IR ARt

s e e - P

g N N [

1L.i}- \ N ’»;Jz}r.f( Yol

Ly U A VPR S I AR B A NI S
b

TP INUTON OTATE
THE UNITE] ISR

wrn

™4
.
Sk

-

NEfRAL

106439

i ®

E{i.',:’j,g ‘f’ﬁ" Mfﬂ%&'\* G
33 g‘&w” § WV?‘ G
R oyt - e ol
Plepwmernrmas, B T Bor Ao
[ tz’)rb’ ‘«7\.55 d |- &8y g5 E i;iéw“#' I VI S 10
ju “ay, ‘};&‘ 9"{"5 Gy pihat o

bosell Bl § o

Rapod e e

vq
Lo

The Depargront of Agricuiture; dhe DL{J&N'
sert of Leadh, Education, and Welfgre; and
the Cummunity Services ﬁdmmsbtration

srameier 13 major programs that piovide
fowd or fouddelaed assisiance o many
Amerivg 8, Ting assistante, vosnng severet bil.
o dollars eanually, Dos helped tecipients
pohimue o ‘@\‘:cC{U\iw diets,

the giccemeal avtboarization ang
=t these food programs, theiy

Mo YT
A3 ms‘fmium

enit cxpannion over the last 10 voass, an
;swpc\ms for vomprehensive wetfare mform

have r”ue:cy 8 ness wd an oLty (0
exanutd e powrams’ erreiztionsnins end
cverall o Hx‘.‘.%l\

GAD's rewiow showe bene’t overlaps avd

gans, ehgdnly differerces, adminstrative in-
consstengics. conrdinatian pral !e": and in-
suffwiont mationwide m!.d O O Ogram oeng

fits i nubnional énpac

The repost contains edministrative angd legis-
lative reoommendations ng these pro
ﬁlt;.‘ 18,

adeiressin

v{ o

\\ o B e e
'b:) ‘,f‘n’h}’\wh »&fm" \‘J

ok B .
gl e
w8 2§ 4 Wb Fapdl

CER-TET U
JURE 13, 1978



o
1.7

i

Yo

S

e

Fheriy

COMPTRLLLER GENURAL OF THE LRITED STATLRS
SEHSHIQTUN, DO, Koy

E-176994

To the President of the Senate znd the
Speaker of the House cof Representatives

Thig report presents cur recommendaticons for assess
and changing the benefit and administrative struciuvres
13 maicv Federsl domestic programs which provide ifcood
assistance to needy Americans. These PYograms are admine-
istered by the Departmeﬁc of Agrigulture; the Deparime

of Health, Education, and Welfare; and the Community
Services Administration.

We made our review pursuant to the Eudget and
Azcounting Act, 1921 (31 U.5.C. 53}, and the Accounting
and Auditing Act cf 1950 (31 U.5.C. &7).

We are sending copies ©of this rveport to
Secretaries of Agriculture and Health, Educati
weifare; the Director, Community Services i
and the Director, Office of Managementh znd Budgat.

//i fn%q

P
ALTING Comptrx olier Genéral
of the United States
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'S FEODLRAL DOMESTIC “OOD
55 ASSISTANCE PROCRAMS--A TIME
FOR ASGESSMERT ANB CHANGY

DISES

Thirteen major Federal domestic programs, costing
sevaral oirllion collars annually, provide ioced or
food-related assistance to needy americans. The
programs most directly involving food are:

food stamps, headstart,
achool lunch, eiderAV feedinq, and
school breakfast, food gistribution to
special milk, scheools, charitable
¢child care food, ingtitutiong, elderly
summer food, feeding projecis, disaster
special supplemental feod relief agencies, and
for women, infants, and certain categovies
children,

of needy DpErsSons.

There is also one techaical assistance proaram--
community €ood znd muerition-~primarily desianed
to increase participation in other Federal

feeding programs and two gererel cash assistance
programs-—~aid to families with dependont children
{AFDC) and supplemental secuvity incomne {(S8I1--
designed to provide recipients with woney for food
and other basic needs.

Géministerad by the Department of Agriculture, the
Department. of HBealth, Education, and YWeltfoare, and

the Community Services Administration, these pro-

grams have helped many people obtain more adequate
diets, and Lhe Pederal Government's resgonsibility
t¢ provide such assistance is generally vecognized
and accepted.

However, the large and accelerating costs of the
w;oqr""s, their piecemesl authorization and admin=-

istratisn, and the reemerging issue o!f comprehensive
welfarﬂ reform heve created a need ai! an oppor~
tuniv, *<¢ examine the programs’® interrelationships
and - = .. ! ifectiveness. {See ppn. 1 to 5.}

Upon rsmovil, the report
i CEL-T8~113
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MULTIPLE TARTICIPATION-~BENEFIT
CVERLAPS AND GAPS

Some low-income families participate simultaneously
in as many as six different Fedoral prograims pro-
viding foud assistance. This multiple participa-
on is specifically sanctioned in the legisiation
authorizing most food prograwms. AsS a result, some
needy honseholds could receive more in food bene-
fits than the average amounlts American Lamilies of
comparable size spend for f{ood. ({See pp. 6 to B.}

Benefits couvld potentially total as much as 230
pevcent of “he amount a household would need to

Yt oe s o CE Ry Famd wmiam Aipr o Yivideseo b
tfu& 08 B v e 3o [ \ml)ﬁ. J.L k—x A Wf WL i’L‘-.ﬁlC W AN W T - A VT r T wt e

fond plan the Department of Agriculture has
develaoped to provide most of the vecommended die-
t@ry allowances established by the National Rcademy
of Scilences}. (8ee pp. 16 to 19.)

0f the 95 households in three low-income samples

GAL analvzed, 60 participated in twoe or more

Federal food assistance programs. Beneiits for half
0{ these 60 households exceeded the amounits needed
to buy thrifty foed plan dicts--the amounts ranged
from 104 percent to 192 percent. ‘these percentages
only reflect free program benefits and Jdo not includce
recipient payments, such as those curlertly reguired
to obtain food stamps. {See pp. 20 to 7.,

Typical overlaps in foeod assistance programs involved
these combinations:

-~Free school lunches and fcod stawnps {using nationwids
Bepartment of Agriculture data, GAO estimates that
this overlap resulits im . $112 willion sdditional

08t to the Federal Government}.

«»The women, infants, and children program and such
programs as food stamps and school lunch (additional
couot not determinalble).

-=free special milk and fres or reduced-price scheol
meals {(estimated additional cost of $3% million
annuallyi. {See pp. 27 to 3.}

in addicvion, food stamp allotments—--the total value
of food stamps a household could receive~-alone

fte
poco
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covered as much as 164 percent and as little as

82 percent of the cost of a thrifry food plan
diet, depending oun the ages and sexes of house-
hold members. Food stamp allotments aro based

on the thrifty feood plan, and adjustments are made
or differences in household sizes. However, no
adjustments are made for the giffering nutritional
needs of household members of diifferent ages or
sexes. {See pp. 32 tc 37.)

I£ such adjustments had been made by use of in~-
Gividualized feod stamp allotments, aboit $570
million less would have been paid out in foed
stamp benefits annually. (See p. 38.)

