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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of the Food Stamp Program (FSP) is to enable low-income households to

achieve and maintain a nutritious diet by increasing their food purchasing power. The U.S.

Congress has defined the target population for the FSP through legislated el/gibility requirements.

Generally, the target population includes any person, or group of persons living together and

sharing food purchases and preparation, whose income and assets in a given month fall below

specified limits.

Studies of the FSP often examine the characteristics or behavior (or both) of the target,

or eligible, population using national household surveys. However, a household's eligibility status

is not directly observable on these surveys--it must be estimated. To estimate a household's

eligibility status, researchers must apply the criteria used in actual FSP eligibility determinations

to detailed information collected during the survey on the income, assets, expenses, and size of

the household, as reported by the survey respondent. Unfortunately, no survey data set has all

of the information needed for this estimation.

The Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) is an excellent source of data to

measure the food stamp-eligible population because the monthly income, expense, asset, and

household composition data available in SIPP provide information on most of the criteria applied

in eligibility determinations. The SIPP data are not a perfect source for estimating the eligible

population because discrepancies remain between the actual FSP eligibility criteria and the

information available in S_P. However, these data appear to be a significant improvement over

previously available data.

In 1986, the Food and Nutrition Service (F'NS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture

sponsored a study to investigate the quality of S_P data in terms of its ability to estimate

precisely FSP eligibility. Over the next few years, several memos were written summarizing
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analyses which had been done comparing the SIPP data to administrative data, and documenting

the effect of imputation procedures on the levels of household incomes, assets, and expenses in

SIPP. The purpose of this report is to synthesize and f_lmmRrize those results, discussing

additional analyses when necessary, thus providing a better understanding of the value of SIPP

in food stamp research by highlighting both the strengths and weaknesses of the SIPP data.

The report is organized as follows. Chapter II provides background for the remainder of

the report. FSP ellgibiiity rules are descn'bed, as are the two data somcea which are used in the

report, the SIPP and the Integrated Quality Control System (IQCS). The findings of the

evaluation of SIPP data are presented in Chapter HI. FinaUy, a snmma_ry and our conclusions

arc provided in Chapter IV.



IL BACKGROUND

Before evaluating the accuracy of SIPP in estimating eligibility for the FSP, one must

understand the criteria used in actual FSP eligl_aility determinations. The rules used in these

determinations are described in detail below. In addition, we provide background information

on SIPP, and the administrative data file (an extract of the IQCS) that we usc in this report as

a comparison for the sn_P data.

A. FSP ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION

Eligibility for the FSP is based on a series of rules defining the applicant's need, which is

deemed a function of available cash income, conditional on unit (household) size as well as on

assets access_le to the unit. 1 The determination of need for each household applying for FSP

benefits can be broken down into four distinct parts: income limits, asset limits, nonfinancial

standards, and benefit levels. The parameters of each of these parts vary over time with cost-of-

living adjustments and legislated changes in the program. The analysis done for this report

employed FSP critena in existence in August 1984, the month corresponding to the administrative

and SIPP data used.

1. Income Limits

The FSP imposes both a net and a gross income screen. Under the net income screen,

monthly gross income net of allowable expenses must fall below the monthly federal poverty

guidelines, 2 which vary by household size and geographic location- 3 In August 1984 the

1The discussion that follows is an overview of the regulations governing FSP eligibility. The
complete regulations appear in the Code of Federal Regulations (7 CFR parts 270-273).

2The income limits are based on the official monthly poverty guidelines, published by the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), which are adjusted each year to account for
inflation.
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monthly federal poverty guideline for a family of four in the continental United States was $850.

Under the gross income screen, food stamp units that do not contain elderly (age 60 or more)

or disabled members must also have gross iucomes below 130 percent of the same poverty

guidelines.

In August 1984 the FSP measured gross income as all cash income received by members

of the food stamp household, with certain exceptions, such as earnings of students under age 18,

loans, nonrecurring lump-sum payments, and reimbursements of certain expenses. Net income

was defined as gross income less a specified amount of deductible expenses for housing, taxes,

work-related costs, and the like. It was computed by subtracting from gross income the following

Rems:

· Standard Deduction: All households with incomes may subtract the
standard deduction, which varies by geographic location and is adjusted
annually to account for inflation. In August 1984, it equaled $89 in the
continental United States.

· Earned Income Deduction: In August 1984 households with earnings
could deduct 18 percent of the combined earnings of all household
members.

· Dependent Care Deduction: Households with children under age 18 or
that provide care for incapacitated adults may deduct expenses for their

care up to a specified limit. The limit on dependent care expenses varies
by geographic location and is adjusted annually. In August 1984 this
limit was $125 for households in the continental United States.

· Medical Deduction: In August 1984 households containing an elderly or
disabled member could deduct out-of-pocket medical expenses incurred
by those individuals in exc,t_ of $35 per month.

· Shelter Deduction: Homing costs (such as rent or mortgage payments,
heating or cooling costs, taxes, and insurance) in excess of 50 percent of
gross income less the preceding allowable deductions are deductible. A
maximum is imposed on the shelter deduction equal to the difference
between the limit imposed on the child care costs less actual child care

3The income guidelines and other 1BP parameters are generally the same for the 48 contiguous
States and the District of Columbia and vary slightly for Alaska and Hawaii and the territories.
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expenses incurred. Households with an elderly or disabled member are
exempt from the limit on execs shelter costs.

2. Asset Limits

In 1984 a food stamp household could have countable assets (or resources, as they are

called by the program) of $1,500 or less and remain eligl'ble for benefits. If an elderly person was

present, and the household contained at least two members, the asset limit was $3,000. Not

included in countable resotuva_sare selected pieces of property, such as the principal home,

adjacent land, some household goods, and vehicles needed to produce income or to transport

disabled individuals; all other financial and nonfinaneial assets generally are included.

In most instances, assets are counted at their fair market value as long as they are

accessible to at least one member of the food stamp household. The principal exception to this

is the treatment of vehicular assets. Vehicles used to produce income or to transport disabled

individuals are exempt entirely from the household's countable resources under the program

Vehicles needed for work-related travel, and one additional vehicle owned by members of the

food stamp household, are subject to a fair market test in which their value (based on the current

Blue Book value) in exceas of $4,500 is counted as a resource. Any remaining vehicles owned

by members of the household are subject to both a fair market value test and an equity test,

counting the greater of either the equity or fair market value less $4,500 toward the household's

assets.

3. Nonfinancial Standards

In general, food stamp benefits are issued to households, but there are aspects of the
t

program unit definition that distinguish the term from the Census definition of household,

namely, a group of individuals who share living quarters. The food stamp household consists of

a person who lives alone or persons who live together and share food purchases and meal

preparation. Elderly individuals unable to prepare their own meals, together with their spouses,
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are allowed to form a food stamp household separate from those with whom they reside as long

as the combined income of the re,maining household members falls below 165 percent of the

monthly federal poverty guidelines. Restrictions are hnposed on the formation of the food stamp

household to prevent spouses, s_lingr), and parents with children under age 18 from forming

separate units within a _g unit even if they purchase and prepare meals separately.

Furthermore, selected ind/v/d,_s!._ within dwell/ng units are excluded altogether from participation

in the FSP. These include illegal al/em, persons refusing to comply with work reghtration

requirements, strikers, and residents of most institutions.

Income limits, as di.vsussed earlier, take into account the combined income and resources

of all persons who belong to the same food stamp household. The composition of the food stamp

household affects its eligibility and benefit amounts in the following ways:

· The presence of an elderly person, age (50 or older, entitles the unit to
higher assets (conditional on the unit's containing at least two persons,
by 1984 rules); exempts the unit from the gross income test and the
shelter deduction limit; and allows a deduction for medical expenses
incurred.

· The presence of a disabled person, that is, a person under age (50 who
rece/ves social security benefits, SSL or veteran's benefits for reasons of
disability, exempts the unit from the gross income test and the shelter
deduction limit and entities the household to a deduction for medical

expenses incurred.

