of participants
effectively.

This chapter is divided into sections that address two broad sets of
issues. The first section provides a demographic and socioeconomic
profile of households and individuals who received commodities in
September 1989, with the focus on characteristics that may be related
to their level of need, such as employment status, educational attain-

1This estimate is drawn from a report by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Indian
_rvice Population and Labor Force Estimates. January 1987, Table 1.

2The estimate of American Indian food stamp participants is based on tabula-
tions from the 1986 food stamp Quality Control data base. The estimate of FDPIR
participation is the average monthly number of participants for fiscal year 1987.

3As wc discuss in Chaptcr IV, approximately 11_5 percent of the households
rece'rving commodities ill September 1989 had received food stamps within the past
12 months; therefore, the two estimates cannot simply be summed to yield an
unduplicated count of American Indian households that received assistance under
one or the other program.



merit, and access to trarteportation_ The second section examines
dietary needs and food preferences among program participants.
The survey conducted for this study provides new information about
the need for special diets and the prevalence of nutrition-related
health problems among FDPIR participants, and the acceptability of
specific items available through the program.

A. A PROFILE OF FDPIR HOUSEHOLDS AND PARTICIPANTS

The analysis of patterns of participation in public assistance often
focuses on the composition of participant households. For example,
the high incidence of female-headed households in the Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children (AFDC) program has focused attention
on problems such as adolescent pregnancy that tend to increase
participation by thi_ se tnnent of the population in that program.
Similarly, certain groups' overall level of participation in transfer
programs, such as older persons in the Food Stamp Program, has
been examined by researchers and policy analysts to assess whether
specific barriers to participation exist for them.

Given the lack of information about households and individuals who

receive commodities under FDPIR, we recognized that it would be
helpful to have more basic information about their characteristics.
To obtain this information, we collected data from two sources about
households that received commodities from FDPIR during September
1989, the reference month for the study. The first source was the
case record of each of 827 households selected for this study. The
other source of data was a survey in which interviews were conducted
with respondents representing 757 of those households.

By design, the collection of data from these two sources was comple-
mentary. Consistent with the information requirements of the FDPIR
eligibility determir_ation process, household case records contain
fairly detailed information about financial circumstances, but very
little information about individual household members other than

their ages. As a result, we conducted the survey of FDPIR households
to provide more detailed information about each household member,
relationships among the members, and household circumstances
related to the need for food assistance.

The following profile of FDPIR participants draws information from
both data sources. It is divided into five topical areas--household
size and composition, characteristics of individual participants,
economic status, housing, and transportation
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Household Size The concept of a "household" under FDPIR refers to a group of indi-
and Composition viduals who normally purchase food and eat together, and whose

financial and other circumstances meet the eligibility criteria of the
program. It is possible, therefore, for more than one FDPIR house-
hold (or a FDPIR household and a non-FDPIR household) to occupy
the same residential unit.

On the basis of data obtained directly from FDPIR participants in the
household survey, we determined that persons not included in the
FDPIR case record (which defines the composition of the FDPIR

household) lived in about five percent of the sample households.
These persons were reported to be purchasing food and preparing
meals separately from the group of persons who constituted the
FDPIR household. As such, they were not counted by FDPIR certifica-
tion specialists in establishing the household size on which FDPIR
benefits were allocated.

Given the different manner in which household composition was
recorded in the case record, the survey report provided a more
complete depiction of the composition of households in which one or
more members received assistance from FDPIR in September 1989.
For example, whereas the case records indicated that nearly one-
third of participant households (32.6 percent) contained only one
person, responses to the survey suggested that approximately one-
fourth (23 percent) of the households actually consisted of persons
who lived alone. In our discussions below, we base our findings
related to household size on these survey report data.

As shown by Exhibit I11.1 (again, based on the survey data), one-
person households constituted the largest segment of the FDPIR
caseload. Approximately one in five households in the survey had
two members, and one-third had three or four members. Nearly
one-fourth of the FDPIR households who were interviewed had five or
more members.

This distribution of household sizes is not readily comparable to that
for other programs because those data also omit household members
who do not receive program benefits. However, the average of 3.2
members per FDPIR household compares to 3.5 members for all low-
income families in the United States in 1987.4 Also, only half of the

4100 percent of the Federal Poverty Guidelines, U.S. Department of Commerce,

Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 163, Poverty in
the United States: 1987 (Washlno_on, D.C- U.S. Government Printing Office, 1989),
p. 113.
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Exhibit II1.1

Size of FDPIR Participant Households

of Households

251 23

19.8
20

17.2
16.7

15i

10,

7.3

o
1 2 3 4 5 6 ,6

Number of Members

Sample of ?57 survey househoIcl$.

sample households contained ch/ldren, compared to 78.1 percent of
all low-income faro/lies, s As we discuss below, this poin_ to ail
important pattern of participation in FDI_R.

The data in thefirst column of subtotals in Exhibit 1II:2 show that

nearly tv/o-thirds Of the households included in the survey sample
contained a male adult and a female adult, referred to in the table as
'couples.' Survey data describing the relationships of household
members to the respondent (typically the FDPIR applicant) indicate
that about two out of three couples were married, and that married
couples were present in 41 percent of FDPIR households. This
pattern is very similar to the pattern found among all low-income

_Burcauof the Ccmug Povertyin thc United States, p. 91.
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families in 1987 in that nearly 44 percent of them included a married
couple.

Column 2 of Exhibit 1II.2 indicates that 50 percent of the sample
households included children. Most of these children lived in house-

holds with couples (81 percent of all households with children).

Exhl_t m_2

Household Composition of Sample FDPIR Households (N = 757)

Percentage of Each
Household Type

Household Characteristics
1 2 3

COUPLES: 63.8

With Children 40.7

Married 31.9

Not Married' 8.8

Without Children 23.1

Married 9.2

Not Married' 13.9

SINGLE ADULTS:" 36.2

With Children 9.5

Females 8_5

Male_ 1.0

Without Children 26.7

Females 15.0

Males 11,7

TOTALS 1(30.0 100.0 100.0

eX'nest householdsincludecases inwhich· man and womanasan eligibility criterion,
unmarried,and casesof a mother and an ndull son, or a father and adult daughterlivingtogether. It
wasnot poGible to determine the natureof thc relationshipsbetween unto·rand adultson the basis
of the survey data.

"This householdcategoryincludesonc or more adultsof the same sex livingtogether.
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The households labeled "single adults" contained either male or
female adults but not both. Single-adult households with children
made up 9.5 percent of the total sample. Further, most of these
single-parent households had female heads (8.5 percent of the total
sample).

Among all low-income families in the United States, 46.7 percent are
single-parent' female-headed households. Given the prevalence of
this type of household among the low-income population, the rate of
8.5 percent among FDPIR households is unexpectedly low. Part of
the reason, as we discuss later in the chapter, is a strong tendency
among families receiving AFDC tO participate in the Food Stamp
Program rather than FDPIR. As a result, households without children
constituted a substantial segment of the FDPIR caseload.

To extend the analysis of household size and composition, we consol-
idated some of the categories shown in Exhibit 1TI.2 to form four
subgroups:

· Couples (married or not) with children. This group includes all
households with an adult female, an adult male, and one or more
children, accounting for 40.7 percent of all households. 6

· Couples (married or not) without children. Households with an
adult male and an adult female present but no children repre-
sented 23.1 percent of the sample. Again, unmarried couples
could involve a variety of relationships.

· Single parents, their children, and other adults of the same
gender. Single parents (a male or female adult with one or more
children living with them) represented 9.5 percent of households.
These households could also include other adults, all of the same
gender.

· Single adults. These households (26.7 percent of the sample)
contained single adults living alone or two or more adults of the
same gender living together without children.

A breakdown of household size for these groupings provides a better
characterization of household composition. For example, Exhibit

6RccaU that apprrrtlmatcly one-fourth of this group does not involve a married
couple. It was not possible to determine thc nature of thc rclationship betwccn
unmalTie,,d adults on the basis of the survey data.
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Exhibit In3

Size and Composition of FDPIR Households (N = 757)

Percentage of Each
Household Size

Composition
of Household All

1 or 2 3 or 4 5 or More Household
Members Mcmbers Members Sizes

Couples With NA 20.0 20.6 40.7
Children

Couples WRhout 14.1 8.2 0.9 23.1
Children

Single Parents 2_5 5.1 1.9 9.5

Sin_eAdults' 26.2 0.6 0 26.7

All Household

Types 42.8 33.9 23.4 100.0

'This household category includes one or more adults of the same sex living
together.

HI3 reveals that the vast majority of large households (those with
five or more members) is made up of couples with children. In
contrast, most single-parent households had fewer than five members.

Also, while couples without children accounted for one-third of the

small households (with one or two members), most of the small

households were single adults who lived alone or with other adults of

the same gender. In fact, although not shown in the table, 85.8
percent of the singles households were persons living alone.

A substantial proportion (38.9 percent) of all FDPIR households

include an older person. This is significant because only 15.9 percent

of low-income families in the general population have an elderly

householder. 7 Also, as we discuss in Chapter IV, only 20.5 percent

of the households participating in the Food Stamp Program in 1987

?Bureau of the Census, Povertv in the United States, p. 83.
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included an elderly member, g Given the extent of participation by
this group, therefore, it merits further analysis.

Responses to the survey indicate that elderly FDPIR participants fall
into three categories:

· single elderly (persons who live alone);

· multiple elderly (groups of two or more elderly persons who
live together); and

· elderly persons living with non-elderly persons (persons who
live in a household with persons younger than 60 years of
age).

Exhibit HI.4 shows that more than one-third of the elderly house-
holds in FDPIRwere persons who-lived alone (thi._ nnmber represents
14.2 percent of all sample households). A smaller percentage of
elderly households (13 percent) were those households in which more
than one elderly persons live. Fully 88 percent of this group was
made up of couples without children living with them. Finally, half
of the Fl)Pm households that included an elderly member, also
included non-elderly members. Nearly half of this group were
couples without children, although the category could include an
elderly parent and an adu/t child of the opposite sex, or married cou-
ples in which one spouse was younger than 60. The next largest
subgroup---elderly person(s) living in a household with a couple with
children--suggests that between one-tenth and one-frith of the elderly
households involve an extended family living together.

One conclusion drawn from the survey data is that 38.9 percent of
FI)Pm households included elderly persons, half (49.6 percent) of
these same households included only elderly persons, and the great
majority of these households were persons living alone. As we
discussed in Chapter IL many programs made special efforts to serve
this population by making home deliveries and taking applications by
mail. Unlike others in their age cohort who lived with non-elderly
persons, the single elderly may require such assistance, and given that
they constituted approximately one-fifth of the caseload in September
1989, the potential administrative effort to serve them is substantial.

aFoodandNutritionService,Officeof p.nalysisandEvaluation,Characterislic_
of FoodStampHouseholds:Summer1987,Alexandria,VA, January1990,p. 82.
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Exhibit m.4

Composition of FDPIR Households Containing a Person Aged 60 or Older

Number and Mix of Elderly and Non-Elderly Members
Composition (% of approximately 294 sample households with an elderly member)
of Household

Single Multiple Elderly w/ All Elderly
Elderly Elderly Non-Elderly Households

Couples With NA 0 18.0 18.0
Children

Couples W'_hout NA 11.2 23.8 35.0
Children

Single Parents NA 0 4.1 4.1

Single Adults' 36.6 1.8 4,4 42.8

All Household

Types 36.6 13.0 50.3 99.9

hou_hold category inciud_ one or more ummlatad adults of the anne sex living together.

Characteristics Program data indicate that an average of 138,048 individuals in

of Individual 44,962 households received commodities during any given month in

Participants FY1989. 9 In addition to providing information about households,

data from the survey offer some insight concerning the characteris-
tics of individual members of these households. In the following

sections, we review a range of demographic and socioeconomic

characteristics of individual FDPIR participants.

Gender and A_. The individuals who participated in FDPIR during

September 1989 were evenly divided by gender, with 50.5 percent of

them being female. As indicated in Exhibit ITl.5, adult male partic-

ipants tended to be younger than adult females (mean age of 42

versus 46), generally reflecting the larger number of female-headed

households, including elderly women who lived alone.

9FNS, Number of Households Certified and Participating,and Nmb_r of Peot)i_
Parficioatin_ in the Food Distribution Prowam on Indian Reservations (FN$-1.5_];
FY-89--gemember 1989. Run Date: 12/20/89.
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Exhibit m$

Percentage of FDPIR Participants by Gender and Age (N -- 2,441)

Age Group Male Female Total

Less Than 18 19.8 172 37.0

18 - 39 15.4 15.3 30.7

40-59 81 93 173

60orOlder 6.1 8.7 14,1_

AliAges 49.5 50.5 100.0

_. Adult female and male participants (18 years or older)
also do not appear to differ with regard to their level of education.
Males had completed an average of 10.2 years of school while wom-
en averaged 10.0 years. Approximately one-fourth of male and
female adults had less than nine years of education, and approxi-
mately one in ten had less than six years of education. About one in
ten of the adult males (10.9 percent) and 13.4 percent of adult
females had some education or training beyond high school.

Based on data from the 1984 wave of the Survey of Income and
Program Participation (suP), educational attainment among roPm
partidpants is very similar to the level among food stamp partici-
pants, i° More than half (54 percent) of the food stamp participants
identified in that research had not completed high school.

Primary Activity_During Survey Month. To determine the types of
activities being pursued in the survey month by FDPIRparticipants,
we asked respondents to describe the activities of each member of

l°Following our specifications, Mathematica Policy Research conducted an
analysis of the 1984 SIPP Wave 3 data base; the results are summarized in Charles
L. Usher et a/, Lon2 Term Particioation in the Food Stamo Program by WQrk
_. Final Report, Volume I. Research Triangle Park, NC: RTI/3943-
32fFR-03, September 29, 1989.
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their household aged 16 or older, u To provide comparability with
another survey being sponsored by USDA, the response codes con-
formed to those used in the Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by
Individuals.

Exhibit IH.6 shows that approximately one-fourth of the adult FDPm
participants were working during September 1989.12 Approximately
one in six participants was looking for work or had been laid off
fi.om a regular job. In all, then, over 40 percent were either working
or looking for work. Nearly one-fourth of the adult participants (21.9
percent) were retired or disabled, and 5.7 percent were attending
school. Finally, the primary activity of more than one in four partici-
pants was described as "keeping house."

The patterns of activity for men and women differ primarily in terms
of the proportion who were looking for work or had been laid off a
job, and the proportion whose primary activity during the survey
month was keeping house. As Exhibit 1II.7 shows, the largest group
of men (29.4 percent) was working, while about one-fourth (25.4
percent) were looking for work or had been laid off. While a rela-
tively large proportion of women were working outside the home (22
percent), the primary activity of the largest segment (41.9 percent)
was keeping house, and fewer than ten percent had been laid off or
were looking for work. More than one-fourth (26.2 percent) of the
male adult participants were retired or disabled, compared to 14.1
percent of the women.

The age of participants was related to the activities in which they
were reportedly engaged in September 1989. Among the elderly, for
example, the data in Exhibit HI.8 show that only six percent were
working and 1.4 percent were laid off or looking for work. The
largest group of them (39 percent) were described as retired and 19.7
percent were disabled. Most of the remaining elderly (30.6 percent)

llFivc percent of the householdmembers aged 16 or older were 16 or 17 years
old, and 92.7percent were reported to be in school

IZMorcthan one person wasworking in 10.1percent of thc households included
in thc survey.
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Exhibit 111.6

Primary Activity of FDPIR Participants
During Survey Month

Working 25.6

Laid Off/Looking 16.9

Keeping House 25.8

Retired 10.4

Disabled 11.5

School 5.7

Other 4

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

% of Individual Adults (N = 1,529)

were descn'bed as keeping house. _

The group most likely to be employed in September 1989 were
persons aged 30 to 59. One-third of thi.s group were working com-
pared to 26.9 percent of the younger adults aged 18 to 29. Consis-
tent with thi.sfind_ the youngest adults were those most likely to
be looking for work or to have been laid off (27.9 percent). Al-
though a fairly substantial percentage (15.1 Percent) of thi._group
were attending school, the data on activities suggest that problems of
unemployment may affect younger adults more than older adults.

