
TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF FIGURES.
hiST OF TABLE ...............................................TExT..........................................ii: i
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY .............................................. v

INTRODUCTION ................................... 1

CHAPTER 1 AN OVERVIEW OF THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM .......... 4

. PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS IN
FEBRUARY 1983 .................................. 4
RECENT LEGISLATIVE CHANGES ..................... 5
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AND
COST .......................................... ! 2
AN OVERVIEW OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS
THROUGH 1983 .................................. 13

CHAPTER 2 CHARACTERISTICS OF FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS ...... 19

GROSS MONTHLY INCOME ......................... '.19
NET MONTHLY INCOME ............................ 23
SOURCES OF INCOME ............................. 24

Aid to Families With Dependent
Children ............................... 24

Earned Income ............................ 24

Social Security .......................... 25
Supplemental Security Income ............. 26

DEDUCTIONS PROM GROSS INCOME .................. 26
POOD STAMP BENEFITS ........................... 30

Effect on Poverty Status ................. 31
ASSETS ........................................ 33
CASELOAD COMPOSTION ........................... 33

Households With Children ................. 35

Households With Elderly .................. 35
Households With Earned Income ............ 37

OTHER PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS ................. 38
Work Registration ........................ 38
Expedited Service ........................ 38
Certification Periods .................... 40

CHAPTER 3 CHANGES IN POOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS
CHARACTER/STICS ............................... 44

CHANGES IN INCOME ............................. 45
CHANGES IN DEDUCTIONS ......................... 52
CHANGES IN BENEFITS ........................... 58
CHANGES IN CASELOAD COMPOSTION ................ 65

Women With Children ...................... 67
Households With Elderly .................. 67
Households With Earnings ................. 68

CHAPTER 4 DETAILED TABLES FOR THE 50 STATES AND
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ......................69



LIST OF TABLES

CHAPTER 5 APPER_DIXES

A. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
1983 POVERTY INCOME GUIDELINES ...........130

B. MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NET MONTHLY
FOOD STAMP INCOME ELIGIBILITY
STANDARDS IN FEBRUARY 1983 ...............131

C. VALUE OF STANDARD AR_) MAXIMUM

DEPENDENT CARE/EXCESS SHELTER
DEDUCTIONS IN CONTINENTAL UNITED
STATES AND OUTLYING AREAS IN
FEBRUARY 1983 ............................ 132

D. VALUE OF MAXIMUM COUPON ALLOTMEL_
(THRIFTY FOOD PLAN PLAN) IN
CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES AND
OUTLYING AREAS IN FEBRUARY 1983 .........;133

E. SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF ESTIMATES ...... 134

F. DATA COLLECTIO}, _ INSTRUMENT ............... 137



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1 Food Stamp Program Participation:
1951-1983 ..................................... 11

Figure 2 Unemployment Rate: 1981-1983 ................. 16

Figure 3 Distribution of Food Stamp Households
by Monthly Income: February 1983 .............21

Figure 4 Distribution of Food Stamp Households by
Value of All Deductions: February 1983 ....... 28

Figure 5 Average Food Stamp Benefit Per Person:
1980-1983 ..................................... 61



LIST OF TABLES: TEXT

Table 1 Major Economic Indicators: 1978-1983 ......... 14

Table 2 Major Quarterly Economic Indicators:
1981-1981 ..................................... 17

Table 3 Poverty Status of Food Stamp Households:
February 1983 ................................. 22

Table 4 Major Sources of Income Among Food Stamp
Households: February 1983 .................... 25

Table 5 Effect of Food Stamp Benefits on
Poverty Status of Food Stamp
Households: February 1983 .................... 32

Table 6 ;fork Registration Status of Food
Stamp Participants: February 1983 ............39

Table 7 Average Length of Certification
Period: February 1983 ........................ 43

Table 8 Average Nominal and Real Monthly
Income of Food Stamp Participants:
February 1982 and February 1983 ...............46

Table 9 Distribution of Participating Food Stamp
Households by Real Gross Monthly Income:
February 1982 and February 1983 ............... 42

_ah/e i6 Comparison of Poverty Status cf
Participating Rouseholds: February 1982
and February 1983 ............................. 49

Table 11 Average Nominal and Real Monthly
Income From Selected Sources:
February 1982 and February 1983 ...............51

Table 12 Distribution of Participating Food
Stamp I_ousebolds by Real Net Monthly
Income: February 1982 and February
1983 .......................................... 53

Table 13 Frequency and Value of Deductions
From Gross Income: February 1982 and
February 1983 ................................. 55

Table 14 Change in Average Shelter Costs and
Deductions Between February 1982 and
February 1983 for Households with a
Shelter Deduction ............................. 57

iii



Table 15 Distribution of Participating
Households by Amount of Monthly Food
Stamp Benefit: February 1982 and
February 1983 ................................. 59

Table 16 Sources of Change in Average Food
Stamp Benefits: February 1982 and
February 1983 ................................. 63 .

Table 17 Decomposition of the Change in the
Average Per Capita Nominal Food Stamp
Benefit Between February 1982 and
February 1983 ................................. 64

Table 18 Changes in Food Stamp Caseload
Composition: February 1982 and
February 1983 ................................. 68

_¥



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Food and Nutrition Service has conducted periodic surveys of

food stamp households to determine the characteristics and

circumstances of program beneficiaries. This report presents the

results of the most recent survey of almost 7,000 participating

households in the 50 States and the District of Columbia. The

report has two objectives: a description of the economic and

demographic circumstances of food stamp participants in February

1983 and an examination of changes in these circumstances since

February 1982.

Previous characteristic reports were based on a sample of

households select_ i._cn the Food Stamp Quality Contrc! (CC)

system. The QC syste_ was an ongoing review of food stamp

households to determine if eligibility and benefits had been

calculated properly or if household participation was correctly

denied or terminated. The February 1983 Food Stamp

Characteristics report is the first based on a sample from the

redesigned Integrated Quality Control System (IQCS). The IQCS,

like its predecessor, is the basic accountability measure of Food

Stamp Program operations. The IQCS differs from QC in two ways:

it integrates the QC systems of Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC), Medicaid and Food Stamps, and it relies on a

revised form to collect data. These changes make the February

1983 report not completely comparable with previous studies.

Over 22 million people in the United States received food stamp

benefits in February 1983. At the time these data were gathered:



c The avera{e .3ross income of all participating households was

$37_ per month. Over 5 percent reported no gross income for

the mcnt?:. Almost 37 percent of all food stamp households had

a total gross inco_;e that was less than half of the official

poverty guidelines; nearly 93 percent were below the poverty

line.

o Half of all food stamp households also received benefits unde:

Aid to Families %;ith Dependent Children (AFDC). Twenty

percent ha_ earned income. Twenty percent of all households

received Social Security or Railroad Retirement benefits; '18

percent rote:yeS Su_plementa! Security Income (SS!).

c, T]_ av_race (ieductJon from cross income was $!75 per month.

T?,e r.ost freque,_t dc_ction--other than the standard deduction

avazla._e to every househcld--was for excess shelter cos _,

c!a':-edb]? nearly7! _or _. _..cen_ of all food star,_.¥. housebc!a:.

r._out 20 perce_t claimed a deduction for earned income. Bot]%

the de?en_ent care and medical deduction. _ were used re!et]ve!¥

i_fre_u_-_,,,.--.,_-:'--_",-.a_,_',_,... 2 percent of all. foo-_ -:tarF

househc!ds--but they provided a substantial deduction for

th _=_ houshe _ able.._ c_,.. to claim them

c __._ a'.'e__._u. z_cnthly fco_* stamp benefit was $_27. r--'=_househcl _

Eighteen percent of all food stamp households had no net

!nco.--:_ after takin_ the allowable deductions from gross

incc.%, anJ thus received the maximu- allowab!e benefit.

Abc_t 5 percent rece'lve_ the minimum $10 benefit guaranteed to
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__ _,-r_ in_ one- and two-person househelds

o !,?hen food starp benefits were counted along with cash income,

the percentage of foo_ stamp households below the poverty line

fell from 92.5 percent to 85.8 percent· Program benefits had

an even greater effect on the poorest households: the income

of nearly 27 percent of the participating households rose to

at least half of the poverty line as a result of their food

stamp benefit·

e The average food stamp household included 2.9 people, but.

there was substantial variation among different househc!d

type£. House?:el;s with school-age children included an

average of 4.0 people. Households with earned income averaged

_._7 Deop!e. Househc!ds with elderly, members were ty[_,ica____l_,

st;al!e:, avsra_inT cml'/ 1.7 persons. Almost half ef all foo_

_ ' ho_._ar? seholds kad only one or two people

c Apprczimatcly 71 percent of the heads of food star,7 househc!_s

· . ..a_ehousehcl_ he_s was _9were won_en The average a_e of fe- _ ' _

years; the average a_e of male heads was 42 yeers.

c Fifty-t_c perc _-_+ of _.. the people participating in the Food

_ _=_ chi/dr n (less than 18 years o!d) SevenStar,p Procra- %._.e e

percent were elde'22y (_0 years olf or older). About 8 percent

were di=a_!e;
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o £ig?:teen percent of all food sta_.p households had at least one

elderly marcher. Eighty percent of all elderly participants

lived alone cr w,_'thone other person (usually elderly as

well). After adjustinc_ for the differences in avera§e

household size, households with elderly members had relatively

higher income, and consequently lower benefits, than

households with no elderly members. Only 8 percent of the

households with elderly members had a gross income that was

less than half of the poverty line. Twenty percent received

the $10 minimur benefit.

o Appro::irately one-fifth cf all foo-Z stamp housemaids reported

earner incorc. These ho aseholar ten_ea to be larger than

averace_ an_ .+:a_relati,,e_'',.: high income ($5_4, der. month, on

average). About 49 percent of these household hal nc:

additional Jncoze beyond their earnings.

c :lore than two-thirds of all participating food stam:

housekc!_£ inc!u_ef children. These hcusehc!da were

predorinantly hea_e_ kl' women. Households with child:eh were

typically lar_er anti had hi_her incomes than those without

children.

A cor,Fari=on.... of =u__v_]· ds+a fro. February 1982 wit?; _'=__results

of the current survey shows that:

o Ave:acc mont.Ll]' _zross incor:e rose from $345 per householf in

Februrary 1982 to $376 in February 1983, an increase of 9
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percent. After tab:in9 account of a 4 percent increase in the

Consumer Price Index, real gross inco_e actually increase_ 5

percent.

o The percentage of food stamp households with gross income

above the pcverty line decreased from 8.2 to 7.5 percent. The

percentage of households below half the poverty line increased

from 33 percent to 37 percent.

o Ail food stamp households were not equally affected by

inflation. Automatic cost-of-living adjustments to Social _

Security and SS! payments protected the purchasing po_er of

mare _ elder!_' and disabled food stamp participants. The real

value ef Social Security and Railroad Retirement benefits

among food star_ households remained constant, while the real

benefits of SS! recipients increased 7 percent. AF?C benefit£

on auerage did not change. The real value of wages and

salaries rose about C percent.

c The percentage of foo_ stamp households that clair,e_ at least

one deductlcn increased from 71 to 74 percent. The value of

t?e shelter deduct!em, _veraged over thos_ hcusehc!_£ that

cleimed it, increased about 9 percent, fror $92 to $100 per

month. The earned income deduction was claimer by one-fift?_

of al! foci star p bcusehc]ds, and its average value increased

9 percent, reflecting s rise in average earnings. Both the

dependent care and mef!csl deductions resulte_ in substantial

deductions when they were clai_;ed. But because so fey:
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households claimed these particular deductions--approximately

2 percent--they did not have much impact on the change in the

overall level of deductions.

o The average monthly food stamp benefit increased from $110 per

household in February 1982 to $127 in February 1983, a change

of 15 percent. This increase was caused primarily by a catch-

up adjustment in the maximum coupon allotment which had been

frozen since January 1981. The maximum coupon allotment for a

family of four rose 9 percent between Feburary 1982 and

February 1983. Average gross income grew at approximatelythe

same rate while the average deduction grew by 5 percent.



INTRODUCTION

The Food Stamp Program is a nationwide program which helps low-

income families and individuals buy the foods they need to

maintain a nutritious diet. This assistance is in the form of

coupons that can be redeemed for food in authorized food stores,

thus increasing the purchasing power of low-income households.

The program is authorized by Congress, administered nationally by

the U.S. Department of Agriculture's Food and Nutrition Service

(FNS), and run through State welfare agencies and their local

offices. An average of almost 22 million people received food

stamp benefits each month during Fiscal Year 1983 at a total cost

of almost $12 billion.

Because food stamp benefits add to the resources available to

low-income households, the Food Stamp Program can be considered

part of the Federal income maintenance system. It is distinct

from other income maintenance programs in two important ways.

First, it is designed to provide nutritional assistance to low-

income households. Thus, program benefits--the food stamps--can

be used only to buy food. Second, the program is distinguished

by the absence of categorical restrictions on eligibility and

participation. Unlike Aid to Families with Dependent Children

(AFDC) or Supplemental Security Income (SSI), for example,

program eligibility is not limited to specific types of people

(for example, mothers with dependent children, the elderly, or

the disabled). Instead, the Food Stamp Program is available to

all who meet the income and resource standards set by Congress.
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Thus, program participants are likely to represent a brosd

spectrun of the low-income population.

The Foo5 and Nutrition Service has conducted periodic surveys of

food stamp households to determine the characteristics and

circumstances of program beneficiaries. This report presents the

results of the most recent survey of almost 7,000 participating

households in the 50 States and the District of Columbia. The

report has two objectives: a description of the econo,.lc and

demographic circumstances of food stamp participants in February

1983 and a brief examination of changes in these circumstances

fro_ the prior year.

Chapter 1 provides an over\;ie%, cf the structure, siz£, an_

economic context of the FooJ Stamp Program in Februar? 1983.

Chapter 2 describes February 1983 food star.p househc!f

circumstances in seme detail uhile Chapter 3 looks at trends ip

household circus, stances and caseload composition from 1982 to

19E3 _" co_p_inc_ _ the February 1983 sample with February 19C2.

Chapter 4 _resents an extensive set of detailed tabulations of

household characteristics in February 1983. The appendixes to

this report contain supplemental tables and a brief description

of the ._a_l__. desi_D. . The reference population for t_:e

discussicn wl_icb fol!o_:s and for the detailed tables in chapter ._

is the February 1953 foc_ stamp population in the 50 States and

the District of Co!umb!5. The _ost recent food star.p

characteristics re_crts examined participants in August 1980,

August 198!, and August 1982. Because food stamp participation

2



e×?ibit_ a distinct seasonal pattern, February 1983 was selected

as thc sa_Fle r.ontk for this repcrt in order to exarine tbe

caselcad Ourin9 a winter month, when participation is

traditionally higher and characteristics may differ from summer

months. The August series of characteristics samples will be

continued with a combined August 1983, August 1984 report to be

released at _ later date.
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CHAPTER 1: AN OVERVIEW OF THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The number and characteristics of households participating in the

Food Stamp Program tend to vary somewhat over time. Several

factors contribute to this shifting. Legislated programmatic

changes, such as in eligibility requirements, are partially

responsible. The economic status of the nation as well as

underlying demographic trends may also affect the program's level

of participation and characteristics of participating households.

This chapter provides some background on the general

circumstances of the Food Stamp Program in February 1983.

The chapter begins with an overview of the eligibility

requirements that were in place in February 1983 and a brief

description of legislation implemented since February 1982.

Characteristics of food stamp households were also tabulated for

February 1982 and are used as a baseline for describing changes

in the 1983 household characteristics. This is followed by a

brief summary of total program costs, participation and economic

conditions in Fiscal Year 1983.

PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY REOUIREMENTS IN FEBRUARY 1989

Each household had to meet certain uniform standards to qualify

for food stamp benefits in February 1983. These included a gross

and net income limit, a resource limit, and a variety of

nonfinancial criteria. Each of these is discussed briefly below.

Some of these standards changed between February 1982 and
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Fehruarx, 1923 duc' to the implementation of P.L. 97-253, the Foo_

Stamp Act Amendr:ents of 1982 (1982 Amendments).

The 1982 Amendments enacted a number of measures that changed

eligibility and benefit determination rules. Among other changes

this law:

o Reestablished a net income screen of 100 percent of poverty

(in aJdition to the gross income screen) for non-elderly, non-

disabled househo]d£.

o Rounded household benefits and adjustments to the maxiz:um

a!!ot_:ents, stand&r5 deduction and dependent care/e_:cess

shelter car to the nearest lower dollar.

c Reducer thc Thrifty Food Plan by 1 percent when adjuster on

October !, 1992; October !, 1983; and October 1, 1924.

c De!aye5 the cost-cf-!ivin_ adjustment to the standard

deduction and the dependent care/excess shelter deducticn ca_.

o £1inin_te_ initial prorated allotments of less than $10.

¢ Further restr _+_ th_ e_{_ity of college students

c Tightened provisions fcr claiming the standard utility

allowance.