· The size of the unit determines the income limits to which it is subject.

· The geographic location of the unit (that is, the continental United
States, Alaska, Hawaii, Guam, or the Virgin Islands) affects the income
limits and the lc_ls of allowable deductions.

The FSP also contain-,:several provisions designed to requ/re able-bodied adults to work,

seek training preparatory for work, or look for work. Individuals not exempt from these work

registration requirements are prohibited from participation in the program if they refuse to

comply. Exempt/ons from the requirements are allowed for those caring for young children or
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incapacitated adults, those with a physical or mental disability, employed individuals, recipients

of unemployment compensation, selected students, and participants in drug treatment programs.

B. DATA SOURCES

Below, characteristics of food stamp households (or units) in SIPP axe compared with

characteristics fi.om the IQCS, an admini._trative quality control file. Beth data sets used refer

to August 1984 (at the time thia study began, the most recently available SIPP data referred to

this time period) and, because we were interested ia the characteristics of low-income households,

both were restricted to households with incomes under 250 percent of the poverty threshold.

Because of this restriction, food stamp households containing an elderly or disabled member, and

therefore not subject to the gross income t_t, with exceptionally high incomes may be excluded

from thc sample.

$IPP. SIPP is a nationally representative longitudinal survey of adults in the United States

that provides detailed monthly information on income, program participation, and wealth. It is

a multipanel longitudinal survey to which replacement panels are added each year. At the time

of this study, only data from the first (or 1984) panel were available. The 1984 panel contains

information on persons in a longitudinal sample followed for a period of over two and one-haft

years. The longitudinal sample is defined by adults, age 15 or older, residing at approximately

20,000 addresses (dwelling units) forming a croas-sectional sample of dwelling units in the U.S.,

who were interviewed initially in the fall of 1983. These adults, along with other individuals with

whom they resided, were interviewed every four months. In each round of interviewiag (or wave)

a core questionnaire collected information on each of the four months preceding the interview

date. In most waves the monthly core questions were supplemented with questions on a variety

of topical issues that varied fi.om interview to interview. Because the interviewing process was
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staggered, the reference period covered in any givenwave was not the same for all sample

members.

The information that is needed to precisely simulate FSP eligibility status is not available

ia SIPP. Thus, an August 1984 "eligibility file" was created and was used for this report. The

creation of that file is discussed ia detail in Doyle and Post (1988) and is summarized briefly

below?

In general, the August 1984 SIPP data provide detailed information on a household's

income, assets, expenses, and composition. However, the information provided in SIPP is not

adequate to accurately measure a household's eligibility status. In particular, the food stamp unit

is not measured for households who do not participate ia the FSP; there is no information on

medical expenses; child care and shelter expenses were collected for a period other than August

1984;5 selected income sources and program participation axe underreported; and asset balances

are not measured on a monthly basis (eligl'bility determinations are based on monthly balances).

Thus, ia the creation of the August eligibility file, these deficiencies were corrected as

much as possible. The food stamp unit was estimated; medical expenses were imputed; shelter

and child care expenses were linked to the August file, adjusting for changes in circumstances as

was appropriate; and monthly asset balances were estimated, correcting an error in

interest-bearing accounts. Eligibility for the FSP was simulated for each household based on

characteristics of the food stamp unit. The results of the asset, net income, and gross income

tests were stored in the file.

4For further information on the design and scope of SIPP, see U.S. Department of Commerce
(1987).

5We examine child care expenses in SIPP rather than dependent care expenses because the
information in SIPP does not capture deduct_le expenses for the cate of older dependents.
Deductible expenses for the care of children while the parent was in school or was looking for work
also were not captured by these data.

8



Estimation of the food stamp unit was not flawless. Because it could affect the analysis

described in the remainder of the report, it should be noted that multiple food stamp units within

the same household were not modeled in the development of the SIPP eligibility file. Instead,

one food stamp unit per household was constructed, which may or may not consist of the entire

Census household. In instances where food stamps are reported and there is more than one

reported food stamp unit within the Census dwelling, those units were combined. The

suppression of multiple units ia the result of anomalies in the data, and is explained in more detail

in Doyle and Dalrymple (1987).

Also of note ia that a portion of the anal_is presented in this report was completed prior

to the availability of the August eligl'bility file, using a preliminary version of that file (referred

to in the tables aa the expanded Wave 4 analysis file of the SIPP 1984 panel). The preliminary

version differed from the final version in several ways: child care and shelter expenses were

imputed rather than linked from the relevant topical modules, and assets were not adjusted to

account for changing circumstances between August and the interview month.

Finally, the SIPP and IQCS comparisons could be affected by the underreporting of food

stamp receipt in SIPP. U.S. Department of Commerce (1985) reports that the number of

households receiving food stamps as estimated in SIPP is 90 percent of an independent

benchmarkfi If the subset of food stamp households that report their participation is a random

sample of all food stamp households, then the estimated percentages of these households with

certain characteristics from SIPP will still be accurate, although the estimated number of

households with these characteristica will be too low. On the other hand, ff certain households

are more likely than others to miareport their participation in the FSP, then some of the SIPP

SI'he early releasea of the data underlying this analysis contained erroneous information on
interest-bearing account balances. The estimates of program eligibility, therefore, were based on an
approximation of financial asset balances (i.e., asset income divided by an assumed rate of return on
investment). Subsequent to thia work the Census Bureau issued a corrected file.
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estimates could be biased. As a hypothetical example, if households with earners were less likely

to report receiving food stamps than households without earners, then it would appear that there

were proportionately fewer food stamp households with earners in SIPP than in the IQCS.

However, in this e_mple, food stamp households with earners are well-repre_nted in the SIPP

sample, but the researcher is not able to identify all of them because they misreport food stamp

participation.

IQCS.. The IQCS is an ongoing review of food stamp household circumstances to

determine (1) if participating households are in fact eligible for the I_P and are receiving the

correct coupon allotment, and (2) if household part/c/pation is correctly denied or terminated.

The system is based on a national sample of participating food stamp cases and a somewhat

smaller number of denials and terminations. The national sample of participating cases is

stratified by the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Ch_mm;and the Virgin Islands. State samples

range from a minimum of 300 to 1200 reviews depending on the size of the monthly participating

caseload.

The file used in this study was a SAS data set constructed from an extract of the IQCS and

refers to August 1984. The file is designed to represent (when weighted) all participating

households (active cases) subject to quality control review in the 50 States and the District of

Columbia. (Cruam and the Virgin Islands are also in the file.) The file contains both reported

and edited data-the latter reflects the resolution of inconsistendes between benefits and the

determinants of benefit levels. This file has been used to produce summary tables descn'bing the

characteristics of food stamp households which are included in annual reports issued by FNS'

Office of Analysis and Evaluation ?

7See, for wmmple, Office of Analysis and Evaluation, Food and Nutrition Service, U.S.
Department of Agriculture (1987).
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III_ EVALUATION OF SIPP DATA

To evaluate how well SIPP data measure asset, income, expense, and household

composition information that ia used in determining FSP eligibility, one needs to compare those

data to a benchmark which can show how close the SIPP estimates are to the "true Mvalues.

Below, we provide comparisons of the SIPP data to administrative data from the IQCS. Although

there ia still some sampling error associated with the actual file that we used fxom the IQCS, thc

IQCS figures are likely to give a very accurate picture of the FSP participant population, and thus

provide a valid benchmark for the SIPP data. Our discussion below centers around the

characteristics, incomes, assets, and deductions of FSP households.

A. HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

As seen ia Table 1, SIPP and the IQCS have similar estimates of the percent of FSP

households with elderly members, while SIPP shows si_ificantly more FSP households with

disabled members than ia indicated by the IQCS estimate. The IQCS, however, does not capture

all disabled individuals because it mi._ses those classified as disabled due to the receipt of State-

administered SSI, social security or veterans' benefits. 8 Because it ia likely that recipients of

FederaUy-adminiatered SSI who are under 60 years of age comprise a majority of the disabled

population as defined by the FSP, the bias in the IQCS estimates is likely to be small. On the

other hand, the receipt of Federally-administered SSI is extremely well reported in SIPP, so that

it is likely that a greater proportion of those individuals who are classified as disabled due to their

receipt of SSI ia captured in the SIPP data.

SDiaabled households in the IQCS are defined to be households rece_g SSI that contain no
elderly members. This restriction to a subset of the FSP disabled population ia a result of data
limitations.
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TABLE 1

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF FSP PARTICIPANT
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES AT OR BELOW 250 PERCENT

OF THE POVERTY THRESHOLD IN SIPP AND IQCS
{weighted; percentages)

Characteristic SIPP IQCS

Elderly Member Present
inHousehold 23.7 22.1

Disabled Member Present
inHousehold 10.4 6.9'

Household Receives Earned
Income 27.0 18.2b

Household Receives AFDC,
SSI,orGA 65.1 66.7

Female-HeadedHousehold 63.5 70.0

Household size:
1 26.2 32.2
2 20.7 19.4
3to5 44.0 40.5
6ormore 9.2 7.9

Number of School-Age
Children in Household
(5 to 17):
Zero 48.2 52.7
1 20.3 lg.8
2 18.3 14.1
3 7.5 8.1
4ormore 5.7 5.3

Number of Households 5,905,971 7,341,594

Sample Size 1,272 6,932

SOURCES: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Program eligibility file and the
August 1984 analysis file of the IntegratedQuality Control System
(IQCS).

'Thisvariablewas missingfor 11 householdsin the IQCS.
bThis variable was missing for 48 households in the IQCS.
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The proportion of elderly and disabled individuals in both data sets may be distorted

somewhat because the samples have been restricted to households with incomes at or below 2.50

percent of the poverty threshold. Since the gross income test is not applied to households

containing elderly or disabled members, it is very probable that any food stamp households that

are excluded fxom the sample due to this restriction contained elderly or disabled members.

Thus, the percentages of food stamp households containing these individuals are likely to be

somewhat underrepresented in the samples we e_mlned.

Although the SIPP and IQCS estimates of the proportion of food stamp households

receiving AFDC, SSL or GA are very similar, the estimates of the proportion of food stamp

households receiving earned income differ significantly. According to SIPP, 27 percent of food

stamp households received earned income in Aught 1984, while the IQCS estimate indicates that

only about 18 percent of households did so. This difference is very similar to that reported in

Dalrymple and Carlson (1986). Comparing August 1983 IQCS data to September 1983 SIPP

data, those authors found that, while 28 percent of the Census households with food stamps had

earnings in SIPP, only 19 percent of the IQCS food stamp units had earnings? Dalrymple and

Carlson stated that, among other things, this differential could be due to the different incentives

involved in reporting income to FSP eligibility workers and to SIPP interviewers, although they

felt that this would account for only a small part of the differential.

About 64 percent of FSP households were headed by a female, according to SIPP. This

is significantly lees than the estimate of 70 percent obtained from the IQCS. This poss_ly is due

to an underrepresentation in SIPP of single-parent households with children that participate in

the FSP. In their validation study of the MATH modeL, Doyle and Trippe (1989) assert that

there is an undercount of low-income single-parent households with children in SIPP (and in the

tit should be noted, however, that Dalrymple and Carlson used the Census household rather than
the food stamp unit as the unit of analysis in examining the SIPP data.
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March Current Population Survey) and suggest several possible sources of this bias. The first is

the methodology used to adjust the sample weights in SIPP. These methods are designed so that

weighted counts of hot_eholds, persona, and fa.mil/es in SIPP will reflect independent

demographic targets derived from the d{w,ennlal Cen$us. ThL"ydo not, however,ensure that the

Iow-income population ia accurately represented. Second, there is no adjustment in the sau_ple

frame to account for undercounting problems a.s,soda_ with the decennial Census. Third, the

undercount of low-income single-parent households with children could be due to the de6nition

of the FSP nnlt in SIPP. In a Later hle development effort, Doyle (1990) reports a signi6cant

improvement in the estimate of the number of eligl3vle units with children headed by a single

female. The improvement was the result of a change in the procexlure for ident_g headship

status of the food stamp unit. l°

Both the SIPP and IQCS estimates indicate that the majority of FSP households contain

between two and five individuals. There are, however, significantly more one-person households

in the IQCS than in SIPP. The IQCS estimates also indicate that a larger number of households

contain no school-age children than is indicated by SIPP. It is likely that this is due to the way

in which the number of school-age children in this study was defined in the SIPP file. Number

of school-age children in SIPP reflects the number of children ages 5 to 17 in the Census

household containing the food stamp unit. In contrast, the IQCS variable is defined for the food

stamp unit itself. The difference in the number of one-person households could be due to the

unit de6nition in SIPP, discussed above.

_°Headship status in Table 1 is based on the marital status of the head of the Census household
which contains the food stamp unit. Headship status in Doyle (1990) is based on an assigned head
of the food stamp unit. In households which report food stamps, the assigned head is the person
who reports to be authorized to receive benefits.
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B. INCOME

Not surprisingly, most food stamp households have monthly incomes that are below I00

percent of thc poverty threshold, as seen in Table 2. However, there are siotrnificantly fewer

households in this category in SIPP (83.4 percent) than in the IQCS (92.7 percent). In addition,

there are more households in SIPP with incomes above 100 percent of the poverty threshold than

in the IOCS (16.6 percent compared with 7.4 percent). A comparison of gross and net income

levels in SIPP and IQCS confirms thia difference. There appear to be siLrnificantly fewer

households in SIPP with no (or very Iow) gross or net incomes than in the IOCS, and si?ificantly

more households with relatively high incomes ($800 or more per month).

These differences could arise from several sources. Doyle and Dalrymple (1987) examined

income levels of food stamp households in SIPP and found that the Census Bureau's procedures

for the imputation of mi_ing income data in S[PP tended to diatort the level of income for food

stamp households. However, they found that the overall income distn'bufiou was not greatly

affected by income imputation because income was imputed for only a small number of

households in SIPP. Two other possible reasons for the income differential are that, first, aa seen

in Table 1, there appear to be too many food stamp households with earners in SIPP (assuming

that the IOCS estimate closely resembles the "true" number of FSP households with earners), and

second, because multiple food stamp units within the same household are not identified in SIPP--

the unit examined here may be larger than the true food stamp unit.

C. ASSETS

SIPP asset balances include vehicular and nonveh/cular a._etrh With few exceptions, all

assets considered countable under the FSP are measured in SIPP. The major exception ia cash

on hand which was not included in the battery of asset questions in S[PP.
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TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF FSP PARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES AT
OR BELOW 250 PERCENT OF THE POVERTY THRESHOLD IN SIPP AND

IQCS BY GROSS AND NET INCOME LEVELS
(weighted_ percentages}

SIPP IQCS

Household Income as a
Percent of the Poverty
Threshold:
50percentorless 34.4 39.0
51to100percent 4g.o 53.7
101to130percent 11.1 6.3
131 percent or more 5.5 1.1

Gross Income:
Zero 3.6 6.5
$1to199 g.5 12.4
$200to3gg 37.4 42.0
$400to5gg 23.5 23.3
$600to799 11.6 9.3
$800ormore 14.3 6.5

Net Income:
Zero 14.8 17.5
$1to19g 28.6 34.4
$200 to 399 27.4 29.9
$400to599 14.8 11.4
$600to799 6.8 4.7
$800ormore 7.6 2.2

Number of Households 5,905,971 7,341,594

Sample Size 1,272 6,g32

SOURCES: The August lg84 SIPP Food Stamp Program eligibility file and the
August lg84 analysis file of the Integrated Quality Control System
(IQCS).
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Countable vehicular assets were constructed on the SIPP file in a manner that closely

approximates the FSP criteria. Vehicles needed to produce income are excluded from the

measure of countable vehicular asse_ Vehicle usage (needed to determine whether a vehicle

is exempt from the FSP asset test) is not measured in SIPP, so a proxy wBs developed based on

the occupation of the vehicle owner. Among the vehicles not used to produce income, the

newest was exempt from the equity test, as is the case under FSP eligibility rules. The remaining

vehicles were subjected to both an equity and a market value test.