The executive branch does not periodically gather
adeguate data on all majer food assistance pro-
grams. Conseqgueatly, the exact extent and amount
of gverall food henefit gaps and overlaps and the
types ¢f households most affected cannot be pre-
cisely measured nationwide. (See pp. 3% and 40.;

CAD®s analyses focused on the amount of benefits
certain housenolds could receive--rot the nutrie
tional status of the household members or the
nutritienal valus of the food they ate. Current
data on the nutritionsl effectivencoss of Federal
fecod programs was not available. Studies should
be undertaken to measure the nutritional impact
of these programs.

If such studies shoew that many program par-—
tinipants 4o not receive adequate benefits,
the savings resulting from, for example,

~-individualizing food stamp allotments and/or

--considering beneifits from one food program
when determining eligibility and besnefits
in other programs

could be used to increase averall benefit levels,
These types of changes would also allocate
benefits more ecguitably than under the present
systen where some hocusehelds might be getting

more than they need while others are getting
less.

iii



IBCONSISTENCIES AND OTHER PROBLIODMS TN
ADHTHISTERING FOOD ABST oW aCE PROGRANS

Inconsistencies in the programs' legislation and
regulations have resulted in different eligibility
criteria and procedures. Also, although the wro-
grams are directed toward the needy, there is no
uniform definition of what "needy”™ means for all
programs. {See pp. 41 to 48.)

Different programs have different limits on par-
ticipant iacomes, as shown below fer a {our-person
California household in June 1977.

Program ¥ ximum income allowed
Food stamp $ 6,636
Az L 5,084
School lunch, scheool 7:130 {free)
brezkfast, special 11,110 {(reduced price)
milk, and child care
food
Headstart 5,850
Women, infants, and 10,126
children
8871 as3z.e2z2

asParticipation in the S8I prouram is based on
the eligibility of individuals and couples,
rather than bouseholds.

Iinconsistencies in income exclusionsg are illustrated
below.

Program Exclusion
Food stamp Earnings of a child under 18
who is a student.
AFDC Earnings of a child under 14 and

a child receiving AFDC who is
either a full-timz student or a
part-time student not working
fuli-time,
581 Earnings of a
.

child not to euxcced
$§1,620 per uale

lendar year.

&

iv
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School Junch, No provision,
school breakfast,
spcoial milk,
ch. 1d care food,
hesdstart, and
women, infaants,
and c¢hildren

Such inconsistencies create situations where s family
coculd gualify for one program (like food stamps) but
havs teo much income to qualify for ancoither program
{like free¢ scheool lunch}). {(8ee pp. 47 and 48.)

Incone verification regquirements and accounting
perivds used to¢ measure applicant income alse vary
congiderably, as 4o rules on assets in the three
programs {food stamps, AFDC, and SS1) that take

an applicant's total resources into consideration
when determining eligibilitv. (Sez pp. a& to 37.)

Little program coordination exists at the local
level for referring potential recipients to other
programs or removing ineligibles from alil uprogran
rolls. (See pp. 57 to 59.)

LACK OF RDEQUATE DATA ON THE NUTRITIONAL
EFFECTIVERESS OF FEDERAL FOOD PROGPANE

Both tne Congress and the executive branch need
better, more timely nationwide information for
determining the proper level of program benefits,
the interrelationships of variocus foed assistance
programs in providing such benefits, and the
nutritional effectiveness of these programs. (See
pR. 5% to €1.})

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE EXBRCUTIVE BRANCH

The Secretary of Agriculture, together with the
Secretary of Health, FEducation, and Welfare, and
the Director, Community Servicez Administration,
ghould

~-determine, on & priority basis, the precise ex~
tent of current benefit overliaps and gaps among
the major Federal food assistance programs;

==gevelop and carry out s coordinated and timely
way o measure the nutritional status of americans
and use this data to evaluzte the effectiveneas
of Federal food assistance efforis;
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~-propose consistent inconme an
reJuirements and prcceou*eu
assistance programs and si
scoch requirements and procs
participation, costs, ang

--gstablish demonstration projects teo test adminis-
trative pro cedures for individuvalized fcod stamp
aliotments

~-ztudy the feasibility ¢f {1} considering bene~
fits from one Federal food progceam when
gdetermining eligibility and benefits in other
Federal food programs and (2} consolidzting
certain administreotive aspects of designataed
food programs at the local level;

--gy¥plore alternatives to present foou delivery
systems in the women, infanits, and c¢hildren
program;

--provide mechanisms to maze sure that ersons
in need of, or receiving, specific banzfits
from one program are aware of and referved to
other food programs that they are eligible for;
and

~-5tudy ways to encourage the exchange of
£ ad

information among local god pregram dmjn~-
istrators to assist them in identifving
potential or ineligible recipients. ({Zee

pp. 64 and 65.)

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRISS

o~

GAO recommends that the (ongress

~-on the basis of the execwtive branch®s study and
proposals invelving conmistent income and assel
program standards, adeopt a wniform income and
asset definition of the term "necdy® and
establish consistent ¢riteris and orocedures {or
determining who is eligible for Federal food
assistance;

--approve an c<xplicit national policy on how much
food assistance should be provided to nredy
Americans by the Federal Government;

| R

~~consvlidate certain Federal food prograns;
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~—authorize the Sfecretary of Agriculiure ¢o implement
individ uar;éad Enod stamp ¢330Lme1ﬁ nationwide,
if t¢he rﬁcomm nded demonsiratio p:cjacts show the
administrative feasibility of S‘Cﬂ allotments:

~-gfl the basis of the results of the cxecutiv
branch's feasibility study, eliminate duplicative
benefits by w71owinq consideration ¢f bgnefits
from one Federal food phag:az when determining
eligibil aty aﬁd penefit lewels undev others; and

--3lsc on the pasis of the resulte of the ecxecutive
branch's feasibility study, reguire a single
State:leﬂﬂi agency Lo be responsible for
certain administrative aspscts of designated
Federal food programs to help assure 2 more
efficient delivery of food assistance to needy
Amgr icans. {(See pp. 66 and &87.)

Certain GAC zecommendations £c the Congress
and the ezecutiwve branch would dave to be
modified or dropped if comprehensive welfare
reform is enacted., (See pp. &7 and 68.)

BAGENRCY COMMENTE

Commenting on this report, the Departments of
Auvicuiture and Health, Education, and w=ifare
criticized tha report's methoﬁology and disagreed
with several of its principal recommendations

{See pp. 68 to 84 for these comments and Cﬁﬁ'“
response.,}

In its comments the Community Services Adminis—
tration stated that it agreed with the recomwen-
dations to reduce duplication and increase the
efficiency of Federal feeding programs, bubt cau-
tioned that great care must be taken to avoid
reducing the total level of nutrition to the poor.
{See p. B84.)
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CHAPTER 1

INTROODUCTION

Qver the last 40 years, the (Congress has enacted a series
of laws creating programs to provide food assistance teo
Amaricans. From the food distribution program initiated
in the mid-1930s to the more recent special supplemental food
prograr for women, infants, and children (WIC), the Congres
has demonstrated its intent to help Americans achieve more
nutritious diets.