All of the above previsions were implemented between February

1982 and Februars' 19_3. 1

1The February 1983 characteristics do not reflect the most recent
changes made to the Foof Stamp Program. Public Law 98-204
expanded the Secretary's waiver authority for Monthly Reporting
and Retrospective Bud_etin_ requirements and strengthened wage-
n4atchin9 provisicns. Public Law 98-483 increased food sta5.p
allotments to reflect the full value of the Thrifty Food Plan.
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Income Eliqibilitv Standards

To be eligible for food stamps, the gross monthly income of most

households had to fall below 130 percent of the Federal poverty

guidelines ($12,090 annually for a family of four in February

1983) and their net income had to fall below 100 percent of the

Federal poverty guidelines ($9,300 annually for a family of four

in February 1983). Households with an elderly or disabled member

were subject only to the net income test described belo%_. Gross

income included al! cash payments to the households with the

exception of a few specific types excluded by law or reoulat_on

(suc_: as loans, nonrecurring ]u_p sum payments, and reimbursement

of certain expenses). The follo%{ing deductions were then

subtracte_ fret the household's gross income to determine its net

lnco_,e:

c A s_and_[d deduction adjusted periodically to reflect c?_ange_

in the cost of living. The standard deduction was $8_ in the

z? cont;cuou? c_ _. . __e_es an the District of Columbis i_ February

19_2.

c An earned income deduction for working households equal to ![

percent of the combine_ earnings of household merb_rs.

o A depgndent ¢_re deduction for the expenses involvef in carin_

._._,'children or other dependents while ho,,seheld, r...=_ber_.

worker or sought employs, ont.

o An excess sb¢!ter deduction for those shelter costs (suck as

rent, mortgage payments, utility bills, property taxes, and

iDsurance) that exceeded 50 percent of the household's income

6



rer,ainin{ after ali other deductions were taken. For most

households, the combine_ value of the dependent care and

excess shelter deductions could not exceed a maximu_ set _i'

la%_ and adjusted periodically to reflect changes in the cost

of living. The limit in February 1983 for households living

in the 48 contiguous States and the District of Columbia was

$115.2 Households with an elderly (age 60 or older) or

disabled member we[e exempted from this limit--they were

entit!e_ to subtract the full value of all shelter costs

_reater than 50 percent of their adjusted incor,e.

o A special medical deductiDn limited to households wit?: an

elderly cr disabled member. These households could deduct all

r_e_ic_l costs exceefin? $35 incurred by the elderly or

disabled person. Medic?! e_,enses reimbursed by insurance or

government pro,raTs _:ere not deductible.

After subtractino these: allowable deductions frc._ gross income,

tL_ housebold's net income was then compared to a table of

.r,oT;t_v _neom_ _i_it = ba c_ on the official poverty cuidelJnes

se + bv tke C,frice cf ',' . ..... . .:anacement and Budget (O_lB) m_e_e

guideline. = vary k=' household size and are updated annually to

reflect chan_es in the cost of living. The Foo_ Stamp Progra-:

inco r_e limits are adjusted each Jul':'to correspond to the most

recent O_:- poverty ._uide!ines. In February 1983, a four-person

2Both the standard deduction and ceiling on the cor bined value of
the dependent care an_ excess shelter deductions in Alaska,
Hawaii, Guar, and the Virgin Islands were adjusted to reflect
F,rice differences fror the mainland. See appendix C for the
value of each in Februaly 1983.

7
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far,,ily livin_ ir: one of the 48 contiguous States, the District of

Columbia, Guam, or the Virgin Islands could qualify for the

procrar %.:itha net r ontbly income of $775 and a cross inco_.e of

$1,002 or less.-

RESOURCE ELICIBILITY STANDARDS

The value of housekold's assets further restricted pro,ram

eligibility. Most households were permitted up to $1,590 in

countable resources. Househclds with t%.;oor more peo?le, at

least one of whom was 6[, years old, were allowed up to $3,000.

Countable reseurces inc!ude_ cesh on han_ an_ _setr-_ w_ch_ cou l_,__

easi21' be converted tc cask, such as money in check!n? or savjn_s

account _,. ._av_n__.=. certificate _,_ s_ock_ _ er bonds, an_ fur? ._um

pavments._ _e',..._ a lc__._include6_ such nonliquid asset __ =_-_pe_ena_._

property, ye' icies, bull _._n_~,_ and lan_. The fa -_'_ !.c;( anal

lot, one fa_i _, c_r if unde _ $4,_00 in v&!ue, an_ _¢,oi[ cf _

trade or business property used in earning the fancily income wsr_

not cc'n_.._-

·_"_T"_"_IAL ELIGIBILI _¥ STA:,'DARDS

Peo¥.le coul_ qualify for benefits only as part of a "food stamF

household." In general ter-:s, _ fool sta.?F housebo!d consisted

of an in;ividual who lived alone or who lived Vrit?:others but

3Sap_rate incc_e lit its _'ere also computed for both Alaska anf
Hawaii. See appen_i× 9 fcr the full arra? for each housebol_
size.
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usually purchased and prepared food separately; and groups of

individuals %_ho lived, purchased food, and prepared meals

together. Parents, under 60 years old, living with their

children were counted as a single household. An. individual 60

years of age or older living with others (and the spouse of the

individual) who is unable to purchase and prepare meals due to

permanent disability may constitute a separate household provided

the income of the others the individual resides with (excluding

the wife) does not exceed 165 percent of the poverty line· Sorae

restrictions were placed or, the participation of aliens,

students, strikers, and residents of institutions. The incoff:e,

resource=, a..c deductible expenses of all persons in the foo£

stsr[ househol _ wera counted tc determine the househo!d's

eligikJlitl for benefits.

The Food Stamp Prograz included several provisions to encourage

akle-bof!e_ psrticipants tc seek and hold jobs. T.:itb certain

exceptions, physically ant mentally fit food stamp participants

had to re_istcr for an6 accept suitable employment. The

e_cept!ons to this v'crk registration requirement includeS:

o People under 18 or over 6[ years of ago.

o PXv=ica!_y or r:e-_'ly disabled people

o Deo _= pa-'icips'Jns in AFDC '= work incentive procram (WI ,'_

o Caretakers cf dependent children less than 6 },ears old or

incapacitate_ adults.

c Caretakers cf dependent children less than 18 years old in

households where another a_ie-bodied Farent was registered for

9



work or working full time.

o People receivin_ unemployment compensation.

o Participants in drug addiction or alcoholic treatment and

rehabilitation programs.

o People who were working at least 30 hours per week.

o Selected types of students.

An active job search was required of some work registrants.

Furthermore, applicant households whose primary wage earner

voluntarily quit a job without good cause were made ineligible

for 60 days.

BE_;EFIT CO_:PUTATIOI:

The maximur amount of fooS stamps a household could receive wa[

equal to the cost of the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP), _:?JcL is

adjusted for hcuseholf size, less 1 percent. The r,a):_zun

allotments are revised periodically to reflect change[ in the

cost of foods included in the TFP. The maximum a!lotme_t for a

family of four in the 48 States and the District of Columbia was

$253 per month in February 1983. 4

The food stamp benefit issued to each household was based on the

number of people in the household an_ the amount of net income

'7m_1
ava_._.e after subtracting t_e allowable deductionz. P_onth!y

4Separate plans were developed for selected outlying areas. The
maximum coupon allotment for each household size in the 48 States
and the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, and the
Virgin Islands are shown in appendix D.
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rTGURE 1

FOOD S"T'AMP PROGRAM PAr_.-FICIPAT!ON
!
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benefits were equal to the maximum coupon allotment for that

household less 30 percent of its net income. Benefits were

prorated to the date of application during the initial month of

participation. All one- and two-person households that qualified

for the program, however, were guaranteed a minimum benefit of at

least $10 per month.

_QOD STAMP PROGRA_ PARTIC_PATIO_ AND COSTS

Participation in the Food Stamp Program declined between Fiscal

Years 1981 and 1982, but reached an historic high level of 22J6

million persons in Marck 19_3, one month after the survey month

(see Figure !). In Fiscal Year 1983 the Food Sta_.p Program issued

mere benefits to more people in the U.S. than ever before. There

ware 22.3 million persons participating in the Food Star p Progra_

in February 1983.

The distribution of the national caseload among geographic

recions shifted significantly between Fiscal Year 1951 to 1983.

The proportJe5 cf al3 p_rticipants livin_ in the _idwest Region

increased fror 18 percent tc 21 percent. Conversely, the percent

of participants located in the three Eastern regiens (_<ertbeast,

}_id-At!antic, Southeast) dropped from 52 to 48 percent.

The increased number of participants and the TFP cost-of-living

adjustment which was implemented in October 1982 caused total

progra' costs to _row dramatically. Total Federal costs in

Fiscal Year 1983 were $11.9 billion, of wkich $11.2 billion was

12



issue_ in beDefits. The amount of fool stamp benefits issued iN

Fiscal Year 1983 increased 17.0 percent, or $1.6 billion fro_

Fiscal Year 1982, and 41.9 percent or $3.3 billion, from Fiscal

Year 198C. Other program costs, which include State
P

administrative expenses, increased $80 million from $626 million

in Fiscal Year 1982, to $706 million in Fiscal Year 1983. Total

program costs were about $1.036 billion for the month of February

1983 of which $973 million were in the form of benefits.

Benefits pet person in Februazy averaged $43.65.

Much of the program growt?: in this period was due to

deterioratinc eccnor_ic condit]cns (see table 1). On the other

hand, progra, costs were restrained both by legislative changes

(The Ornitus 5u_9et Reconciliation Act of 1981 (OBRA) and the

1982 Amendrents] a_J a moderation in fooJ price inflation.

AY OVERVIE'q ?F._-?C'iC!_iC D[VELOP::E[IT£ THRO?gH 1983

T?_e nation's over_l! econo._.ic c]ir..ate affects the size an_ cost

of %he roof S%a.j Prccra- because 1) the procrar is

counte'_cyclical and 2) benefits and deductions are inSexed. The

economy in 1981, 1982, and 1983 exhibited tremendous swings--a

major recessior followe_ by a very rapid, strong recovery.

Implementation of program, changes in 1981 coincided with the

onset of thc recession. The unemployment rate was 7.3 percent at

the enactr:ent of OBEz, rose to 10.8 percent in December 1982 when

the 1982 Amendments were bein_ ir?lerner:ted, and droppe_ to 8.0

13
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Table 1

Major Economic Indicators, 1978-1983
(Average annual rates in percent)

Economic Indicator 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983

Real GNP increase 5.0 2.8 -0.3 2.5 -2.1 3.7

Productivity increase a 0.5 -1.2 -0.5 1.9 0.2 2.7

Unemployment rate 6.1 5.8 7.1 7.6 9.7 9.6

Inflation rate b 7.4 8.6 9.2 9.6 6.0 3.8

Interest rates c 8.7 9.6 11.9 14.2 13.8 12.0

Source: Economic Report of the Prgsident. _ 1985.
Change in output per hour, nonfarm business sector.
Change in implicit price deflator for gross national product.

CCorporate Aaa bond yield.



percent by January 1984 (See Figure 2).

Inflatlon %:hich had been at historically high rates before OBR_

dropped rapidly. Reductions in the inflation rate, particularly

in food prices, restrained growth in total program cost. It alsc

reduced the expected impact of rescheduling cost-of-living

updates to benefits.

The cost of the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP) for a family of four

increased 1! percent from September 1979 to September 1980.

However, in Fiscal Year 1981 the rate of price increase declinec

an5 the cost of the plan grew only 5 percent during the year. In

so-,e mcnt?,_ of Fiscal Years 1_82 and 1983, the cost of the TFP

actually declined. Overall, the TFP increased just 2 percent

over the course of Fiscal Year 1982 and 1 percent ir, Fiscal Year

1982. As a resui% of this r odera%ion of food price inflation,

ant: the pro_rar changes legislated in OBRA and the 19S2

Amendments, the maximur allotment for a family of four was

actually higher than the cost of the TFP for several months in

Fiscal Year 1983.

5}_e number cf potential progra._ eligibles increased as poverty

rates, which bed held stea_y et 12 percent fro- 1968 through

!o79, increasec ? to 13 percent in 1950, 14 percent in 1981, an_: 15

percent in 19S2 and 19S3 (table 2). Between 1982 and 1983, the

number of poor persons rose slightly from..34.4 to 35.3 million.

It shoulf Dc motel, he_ever, that Census figures overstate the

number of persons eligible tc receive food stamps, primarily

15
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UNIEMPLOh'ME:I'IT RATE, 1981 -- 1985
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Table 2

Poverty Status of all Persons, 1981-83
(Number in thousands)

1981 1982 1983

Number below 100 percent of poverty 31,822 34,398 35,266
Percentage of total population 14.0% 15.0% 15.2%

Number below 125 percent of poverty 43,748 46,520 47,124
Percentage of total population 19.3% 20.3% 20.3%

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P-60, No. 145, Money Income and Poverty Status of
Families and Persons in the United States: 1983 (Advance

Data from the March 1984 Cu:_ent PoDulation Survey),
Washington, D.C., 1984.
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because they do not adjust for income eligible households who

have assets excee_in? the Food Stamp Progra_ resource lit,its.
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CHAPTER 2: CHAF_CTEEISUiCS CF FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS

Approxir, ately 22 million people in 8.0 million househcl x=

received food stamp benefits in February 1983. 5 This chapter
2

addresses basic questions about the characteristics of these

households by looking at their income, deductions, benefits,

assets, and housebo]d composition in some detail. The results

presented here portray a cross section of the program's caseload

just after i_,plementation of the Food Stamp Act Amendments of

1982 (F.L. 97-253). Most of the information in this chapter

deals with characteristics of the entire food stamp household.

In some cases, ho_'ever, characteristics of individual

participants ale also presented. Additional information about

eac?_ topic can be found in the detailed tabulations of chapter 4.

GROSS ..v:+_':''r'_,_,_.;' I':CO!'.£

The average gross income of all participating househclds in the

5C S:_tes and t?_e District of Cc]umbia was $376 per mont?. ¢ Five

percent reperted no gross income in February 1983; oveI 6C,

5The information reported here and in Chapter 4 is limited to
February 1983 food stamp participants in the 50 States and the
District of Columbia. There were an additional 64,000
participants in Gu_r and the Virgin Islands. Puerto Rico, which
until Jul}, ]982 had participated in the Food Stamp Program,
served 1.6 million participants through its Nutrition Assistance
Prograr.

6It should be noted that the statistics reported in this and
subsequent sections are base5 on information recorded in foo5
stamp casefiles by State eligibility workers. These figures
have not been correcte_ for possible underreporting or
nonreportin{ ef income.
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percent reporte_ a monthly income of less than $400 (see figure

3). Only 14 percent had monthly income in excess of $600.

The distribution of gross income was heavily influenced by the

large number of small households in the program. Over one-third

of all the households with income below $400 were single-person

households. Over 90 percent of all single-person households had

an income below S400, compared to just 30 percent of those with

at least five members. There were several reasons for this

pattern. The foo_ stamp income eligibility limits var_' with

household size, making small households ineligible at lower

incomes than large households. Transfer payments fro_ other

_ =l_:__ : z_grams also ten_ tc increase with househo]_ size. The

average public assistance payment (including both AFDC and

General Assistance) to food stamp households receiving such

payments, for example, ranged from $159 in one-person households

to $387 in households with eight or more persons. In addition,

larger households were more likely to have earned income in

substantial amounts; only 9 percent of tbe one-person households

reporter earnings, ever_gin_ $203 per montL, while 24 percent of

the four-person househcids reported average earrings of $547 per

r,onth, and 50 pe=cent of the households wit?. eight or more people

reported earnings of $657.

One way to account for the influence of houseko!d size on gross

income is to ex_-ine th_ status of fool stamp households with

20



FIGURE 3

I

DISTRIBUTION OF- F:-'OOD STAMP FtOUSEHOLDS
BY MONTHLY INCOME: F:-E-_'BRUARY 1983
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Table 3

Poverty Status of Food Stamp Bouseholds, February 1983

Gross income as a Percent of Cumulative

percentage of Poverty ail households percent

50% or less 36.9 36.9

51 to 100% 55.7 92.6

101% or more 7.5 100.0

Number of households
(in thousands) 8,052 8,052

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.
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respect to the official definition of poverty. 7 As sko%:n in

table 3, almost 37 percent of all food stamp households had total

income that was less than or equal to half of the poverty

guidelines; over 90 percent were below the poverty line. 8

NET MONTHLY ..,_.,_T'_n"=

A household's net income was determined by subtracting certain

allowable deductions from its gross monthly income. Thc level of

net income then determined the househcld's e!igibilit_, and

monthly benefit. Average net income was $208 per month in

February 1983. Nearly one-fifth of all households had no net

income after subtracting the allowable deductions fror their

gross income (see Figure 3). These households receive_ the

7As note5 above, the definition of poverty is adjusted for
household size. The Office of Zanagement and Budget poverty
guidelines used by the Foo_ Stamp Program in February 1983 are
shown in appendix A. A word of caution is in order when
c^-pa_:cns____ are Fade to the poverty population definer _' t_=.._
Bureau of the Census. Census counts households as poor if their
annual cash income falls below the poverty guidelines. In
contrast, households were eligible for food stamps if their
_on_hl¥ cash incor,e fell below the prograr's income limits.
Becaus_ househol_ income may vary from month to month, a
household may be eligible for food stamps ir: one mont?:, but
ineligible the next. Therefore, some households eligible for
foo_ star:ps for one cr r:ore months mai' have annual incomes abova
thc poverty line. On the other hand, households with assets
worth more than the food stamp asset limit could be ineligible
for food stamps in any month, although their monthly and annual
incomes were well below the poverty line.

8This distribution was affected by the timing of the survey month
with respect to the most recent adjustment to the poverty line.
As income gmows over the course of a year, some households may
rise above poverty when using monthly equivalents of the poverty
standards. With the next cost-of-living adjustment to the
poverty line, these households may again be classified as poor.
Thus, the proportion of poor households will be highest
immediately after eac?; July adjustment and then decline the rest
of the year.
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maximum coupon allotment. Almost three-quarters of all

participating households had net income less than $300 per month.

and 95 percent had net income under $600 a month.

SOURCE OF INCOMF

As table 4 shows, a larce number of food stamp households also

received cash benefits fro_ at least one of the major income

transfer programs (AFDC, Social Security, and SSI). At the saree

time, there was _ substantial number of "working poor" households

that supplemented limited earnings with food stamp benefits.