Countable nonvehicular assets were determined in SIPP by USing a proxy (income from

financial assets divided by an average rate of return on an investment). The need for the proxy

was driven by an error in the main financial asset type held by the low-income population

(interest-bearing accounts), u

In the text that follows, we examine the quality of the asset data in the SIPP analysis file.

First we focus on countable assets of participants, comparing the countable assets in SIPP to

those in the IQCS. Second, we focus on the distn'bution of countable assets of all low-income

households relative to the food stamp eligibility cutoffs. Finally, a profile of asset holdings of the

low-income population is provided.

Countable Assets. The distribution of food stamp households by countable asset levels is

presented in Table 3. It is interesting to note that si_ificantty more households in SIPP appear

to have no assets than in the IQCS. On the other hand, significantly more households in SIPP

have countable assets over $1,000. It is not obvious why the d/fferences in these d/stn_)utions

exist.

1lIn thc development of the August 1985 el/gibility file (not analyzed in this report) this situation
was corrected. Doyle (1989) provides a _ion of the impact of the usc of a proxy for financial
assets as was done for the August 1984 file.
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TABLE 3

DISTRIBUTION OF FSP PARTICIPANT HOUSEHOLDS
WITH INCOMES AT OR BELOW 250 PERCENT OF THE POVERTY
THRESHOLD IN SIPP AND IQCS BY COUNTABLEASSET LEVELS

(weighted; percentages)

Amount of
CountableAssets SIPP IQCS

$0 84.O 77.2
$1 to lgg 2.4 14.6
$200 to 399 2.3 3.3
$400 to 599 2.9 1.5
$600to799 1.1 o.g
$800toggg 0.8 0.7
$1,000 to 1,999 2.9 1.7
$2,000 to 2,999 1.3 0.1
$3,000 or more 2.3 0.0

Number of Households 5,g05,971 7,263,831

Sample Size 1,272 6,877'

SOURCES: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Program eligibility file and the
August 1984 analysis file of the IntegratedQuality Control System
(IQCS).

NOTE: The information on the 1984 SIPP FSP eligibility file regarding
interest-bearing nonvehicular assets was incorrect. As a result,
total financial asset balances were estimated as reported asset income
divided by 0.00522, the averagerate of return on an investment.

'Fifty-five cases were excluded from this table because of missing data.
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Asset levels in SIPP are examined further in Table 4. As discussed in Section A, the asset

restriction for food stamp eliglq_ilitydiffers for households depending on whether an elderly

member is present in the household and the household contains t_.-._er _e_re people. For these

households, theasset limitinAugust 1984 was $3,000, whilefor all other households theas,set

limit was $1,500. According to Table 4, about 78 percent of the elderly FSP households (FSP

households of size two or more containing an elderly member) with incomes at or below 130

percent of the poverty thrmhold had zero countable as_ts, compared to 86 percent of the

nonelderly households. Seventeen percent of the elderly households in the lower income

category (0 to 130 percent of the poverty threshold) had positive countable asset balances that

were at or below the asset limit, as did 10 percent of the nonelderly households in that income

category. There appear to have been both elderly and nonelderly households that were asset-

ineligible, or which had assets greater than the eligibility limit (close to 4 percent of both types

of households). FSP households which appear to be ineligl'ble for the program are examined

further in Section D.

Nonvehicular Assets. In the next several pages, we provide a detailed examination of

asset levels in SIPP, dividing countable assets into nonvehicular and vehicular assets. In this

section, we discuss nonvehicular assets in SIPP; the next section covers vehicular assets.

Among FSP households in SIPP, the mo6t commonly owned nonvehicular assets were non-

income-producing nonvehicular assets such as checking accounts (owned by almost 17 percent of

the households) and life insurance policies (owned by about 31 percent). Only about 4 percent

of these households owned other nonvehieular as,se_ as seen in Table 5. This anal?sLsignores

interest bearing accounts in banks and institutions because the data used for this report regarding

those assets were incorrect, as noted above.

The effect of imputation on the value of nonvehicular as.sets owned also is exsmlned in

Table 5. For the most part, imputed balances are higher than reported balances. The value of
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TABLE4

DISTRIBUTIONOFHOUSEHOLOSWITHINCOMEAT ORBELOW250 PERCENT
OF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLDBYFSPPARTICIPATIONSTATUS,
HOUSEHOLDINCOIqERELATIVETOTHEPOVERTYTHRESHOLO,

ANDCOUNTABLEASSETSRELATIVETOTHEASSETLIMIT
(weighted: percentages)

FSPParticipants FSPNonparticipants
Countable Assets Household IncomeXs Household IncomeIs Household Income Is Household Income Is
Relative to the O_to 130_of the 131_ to 2S0_of the O_to 130_of the 131_ to 2SO_of the
Asset Limit Poverty Threshold Poverty Threshold Poverty Threshold Poverty Threshold

HouseholdsSubject
to $3,000 Asset
Limit:

Zero assets 78.4 2g.8a 32.1 13.1

At or below
asset limit 17.2 3g.$' 27.0 Ig.1

Aboveasset limit 4.4 30.7' 40.9 67.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

gult3er of households 475,g24 70,835 1,414,83g 4.696,370

HouseholdsSubject
to $1,500 Asset
Limit:

Zero assets 86.3 74.5 45.2 22.1

At or below
asset limit 10.0 15.3 20.0 24.0

Aboveasset limit 3.7 10.3 34.8 63.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Numberof households 4,843,:385 515,828 9,587,885 15,530,386

SOURCE:The August 1984 Food StampProgrameligibility file.

NOTES: in August 1_84, households of size two or more that contained an elderly (age 60 or older) ment)erwere
subject to a $3,000 asset limit: all other householdswere subject to a $1,500 asset limit. The information
on the 1984 SIPP FSPeligibility file regarding interest-bearing nonvehicular assets was incorrect. As
a result, total financial asset balances were estimated as reported asset incomedivided by 0.00522, the
average rate of return on an investment.

'Due to the small nunt}er of households subject to the $3,000 asset limit with incomesbetween 131%and 250_of the
poverty threshold (N-16), these figures should not be viewed as reliable estimates.
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TABLE5

AVEP_4GEVALUESOF SELECTEDNONVEHICULAAASSETSFOR
FSPPARTICIPANTHOUSEHOLDSWITHINCOMESAT OR BELOW

250PERCENTOF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLD
(weighted)

Percentof Of HouseholdsWith HeanValue of Asset forHouseholds
HouseholdsWith A Positive Value with Positive Value of Asset
Positive Value Of Asset, Percent For Not

of Asset WhomValue WasI_uted I_uted Imputed

Non-lncom Producing
NonvehicularAssets 16.7 22.2 $267.56 $1,_.78

FaceValueof
Life Insurance 31.1 27.4 $g,lShB.02 $20,893.22

Other Nonvehicular
Assets1 3.7 46.7 $10,102.54 $24,136.03

SOURCE:ExpandedWave4 analysisfileof theSIPP1984panel.