UAlthot_h it is not possible to asccrtnl- from the data, the distinction between
retirement and keeping house for elderly participants may refer _mply to the activity
of persons who were formerly employed outside the home and retired from that
work. Persons who had not worked outside the home and continued to fulfill the

same re_ as they became older may not consider themsclv_ to be
'retired."
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Exhibit 111.7

Primary Activity of Adult Male and
Female Participants

Working

25.4
Laid Off/Looking =9,8

7.9
Keeping House

+ ; :i:; : !J 41.9

11.7
Retired

9.3

14.5
Disabled 8.9

5.2
School

8.2

6
Other

2.2

0 10 20 30 40 50

% of Individual Adults

Men (N-720) _ Women (N=SO9)

Economic Status Household Income. Consistent with the income-eligl_bility guidelines
established for lrOPm, income levels for the sample households were
very low. In fact, the data in F_,xhl_itIII_9 (taken from the case
records of 827 sample households) indicate that one-third of the
households actually had a gross income equal to 50 percent or less
of the poverty level established for 1989, and more than half had
income no greater than 75 percent of poverty? One in five house-
holds that participated in FDPm in September, 1989, had gross in-
come that placed them above the poverty level, but only 4_3percent
of the sample households had gross incomes that exceeded 130

14The data rcportcd in Table HID are based on income shown in thc FDPIR
case rcco_d and thc houschoM size reported in thc survey. Persons who wcr¢
!'cportcd to JDoptLrehn_no food and prcparlng mcals separately were not countcd in
establishing the s_zc of each household.
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Exhibit m.8

Primary Activities of Individual FDPIR Participants by Age (N = 2,441)

Percentage of Participants
Primary by Age Group

Activity in
September

18 - 29 30 - 59 60 or More

Workin_ 26.9 342 6.0

Laid Off or

Looting for Work 27.9 18.2 1.4

Keeping House 21.9 25.7 30.6

Retired 0 2.6 39.0

Disabled 2.6 12.5 19.7

Attend;-g School 15.1 3.1 0.3

Other 5.6 3.7 3.0

All Activities 100.0 100.0 100.0

percent of poverty.

This level of poverty existed in spite of the fact that, as shown in
Exhibit m. lo, one-third of the households that received FDPIR coin-

modifies in September 1989 had earnings (wages or income from

serf-employment)? An additional 3.9 percent were receiving unem-

ployment benefits related to recent employment. An equally large
group of households (35 percent) had retirement income from Social

Security, a pension, or the Veterans Administration. Thus, 29 per-

cent of all households received a Social Security benefit and 3.4

15Recallthat about one-fourth of all adult FDPIR participants reported being
employed during this same month. Thesc apparent differences in reporting rates are
due to the fact that thc cmployment rates arc reported for individual participants
while the tamings rates arc based on household units. In fact, among 24 percent of
the households with earnlng_ more than one adult was reported to be working.
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Exhibit RI.9

Gross Income of 827 Sample FDPIR Households
as a Percentage of the Poverty Level

Percentage
Percentage of of All Cumulative

Federal Poverty Guidelines Households Percentage

25% or Less 17.6 17.6

26 - 5O% 16.5 34.1

51 - 75% 21.8 55.9

76 - 100% 24.1 80.0

101- 130% 15.7 95.7

· 130% 4.3 100.0

percent had pension income. The military service of some FI>Pm
participants was reflected in the receipt of veteran's benefits by 7.4
percent of the households.

In spite of the generally low levels of income for FDPIR households,
participation rates in income assistance programs are relatively low.
Only 31 percent of the sample households received welfare pay-
merits; that is, income from AFDC, Supplemental Security Income
(ssi), General Assistance, or some combination. In fact, 18.0 percent
of the participating households were receiving ssi and an even
smaller seLyment of the caseload (13.5 percent) received General
Assistance payments through the Bureau of Indian Affairs or State
welfare agencies. Finally, in sharp contrast to the Food Stamp
Program; in which approximately 40 percent of the participating
households receive AFDC, only 5.2 percent of FDPIR households
received payments from this program. As we noted above and
discuss in detail in Chapter IV, this result reflects an important
pattern of food assistance program participation for American Indian
households and is explained largely by program cross-referral pat-
terns at the point of program application.
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Exhibit II1.10

Sources of Income Among FDPIR

Participant Households

Wages _ 31.1

Self-Employment 1 3.3

Unemployment Benefit 1 3.9

Social Security _ 29.1

Veteran's Benefits I 7.4

Pensions I 3.4

SSI _ _8

General Assistance _ 13.5

AFDC 1 5.2

Child Support 1 2.2

Leases i l.g

Other Sources 1 6.3

No Source of Income _ 9.7

0 5 l0 15 20 25 30 35

% of Households
Sampleof 827 case records.

In addition to employment-related income and support fi.om income

assistance progrnms_ a few FDPIR households had income from child

support payments (2_. percent), leases of tn'bal-owned land (1.9 per-
cent), and other miscellaneous sources (6.3 percent). It also is

notable that the FDPIR case records of nearly one in ten households

(9.7 percent) reflected no income. However, in comparing the
characteristics of these households with the remainder of the case-

load, we did not find any significant differences? The most likely

explanation for this is that in FDPIR, as ill other assistance programs,

some participants report having no income at the time of application
or recertification because they have just become unemployed or their

16This comparison involved a wide array of _h*,-actcristics,but it was constrained
by thc small seipnent of thc sample (fewer than 75 households) it entailed. Ncvcr-
thclcss, the fmd;n_ across the different variables did not point to a possiblc pattern
that might merit further investigation.

!I1-16



application for cash assistance is being processed? This is not to
deny that some of these households, in fact, experience a long-term
lack of income. But, records at a given point in time also reflect
households' transient economic circumstances.

Exhibit III.11 shows some clear patterns in the relationship between
household composition and sources of income. First, it indicates that
the type of household most likely to have earnings is couples with
children. Wages were shown in the case records of more than half of
this group. Second, Social Security, ssi, and General Assistance were
the most common sources of income for couples without children
and singles. Given the prevalence of elderly households among both
groups, this pattern was to be expected. Third, again not surpris-
ingly, AFDCwas most commonly found among single-parent house-
holds. However, as we discuss below, the pattern of income for this
group was quite diverse.

While a single-parent household could receive income from earnings,
Social Security, and AFDC,only one-fourth of these households in the
study sample received AFDCpayments. In fact, as many single-parent
households received Social Security benefits (most likely for a paren-
tal death benefit) as AFDC(both 24 percent), and more (27.6 per-
cent) had earnings. These results suggest that this group of single
parents does not conform to a typical pattern of weffare dependency.
As we discuss in Chapter IV, many American Indian AFDChouse-
holds also choose to participate in the Food Stamp Program rather
than FDPm. As a result, these single parents in FDPm may represent
the segment of this group that is able to rely more on Social Security,
child support, and income from employment.

Financial Assets. The impoverishment of FDPIR households is
reflected in their level of liquid assets as well as their income. More
than three-fourths of the household case records (78.6 percent)
indicated no cash on hand and 72.4 percent showed no liquid assets
of any kind when they applied for assistance or were last recertified.
As Exhibit 1II.12 shows, the case records of only 33 percent of FDPm
sample households indicated total assets of $500 or more. Among
the households that had liquid assets, more than half (56.1 percem)

l?Six percent of the households receiving food stamps in 1987 reported not
having any income; see FNS, Characteristics of Food Stereo HousehQlds: Summer
1987, p. 42. Also recall that in FDPIR a household may be certified for one month
l_ndlng receipt of information documenting their financial circumstances. As a
result, information in some cases may simply not have been entered in the case
record.
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Exhibit re.il

Sources of Income by Composition of Household and Mean Monthly Income (N = 827)

Percentage of Households with Given Sources of Income
Composition
of Household Social General Veteran

!=_rnin_ Security SSI Assistance Benefit AFDC

Couples With 52.2 13.5 6.5 6.9 33 7.2
Children

Couples Without 18.0 40.5 28.0 19.7 11.4 0.9
Children

Single Parents 27.6 24.0 13.2 10.2 4.5 24.0

Single Adults 8.8 44.7 28.7 20.1 13.2 NA

All Households 31.3 29.1 18.0 13.5 7.4 5.2

Mean Income $827 $385 $270 $165 $346 $284

Standard Error $31 $22 $14 $21 $24 $'28

had less than $50, typically in a checking account or cash in hand.
Thus, the financial assets of these households were fax below the
asset limits established for Fl)Pm eligibility (that is, $1,750 for house-
holds that do not include a person aged 60 or older, and $3,000 for
households with an elderly member).

Housing Given the generally scarce economic resources of Fl)Pm participants,
Arrangements housing expenses could impose serious limitations on meeting other

household needs, including food. Exhibit IH. 13 indicates that nearly
half (48 percent) of the households participating in H)Pm during
September 1989 either owned their homes or lived in them rent-free.
One-third of the households occupied rental units, and the remain-
der were in the process of buying their homes. The average rental
or house payment for households in these two categories was $122
per month.

The chart also reports the mean monthly gross income of households
in each housing category. It is not surprising to see that the house-
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Exhibit 111,12

Liquid Assets of FDPIR
Participant Households

CASH ON HAND:
None ,Ta.e
$50 _ '*."

$50-199 II s.o
$200 or More _-$

CHECKING ACCOUNT:
None I I o',.
$1-09 I ,,.7

$t00-100 I '.$
More than $200 la.2

SAVINGS ACCOUNT:
None .e

$1-GG _-s
$100-199 o.e

More then $200 2.$

VALUE OF ALL ASSETS:
None T_,4
$1-49 _ _6.o

$50'99 I_'$100-190
$200-299 '-s
$300-409 21

$500-1,000 ,."
More than $1,000 F2 i

0 20 40 60 80 100

%of 827 Scruple Households

holds that were purchasing homes had the highest level of income,
averaging $748 per month gross income. Renters had the second
highest level of income with $579 per month. Persons who owned
their home had somewhat lower levels of income, averaging $503.
Finally, households that did not own a home, but Lived rent-free
under some ther unspecified arrangement had the lowest level of
average monthly gross income, $314.

Housing costs also can be viewed as a percentage of gross income
that is devoted to this purpose. Among households that had to pay
rent or a mortgage payment, thi_ expense consumed an average of 21
percent of their gross income. Nearly three out of four of these
households (71 percent) paid less than 25 percent of their gross
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Exhibit 111.13

Housing Arrangements and Mean Gross
Income of FDPIR Participant Households

Own ($503)
37%

%
\

Buying ($748)
18%

Rent-Free ($334)
11%

Renting ($579)
34%

income for rent or mortgage payments? For seven percent of
these households, however, the cost of housing represented haft or
more of their gross income.

Only five percent of the sample households reported that they re-
ceived hon_in_ assistance in the form of



Exhibit nI.14

HousingArrangementsof FDPIR HouseholdsContalnlng

a PersonAged 60 or Older

Number and Mix of Elderlyand Non-ElderlyMembers
Honking (percentageof all householdswith an elderlymember)

ArrAngement

Single Multiple Elderlyw/ No
Elderly Elderly Non-Elderly Elderly

Buying 7.5 6.9 14.0 21.9

Own Home 543 72.6 54.5 24.5

Renting 29.1 13.4 22.8 39.8

Rent-Free 9.0 7.2 8.8 13.8
or Other

All Arrangements 100.1 100.1 100.1 100.0

Housing arrangements also are related to household composition,
especially the presence of an elderly person. Exhibit Ill. 14 shows
thot households composed only of elderly persons were the least
likely types to be buying a home, primarily because more than half of
them already owned a home. In fact, nearly two-thirds of the elderly
households either owned a home or lived rent-free. In contrast, only
one third or so (38.3 percent) of households that did not include an
elderly member were in such a position. In considering thi_ finding,
however, it is important to emphasize again that all of these house-
holds have very low income and these data do not consider the
quality of housing available to them.

Transportation One of the assumptions underlying the establishment of FDPIR was
that the remote location of reservations and the wide dispersion of
population within them made it difficult for many American Indians
to reach grocery stores and public agencies. Also, given their rural
location, thi_ group often cannot use public transportation and must
rely on private means. In this section, therefore, we examine, first,
travel distances to destinations such as the FDPIR distribution point
and grocery stores, and second, the means of transportation used by
program participants.
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Travel Distances. Exhibit 111.15 shows the distance each way to the
sample households' COmmodity distribution point, food retail outlets,
and to the nearest food stamp office. Although there is some region-
al variation in these travel distances, it is more notable that, for most
households, these distances were approximately 10 miles or less?
The only exceptions are the longer distances FDPIR households in the
Mountain Plains and eastern regions would have to travel to reach
the local food stamp office. However, the data for the eastern
regions must be interpreted cautiously because of the very small
number of cases on which they are based.

Overall, commodities usually could be obtained at a site located six
to nine miles from the participant's home. The nearest food store
(more often a small grocery or convenience store) was usually within
four to five miles of home, whereas buying fresh meat and vegetables
required driving to a store four to eight miles away.

In four regions, the commodity distribution point is usually closer to
the homes of FDPm participants than the store at which they buy
fresh meat and vegetables. Only in the Southwest does the distribu-
tion point tend to be farther away. If FDPm households were to
apply for food stamps, however, the trip would likely be farther away
(much farther in the Mountain Plains and eastern regions) than the
commodity distribution point.

Although the distances in Extn'bit IH. IS average less than 10 miles
each way, some FDPIR participants have to travel long distances to
reach the COmmodity distribution point and food stores. To gauge
the extent to which thi._ occurs across regions, we present the per-
centage of households in each region who had to travel more than 20
miles to these destinations.

The regional variation indicated by the data in Exhibit IH. 16 is
generally consistent with the information presented above in that
more households in the West and Mountain Plains Regions have to
make these long trips. In fact, more than one-fourth of the house-
holds in these regions had to travel more than 20 miles each way to
the commodity distribution point, in spite of widespread use of

19Thcmedian is uscd m thc 'avcragc"here. By definition,half of thc households
traveledless than thc mcd;_ndistanceand half traveledmore than thc median
disL_nc_.As we discussbelow,a relativelysmall percentageof householdshad to
travelgreatdistances. If we used the mcan traveldistance,these extreme values
would have inflated thc "average"travcldistanceswc reported.
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Exh'bit IH.1.5

Median One-Way Distances to Public Agencies and Food
Stores For FDPIR Households (in Miles, by Region)

Average
Distance from Residence, by Region Distance

Destination Mountain Northeast/
Plains Southwest West Midwest Southeast (N = 757)

Commodity
Distribution 6.9 8.9 7.8 5.7 2.6 7_5

Point

Nearest
Food Store 4.7 3.8 5.1 4.8 4.4 4.4

Nearest Store
for Fresh

Meats/Vegetables 7.5 4.3 8.1 8.1 9.1 6.2

Food Stamp Office 16.3 8.3 10.4 10.8 21.3 11.0

tailgate certification and food distribution systems by programs in

those regions. However, in all cases, a larger proportion would have

to travel long distances to apply for and be recertified for food
stamps? °

Many FDPIR participants travel farther than the nearest food store in

order to buy fresh meat and vegetables (Exhibit II1.15). As indicated

in Exhibit 111.17, the nearest store for them may be a small grocery

or country store, a trading post, or a convenience store where fresh

produce is not available. In fact, the nearest store for nearly one-

third (31.0 percent) of the FDPIR participants in the West is a trading
post or tribal cooperative store. The same is true of one-fourth (25.4

percent) of the midwestem participants.