Eig]Jty-tkree percent of all households had income fror at least

one of these sources.

Ai_ tc Far.iiies With Dependent Childre_

One-half of all foo5 stamp households received AFZ_Z benefits. On

average, these households supplemented $63 fror. other sources

_.:itba S389 AFDC payrent, for a total gross income of $397 per

month. Seventy-two pcrcent of these households, bo_3ever, had no

inccr{ other than the AFDC grant. About 12 percent ba_ earnings,

10 percent siso receive_ SSI, and 10 percent receive_ Social

Security or other retirement benefits.

Earned Income

About one-in-five of all food stamp households reported income

fro_ salaries, wages, and self-employment. Households with
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Table 4

Major Sources of Income Among Food Stamp Households,
February 1983

(Number in thousands)

Food stamp households

Source of income Number Percent a

Aid to Families with

Dependent Children 4,023 50.0%

Zarningsb 1,576 19.6

Social Security and Railroad Retirement 1,569 19.5

Supplemental Security Income 1,452 18.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aBecause households may have income from more than one source,
bthese percentages are not additive.
Includes wages, salaries, self-employment, and farm income.
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earned income were generaily larger and had substantially higher

income than nonearners. The average household size for those

_itb earnings was 3.7 people. Average earnings amounted to $461

out of an average gross income of $574 per month. About 49

percent of these households reported no income other than

earnings. Approximately 32 percent received AFDC in addition to

their earnings.

Social Security an_ Railroad Retirement

About 20 percent of ali participating foo_ stamp households

reccive_ inccr:¢ frcr Social Security or Railroad _etireme_t

income, avcracin? about $3_3 per montk. About 30 percent of

these kouse_:olds had nc ot_er source of income; abo_t 52 percent

also received SSZ.

Supc,!er_enta! Securer':' Incor, e

Eighteen percent of c]] foo_ stamp households received SSI

peynents. Th_ svera_e SSI benefit was $205 per month. This was

the only source cf incorc for 23 percent of these households.

Another 52 percent received SSI in combination with Social

Security and other retire_:ent benefits.

DEDUCTIONS FRO?_ GROSS II_COF1F

The Food Star.? Act provides fei standardized deductlcns fro_

gross income when deterr, inin_ household eligibility and benefits.
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In Fetrusry 19E3 these included a standard deduction for al!

households, earned income and dependent care deductions for the

working poor, a medical deduction for the elderly and disabled,

anf an excess shelter expense deduction. The combined value of

the dependent care and excess shelter deductions was capped for

all nonelderly and nondisabled households. The deductions were

designed to compensate for certain expenses which make gross

income an inaccurate measure of the need for food stamp benefits.

Almost 78 percent of all food stamp households clai_¢_ at least

one deduction other than the standard. The average deduction to

which househelds were entitled, including the value cf the

standard, was $!75 per month. 9 The average entitlement for ali

defuctlcns other than the standard was $90 per month (see figure

4).

5he frequency with which the different deductions were claimed

varied considerably. The excess shelter deduction was claimed by

nearly three-quarters of all participating households. The

average value of the shelter deduction arong those who claimed it

o
_A distinction should be made between a household'.: deduction

entitlement and the amount actually used to compute food stamp
benefits. The entitlement is the deduction that a household

_'ould receive on the ba£is of its earned income, dependent care
costs, shelter costs, and medical expenses if the total of these
allowable deductions was less than its gross income. Households
_;ith total deductions greater than their gross income "used"
only a portion of their deduction entitlement since any negative
net income were treater as zero in computing benefits. The
v_lue cf the deductions actually used in February 1983, that is,
the difference between averace gross and average net income, was
Site, or 9f percent of the average total deduction entitlement
cf fool stamp househcid£.
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was £100 per month. Thirty-four percent of ali food star u

households (an_ almost 50 percent of those claiminc the excess

shelter deduction) were affected by the ceiling placed on thc

combine_ value of the dependent care and excess shelter

deductions. Six percent of all food stamp households (30 percent

of the elderly and disabled households), who were exempted from

the ceiling, claimed a deduction above the cap. The average

shelter deduction among these households was $2!6 per month.

Approximately 20 percent of all food sta_:p household. = c3_ime5 the

earne_ income deduction, averaging $83 per mont]'.. Wher_ earn e_

inco._e was present, it was typically present ir substantial

a_;ourts. Thus, many households with earnings were able to c!ai.,

sizeable deductions: 37 percent v:ere entitle_ to a deduction of

,_:cre than ._10C a r:ont?.

Fot?_ the dependent care and medics1 deductions were use._

relatively infrequently. For those who were able to clair one or

t?_e other, ho_'eve:, tbe.:'provide_ a substantial deduction fro-

gross !ncor._. The dependent care deduction was claime_2 by abcut

2 po[cent of all participating households and by about 7 percent

of those with earner income. Among those _:ith the deriuction, the

average clair was $82 per month. Similarly, the medical

d_uction was claime_ b',-abo_'t 2 percent of all psrt/cipatin_

house?:o!ds bu _. by about 10 percent of all households _,_+_....,,elderly

members. The average claim among those with the deduction was
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FOOD STA::? _E!,_EFITS

The average monthly food stamp benefit reported in this survey

was $127 per household (or about $43.79 per person). 10 One-half

of all participating households received benefits between $50 and

$150 per month. Nearly 5 percent of the households received the

minimum $10 benefit guaranteed to one- and two- person

households. On the basis of their income alone, these households

would have been entitled to an average monthly benefit of

negative $8.

About 90 percent of the households with minimum benefits had at

least one elderly member. This high proportion of elderly

households was caused by two charecteristics. First, elderly

participants were typically founC in smaller households: 86

percent of the households with elderly contained only one cr t%_c

persons. Second, households with elderly members were relatively

better off than those with nonelderly members: the per capita

gross and net incomes of elderly households were about 85 percent

hicber than those of households with no elderly. Thus, they were

10In comparison to the sar.ple survey data reported here, Food
Stamp Prograr adr_inistrative data for February 1983 show an
average benefit of $120.62 per household and $43.66 per person
(Management Information Data for September 1984, Food and
_?utrition Service, USDA, November 28, 1984). Most of the

difference is due to sampling error. Because the February 1983
survey is based on a sample of food stamp households, there is
some uncertainty associated with a point estimate such as
average benefit. In addition, the population from. which the
Food Stamp Quality Control sample is selected excludes certain
categories of households (see appendix E). If the average
benefit among the excluded households is lower than average,
estimates from the Quality Control sample will be higher than
those from program data.
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more likely to be protected by the minimum benefit than othe_

households.

Effect on Poverty Status

The previous discussion of gross income levels showed that food

stamp participants generally fell well below the poverty line.

The official definition of poverty is based on the cask income of

household members before taxes and after cash transfer payments,

but it does not include the value of in-kind benefits such as

food stamps. If the Food Stamp Program is viewed in the general

context of income maintenance programs, however, Jt can be argued

that food stam_ benefits, which increase a housebold's tot&]

resourc_£, should be included i_ any measurement of a household's

poverty status. In this was', the effect of food stamp benefits

in reducin_ the number of households in poverty can alsc be

measureS. Table 5 compares the poverty status of part_c_patin_

households before the transfer of food stamp benefits, based on

c_, inccr,e on!y, and after tha transfer, count _-..,=t_e value of

11
focf star_s received a]on_ wit?_ cazb incor_e.

Ey countinc food stamp, benefits along with cas? incor:e, the

percentage of food stamp households belo%, the poverty line fell

from _2 percent to _ percent. In other words, 7 percent of the

llThis comparison assumes that program participants value their
food stamp benefits at face value. For a general discussion of
this and related issues, see U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Technica2 Paper No. 50, Alternative Methods for Valuinc
Selecte_ In-Kind Transfer Benefits and Measurinc Their Effect

on Pevcr_y, Washington, D.C., 1982.
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Table 5

Effect of Food Stamp Benefits on Poverty Status of
Food Stamp Households, February 1983

Distribution of households in

. re_!at_ion to poverty___line
Income as a percent Based on cash Based on cash and Change in

of poverty only rood stamps percentage points

50%or less 36.9% ]0.0% -26.9

51 to 100% 55.7 75.R +20.]

101%ormore 7.5 ]4.2 +6.7

Number of households

(in thousands) 8,052 8,052

LO

_o Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control ._ample.



participating households were moved above the poverty line as a

result of their food stamp benefit. Program benefits had ar: even

greater effect on the poorest households; nearly 27 percent of

the participating households were moved to at least half of the

poverty line as a result of their food stamp benefit. The

proportion of food stamp households above the poverty line

doubled (from 7 to 14 percent) when food stamp benefits were

counted, while the proportion remaining below half of the poverty

line was reduced by nearly three-fourths (from 37 to 10 percent).

ASSETS ·

The Fck_ualh 2_S_ su:vcy collected limited infor_aticr: c: the

assets of partic_patin_ bousebo!ds. Almost 77 percent of the

foo_ stamp households ha_ no assets counted toward the resource

limit. Another 19 percent had countable assets of $50C or less.

Households with e]derly members had somewhat higher asset levels,

but fe%; had more than $1,00C in countable resources in s_ite of

higher resource limit ($3,000 for each household with at least

two members). Across all households, countable assets averagef

,_55 in February 1983, while households with elderly members had

an average of $]43.

CASELOAD CO_:POS!T_Q_

The average size of a foot stamp household was about 2.9 persons

in February 1983, but there was considerable variation amonc
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different household types. The average for households with

school age children, for example, was 4.0 persons. Both

households with earned income and households with children had an

average of 3.7 persons. Households with elderly contained an

average of only 1.7 persons. About one-half of all food stamp

households contained only one or two people.

The heads of food stamp households were predominantly female (71

percent). The typical household was headed by a woman, with an

average age of 39 years. The average age of male household heads

was 42 years. Overall, half of all household heads were between

26 and 53 years old. Forty-eight percent were white, 40 percent

black, and about 10 percent were of Hispanic origin.

The age distribution of all people receiving food stamps was

substantially different from the age distribution of household

heads. Fifty-two percent of all food stamp participants were

children 17 years old or younger. Another 7 percent were 60

years or older, and approximately 8 percent were disabled. Thus,

67 percent of all food stamp participants were either children,

elderly, or disabled.

About 59 percent of all program participants were female. Female

adults, ages 18 to 59 outnumbered their male counterparts by over

2 to 1. This in large part reflected the sizable number of food

stamp households that also received AFDC. It also should be

noted that the poverty rate among households headed by females in

1983 was 36 percent--more than twice the overall rate.
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Households With Children

Over _5 percent of all food stamp benefits in February 1983 were

issued to households with children, almost 70 percent of all

participating households. These households were predominantly

headed by women (76 percent).

Households with children were typically larger and had higher

income than households without children. The average household

size was 3.7 persons in those households with children, compared

to an average of 1.3 persons in households without chi!dren. The

_verage gross income among households with children w_s f421

($113.78 per capita) per month, compared to $27_ ($2!3.e5 per

capita) per month in those without children. Households with

children received an average food stamp benefit of $159 p_r month

{or $43 per person} while those without children receive n_ _$_ per

month (or $45 per person}.

Over eighty percent of the households headed by _'on_em wit?

children received public assistance. The average siz_ of those

households was 3.4 people. These households had an average gross

income of $379, an average net income of $210, and an average

_onthl5, food staF_p benefit of $!56 (or $46 per person}.

Households With Elderly

Households with elderly members accounted for le percent of the

total food stamp caseload in February 1983 but since they were
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smaller on average and had relatively higher income, they

received just 8 percent of all benefits issued that month.

Almost half of all one-person households were elderly (that is,

single elderly persons living alone or certified as a separate

food stamp unit within a larger household). Eighty percent of

all elderly participants either lived by themselves or with one

other person. Nearly 70 percent of all elderly households were

headed by women, about 51 percent were single elderly women

living alone and the remainder were living with others.

After adjusting for the differences in household size, househelds

with elderly members hal relatively higher income than those

without e]deriy menkcr_. Only 8 percent had a gross income below:

half of t?Je poverty tine. Average Gross incone per person was

nearly twice as hig_ ar:onE the elderly--S218 versus $!i_ per

month.

Si-:]]arly, the averace net income of $122 per person in elderly

households was douk!e the SCl per person found in other

ho.~ebc]d_ Thus a_,erage benefit_ pe_ person were about 2.:

percent less les._. amon s the elderly--S34 versus $45 per month.

Almost 20 percent of the households with elderly mer,bers receives

the mini_.,um $10 benefit, compared to 1 percent of the households

wit?_cut elderly' perscns.

About Cl percent of the elderly households had income from either

Social Security, F_ai]roaf Ret:re-:ent or SSI. About 37 percent

had income fror: both. As a result of this coverage, elderly
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households were less likely than nonelderly households (2 percent

versus 6 percent) to report the absence of all income. Only 6

percent of the households with elderly reported earned income,

however.

Households with Earned Income

Twenty percent of all food stamp households reported earned

income in February 1983. They received a proportionate share (21

percent) of the benefits issued that month. About 7 percent of

all household heads were employed in full-time jobs (that is,

working at least 30 hours per week). Another 4 percent were

working part time and less than one percent were self-employed.

Someone other than the household head was the primary wage earner

in the remaining households.

As noted in the earlier discussion of income sources, households

with earned income were generally larger than average and

somewhat more likely to include children. Consequently their

gross income was substantially larger than that of households

without earnings ($550 versus $336). They received an average

per capita benefit of about $36, compared to $45 among households

without earned income.
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OTHER PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS

Work Registration

Able-bodied food stamp participants 18 or older and less than 60

years of age were required to register for work and accept

employment if offered. Table 6 shows that nearly 48 percent of

all adult participants under the age of 60 were either employed

full time or met the work registration requirements of the Food

Stamp Program, AFDC, or unemployment insurance (UI). Just under

40 percent of all the adults in the program were exempted from

work registration because they were responsible for the care of

young children or incapacitated adults. About 10 percent of the

adults were exempted because of disability. Of all food stamp

participants, 62 percent were exempted on the basis of their age

or disability. This reflects the large number of children and

elderly participants in t?,e Food Sta_.p Program. The second most

frequent exemption, for caretakers of children and incapacitated

adults, accounted for 16 percent of all participants. About 7

percent of all food stamp participants were registered for work.

Approximately 3 percent of all households with work registrants

had more than one.

Expedited Service

Expedited service requirements were tightened during the period

between the February 1982 and February 1983 surveys. Prior to

the 1982 Amendments, a household was required to have net incon,e
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Table 6

Work Registration Status of Food Stamp Participants, February 1983

q.

Percentage of adult Percentage of all
Work registration status participants a participants

(18-59 years)

Meeting work requirement:

Registeredforwork 16.2 6.6
Exempted from food stamp registration:
Employedfulltime 7.5 3.0
WINparticipants 20.5 8.5
UI recipients 3.9 1.6

Exempted _rom work requirement:

Caretakers of children and

incapacitated adults 39.2 16.0

CO

Residents of drug addiction/
alcohol treatment center 0.5 0.1

Students 1.2 2.2

Less than 18 or over 60 years old c 10.4 61.9

Total number of participants b
(in thousands) 9,305 23,924

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

Percent of those participants with known work registration Status.
Total number of adult participants includes approximately 587,000 participants whose
work registration status was not recorded. Total number of all participants includes
approximately 987,000 participants with unknown work registration status.

CFor adults the figure includes disabled participants only.



of zero and no anticipated source of income in the near future to

receive expedited service. Potential expedited service

households were subject to the same asset limits as non-expedited

service households: $3,000 for households of two or more with an

elderly member and $1,500 for all other households. In February

1983, households needed gross monthly income under $150 and

liquid resources of $100 or less to receive expedited service

processing. Households which met these requirements and were

otherwise eligible were entitled to receive their food stamp

benefits within five days. (During the August 1982 survey month

a 3 day delivery rule was in effect. The normal application

processing standard was 30 days.) Of the 604,280 applications

approved in February 1983, 146,419 (or 24 percent) were approved

under the expedited procedures. While this is a substantial

portion of the approved applications, the number of households

that received expedited service was 2 percent of the total number

of households participating that month.

The characteristics of these households that received expedited

service in February 1983 reflected the eligibility requirements

for expedited service. The average gross income of $97 per month

was one-fourth the average for all households. Forty-five

percent of these households reported no income at all.

Similarly, their average net income of $32 per month was about 15

percent of the overall average, and B4 percent had no net income

after takin_ the allowable deductions. Their average benefit was

$127 per month. It should be noted that this average includes

households that would have had their first month's benefits
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prorated if they had applied after the first of the month.

Rouseholds that received expedited service were somewhat smaller

than households which did not receive expedited service (2.5

versus 3.0 persons).

Certification Status

In February 1983, about 28 percent of all food stamp households

were in the midst of their first participation spell or

participating again after an absence of at least 30 days. For

the remaining households the most recent action was

recertification of their previously determined food stamp

eligibility.

Food stamp certification periods, that is, the length of ti_e

before a household's eligibility must be recertified, varied iron.

household to household. Each household was generally assigne_

the longest certification period possible based on the likelihood

of changes in its financial circumstances. The average

certification length in February 1983 was 8.2 months. 1_

12Two cautionary points should be made. First the average
certification period reported here does not represent the
length of continuous participation in the program. It counts
only the length of the current certification period.
_ouseholds with relatively stable circumstances may be
certified several times without interrupting program benefits.
Second, given current expectations regarding turnover in the
Food Stamp Program, this figure probably overstates the actual
certification period assigned to all participants over the
course of a year. Those with very short periods (1 or 2
months), for example, are probably underrepresented in a
monthly cross-sectional sample.
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Certification periods assigned to households that had been

previously certified for food stamps, while not substantially

different, tended to be somewhat longer than those assigned to

households applying for the first time (see table 7). The length

of the certification period did depend on the characteristics of

the household. The average period was 10 months for households

with elderly members and 8 months for those with children.