1 Theseinclude:self-enl_loymntbusinessequity,stocksandmutualfunds,debtof marginaccountsheldby households
againststocksor mutualfunds,equityinrentalproperty,equityin nonrentalpropertyotherthanprincipal;'esidence,
equityof otherfinancialinvestments,and IRAandKeoghaccounts.
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non-income-producing nonvehicular assets was imputed for about 22 percent of the households

with those assets, and the average imputed value of the as.set was more than eight times the

average reported value. Of the food stamp households with life insurance policies, about 27

percent had imputed values and, on average, the-_e were more than twice as high as the reported

values. For other nonvehicular assets, almost 50 percent of the households with positive values

of those assets had the value imputed, and the average imputed value was more than twice the

average reported value. Thus, it appears that the procedure used by the Census Bureau to

impute asset balances did not contain adequate controh for the low-income population.

As discussed above, some FSP households in SI2PPhave asset balances above the specified

eligibility iimiL It is likely that the high imputed balances documented in Table S contributed to

this phenomenon. It is suspect that these balances are so much higher than the reported

balances, and worthy of further investigation. If households with certain characteristics are more

likely than others to have their asset balances imputed, and are therefore more likely to be as_t-

ineligible for the FSP, then results regarding the asset balances of FSP households in SIPP could

be biased.

Vehicular Assets. Quite a few food stamp households owned no vehicles, as seen in Table

6. Of those with incomes at or below 130 percent of the poverty threshold, 58 percent owned

no vehicles, while 33 percent of food stamp households with incomes between 131 and 250

percent of the poverty threshold fell into that category. If a household did own at least one

vehicle, it usually owned only one.

The average value and podtive equity for the cars owned are displayed in Table 7. It can

be seen that the average car value of the first car for FSP households with incomes at or below

130 percent of the poverty threshold was about $1.550, compared to about $2,450 for FSP

households with incomes between 131 and 250 percent of the poverty threshol& The average

positive car equity of the first car was 83 percent of the average value for FSP households in the
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TABLE6

DISTRIBUTIONOF HOUSEHOLDSWill(INCOHESAT ORBELOW250 PERCENT
OF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLDBY FSPPARTICIPATIONSTATUS,
HOUSEHOLDINCOt4EAS A PERCENTOF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLD,

AND THENUMBEROF VEHICLESOWNED
{weighted; percentages)

PSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants
Numberof Household IncomeIs Household IncomeIs HouseholdIncome Is HouseholdIncomeIs
Vehicles Ot to 130t of the 131_ to 250_ of the O_to 130_of the 131_ to 250_ of the
Owned PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold

Zero 58.2 33.0 36.4 15.9

One 33.8 44.1 40.3 43.4

Two 6.1 14.8 15.2 26.3

Three 1.5 6.0 5.2 10.8

Four 0.4 0.6 2.2 3.0

Ftve 0..._00 1....55 O.8 0._._77

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Numberof
Households 5,319,309 586,662 11,002,724 20,226,756

SampleSize 1,134 138 2,314 4,282

SOURCE: The August 1984SIPP Food StampProgrameligibility file.

NOTE: Due to the frameworkof the SIPPquestionnaire, questions regarding a household's fourth or fifth vehicle usually
refer to recreational vehicles ownedby the household.
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TABLE7

AVERAGEVALUEAND POSITIVEEQUITYOF CARSOWNEDBY HOUSEHOLDSWITH
INCOMESAT OR BELOW250PERCENTOF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLDBY FSP

PARTICIPATIONSTATUSARD HOUSEHOLDINCOMEAS A PERCENTOF THE POVERTYTHRESHOLD
(weighted: means)

FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants -
HouseholdIncameIs HouseholdIncomeIs HouseholdIncomeIs HouseholdIncomeIs
O_ to 138tof the 131_to 25_ of the O_ to 13_ of the 131)to 25_ of the

PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold

AverageValue:

CarI $1,551.56 $2,446.84 $3,007.87 $3,560.52

Car 2 $1,175.66 $1,176.85 $2,127.44 $2,121.73

Car 3 $1,698.98 $1,354.72 $1,733.18 $2.204.g2

Car 4 $2,369.90 $1,760.60 $2,10g.53 $2,411.69

Car 5 -- $2,078.84 $1,918.23 $1,688.37

Total Car Value $1,873.01 $3,113.18 $4,12g.62 $5,088.50

Average Positive
Equity:

Car 1 $1,2g0.15 $2,984.00 $2,414.28 $2,76g.g5

Car2 $1,033.g0 $g43.85 $1.g67.38 $1,830.2g

Car3 $1,263.gg $823.02 $1.15g.34 $1,873.26

Car4 $1,385.64 $1,760.6g $1,800.34 $2,151.72

Car5 --- $1,836.43 $1,883.13 $1,392.55

Total Car
Equity $1,553.57 $2,58g.24 $3,430.53 $4,081.04

SOURCE: ExpandedWave4 analysisfileof the SIPP1984panel.

NOTE: Due to theframeworkof the SIPPquestionnaire,questionsregardinga household'sfourthor
fifthvehicleusuallyrefertorecreationalvehiclesownedby thehousehold.
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lower income category, and 85 percent of the average value for FSP households in the upper

income category.

For almost ali food stamp households in SIPP, the value of the car owned by the

household was reported, not imputed, as seen in the top half of Table 8. Similarly, as seen in thc

bottom half of Table 8, only about 5 percent of the food stamp households with at least one

vehicle had the equity on any of their ca_ imputed. (A car's equity was considered to be imputed

if either the value of the car or the debt outstanding on the car was imputed.) Thus, imputation

procedures did not appear to play a major role in food stamp households' vehicular asset

balances, since very few households bad the value or equity of their cars imputed.

Average reported and imputed equity of cars owned by food stamp households are shown

in Table 9 (a table comparing average reported and imputed value of these cars is not included

since the values of so few cars were imputed). Among the low-income population, average

imputed equity is generally higher than average reported equity, and in some cases it is much

higher. For example, for FSP households with incomes between 131 and 250 percent of the

poverty threshold, the average reported equity of the second car was $734, compared to an

average imputed equity of over $5,000. Thus, it appears again that the Census Bureau's

imputation procedures do not adequately control for income at the Iow end of the income

distribution. A_ discussed above, however, the equity _ imputed for only a small number of cars,

so the imputation procedures for vehicle value and equity probably have only a small effect on

average food stamp household asset balances.

D. DEDUC'rIONS AND EXPENSES

In the determination of a household's eligibility and benefit amount, certain expenses are

deducted from the household's income. Net income is calculated as gross income, less a standard

deduction, an earned income deduction, a dependent care deduction, a medical deduction, and
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TABLE8

PROPORTIONOF CARS0liNEDBY HOUSEHOLDSWill(INCOMESAT OR BELOW
250 PERCENTOFTHEPOVER_THRESHOLDFORWHICHTHEVALUEOREQUI_

WILSIHPU_ BYFSPPARTICIPATIONSTATUSANDHOUSEHOLD
INCO#E/kSA PERCENTOFTHEPOVERTYTHRESHOLD

(weighted; percet,tages)

FSP Participants FSPNonparticipants
HouseholdIncomeIs HouseholdIncomeIs HouseholdIncomeIs HouseholdIncomeIs
O_ to 130s_of the 131s_to 250s_of the 0_ to 130s_of the 131_to 2SOs_of the
PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold PovertyThreshold

Proportionof
CarsforWhich
the Value Was
I allured:

Zero Percent gg.1 98.6 98.0 98.2

I to 50 Percent 0.5 1.4 1.9 1.6

51 to gg Percent 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

100 Percent 0.5 0.0 0.1 0.1

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Proportionof
CarsforWhich
theEquityWas
Inl_uted:

Zeropercent g4.g 93.6 93.5 93.1

I to 50 percent 1.5 2.6 3.6 4.2

51 to gg percent 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.4

lOOpercent 3.6 3.9 2.7 2.4

Total 100.0 I00.0 100.0 i00.0

Nuwt_rof Households2,223,351 392,851 6,996,046 17,016,573

SampleSize 478 92 1,491 3,639

SOURCE: TheAugust1984SIPPFoodStanl_Programeligibilityfile.