2°We should note that participation ia the Food Stamp Program usually does not
require monthly trips to the food stamp office. Widespread usc of mail issuance of
food coupons, particularly in rural areas, minimiTes the number of trips.
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Exhibit I11.16

Percentage of FDPIR Hou,_holds Driving More Than 20 Miles
Each Way to Distribution Point and Food Stores, by Region

Percentage of Households, by Region Total
Destination

Mountain Northeast/
plnht, Southwest West Midwest Southeast (N = 757)

Commodity
Distn'bution 26.6 2L1 25_5 1.3 5.3 21.4

Point

Food Stamp Office 39;2 15.7 39.5 11.8 42.6 28.7

Nearest
Food Store U.1 2.8 17.7 4.7 5.3 53

Nearest Store
for Fresh

Meats/Vegetables 213 5.6 29.5 5.9 21.3 21.3

Means of Transmrtatioim. Given the remote places of residence for
many FDPIRparticipants, it is clear that transportation is important
to them. As Exhibit I]I.18 indicates, more than two-thirds of partici-
pant households own a car or truck. Also, most either traveled in

their family's car to the store (73.0 percent) or to the FDPIR office

(70.8 percent), or got a ride with a friend (9.9 percent and 10.0

percent, respectively). About one-tenth of the households had to pay

a friend to drive them different places (112 percent for shopping and
10.0 percent for recertification). Finally, 4.8 percent reported that

they walked to the store the last time they bought food and 4.2

percent said they walked to the FDPIR office the last time they were
recertified. 21

21Three-fourths of the trips made on foot to be recertified were no more than
one mile. Also, among the group who walked, 30.5 percent reported that their
household owned a vehicle.
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Exhibit 111.17
Food Stores Used by FDPIR Participants

NEAREST STORE: TO BUY MEAT AND VEGETABLES:

Supermarket __

SUPTr4_r ket'__'_'=_ Conven,ence
[_ _ _ ]Convenience I _.._'-._ 1%

Small Grocery Small Grocery
24% 15_

Sample o! 757 survey householOs,

Among the 68.1_r_nt of households that had a veMde, only 16
percent very often had difficulty getting where they needed to go
because of problems with their cars or trucks. However, more than
half (55.1 percent) of all households that owned a vehicle reported
that they sometimes could not travel because they lacked money to
buy gas. Also, it is worth noting that 9.4 percent of the households
that had a vehicle manufactured since 1985 very often had trouble
getting where they needed to go, compared to 17.9 percent of the
households with older vehicles.

Households without vehicles were much more likely to experience
difficulty getting where they needed to go. Thirty-nlne(39) percent
of thi_ group (12.5 percent of all the sample households) reported
that they very often had problems getting where they needed to go
because a car or truck was not available, or because they could not
get a ride. Also, nearly two-thirds (64.2 percent) said that at least
sometimes they lacked money to pay someone to drive them.

Even though many households have vehicles, various economic
constraints resulted in nearly one-fourth of all sample households
reporting that they very often had dit_culty getting where they
needed to go. Thus, transportation continues to be a problem for a
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Exhibit 111.18
How Often FDPIR Households Have Trouble

Getting Where They Need to Go

68 PERCENT WITH VEHICLE(S}:

Sometimes
33% 32 PERCENT LACKING VEHICLE:

:: Very Often Often
16% 39%

Rarely
Sometime.¢ 16%

45%

Rarely
51%

SamDle of 757 survey househoIcl8.

substantialsegmentof the FDPmcaseload.

IL DIETARY NEEDS AND FOOD PREFERENCES

In this section, we discuss selected nutritional problems of special
concern among American Indians, the dietary needs of FDPIR house-
holds, and the extent to which the program meets the food preferenc- '
es of its target population. Specifically, we address the following:

· the nutrition and health context of FDPIR participants by a
review of recent food and nutrition research findings concern-
lngAmericanIndians;

· the adequacy of the household food supply, and the perceived
food needs of FDPIR participants;
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· the special dietary needs of FDPm households reported by
survey respondents; and

· the food preferences described by FDPm participants.

Nutrition and During the planning phase of this evaluation, we conducted a review
Health Context of of the literature concerning food intake and nutritional status among
FDPIR American Indians." Major findings that pertain to food, diet and

health are summarized below.

1. High rates of morbidity and mortality among American Indians due to infectious
diseases have become les.s thrcatening in the last 40 years compared to increas-
ing rates of diet-related chronic disease.s, including cardiovascular disease, hyper-
tension and, particularly, diabetes.

2. One in three American Indians is currently reported to be at risk of developing
Type li diabetes, and among selected re'be.s, such as the Piton, the disease is
found at a rate of 50 percent of the adult population. While Type I diabetes
usually develops during childhood or adoles_nce and requires lifelong treatment
with insnlin Type H diabetes is characterized by adult onset and the presence of
obesity which often may be treated with diet and exercise.

3. Several studies of American Indian children on tribal reservations during the
past 25 years reported low intakes of energy, calcium, iron, and vitamins A and
(2. Relatively high rates of anemia (10 to 20 percent) also have been reported
among children. However, a gradual decrease in many of these problems is
cvidcnt during this samc timc period and may be thc result of supplcmcntal
commodity food and income tran-sfcr progr_m_ as well aa a general improvc-
ment in socioeconomic conditions as measured by improved household condi-
tions (e.g., rmmln2 water, electricity and refrigeration). Data arc not availablc
on the current dietary status of th[_ subpopulation.

4. Hcights and weights among American Indian children arc lower than thosc of
thc white population in thc United Statca, probably duc to both nutritional and
genetic differences. These children are generally shorter in stature, and slightly
lighter in weight when compared to white children of thc same ages. However,
American Indian children are hcavler than thc national averagc whcn adjusted
for hcight.

5. Amcrican Indian women who have been studied over the past 25 years have
con,_i_tently reported lower dietary intakes of cnergy, calcium, iron, and Vitamin
A than other US population groups. Numerous other nutrients have been

ZiThis review was submitted as pan of the project's Data Collection and Analysis
Plan (July 26, 1989). In all, 36 journal articles, books and chapters werc reviewed.
Given that most of these sources were published between 1984 and 1988 (several
earlier sources providc historical pcrspcctive), they rcprescnt thc prcvailing knowl-
edge on North American Indian nutrition and health status.
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reported as being consumed at levels below the Recommended Dietary Allow-
ancez (RDAs), and vary from study to study.

6. High rates of overweight and obesity (greater than 120 percent of Ideal Body
Weight) among adolescent and adult Americans Indians have been reported,
with current estimates of obesity ranging generally from 30 to 60 percent. While
obesity was rarely reported in this population 40 years ago, there has been an
increasing trend in thc prevalence of both overweight and obesity since that
time. Based on recent studies, current rates may be closer to the 60 percent
rate.

7. The apparent discrepancy between reported low rates of caloric intake and high
rates of overweight and obesity have been atm_utcd, at least parri:_lly,to a
much more sedentary reservation lifestyle than was previously experienced.

8. Traditional American Indian foods have largely been replaced by more pro-
cessed, commercially prepared food items. Even among the most culturally
conservative tribes, such as the Hopi, there is a greatly decreased recognition

and use of traditional foods. Importantly, the variety and q_lity of the diet also
has declined, with more limited food preferences being expressed by American
Indians thnn was re_ed in earlier, more traditional diets.

9. Previous studies based on data collected in the early 1980s indicated that com-
modity foods among progrum participants may contribute up to 50 percent of
thc intakes of most nutrients except for fat and Vitamins A and C. Thc report-
ed amount of fat consumed by American Indians attn'butable to the commodity
foods was consistentwith the average daily intake of the general US population,
while the fat appeared to be primarily saturated. Further, the fiber content of
the American Indian diet was lower than the US average, which was considered
in itself too low.

10. Recommendations in the literature related to FDPIRwere made to: decrease thc

levels of saturated fat, salt and su_ increase the levels of fiber, and vitamins A
and C; increase the variety of foods offered through the program; and provide
nutrition education to an program participants.

In response to these observations and recommendations, a 1985 FN$
Task Force analyzed the nutrient profile of the FDPIR food package
to determine how well it met participants' nutritional needs. Where

the package was not consistent with USDA's Dietary Guidelines for
Americans, the FNS Task Force recommended several modifications,

which then were made. These changes resulted in a package that is

reported to provide appropriate levels of most key nutrients, 101 per-
cent of the RDA's for food energy (calories), with 34 percent of the
calories derived from fat.

A recently released GAO report describes requests made by Indian
Health Service (IHS) officials and tribal nutritionists to further reduce
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fat and sodium content in selected commodity foods. 23 In com-
menting on the GAO report, USDA noted that in the overall com-
modity food package, only 34 percent of the calories are derived
from fat. There also was a concern that further reducing sodium and
fat in canned meats might reduce palatability and would require
buying food items at higher cost.

The GAO report also indicated that more nutrition education is
needed to help recipients acquire the knowledge and skill.q necessary
to achieve nutritious diets and reduce the prevalence of obesity,
diabetes, hypertension and heart disease. USDA noted that it now
offers more nutrition education technical assistance than previously,
including expanded lending and reference services from the National
Agriculture Library, and relevant bibliographies. Improved nutrition
education also is promoted by FNS through sharing USDA nutrition
education materials and by encouraging local FDPm programs to
coordinate their efforts with other community organizations.

In summary, American Indians face high rates of morbidity and
mortality, due in part to diet-related chronic diseases such as Type II
diabetes, heart disease and hypertension. While some American
Indians may be experiencing insufficient intakes of selected nutrients,
many are obese, and obesity is causally linked to these diet-related
diseases. Unfortunately, comprehensive studies on the dietary intake
and nutritional status of this population are lacking. Although
improvements to the FDPIR food package and nutrition education
services have been made during the past several years, some Indian
health officials still express concern about the nutrient content of
selected commodity food items and the need for expanded nutrition
education services.

Adequacy of In order to examine the adequacy of the household food supply
Household among FDPIR participants, we studied three sets of measures. First,
Food Supply we examined food expenditures according to different patterns of

food purchases reported by survey respondents. Second, we identi-
fied sources of food that had not been purchased or obtained
through FDPIR. Third, through the survey data, we assessed FDPIR
households' perceived food needs. The results of these three sets of
analyses are described below.

23UnitodStates GeneralAccountingOffice,FoodAssistancePro.ams: N_tri-
tionalAdeouacv of PrimaryFood Proaramson FourIndian Reservations.
GAO/RCED'89-177, September 1989.
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Food Expenditures. The expenditure of household resources on food
is one measure of the adequacy of income to meet the nutritional
needs of household members. We measured household food expen-
ditures during home interviews by asking respondents to estimate the
total mount of money spent by their households at the grocery store
during the month of September 1989. Respondents also estimated
the amount spent on nonfood items so that the amount spent on
food could be calculated. If they considered the amount reported for
September to be atypical of their usual monthly food expenditures,
respondents were asked to indicate how much they usua//y spent at
grocery stores. Finally, we asked respondents how much they spent
on food and drinks in restaurants, bars, cafes and other such places,
as well as home-delivered and carry-out foods.

Analysis of these data revealed two striking patterns. First, the level
of per capita spending for food was strongly associated with patterns
of food purchases. Second, households with higher income were
more likely to purchase food in restaurants or from take-home or
home-delivered sources.

Exhibit HI. 19 shows that the largest group of sample households
purchased food only at grocery stores, and did not go to restaurants
or buy prepared foods to take home. This group, which constituted
43.2 percent of the sample, spent an average of $26 per member at
the grocery store each month and had the lowest mean gross monthly
income, $494. This income was substantially lower than the average
income of $578 for all households in the survey sample. These
households devoted an average of 16 percent of their monthly in-
come to food purchases.

The next largest group according to patterns of food purchases was
households that purchased food at grocery stores and also ate at
restaurants. Representing 34.1 percent of the sample households,
thi_ group's mean monthly income was $549. Their purchases at
grocery stores averaged $28 per household member, while restaurant
purchases averaged $10. All told, food expenditures accounted for
21.7 percent of this group's monthly income.

Households that also purchased prepared foods for home consump-
tion or bought home-delivered food tended to have the highest
monthly income of any group of households. However, of an average
$729 monthly gross income, nearly one-fourth (23.7 percent) was
devoted to food purchases. This amounted to $5 per member for
take-home and home-delivered foods, $10 per member for food
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Exhibit m.19

Monthly Food Purchases For Consumption at Home and Away
by Pettem of Food Purchases

Perc_t,_ MeanOr_x Percentage PerCapitaPurchar_From
Sources of FDPIR Monthly of Income Different Sources ($)
of Food Households Incomeof Spent on

Pu_hases (N - 757) Households Food Take Grocery
(_) ($) (%)' Home Restaurants Stores Total

Grocery Stot_s 43.2 494 16.0 - - 26 26
Only

Grocery Stores and
Restaurants 34.1 549 21.7 -- 10 28 38

Grocery Stor_
ge.xtaurants

and Take-Home $28 $44
Establishments 12.0 729 23.7 5 10

Orocery Stot_s and
Take-Home

EstabLishments 6.0 625 17.0 5 - 25 30

Other 4.6 657 11.1 4 15 - $18

Total, Ail Sources 99.9 578 17.1 1 S 24 31

*Percentage of income spent on food was calculated using case record income data and survz'y exI_nditute data. Despite the data
collection time lag between these tyro sets of data, the nvera_ percentages _ households are useful to describe household
subgroups.

eaten at restaurants, and $28 per member for food from grocery
stores. This group constituted only 12 percent of the entire sample
of FDPIR households.

A small segment of the sample did not report purchasing any food at
restaurants, but did buy take-home food. Representing only six
percent of the sample, this group had relatively high incomes averag-
ing $625. Their level of per capita spending was $5 for take-home
food and $25 for food from grocery stores, which collectively re-
quired 17 percent of these households' gross monthly income.
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Notably, in all four patterns of food purchases, spending in grocery
stores varies by no more than $3 per month per person, despite
differences in mean gross monthly income. Variation in food pur-
chases, which is a function of reported income, was introduced by
purchases in restaurants and take-home establishments.

An even smaller segment of households reported not spending any
money at grocery stores, but only at restaurants and for take-home
and home-delivered foods. This group spent the smallest percentage
of its income for food (11.1 percent) even though the mean income
of $657 was higher than the average for all sample households. Not
surprisingly, thi._ group spent more per member at restaurants than
any other group ($15), but averaged only $5 for take-home, a level
similar to other groups' per capita spending for food from this
source.

It is interesting that per capita spending for food from different
sources did not vary much across different groups of households.
Spending for grocery stores, for example, ranged from $25 to $28.
Spending at restaurants (for households that ate at restaurants) was
typically $10 per member per month. Similarly, spending for take-
home and home-delivered foods averaged $5 per person for house-
holds that purchased such items.

The patterns of food purchases shown in the exhibit tended to be
associated with other household characteristics. Our findings indicate
that three household characteristics tended to be positively associated
with purchasing food at restaurants and grocery stores rather than
grocery stores only. They were (1) the presence of children in the
household; (2) the absence of a person aged 60 or older; and (3)
earnings in excess of $500 per month. Among households with
earnings this high, for example, only 26.1 percent relied solely on
grocery stores for purchased foods, whereas 49.6 percent of the
households that had lower earnings or no earnings purchased food
from grocery stores only.

Other Food Sources. As the data in Exhibit 111.20 indicate, a sub-
stantial proportion of FDPIR households produce some of their food
themselves. One-half of the respondents (50.4 percent) reported
producing supplemental foods from at least one of the sources shown
in the exhibit. Almost one-fourth of all the FDPm survey households
(23 percent) reported growing vegetables for home use, and in the
Southwestern Region, nearly one-in-three households (31.8 percent)
reportedly had vegetable gardens. Finally, almost one-third of the
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survey households (32 percent) reported using hunting or fishing as a
supplemental food source, particularly households in the Midwestern
Region (46 percent) and the Mountain-Plains Region (42 percent).