Households receiving public assistance had an average period of 9

months, while those with earned income were certified for an

average of 6 months. Households that were given expedited

service in February 1983 were certified for just over 4 months.
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Table 7

Average Length of Certification Period, February 1983
(In months)

Initial All
appl icat ion Rece rt ificat ion hou se holds

Households With:

Elderly 9.6 10.6 10.4

Public assistance 9.9 8.6 8.9

Children 7.7 7.8 7.7

Earned income 5.4 5.8 5.7

Expeditedservice 3.7 --- 3.7

_o All households 7.8 8.3 8.2

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.
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CHAPTER 3: CHANGES IN FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

This chapter describes some of the changes in the composition and

circumstances of the food stamp caseload from 1982 to 1983 by

looking at survey results from February 1982 and February 1983.

As noted in chapter 1, legislative changes enacted in the Food

Stamp Program altered eligibility rules and benefit calculations.

At the same time the economy was experiencing high and rising

unemployment in conjunction with stable prices, particularly for

food. This chapter examines how the characteristics of program

participants changed over this period of time. Four specific

areas of change are examined: income, deductions, average

benefits, and household composition.

Several factors should be considered when interpreting the

results presented here. Because this analysis is based on a

cross-sectional sample, it cannot determine whether differences

in caseload characteristics are due to changes in the

circumstances of continuing participants, to changes in the

circumstances of new participants or some combination of both.

Nor can a cross-sectional analysis disaggregate the separate

impacts of food stamp legislation, changes in other related

social programs or changes in the economy. A longitudinal

sample, which tracks household characteristics over time, is a
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better measure of these effects as well as changes in the

behavior of individual participants. 13

. In addition, a new survey instrument to collect Quality Control

data was introduced in October 1982. This reduces comparability

between the files for the two reasons: the information is

collected in a slightly different manner and data collection

errors may have ocurred due to unfamiliarity with the new form.

Finally, preliminary data from August 1983 and August 1984

produce results more in line with February 1982 than those from

the February 1983 file. This further suggests that the February

1983 numbers should be interpreted with caution.

CHANGES IN INCOM_

Surveys of food stamp participants conducted by FNS since 1975

have shown that increases in the average income of food stamp

households have consistently fallen behind increases in prices. TM

As a result, average household income declined in constant dollar

terms. In February 1983, however, this pattern was reversed.

Table 8 shows that average monthly gross income rose from $345

per household in February 1982 to $376 in February 1983, a

nominal increase of 9 percent. After adjusting for the change in

13See The Effects of Legislative Chanaes in 1981 and 1982 on the
Food Stamp ProQ_aD Volume I. Food and Nutzition Service, USDA,
May 1985. The report examines changes in food stamp
participant characteristics using a longitudinal sample
9xtra_ted from.foo_.stamD cose.reco[dE ....

la_ee, zor example,
Auaust 1980 with Comparison 1975-1980, Food and Nutrition
Service, USDA, December 1981.
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_ble 8

A_rage N_inal and _al Monthly Income of Food Stamp
Participants February 1982 and February 1983

February 1983 Percentage Change
February 1982 Nominal Reala Nominal RealQ

Averaae atoms income

Per household $345 $376 $363 +9.0% +5.2%
Per person 123 130 126 +5.7 +2.4

Averaae net income

Per household 190 208 201 +9.5 +5.8
Perperson 68 72 70 +5.9 +2.9

Source: February 1982, February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control
samples.

area/ income in constant February 1982 dollars; adjusted by
change in CPI for all items between February 1982 and February
1983.
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the Consumer Price Index (CPI), real gross income rose 5 percent.

Part of the increase in average gross income can be explained by

the increase in average household size (from 2.8 to 2.9 persons)

because larger households typically have higher average incomes.

As indicated in table 8, real average gross income

grew at less than half the rate (2.4 percent) of real average

income. During the same period, per capita real

disposable personal income increased by slightly over one percent

nationwide. Thus the average real income of food stamp

participants increased at a much faster pace than did average

income in the country as a whole.

The distribution of real gross household income, shown in table

9, reflects the rise in average real gross income. The

percentage of households with real gross income greater than $500

increased from 19 to 21 percent. The median real gross income

per household rose from $312 to $329, a change of 5 percent. As

noted previously, this is explained in part by the increase in

average gross household size. The distribution of households

with respect to the official poverty guidelines as shown in table

10, presents a somewhat different picture. Because the poverty

line varies by household size and is adjusted each year to

reflect changes in the cost of living, this standard also

provides a measure of real changes in income. The picture here

is one of fewer households at the high end of the income

eligibility spectrum and an increase in the proportion of very

poor households. The percentage of households with gross income

less than or equal to half the poverty line increased from 33 to
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Table 9

Distribution of Participating Food Stamp Bouseholds by
Real Gross Monthly Income, February 1982 and February 1983

Value of Real Percent of all households

Gross Income a February 1982 February 1983

None 7.3 5.4

$ 1 - 249 21.2 23.0

250 - 499 52.3 50.4

500 - 749 14.5 15.8

750 - 999 3.7 4.2

1000+ 1.0 1.2

Number of households 7,565 8,052
(in thousands)

Medianincome $312 $329

Source: February 1982; February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control
samples.

aTotal gross income in constant February 1982 dollars; adjusted
by change in CPI for all items between February 1982 and
February 1983.
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Table 10

Comparison of Poverty Status of Participating
Households, February 1982 and February 1983

(Percent of all households)

Gross income as a

percentage of poverty February 1982 February 1983

50% or less 32.8 36.9

51 - 100% 58.9 55.7

101 - 150% 8.1 7.4

151% or more 0.1 0.1

Number of households 7,565 8,052
(in thousands)

Source: February 1982, February 1983 Food Stamp Quality
Control samples.
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37 percent, while the percentage of households above the poverty

line declined slightly from 8.2 to 7.5 percent.

The low rate of inflation helped preserve the real incomes of

food stamp participants. Table 11 displays the change in average

nominal and real income from the four most frequent sources of

income among food stamp households: AFDC (present in 50 percent

of all food stamp households in February 1983), Social Security

and Railroad Retirement Income (present in 20 percent of all

households), Supplemental Security Income (present in 18 percent

of all households), and wages and salaries (present in 19 percent

of ali households). 15 Automatic cost-of-living adjustments to

Social Security and SSI payments protected the purchasing power

of many elderly and disabled food stamp participants: the real

value of SSI benefits among food stamp households increased by 7

percent while Social Security and other retirement benefits

remained constant in real terms. As noted in chapter 2,

approximately 91 percent of the food stamp households with

elderly members received either Social Security or SSI. In

contrast to recent trends, real AFDC income increased slightly.

Wage and salary income which decreased in recent food stamp

characteristic surveys rose by 6 percent.

Average net income--gross income less allowable deductions--grew

by 10 percent. Net income increased more rapidly than gross

income because the average value of deductions claimed by food

stamp households did not keep pace with the growth in gross
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Table 11

A_rage Nc_a/ and Rea/ Monthly Income Fro_ Selected
Sour_s February 1982 and Feb_ary 1983

· i i _ fm, i i i, _

Perceutaae Qmnae
Source of income February 1982 Naminal Reala N_inal l_ala

· i lira i

Wages and salaries $420 $461 $446 +9.8% +6.2%

AFDC 314 326 315 +3.8 +0.3

Social Se=urity and
Railroad Retirement 293 303 293 +3.4 0.0

SSIb 185 205 198 +10.8 +7.0

Souroe: February 1983 Pood Stamp Quality Control sample.

areal income adjusted by change in CPI for all items between

ebruary 1982 and February 1983.
or 1983 _ple, SSI recipients receiving State supplements only
are excluded from this category.
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income. This was due primarily to provisions of the 1981 and

1982 food stamp legislation which postponed scheduled cost-of-

living adjustments for deductions. This is discussed in more

detail in the following section.

Real net income also grew faster than real gross income. The

distribution of households by the real value of net income (table

12) illustrates this upward shift. Hedian real net income in

February 1982 was $154. By February 1983, the median had

increased 6 percent to $163 in constant February 1982 dollars.

CHANGES IN DEDUCTIONS

Nominal average deductions increased 4.8 between February 1982

and February 1983. This was due primarily to two factors: 1)

increased shelter costs created larger potential deductions and

2) higher gross incomes permitted a higher percentage of

potential deductions to be taken. Growth in average deductions

was restrained by a legislated freeze on the standard deduction

and the excess shelter/dependent care deduction cap at their

January 1981 levels of $85 and $134, respectively. In the

absence of a freeze, the deductions would have been updated in

January 1982 and January 1983.

The effect of the freeze and the increase in gross income is

evident when comparing the percentage of deduction "used" to the

15As noted in chapter 3, 17 percent of all food stamp households
reported earned income of all types including, in addition to
wages and salaries, self-employment earnings and farm income.
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Table 12

Distribution of Participating Food Stamp Households by
Real Net Monthly Income, February 1982 and February 1983

Value of Real Net Percent of all households

Monthly Income a February 1982 February 1983

None 19.7 18.4

$ i - 249 50.2 48.4

250 - 499 23.7 25.2

500 - 749 4.9 6.6

750 - 999 1.3 1.2

1000+ 0.2 0.3

Number of households 7,565 8,052
(in thousands)

Medianincome $154 $163

Source: February 1982, February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control
samples.

areal net income in constant February 1982 dollars; adjusted by
change in CPI for all items between February 1982 and February
1983.
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entitlement deduction. In February 1982, 93 percent of the

potential or entitlement deduction was claimed, by the following

year the ratio had risen to 96 percent. 16

As table 13 shows, the percentage of food stamp households that

claimed each deduction changed slightly between February 1982 and

February 1983. The most frequently used deduction--with the

exception of the standard available to every household--was the

excess shelter deduction, claimed by about three-fourths of the

participating households. The value of the shelter deduction,

averaged over those households that claimed it, increased abo_t 9

percent, from $92 to $100 per month. The earned income deduction

was claimed by 20 percent of all food stamp households; its

average value actually increased 9 percent, reflecting a rise in

average earnings. Both the dependent care and the medical

deduction resulted in substantial deductions when they were

claimed--an average of $82 and $55 per month, respectively, in

February 1983. However, because so few households claimed these

particular deductions, they did not have much impact on the

overall level of deductions.

Given the frequency with which the excess shelter deduction was

claimed, it is useful to look at it in some detail. The rise in

16It is important to recall the distinction between the deduction
to which a household was entitled and the deduction actually
used (or claimed) to compute food stamp benefits (see footnote
9). The average amount households could actually claim, given
their gross income, rose from $155 in February 1982 to $168 in
February, an increase of $15. The average deduction to which
they were entitled, however, rose from $167 to $175, an
increase of $8 (or about 5 percent after accounting for the
effects of inflation).
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Table 13

Frequency and Value of Deductions From Gross Income
February 1982 and February 1983

. L ....... i e i ,,,, '_

Percent of households Average valu_
' With deduction Qf c%e_uctionu Peroent

February February February February Change
Type of deduction 1982 1983 1982 1983

Standsrd 100% 100% $85 $85 0.0

Earned Income 20 20 76 83 +9.2

Dependent Care 2 2 84 82 -2.4

Excess Shelter 71 74 92 100 +8.7

Medical 2 2 56 55 -1.8

Total Deduction a

Excludingstandard 74 78 82 90 +9.8
Includingstandard 100 100 167 175 +4.8

NLm_er of Households 7,565 8,052
(in thousands )

Source: February 1982, February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Oontrol
samples.

aAverage total deduction to which households were entitled. The
a_r&ge deduction actually claimed was $155 in February 1982, $168 in
bruary 1983.

or households claiming the deduction.



the average value of the excess shelter deduction (9 percent) was

consistent with the growth in various indexes of shelter costs.

The CPI for housing rose by 4 percent between February 1982 and

February 1983. The residential rent and the fuel and other

utilities components of this index rose by 7 percent and 8

percent, respectively, over the same period.

The average deduction should have grown--and eventually

approached the shelter cap--as average shelter expenses grew

because of the way the shelter deduction is computed.

Furthermore since the excess shelter deduction cap was frozen at

the January 1981 level it should have restricted the size of this

increase. This is evident in table 14. The percentage of

households with a deduction equal to the cap--meaning that there

deduction was constrained--increased from 31 to 36 percent.

Shelter expenses for this group of households increased by five

percent, while their average shelter deduction increased by only

one-tenth of a percent.

Table 14 is also interesting in another respect. Average shelter

costs and shelter deductions for all households increased on

average by 14 and 12 percent respectively, between February 1982

and February 1983, while the change in any one category (none,

below the cap, etc.) was no greater than 10 percent. This

seeming incongruence is explained by the fact that there are many

more households, both in percentage and absolute terms, in the

Equal to Cap and Greater than Cap categories in February 1983

than there were in February 1982. The heavy presence of
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Table 14

Change in Average Shelter Costs and Deductions Between February 1082
and February 1983 for llouseholds with a Shelter Deduction

Percentage oE Change in average Change in average Percentage of _helter co_t
Value oE combined all households shelter cost shelter deduction allowed for ,l_¢luc_lnn
dependent care/excess February February Amount Percent Amount Percent February r_bruary
shelter deduction 1982 1983 ]082 lqg_

None 28.1% 24.9% $10.13 10.3% 0 0

Less than cap 36.1 30.0 15.97 9.2% 6.90 1.2 33.5_ 35.2_

Equal to cap 30.8 35.5 16.53 4.8 .08 0.l 33.7 36.8

Greater than cap 5.0 6.2 28.57 8.8 8.23 4.0 64.5 62.1

Number of households
with shelter deduction

-- (in thousands) 5,256 5,777 29.15 14.0 7.98 12.2 ]1.5 30.2

Source= February 2982, February 1983 Food Stamp Ouality Control samples.



households in these two categories raised the average shelter

deduction for the entire caseload.

CHANGES IN BENEFITS

Average per capita benefits are a function of net income and the

maximum Thrifty Food Plan amount. Because net income is

calculated by subtracting allowable deductions from gross income,

changes in average gross income or deductions will have an effect

on average benefits. Over the period from February 1982 to

February 1983, the average monthly food stamp benefit increased

considerably, from $110 to $127 per household. This overall

increase in the average benefit was caused primarily by the

update of the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP) in October 1982. Over the

long run, adjustments maintain the real value or purchasing power

of the food stamp allotment for households with constant real

economic circumstances. The TFP had been frozen at $233 by

legislation since January 1981. When it was updated in October

1982 to $253, this caught up for food price changes between

December 1980 and June 1982. This explains why the increase in

the maximum TFP between February 1982 and February 1983 is much

larger than any measure of price increase over the same period.

Table 15 shows the change in the distribution of food stamp

benefits that occurred between February 1982 and February 1983.

Even after accounting for the effect of food price inflation, the
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Table 15

Distribution of Participating Households by Amount
of Monthly Food Stamp Benefit, February 1982 and February 1983

Average monthly Nominal benefits Real benefitsa
food stamp benefit February February February

1982 1983 1983

$50 or less 21% 17% 17%

51to 100 30 26 26

101 to 150 24 23 24

151to 200 14 18 18

201 or more 11 16 15

Number of households 7,565 8,052
(in thousands)

Median benefit $98 $115 $114

Source: February 1982, February 1983 Food Stamp Quality
Control sample.

areal benefit in constant February 1982 dollars; adjusted by
change in CPI for food at home since February 1982.
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distribution of real benefits still shifted upward. 17 In real

terms, the median household benefit rose from $98 to $115 over

the period. 18

A different kind of picture is available from reported figures on

monthly Food Stamp Program participation and average benefits.

Figure 5 shows the average monthly benefit per person, in both

nominal and real terms, from February 1980 to February 1983.

This figure provides a graphic illustration of the cyclical

pattern in average monthly food stamp benefits--characterized by

sharp upward jumps with each cost-of-living adjustment followed

by a gradual decline until the next adjustment--as well as the

longer run increasing trend in both nominal and real average

benefits. Roughly speaking, the longer run trend can be observed

by comparing benefit levels in the periodic update months.

(January 1980, January 1981, and October 1982).

Between February 1982 and February 1983, the maximum coupon

allotment for a family of four increased substantially more than

the CPI for food at home (9 percent compared to 1 percent). This

is due to a combination of two factors, the previously mentioned

TFP update and a fall in the cost of food at home. Between June

17Throughout this section, real February 1982 benefits have been
adjusted to constant dollars using the CPI for food at home
unless otherwise noted.

18The increase in real median benefit was due, in part, to an
increase in average household size. This is discussed in
greater detail below.
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of 1982, the month on which the update was based and February

1983, the CPI for food at home fell by one percent.

Table 16 presents average gross and net incomes, deductions and

benefits adjusted by the change in the CPI for all items between

February 1982 and February 1983. It shows a substantial increase

in the average real gross income of food stamp households (up 5

percent), an increase in the average real value of total

deductions claimed (up 1 percent), and a rise in average real net

income (up 6 percent) in constant February 1982 dollars.

Although average benefit measured at the household level exhibits

a clear rise between February 1982 and February 1983, it obscures

a number of factors, which disaggregated placed both upward and

downward pressure on average per person benefit. Table 17 shows

that average per capita nominal food stamp benefits increased

$3.87 net of all factors causing it to rise or to decrease. The

major factor contributing to the rise in per capita nominal

benefits was the increase in the maximum coupon allotment. If

all other factors had been held constant the increase in the

maximum coupon allotment would have caused a $5.40 increase in

average nominal per capita benefit.