Thirteen major Federal demestic programs provide some
form of food or food-related assistance to recipients. The
programs moest dirvectly involving food are food stamps; school
lunch; school brrakfast; special milk:; child cace food; head-
start: summer food; WIC; eldesrly feeding: and food distribu-~
tion to schools, charitable institutions, eldervly feeding
projects, disaster relis>f agencies, and certain categeries of
needy persons. There 18 also one technical assistance pro-
sgram-~commnunity food and nutrition--primarily designed to in-
crease paviticipation in other PFederal feeding programs, and
twe gensral cash assistance programs—-aid to families with
depeadent children (AFDC) and supplemental security income
{S851}-—designed to provide recipients with money for food
s&nd other vasic necessities.

Iin fiscal year 1967 domestic food assistance progranms
cost the Federal overnment $664.4 million--this excludes the
AFBC, 58I, and headstart programs for which we could not
Gbtain separate food costs. The cost of food assistance pro-
grams {again excluding AFDC, 851, and headstart} rose to $3.4
billion in fiscal year 1972 and to $8.4 billion in 1%$76.
{&pp. I contains detailed descriptions of the 13 programs
covered in this report, including iaformation on autheorizing
legislation, nutriticnal goals, benefit levels, organizational
relationships, program develeopment, and fiscal yeaxr 1976
funding.}

REASOKRS FOR THIS REVIEW

The food assistance programs have helped many Americans
obtain more adequate diets, and the Federal Government's
responsability to provide such assistance to needy irndividu-
als and families is generally recognized and accepted,
However, the accelerating costs associated with the {ood
assistance programs, the ways in which these prograns were
authorized and are now administered, and the reemerging

LA



issue ¢f comprehensive welfay
guestions on the intervelalic
programs. Qur review, therck
terrelationshipg acd eon poten
program benefitsg, diffevences
procedures among ?He various pr
tions for consolidating oy stre
the programs.

2 reform raise important

Q h'ps of the food assistance
] centered on these in-

% gaps or overiaeps in
ligi’i’itv criteria and
am3, and some considera-
.ining administration of

0
t.-.a "‘1 [p)]

PIECEMEAL AUTHORIZATION AND ADMINISTRATION

sie

The 13 fcod assistance programs .ere authorized and
amended at vavrious times. HMost are categorical prograns
directed at specific segments ~f the U.S5. population--the
poor, the voung, the disanled; the elderly--although food
stamps is a noncategorical prograwm aimed at needy persong
‘in all age groups.

The piecemeal manner in which these programs have
evolved has created a complex administrative structure
involving different nutritionral goals and funding schewes
and encompassing various vombinations of Pederal, State;

and local agencies that, for the most part, dispense food
benefits independently. (See chart on p. 3.} This complex
administrative structure, based on sevarate avthorizing leg-
islation and regulations, causes possible gverlaps of bene-
fits and functions, inconsistent administrative procedures,
and confusion for applicants who attempt to £ind cut what
programs are avairlable to trhon.

PROGRAM EXPANSION: 1967 to 1876

Federal food assistance funding increased thirteenicld 1/
from fiscal year 1967 to f£lscal year 1576. {3ee app. 11.)
Amcng the contributing factors were:

~-Increased public cencern in the late 1960s and early
1970s for Americang suffering from nmalnutrition, as
exemplified when in Kay 1926% the President pledged “an
end to hunger in America itself for ali time.”

~-Authorization of five new programs since 19%67: commu-
nity food and nutrition, title VII nutrition program

1/This increase in Federal funding becomes sevenfold if fiscal
yeary 1976 expenditures ave sdjusted te reccanize the effects
of general price inflation since 18%67.

- - -
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for the elderly, WIC, and both child care food and
sunmer food service for children. Combined, ﬁueSE
progrdms accounted for fiscal year 1876 expenditures
=f 3626.5 million.

~~Expansion of program pavticipation and fundirng Jdue 0
legislative changes {1) mandating nationwide coverage
and eligibility standards and {2} increasing Federal
cash and commodity assistance to States. Bernefits and
payment levels 501 most programs arve now adjusted
snnually or gemlannually based on c¢hanges in the
Department of Labor's Consumer Price Index for food,
which increased by about B0 pevcent between 1957
and 1276 and by about 30 percent hetween 1%71 and
18%6

--Expansion of program participation {and, in turn, pro-
gram funding) due to the effects of the 1974-75 re-
cession. Rising food prices, generel price inflation,
and high unemploymenrt during those 2 years increased
thb demand for Federal food assgistance. The Jongres-—

ional Budgaet Office estimated that, based on recent
experience, a 1 percentage point change in the over-
all unemployment rate would cause the number of food
stamp nonwubliic assistance houscholds to change by
628,080 persons.

According to the Department of Agriculture, the level of
future expenditures for Federal food assistance programs will
primarily depend on the rate of food price increases, changes
in the unemployment rate, and any changes that might ococur
in program legislation. Agriculture stated that, in terms
cf dollars adjusted for inflation, its food program badget
ne longer appears to be growing at & significant rate. How~
evey, wo believe that important increases could occur, gliven
the potential for expansion in both the WIC and schocl break-
fest programs and the likely expansion of the food stagp
program if cconomic conditions worsen.

REFORM ISSUES

Recently enacted legislation and vecently provossd legis-
lation., if enacted, will cause substantial chances in certain
food assistance programs. For example, the Food Stazp Act
of 1877 (Public Law 95-113, title XIli, %} 3Btav. 913, ¥58)
extended the food stamp program 4 years: eliminated the
purchase regquirement whereby most part1Cxpating houvseholds
spent scme of their income to buy food stamps; adepted the
Office of Management and Budget's poverty guidelines &s the
program's income standards--thereby lowering the program's
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net income eligibility levels; established a $60-ver-month
standard deducticon from a heouseholdis gross income in
determining net countable inceme for food stamp puslneses:
eliminated some existing food stamp itemizes deductions: and
ended automatic food stamp eligibility for AFDC and 2SI
hceuseholds. 1/

The President®s welfare reform proposal of Auvgust 13877
would incorporate the food stamp, AFDC, and 58! programs into
a new work benefiz and inccme suppoct system for ncedy fami-
lies. 2/ However, neither the enacted legislation nor the
nropesed legislation deals with the entire array of food as-
sistance programs or all the potential geaps and coverlaps in
both their benefit and administrative structures. Information
in this report shouvld be helpful to the Zongress in assessing
the full effect of food assistance programs, gaging their
relationship to couprehensive welfare reform, and identifying
areas where additional data is needed.

l/Agriculture estimates that the provisions of the Fcoed Stump
Act of 1977 will be implemented arcund the end of 1872.
Food stamp regulations in effect during our rveview were
implemented before enactment of the 1877 act.