NOTES: Therewere 2,168householdsexcludedfromthistablebecausetheyowned no vehicles. In addition,4
households(24,SO9households,weighted)wereexcludedfromthebettomhalfof thistablebecauseofmissing
data.All4 ofthesehouseholdswereFSPnonparticipantsandhadincomesbetween131percentand250percent
of the povertythreshold.Car equitywas notreportedin the 1984SIPPdata;it was calculatedas the
maximumofzeroandreportedcarvalueminuscardebt. Ifthevalueof eitherofthosevariableswas imputed
then equity wasconsidered to be imputed. Percentagesmmaynotadd to lOOpercentbecause of roundingerror.
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TABLE9

AVERAGEREPORTEDANOIHPUTEOEQUITYOFCARSOWNEDBYHOUSEHOLDS
WITHINCOMESAT ORBELOW250 PERCENTOFTHE

POVERTYTHRESHOLDBYFSPPARTICIPATIONSTATUS
ANDHOUSEHOLDINCOMEASA PERCENTOF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLD

{weighted: means)

FSPParticipants FSPNonparticipants
Household Income Is HouseholdIncomeIs Househo)dIncome Is Household Incomels
O_ to 130_of the 131%to 250_ of the O_to 130%of the 131t to 260_ of the
Poverty Threshold Poverty Threshold Poverty Threshold Poverty Threshold

Car 1
Reported $1,268.72 $1,876.78 $2,350.95 $2,736.33
Imputed $1,802.29 $7,234.00 $3,808.57 $3,565.39

Car 2
Reported $973.78 $733.92 $I, 968.09 $1,799.15
Imputed $2,844.55 $5,644.18 $1,947.02 $2,469.62

Car 3
Reported $I, 179.93 $823.02 $1,523.75 $1,795.10
Imputed $2,084.45 -- $1,468.40 $2,695.01

Carq
Reported $573.36 $1,760.60 $1,815.24 $2,091.36
Imputed $3,378.24 -- $1,691.54 $2,93g.12

Car 5
Reported -- $600.O0 $2,091.36 $1,425.50
Imputed -- $3,000.O0 $I,150.01 $1,314.29

SOURCE:TheAugust1984FoodStampProgrameligibilityfile.

NOTE: carequitywas notreportedtnthe 1984SIPPdata:itwas calculatedas themaximumof zeroandreportedcar
valueminuscardebt. Ifthevalueofeitherof thosevariableswas imputed,thenequitywas consideredto
be imputed.
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an excess shelter expense deduction. The quality of the information regarding the amount of

these deductions is an important aspect of the accuracy of FSP eligl'bility deterrnlnstions using

SIPP.

Information regarding deducU_le expenses is not available for all of the households in

Wave 4. Furthermore, that which ia available does not pertain exactly to the month of August.

Therefore, in creating the August 1984 eligibility file, MPR imputed expenses for those

households for whom the information was not available and adjusted the expenses to reflect the

circumstances existing in AugusL The procedures varied depending on the type of expense.

Medical expenses were not collected at all in SIPP and, hence, had to be imputed for

households with elderly or disabled members. The imputation model used was estimated on the

1980-81 Consumer Expenditure Survey for use in the MATH system (see Doyle et al. 1988).

Child care expenses were collected in Wave 5 of the 1984 panel and were linked to the

August 1984 data. In merging these data, we took into account the impact of changes in

circumstances, such aa the birth of a child or a marital dissolution. In essence, we developed a

predictive child care expense model designed to directly assign child care expenses from Wave

5, if circmnstances did not change between the two time periods. If circumstances did change or

if data were unavailable from Wave 5, this model was used to predict whether a household would

incur expenses in August 1984 and to impute the expense amount. The imputation system was

designed to maintain a high level of correlation between predicted e:rpenses in August and

reported expenses in Wave 5 when an observation was present in the sample at both points in

time. The expenses of persons for whom child care expenses in Wave 5 were imputed by the

Census Bureau were reimputed by MPR in order to maintain conni._tency among the imputed

amounts and to improve the imputation for the low income population.

Shelter coats were collected in Wave 4 pertaining to the address at which the household

resided at the time of the interview and thus the problem of integrating those expenses with the
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TABLE 10

COI_ARISOllOF THEDEDUCTIONSOF FSP
PARTICIPANTHOUSEHOLDSWITHINCOHESAT OR BELOW250
PERCENTOF THEPOVERTYTHRESHOLDINSIPPAND IQCS

(weighted)

SlPP IqCS
Percent of FSP AverageDeductions Percent of FSP Average Oeductions
HouseholdsWt_ for Households HouseholdsWtth for Households

Oeductible Expense Oeductions With Oeductions Deductions Wtth Oeductions

ChiId Care 3.& $67.24 1.9 $93.13

Shelter 66.1 $87.69 68.6 $99.45

14edica] 1.0 $28.04 2.7 $68.33

Numberof Households 5,905,971 7,)41,594

SampleSize 1,272 6,932

SOURCE:The August 1984 SIPPFood StampPnxjrameligibility file and the August 1984 analysts
file of the Integrated Oua`itty Control System(IQCS).
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the IQCS with a medical deduction Only 1 percent of the households in SIPP had medical

deductions, while nlmost 3 l_rcent of the households in the IQCS did.

Thc levels of the child care and medical deductions in SIPP and IQCS are substantially

different. In both cases, the average deduction in the IQCS is considerably larger than that in

SIPP (the average child care deduction in SIPP is about 72 percent of the average deduction in

the IQCS and the average medical deduction in SIPP is only 41 percent of the average IQCS

deduction). The average shelter deduction is also larger in the IQCS than in SIPP, although the

difference is not as dramatic.

The reasons for these discrepancies vary for the three deductions. Since child care

expenses were reported rather than imputed for most of the observations in SIPP, the differences

in the deductions for program participants reflect differences in thc methods of collection of the

underlying data. Howler, there is a sample size problem in S_P with child care expenses of

the food stamp population affecting the reliability of the estimate of the deduction and thc

comparison to the IQCS. Medical expenses were imputed to the SIPP file and the results

presented here clearly indicate that the imputation model needs to be adjusted. The shelter

deduction is a function of expenses which are generally reported in SIPP, the level of gross

income, and the size of the other deductions. Hence the differences observed here are generated

in part by the differences observed in the other deductions. The discrepancy is also a function

of differences in the collection and processing procedures employed for the surveys.

It is likely that, because the deductions in SIPP tend to be low, fewer households are

estimated to be eligible for the FSP using SIPP than should be, according to the IQCS. In

addition, since SIPP would tend to overestimate net income, simulated benefit amounts are likely

to be too low. It is unclear whether the underestimation of deductions in SIPP is systematic, so

that the deductions of certain households would be more likely to be underestimated than those
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of other households. If that were true, eligibility estimations using SIPP would be biased.

However, it is impossible to know from this analysis whether such a bias exists.

Shelter Expenses. Shelter expenses in SIPP and the IQCS are _mined in Tables 11 and

12. Unlike shelter deductions, the average shelter expense in SIPP was larger than that in the

IQCS, as seen in Table 11. The average shelter expense for food stamp households in SIPP was

about $34 higher than the average expense in the IQCS, or 120 percent of the IQCS average.

The maximum expemes in the data sets were very similar-around $975.

Table 12 examines in more detail the difference between shelter expenses in SIPP and

those in IQCS, as well as the effect of imputation procedur_ on the SI2PP expenses. A

significantly larger percentage of food stamp households in SIPP than in the IQCS have shelter

expenses (96 percent compared to 92 percent), and the average expense for those households

with expenses is higher in SIPP than the IQCS ($255 compared to $234).

Shelter expenses were imputed for more than 40 percent of the households with shelter

expenses in SIPP, and among the FSP participants, the average expense for those who had the

expense imputed was 13 percent higher than the average for FSP households in SII_P with

reported shelter expenses ($282 versus $250). Hence, even though the imputation procedures

developed by IV[PRwere designed to improve the predicted values for the low-income population,

there is still room for improvement.