Exhibit 111.20

Supplementary Sources of Food for
FDPIR Households

Vegetables 23

Fruit 8.3

Livestock 11

Eggs 7;8

I

Dairy Products 2.4

Hunting/Fishing 32

0 10 20 30 40

% of All Households
Sample of 7,57 survey households.

Focus group discussions corroborated these findings. In addition to
purchased foods, participants reported hunting and fishing as an
important source of supplemental food. Fewer individuals in the
focus groups reported growing seasonal gardens, though for at least
one of the reservations visited, the geography was not suitable for
significant gardening activity;, many reservations are located on land
that is not arable.
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In addition to FDPIR, many households reported receiving food
assistance from other programs, including the School Breakfast and
Lunch Programs; wIC, elderly feeding programs, food banks, and
other non-Federal programs (see Exhibit 1TI.21). In all, 48 percent
reported participating in one or more of these programs.

Exhibit 111.21

Participation by FDPIR Households
in Other Assistance Programs

School Lunch 31.

School Breakfast 19.7

WIG 14.6

Senior Citizen 11.7

TEFAP 2.3

I
Food Banks II 2.2

/

Church Programs _ 0.g
/

Other Non-Federal 1 $
t-

O 10 20 30

% of Households
Sample of 757 survey households.

Approximately one out of three households included a child who re-
ceived free or reduced-price school lunches, representing 70 percent
of the households with school-aged children. One out of five house-
holds had a child participating in the School Breakfast Program, but
this represented only 44 percent of the households with children in
school Finally, nearly one in six FDPIR households received benefits
under the wit Program, representing 52 percent of the households
with a child aged five or less.

Almost 12 percent (11.8 percent) of the FDPIR households reported
participating in a senior citizen assistance program, and over one-
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quarter (25.9 percent) of all households with elderly members pres-
ent participated in these programs. A relatively small proportion of
households (5.2 percent) received help from non-Federal food assis-
tance programs, such as food banks or church programs.

Perceived Food Needs. FDPIRparticipantsreported their perceived
food needs during the household survey and during focus group
discussions. Survey respondents were asked to choose the statement
that best described the food their household ate in September 1989:

· We had enough of the kinds of food we wanted to eat.

· We had enough food, but not always the kind we wanted to
eat.

· Sometimes we did not have enough to eat.

· Often there was not enough to eat.

The results of these questions are depicted in Exhibit 111.22.

Overall, seven out of eight respondents (87.6 percent) said they had
enough to eat. Almost one-half of the study population (49.2 per-
cent) reported that they had enough to eat, but did not always have
the kinds of food that they wanted. Another 38.5 percent responded
that they had enough of the kinds of foods they wanted to eat. One
in eight respondents (12.2 percent) reported that their households
sometimes or often did not have enough food to eat?

The respondents who said that they sometimes or often did not have
enough to eat also were asked if there were days when their house-
holds had no food or money to buy food, and if so, for how many
days. Among this group, 80.8 percent (or about 10 percent of the
entire sample) responded that their households were without either
food or money to buy food for an average of 5.5 clays in a typical

24This result appears consistent with rates of food sufficiency reported previously
within the food stamp population. Twelve percent of a nonmetropolitan low-income
sample reported sometimes or often not having enough to eat. See K.S. Tipper et
aL, *Food and Nutrient Intakes of Low-Income Women and Children, in
Metro/Nonmetro Areas, 1985/86,' Family Economiq_ R_vi_w 3(1):12-15.
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Exhibit 111.22
Availability of Food During Survey Month

for FDPIR Participant Houselqolds

Sometimes Not Enough .._.

Often NOt Enough_f_=='_""""""""_.--'"___;_; " .%x

SamDle of 757 survey Mousertolcls.

month. In other words, on average, these households did not have
enough to eat one day out of every five or six days.

Respondents from this group of households also were asked if house-
hold members had to skip meals because of thls shortage, and if so,
for how many days. Two-thirds of them (representing 8.2 percent of
the total survey sample) skipped meals on an average of 4.2 days per
month.

In order to describe the FDPIR households reporting insufficient food
resources during the survey reference month, we examined a wide
range of demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. The most
important finding is that 60.6 percent of this group lived in the
Western Region Also, nearly three-fourths (?3.5 percent) of all
Fl)FIR households reporting that they had to skip meals 'because
there wasn't food or money to buy food' were from the Western
Region.
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As we discuss in sections that follow, households in the West stand
out in terms of their lack of resources such as running water and
electricity. Also, a larger proportion of households in the Western
Region tend to have public assistance income. These characteristics
also appear to be more common among all households that reported
an inadequate food supply for September 1989. However, we cannot
conclude definitely that these factors are, in fact, related to thi._
problem for two reasons. First, due to the size of the survey sample
and especially the number of households reporting this problem, it is
not possible statistically to state that these characteristics are related
to the lack of an adequate food supply. Second, the characteristics of
households living in the West also are associated with households
reporting a lack of food. Thus, the relative effects of these two sets
of factors cannot be disentangled. Therefore, the only conclusion we
can confidently draw is that FDPIR households in the Western Region
were more likely than those in other regions to report having an
inadequate supply of food.

Dietary Needs In this evaluation, indicators of the dietary needs of study participants
of FDPIR were examined using survey and focus-group data? First, the sur-
Households vey included questions related to family health status and prescribed

diets; specifically, whether any member of the household reported
having any diagnosed nutrition-related diseases and/or a special diet
prescribed by a doctor or other health professional. During focus
group discussions, participants were asked about the most prevalent
nutrition-related health problems on the reservations, and their
recommendations to address these problems. Second, since the
ability to meet dietary needs also may be influenced by the adequacy
of household food storage and preparation facilities, questions were
asked on this topic during the survey and focus group discussions.

Family health status. FDPIR survey respondents were asked if any
household members had ever been told by a doctor or other health
professional that they had one of seven common nutrition-related
health problems. In total, more than half (53.9 percent) of all FDPIR
households have at least one adult (over 16 years of age) with one or

2'SDictaryneeds refer to the nutritionalrequirementsof thc study population,
and are differentiatedfrom the broaderconcept of food needs discussedpreviously.
To assess dietaryneeds, it is necessaryto collectdata on the actualdietary intake of
individuals,the food practicesof households,socioeconomic data,anthropometric,
biochemicaland elinicalmeasures. Suchmeasureswere beyond thc scope of thi__
study. Instead, we collectedserf-reporteddata from participantsthat serve as
indicatorsof dietaryneeds.
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more nutrition-related health problems? The proportion of house-
holds responding af:firmadvely tO this question is summarized in
Exhibit HI.23. Almost one-third (31 percent) of all households
reported at least one person with diagnosed high blood pressure
(also described as hypertension), about one-quarter (23 percent) with
a member having diagnosed diabetes and one-fifth (20.1 percent)
with at least one overweight household member.

Exhibit 111.23

Nutrition-Related Health Problems Among
FDPIR Households

High BlOOd Pressure 31

Diabetes 23.2

Overweight 20.1

Heart Disease 12.8

Osncer 4,3

Un0erwelght 3.5

II
Liver Disease i 1,7

C-
0 10 20 30 40

% of All Households

Samole of 757 survey hOusehOldS

Another means of reporting these data is to examine the reported
health preblems of/ndiv/dua/s in the FDPIR household sample who
reported having at least one diagnosed nutrition-related health prob-

26Consistentwith public health reports,we def'mean adult as being over 16years
of age.
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Exhibit 111.24

Nutrition-Related Health Problems Among
Individual FDPIR Participants

High Blood Pressure 15.6

Diabetes 11.9

Overweight 10.7

Heart Disease O.5

Cancer I 2.2

Underweight 0.7

Liver Disease 0,1

0 10 20 30 40

% of Adult Participants

Sample of 1,617 persons over 16.

lem. This approach allows estimates of prevalence rates (e.g., the
number of individuals with a specific health problem, per 1,000
individuals in the study population)? In all, about 25.7 percent of
all adults in FDPIR households had one or more medically diagnosed,
nutrition-related health problems. As Exhibit HI.24 indicates, high

Z'/Fo_ease of presentation,we report our findings as percentagesof the study
pop,,JAtion(per 100 individuals)rather tbs. as prevalencerates (per 1,000individu-
als). All figures are reponed for adults (over 16years of age), since adults are the
ow.rwh¢lml-g majority of individualsreporting thc.scconditions. (Two children in thc
surveysamplc were reported to haveheart discasc,on_ of thc,scsamc childrcnhad
hypcnension, and 18 childrenwere reportcd to be overweight.)
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blood pressure was reported at a rate of 15.6 percent of the adult
FDPIR household population (all individuals above 16 years of
age)? Diabetes was reported at a rate of 11.9 percent, obesity was
reported at a rate of 10.7 percent of the adult study population, and
less than one percent of the adults was reported to be underweight.
Diagnosed heart disease was reported among 6.5 percent of the adult
population.

Exlu'bitIII.25

Concurrent Nutrition-Related Health Problems

Among Adult FDPIR Participants

Percentage of Adult Household Members Reporting
Primary Nutrition-Related Health Problem

Secondary
Health

Problem Heart
Hypertension Diabetes Disease

Hypertension - 44.9 47.1

Diabetes 34.2 - 34.2

Heart Disease 19.8 18.9 --

Overweight 32.7 33.9 26.5

'Colnmn percentages do not sum to 100% because some individuals are
affected by multiple health problems, while others are not.

For those individuals reported to have one nutrition-related health
problem, the chances of having one or more recognized additional
problems were significant. For example, as shown in Exhibit 1II.25,
among those with hypertension, 34.2 percent also had diabetes, 19.8
percent reported heart disease and 32.7 reported being overweight.
Among diabetics, 44.9 percent reported being hypertensive, 18.9
percent had diagnosed heart disease and 33.9 were overweight.
Among those with heart disease, 47.1 percent reported having hyper-

ZSA1985e.stimatcof high blood prcssur¢in the U.S. general population for all
ages is 123 percent.
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tension, 34.2 percent had diabetes and 26_5 were reported to be
overweight.

These same nutrition-related problems were identified by participants
in each of the three FDPIR focus groups as health issues of significant
concern to their reservations. Further, participants were aware of
many of the risk factors related to high blood pressure and diabetes,
which includes obesity. While there was a general awareness of
these problems and some of their underlying causes, there also were
misconceptions and a lack of information related to improving
dietary habits. Participants expressed a sense of helplessness regard-
ing effecting necessary changes in their lives and a need for further
health and nutrition education. The areas of particular concern to
participants were: alternative means of coping with stress; changing
negative personal habits which reinforce overeating; and getting
family members to provide support for changes in dysfunctional
eating patterns. These reported needs go beyond the scope of
services provided under current program regulations.

In addition, focus group participants reported that foods recommend-
ed by health professionals either were not available or cost too much.
For example, lean meats and fresh fruit were considered both expen-
sive and difficult to obtain. Finally, environmental and social factors
often reinforced patterns of overeating. To cite one example, all of
the communities within which focus groups were held often used
food as an important focus for community social events, such as
"feasts" and "pow-wows." Many of the foods prepared for these
events were fried or were high in fat and refined carbohydrates.
Focus group participants reported that such settings make improved
dietary behavioral change difficult if not impossible to achieve.

Focus group participants were aware that many individuals within
their communities were obese and that this had become a serious

problem in recent years. Interestingly, a number of focus group
participants viewed themselves as either not overweight or as slightly
overweight but otherwise in excellent health, when by observation
they were clearly overweight. This apparent discrepancy may reflect
two factors at work. First, there is a culturally reinforced opinion
among American Indians that a generally heavy physique is an
appropriate 'healthy" body weight. This opinion may reflect, in part,
a theorized physiological predisposition among American Indians to
more efficiently store excess energy as fat, resulting not only in
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obesity, but also in Type II diabetes and hypertension. 29 Second,
this response also may be viewed within the context of a classic
underreporting of obesity which is typical of serf-reported us survey
data.

Systematic, current information on nutrition-related health problems
among the general American Indian population with which to com-
pare our results is not available. Instead, we found several recent
studies of specific Indian tribes which provide limited and varied
prevalence data.

Estimates of diabetes among selected tribes range widely, from about
25 percent among the Apache to over 50 percent among adult Pima
Indians. In a 1986 report by the University of North Dakota School
of Medicine, approximately one in three US American Indians aged
40 or older was reported to be diabetic, z° In a recent study submit-
ted for publication, diabetes rates among the North Carolina Chero-
kee were reported to be 4.8 percent for ages 25 to 45, 25.5 percent
for ages 45 through 64, and 29.4 percent for ages over 65.31 These
rates are about five times the US general population rates for ages
less than 65 and three times the us rates for ages over 65. In com-
parison, we found about 12 percent of FDPIR adult members aged 16
or over with diagnosed diabetes.

Recent reports of obesity rates among adult American Indians vary
from about 30 percent to over 75 percent on selected reservations.
Lee et al. reported that 75 percent of over 1,800 American Indians

29Researchers have suggested that in response to thc continual environmental
challenges of 'feast and from;ne' in the past, American Indians may have developed a
propensity to be at increased risk of obesity and diabetes. Called the 'thrifty genc'
theory, these researchers have speculated that survival may have depended, in part,
on the body's ability to rapidly store fat during times of plenty which then enabled it
to better sustain prolonged fasting. During modern times, as food has become more
abundant, indivld!mk with 'thrifty genes' morc readily have become obesc and prone
to Type II diabet_

3°Select Committee on Hunger, House of Representatives. Hunggr _nd Nutri-
tion Problems Among_ American Indians: A Case Study of North Dakota. One
Hundredth Congress, lruzt Session, hearing held in New Town, North Dakota, July
10, 1987, US Government Printing Office, 1987.

31Dr.MaryAnne Farrell,MD, IndianHealthService Hospital,Cherokee,North
Carolina,personalcomm--ication, March1990.
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from ten Oklahoma tribes were obese. On average, they weighed
145 percent of Ideal Body Weight. _ In contrast, 10.7 percent of
FDPm adult participants reported diagnosed obesity, while the rate
for the general US adult population is about 25 percent.

Available comparison data on high blood pressure and heart disease
are very limited. The most recent reported rates of these diseases
among the US general population (for all ages) are 12.3 percent and
7.8 percent, respectively?

Not surprisingly, for two of the three major chronic health problems
(e.g. diabetes and obesity, but not hypertension), the self-reported
survey figures reported here fall below estimates generated by health
officials and researchers. In fact, these low prevalence estimates
from self-reported data conform to previous self-reported survey
experiences. That is, respondents may be unaware of underlying
medical problems or may misinterpret known symptoms. Lower
reported rates of diabetes, in turn, may reflect the fact that a clinical
test is required and generally is not applied unless there are medical
complications suggesting diabetes. Remember that respondents were
asked only for health problems that had been confirmed by a health
professional. The relatively low rates of reported obesity conform to
the cultural and individual biases described above, although its
diagnosis is an uncomplicated procedure and should result in rela-
tively higher rates being reported. Finally, higher rates of hyperten-
sion may reflect easier diagnostic procedures which are more readily
available to the public.

Exhibit 111.26summarizes the proportions of households reporting at
least one household member on a special diet prescribed by a health
professional. In all, approximately one out of four households
participating in FDPrRhad at least one member who was prescribed a
special diet. These rates are lower than those reported for diagnosed
nutrition-related health problems, though certainly they are not insig-
nificant in scale.

32Lee, ET., et al., 'Diabetes, Parental Diabetes and Obesity ia Oklahoma
Indians.' .i_l[_g_.._,ag_ Vol. 8, No. 2, pages 107-113, March-April 1985.

3-_qafional Center for Health Statistics, D.A. Dawson and P.F. Adams: Current

Estimates from the National Health Interview Survey, US, 1986. Series 10, No. 164.
DHHS Pub. No. (PHS)87-1592. Public Health Services, Washin_on, GPO, October
1.987, Table 57, page 86.
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Exhibit 111.26

Medically Prescribed Diets Among
FDPIR Households

Sugar Free 16.3

Low Salt 14.5

Low ChOleSterol 12.{)

Low Cholesterol 12.5

Low Fat 9.7

Other 2

0 5 10 15 2O

% of All Households

Sample of 757 survey households.