Increases in average household gross income had the opposite

effect and caused average per capita nominal benefits to fall

$3.02, all other factors held constant. The rise in average

household size from 2.8 to 2.9 persons had two separate effects

on per capita benefits, one positive and the other negative. The
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Table 16

Sources of Change in Average Food Stamp Benefits
February 1982 and _brua_ 1983

* z z " · ' I ! , '-

ldf',m4].d,l 1ml,--- ]1_.,11Yal,_
February Pebzlzry Petolntage F_brtlry Peroentage

1982 1983 O_lcje 1983 Change
!l ..... i

Average gross income $345 $376 +9.0 $363 +5.2

Average total
deduction $167 $175 +4.8 $169 +1.2

Average net incQme $190 $208 +9.5 $201 +5.8

Average household
benefit $110 $127 +15.5 $123 +11.8

Maximum coupon
allotment (for
family of four) $233 $253 +8.6 $245 +5.2

Consumer Price Index

Ail items 283.4 293.2 +3.5
All items less
food 282.1 292.6 +3.7

Food at home 278.0 280.3 +0.8

Source: February 1982, February 1983 Food St*m_.Quality Oontrol
samples.

area/ values are in constant February 1982 ¢]ollarsac]j_wtedby
changes in the CPI for all items bet_en Feb_ 1982 ar_
February 1983.
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Table 17

Decomposition of the Change in the Average Per Capita Nominal
Food Stamp Benefit Between February 1982 and February 1983

Sources of Change in the Average Per Estimated Amount Percentage c;
Capita Nominal Food Stamp Benefit of Change Total Chang_

1. Increase in coupon allotment for
household of 4. $5.40 139.5%

2. Decrease in average value of
scaling factor, primarily due to
upward shift in size distribution
of households. (.47) (12.1)

3. Increase in deductions. .76 19.6

4. Increase in gross income. (3.02) (78.0)

5. Increase in average household
size, controlling for change in
average scaling factor, a 1.20 31.0

Total (approximated change i_ average
per capita nominal benefit)'u $3.87 100.0

aWhen the average household size increases, holding the average
scaling factor and the coupon allotment for a four person household
constant, the average household coupon allotment increases in the
same proportion and hence is not a source of change in the average
per capita benefit. However, average per capita net income
decreases, ceteris Daribus, as average household size increases.
This decreases the average per capita iBplicit food stamp tax, an5

bthUs increases the average Per capita nominal benefit.
The change in the average reported Per capita nominal food stam_
benefit between February 1982 and Febroary 1983 was $3.19. The
$.6B difference between the approximated change and the reported
change is the net error of the decomposition procedure.
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increase in household size, controlling for TFP scaling factors,

caused average per capita net income to decrease, and led to an

increse in average benefit. The increase was offset somewhat by

the TFP average scaling factors. The TFP for each household size

is adjusted relative to the four person household coupon

allotment to reflect economies of scale in purchasing and

preparing food. The scaling factor ranges from 120 percent of

the four person per capita allotment for a single person

household to 90 percent for households with seven or more

persons. The scaling factors caused a $.47 decrease in average

per capita nominal benefits. The final factor contributing to

change in benefits was the increase in average deduction which

caused a $.76 rise in average per capita nominal benefits.

CHANGES IN HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

From late 1979-1982 the basic character of the food stamp

population remained essentially stable. As indicated in table

18, the distribution of the caseload among the major target

groups identified in chapter 3 shifted in February 1983. As

noted in the introduction, the Integrated Quality Control Syste_

(IQCS) revised the data collection instrument used in the Quality

Control system. This may account for, in part, some of the

difference between the February 1982 and February 1983

characteristics. 19
T

19Some of the difference in the percentage of households
reporting presence of income from various sources between the
February 1982 and February 1983 files may be due to differences
in the treatment of missing values in the two files. See
Appendix E for a more detailed explanation.
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Table 18

Changes in Pood Stamp Caseload Co_ositi_
February 1982 and Febn_ary 1983

(Numbersm _)

-- -- i i i,,

Peroentage
Major household type Distrl_tion of Bmmeholcls Change in

Number Percent Nmber Pezoent NUmber of

February 1982 Peb_ry 1983 Bouseholds
mlm

Families with female head

and dependent children 3,475 45.9 4,250 52.8 +22.3

Households with earners 1,373 18.5 1,576 19.6 +15.8

Householdswith elderly 1,411 18.6 1,459 18.] +3.4

Ail households 7,565 8,052 +6.4

Souroe: February 1982,February 1983 Food StampQualityControl samples.

aColumns do not add to total because some food stamp households belong to
more than one or to none of the categories inclu4ed in the table.
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WOMEN WITH CBILDREN

The number of food stamp households with female heads and

dependent children increased from 3.5 million to 4.3 million

between February 1982 and February 1983, a 22-percent increase.

Since this increase was faster than the overa/1 growth in the

program, the proportion of such households in the food stamp

caseload increased from 46 to 53 percent. The large increase in

the number of female headed households is not supported by Census

data. The number of persons in households below the poverty line

with a female head and children present grew by 3 percent between

1982 and 1983. 20 It is likely that the size of the increase is

related to a change in the IQCS survey collection instrument. 21

BOUSEHOLDS WITH ELDERLY

In February 1982 there were approximately 1.4 million elderly

households in the FSP and 1.5 million in February 1983. Given

the overall growth in the program, however, the proportion of

elderly households dropped from 19 to 18 percent. This is

consistent with an overall decrease in the poverty rate among the

elderly. Between 1980 and 1983 the poverty rate for persons 65

years old and over fell from 15.7 to 14.1 percent.

20U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series
P-60, No., 134, Money Income and Poverty Status of Families and
Persons in the United States: 1983 (Advance Data from the

_March 1984 Current Population Survey), Washington, D. C. 1984.
21See Appendix E for a more detailed explanation.
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ROUSEHOLDS WITH EARNINGS

The number of food stamp households with earned income 9few by 15

from 1.4 million households in February 1982 to 1.3 million in

February 1983. Much of this increase is due to overall growth in

the number of participants. The proportion of households with

earned income increased slightly from 19 to 20 percent, appeared

in the August 1982 survey.
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CHAPTER 4: DETAILED TABLES FOR TBE 50 STATES AND T_E DISRICT OF

COLUMBIA

In the pages that follow, detailed tabulations of the

characteristics of food stamp households and participants are

presented. These tables are roughly ordered to provide

information on the following topics:

o Average amounts and sources of income, both gross and net.

o Frequency and average amount of deductions from gross income.

o Average amount of monthly food stamp benefits.

o Average amount of countable resources.

o Age, race, and sex of food stamp participants.

o Employment and work registration status of food stamp

participants and household heads.

o Summary statistics for households with earned income, with

elderly members, with disabled members, with children, and

with school-age children.

o Summary comparisons of survey results in August 1980, August

1981, August 1982, February 1982, and February 1983.

The reference population for each table, unless otherwise noted,

is the food stamp caseload in the 50 States and the District of

Columbia in February 1983.
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Table 1

kGSr,E&A_£ FEBRUARY 1983 PARTICIPATION TOTALS

Numberof Numberof Valueof

Area Households People Benefits
(000) (000) (000)

Uniter:States 8,051 22,228 $969,625
ContinentalU.S. 8,003 22,097 961,662
Alaska,Hawaii 48 130 8,94-

Djtlyin_Areasa 14 64 3,68_

Tctal 8,066 22,291 $973,3!5

Source: Food Stamp Program Statistical Summary of Operations,
Febrda ry 1983.

aIncludes participants in Guam, the Virgin Islands and the Northern
Marianas. Participants in the Puerto Rico Nutrition Assistance Program are
not includeo.
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Table 2

AVERAGE VALUES OF SELECTED NATIONAL
CASELOAD CHARACTERISTICS

A11
Households

GressMonthlyIncome $376

Ne_MonthlyIncome $208

TotalDecdctiona $175

CountableResources $55

_i:nth!yBenefit $127

Househeld Size 2.9

CertificationPeriod 8.2

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control
samFle.

aIncludes earned income, dependent care, excess
shelter, medical, and standard deduction. Value of standard
deduction an_ limit on combined dependent care/excess
sqelter deduction varies by area (See Appendix C).
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Table 3

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGEOF HOUSEHOLDS
WITH SELECTEDCHARACTERISTICS

Number of Percentof
Households A11 Households

(DO0)

Zero G-ess Income 433 5.4%

Zerc Net lnco_e 1,473 18.4

MinimumBenefita 365 4.5

E1derlyb !,459 18.1

Childrenc 5,486 68.1

Schocl Age Childrend 4,155 51.6

Disablede 621 7.7

Source: February I983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

alqinimumbenefit is $10 for one and two person households.

bHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

CHouseholdswith at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholdswith at least one member age 5 to 17.

eHouseholds with SSI income and no member age 60 or more.
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Table 4

DIST_,:_;T_Or., OF PkRT1CIPkTING HOUSEHOLDSBY GROSSAND NET
NONTHLY INCOME

Gross Income Net Income
Number of Percent Number of Percent

Amount of Households of All Households of All
Monthly Income (000) ttouseholdsa (000) Householdsa

t;cne 433 5.4% 1,473 18.4%
$ 1-9_ 175 2.2 1,351 16.9
100-!99 780 9.8 1,674 21.0
200-299 1,626 20.4 1,315 16.5
300-3.c9 1,8_i 23.6 919 11.5
400-_99 1,i83 14.9 541 6.8

500-599 746 9.4 320 4.0
600-699 497 6.2 183 2.3
700-799 268 3.4 126 1.6
800-899 179 2.2 35 .4
900-999 81 1.0 27 .3
1000+ 119 1.5 29 .4

Uni.nown 83 -- 60 --

Total 8,052 100.0 8,052 100.0

Avera§e ]ncorne $376 $208

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

apercent of households with known income.
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Tahle 5

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING ItOUSEHOLDSBY GROSSMONTIILY INCOt4F
AND IIOUSF.ItOLD SIZE

ItotJseholdSize Nmnher of Percent

Gross Monthly Ilouseholds of All
Income ] 2 3 4 5 G 7 I_ (000) ttouseho1dsa

None 199 19 57 55 20 12 6 5 433 5.4_
$ I- 99 72 40 30 14 14 5 I 0 175 2.2

100-199 278 239 151 62 26 II 5 ? 780 9.R
200-299 542 475 316 152 87 25 lB 6 1,626 20.4
300-399 694 422 455 234 48 14 Z 6 1,881 23.6
400-499 103 361 243 287 113 46 16 15 1,RR3 14.9
500-599 22 145 208 131 122 74 27 13 746 9.4
600-699 0 35 105 172 97 49 29 10 491 6.2
700-799 0 I 52 82 52 34 24 22 268 3.4
800-899 0 4 8 57 34 28 33 15 119 2.2
900-999 0 0 0 30 25 11 8 6 81 1.0
1000 + 0 0 0 1 28 34 16 40 119 1.5

Unknown 44 16 14 4 2 2 0 0 83 --

Number of
Households !,958 1,819 1,646 1,280 673 345 190 140 8,052 lO0.O

Percent of All
Ilouseholds 24.3 22.6 20.4 ]6.0 8,4 4.3 2.4 1.7 lO0.O

Average Gross
Income $249 312 367 452 518 588 643 787 $376

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

*Less than 500 households.

apercent of thns_ h(HJsrholrt_,with known inromr.



Table 6

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDSBY NET MONTHLYINCOME
AND tlOIISF!IOLD Sill-:

Iloosehold Size Number of Percent
Net Monthly Ilooseholds of All

Income 1 2 3 4 5 § } E+ (000) Ilou se ho1ds a

None 690 326 218 134 55 33 1o 6 1,473 1R.4%
$ 1- 99 412 440 2/R 116 64 21 lq 5 1,351 16.9
100-199 456 436 45H 227 6_3 14 12 4 1,6/4 21.0
200-299 338 30l 260 261 99 36 16 5 1,315 16.5
300-399 41 215 226 194 139 63 1.q 16 919 Ii.5
400-499 3 83 130 135 HI 59 35 15 541 6.H
500-599 0 6 52 131 51 39 23 Il 320 4.0
600-699 * 0 9 54 65 24 12 19 183 2.3
700-799 0 0 0 16 35 23 33 18 126 1.6
800-899 0 0 0 2 10 11 6 6 35 .4
900-999 0 0 0 0 * l? g 9 27 .3
1000 + 0 0 0 0 0 * 9 19 29 .4

-._ Unknown 12 11 1S 10 6 6 0 I 60 --
_O

Number of
IIouseholds 1,958 1,819 1,646 1,280 673 345 190 140 8,052

Percent of All
Households 24.3 22.6 20.4 15.9 8.4 4.3 2.4 1.8 100.0

Rverage Net
Income $97 148 194 275 340 413 468 618 $2138

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

*Less than 500 households.

apercent of those households with known income.



lahlr /

DISTRIRIITION or PARTICIPATING ItOIISFHOLDSItY INCOMF SOURCF

Amount of Famed !ncom_,a Social _pcurity AFI1Cnr Genrral SSI Othrr Incnmp
Pbnthly & Othrr I_nsion_ A_i%tancr
Incomerrom Nmnher Prrcent h Numher Percent n N,mhrr f'_rc_nt h pllmhPr P_rcont. h Numl_r Percent h
Specifled
Source (ROil) (fiNN) (0On) (OON) (0On)

None 6,476 _0.43: 6,36q 7q. 1'_ 3,471 43.17, G,Sqq R?.Ot 7,1R4 P,q.7_
$ 1-99 131 !.6 47 0.6 ?IN 3.4 317 3.q 33R 4.2

100-lOq 160 2.0 ?Tr) 3.4 N?_ !0.3 757 3.? 144 1 .R
ZOO-Zqq 144 l.fi 45? 5.6 9Rq !?.l 512 6.4 R6 1.1
300-399 109 1.4 31q 4.0 qOr, l 1.? _R O.R 44 0.5
a00-499 169 ?.1 IR4 ?.3 531 6.1 37 0.5 11 0.2
500-599 lll 2.2 Rq !.1 7%17 :1.5 21 0..1 10 0.1
600-699 154 !.q 26 0.3 IR1 2.2 7 0.1 r) o.I
700-799 100 1.2 16 0.2 ?4 0.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
900-899 61 0.8 5 O.1 17 O.g 0 0.0 0 0.0
900-999 aR 0.6 I O.! 4 O.l 0 n.O 0 0.0
I000+ 43 0.5 I * 1 O. 1 0 0.0 I ·

Unknown 2RO 3.5 262 3.3 537 6.7 234 2.9 273 ?._3

(30
o Number of

Households 8,052 100.0 8,05? 100.0 R,052 100.0 fi,052 I00.0 R,0S2 100.0
Househol ds

With Income 1,576 19.6 1,6R3 20.9 4,5R1 56.9 I ,453 ln.O R6R IO.R
Average J_ount
of Incomec $461 312 306 ?05 13R

Average Gross
Incomec $550 416 372 396 3/t4

Source: February 19R3 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aEarned Income Includes wages, salaries, self-employment and farm Income.

bpercent of those households with known Income.

CFor households with Income from specified _;ourcr.

+Less than 0.05 percent.



Table _l

NUMI1FROF XOIISFtlOL!IS, AV[RAGF INCOME, AND AVERAGERFNEFIT
BY S[.LFCTF!_ INCOMT SOIIRCIS

NtJmher of Percent of Avera_j_ Income hnount a Average
Income Source Ito_Jsehoids A11 Households Gross From So,rc_ Benefit a

(ilO0)

Earned Income:
Wages and salaries 1,4qO 1R.5% $557 $474 $132
SeI f-amp1 oyment 2B7 3. G 41 3 2?.4 146
Earned income tax credit 215 2.7 3R3 26 134

Unearned Income:
Rid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) 4,023 50.0 3Rg 326 ISR

General Assistance (GA) 771 9.6 277 I?O 90

Supplemental Security Income
(SS!) 1,452 lB.O 396 205 76

Social Security and
Rat1 road Pens ions 1,569 19.5 413 303 77

Other retirement benefits 373 4.6 447 258 116
Unomployment Insurance (UI) 620 7.7 494 443 122
Asset Income 226 2.8 368 55 12I
Other unearned income 868 10.8 384 135 127

No income: 433 5.4 0 0 150

Totalb 8,052 100.0 376 127

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aAveraged over households with income from specified source.

bsum of individual income sources do not add to totals because households can receive income from
more than one source.



Tahle q

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUS[HOLOSBY GROSSHONTHLYINCOME
AS A PEPCENTAGEOF THF POVERTYL1NE rf)R ALL ttOHqFttOLDS,

tlOUSFHOLDSWITH ELDERLY OR DISAIIlFD,AND
ttOIISEHOLDSWITH CHILDREN

i_

Gross Income as a All liouseholds.With !louseholdsWith Households _ith
Percentage of the Households Elderlh Elderly or Disabledc Children(_
Poverty Linea Number Percent_' Number Percent_ Numher Percent_ Number l'ercent_

(000) (000) (000) (000)

25% or less 947 11.9 35 2.4 50 2.5 584 10.7
26 - 50% 1,9g0 25.0 nO 5.5 I58 7.9 1,647 30.2
51 - 75% 2,514 31.5 393 27.0 603 30.2 1,864 34.2
76 - 100% 1,927 24.2 795 54,6 ggo 49.6 g90 18.2
101 - 125% 535 6.7 136 9.3 170 8.5 342 6.3
126 - 130% 31 0.4 7 0.5 8 0,4 16 0.3
131 - 150% 22 0.3 10 0.7 15 0.7 5 0.1
151% or more 4 0,1 ** * 4 0.2 4 0.1
Unknown 83 -- 3 -- 83 -- 36 --

om
r_

Total 8,052 100.0 1,458 I00.0 2,080 100.0 5,486 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aoeftned as the Census Bureau's 1983 poverty income guidelines for nonfam families (see Appendix A).

bHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

CHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more or with SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

dHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

epercent of those households with known income.