Child Care Expenses. Food stamp households' child care expenses, eYamlned in Tables

13 and 14, are higher in SIPP than in the IQCS even though child care deductions discussed

earlier are lower. The average expense in SIPP is about 77 percent higher than that in the IQCS,

and the maximum expense in SIPP is about 17 percent higher. From Table 14, one can see that,

again, significantly more households in SIPP have child care expenses (3.4 percent compared to

1.9 percent). The average child care expense for households that do have the expense is quite

similar in the two data sets ($104.78 in SIPP compared to $101.61 in IQCS), so the difference
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TABLE 11

UNIVARIATESTATISTICS OF SHELTEREXPENSES
OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMESAT OR BELOW250

PERCENTOF THE POVERTYTHRESHOLDIN THE IQCS AND SIPP
(weighted)

SIPP
IQCS FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants

Mean $215.07 $249.39 $329.08

Minimum $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Maximum $971.00 $976.00 $7,950.00

StandardDeviation $136.57 $158.42 $249.80

Number of Households 7,324,547 5,905,971 31,232,799

Sample Size 6,913' 1,272 6,595

SOURCES: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Program eligibility file and the
August 1984 analysis file of the Integrated Quality Control System
(IQCS).

'Nineteen observations were excluded from this table because of missing data.
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TABLE 12

REPORTEDAND IMPUTEDSHELTEREXPENSES IN THE IQCS AND SIPP
FOR HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMESAT OR BELOW
250 PERCENT OF THE POVERTY THRESHOLD

(weighted)

SIPP
FSP FSP

IQCS Participants Nonparticipants

PercentofHouseholds 91.9 96.1 94.7
with Shelter Expenses

AverageShelter $233.55 $254.94 $328.57
Expense for
Households with

Shelter Expenses

Percentof Households -- 41.2 59.8
with Shelter Expenses
for Which the Expenses
Were Imputed

AverageShelter -- $282.26 $312.72
Expense for Households
with Imputed Shelter
Expenses

AverageShelter -- $249.83 $387.30
Expense for Households
with Reported Shelter
Expenses

SOURCES: The August1984 SIPPFood StampProgrameligibilityfile and the August
1984 analysisfile of the IntegratedQuality Control System (IQCS).
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TABLE 13

UNIVARIATESTATISTICSOF CHILD CARE EXPENSES
OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMESAT OR BELOW 250

PERCENTOF THE POVERTYTHRESHOLDIN THE IQCS AND SIPP
{weighted)

SIPP

· IQCS FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants

Mean $1.98 $3.51 $7.82

Minimum $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Maximum $363.00 $424.00 $433.00

StandardDeviation $15.78 $24.58 $38.75

Number of Households 7,341,594 5,905,981 31,229,461

Sample Size 6,932 1,272 6,595

SOURCES: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Program eligibility file and the
August 1984 analysis file of the Integrated Quality Control System
(IQCS).
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TABLE 14

REPORTEDAND IMPUTEDCHILD CAREEXPENSESIN THE IQCS
ANDSIPP FORHOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMESAT OR BELOW

250 PERCENTOF THE POVERTYTHRESHOLD
(weighted)

$IPP
FSP FSP

IQCS Participants Nonparticipants

Percentof Households 1.9 3.4 5.2
with Child Care
Expenses

Average Child Care $101.61 $104.78 $151.57
Expensefor
Householdswith
Child Care Expenses

PercentofHouseholds -- 87.9 59.3
with Child Care
Expenses for Which
the ExpensesWere
Imputed

Average Child Care -- $102.65 $154.95
Expense for Households
with Imputed Child
Care Expenses

AverageChildCare -- $120.30 146.64
Expense for Households
with Reported Child
Care Expenses

SOURCES: The August 1984SIPPFood StampProgrameligibilityfile and the August
1984 analysisfile of the IntegratedQuality Control System (IQCS).
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in average expenses for all food stamp households appears to be duc in large part to thc fact that

more food stamp households have child care expenses in SIPP.

As noted above, the average child care deduction in SIPP frills below the average

deduction in the IQCS while average euq_enses follow the reverse pattern. The reason for this

anomaly is that 62 percent of the food stamp households with child care expenses in SIPP have

a child care deduction less than their actual expenses while 14 percent of food stsmp households

in the IQCS do so) 4 A food stamp household will have a child care deduction less than actual

expenses in one of two cir,,instances: expenses exceed the child care limit or expenses exceed

gross income minus the earnings and standard deduction.

,As discussed above, there was no child care expense information in Wave 4 of SIPP,

although this information was available in Wave 5. For households that were eligible for child

care expenses (a child under 15 was present in the household and the parent worked at least one

week of the month) in both waves, reported expenses in Wave 5 were transferred to Wave 4,

accounting for changes in circumstances between the two periods. If a household was eligible for

child care expenses in Wave 4 and child care expenses were not available in Wave 5, or the

household was not eligible for child care expenses in Wave 5, those expenses were imputed for

Wave 4. Child care expenses were imputed for a surprisingly large percentage of the food stamp

households in SIPP with nonzero child care expenses (87.9 percent). Because we thought that

percentage was too high, we investigated further the imputation process developed by MPR for

child care expenses, and found that several unweighted households that were eligible for child

care expenses in Wave 5, and had reported c,,xvenses for that period, were estimated mi._takenly

to be ineligible for child care expense in Wave 5, and therefore had their expenses imputed for

14These estimates were derived from the August 1984 Food Stamp Program eligibility file and
the August 1984 analy$/s file of the Integrated Quality Control System (IQCS).
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Wave 4? As seen in Table 14, average imputed child care expenses in SIPP are about $18 less

than average reported expenses.

Medical Expemes. Medical expemes were not available in the SIPP file, so they were

imputed by MPR. The model imputes medical expenses to households based on information

from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and then appl/es a nonlinear adjustment proc_ure to

allocate c_penses to elderly and disabled individuals within the households. Tables 15 and 16

compare these imputed expenses to reported expenses in the IQCS.

The average medical expense for food stamp households in the August eligibility file is

$0.77, compared to $3.24 in the IQCS. The maximum expense in S]ZPP is substalltialiy leas than

the maximum in the IOCS--$129 compared to $745. Thus, the imputation process used appears

to have underestimated medical expenses for food stamp households. Note, however, that the

sample size for the SIPP estimates is very low and hence the reliability of the estimates is low.

As seen in Table 16, too few households were estimated to have medical expenses and the

amount imputed for those households was too low. Average medical expenses in the IQCS were

about $75, while average (imputed) expenses in SIPP were only about $34. Clearly, the

imputation procedure used for medical expenses in the August eligibility file needs to be

calibrated. 16

15Eligt_le in this context means the household contained a family with children under 15 and
working parents. The imputation model assigned the value of the expenses reported in Wave 5
(which could be zero) to Wave 4 if the family was eligible in both Waves. If the family was eligible
in Wave 4 but not in Wave 5, expenses were imputed in Wave 4.

lSl'he model permits both additive and multiplicative calibration (or adjustment) factors to be
applied to medical expenses. To date, they have not been adjusted due to the absence of a
participation model needed to construct the universe comparable to the QC data which provides a
control for the process.
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TABLE 15

UNIVARIATESTATISTICS OF MEDICALEXPENSES
OF HOUSEHOLDSWITH INCOMESAT ORBELOW250

PERCENTOF THE POVERTYTHRESHOLDIN THE IQCS AND SIPP
(weighted)

SIPP
IQC$ FSP Participants FSP Nonparticipants

Mean $3.24 $0.77 $8.21

Minimum $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Maximum $745.00 $129.00 $424.00

StandardDeviation $21.01 $6.98 $27.83

Number of Households 7,341,594 5,905,971 31,229,479

Sample Size 6,932 1,272 6,595

SOURCES: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Program eligibility file and the
August 1984 analysis file of the Integrated Quality Control System
(IQCS).
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TABLE 16

MEDICALEXPENSES IN THE IQCS AND SIPP FOR
HOUSEHOLDS WITH INCOMES AT OR BELOW 250 PERCENT

OF THE POVERTY THRESHOLD
{weighted)

SIPP
FSP FSP

IQCS Participants Nonparticipants

Percent of Households
with Medical Expenses 4.3 2.3 18.7

Average Medical
Expenses for
Householdswith $74.73 $33.96 $43.98
Medical Expenses

SOURCES: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Program Eligibility file and the
August 1984 analysis file of the Integrated Quality Control System
(IQCS).
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E SEEMINGLY INFT.{G_ PARTICIPANTS

Because no household survey data set has all of the information needed to perfectly

simulate the eligibility determination process, there inevitably will be some households in the data

set that arc estimated to be ineligible for the program; but who report rece/ving food stamps.