It is di/iicult to determine if all of those with nutrition-related health

problems actually received an appropriate and corresponding diet
prescription from a health professional. Depending upon the medi-
cal condition, between 32 and 52 percent of the individuals who were
diagnosed with a nutrition-related health problem did not report
receiving a specialized diet. This may reflect the fact that respon-
dents did not know about or recall diet prescriptions, did not receive
one because of other mitigating medical circumstances, or should
have received a prescribed diet but did not.

In summary, over one-half (53.9 percent) of the FDPIR households
reported having a least one adult with a nutrition-related health
problem and over one-quarter had at least one household member
who received a prescribed diet from a physician or other health
professional. The self-reported rates for diabetes and obesity were
lower than clinical estimates reported in the literature, wh/le the serf-
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reported rate for hypertension was higher than recent published
rates.

Household food stora_ and pre0aration facilities. The dietary
needs of the study population are a function of multiple factors, such
as age, health status and physical activity. Another factor that
influences dietary status is the effective utilization of foods. This, in
turn, depends upon adequate household food storage and prepara-
tion facilities.

Survey results indicate that most FDPm households have adequate
storage and cooking facilities. However, some FDPIR households
reported the lack of at least one of five basic household facilities.
These data are summarized in Exhibit I11.27. One-fifth of the pro-
gram population (20.3 percent) reported not having hot running
water in their home, and 15.1 percent reported no running water of
any kind within their home. Three-quarters (75.4 percent) of those
reporting that their households lacked running water lived in the
Western Region, and 38.4 percent of all Western Region Fl)Pm
households did not have indoor running water.

About 9.3 percent of the FDPIR survey households reported having
no refrigerator, with 90 percent of those households located in the
Western Region. Of the 7.3 percent that reported they had no
electricity, 91.8 percent lived in the Western Region. In total, over
one-fifth (22.6 percent) of all FDPIR households located in the West-
em Region had no electricity. Of the 6.3 percent that reported they
did not have either an oven or cooktop stove, 65.4 percent of the
households lived in the Western Region.

The estimate of about 15 percent of all FI)Pm households having no
indoor running water and 9 percent having no refrigeration of any
kind would suggest that for a number of program participants food
storage and preparation facilities are not adequate. In these cases,
the nature of commodity food packa_ng becomes particularly impor-
tant to a healthful diet. Most commodity food items are available in
containers which permit safe maintenance at room temperature with-
out risk of spoilage prior to usage. However, for many foods (i.e.,
canned fruits, vegetables and meats), once they have been opened
refrigeration is essential to prevent spoilage and the risk of food
borne illness. This may be a particular problem among smaller
households which cannot consume the contents of a single com-
modity container in one meal. Some commodity dairy products also
require refrigeration (i.e., butter and cheese). For about 10 percent
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Exhibit 111.27

FDPIR Participant Households Lacking
Food Storage/Preparation Resources

Hot Running Water 20.3

Indoor Running Water 15.1

Refrigerator 9.3

Electricity 7.3

Range (Oven/Oooktop) 6.3

0 5 10 15 20 25

c_ of Households
Saml31eof 757 survey households.

of the program population with limited food storage and preparation
facilities (see Exhll)it 1II.27), specific consideration should be given
when they select commodity item_, and, ideally, during nutrition
education.

Food Preferences One of the primary objectives of this study was to assess FDPIR
participants' satisfaction with items in the food package which they
had been offered. Acceptability of commodities affects the extent of
their contribution to household diets. If the items are not liked they
may not be fully used.
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Food preferences were assessed only for items that are generally
available through the program (actual availability may vary month-to-
month and, as discussed in Chapter II, across local programs).
Respondents were asked which of about 69 individual food items
within 15 different commodity food groupings they liked most (first
and second preferences) and if they disliked any of those foods. If
they stated that they disliked an item, they were asked to say why
they did not like it. In those food groupings in which only two food
items were listed, respondents were asked to identify only one most
liked item. In all, a sample of 757 FDPm participants described their
food preferences.

Respondent preferences are presented in the following exhibits. The
charts show the percentages of respondents who (1) expressed a
preference (most liked or second most liked are summed together)
for an item within a food group, and (2) selected items they disliked.
The accompanying text explains the overall results, and where appro-
priate, major regional variation in food preferences (a detailed
summary of food preferences by region is provided in Volume 2).
The reported commodity dislikes also are presented, including the
primary reasons for dissatisfaction. This discussion also summarizes
the commodity food preferences described by participants in the
three focus group discussions.

Generally, respondents expressed much stronger preferences for
commodity items than dislikes. With few noted exceptions, food
items were liked by substantially more respondents than were dis-
liked. One-fourth of the survey respondents (23.8 percent) did not
express a dislike of any item in the FDPIR package. Many others
reported disliking only selected food items. Among those who
reported dislikes, the vast majority of responses pertained to taste
with half to three-fourths of all opinions within any food group being
'_ don't like the taste.' In fact, no particular concern other than taste
was expressed by five percent or more of the full respondent sample.
Finally, reported food dislikes did not reveal any problematic food
items or groups.
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For canned meats and fish, beef and luncheon meat
were the first and second most liked products, with chicken a close
third, followed by tuna (Exhibit I]I.28). Salmon and meatball stew
were reported to be the least liked items in this group, although
more respondents preferred these items than disliked them. Among
canned meats, geographic region was important in the selection of
most and least liked items. (These results are graphically displayed
in Volume 2 of this report.) For e:r_mple, in the Southwest Region,
a higher percentage of individuals reported most liking pork and a
smaller percentage reported liking luncheon meat, while in the
Mountain-Plains Region, luncheon meat was most liked by the
highest percentage of respondents, while chicken was least often
mentioned as a most liked item.

Over one-third (36.9) of respondents provided reasons for dislikes of
specific canned meats. These included: cio not like the taste (44.1
percent); too much fat and grease, or too rich (12_5 percent); smells
and/or looks bad (8_ percent); and, too salty (6.5 percent).

Exhibit 111.28

Preferences Within Food Groups:
Meats

28
Chicken

g
Turkey a

Iz
Meatball Stew e

41
Beef

35
LunclneonMeat 7

18
Pork e

22
Tuna e

13
Salmon
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Canned Vegt,tables Among the canned vegetables listed in the
following exhibit, whole-kernel corn and green be_n_ were clearly the
first and second most liked commodity items, respectively, with green
beans particularly liked in the Northeast and Southeast Regions.
Canned spinach was most disliked, followed by canned pumpkin For
spinach, whole potatoes and sweet potatoes, the number of respon-
dents who most liked these items were about equal to those who
disliked them, largely reflecting apparent differences in personal
taste.

One-thlrd (33 percent) of respondents provided reasons for their
dislike of particular canned vegetables. The overwhelming majority
of respondents (77.2 percent) did not like the taste. Many fewer
respondents (4.8 percent) said they didn't know how to prepare it.

Exhibit 111,29
Preferences Within Food Groups:

Vegetables

Green Beans _"1

Carrots _"

Cream Style Corn
2e

Whole Kernel Corn _ ,e

GreenPeas _ '*41

Spinach

41

Whole Potatoes I_e

.=1'Sweet Potatoes e

Tomato Sauce 1162

Tomatoes _ '"1

Pumpkin :-_
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Among the canned fiazits, peaches and fruit cocktail
dearly were the first and second most liked canned fruits available
through the program, particularly in the Western, Mountain-Plains
and Southwestern Regions (Extu_it IIL30). Almost half of those
interviewed in the Southwestern Region listed peaches as their
favorite canned fi'ult. Plums were reported to be the least liked
canned fi'uit, especially in the Midwestem Region. Of the 269
respondents who described their dislikes of any of the canned fruits
(35.5 percent of the survey sample), most (65.8 percent) did not like
the taste, and a smaller number (11 percent) thought that they were
tOO sour.

Exhibit 111.30

Preferences Within Food Groups'
Fruits

17
Applesauce 8

2O

Apricots ,

Fruit Cocktail
41

2

Peaches_eo
1
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Plums _i;: :_: 23

Pears _ 27
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Pineapple 78
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.C.dUljllll[._lJt_i Among the canned fruit juices noted in the following
exhibit, orange and apple juice were the first and second most liked
juices available through the program, while grapefruit juice was liked
least by participants (Exhibit 1II.31). However, slightly more respon-
dents reported liking grapefruit juice than those who reported that
they disliked it. Thirty-Me and a half percent of the respondents
reported the reasons for disliking a particular juice. Over one-third
(37.5 percent) of these respondents did not like the taste, and anoth-
er 33.5 percent stated that the juices were too sour. Over ten per-
cent (11.2 percent) thought the juices were too sweet, and 8.6 per-
cent said that juices gave them heartburn.

Exhibit 111,31

Preferences Within Food Groups:
Juices

38
Apple
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Grape 6

17
Grapefruit 14
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Orange 652
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As Exhibit 111.32indicates, survey respondents selected
pinto beans first, and great northern beans second among their most
liked dried beans. Given the slmilar/ty of pinto beans and pink
beans, the latter's very low rating is p._!i.g..Almost no respondents
mentioned a preference for pink beans, and thi.q may indicate a lack
of familiarity with, or unavailability of, the product. The least liked
dried beans were blackeyed peas, particularly in the Midwest, Moun-
tain-Plains and Western Regions, although the overall strength of this
dislike was relatively weak. Lima beans were most frequently dis-
liked in the Western Region-

Exhibit 111,32
Preferences Within Food Groups:

Dried Beans
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Black,eyed Peas 14

23
Baby Lima Beans 43

Pink Beans _25

Pinto Beans
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Ce_is The cereal most liked by respondents was corn cereal
(Extu'bit Ili.33). It was followed very closely by rice cereals. Farina
appeared to be particularly liked in the Western Region. Only 14.8
percent of respondents provided a reason for disliking a specific
cereal, and the overwhelming reason was that they disliked the taste
(67 percent).

Exhibit 111.33

Preferences Within Food Groups'
Cereals
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Peanut Products Exhibit III.34 presents preference results for three
separate food groups. Among the peanut products, smooth peanut
butter was the most frequently liked with few dislikes reported for
any of these items. Roasted peanuts were particularly liked in the
Northeast and Southeast Regions, and smooth peanut butter was
generally preferred to the chunky form and to roasted peanuts
among part/dpants outs/de the Southeast and Northeast. Of the 15.2
percent of respondents who prov/ded reasons for disliking a peanut
product, the most frequent statement (41.7 percent) was that they
could not chew the product due to dental problems. About one-
quarter (22.6 percent) said they did not like the taste.

.[_l:JclL]Ei:_ Respondents indicated a strong preference for raisins,
compared to primes, and more were inclined to express a d/dike for
prunes. It should be remembered that for a food group with two
items, only one preference was requested. However, the ex_it
below does indicate that prunes are liked by approximately one-
fourth of all FDHR households. Of the 146 respondents who said
why they disliked dr/ed fruits (19..3 percent of the survey sample),
two th/rds (66.4 percent) said they didn't like the taste, and 75
percent said they didn't know how to prepare them.

Exhibit 111.34

Preferences Within Food Groups:
Three Different Groups

e7
Smootl_ Peanut Butter 3
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Chunky Peanut Butter 8
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Pasta Exhibit IH.34 also _ preferences for two types of
pasta. Macaroni was most liked by a higher proportion of respon-
dents in the Western Region, and it was generally preferred to
spaghetti. Very few dislikes were reported for either product (2.8
percent of the respondents).

Fats. Milks and Sweeteners In Exhibit IH.35, preferences for seven
food items are summarized (with separate comparisons made for
each of the three food groups). Preferences were roughly equivalent
across the three fats (shortening, vegetable oil and butter). Shorten°
ing was most frequently listed as a liked item in the Western Region.
Vegetable oil was liked most frequently in the Northeast and South-
east Regions and disliked most frequently in the Western Region.
Butter was most often liked in the Midwest Region.

Exhibit 111.35

Preferences Within Food Groups:
Fats, Milks, and Sweeteners
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Evaporated milk was most frequently liked when compared to nonfat
dry milk, and was most often liked in the Midwest Region. Corn
syrup was reported liked more frequently than honey, although honey
was very well liked in the Northeast, Southeast and Western Regions.

None of these items scored high as a disliked food item. Dislikes for
food items within the three food group/rigs mostly were related to
not liking the taste of a particular item. For the 107 respondents
(14.1 percent of all respondents) who gave a reason for disliking an
oil, 40.2 percent did not like the taste, 18.7 percent thought the
product was too oily and/or greasy, 10.3 percent wanted to eat less
fat and oil, and 9.3 percent did not like the smell. Only 62 respon-
dents (8.2 percent of survey sample) stated a reason for not liking a
milk product, and the most important reason was that they didn't like
the taste (61.3 percent). A little over ten percent of this group (11.3
percent) thought that they received too much to use in a month, and
another 9.7 percent reported that they didn't know how to use it.
Finally, for the 112. percent of the sample stating a dislike for a
sweetener, most (47.1 percent) did not like the taste, fewer thought
that they were too sweet (28.2 percent) and even fewer (15.3 per-
cent) thought that they received too much.
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Flours and Hot Cereals AIl purpose flour was most frequently liked
compared to bread flour and whole wheat flour (Exhibit m.36). In
the Western Region, bread flour was particularly liked while all-
purpose flour was selected as most liked less frequently than in other
regions. The two main reasons for disliking a flour product, among
the 84 respondents (11.1 percent of the survey sample) who provided
a reason, were that they did not like the taste (44 percent) and they
did not know how to prepare it (29.8 percent).

FDPIR participants showed a clear preference for oatmeal over rolled
wheat. In fact, more respondents reported disliking rolled wheat
than liking the product. Specific dislikes for rolled grains among the
19.2 percent of all respondents who provided their reasons were; do
not like the taste (25.5 percent) and do not know how to prepare
(16.6 percent).

Exhibit 111.36

Preferences Within Food Groups:
Flours and Hot Cereals
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Miscellaneous Foods Several commodities are offered as individual

items without alternative' choices (Exhibit 11/.37). They are cheese,
egg mix, vegetarian beans, rice, instant potatoes and cornmeal.
Respondents were simply asked if they experienced problems with
any of these commodities. The exhibit below summarizes the extent
to which respondents expressed their dislike for each item. Reports
of dislike generally were infrequent. The only items for which
respondents expressed a noticeable dislike were the vegetarian beans
and egg mix. This is consistent with the results of the focus group
discussions, in which partidpants reported their dislike of both
products.

Of the 201 respondents providing a reason for disliking one of these
food items, most (72.6 percent) did not like the taste, and 12.9
percent reported that they did not know how to prepare the item.

Exhibit 111.37
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Food Preferences: Focus Group Discussion During FDPIR focus
groups, participants were asked which of the entire listing of avail-
able food items were most liked, least liked, what other foods were

important to their diets, and what foods they would have liked but
were unable to acquire, for whatever reason.

Based on the results of the three focus group discussions, the most
frequently identified commodity food items that were liked included
canned fruits, c_nned vegetables, fruit juices and butter. Food items
identified as liked by two out of three focus groups included canned
meats, peanut butter, cheese and cereals. While two out of three
focus groups stated that one of their most liked items was canned
meat, all three groups stated that they disliked the strong flavor, and
the high fat and salt content. Participants suggested that these items
be packaged or processed differently to improve their acceptability
and nutritional quality. All focus groups agreed that the least liked
food item was the vegetarian beans, with mixed preferences related
to other types of beans. Bean preferences appeared to be regional,
with different beans liked and disliked in different regions. For
example, neither black-eyed peas nor limas were well liked in Wis-
cousin.