2/Most of the fieldwork and analysis for this report occurred
before the arnouncenment of the specific aspects of the
Preslident's welfare reform 2. an {(as propesed in H.R. 9030
and S. 2084, introduced in Sept. 1977 during the first
gession ¢f the 95th Congress}. Consequeuntly, the informa-
tion and ceonclusions in chapters 2 and 3 do not recognize
the potential effects of comprehenzive welfare reform,
although the proposed veform legislation does seek to
eliminate the administrative fragmentation and proucedural
inconsistencies roted in thig report among the food stamp,
AFDC, and 3581 programs. Chapter 4 contains a section
showing how certain of our recommendations to the longress
and the executive branch would be modified or deleted if
comprehensive welfare reform is enacted.
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CHAPTER 2

BENEFIT GAPS AND OVERLAPS IN THE FEDERAL PROGRAMS

PROVIDING FOOD ASGISTANCE

Previous studiss of participation in Federul food
assistance programs have shown that many lew-income Anmerxicans
participate in two or more such programs. Our analyses <f
actual and poiential program paLticipauiGn indicated that
some low~income familics part‘ﬂlpute or could participate
simultanecusly in up to six different Pederal programs
oroviding food assistance.

Multiple participation is implicitly vecognized in the
authorizing legislation of most food programs. In general,
this legislation prohlhxts benefits under one program frow
being considered in deternining eligibility and benefits
under otrer programs. Because of multiple prooram participa-
tion, the objective of assuring more nutritiocus diets for
needy households could be exceecded in terms of the cash and
inkingd assistance the households receive., In some cases
certain households could receive more food bepefits than
similar-sized American families, on the averaae, spend for
food,

Also, our analyses of program benetit data from two De-
partment of Agriculture studies involving nativonwide, vandonly
selected samples of food stamp recipients showed that the way
food stamp bencfits are calculated gives many food stawp houvse-
helds substantially more, and other food stanp househalds sub-
stantially Jess, than the means necessary tc obtain more
nutritviocus diets.

Multiple program participation and the benefit gaps and
overlaps within the food stawp program itself rnlnr up the
need to reassess the benefit structures of Federzl food assist-
ance programs. Although Further study will be necessary before
major changes can be ef fect;vely implemented, we believe that
the need for such changes is already apparecnit. We further be-
lieve that the general outline of any proposal for change
should include fewer categorical food assistance programs and
a more equitable allocation of benefits,

Cur analyses on household participation in federal food
assistance proorams involved the amount of benciits certain
households could receive~-not the nutritional status of the
household members or the nutritional value of the food they
ate. Current data on the nutritional effectiveness of
Federal food programs was not available. Studies should he
made to measure the nutritional impact of these programs.

6 .
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If such studies show that rmany food program
participants do not .veceive benefits adequate to their
needs, & more eauitable distribution of benefits could
help alleviate this situation by generating program
savings that in tuvrp could be used to incr-nse the
overall level of bensfits. For example, individvalizing
food stamp allotments and/for considering benefits f£rom
one food program when determining benefits for other
food programs could generate subsiantial savings and would
allocate benefits more equitably than the present systen,
where some households might be getting more than they need
vhile others are getting less.

PROGRAM LEGISLATION

The laws authorizing most Federal food assistance
programs tend to encourage multiple participation because
they prohibit consideration of benefits received under one
program from being considered as income or resources when
deternining benefits under other programs. The following
examples illuscrate this point.

Section 8{b} cf the Food Starp Act of 1977,
Pyblig Law 95-113, title ¥XI1II, 91 Stat. 913, 938,
9€8 {7 U.5.C. 2017) )

“"The value of the allotment provided any eligible
household shall not be considered income or
resources for any purpose under any Federal,; State,
or local laws. including, but not limited to, laws

relating to taxation, welfare. and public assistance
programs ¥ ¥ ¥.®

Section l2{e) of the National School Lunch
Act, as amended (42 U.S5.C. 1769(e))

“The value of assistance to children under this Ac:t
shall not be considered to be income or resources
for any purpose under any Federal or State laws,
including laws relating to taxation and walfare ang
public assistance programs.”®

Sectieon ll{b} of the Child RNutriticn Act of
1966, as amendsed {42 U.8.C. 1780(b}}

*The value of assistance te children under this Acr
shall not be considerc<d to be income or resources
for any purpoese under any Federal or State laws in-
cluding, but not limited to, laws relating to taxa-
xion, welfare, and public assistance programs.”
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Section 70% of the 0lder Awericans Ack i 1265,
as amended {42 U.5.L. 3045(h})

“No part of the cos: of any project under this sub~
chaptevr may be trezted as income or benefits to any
eligible individual for the purpose of any oub"f
proagram or provisicon of State oy Federal law.

Income freom the AFDC and 581 cash assistance programs, where
aprlicadble, is cons lder 3 when determining program eligi-~
bility or benefit amounts for other Federal food assistance
programs.

A5 will be discussed in later sections, the effect
of these legislztive prokikitions varies, depending on which
programs individuals choosse to participate in and the levels
of benefits provided by the programs invoelved.

Our analysis of the legislative histery of varicus
Federal focrgd assistance programs indicated that, in ceneral,
the Congress has not formelly addressed the question of
benefit dupiications among the preograms. However, the lzws
authorizing food programs, together with the 10Pleat1ve
prohibitions 1sted above, indicste that the Cougressg ha

espanded Federal food assistance on all fronis instead ur
~reating one program at the expense of anothter, We believe
that, because of increassd participation., cost, and complex-~
ity, the time has come to assess the cffect cof Fedearal food
assistance programs, reexanine the implicaticns «f benefit
overliaps {and gaps), and restructure the programs where
opportunities to eliminate benefit inequities exist.

PREVIOUS STUDIRS OF PARTICIPATION IN
FEDER&AL FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

Previous studies by the Congress, our Office, Agricul-
ture, and others have dealt with bread issues concevning
Federal and non-Federal programs providing cash and in¥ind
benefits {including food assistance) to elicible Americaas.
We believe that these studies, taken together, gencraily
reinferce the findings of multiple nrogram perticipation
and cenefits we developed from our more recent analvses
of paviicipation in Federazl foo’ assistancs programs-—--as Jdis-
cussed in subseguent sections ot this report.



e st gt it Sy ARSIONYT LTI E

1. *Public Income Trarnsfer Programs: The
Incideqce of Multiple benefits and the
The

Issues Raisad by iy Rewecipt® (Apr. 1972,
revised Dec:o 1873}

This study, prepared by the staff of the Subcommittee cn
Fiscal Policy of the Congressional Joint Economic Commitiee,
disclosed that in fiscal year 1972 public income transfer pro-
grams were expected to pay 100 billion in benefits to the 119
million persons participating in such programs. These figures
represented about 60 million Gifferent individuals each re-
ceiving, on the average, benefits from at least two programs.
More specifically, the study used existing program data for
fiscal year 3971 to estimate that

--13 percent of both food stamp and food distribution
households had children receiving free or reduced-price
schocl lunches; and

-~44 percent of AFDEC families also received medicazid ben~
efits, food stamps (or focd distribution), and free ot
reduced-price scheool lunches.

The study noted, however, that an information gap ex-
isted on program overlaps. One conclusion was that, aithough
no wrongdoing was impliied when persons used benefits to which
they were legally entitled, multiple henefit eligibility
reguired maintenance of similar beneficiary records by many
different agencles, increased the workliocad in agency auditing
procedures, and cften required recipients to deal regularly
with several physically separate bureaucracies.