*Les_ than .05 percent.

**tr,,_s than 5NO hnus_hnlds.



Table 10

DISTRIRIITIONOF PARTICIPATING HOIISEHOLnSRY NET MONTHLY INCOME
AS A PFPCFNTAGF DF TIlEPOVFRTY LINF FPP ALL ttOIfSFHO,Lr_S,

HOIISFItOLDSWITIIELIIFRLYOR DISABLFD, AND
ttOIISFItOLI_SWITH CHILDREN

t

Net Income As a All Household_ With !touseholdsWith Household_ With
Percentage of the Households Elderly" Elderly,or Disabledc Children

Poverty Linea Number _ercent_ Number Percpnt_ Number Percent_ Number Percente
(000) (000) (000) (000)

25% or less 3,714 46.5 441 30.3 650 31.8 2,379 43.7
26 - 50% 2,370 29.7 393 27.0 575 28.1 1,842 33.q
51 - 75% 1,484 18.6 489 33.7 658 32.2 933 17.2
76 - 100% 413 5.2 129 R.g 161 7.9 282 5.2
101 - 125% 10 0.1 2 0.1 2 0.1 5 0.1
126 - 130% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
131- 150% 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
151% or more 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0

oo Unknown 60 -- 5 -- 34 -- 45 --

Total 8,052 100.0 1,459 100.0 2,080 100.0 5,486 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

al)eftnedas the Census Bureau's 1983 poverty income guidelines for nonfarm families (see Appendix A).

bHouseholds wtth at least one member age 60 or more.

CHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more or with SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

dHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

epercent of those households with known income.



Table 11

NU_£E_ OF PArtICIPATING HDUSEHOLDS CLAIMING AND VALUE OF
DEDUCTION CLAIMED

Number of AverageAmount of Dedu:t_¢rc
Type of Households Percentof Over Claiming Over al!
Deduction ClaimingDeduction All Households Households Househ_lcs

(ooo)

EarnedIncome 1,576 19.6% $B3 !I_

DependentCarea 135 1.7 82 1

Sheltera 5,720 73.5 100 ?

Medicalb 159 2.0 55 1

TotalC 8,052 100.0 175 175

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

acombinedtotal of dependentcare deductionand shelterdeduction is subject
to a limit except for householdswhere at least one member is age 60 or more or
receivingSSI or Social Securitydisabilitypayments(see Appendix C).

bAvailableonly to householdswhere at least one person ts age 60 or more or
receivingSSI or Social Securitydisabilitypayments.

CIncludesstandarddeduction for all households (see Appendix C).

dAverage amount of deduction for householdswith known deductioninformation.
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Table 12

D_STSI_JTiDN OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY AMOUNT
OF TOTAL DEDUCTION

Amount of Total Number of Households Percent of A_I
Dedustiona {000) Households_

S 0- 5r_ 0 0.0%

5!- 103 1,813 23.6

131- 15C 9B2 12.8

151- 200 3,469 45.2

201- 25G 558 7.3

25!-300 449 5.9

33_-,- 404 5.3

UnLno,vn 376 --

Total 8,052 100.0

Average Deauctionfor $175
Clair;in_ Households

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

alncludes earned income, dependent care, excess shelter, medical,
and standard deduction (see Appendix C).

bpercent of those households with known deductions.
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Table 13

AVERAGETOTAl. DI'DIICTIONa FOR ALL tlOIISFIldl FIT,BY
GROSSMONTIILY INCOH[ ANFI IIOIISFIIOI_FI,,!/I

Gross Monthly Ilousehold _;ize Avera!leTot,il
Income I ? 3 4 5 6 1 R _ l)edu(,t.ion

None $171 151 141 114 164 163 I17 IR4 $141

$ 1- 99 125 153 177 1_10 lqO 19q 196 -- 157
100-199 1_31 165 110 116 1_3 IqO 14q 13] I/.I
200-299 174 113 16R 165 1(,_1 116 162 113 111
300-399 116 119 115 I13 165 15/1 14/ 15q 116
400-499 165 15}T 172 110 161 154 i% 149 165
500-599 193 104 III 192 1513 191 175 lZ/ 183
600-699 -- 236 211 168 110 194 195 !11 191
700-799 -- 259 251 202 181 112 113 105 200
800-899 .... 211 246 IRO 173 163 150 199
900-999 ...... 280 75l 189 223 202 246
1000 + * .... 239 273 221 261 229 240

oo
o_

Average Total
Deduction $168 171 177 180 179 1133 184 184 175

Source: February 1993 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aTotal deduction includes earned income.,dependent care, excess shelter, medical and standard
deduction (see Appendix C).

*Average deduction was not computed for categories with less than 500 households.

--No households in this cateflory.



Table 14

NIIMI_II_ fl[ PARTIF,1PATING IIOIISFIIOLr)S CLAIMING FARNI_I_lNCflUl['
DIIIII£TI(IN ANn VAIII! Of IIlI_II£TIFIN EIAIMII)

Numhrr of Ilmj_Phnld_ Prrcpnt (if Avpraqp Aenountof DPd,ctionf
Ilou_eholdswith- l(_tal With I)rduction IIm)_rhold_ With Pcdur,tinn All ItmJsehold_,

(ohO) (nO_)

E1der1ya I,459 70 4.q_ $,lq $?

Chil dren h 5,4R6 1,0)11 211.'_ ql lq

Oi sabled c 671 42 q. 3 lO 7

Earned Incomed 1,_76 1,576 lO0.O R3 R_l

Pub1 ic Assistance e 4,580 28R 6.6 60 4

Total R,052 1,576 lq.6 Il3 !4

oo Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Oual tty Control sample.

aHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

bHouseholds with at least one member age 17 Or less.

CHouseholds with SS! income and no member age 60 or more.

dEarned income includes wages, salaries, self-employment and farm income.

epubltc assistance includes Aid to Families with Oep_ndent Children (AFDC) and General
Assistance (GA).

fAverage amount of deduction for housnholds with known earninqs deduction.



Table 15

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY AMOUNT
OF EARNED INCOME DEDUCTION

Amount of Earned Number of Households _rcent of All
Income Deduction (000) Householdsa

None 6,476 80.4%
$ 1 - 5O 4O8 5.1

51 100 409 5.1
101-150 355 4.4
151 200 105 1.3
201 - 250 18 .2
25!-300 2 *

Amount Unknown 280 3.5

Total 8,052 100.0

AverageDeductionfor $83
Claiming Households

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Qualtty Control sample.

apercent of those households with known earned income deduction.

*Less than .05 percent.
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NUMBEROF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDSCLAIMING DEPENDENTCAREa
DEDUCTIONAND VALUE OF DEDUCTIONCLAIIqFD

Number of Ilouseholds PercPnt of Average Amount of D,dtl(tinn
ttouseholdswith: Total With Deduction IlousPholds9 With Deduction All ttouseholds

(000) (OOO)

Elderlyb 1,459 5 O.3% $115 **

Ch I1drenc 5,4t16 134 2.4 82 ?

DJsabl edd 6? ! 2 O. 3 ! I 5 * *

Earned Incomee 1,576 110 7.0 Re 6

Publtc Assistance f 4,sRo 54 1.2 76 i

Total 8,052 135 1.7 82 !

Source: February ]983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

co aCombinnd total of dependent care deduction and excess shelter deduction is subject to a ltmtt*aD

except for households where at least one member is age 60 or more or receiving SSl or Social Security
disability payments (see Appendix C).

bHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

CHouseholds wtth at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholds with SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

eEarned income includes wages, salaries, self-employment and farm income.

fPubltc assistance includes Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and General
Assistance (GA).

gPercent of households with known dependent care deduction.

*No HouseholdR In tht_ catPqory.

'elp':_ than till rPnt_;.



Table 17

DISTRIBUTION DF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY AMOUNT
OF DEPENDENT CARE DEDUCTION

Amount of Dependent Number of Households Percent of A_I
CareDeductiona (DO0) Households_

None 7,917 98.3%
$ 1- 5O 27 .3
51- 100 54 .7
10!- 150 53 .7
151- 20C 0 0.0
201-25O 0 0.0
251-3OD 0 0.0
300+ 0 0.0

Unknown 230 --

Total 8,052 100.0

AverageDeductionfor $82
Claiming Households

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

acombined total of dependent care deduction and excess shelter
deduction is subject to a limit except for households where at least one
member is age 60 or more or receiving SSI or Social Security disability
payments (see Appendix C}.

bpercent of those households with known dependent care deduction.

gO



Table 18

NUMBEROF PARTICIPATINGHOUSEHOLDSCLAIMINGEXCESSSHELTERa
DEDUCTIONAND VALUEOF DEDUCTIONCLAIMED

Number of Households Percent of Average _o,nt of Deduction
Households With: Total With Deduction Householdsg With Deduction All Households

(DOD) (000)

Elderly b ! ,459 92Z 64.2'/, $I?O $71
Chtldren c 5,4q6 3.983 74.9 96 72

Otsabled d 621 355 69.4 l 13 79

Earned Incomee 1,576 881 65.0 88 57

Publtc Assistance f 4,S80 3.473 19.7 99 79

Total 8,052 5,720 73.5 lO0 73
qD

5ource: February 1983 Food Stamp Oualtty Control sample.

aCombtned total of dependent care deduction and shelter deduction is subject to a llmtt except
for households mhere at least one member Is age 60 or more or receiving SSI or Social Security
disability pa)lients (see Appendtx C).

bHouseholds vtth at least one member age 60 or nN)re.

C_useholds vtth at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholds wtth SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

eEarned Income includes wages, salaries, self-omployment, and faro Income.

fpubllc assistance tncludes Aid to Families _dth Dependent Chtldren {AFDC) and General
Assistance (GA).

gpercent of households with known excess shelter deduction.



Table 19

DISTRIBUTID_ OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY AMOUNT
OF EXCESS SHELTER DEDUCTION

An;ountof Excess Number of Households _rcent of All
Shelter Deductiona (000) Householdsb

None 2,062 26.5%
S 1- 50 1,04D 13.4
5! !32 1,109 14.2

· _. - .-_ 3,191 41.0
151 - 20_ 134 1,7
201-250 116 1.5
25' - 303 47 .6
3OD+ 84 1.1

Unknown 270 --

Total 8,052 100.0

AverageDeductionfor $100
Claimi n§ Households

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

acombined total of dependent care deduction and excess shelter
deduction is subject to a limit except for households where at least one
member is age 60 or more or receiving SSI or Social Security disability
payments (see Appendix C).

bpercent of those with known deductions.
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Table ?fi

II!_TRIRIITI(IN (iir PRRTICIPATINC, H(IlI%fH(TII1_,nY VALlll (IF
C(iMfil Nfl) fiFe[Nell NT £ARI/i X£f %_ t,llfl TI R IlfftllC. l ION

Value of Comhlned All Itnuqehold_ with HottReholds with IlouRehold%. IlnqJRphnlds with Ih_uRehnlds with

Oependent Care/ Households [Iderl7 h Children c wt th nlsahl_d d Iarned IncrmP P PtJhl lc Assistan_e f
[xcess Shelter Number hercent Nimher I_rcent _q Numher Percent_l. Numhrr Pf'rcpnt _ Nllmher l'(,rcent 'q Nllmher Pert (_n'_q

DPduct i ona (000) (non) (non) ((in(I) (olin) ((loll)

None ?.OO6 24.8 513 35.8 I ,?75 24.0 155 30.3 423 31.2 fi65 19.9
t

Less than
cap 2.417 31.1 544 37.9 I .490 _.0 la4 36.0 399 29.4 1.337 30.7

[qua1 to cap 2_61 36.8 9 0.6 2,447 46.0 42 8.2 510 37.6 2,033 46.7

Greater than
cap 499 6.4 369 25.7 103 !.g 130 25.4 24 1.6 I71 ?.6

Unknmm 270 -- 25 -- 172 -- IlO -- 271 -- 275 --

Total 8,062 IOO.O 1,459 100. O 5,496 IO0.0 621 IO0.O ! ,576 IOO.0 4,580 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp 0uell ty Control staple.

acmbfnmi total of dependent care ami excess shelter deduction Is capped at a level which varies by area (see Appendix O) except
for households Mtere at least one member Is age 60 or more or receiving SS! or Social Security disability payments.

bHouSeholds _ th at least one member fie 60 or more.

Cgouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

dNouseholds edth SSI Income and no member age 60 or more.

eEarnN Income Includes wages, salaries, self-employment and farm Income.

fPubltc assistance Includes Aid to Iramtlles with 11ependent Children (AFl)C) and General Assistance (GA).

gPercent of those households with known Information on dependent care/excess shelter deductions.



Table 21

NUMBEROF PARTICIi)ATINGHOUSEHOLDSCLAIMINGM[DICAL
DEDUCTIONAND VALUEOF !1EDUCTIONCLAIMEDa

Numberof Households Percent of Average _nount of Deduction
Households With: Total With Deduction Householdsg With Deduction Al! Households

(000) (000)

E1derlyb I ,45g 149 10. 2% $51 $5

Chii dren c 5,486 19 0.4 77 *

Otsabl edd 621 10 1.7 ! 07 2

Earned Incomee 1,576 6 0.4 57 *

Pub1lc Assistance f 4,580 11 0.2 127 *

Total 8,052 159 2.0 55 l

qO

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aAvatlable only to households where at least one person is age 60 or more or receiving SSI or
Social Security disability payments,

bHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

cHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholds wtth SSI income and no member age GOor more.

eEarned income tncludes rages, salaries, self-employment and faro income,

fPubltc assistance includes Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and General
Assistance (GA).

gpercent of households with known medical deduction.

Less than 50 cents.



Table 22

DISTRIBUTIONOF PARTICIPATINGHOUSEHOLDSBY AMOUNT
OF MEDICALDEDUCTION

Amountof Medical Number of Households Percentof A),l
Deductiona (000) Households_

None 7,893 98.0%
$ 1- 5O 101 1.3

51 - ]_0 35 .4
101-150 19 .2
151- 200 1 *
201 - 250 1 *
251 300 0 0.0
300+ 2 *

Total 8,052 100.0

AverageDeductionfor $55
Claiming Households

Source: February1983 Food Stamp Quality Controlsample.

aAvailableonly to householdswhere at least one person is age 6D
or more or receivingSSI or Social Securitydisabilitypayments.

bpercentof those with known deductions.

Less than 0.05 percent.
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Table 23

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY AMOUNT OF
MONTHLYFOODSTAMPBENEFIT

Amount of Numberof Percentof
Monthl Households A11 Householdsb
Benefit ya (000)

$ lO or less 371 4.6_

11- 25 336 4.2

26- 50 643 8.0

5t - 75 1,389 17.3

76 - 100 696 8.6

101 - 150 1,B88 23.4

151- 200 1,450 18.0

201- 300 1,064 13.2

30!ormore 214 2.6

Tota! B,052 100.0

AverageBenefit $127

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControl sample.

aThe maximummonthly benefit varies by area {see Appendix D).

bpercent of those householdswith known benefitmount.
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Table 24

AVERAGEMONTHLYFOODSTAMP BENEFIT BY GROSSMONTHLY
INCOMEAND HOUSEHOLDSIZE

Gross Monthly IlouseholdSize Averaue I)enefit
Income 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+ Per Iiousehold

None $74 133 196 248 302 345 39)_ 537 $150

$ 1- 99 74 138 179 251 295 360 3QP, -- 147
100-199 73 135 193 249 298 359 3q? 445 145
200-299 50 118 113 228 270 328 378 507 1,32
300-399 32 94 141 199 241 301 331 42)% 104
400-499 16 59 120 171 215 210 320 396 126

500-599 34 35 95 154 191 251 2H2 389 135
600-699 -- 27 68 114 155 224 262 351 130
100-199 -- 47 56 89 132 191 225 343 137
800-899 -- 42 40 77 104 157 182 294 130
900-999 .... 139 58 89 139 175 249 105
1000 + ...... 67 71 105 146 227 145_0

Average Benefit '
per Household $48 95 140 16g 196 234 260 329 $127

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

*Average benefit was not computed for categories with less than 500 households.

--No households in this category.



Table 25

DISTRIBUTIOt;OF PARTICIPATINGHOUSEHOLDSBY TOTAL COUNTABLE
RESOURCES FOR ALL HOUSEHOLDS AND HDUSEHOLDS WITH

ELDERLY OR DISABLED

Value of All HouseholdsWith HouseholdsWith

Countable Households d Elderlyb Elderlyor DisabledcResourcesa Number Percent Number Percentd Number Percentd
(ooo) (ooo) (ooo)

None 6,16! 76.9% 949 65.4% 1,287 6_.1_
$ 1 - 50S 1,541 19.2 349 24.1 441 23.4

501- 1,000 208 2.6 94 6.5 101 5.3
],OOC- 1,500 78 l.O 45 3.1 45 2.4
1,501 - 1,750 6 0.1 4 0.3 4 0.2
1,751-2,003 7 0.1 5 0.4 5 0.3
2,001-3,000 9 0.1 5 0.3 5 0.3
AmountUnknown 41 -- B -- 11 --

Total 8,052 100.0 1,459 100.0 1,goo 100.0

AverageValue $55 143 11B

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

astatutoryrequirementsin effect in February1983 included as 'countable"
resourcesall types of assets except (1) equity in a home and (2) certainspecified
resourcesthat cannot be readilyliquidatedor that are needed for employmentor self-
employment. At the time these data were collected,the resource limit for most households_
was $1,500. Householdsof two or more, at least one of whom was age 60 or older, were
allowed up to $3,000.

bHouseholdswith at least one person age 60 or more.