A number of food items were identified by focus group participants
as important to their households' diets, but not received through the
program. The most commonly reported foods were fresh vegetables,
fresh meats, fresh milk, eggs, sugar, and other beverages. Partici-
pants also expressed a desire for seafood that is generally not avail-
able in local markets or cost too much to purchase. The canned
salmon occasionally offered by the program was reported to be a
highly preferred commodity which generally was not available to
participants. However, the focus group preference for fish may or
may not accurately reflect national FDPIR preferences, since two of
the three focus groups were conducted in communities with a strong
fishing tradition.

C. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Using data from the FDPIR household case records and interviews
with participants, we developed a detailed profile of a nationally
representative sample of households that received commodities in
September 1989. We also examined indicators of dietary need based
on survey respondents' reports of the adequacy of their food supplies,
expenditures for food, food preparation and storage facilities, and
self-reports of nutrition-related health problems. This assessment
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also included asking participants which items in the FI>Pm food
package they liked the most, and which, if any, they disliked.

Participant The profile of FDPm participants provides information in four
Profile areas--household composition, characteristics of household members,

household income and assets, and access to services.

Household Com m}sition. While the FDPIR program serves a wide
range of household types, several interesting profiles of participating
households emerged in the study. A large proprtion of the program
caseload consists of small households. On average, FDPIR households
contained 3.2 persons, and about 40 percent of the sample were one-
or two-person households.

About half of households included children, and most of these
children lived in households with an adult male and an adult female

(i.e., a couple). The vast majority of large households (with five or
more members) was made up of couples with children. We found
many fewer single-parent households in the sample (about 10
percent). Female-headed single-parent households, which make up
46.7 percent of the US low-income families, constituted only 8.5
percent of FDPIR caseload. Part of the reason for this may be the
tendency among families receiving AFDC to participate in the Food
Stamp Program rather than FDPm.

A substantial proportion of FDPIR households included older persons.
More than one-third (38.9 percent) of all households included an
elderly person (that is, someone aged 60 or older). In fact, the
elderly accounted for 62 percent of the one-person households.

Half of the FDPIR households with an elderly member also included
non-elderly members. However, about one-third of the elderly
households were persons living alone. The remainder of elderly
households consisted of two or more elderly persons living together.
The prevalence of elderly participants, especially those living alone,
presents a challenge for delivery of food assistance services.

l_haracteristics of Household Members. Program data indicate that
more than 135,000 individuals in 44,442 households participated in
FDPIR during September 1989. Survey data indicate that individual
participants were evenly divided by gender. However, male partic-
ipants tended to be younger, generally reflecting the larger number
of female-headed households, including elderly women who lived
alone. Adult female and male participants did not differ with regard
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to their level of education. More important, however, approximately
half of each group had less than 12 years of education.

Survey data indicated that over 40 percent of the adult FDPm partici-
pants were either working, looking for work, or laid off from a job
during September 1989. The group most likely to be employed in
September 1989 was persons aged 30 to 59. One-third of this group
were working compared to one-fourth of the younger adults aged 18
to 29. Consistent with these findings, more than one-fourth of the
youngest adults were those most likely to be looking for work or to
have been laid off. Also, nearly one in six of this group was attend-
ing school. Over one-fourth reported that they were keeping house.
Nearly one-fourth were retired or disabled. We also found that the
age of participants was related to their reported activities. Among
the elderly, for example, fewer than one in ten were working, laid
off, or looking for work. Two out of five were described as retired
and one out of five was disabled. Most of the remaining elderly
were said to be keeping house.

Economic Status. Consistent with the income-eligibility guidelines
established for FDPIR, income levels for the sample households were
very low. FDPIR case record data indicate that one-third of the
households had gross income equal to 50 percent or less of the
poverty level established for 1989, and more than half had income no
greater than 75 percent of poverty. Nearly one in ten households,
did not have any income, according to their case records.

The low level of income among FDPIR households existed in spite of
the fact that one-third of the households had earnings (wages or
income from self-employment). Also, about one in twenty were
receiving unemployment benefits related to recent employment. In
addition, a substantial group of households had income related to
past employment of a household member. Nearly three in ten
households had income from Social Security and a few (3.4 percent)
had pension income. The milit,_'3t service of some FDPIR participants
is reflected in the receipt of veteran's benefits by 7.4 percent of the
households. More than a third of the sample households received
income from AFDC, Supplemental Security Income (ssi), or General
Assistance.

The impoverishment of FDPIR households is reflected in their level of
liquid assets as well as their income. More than three-fourths of the
household case records indicated no cash on hand and nearly as
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many showed no financial assets of any kind. Among the households
that had liquid assets, more than half indicated that they had less
than $50, typically in a checking account or cash in hand. Thus, the
financial assets of these households were generally well below the
asset limits established for FDPm eligibility.

Aeeess to Services. One of the assumptions underlying the establish-
ment of FDPIR was that the remote location of reservations and the

wide dispersion of population within them made it difficult for many
American Indians to reach grocery stores and public agencies. One of
the objectives of the study, therefore, was to determine how far
participants have to travel to reach the commodity distribution site,
food retail outlets, and (if they were to apply for food stamps) the
nearest food stamp office.

Although there was some regional variation in travel distances, the
average distance each way to these destinations was approximately 10
miles or less for households in almost all regions. The nearest food
store was usually within four to five miles of participants' homes,
whereas obtaining fresh meat and vegetables required driving to a
store four to eight miles away. Commodities usually could be ob-
tained at a site located six to nine miles from the participant's home.
However, for as many as one out of five households, travel distances
to obtain commodities exceeded 20 miles.

Given their relatively remote places of residence, it is clear that
transportation is important to FDP1R participants. Overall, nearly
one-fourth of all sample households reported that they very often
had difficulty getting where they needed to go. More than two-thirds
of participant households owned a car or truck. Among these house-
holds, only one out of six (one-tenth of all households in the sample)
very often had difficulty getting where they needed to go because of
problems with their cars or trucks. However, more than half of all
households that owned a vehicle reported that they sometimes could
not travel because they lacked money to buy gas.

Households without vehicles were much more likely to experience
difficulty getting where they needed to go. Four out of ten house-
holds in this group (one out of eight sample households) reported
that they very often had problems getting where they needed to go
because a car or truck was not available, or because they could not
get a ride. Also, nearly two-thirds said that they sometimes lacked
money to pay someone to drive them.
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Dietary Need To study dietary need, we examined the adequacy of Fl)Pm house-
hold food supplies, the availability of food preparation and storage
facilities, and nutrition-related health problems. Each issue is
discussed below.

Adeauacy of FDPIR Household Food Suoolies. In order to assess the
adequacy of the FOPIRhousehold food supply, we studied three sets
of measures: food expenditures; other important sources of food that
had not been purchased or obtained through FOPIR;and, the per-
ceived food needs of FOPIRhouseholds. FDPm households included

in this study spent an average of $31 per month per household mem-
ber for food to supplement the commodities they received. About
$24 of this amount was spent in grocery stores. An additional $5 per
person each month was spent at restaurants and about $1 per person
per month for take-out foods. However, 43 percent of the sample
households only bought food at grocery stores, and the households
that ate at restaurants or bought take-out food generally had higher
incomes. In fact, the level of spending per capita at grocery stores
was very similar across all households ($25-$28). It appears, then,
that spending at restaurants and for take-out foods did not detract
from purchases at grocery stores, but was only possible if the house-
hold had a relatively high level of income.

About half of all FDPIR households produce some food themselves,
including fruits and vegetables, eggs, dairy products, livestock for
home use, or hunting and fishing. Almost one-quarter of all FDPIR
households in the study sample reported growing vegetables for
home use, and in the Southwestern Region, about one in three
households reported that they grew vegetables. Almost one-third of
the households reported using hunting or fishing as a supplemental
food source, particularly in the Midwestern and Mountain Plains
Regions.

Nearly half of the FDPIRhouseholds reported participating in other
food assistance programs, mostly in other USDA programs. Approxi-
mately one out of three households included a child who received
flee or reduced-price school lunches, representing 70 percent of the
households with school-aged children. One out of five households
had a child participating in the School Breakfast Program, but this
represented 44 percent of the households with children in school.
Finally, nearly one in six FDPm households received benefits under
the WlC Program, representing 52 percent of the households with
children aged five or less.
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Seven out of eight respondents (88 percent) reported that their
household had enough to eat during the survey reference month, but
some did not always have the kinds of food that they wanted. One
out of eight respondents reported that they sometimes or often did
not have enough food to eat. Four out of five households in this
group said that there were days when they were without food or
money to buy food. On average, these households did not have
enough to eat for one day out of every five or six days. Two-thirds
of these households also skipped an average of over four days of
meals per month.

Serf-reports of inadequate food supplies varied greatly by region.
One-quarter of all FDPIR households in the Western Region reported
they sometimes or often did not have enough to eat, and they repre-
sented three out of five of all FDPm households reporting this. Also,
nearly three-fourths of the Fi)Pm households who reported that they
had to skip meals _because there wasn't enough food or money to
buy food" were from the Western Region.

Food Preparation and Storage Resources. Most FDPIR households
had adequate storage and food preparation facilities. However, some
FDPIR households reported the lack of at least one of five basic
facilities. One-fifth of the sample program participants reported not
having hot running water in their home, and 15 percent reported no
nmnlr_g water of any kind within their home. About 7.3 percent of
sample households reported they had no electricity, 9.3 percent
reported having no refrigerator, and 6.3 percent reported they did
not have either an oven or cooktop stove.

The availability of basic housing facilities and food preparation and
storage resources also varied by region, with the Western Region
having a disproportionate number of FI>Pm households lacking basic
resources. Three-fourths of those reporting that their households
lacked running water lived in the Western Region. (More than one-
third of all Western Region FDPIR households did not have indoor
running water.) Of those households reporting they had no electrici-
ty, nine out of ten lived in the Western Region, representing over
one-fifth of all FDPIR households located in that region. Of the
FDPIR households reporting no refrigerator, nearly all (90 percent)
were located in the Western Region. Finally, two-thirds of those
who reported they did not have an oven or cooktop stove lived in the
Western Region.
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Nutrition-Related Health Problems. In total, just over half of all
FDPIR households had at least one adult (a person 16 years old or
older) with one or more nutrition-related health problems. More
than one out of four FDPtR households had at least one member who

had been prescribed a special diet by a health professional. Almost
one-third of all households reported at least one person with diag-
nosed high blood pressure, about one-quarter with a member having
diagnosed diabetes and over one-fifth with at least one overweight
household member. For diabetes and obesity, prevalence rates based
on serf-reports by survey respondents fell below estimates among
American Indians generated by health officials and researchers.

These same nutrition-related problems were identified by focus group
participants as health issues of sitmificant concern to their reserva-
tions. Further, participants were aware of many of the risk factors
related to high blood pressure and diabetes, which includes obesity.
While there was a general awareness of these problems and some of
their underlying causes, there also were misconceptions and a lack of
information on how to improve dietary habits. Participants expressed
a sense of helplessness about making necessary changes in their lives
and the need for further health and nutrition education.

Food Preferences. Within each of 15 commodity food group (juices,
fruits, vegetables, and so on), respondents indicated which of 69
items they clearly preferred. It was notable that the number of
respondents indicating a strong preference for any given item far
exceeded the number expressing dislike for that item. Also, in the
vast majority of cases, expressions of dislike represented personal
taste (for example, perceiving an item as too sour or too sweet)
rather than perceptions of poor food quality. No particular concern
other than taste was mentioned by five percent or more of the
respondents.
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Chapter IV

FDPIR PARTICIPANTS AND THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

When the Food Stamp Act of 1977 was enacted, Congress decided
to continue providing commodities to low-income persons who had
been served by the Needy Families Program, rather than consolidat-
ing nutrition assistance under the Food Stamp Program. The pro-
gram was given a new name, the Food Distribution Program on
Indian Reservations (FDPm), and over the next few years, was given
additional resources. As a result, residents of Indian reservations
served by FDPIR are in the _mique position of being able to choose
to participate in either of two major nutrition assistance prog-
rams--FDPm or the Food Stamp Program.

The basic premi._e for maintaining a program to distribute com-
modities to low-income persons living on or near Indian reservations
was that local food stamp offices were located too far from these
areas. Furthermore, the distance to stores that would accept food
coupons was thought to be so great that it would impose an unfair
cost on food stamp participants who lived on reservations.

For low-income American Indians and other persons living on
reservations where FDPIR is available, the choice to participate in
FDPIR or the Food Stamp Program is affected by two broad sets of
factors. The first set of factors includes differences in eligibility
criteria, and the form and perceived value of benefits. The second
set of factors concerns the accessibility of the two programs, both in
terms of geographic convenience and potential applicants' percep-
tions of the effort required to apply for and obtain benefits. Both
sets of factors are important because one is affected by the policies
enacted by the Congress and translated into administrative regula-
tions by the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), while the other set is
affected by the manner in which States and Indian Tribal Organiza-
tions (rros) manage the program. Expanding our knowledge about
each set of factors could improve food assistance policy toward
American Indians and the management of FDPIR.

We begin this chapter with a comparison of eligibility criteria and
other aspects of policy related to FDPm and the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. It is followed by a comparison of the characteristics of Amer-
ican Indians who receive commodities with others who receive food

stamps. Then, using data collected in a small exploratory survey of
American Indians who receive food stamps, we examine differences
in perceptions of the two programs by FDPm and Food Stamp



Program participants. Finally, after assessing the potential food
stamp eligibility of FDPIR households, we compare the costs of
providing food assistance to American Indians under FDPIR and the
Food Stamp Program.

A. COMPARISON OF PARTICIPATION REQUIREMENTS
IN FDPIR AND THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

There are three primary differences between FDPIR and food stamp
eligibility criteria and how benefits are determined:

· the treatment of financial resources, particularly vehicles;

· the use of a gross income eligibility standard in the Food
Stamp Program, but not in FDPIR; and

· a fLxed FDPIR benefit (the commodity package) determined
by household size, versus variable food stamp benefits (the
coupon allotment) determined by household size and in-
come.

The eligibility process in the Food Stamp Program includes three
basic steps. The first step determines if a household has more than
$2,000 in financial resources ($3,000 for households with an elderly
member), including the portion of the value of nonexcluded vehicles
exceeding $4,500) If a household meets the assets test and does
not contain an elderly or disabled member, its gross income is
compared to a limit based on 130 percent of the Federal poverty
level for households of a given size. If the household's gross income
is less than that standard (or the household includes an elderly or
disabled member), its net income is determined by applying appro-
priate shelter, work expense, dependent care, and (if eligible) medi-
cal expense deductions, as well as a standard deduction. House-
holds with income below the net income limit are eligible to receive
a food stamp allotment based on household size and net income.

Determining eligibility for a commodity package under FDPIR is less
complex because fewer eligibility factors are considered. The assets
limit for households that do not contain an elderly or disabled

lAssessing the value of vehicles for food stamp eligibility determination is a
complex process that accounts for both fair market and equity values. Also,
vehicles that are necessary for traveling long distances for employment or to
transport a disabled household member are exempt from consideration.
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member is $1,750, compared to $2,000 in the Food Stamp Program
(the same $3,000 limit applies to households with an elderly mem-
ber). The value of vehicles is not counted as an asset and no gross
income test is applied to household income. Instead, a net income
limit, based on the food stamp net income limit and the standard
deduction used in the Food Stamp Program, is the final criterion for
eligibility.

The form of benefits received under the two programs is, of course,
different, but another important difference is that the level of
benefit for eligible food stamp households varies according to
household size and income. In contrast, the size of the FDPIR

commodity package received by an eligible household is determined
solely by the number of household members, regardless of the
household's level of income.

One unique aspect of the food stamp benefit determination process
is that one- and two-person households that are eligible (on the
basis of gross and net income) to receive an allotment of less than
$10 are provided a minimum benefit of $10 (in contrast, allotments
for households with three or more persons may be set as low as $2,
$4, or $6). An important group that this policy affects is the elderly.
In 1987, nearly three out of ten food stamp households with an
elderly member (29.4 percent) received the $10 minimum benefit,
compared to only 3.7 percent of all other food stamp households?