2. "How Public Welfeare Benefits Are Dis-
tributed in Low-~Income Arees®™ {Mar. 1973}

This study reported the results of work we did for the
Joint Economic Committee's Subcommittee on Fiscal Policy.
The study was based on a random sample of 1,7%8 households
residing in low-income areas from six different localities
five cities and one group of rural counties. The records
of 100 Federal, State,; and local programs (food assistance
as well as other types! were exanrined to determine whether
any members ¢f the sampled househclds participated in them.

The study revealed that 1,059 households received bene-
fite in 144 unigue combinations. Thuse receiving only one
benefit were atypical, since about two-~thirds of all bene{i-
ciary households rece*veo more than one benefit ~nd about
one-~£ifth benefited from five or more different prograns
A tabulation of data from this study showed the* 34 percent
of 198 households getting food stamps azlso had children

9



receiving free school lunches. The study concluded that
certain types of households were more likely than others to
receive multiple benefits. These included large households.
those with dependent children, and those with household hecds

age 65 or over.

3. "National Survey of I'cocd Stawp and Food
Distribution Progrvam Findings on Income
Sources and amounts and lncidence of
¥ultiple Beneflits™ {Doc. 1874}

This study. undertaken by Agriculture at the reguest
of the Joint Economic Committee's Subcommittee on Fiscal
Policy. is scmetimes referrved to as the “Chilton Study,”
because Chilton Research Services collected and tabulated
the survey data. The study, based on a nationwide samule
in which perscnal interviews reflecting November 1872 data
were completed for 2,191 food stamp and 2,364 food distrie
bution households, found that sample households received
benefits from an average of three major Federal incemc traens-
fer programs. As shown below, those households receiving
benefits from five cor wore programs accounted for about
11 percent of ifcod stamp households and about 15 percent
of food distribution householdsz. One-progranm houzeholds
{that is, those receiving benefits from oniy the food
smhaapg o faod distribution program) accounted for about
7 percent of feod stamp and 4.5 percent of food distribdation
households.

Number of programs Households Percent
from which benefits Food Food dis~ Food Food dis~
were received stamp tribution stamp tribution
1 134 64 .7 4.3
2 587 343 29.3 24.90
3 628 482 31.¢G 33.8
4 4e7 332 21.5 3.2 B
5 176 174 8.9 i2.1
6 30 28 1.5 2.0
-7 S & B.3 g.4
8 1 . 0 0.0 0.8
Total a/1.988 a/l, 428

a/Excludes those househelds in the total sample which did not
participate in either the food stams or food distribution
program during November 1973,

The four major income transfer sources, which accounted

for nearly two-thirds of the total, weres AFDC, medicaid, so-
cial security, and focd stamps {(or food distribution). School

1¢
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lunches ware the most freqguently veceived benefit For food
stamp households-~38 percent nf 3uch households had one or
more children who also participated inm the school lurnch pro-
Gram.

ercent of food
tamp households

ey
"*ﬂ

Income transier sources

School lunch a’/3g. 1
AFDC 36.6
Medicaid 20,0
&SI 14.1
Special milk 13.1
Schocl breakfast 5.6
Supplenentary food 2.4
Special food service 1.2

(now child care food and
summer food)

a/A subseguent report by Agriculiure indicated that,
of the approximately 38 percent of food stamp house-
holds with one or move childrern receiving school
lunches, 37 percent received free lunches and 1 percent
received paid lunches.

4. "ubservations on the Food Stamp Program”

This GAC repcri concluded, among other things, that auto-
matic food stamp eligibil .ty for AFDC households perpeiuated
an inequity by allowing ASDC househclds, in soume cases, to
have ircomes exceeding the food stamp program’s maximum income
eligib:lity levels for heuseholds in «nich all} members did wnot
receive public assistance (roughly haif of all fcod stawp re-

-cipients}. The report recommended thzt food stamp regulstions

be revised tc elliminate the inconsistencies in proyram income
criteria to ascure the eguitable treatment of all people who
wish to participate in the program. The Food Staump Act of
1977 eliminated automatic focd stamp erigibility for AFDC and
S5I households. (See pp. 47 and 48.1)
5. "A Report in Accordance With Senate

Resolution 58" {(July 1975}

This report was prepared by Agriculture'’s Food and Nutri-
tion Service for the former Senate Coxmittee on Agriculture
and Forestyy. one chapter of the report centered on the
relationship of the food stamp program to octher Federal pro-
grams and included the Chilton Study results,

fent
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According to the report, perscns participating in the
food stamp program {which ie &t~ provide 2ssistance gufficient
for a household to obtain a more nutritionally adeguate fiet}
might be receiving duplicate benefits from enrollment in
variouz "overlapping® rederal £o08 programs, such as schanl
breakfast, special milk, and WIC. The repdrt stated that
probably the best case €for overlapping focd program benefits
could be nade Zor the food stamp and school lunch programs.
According to the Food and Nutrition Service

~-=school lunches are provided at z time and place that
make it inconvenient to depend on household food
supplies;

-=gschoonl lunches provide more adequate nutrition than bag
lunches; and

~-=1970 amendaents to the Kkational Schnool Lunch and Child
Nutrition Acts sztated that all school children should
have access to school lunches, ang those children
unable to pay for their meals should receive them
free or at a reduced price.

The report pointed cut that the moneisz
lunches could add ccnsiderably to the Feder “ood assistance
received by food starp households. For a fevly of four that
had two children in school r.ceiving free } aches and alsc
received the nationwide average food stamr conus value, 1/
the additional benefits froum free school unches potentialiy
added 2€ percent to the food assistance _:celved through
bonus fo0d stamps during fiscal year 1 -7/,

ry valuve of school
L

6. "Evaluation of Scnos} Lunch and School
Breakfast Procr:ms in the State of
Washingtcen® {Sept. 1875)

This gtudy, prepaved for the Food and Nutrition Service
by Washington State University personnel, involved a sawple of
1,007 households with elementarv-~school-age children in vaci-
ous school districts in the Stazge of Washington. The sample
was stratified toward low-income families. The study con~
cluded that, during 187Z-=72, 85 percent of the 254 sampled
househsolds that received food stamps alsc had children geb-
ting free schcol lunches. This percentage increased to 95

1/The food stawmp bonug value is the difference between the
face value of food stamps and their purchase price,

12
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cent when food stamp househnolds living in the one school
:¢wict in the study that 4id not have a school lunch program
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Q4

kA
[rd
N o

in addition, the dtudy stated that the scheol lunch pro-
cram ceontributed between 2B snd 47 percent of che total energy
ard nutrient inteke of paorticipating children., The study
also iadicated that the 254 sample households receiving food
stamps in 1672-73 averagad about $204 as the tetal value
of food obtained monthly, with bonus foocd stamps and free
Junches accounting for $%1 {45 percent) of this total; the
balance was supplied by the food stemp purchase reguirement
ané other out-cf-pocketr gutlays by the households. (The
study contained little information on the school breakfast
program because only about 2 percent of the sample houselwlds
participated in the program.)

e

7o ¥Pitle VIT Survey" (Apr. 1976}

In this study, the staff of the former Senate Select
Commitiee on Nutrition and Human Needs estimated Lhat, on
the average, 30 percent of the participants in the nutrition
program for the elderly--authorized by title VIi cf the Oldey
Americans Act 0f 1965--also received f{ood stamps.