CHouseholdswith at least one person age 60 or more or with SSI incomeand no
member age 60 or more.

dpercent of those with known countableresources.

gB



Table 26

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY
TYPE DF MOST RECENT ACTION

Most Recent Number of Households Percentof Ail
Action (000) Households_

InitialCertificationa 2,210 27.5%

Recertification 5,831 72.5

UnKnow_ 11 --

Total 8,052 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

alncludes both households certified for the first time and
previouslycertifiedhouseholdswho have not receivedbenefits for at least
30 days.

bpercent of those households with known most recent action.
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Table 27

COMPARISONOF HOUSEHOLDSWITH AHD WITHOUT
EXPEDITEDSERVICEBY PRESENCEOF GROSS AND

NET MONTHLY INCOME

HouseholdsWith HouseholdsWithout

Expedited Servicea Expedited Service Unknown
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
(ooo) (ooo) (ooo)

Gross Income: 0 112 34.7% 316 4.2% 5 14.6%
Gross Income> O 211 65.3 4,260 95.8 27 85.5

NetInco_)e: 0 191 59.3 1,214 16.0 7 22.6
NetIncome> 0 13i 40.7 6,363 84.0 25 77.4

Total 322 100.0 7,576 100.0 32 100.0

Source: February lg83 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholdswhich initiallyreceivedexpeditedservicefor the
certification perioC in effect in February 1983.

100



Table 28

F_iSTE_TIDN OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY LENGTH OF
CERTIFICATION PERIOD

Monthsin Numberof Percentof
Certification Households AllHouseholdsa

Period (000)

1 121 1.5

2 251 3.1

3 905 11.3

4 610 .6
C,_ 263 3.3

6 1,656 20.6

7 358 4.5

8 107 1.3

9 98 1.2

10 62 .8

11 163 2.0

12* 3,429 42.7

Unknown 29 --

Total 8,052 100.0

AverageLength 8.2

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

apercent of those households with known certification periods.
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Table 29

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING IIOUS[UOL!3SRY
IIOIISEHOLDSI Z[

All Households wi th Ilouseholds with UouseholdsbWith
Itousehol ds i:1derl ya [.arn i nqs Chil dren

Household Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Si ze (000) (000) (000) (000)

I 1,958 24.3% 916 62.8% 179 11.3% 57 1.0%
2 1,819 22.6 338 23.2 300 19.1 I ,260 ?3.0
3 I ,646 20.4 87 6.0 354 22.5 I ,567 28.6
4 1,280 15.9 43 3.0 310 19.7 I ,263 23.0
5 673 8.4 17 1.2 193 12.2 666 12.1
6 345 4.3 29 2.0 104 6.6 343 6.3
7 190 2.4 15 1. I 65 4.1 189 3.5
8+ 140 1.7 13 0.9 71 4.5 140 2.6

Total 8,05Z 100.0 1,459 100.0 1,576 100.0 5,486 100.0
ro

Average Size 2.9 1.7 3.7 3.7

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quallty Control sample.

aHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

bHouseholds Nth at least one member age 17 or less.



Table 30

AGE RELATED CHARACTERISTICS OF
PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS

Number of Percent of
Househol ds A11 Househsl: s

(ooo)

Households with Elderlya 1,459 18.1%
Singlepersonelderlyhouseholdsb 916 11.4
Headedbyferale 732 9.]
Headed by male 177 2.2
Unknown 8 O.]

Other elderly householdsc 543 6.7
Headed by fee,ale 256 3.2
Headedbymale 281 3.5
Unknown 6 0.1

Househo!ds with Childrend 5,486 BB.1
Headed by female 4,205 52.2
Headedbymale 1,247 15.5
Unknown 34 0.4

Households with Disablede 621 7.7
Headedbyfemale 444 5.5
Headedbymale 174 2.2
Unknown 3 *

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholds with at least one member age 6D or mw)re.

blncludes elderly single persons living alone or as a separate food
stamp unit in a larger household.

Clncludes elderly couples and other multtperson households with
elderly members.

dHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

eHouseholds with SSI income and no member age SD or mo.re.
_r

Less than 0.05 percent.

1O3



Table 31

DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE,
NJMDER OF ELDERLY, NUMBER OF CHILDREN, AND NUMBER

OF SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

HouseholdSize Numberof
Households

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8+ (000)

Number of

ElCerly a

0 1,042 1,480 1,559 1,237 656 316 125 128 6,593
1 913 161 55 4D 14 17 15 11 1,228
2 3 177 31 3 3 12 0 1 230
3 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1

Number of
Children b

O 1,901 558 80 17 7 2 1 0 2,566
1 53 1,204 471 64 21 5 0 0 1,818
2 2 50 1,091 580 65 22 4 1 1,815
3 1 2 3 619 340 51 27 7 1,049
4 0 5 1 1 239 170 47 21 483
5+ O O 2 0 1 95 111 111 321

Number cf

School A_e
Children_

0 1,922 1,152 528 236 35 18 4 1 3,897
1 33 651 576 315 107 25 9 4 1,720
2 2 11 539 466 223 82 25 16 1,364
3 D 3 1 262 209 103 43 11 633
4 0 1 2 0 99 95 65 45 306
5+ 0 0 0 0 1 22 45 63 131

Total 1,958 1,819 1,646 1,280 673 345 190 140 8,052

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

apersons age 60 or more.

bpersons age 17 or less.

Cpersons age 5 to 17.
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Table 32

F_'ST_,IBUTIONOF PARTICIPANTS BY AGE AND SEX

Female Male All Participantsa
Number Percentb Number Percentb Number Percent_

Age (DOC) (000) (000)

4 or less 1,962 14.2% 1,951 20.5% 3,997 16.8_

5- 17 4,1S7 29.7 4,016 42.2 8,288 34.9
18- 35 4,527 32.8 1,990 20.9 6,634 27.'9
36- 59 2,086 15.1 1,027 10.8 3,161 13.3
60ormore 1,131 8.2 525 5.5 1,677 7.1
Unknown 36 -- 31 -- 95 --

Total 13,848 100.0 9,540 100.0 23,851 100.0

Source' February 19S3 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aTotal number of participants includes approximately 99,000 participants whose s-
was nct recorded.

bpercent of those participants with known ages.
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Table 33

AGE RELATEDCHARACTERISTICSOF PARTICIPANTS

Number of Percent of
Parttct pants I_rticipants d

(ooo)

A. Childrena 12,345 51.9
1. Preschoolchildren '1_
2. School age children 8,304 34.9

B. Adultsb
1. I_arents

a. Single parents 5t380 22.7
Livin_withelderly 138 0.6
Disabled 253 1.1
Livingwithdisabled 108 0.5
Other 4,881 20.5

b. Multipleparents 2,520 10.6
Livin_with elderly 83 0.4
Disabled 204 O.9
Livin_with disabled 55 0.2
Other 2,178 9.1

2. Non Parents

a. Singleadults __ 6.2Living with elderly
Disabled 220 0.9
Living with disabled 36 0.2
Other 1,045 4.4

b. Multipleadults 439 1.8
Livingwithelderly _
Disabled 60 0.3
Living with disabled 4 *
Other 330 1.4

C. E1derl_c 11679 1.4

D. Age Unknown 9_5 7.0

Total 23_924 1OD.O

Source: February19B3 Food Stamp Quality Controlsample.

apersons age 17 or less.

bpersons age 18 to 59.

Cpersons age 60 or more.

dpercent of those with known age and relatedcharacteristics.
Less than 105 percent.
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Table 34

DISTRIBUTION DF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY RACE
OR ETHhIC ORIGIN DF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

i

Race/Ethnic Origin Number of Households Percent of
of HouseholdHead (000) Householdsa

White 3,682 47.6%

Black 3,115 4D.2

r!s_ari_ 737 9.5

Asiar 114 1.5

American]ncian 90 1.2

Unknown 314 --

Total 8,052 1DO.O

Source: February lg83 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

apercent of those with known race or ethnic origin.
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Table 35

DISTRIBUTION OF PAPT]CIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDMEMBERS

Households with Number of Percent of
at Least One: Households All Householdsb

(ooo)

Alien 148 1.8%

Migrant 2 *

Mi1itary 3 *

Striker 6 .1

Studenta 374 4.6

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHousehold members 18 years of age or older enrolled at least half-
time in recognized school, training program, or institution of higher
education.

bpercent of all households with known characteristics.

*Under .05 percent.
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Table 36

D!STRIBUTIDN OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY EMPLOYMENT
STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

EmploymentStatus Numberof Percentof
of HouseholdHead Households All Householdsc

(ooo)

Emplcyed -%ll Timea 523 6.8

EmployeePartTi_eb 332 4.3

Self-Emiloyed 24 0.3

Farn E_ploye_ 10 0.1

NotEmployed 6,809 88.5

Unknown 354 --

TotaI 8,052 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aEmployed at least 30 hours per week.

bEmployed less than 30 hours per week.

Cpercent of those with known employment status.

log



Table 37

DISTRIBL'TION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS BY WORK REGISTRATION
STATUS OF HOUSEHOLD HEAD

Work RegistrationStatus Numberof Percentof
of HouseholdHead Households Householdsd

(ooo)

Requiredto registerforwork BO1 10.3%
Exemptfromwork registration: 7,005 89.7
Lessthan!8or over60 yearsold 46 .6
Disa_led/E1derly 2,019 25.9
WI_,participant 1,558 20.0
Caretaker of child or incapacitated
adulta 2,573 33.0

Recipientof UnemploymentInsurance(UI) 289 3.7
Participant in drug addiction or
alcoholictreatmentprogram 15 0.2

Emplcye._ f:_ll-timeD 468 6.0
Studentc 37 0.5

Unknown 245 --

Total 8,052 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

alncludes both caretakers of children under 12 and caretakers of
children under 18 where another able-bodied parent is registered for work
or exempted because of employment.

bEmployed at least 30 hours per week or receiving weekly earnings
equal to or greater than the Federal minimum wage multiplied by 3D hours.

CEnrolled at least half-time in a recognized school, training
program, or institution of higher education.

dpercent of those with known work registration status of household
head.

110



Table 38

DISTRIBUT]ON OF PARTICIPANTS BY WORK REGISTRATION STATUS

Numberof Percentof

Work ResistrationStatus Participants Participantsd
(ooo)

Requiredto registerforwork 1,522 6.6%
Exe_;tfro?work registration: 21,387 93.4
Lesstha_1_ 11,612 50.6
Disable_or over 60 yearsold 2,589 ]1.3
k'I_participant 1,954 2.5
Caretaker of child or incapacitated
adulta 3,679 16.0

Recipientof UnemploymentInsurance(UI) 365 1.6
Participantin drugaddictionor 16 .1

alcoholic treatment program
E_ployedfull-time_ 696 3.D
Studentc 503 2.2

Unknown 1,015 --
Total 23,924 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

alncludes both caretakers of children under 12 and caretakers of

children under 18 where another able-bodied parent is registered for work
or exem2ted because of employment.

b_,ployed at least 30 hours per week or receiving weekly earnings
equal to or greater than the Federal minimum wage multiplied by 3D hours.

CEnrolled at least half-time in a recognized school, training
program, or institution of higher education.

d
Percent of those with known work registration status.
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Table 39

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS AND BENEFITS
FOP HOUSEHOLDS WITH AND WITHOUT EARNED INCOME

Households Benefits
Number Percent b Value Percent b
(000) (OOO)

Households With Earned Incomea 1,576 19.6% $211,000 20.6%

Households Wit_ Nc Earned Income 6,476 80.4 813,627 79.4

Total 8,052 100.0 1,024,627 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aEarned income includes wages, salaries, self-employment, and farrr
income.

bpercer,t of those with known income status.
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Table 40

AVERAGEVALUE OF SELECTEDCHARACTERISTCSFOR
HOUSEHOLDSWITH AND WITHOUT EARNED INCOMEa

HouseholdsWith HouseholdsWith
Earned Incomeb No Earned Income

GrossMonthlyIncome $550 $336

Net Monthly Income $319 $182

Total Deductionsc S233 $164

Cou_ta._leResources $ 65 $ 53

Monthly Benefit $134 $126

HouseholdSize 3.7 2.8

CertificationPeriod (months) 5.9 8.7

i

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControl sample.

aExcludeshouseholdswhere presenceof earned income is not known.

beamed income includeswages, salaries,self-employment,and farm
inc ome.

CIncludesearned income,dependentcare, excess shelter,medical,an_
standarddeduction (see Appendix C).
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Table 41

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGEOF HOUSEHOLDSWITH AND WITHOUT
EARNED INCOME FOR SELECTEDCHARACTERISTICSa

f

HouseholdsWi_h HouseholdsWith
Earned Incomeu No Earned Income

HouseholdsWith: Number _rcentg Number _rcentg
(ooo) (ooo)

Zero Gross Income 0 0.0% 433 6.7_

Zero Net Income 217 14.1 1,255 19.5

Mihilum Benefitc 32 2.0 333 5.1

Elderlyd 96 6.1 1,363 21.0

Childrene 1,2B6 B1.6 4,200 64.9

School Age Childrenf 1,002 63.5 3,153 48.7

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

aExcludeshouseholdswhere presenceof earned income is not known.

beamed income includeswages, salaries,self-employment,and fan
income.

CMinimu_ benefit is $10 for one- and two-personhouseholds.

dHouseholdswith at least one member age 60 or more.

eHouseholdswith at least one member age 17 or less.

fHouseholdswith at least one member age S to 17,

gPercent figuresdo not add to 100 because a householdcan have more
than one of the characteristicsincludedtn the table,
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Table 42

C9_A_ISOH OF DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS ON
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH AND WITHDUT

EARNED INCOME a

Households width Households with
Earned Income° No Earned Income

Number Percent Number Percert
(ooo) (ooo)

HousehciC Size

!- 2 479 30.4_ 3,292 5C.9
3 - 4 664 42.1 2,262 34.9
5+ 433 27.5 915 14.1

Gross Income
None - - 433 6.7

$ I-99 55 3.7 120 1.9
100- 199 94 6.3 687 19.6
200- 299 132 8.8 1,494 23.1
300- 399 144 9.7 1,737 26.2
400- 499 239 16.0 945 14.6
500* 830 55.6 1,060 16.4

Net Intone
None 217 14.] 1,255 19.5

$ 1 - 99 144 9.3 1,207 18.7
]00- 199 172 11.1 1,503 23.3
200- 299 240 15.6 1,075 16.7
300-399 258 16.8 660 10.2
400-499 171 11.1 369 5.7
500+ 339 22.0 381 5.9

Benefits
$ 10 or less 35 2.2 336 5.2
11 - 50 147 9.3 832 12.9
51- 100 476 30.2 1,609 24.9
1D1 - 200 640 40.6 2,698 41.7
201- 300 221 14.0 843 13.0
301+ 57 3.6 157 2.4

Total 1,576 100.0 6,476 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aExcludes households where presence of earned income is not known.

beamed inc_e includes wages, salaries, self-employment, and farm
income.
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lable 43

DISTRIBUTIOt_OF HOUSEHOLDS AND BENEFITS FOR
HDUSEHOLDS WITH ELDERLY AND NO ELDERLY

Households Benefits
Number Percent Value Percent
(OOO) (OOO)

HouseholdsicithElderlya 1,459 18.1% $84,931 8.3_

Households With No Elderly 6,593 81.9 939,696 91.7

Total 8,052 100.0 1,D24,627 IOD.D

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholos with at least one member age 60 or more.
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Table 44

AVERAGE VALUES OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR
HDUSEHDLDS WITH ELDERLY AND NO ELDERLY

Households With Households With

Elderlya No Elderly

GrossMcnthlyIncone $371 $377

Net Monthly Income $208 $208

TotalDeductionsb $169 $176

CountableResourcesc $143 $ 36

MonthlyBenefit $ 58 $143

HouseholdSize 1.7 3.2

CertificationPeriod(months) 10.4 7.7

Source: February 1983 Food Samp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

blncludes earned income, dependent care, excess shelter, medical, and
standard deduction (see Appendix C).

CAt the time these data were collected, the resource limit for most
households was $1,500. Households of two or more, at least one of whom was
age 60 or older, were allowed up to $3,000.
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Table 45

NUMEER AND PERCENTAGEOF HOUSEHOLDSWITH ELDERLYAND
NO ELDERLYFOR SELECTEDCHARACTERISTICS

HouseholclsWith Households With
Elderlya No Elderly

Householdswith: Number Percente Number _rcent e
(ooo) (ooo)

ZeroGrossIncome 24 1.6 409 6.2

ZeroNetIncome ]92 13.2 1,281 19.4

Minimum Benefitb 286 19.6 78 1.2

Cni1drenc 207 14.2 5,279 BD.1

School Age Childrend 185 12.7 3,969 60.2

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

aHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

bMinimun'benefit is !lO for one and two person households.