Another feature that distinguishes the Food Stamp Program from
FDPm is that eligible adults who are not employed, disabled, 60
years of age or older, or responsible for the care of young children
are required to register for work. Registration for work includes
actively seeking employment and receiving training to assist directly
in future employment. However, many food stamp participants who
reside in rural areas are exempt from the requirement to participate
in employment and training programs because it is difficult to
operate cost-effective programs in these areas. Work registration is
not required to participate in FDPIR.

B. COMPARISON OF AMERICAN INDIAN PARTICIPANTS
IN FDPIR A.ND THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

Recall from Chapter ffI that perhaps half of all American Indians in
the continental United States receive food stamps or FDPIR com-

2See FNS, Characteristics of Food Stamp Households: Summer 1987 (Alexan-
dria, VA: Office of Analysis and Evaluation, January 1990), p. 84.
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modifies, with two-thirds participating in the Food Stamp Program
and one-third in Fl)Pm. The differences in policy between FI)Pm
and the Food Stamp Program are likely to produce some differences
in the characteristics of American Indians who participate in these
programs. For example, program data indicate that the cost to Ft,_s
for commodities provided in an average month to each vt)Pm partic-
ipant in Fiscal Year 1989 was approximately $25.3 ff elderly Ameri-
can Indian_ who lived alone were likely to qualify only for the
minim,,m food stamp allotment of $10, but could obtain commodi-
ties worth $25, they might be inclined to apply for commodities
rather than food stamps. The same might be true of households
with earned income because higher income results in a smaller food
stamp allotment, but does not affect the size of the commodity
package an eligible household receives.

This study provides two sources of information about the character-,
istics of households that participated in FI>Pmduring September
1989--data compiled from their FDPm case records and interviews
with members of those households. In addition to the survey of
FDPIR households, we also analyzed data from the food stamp
quality control (OC) data base to obtain information about American
Indian households that received food stamps in 1986. The Oc data
base is derived from a national probability survey of 10,474 food
stamp households, and includes a subsample of 288 American Indian
households. Both the full sample and the Indian subsample are
nationally representative, but because the data base involves a rela-
tively small number of American Indian households and relatively
few household characteristics, the findings lack precision and must
be interpreted with caution.

Given the limited information available in OC data, this evaluation
included a small-scale survey of approximately 100 American Indians
who were participating in the Food Stamp Program in three widely
separate parts of the country (specifically, reservations served by
three of the sample vt)Pm programs located in Arizona, North
Dakota, and Wisconsin). While these samples are not generally
representative of American Indians who participate in the Food
Stamp Program, they offer some preliminary information about per-
ceptions of FDPm among food stamp households, as well as other

:;Retail costs of comparable food items are likely to exceed the costs of corn-
modifies to USDA. USDA, FNS, Program Information Division, Data Base
Monitoring Branch, Program Information RcI_0rt (Kev Data_, November 1989, p.
30.
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information about American Indians who chose to participate in the
Food Stamp Program rather than FDPm.

Exhibit IV,1

Characteristics of FDPIR and
Food Stamp Households
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The findings presented in Exhibit IV.Z are based on the 288 food
stamp households included in the QC data base and the survey of
757 FDPIRhouseholds conducted in this study. 4 They reveal some
interesting differences in the characteristics of households that
participate in FDPIRand those of American Ind/_ns in the Food
Stamp Program. First, whereas half of the FDPIRhouseholds in our
survey included a child, nearly three-fourths (72.4 percent) of Amer-
ican Indian food stamp households in the 1986 QC sample contained

4The data repo_d for thc entire food stamp caseload (labeled "All FSP" in thc
chart) arc b,_cd oa thc 1987 (lC data, which arc the most recently published rcsulLs
from this data base. Specific information about American Indian food stamp house-
holds can only be obt=i-_d through special analyses of QC data. Thc latest data
that were available for our analysis pertai!led to 1986. We are not aware of any
changes in policy or other social or economic factors that would have caused
substandal eh,n_ in thc charactcrisfics of the,se households betwccn thc two years.
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a member who was younger than 18. Only 10.2 percent of the
American Indian food stamp households included persons aged 60
or older. In contrast, 38.9 percent of the FDPIR households included
an elderly member. Thus, these data suggest that the Food Stamp
Program is more likely to serve younger American Indian house-
holds with children, whereas older persons constitute a significant
segment of the population being served by FDPm.

The patterns of household income indicated by Exhibit IV. 1 are
consistent with the age characteristics of each group of households.
American Indian food stomp households are much more likely to
receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) than
FDPIRhouseholds, with one-third of the food stamp households
having that source of income, while only 5.2 percent of the FDPm
households had it.

Contributing to these differences in participation patterns is the
relative ease with which AFDC households may obtain food stamps.
Current regulations establish categorical eligibility for either food
stamps or FDPm for public assistance households (that is, those in
which all members are part of the AFDC assistance unit or receive
Supplemental Security Income [ssx]). In addition, filing an applica-
tion for food stamps, unlike applying for commodities, does not
require traveling to a different office. The same would be true of
General Assistance (GA) payments from State welfare agencies,
although some GA payments are made by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA). In these cases, the BrA office may be more likely to
be located near tribal headquarters than the local food stamp office,
thereby making it more convenient to apply for commodities than
for food stamps.

The larger proportion of FDPm households with earned income also
is not unexpected. Given that all households eligible for FDPIR

receive a full package of commodities, and that earnings tend to
reduce the size of the food stamp allotment that eligible households
receive, households with an employed member may be more likely
to apply for commodities rather than food stamps (note that Ameri-
can Indian food stamp households are just as likely to have earned
income as other food stamp households, with approximately one-
fifth being employed).

Exhibit IV.2 compares the gross monthly income of FDPIR and food
stamp households, and shows that FDPrRhousehold incomes tend to
be larger. This is not surprising given differences in eligibility re-
quirements (specifically the lack of a gross-income limit) that permit
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Exhibit IV.2

Average Gross Monthly Income of Households Participating
in FDPIR and the Food Stamp Program

Food Stamp Program"

FI)Pm
Size of Households' Indian All

Household (N = 827) Households Households
(N = 288) (10,474)

1 $347 $175 $290

2 476 314' 371

3 545 385 433

4 670 445 524

5 872 524 633

6 758 462 682

7 813 785 797

8 or more 1.149 774 914

All $565 $395 $426

'Case record data of FDPIR survey respondents were collected at the time

of their most recent certification, recertification, or interim change, all

within 12 months prior tO September 1989.

**OC data, collected in the Summer of 1987.

eligible FI)Pm households to have a higher level of income. Also, as
we discussed in the previous chapter, there is a pronounced tenden-
cy for a particularly poor group of American Indians, AFDC families,
to participate in the Food Stamp Program rather than FDPIR. We
must recall, however, that only 4.3 percent of Fl)Pm households had
income in excess of 130 percent of the poverty level, the gross
income limit established for the Food Stamp Program. Therefore,
the income of FDPIR households is higher only in a narrow sense.

As Exhibit IV3 shows, the differences in household size among the
FDPIR sample, the full food stamp caseload, and American Indian
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Exhibit IV.3

Household Size for Households Participating in
FDPIR and the Food Stamp Program

Food Stamp Program

FI)Pm
Size of Households Indian All
Household (N = 827) Households Households

(N = 288) (N = 10,474)

1 or 2 45.6% 33.4% 52.4%

3 - 5 42.8 51.0 40.3

6orMore 11.6 15.6 7,4

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.1%

Average 3.2 3.4 2.7

food stamp households are consistent with the findings reported
above. Whereas nearly half (45.6 percent) of the households that
received commodities contained only one or two persons, only one-
third of the American Indian food stamp households were that
small. This finding is consistent with the higher rate of FDPIR
households with older persons, and the higher rate of AFDChouse-
holds among American Indian food stamp households reported in
Chapter III. For example, elderly persons account for 62 percent of
the one-person FI)Pm households.

C. PATYERNS OF PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

Participants in the focus groups offered a variety of reasons for
choosing to participate in FDPm or the Food Stamp Program, and
for periodically switching between them. For example, some per-
sons indicated that it was possible for them to store up certain
commodities, such as canned milk. When they had accumulated
such a supply, they could more easily switch to the Food Stamp
Program in order to obtain fresh meats and vegetables, or to pur-
chase a wider variety of packaged foods. For some, this change in
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programs coincided with tribal ceremonies or festivals for which they
wanted to prepare special foods.

Exhibit IV.4

History of Program Participation by FDPIR
and Food Stamp Households

FDPIR Food Stamp
Form of Participation Households Households

(N - 757) (N = 107)
(%) (%)

Over Past 12 Months

Households that received
current benefit

each month 51.3 58.9

Households that participated
in other program in

past 12 months 23.8 47.6

At Any Point in the Past

Households that ever

applied for benefits
from other program 52.8 57.0

Households that applied
and received other benefit 83.7 91.8

Households that previously
left current program,

but returned 42.2 51.4

Households that received
benefits from other

program while off current program 27.2 46.3

To assess program preferences and the extent of cross-program
transfers by American Indians, we asked respondents in the FDPIR
and food stamp household surveys about their participation in both
program_. As shown in Exhibit IV.4, more than half of both groups
of households had received benefits under the program in which
they were currently participating for each of the past 12 months.
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Among FDPIRhouseholds that had not received commodities each
month, 23.8 percent received food stamps during the 12 months
prior to the survey. In contrast, nearly half of the food stamp
households had received commodities at some point during the same
12-month period? Although there are several factors which could
influence these rates, these findings are consistent with the more
stringent eligibility criteria used in the Food Stamp Program.

These findings suggest that food stamp households are more likely
to apply for commodities when they leave the Food Stamp Program
than FI>Pmhouseholds are to apply for food stamps when they leave
FDPIR. It may be the case that the households most likely to leave
Fr)Pm are those whose earnings exceed net income limits. As a
result, they would not be eligible for food stamps became of the
gross income means test in that program. In contrast, food stamp
households still might be eligible for FI>Pm, and therefore, might be
more successful in obtaining commodities than former FDPIRhouse-
holds are in obtaining food stamps.

In looking beyond the last 12 months, there appears to be a fairly
high level of cross-program participation. Exhibit IV.4 shows that
more than half of both groups had applied for benefits under the
other program at some time, and that 83.7 percent of FDPm appli-
cants for food stamps and 91.8 percent of food stamp applicants for
FDPIRhad been found eligible. In both cases, however, slightly
fewer FDPm households applied for food stamps, and that a smaller
proportion was determined to be eligible for assistance under the
Food Stamp Program. Again, given the higher income FDPrRhouse-
holds tend to have, this result might have been expected.

The current spell of partidpation (that is, the period of months over
which benefits had been received continuously) was at least the
second for a substantial segment of both the FDPIR and food stamp
households in survey samples. Slightly more than half of the food
stamp households and 42.2 percent of the FDI'IR households had
been on the program at some point in the past, left, and returned.
While they had been off the program in which they were currently
participating, 27.2 percent of the rvem households had received
food stamps, and nearly half of the food stamp households had
received commodities.

SThiscomparisonisexploratory.Giventhesmallsizeof thefood stampsample
(lq = 107)andits limitedgeographiccoverage(reservationsin three States),it is
inappropriateto test the statisticalsi?iflcance of thesedifferences.Therefore,
findingspresentedheremustbe viewedas tentativeandnot condusive.
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D. PERCEPTIONS OF FDPIR AND THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM AMONG CURRENT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

To explore American Indians' perceptions of FDPIR and the Food
Stamp Program, we asked survey respondents why they had chosen
to apply for benefits under one program or the other. Among the
107 food stamp participants included in the survey of that group,
more than half (57.5 percent) indicated that they were able to
obtain a better variety of foods by using food stamps. Similarly,
another 24.5 percent said that the ability to buy what they wanted
was the determining factor in their choice to apply for food stamps.
Among the few remaining households, no other factor was men-
tioned by as many as five percent of the respondents.

Approximately one-third of the 757 FDPm participants who were
surveyed felt that they could receive more food from the commodity
program than through the Food Stamp Program. Another 3.2
percent felt that the commodity package would go further in meet-
ing their households' food needs than a food stamp allotment, and
7.2 percent felt that they would receive better foods from FI)Pm
than they could obtain through the Food Stamp Program.

Nearly one in five current FDPIRparticipants perceived food stamp
application procedures and participation requirements to be a
deterrent to their participation in the Food Stamp Program. This
finding was consistent with a theme detected in the focus groups we
conducted, and with observations made by FI)Pm program staff we
interviewed. Only 6.5 percent of the survey sample indicated that
travel distances or transportation problems would make it difficult
for them to apply for food stamps or purchase food with food
stamps.

E. PROGRAM ACCESSIBILITY

There are two dimensions to the issue of program accessibility that
axe relevant to the comparison of FDPIRand the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. First, as we noted above, a substantial segment of FDPIR
participants felt that food stamp application procedures and partici-
pation requirements were too demanding. In addition, several
participants in focus groups and informal discussions with other
participants indicated that they felt more comfortable receiving
benefits through a program targeted at and operated by American
Indian._, In a few areas, disputes over tribal fishing rights and other
treaty agreements had produced a general level of tension between
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the American Indian community and other local residents. In most
instances, however, participants appeared to be expressing a feeling
that it was simply more comfortable for them to participate in
FDPIR. Nevertheless, one percent of the survey respondents specifi-
cally stated that FDPIRstaff had been "nicer" to them than local food
stamp staff, and that this attitude accounted for their participation in
FDPIRrather than the Food Stamp Program.

The other, more obvious dimension of accessibility concerns geo-
graphic accessibility. This factor seems to have provided the ratio-
hale for maintaining the Needy Family Program, but no precise
information has been available concerning (1) the distance potential
participants must travel to reach a FOPm or food stamp office, or
(2) the distance to grocery stores where food stamps may be re-
deemed. The surveys of FOPIRparticipants and American Indians
who receive food stamps provide information about travel distances
to these places, and enable us to compare, for example, the distance
FOPm participants currently travel to pick up commodities to the
distance they would have to travel in order to buy food with food
stamps.

Exhibit IV.5 shows the median distance in miles to the following
places for both FDPIRand food stamp respondents:

· the distance to the commodity distribution point for FDPm
participants (in most cases, the same place applications are
submitted), or to the place where food stamp participants
would go to apply for FDPm benefits;

· the distance to the food stamp office where food stamp
participants applied for benefits, or where FDPm participants
would apply for food stamps;

· the distance to the nearest food store; and

· the distance to the food store where the respondent's house-
hold usually buys fresh meat and vegetables.

The data in Exhibit IV.5 indicate, first, that commodity distribution
points are somewhat more convenient than food stamp offices for
the average FDPIR participant. On average, they would have to
drive about four miles farther to apply for food stamps (a median
distance of 11 miles versus 7.5 miles). In fact, the distance to the
food stamp office is essentially the same for 27.9 percent of the
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Exhibit IV.5

Travel Distances Each Way for FDPIR
and Food Stamp Households

Destination:

7.5
FDPIR Dist. Point

: 7

11

FoodStampOffice I ': 11
I

4.4
Nearest Grocery

3

8.2
Store for Meat/Veg

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14

Median Distance in Miles

_FDPIR (N=757) _FSP (N-107)

FDPIRhouseholds, more distant for 37.3 percent, and closer for 34.8
percent.

For most FI)Pm and food stamp participants, the distances that must
be traveled to buy food are not great, and on average the distance is
five miles or less to the nearest food store. Given the relative prox-
imlty of a food store, using food stamps would not appear to be
especially difficult. Also, for FDPIRsurvey respondents, the average
distance to the store where these households usually buy fresh meat
and vegetables was about six miles from their homes, only a mile or
so farther than the nearest food store. While definitive conclusions

tyannotbe drawn on the basis of so few cases, it is interesting to note
that the distance to the store where food stamp households pur-
chased meats and vegetables was greater, averaging 11 miles or so.