8. "Toward Efficlency and Effectiveness in
the WIC Delivery System" (Apr. 197¢)

This study was prevared for the Food and Nutrition
Serwvice by the Urban Institute and was based on an April 1975
survey of 96 WIC clinics and 3,640 WIZ participants. The
study showed that about half the sampled Wil vecipient
households received food stamps. Usging program data from
February 1977, we inferred from this estimate that about
5 percent of all food stamp households also participated
in WIC.

The stady also indicated that 21 percent of the
WIC households in the survey had one or more children being
served either free or reduced-price lunches at school, and 7
perceni of the households in the survey hed at least one child
‘being served free or resduced-price breakfasts at school.

9. ®"Characteristics ¢of Food Stamp Households,
Septenber 1975" (May 1976)

On the basis of September 1575 data for a nationwide

~random sample of 10,855 food stamp houscholds living in the
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continental United Stntes or Hawali, the Food and Nutrition
Seyrvics reported that 42 psrcent of the households surveyed
receivad AFDC income and L7 porcent regeived SSI income.
The study, however, d¢id not cover pavticipation in othey
Federal feod assistance prograns.

10. "Multiple Welfare Benefitx in
New York City" {(Aug. 1976}

This study, prepared by the Rand Corporaticn under a
grant from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
{HFH}, drew its findings {vrom 2 17-pevcent sample of all AFRC
cages on the New York City welfare rolls in December 1274
{42,450 canes surveyed). The study stated that:

-=The average AFDC case received $6,088 in total annual
incone from all identifiable sources in 1974. DNearly
$3,400 was received from the basic AFDC assistance pay-
ment and shelter allowance, $1,600 from medicaid bene-
fits, $500 from food stamp honuses, $128 in social
servicaes, and $460 from nonwelfare ircome.

=-=h6 percent of the AFDC cases studied had been on .
the rolls continuously fer 3 or more years, Z6 percent
had been on continucusly for less than 3 years, and @
percent were on welfare intermittently during the 3-

vyear period studied.

-=The receipt of sash and inkind inccme vaised the aver-
age AFDC case in New York City over the Federal poverty
level. However, 10 tc 20 percent of the samplod cages
failed to achieve this ievel.

-«Data from similar studies in Michigan and California
showed that New York City welfare benefits and other
income were slightly higher than in Michigan but about
in line with those received in California.

one ©f the study's principal conclusions was that the provision
of wmultiple benefits provided the means for many, dut not all,
welfave families in New York Cily te live at an income level
above the fedevrally defined poverty level. The study did not
cover Federal food assistance programs other than fo2d stamps
and AFDRC.

11. "*ewerlapring Food Programs--Alternatives”
- fPec. 1976)

This unofficial paper, prepared by Food and Hutrition
Service staff and submitted to the Office of Hanagement and

14



Budget and the Congressional Research Sevvice, stated that
ﬂuyiicat% or overlapping benefits between the food stanp nro-
gram and other Federal food assistance prograns should be win- ]
imized to (1) eliminate double costs to the taxpayer and (2} :
end the benefit inequities among certain households with equal '
nends. The paper said there currently were no good official
estimates of the amount of overlapping food benefits. But it
estimated, using data from the Service's September 1975 survey .
of the characteristics of food stamp househclds, that there
were 6.8 million school-age children in food svamp acuschelds
with monthly incomes below the income eligibility limit for
free or rveduced-price meals under the school lunch program.

The paper listed the following alternatives teo femedy tnc
problem of benefit overlaps between food stamps and the othel -
feeding programs administered by the Service (for example,
school lunch, schoel breakfast, summer feeding, child care : .
food, angd WIC}):

~-Eliminate the other Service feeding programs that ' . e

cause the overlap with food stamgs.

-~Eliminate the other Service feeding programs bat in-
crease food stamp benefits for certain families.

-==Count the value of food recesived under the other
Service feeding programs as income for irood stamp
purposes

~=Reduce the food stamp benefits by the vaiue o7 the
additional food consumed as a result of participation
in other Service feeding programs.

~~Cffer a choicc of programs or mix of benefits for
food stamp households that wished to participate in
other feeding programs--with & corresponding reduc—
tion in food stamp benefits for househells that take
part in other progeams.

-~Eliminate free Service feeding programs by requiring -
all children to pay something for their meals, but
allow children of food stamp households to pay f{or v
their meals with food stamps.

--Do nothing now, maintain the present system {with
its coverlaps), and wait for the development of an
Administration policy on welfare reform.
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The paper vecommended that the rast alternasive te adopted,
citing political znd administrative probiens in implementing

the other alternatives.

ANALYSES OF BEHEFITE UNDER
U

%UL‘EQLE TROGRA#H PARTICIPATICN

Potential for receiving tCO much or too little

We analvzed potential program participation by seven
types of hypothetical low-Incomwe households, basvd 1r:nari v
on prograw availability in Oakland, Califorria, during
spring 13%76. {Ses spp. 1Ii for hGLsenold incone assumptions;
a description of the cash and inkind vailuves we vsed to esti-
mate food benefits, and comments by Acviculitere and HEW ques-
tioning the wey we calcunlated cevtain benefitz.! As shown
in the table on p. 18 on potential participation, the prograns
could provide benefits rvanging from 21 percent to 230 percent
cf & household’s estimated food neseds.

)

For the purposes of this report, we defined food needs
and similar terms as the recommended dl"*af} allow nces set
forth by the Kational Academy of Sciences' Fcod and Nutrition
Board. The cost for a housshold to obtain a wore ajdegunate
diet is defined as the cost of Agriculture’s thrifty food
pilan for the particular | aagehoiﬁ. {Sez pp. 32 and 24 and
apps. I, IV, and V.} The thrifty foad rlan i3 the isast
costly of four Agriculture food plans. ¥Ya.ch plan gpuacif
quantities o fouds of different costs and types, coverd
reals per week prepared at home for each hous ahoia menhay
which will, if the plan iz followed, provide most of the
Rational Acadeny-of Sciences® 1974 recommended dietary allowe
ances. These allowances are the levelz of intake scien~
tirically considered to be adequate o meet the known nutri-
tional needs of healthy persons.

Criticism had been raised that only & person specifically
trained in food selection and preperation could us: the
thrifty food plan to obtain a diet meeting 100 percent of the
reconnended dletury allowances. However, there seens to he a
lack of adequate current data to either support or refute such
criticism. An evaluation of the thrifty foad plan was cutside
the scope of this review. 1/

lféqraculture raised objections to cur use of the thrifty
food plan inr the report--see pp. 81 and 82 for the crpecific
cbhiections and our response.