CHouseholdswith at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholdswith at least one member age 5 to 17.

epercent figuresdo not add to 100 becausea householdcan have more than
one of the characteristics included in the table.
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Table 46

COMPAP.ISON OF DISTRIBUTIONOF PARTICIPATINGHOUSEHOLDSON
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICSFOR HOUSEHOLDSWITH ELDERLY

AND NO ELDERLY

Householdswith Elderlya Householdswith No Elderly
Number Percent Number Percent
(ODD) (ooo)

H_sehold Size
] - 2 ],255 86.0% 2,522 38.3
3 - 4 13D 8.9 2,796 42.4
5- 74 5.1 1,275 19.3

Gross Income
None 24 1.7 409 6.3

$ ] - 99 6 0.4 169 2.6
100- 199 32 2.2 748 11.5
2D9 - 299 301 20.7 1,324 2D.3
300- 399 655 45.0 1,226 18.e
4DO- 499 259 17.8 925 ]4.2
500+ 178 12.2 1,712 26.3

Net Income
None 192 13.2 1,2B] 19.6

$ 1 - 99 216 14.9 1,135 17.4
lO° - 199 346 23.8 1,328 20.3
200- 299 36B 25.3 947 14.5
30_- 399 183 12.6 735 11.3
400- 499 76 5.2 465 7.1
5OD+ 73 5.0 647 9.9

Benefits
$ ]0 or less 287 19.7 84 1.3

11 - 50 532 36.5 447 6.8
51 - 100 425 2g.2 1,660 25.2
101 - 200 171 11.7 3,168 4B.O
20! - 3DO 32 2.2 1,032 15.7
301+ 12 O.B 202 3.1

Total 1,459 100.0 6,593 100.0

Source: Februarylg83 Food Stamp QualityControl smmple.

aHouseholdswith at least one member age 60 or more.
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lable 47

DISTRIBUTIONOF HOUSEHOLDSAND BENEFITS FOR
HOUSEHOLDSWITH DISABLEDAND NO DISABLED

Househol ds Benefi ts
Number Percent b Value Percent b
(ooo) (ooo)

HouseholdsWith Disableda 621 7.7% $66,272 6.5_

HouseholdsWith No Disabled 7,431 92.3 95_,355 93.5

Total B,052 100.0 1,024,627 100.0

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

aHouseholdswith SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

bpercent of those households with known disability status of
member s.

120



Table 48

AVERAGE VALUES OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR
HOUSEHOLDS WITH DISABLED AND ND DISABLED

Households With Households With
Disableda No Disabled

GrossMonthlyIncome $444 $371

NetMonthlyIncome $242 $2D5

TotalDeductionb $174 $175

CountableResources $39 $56

MonthlyBenefit $107 $129

HouseholdSize(persons) 2.8 3.0

CertificationPeriod(months) 8.4 8.2

Source: February 1983 Food St_np Quality Control sample.

aHouseholds with SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

blncludes earned income, dependent care, excess shelter, medical,
and standard deduction (see Appendix C).
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Table 49

NLIMBERAND PERCENTAGE OF HDUSEHOLDS WITH DISABLED AND
NO DISABLED FOR SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS

Households With Households With
Disableda No Disabled

Households With: Number Percent Number Percent

(ODD) (ooo)

Zero Gross Income O O.Oi[ 433 5.8:

Zero Net In:omc 108 18.3 1,364 18.4

Minimu_ Benefitb 27 4.4 337 4.5

Childrenc 363 58.4 5,123 68.9

SchoolAge Childrend 306 49.3 3,B48 51.8

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholds with SSI income and no member age 60 or more.

bMinimum benefit is $10 for one- and two-person households.

CHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholds with at least one member age 5 to 17.
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Table 50

COMP_,_SO;; OF DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPATII_GHOUSEHOLDS ON
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR HOUSEHOLDS WITH DISABLED

AND NO DISABLED

Households With Disableda Households With No Disable_
Number Percent Number Percent
(ooo) (ooo)

Househcld Size

] - 2 330 53.2% 3,446 46.4_
3- _ 184 29.6 2,743 36.9
5+ 107 17.2 1,241 16.7

Gross Income
None 0 0.0 433 5.8

S 1- 99 6 1.0 170 2.3
100-199 16 3.0 764 10.3
20S- 299 146 27.0 1,4BO 19.9
30P- 399 121 22.3 1,760 23.7
40D- 499 75 13.9 1,108 14.9
500+ 178 32.9 1,712 23.0

Net Income

None 108 18.3 1,364 18.4
$ 1- 99 70 11.9 1,281 17.3
100- 199 120 20.3 1,554 21.0
200 - 299 go 15.1 1,226 16.6
300- 399 63 10.7 855 11.6
409 - 499 59 9.9 482 6.5
50_ 8! 13.7 638 _.6

Benefits
$ 10 or less 27 4.4 344 4.6

11 - 50 140 22.6 839 11.3
51 - lOC 194 31.2 1,892 25.5
101 - 200 191 30.B 3,147 42.4
201 - 301 51 B.2 1,013 13.6
301+ lB 2.g 196 2.6

Total 621 100.0 7,431 100.0

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholds with SSI income and no member rage60 or more.

*Less than 500 households.
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Table 51

DISTRIBUTIONOF HOUSEHOLDSANDBENEFITS FOR
HOUSEHOLDSWITH CHILDREN,SCHOOLAGE

CHILDREN, ANDNOCHILDREN

Households Benefits
Number Percent Value Percent
(000) (000)

Householdskith Childrena 5,486 68.1% 874,961 85.4%

HouseholdsW'itr,School Age
CnilOren_ 4,155 51.6 699,563 68.3

HouseholdsWit_ Nc Children 2,566 31.9 149,665 14.6

Total 8,052 100.0 1,024,626 100.0

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

aHouseholdswith at least one member age 17 or less.

bHouseholds with at least one member age 5 to 17.
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Table 52

AVERAGE VALUES OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR
HOUSEHOL2S WITH CHILDREN, SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN, /UID

NO CHILDREN

Households With Households With _chool Households With
Childrena Age Childrenu No Children

GrossMonthlyIncome $421 $446 $278

NetMonthly:ncome $246 $27D $126

TotalDeductionsc $178 $179 $168

CountableResources $ 39 $ 42 $ gO

MonthlyBenefit $159 $168 $ 58

HouseholdSize 3.7 4.0 1.3

CertificationPerioa 7.7 7.7 9.1

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

aHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

bHouseholds with at least one member age 5 to 17.

Clncludes earned income, dependent care, excess shelter, medical, and
standard deduction (see Appendix C).
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Table 53

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGEOF HOUSEHOLDSwITH_CHILDREN,SCHOOL AGE
CHILDREN,AND NO CHILDREN FOR SELECTEDCHARACTERISTICS

HouseholdsWith HouseholdsWith HouseholdsWit_
Childrenc SchoolChildrena No Children

Households with: Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
(ooo) (oo0) (ooo)

ZeroGrossIncome _72 3.1 113 2.7 261 10.2

Zero Net Incor,_e 654 11.9 460 11.1 819 31.9

MinimumBenefita 11 0.2 75 1.8 353 13.8

Elderlyb 207 3.8 185 4.5 1,252 48.8

SchoolAgeChildrend 4,155 75.7 4,155 100.0 0 0.0

Source: February1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

aMinimu_ benefit is $1D for one and two person households.

bHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

CHouseholdswith at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholds with at least one member age 5 to 17.
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Table 54

COMPARISON OF O[STRI!IIITIONOF PARTICIPATING HOUSEHOLDS ON SFLECTED CHARACTERISTICS
FOR HOUSEIIOLDSWITit CHILDREN, SCHOOLAGE CHILDRFN, AND NO CHILDREN

ItouseholdsWith Households With School Households With No
Children Aqe Childron Children

Numher Percent Numher Percent Numher Parcent
(000) (000) (000)

tlousehold Size

1 - 2 1,31R 24.0 703 16.q 2,45q 9_.q
3 - 4 2,R30 51.6 2,162 52.0 96 3.8
5+ 1,339 24.4 1,290 31.1 10 0.4

Gross Income

None 172 3.2 113 2.7 261 10.4
$ I - 99 94 1.7 63 1.5 B1 3.2
100- 199 467 R.6 313 7.6 314 12.5
200 - 299 1,010 18.5 665 16.1 616 24.4
300 - 399 1,071 19.7 780 IR.9 810 32.2

,_ 400 - 499 896 16.4 690 16.7 287 I 1.4
500+ 1,740 31.9 1,506 36.5 150 6.0

Net Income

None 654 12.0 460 11.2 819 32.1
$ I - 99 873 16.1 564 13.R 477 18.7

100 - 199 I dSO 21.1 805 19.6 525 20.6
200 - 299 869 16.0 633 15.4 446 17.5
300- 399 729 13.4 621 15.1 190 7.4
400 - 4199 466 8.6 399 9.7 75 2.9
500+ 700 12.9 630 15.3 19 0.8

Benefits
$ 10 or less 15 0.3 11 0.3 3_6 13.9
11 - 50 205 3.7 159 3.R 774 30.2
51 - 100 948 17.3 640 15.4 1,13' 44.3

101 - 200 3,050 55.6 2,185 52.6 289 11.3
201 - 300 1,055 19.2 953 22.g 9 0.4
301+ 213 3.9 207 5.0 I **

Total 5.486 100.0 4,155 100.0 ?,566 lnO.O

Source: Fohruary lqA3 Food Stamp Quality Control sample.

**loqs than fi.fir, portent.



Table 55

COMPARISOt_OF AVERAGE VALUES OF SELECTED CHARACTERISTICSFOR:
AUGUST 1982, FEBRUARY1982, AUGUST 1981, AND AUGUST 1980

August August February August February
1980a 1981 1982 1982 19E2

Gross Monthly Income $326 $349 S345 $356 $376

NetHonthlyIncome $194 $196 $190 $205 $208

TotalDeduction $148b $169c $167c $159c !175c

CountableResources $ 66 $ 62 $ 53 $ 58 $ 73

MonthlyBenefit $ 89 $103 $110 $105 $127

HouseholdSize 2.8 2.7 2.8 2.8 2.9

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.
August 1982 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.
February 1982 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.
August 1981 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.
August 1980 Food Stamp QualityControlsample.

aExcludesAlaska and Hawaii.

bIncludesearned income,dependentcare, excess shelter,medical, and $75
standardUeduction.

Clncludesearned income,dependentcare, excess shelter,medical, and standard
deduction{see Appendix C).
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Table 56

COMPARISONOF PERCFNTAGFOF HOIrSFIIOLI_SWITU
SELECTEDCIIARACTERISTICSFORFFFIRI1ARYIqR3, AUGUSTlqR?,

FEBRtlARY19R2 AUGUSTlgRI, AND AUGUSTIORO

Percentof All Ilouseholds
Householdswith: August 19_10a August IgR1 February IgF)2 Auqust lqR2 February19R3

Zero Gross Income 8.1% 7.3% 7.3% 7.R% 5.4%

Zero Net Income 16.6 IF).7 19.6 l_l.q 1F_.4

Htntmum Benefit 6.9 5.6 5.2 7.5 4.5

E1derlyb 22.6 _0.9 IF).6 Ig.6 18.1

Childrenc 59.9 56.4 58.6 5R.2 6B.1

School Age Chtldren d 44.4 41.5 43.7 44.2 51.6

Source: February 1983 Food Stamp Qualtty Control sample.
August 1981 Food Stamp Qualtty Control sample.
February 1982 Food Stamp Oualtty Control sample.
August 1980 Food Stamp Oualtty Control sample.

aExcludes Alaska and Hawaii.

bHouseholds with at least one member age 60 or more.

CHouseholds with at least one member age 17 or less.

dHouseholds with at least one member age 5 to 17.



Appendix A

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 1983
POVERTY INCOME GUIDELINES a

Continental U.S.,
Household Guam, and the

Size Virgin Islands Alaska Hawaii

1 $4,660 $ 5,870 $ 5,390

2 6,220 7,790 7,160

3 7,760 9,710 8,930

4 9,300 11,630 10,700

5 10,840 13,550 12,470

6 12,380 15,470 14,210

? 13,920 17,390 15,980

8b 15,460 19,310 17,750

Source: Office of Management and Budget.

Annual income for nonfarm families.

For households with more than eight members, add $1,540 in the
continental U.S., Guam, and the Virgin Islandsl $1,920 in
Alaskal and $1,770 in Hawaii for each additional person.

130



Appendix B

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE NET NONTSLY FOOD STAMP INCOME
ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS IN FEBRUARY 1983 a

Continental U.S.,
Household Guam, and the

Size Virgin Islands Alaska Hawaii

i $ 390 $ 490 $ 450

2 519 650 597

3 647 810 745

4 775 970 892

5 904 1,130 1,040

6 1,032 1,290 1,187

7 1,060 1,450 1,335

8b 1,289 1,650 1,482

Source: Program records, Food and Nutrition Service.

aThe food stamp net income standards are equal to the OMB poverty
income guidelines (Appendix A) divided by 12, rounded up to the

bnearest dollar.
For households with more than eight members, add $1,129 in the
continental U.S., Guam, and the Virgin Islands_ $160 in Alaska_
and $148 in Hawaii for each additional person.
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Appendix C

VALUE OF STANDARD AND MAXIMUM DEPENDENT CARE/
EXCESS SHELTER DEDUCTIONS IN CONTINENTAL

UNITED STATES AND OUTLYING AREAS IN FEBRUARY 1983

I t _l _ _l_ _ _ _t_mgBIBSS_BBS_IJBS_JSglSBSSWSB_t_JS

Dependent Care[
Area Standard Excess Shelter _

Continental U.S. $ 85 $115

Alaska 145 200

Hawaii 120 165

Guam 170 140

VirginIslands 75 85

Source: Program records, Food and Nutrition Service.

aLimit on combined dependent care/excess shelter
deduction for households with no member age 60 or more
or receiving SSI or Social Security disability
payments.

132



Appendix D

VALUE OF MAXIMUM COUPON ALLOTMENT (THRIFTY FOOD PLAN)
IN CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES AND OUTLYING

AREAS IN FEBRUARY 1983

_ousehold Continental Virgin
Size United Statesa Alaska Hawaii Guam Islands

1 $ 75 $109 $106 $109 $ 96

2 139 200 174 200 176

3 189 287 278 287 252

4 253 365 358 365 320

5 300 433 418 433 380

6 360 520 503 520 456

7 378 575 556 575 504

8a 455 657 636 657 576

Source: Program records, Food and Nutrition Service.

aExcludes Alaska and Hawaii.

bFor households with more than eight members, add $57 in the
continental United States, $82 in Alaska, $79 in Hawaii, $82 in
Guam, and $72 in the Virgin Islands for each additional person.
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Appendix E

SOURCE AND RELIABILITY OF ESTINATES

The summary tables are derived from a sample of households
selected for review as part of the Integrated Ouality Control
System (IQCS). This system is an ongoing review of food stamp
household circumstances to determine (1) if households are
eligible for participation and receiving the correct coupon
allotment or (2) if household participation is correctly denied
or terminated. The system is based on a national probability
sample of approximately 50,000 participating food stamp
households and a somewhat smaller number of denials and
terminations every six months. The national sample of
participating households is stratified by the 50 States, the
District of Columbia, Guam, and the Virgin Islands. Semiannual
State samples range from a minimum of 150 to a maximum of 1200
reviews depending on the size of the _cate's caseload. State
agencies select an independent sample each month whose size is
generally, proportional to the size of the monthly participating
caseload. · The survey reported here relies on the February 1983
Food Stamp IQCS sample of participating households.

Taroet Un_verse

The target universe of this study Included all participating
households (active cases) subject to quality control review in
the 50 States and the District of Columbia. February 1983
participating caseload in Guam, and the Virgin Islands was also
sampled, but these results are not included in the tabulations.

While almost all participating food stamp households are included
in the target universe, certain types not amenable to OC review
are not. Specifica/ly, the active un/verse includes all
households receiving food stamps during a review period except
those in which the participants died or moved outside the State,
received benefits by a disaster certification authorized by FNS,
received benefits under a 60-day continuation of certification,
were under investigation for Food Stamp Program fraud (including
those with pending fraud hearings), were appealing a notice of
adverse action when the review date falls within the time period
covered by continued participation pending a hearing, or received
restored benefits in accordance with the FNS-approved State
manual but who were otherwise ineligible. The sampling unit
within the active universe is the food stamp household as defined
in an rNa-approved State manual.

1Several States have integrated the Food Stamp, AFDC, and
Medicaid QC sample selection and review process. In these
States, monthly sample size is not necessarily proportional to
monthly caseload size.
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The tabulations in _this report are based on a total of 6,817
valid observations. _ The sample findings have been weighted by
the number of participating households as reported by the FNS
Management Information Division (August 6, 1984). The case
record weights of Colorado, Georgia, Illinois, Oregon, South
Carolina, and Wisconsin were adjusted to reflect the
disproportionate integrated QC sample designs in those States.

Comparison to Particioation Data

The following table presents a comparison of the preliminary
estimates to aggregate program participation data (excluding
Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands)z

February 1983
Proaram Data ZOCS Samole

Number of Households 3 8,051,359 8,051,805

Number of Participants 22,227,621 23,924,107

Value of Benefits $969,629,177 $1,024,592,186

Average household Size 2.76 2.94

Average Bonus per Person $43.66 $43.28

The differences between program data and the February 1983 IQCS
data are larger than those in previous characteristics reports.

Completion Rates

Failure to complete reviews for all cases selected subject to
review can bias the sample results if the characteristics of
unreviewed households are significantly different from those of
reviewed households. While there are no direct measures of such
differences, the ratio of valid observations to sample cases
selected for review provides an indication of the magnitude of
any potential bias. The expected number of cases subject to
review in the sample (equal to one-sixth of all cases reported as
subject to review during October 1982-Hatch 1983), the number of
valid observations, and the estimated completion rates are shown
below:

2Approximately 21 cases ;ere deleted from the sample because they
contained incomplete or inconsistent information. Sample
weights were adjusted proportionately within each State to
account for these deletions.
This estimate was constrained by an adjustment to the sample
weights.
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50 States
and D.C.

Number of cases selecte8

subject to review 8,363

Number of cases completed 6,817

Estimated completion rate 81.5%

These rates are typical of surveys of this nature.

The February 1983 characteristics report differs from prior
reports in that it uses data obtained from a revised XQCS report
which collects more detailed information on individual household

members, particularly for sources and amounts of Income. Because
of difficulties in reconciling person level data with aggregate
household data, decision rules for deciding if an income source
or characteristic was present in a household differ from those
used in producing prior characteristics reports. This makes the
results of this report not entirely comparable with previous
reports.
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