In reviewing the data for food stamp participants presented in
F_..xl_'bitIV.S, it is important to keep in mind that the distallces
reported for this group are based on small samples taken from three
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widely separated sites. As such, these findings are probably not
representative of the situation for most American Indians who
participate in the Food Stamp Program. Given this important
qualification, the findings imply that travel distances are not a key
factor affecting American Indians' choices of food assistance pro-
grams.

F. PATrERNS OF FOOD SUPPLEMENTATION AMONG FDPIR
AND FOOD STAMP PARTICIPANTS

We described in the previous chapter how participants in FDPIR

supplement their commodity food packages with purchased food and
food produced at home in order to meet their households' food
needs. The same is true of participants in the food stamp program.
In this section, we compare (1) food expenditures for FoPm and
food stamp households; (2) home production of food; and (3)
participation in other nutrition assistance programs.

Food Exhibit IV.6 shows that FDPIRhouseholds in the survey sample
Expenditures generally expended more cash for food than did households in the

sample of American Indian food stamp households. One reason for
the difference in spending for food reported by the two groups may
be that a large proportion of the food stamp households received
FDPIR,and that the gross monthly income of FDPm households was
generally higher, due partly to the higher rate of employment among
this group. However, a more important reason for the difference in
cash outlay appears to be the value of benefits under the two pro-
grams.

On average, the food stamp allotment provided the resources for
73.3 percent of the food purchases for food stamp households. In
contrast, commodities represented only 38.5 percent of the cash
value of food brought into the homes of FOPIRhouseholds in the
survey sample. However, given that the value we attach to the
commodities is the average cost to FNSfor the purchase of commod-
ities, this value reflects a wholesale cost rather than retail value.
Thus, even based on this conservative estimate of the value of the
FDPIRfood package, FDPIRhouseholds seem to have had a larger
food budget on a per capita basis than the small sample of food
stamp households we interviewed.

We must emphasize that these findings are tentative due to the
limitations of the sample of food stamp households, which is both
relatively small in size and limited to reservations in three States.
As such, the reported findings cannot provide conclusive compari-
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Exhibit IV.6

Mean Per Capita Food Purchases and Benefit Levels Per Month for
FDPIRand Food Stamp Sample Households

Source of Food/ FDPm Food Stamp
Type of Benefit Households Households

(N = 757) (N = 107)

Grocery Stores S33 $12
Restaurants 6 3
Take Home 1 1

Commodity Package 25

Food St_mp Allotment 44

Total $65 $60

'Food purchases, excluding program benefits.

sons between these two populations, but can point to areas that may
merit further research. For example, the difference between the two
groups is only slight in terms of the combined cash value of grocery

store purchases and program benefit ($58 for FDPIR households and

$56 for food stamp households). However, it seems to be greater

with regard to food purchased at restaurants. To determine if a

difference actually exists in patterns of food purchases, and whether

such a difference had any impact on dietary sufficiency, it would be

necessary to conduct a nutrient-intake survey involving both popula-
tions.
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Participation One way in which low-income households can supplement their food
in Other Food supply is through participation in other food assistance programs
Assistance other than FDPm or the Food Stamp Program. Some of these
Programs programs are sponsored by the Federal government, while others are

locally initiated and operated. To compare the participation of
FDPIR and food stamp households in these programs, it is necessary
to restrict the comparison to households residing in the same com-
munities. This restriction provides a means to control for factors
which could influence program participation behavior, such as
socioeconomic conditions and the availability of local food assistance
programs. Thus, the following analysis pertains only to households
on the three reservations where both food stamp and FDPIR house-
hold surveys were done.

The different levels of participation in these assistance programs
shown in Exhibit IV.7 are consistent with the differences in charac-

teristics of FI>Pm and food smrnp households described earlier in
this chapter. Since American Indian food stamp households tend to
be larger and more likely to contain children, it is not surprising that
the majority of households have one or more members who received
free or reduced-price breakfasts and lunches at school. Similarly,
more than four out of ten received wIc benefits. In contrast, FDPm
households were more likely than food stamp households to receive
assistance through a food program for the elderly. Again, these
differences in wIC and elderly food program participation may be
due largely to differences in household composition between FDPm
and the Food Stamp Program (see Exhibit IV.l). Interestingly, a
larger proportion of the food stamp households received Temporary
Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) benefits, perhaps
suggesting that referral mechanisms between the local food stamp
office and the distributors of TEFAP commodities were more direct

in the three food stamp sites than those for FDPIR. Also, it may be
that the TEFAP commodities had more appeal for food stamp house-
holds since FDPIR households often receive the same commodities

under FDPIR that are distributed through TEFAP.
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Exhibit IV.7

FDPIR and Food Stamp Household Partici-
pation in Other Food Assistance Programs

School Lunch "1

..::!: :-::,'; .: ' ' J57.9

20.2

SChOOl Breakfast ......::..: .....:_::,_.: t ,t7.4· '7 ""'"'" ""

WlC . ..: . "1
.... :.:;:...:.::.:...::::.. { 41.1

10,5
Senior Citizen 4.7

TEFAP
19.8

Food Banks I
3.8

1.3
Church Programs

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70

% of Households

I FDPIR (N-79),1--_ FSP (N=107)

Unweighted data from 3 sites.

Home-Produced Based on the surveys of NDPIR and food stamp households, we can
Food also compare the two groups in terms of the production of food at

home. To control for differences in climate and other factors that

would encourage or discourage the production of food at home, we
compared the two sets of households in the three sites selected for
the food st_mp household surveys (again, sites located in Arizona,
Montana, and Wisconsin). It also should be noted that there were
no statistically sioniflcant differences among FDPIR and Food Stamp
households in the usage rates of grocery stores, restaurants, or take-
out and delivered foods. The only difference in home-produced
foods indicated by Exhibit IV.8 is in vegetable gardening and hunt-
ing and fishing, both activities more likely to be pursued by FDPIR
households than those receiving food stamps.
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Exhibit IV.8

Supplementary Sources of Food for FDPIR
and Food Stamp Households

17,7

1.3

Livestock i1 2.8

Dairy Products

0.9

1: ;;;; i : 32,7

0 10 20 3O 4O 5O

of All Households

FDPIR (N-7g} "I--It FSP (N-107)

Unweignted data from 3 sites.

The pattern of food purchases and home production of food for
FDPIR households in these three sites is not very different from that
of the entire sample (see the discussion in Chapter HI). This fact
tends to reinforce the validity of the comparison, but again, we must
stress the limitations of the food stamp sample in drawing conclu-
sions.
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G. ALTERNATIVE COSTS OF PROVIDING FOOD
ASSISTANCE TO FDPIR PARTICIPANTS

The data we have presented concerning travel distances for Fl)Pm
participants indicate that generally only minor differences exist in
the distance to the commodity distribution point versus the local
food stamp office. In light of this new information, it may be appro-
priate to examine the cost of providing food assistance to American
Indians through FDPIR relative to the cost of serving them under the
Food Stamp Program. This comparison also will provide some
indication of the relative cost-effectiveness of FDPIR compared to
the Food Stamp Program in serving American Indian_.

We noted in Chapter HI that approximately 4.3 percent of house-
holds in the FDHR survey had gross incomes in excess of 130 percent
of the 1989 Federal poverty level. As a result, we estimate that
1,911 of the 44,442 households (i.e., 4.3 percent) that received
commodities in September 1989 would be ineligible under the gross
income limit used in the Food Stamp Program.

We also obtained information through the survey of FDPIR house-
holds pertaining to other food stamp eligibility criteria, such as
shelter costs, dependent care costs, medical expenses for households
with an elderly or disabled member, vehicles owned by the house-
holds, and ownership of Keogh retirement accounts. 6 After exam-
ining each household's gross income relative to the poverty level, we
found only one household in the sample that had assets in excess of
the food stamp limits (recall that for households that do not include
an elderly or disabled member, the resource limit for FDP_ is
$1,750, not $2,000 as in the Food Stamp Program). However, it was
necessary to consider the value of vehicles owned by households
who met the gross income limit. Ignoring possible employment-
related exemptions that were not explicitly addressed in the survey,
we found that a relatively small proportion of FDPIR households
(less than 10 percent) did, in fact, own vehicles with an estimated
market value in excess of $4,500.

After considering vehicles in the computation of resources and
applying the appropriate assets test ($2,000 or $3,000), we deter-
mined each household's net income by applying the appropriate
special and standard deductions to gross income. The results of the
simulation indicated that as many as 3,110 additional FDPIR house-

6A more detailed description of the simulation of food stamp eligibility of
FDPIR households is provided in Volume 2.
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holds would be ineligible for a food stamp allotment. Thus, as
Exhibit IV.9 shows, we estimate that 39,421 of the 44,442 households
that received commodities in September 1989 would have been
eligible for food stamps (88.7 percent).

Exhibit IV.9

FJgimated Food Stamp Allotments for Food Stamp.Eligible FDPIR Households

Mean Allotment Total C.o6t of Mean Allotment

for Food Stamp- Number of Allotments for for All FSP
Size of Eligible FDPIR Eligible Food Stamp- Households

Household Households Households Eligible Households in 1987'
(s) is) is)

1 33 9,878 32.5,974 46

2 71 8,267 586,957 95

3 130 6,411 833,430 144

4 177 6255 1,107,135 177

5 189 4,016 759,024 198

6 267 2,665 711,.555 247

7 2(15 926 245,390 246

8 or more 339 1.003 340,017 328

Total 39,421 :M,909,482

'FNS, Characteristics of Food Stamv Households: Summer 1987. JILauary1990, p. 63.

To estimate the cost of providing food stamps to this group, we
began by calculating the allotment for each eligible household. The
results of that estimation process are summarized by the mean
allotments for households of different sizes, shown in the second
colum. For comparison, we also present in the last column of
Exhibit IV.9 the mean allotment by household size for the entire
food stamp caseload based on the 1987 OCdata. In general, the
higher gross income of FDPm households tends to produce smaller
average allotments, except among the larger households where the
reverse is true. However, because FDPm households tend to be
smaller, only about one-fourth (26.4 percent) of the total potential
allotment cost would be attributable to the small household group.
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By multiplying the estimated number of eligible households of each
size by the estimated average allotment for each size household, we
derived the total cost of allotments for food stamp-eligible FDPIR
households (see column four). The sum of these estimates is
$4,909,482--the total cost providing allotments to all food stamp-
eligible FDPIR households in the sample for September 1989.

These data provide the basis for a comparison of the costs of provid-
ing food assistance to American Indians through FDPIR and the
Food Stamp Program. Using FN$ program data for FY1989 for both
programs, we first determined the costs of both benefits and admin-
istration under each program, and s_,mmarized them in Exhibit
IV. 10.7 FDPIR program data indicate an average monthly cost of
$73.94 per household for commodities and $30.18 for program
administration, for a total cost of $104.12 per household. For
September 1989, therefore, the actual total FDPIR COStsincurred by
local programs/md F_S were $4,627,301.

AS shown in the fourth column of Exhibit IV. 10, the average food
stamp allotment for all households that received food stamps in
September 1989 was $133.51, while general program administration,
the employment and training program, and other administrative
costs added $13.94 per household, for a total cost of $147.45 per
household. Thus, the provision of allotments to more than 7.3
million households cost nearly $1.08 billion that month. However,
based on the size of allotments estimated in our simulation of food

stamp eligibility and summarized in Exhibit IV.9, we would expect
the cost of food stamp allotments to food stamp-eligible FDPIR
households to be less than the average allotment for the food stamp
caseload as it existed in September 1989. Therefore, Exhibit IV. 10
also includes in column 3 the average allotment ($124.54) we esti-
mated for these households.

Assuming that administrative costs would be the same for FDPIR
households who might participate in the Food Stamp Program, the
average monthly cost of providing food stamps to food stamp-eligi-
ble FI)Pm households would be approximately $138 per household,
or about $9 less than the average cost per household for households
that received food stamps in September 1989.

AS the totals in columns 2 and 3 of Exhibit IV. 10 indicate, it was
less expensive to provide commodities to all of the FDPm house-

?USDA, FNS, Program Information Division, Data Base Monitoring Branch,
Program Information Revort (Key Data). November 1989, Tables 2 and 26.
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Exhibit IV.10

Comparative Costs of Providb_g Commodities and Food Stamps to
FDPIR Households Potentially Eligible for Food Stamps

Commodities Food Stamps for Food Stamps
Cost for FDPIR FSP-Eligibl¢ FI)Pm for FSP

Components Households Households Households

Benefit $73.94 $124.54 $133_51

Administration 30.18 12.07 12.07

Employment and

Training NA 1.19 1.19

Other NA 0.68 0.68

Total Cost
Per Household S104.12 S138.48 $147.45

Number of

Eligible 44,442 39,421 7,323,433
Households (9/89)

Total Cost $4,627,301 $5,459,020 $1,079,840,196

holds that received commodities in September 1989 than it would
have been to serve 5,000 fewer households through the Food Stamp
Program. The total cost of food stamp allotments ($4,909,482 from
Exhibit IV.9) and administrative costs to serve the food stamp-
eligible FDPIRhouseholds would have been, as shown in Exhibit
IV.10, $5,459,020. This compares to the actual cost of $4,627,301 to
provide commodities that month. Given the general level of satis-
faction that seems to exist among program participants, and some of
the advantages they perceive to participating in FDPIR rather than
the Food Stamp Program, it appears to represent a less costly
alternative.

H. CONCLUSIONS

A comparison of American Indian households served by FI)Pm and
the Food Stamp Program indicates that households with an elderly
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member and households with employed members constitute much
larger segments of the FDPIR caseload. In contrast, due largely to
joint application procedures, categorical eligibility for food stamps,
and the co-location of administrative offices, the majority of Ameri-
can Indian families that receive AFOC participate in the Food Stamp
Program rather than FOPm.

Based on a small exploratory survey of American Indian households
living on three reservations who participated in the Food Stamp
Program in September 1989, a larger proportion of this group
tended to have received benefits continuously for the previous 12
months, compared to FDPIR households interviewed for this study.
This is consistent with the nationally representative findings dis-
cussed in thi._ chapter, which indicate that AFDC households would
tend to have longer spells of participation due to factors related to
their need for assistance (specifically, deprivation of parental sup-
port), whereas households with earned income would experience
shorter (though perhaps repeated) spells of participation.

Interviews with FDI'IR and food stamp households in this study
indicated that nearly half of them had participated in both programs.
However, American Indian households that had left the Food Stamp
Program were more likely to apply for and receive commodities
under FDPIR than FDPIR participants were to apply for and receive
food stamps. This situation may be due to the lack of a gross
income eligibility standard in FDPIR, as well as other more lenient
eligibility standards, such as the treatment of household resources,
particularly vehicles.

A simulation of food stamp eligibility for Fl)Pm households included
in thla study indicates that about 11 percent would not be eligible
became of application of the gross income limitation and other
factors, such as the treatment of vehicles as financial assets. In
addition, since FDPIR households tend to be smaller and more
likely to have earnings, they would tend to receive smaller food
stamp allotments than the average food stamp household (either
Indian or non-Indian), if they were certified to receive food stamps.
Yet, it was less expensive to provide commodities to all the house-
holds that participated in September 1989 than it would have been
to provide food stamp allotments to the 89 percent estimated to
have been eligible for food stamps.

Given the general satisfaction expressed by participants about the
program, FDPIR seems to offer a relatively low-cost alternative to
the Food Stamp Program as a way of providing food assistance to
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some American Indians, especially the elderly. Among other house-
holds, particularly those receiving AFDC, it may be more convenient
for them to receive food stamps because of the co-location of AFDC
and food stamp offices and single-application requirements. Also,
the use of food stamps affords more flexibility in obtaining foods not
available from the FDPm commodity package. However, for other
households this advantage may be offset by the perceived difficulty
of applying for, and using food stamps, as well as any stigma which
may be associated with food stamp participation. Thus, together
FDPm and the Food Stamp Program are probably more effective in
meeting the food assistance needs of American Indians than either
program would be individually.
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