[ 2
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The following table presents the reszults of our analysis
of potential program participation by seven hypothetical fami-
lies. The percentages of food nceds provided by multiple ben~
efits, &8 shown in the table, would be higher if the house-
holds' entire food stemp allobments, and not just the value of
their free or bonus focd stamps, were included in our analysis.
Also, this and subseguent tables involve maximum benefits that
recipients could derive from Federal food programs--for ex-
ample, food stanp households might choose not te use all of
their bonus stamps and AFDC families could vzae all, rari, or
none of their assistance payments to buy fcod. The child-
feeding programs listed in the table are the school lunch,
school breakfast, and special milk programs.
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Cur analysis showed that preschocsi-age children attending
day~care centers in Oakland could c eflL from the greatest
number of Federal f£o0d assistaence programs and receive the
gr=ahes? amount of benefits relative to their focd needs
The six programs the prescheool child in househceld B could
simultaneocusiy benefit from would have been school breakfast,
school lunch, special milk, WIC, AFDBI, and food stamps. 1/
The $93 meonetary value of bhenefits from these six programs
substanglally exceeded the $27 considered necessary in
April 1978 to provide a 4~-year-cld child in a four~person
housenold with a thrifty focd plan dist.

The school-age ¢nildren in househoclds A and B could par-
ticipate in the same programs as a preschool child except for
WiC. Thes mother in household € could receive bencfits from
the AFDC, focd ogamp, and WIC prograns, and her l-month-old
son, participating in the same programs, could re:eive
£ree benefits amounting to about fcur times the amount
nezcded to provide him a thrifty food plan diet.

The elderly persons in household F could participate in
either the 3881 and title VII programs or ithe inod stamp and
title VII preograms simultaneously. <¢alifornia SS1 recipients
are not eligibl: for fcood stamps. The State chcese to cash
out the bcnus value of food stamps and includes an equivalernt
$10 in its supplemental S5SI payment. Massachuselits is cur-
rently the only other State sxercising this cash-out Option
for S51 recipients. Conseguently, household G reflects thsz
potential situation in aost States whereby elderly persons

could participate in the food stamp, 58I, and title V11 pro-
grams simultaneocusly if & title VII feeding site wes accessi-
ble to thewe.

Despite multiple program participation by some of their
members, households P and F could receive food benefits to-
taling about 56 percent and 79 percent of their needs, re-
spectively. These caps would be eliminated if their entire
food stamp allotments, not just the beopus vaiuen, were
ugad in this analysis. Likewise, houschold E could receive
food benefits totaling about GHE“fiﬁﬁﬂ cf its needs. This
gap would be substantially reduced, but nobt eliminared, if
its entire food stamp alliotment, not just the benus value,
were used.

1/The schoel breakfast, school lunch, and special milk
programs are available for preschoolers in many day-
care centers in takland and elsewhere in place of the
child care food prooram.
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Actual parcicipation in
Federal food assistence programs

To identify actual examples of multiple participation in
the existinge array of Federal food assistance programs. we
selected three samples of households in Gakland, California.
The samples consisted of 25 randomly selected AFDC cases, 25
randomly selected fYood stamp cases where the recipients did
not receive AFDC or other public assistance, and 4% casnesy
comprising two kindevgarten classroonms from a school serving
a low-income ares. While we gannot say thal the resulis
of our analysis are scientifically representative of the
State or naticonal situation, we believe that these samples
supplement the resvlts of previocus studies (see pp. 8 to 16}
and illustrzte the current kinds of becefit gaps and overlaps
that can exist nationwide., 1/

We conpared lisis of members in cur sample households
with the perticipation or enrollment rosters of the food
stamp, AFDC, child~feeding {excliuding summey food), title VII,
headstart, and WIC programs in Oakland for April and
Hay 1276. ©On the basis of this comparison,; we then calculated
the maximum food assistance benrefits that these households
could receive. For our analysis, we assumed that, if & house-
held applied for and was approved for program participation,
it would use all the benefits it was entitled to. We helieve
that this assumpticn would be correct in most cases, but
recognize that in a few cases it might not be. It waz net
practical, however, for us to deitermine if or how tho bene~
fits were actually used. Iso, the benefits calculated for
the saempled housenclds were maximums because, as pointed
cut bhefore, an AFDC household need not spend any of its
AFDC payment on food if it so chooses and a food stanmp house-
hold, for one reason or ancther, might not use all or any of
its bonus stamps. Further, Federal reimbursenment under chilg-
feeding programs could invelve such faciors as adminigivabtive
and clericel costs that were noit directly translatable into
food assistsnce benefits going to recipient children.

0f the 95 houssholds sampled, 60 were certified ag eligi-
ble for food stamps, 49 for free or reduved-price junches,
47 for free or reduced-price breakfssts, 45 ror free special
milk, 37 for AFDC benefits: & for WIC benefits, snd & for
581 payments. Ten of the 45 households from the kindergarton
samples did not participate in any of the prograns reviewed.

1/Agriculture and HER both objected to the small size of
these samples--see pp. 80 and &1 for their detailed comments
and cur response.
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Aecording to the program recowrds examined, none of the
sanpled hourehold members received henefits from the child
care food, headstart, ov elderly feeding programs, although
such programs were copevating in 0akland. There was no con-
munity food and notrition direct-~feeding program in Oaklend,
and the supmer food program, which maintains no rester of
participants, was not operating during our sample period.
Further, there was no direct distribution of donated commod-—
ities to needy persons in QGakland; however, food items
donated under tho food distribution program weve includec
as part of the Federal contribution to such programs as s hool
lunch and school breakfast.

The following table provides information on the mix of
programs the sanmple households particivated in.
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As the table on page 22 shows, 60 ©f k= 95 households
in the thres samples benefited simultaneocusly from two or
more programg. Of these 60, 24 recaived monthly henefits
from the specific preogran combination cf food starps, ifvee
iunches, free breakfasts, and free spec.al milk. ©2f these
24, 2¢ slso received AFDC payments, part of which .. intended
to cover a recipient family's food costs. Threaz of tae 20
households received benefits from 6 programs: AFDT, food
stamps, free lunches, free breakfasts, free special milk,
and 581,

This type of multiple program participation weans that
sope participating households ccorid receive food benefits
having eguivalent dollar values that excecd the anounts
reguired to purchase more nutriticonally adegeate diets., (See
app. I1I for a description of how the eguivalent dellar values
were devived.) For example, 30 of the 68 sampled households
participaeting in two or more programs received food beneflits
exceeding 100 percent of their monthly thrifty food plan
costs~-the percentages ranged from 104 to 192 percent and
averaged 148 percent. The other 30 Louseholds participating
in ©wo or more programs received food benefits ranging
from 12 to 96 percent of their monthly thrifty food plan
costs. The average was 42 percent. 1/

Exanples of the 30 houscholds with benefits exceeding

100 percent of thrifty food plan costs are shown in the fol-
lowing table.

Note: In examining the results of cur analysis on actual
food program participation {and the related itables}, it
should again be noted that what is being corpared to
the thrifty food plan cost for a particular household

| is free Pedera! benefits. Ho part of a houssheld's
earned income or oth2r resources was counted even
though benefits wnder the major feeding program (f{ood
stamps) are calculated on the premise that most

1/0nly 7 of the 30 ncuseholds under 100 percent of
thrifty food zian cosis were participating in the focd
stanp program at the time of our review. Yf {1} aiil 30
of these households had been eligible for aad psriicipating
in the food stamp program at that time [as was likely in
maiy cases dug to thelr actual participation in at ieast
two other Federal food programs for low-income persons) and
{2} the entire food stamp allotment, not just the bonus
value, were counted, each of the households could haye
received assiscance above 100 percent of its thrifty food
plan costs. .