The magnitude of this problem varies across data sets, depending on the type and quality of the

asset, income, expense, and household composition information available. As discussed above,

there are food stamp households in SIPP with unusually large incomes or asset holdings, which

are estimated to be ineligible for the FSP. Of all the food stamp participants in the August

eligibility file, about 11 percent were estimated to be ineligible for the program_

As seen in Table 17, the three most common reasons for the ineligibility of seemingly

ineligible households in SIPP are: the household failed only the asset test (30.5 percent), it failed

only the net income test (22.1 percent), or it failed both the gross and net income tests (26.3

percent). Only about 7 percent of these households fa/led all three eligibility tests. These results

are consistent with those of Doyle and Dalrymple (1987) that showed that 9 percent of the

Census households and 5 percent of the food stamp units were ineligible due to receiving high

incomes?

Seemingly ineligible participants reflect one or more inconsistencies between the food

stamp participation flag in SIPP and the variables used to determine program eligibility. The

distribution of seemin_ly ineligible units by reason for ineligibility suggests that the inconsistency

may be occurring w/thin one eligib/lity test (assets, income, or expenses) rather than in all three

tests simultaneously. For ex'ample, the 31 percent who failed only the asset test had income and

:TTable 17 shows that 2.50 thousand households (or 39 percent) failed the gross income test either
singly or in combination with another test. This is 4 percent of the total participant population. An
additional 172 thousand households (or 27 percent) failed the net income test but not the gross
income test. This is 3 percent of the participant population.
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TABLE 17

DISTRIBUTIONOF SEEMINGLYINELIGIBLEPARTICIPANTS
IN SIPP BY THE REASON FOR THEIR INELIGIBILITY

(weighted,percentages}

Reason for Ineliqibility Percent

Passed Asset, Gross and Net IncomeTests, but were
Simulatedto be Eligiblefor Zero Benefits' 3.1

Failed Asset Test Only 30.5

Failed Gross Income Test Only 5.6

FailedNetIncomeTestOnly 22.1

Failed Asset and Gross IncomeTests Only 0.8

Failed Asset and Net IncomeTests Only 4.g

Failed Gross and Net Income Tests Only 26.3

Failed Asset, Gross Income,and Net
IncomeTests 6.5

Total 100.0

Number of Households 638,132

SampleSize 139

SOURCE: The August 1984 SIPP Food Stamp Programeligibilityfile.

NOTE: Percentagesmay not add to 100 percentbecauseof roundingerror.

'Householdswhich are eligiblefor zero benefitsare treatedas income-ineligible
for the FSP.
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expenses in August consistent with reported participation However, countable assets exc.gx,ded

the allowable limit.

The distribution of seemingly ineligl'ble households by the imputation of income, assets or

both is shown in Table 18. There is a marked difference between the amount of asset or income

imputation occurring for eligl_le units (5 percent for eligible participants, 10 percent for eligible

nonparticipants) and the amount occurring for ineligible units (28 percent for Seemingly eligl_le

participants and 25 percent for ineligible nonparticipants). Given that the imputed asset and

income balances (see Doyle and Dalrymp]e (1987) for an examination of the effect of imputation

procedures on household incomes) of FSP households tend to be much higher than reported

balances, it is likely that the imputation procedures caused some eligible households to appear

ineligible.
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TABLE18

DISTRIBUTIONOF HOUSEHOLDSWITHINCOHEAT ORBELOff
250 PERCENTOFTHEPOVERTYTHRESHOLDBY
INCOMEANDASSETINPUTATIONSTATUSAND

ELIGIBILITY STATUS
(weighted; percentages)

EllqibilttyStatus
E1tgible Ineitgible E1lgible Ineltgtble

Participants Participants Nonpa?ticipants Nonparticipants

No InccxI IIputed:
No assets tnQuted gs.o 72.2 8g.5 75.4
Someor all assets

imputed 0.2 2.4 0.6 1.7

Someor All IncI
IIputed:

No assets imputed 4.5 13.0 5.8 4.4
Someor all assets

imputed 0.3 12.2 4.1 18.6

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 lO0.O

Numberof Households 5.267,83g 638,132 6.785,935 24.443.544

SampleSize 1.133 13g 1,420 5,175

SOURCE: The August 1984Food StampProgrameligibility file.
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IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Eligibility for the FSP is based on household size and composition, as well as the

household's assets, income, and expenses. Studies using national household surveys to examine

the behavior of, or parfic/pation among, the FSP-e[/gl'ble population must simulate the el/gibil/ty

criteria in order to define, among the survey respondents, thc_e that are eligible for the FSP.

Given that the el/gl'b/1/ty criteria are very complex, and require a large mount of information

about the household, these simulations are quite difficult, and are subject to error. This report

has e_rnmlned how well SIPP, a nationally representative monthly longitudinal survey, mea.sures

the information needed for el/gib/l/ty determinations. To make th£_ assessment, SIPP estimates

were compared to admlnlstrat/ve data from the Integrated Quality Control System. In addition,

the effects of the imputation procedures employed in the SIPP file on the asset and expeme

information were examined.

This study found that, among FSP households with incomes at or below 250 percent of the

poverty threshold there were several differences between SIPP and the IQCS:

· SIPP estimates, compared to the IQCS, show too few female-headed
households and households of size one, and too many households with
disabled members and households that receive earned income.

· There are fewer households with no or very low income in SIPP,
compared to the IQCS, and more upper-income households.

· In SIPP, there are significantly more households than in the IQCS with
no countable assets.

· Compared to the IQCS, too many FSP households have child care

deduct/ons, and too few have medical deductions. In addition, average
shelter, child care, and medical deductions were substantially lower in
SIPP.

· Average shelter and child care expenses were M/her in SIPP than in the
IQCS. In contrast, medical expenses were much lower.
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In addition, the study yielded important information in the vehicular asset holding of FSP

households:

· The most comrnol_ held nonvehicular assets among FSP households in
SIPP are non-income-producing nonvehicular assets and life insurance
policies.

· Most FSP households in SIPP do not own any cars; households that do
own cars are very likely to own only one car.

· Car value was imputed for only about 1 percent of the cars owned by
FSP households; equity was imputed for about 5 percent of these cars.
Although the asset balances of few households were affected by these
imputation procedures, imputed equity amounts tended to be much
higher than reported amounts.

Finally, of ail the food stamp households in the August eligibility file, about 11 percent were

estimated to be ineligible for the program The most common reasons for that ineligibility were

that the household failed only the asset test, only the net income test, or both the gross and net

income tests.

Thus, while SIPP offers the best data source for the estimation of Food Stamp Program

eligibility, some problems remain. There is room for improvement in the measurement of unit

characteristics and in the procedures employed to compensate for nonresponse and nonlnterview.

The new eligibility module being introduced in the 1988 panel is likely to offer significant

improvement in measurement of the determinants of program eligibility. However, improvements

in the imputation procedures are dependent on changes in the Census Bureau's procedures for

processing the data. Basically, more emphasis on the low-income population is needed.
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