+

househclds can and should use some of their own income
tfabout 390 percent) to help pay for their food reeds.
Thus, if & household's entire zlictment of food stamps
were used in the aralysis, instead of the beneifit
fbonus) part only, the comparisons in this report
would show a higher percentage relationship of bene-
fits to thrifty food plan costs. The oniy exception
would be in cases where, because of a household’s
extremely low income, it received its entire food
stamp allotment free of chavge.

In addition, to calculate food benefits under the
AFDC and 831 prograns, we used 30 percent of the cash
paynments that AFDC and $81 households received, The
30-percent figure was used despite the fact that it
resulted in total food beneifits from AFD{--for example,
about $105 a2 month for a family of four living in
California at the time of our review-~which were
considerably lower than the amcunts California 3tate
and local welfare personnel estimated were allocated
in AFDC payments to cover a family's food needs-~5129
a month for a California family of four ir spring
1976.

On the other hand, a factor counteracting the tendency
to underestimate the percentage relationships of bene-
fits to thrifty food plan costs is the fact that, as
noted above, cur analyses of actual and hypothetical
program participation counted the maximun benefits
available to recipients.
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The most freguent program combination for the 230
housenolds with excess benefits was £00d stanps, AFDC, school
lunch, scliool breakfast. and special milk. Because of .is
type of mueltiple program parcicipation, some of the 30 house~
holds received more in food benefits than similav~sized
American fomilies, on the average, spent for food--based on
comparisons, as shown in the table below, of cur sample data
and data evpndated to May 1876 from the 1872-74 survey of con-
sumer expenditures dore by the Department of Labor's Bureau
of Labor Statistics. The weighted average for all 30 house-
holds was 94 percent of the averaage monthly expenditures that
American femilies of corparable sgizes gpent on £ood.

Horetary value of Average wonthly ex-
Number of tcod bhenefits the 30 penditure for food Fercent of ben-
Family saunple sample households by Amecricsn families ef:ts to averaqe
size Qouseholds racelved monthly (note al {note b} foon espenditures
hyerage Range hierage flange

2 2 T81AT $ oIZi%2 $153 83 59-106
3 8 166 130-200 183 g€ 67-104
5 4 206 185-~222 234 83 79~%5
5 [ 242 193-272 262 52 74-104
& or

@Zore 3 /414 285~717 29¢ i3s 95740

Total 30

a/ve reduced the monthly food benefits for the sample housenslds to reflszet the

~ fact that children from bath needy and non-seedy families receive becic subsidies
in the school lunch, school brzakfast, child care focd, and speciel milk programs.
Herauze thege subsidies are not included in the Bureaw of Labor Statistics food
expenditure data for American families, we escluded them from the bencfit totslu
for our sample houoseholds.

b/includen food purchaseld for hoze consumption ard food coensumed away frow home,

~ such as food bought at restsurants. Tne ratis of benefite to average exgendi-
tures is underestinsted ve the zztent thst food purchased at vestaurenis as
generally sore eaxpensive than food prepared at home,

c/Hey not be representative because, of the § <awple households in this
category, 1 had & membera, 1 hed 7 memberg, I had 8 mesbrrs, and tho
other, had 16 menbers,

Agriculture stated that the average Imerican family
to which low-income families were compared in the above analy~-
sis was hardly well off jitself, with an annaal income during
1872-74 of about $12,000. In this regard we qoteﬁ that,
on the basis of the Bureau of Labor Statietics deta, the
weighted average for all 30 households was &2 percent of
the average monthly food expenditures by Americaen familieg
of comparable sizes in the $15,000 to §26,000 incone class
during 1972~74--the range was from 68 to 123 percent.
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Cur analycis of the cash and inkind benefits the sample
dseholds received from Federal food assistance programs
25 limited to the monetary values of these benefits and not
weir nutritionsl effect in terms of individual household mem-—
Lers, Additional food or additional money for food probably
«xn help a family eat more but cannot, of course, guarantee
nutritious gdiets for each family member. Agriculcure, HEW,
and the Community Seyvices Administration do not period-
ically cellect nationwide cata on the monetary and nutritional
value of benefits that hovseholds receive from participation
in the 13 major Federal food programs. We believe that such
information is essential if the Congress and the execulive
pranch a2re to evaluate the effectiveness of these programs,
determine the appropriate levels of Federal food assistance
te individuvals and families, identify current gaps and over-
lzps in the monetary and nutritional benefits received by
households participating in Federal food programs, and compare
the nutritional well~-being of paiticipating and nonparticipat-
ing households.
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Program overlaps

Of the various potential and actual program overlaps
studied during this review, the following were iypical.

Free school lunch overiasp with food stamps

Luring fiscal year 1976, the Federal Government spent
about 5954 million orn special cash assistance for free or
veduced-price meals served through the school lunch program
{plus an estimated $172 million in donated commodity
zpsistance for these meals). About 80 percent of U.S.
schools now participate in vhis program. These schools serve
abouvt 20 percent of the Mation®s enrcllment. Department of
Agriculture studies and our Gakland samples show that many
food stamp households have children who receive free or re-
SJuced-price meals under the school lunch progranm.

Feod stamp allotments are based on the assumption that
each mesber of z hcouseholid eats 21 meals a week using food pre-
pared at home. These alloiments, therefore, do not take inte
scoount subsidized meals like free lunches. To estimate the
minimum cost to the Pederal Government of this overlap between
food stamps ana free lunches, we used thz following program
data and assumptions:

LR e
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w=From the Chilton Stwly (seo pp. 10 and 11 of this
report), we concluded that about 37 percent of these
houschoxds would have schocl-age children re ceiving
{ree lunvhas.

~=rrom our study of food stamp alloiments (see p. 32),
we calowiated that abeut itwo-thirvds of focd stamp
housebholds withn ¢choeiwuue children {and about
three-fourths oi food stamp houscholds with elenen-
tary~school~age children) rveceived food stamp allot-
ments meeting ov exceeding their »vifiy food pilan

08t SR,

-=The average Fedoral cash reimbursement fovr a free
lunch was %4 centsg in fiscal year 197e--this does
not inciude the basic Federal <cash and donated
commodity support for 2ach schoeol lunch served
{paid, free, ov veduced price) that averaged about
23 contg & lunch in fiscal year 1978,

--We assumcd thatl, for this ninimun estimate, only one
child in & food scamp household received free lunche
and that the 1875-76 school year contained 1380 oChOQ}
dayN

=wfoom Agviculture talay we set the avevage daily
rate of free lunch participauion at 80 percent (that
is, an eligible child would eat a free lunch 4 days
out of a pos axbl\ % during a given wveek!.

On the bhasis of these assumptions aund data, we estimated
that the minimus ¢cost to the Federal Government of the food
stamp and free lunch overlap duving the }975-76 school year
was about 3112 willion (5.8 million houssholds x 37 worcent
¥ 87 percent x 5% conts x 130 days x B0 percent = $111.8
milliion}.

There are several alternative ways ¢ eliminate this
overliap that mewit study by Agriculture and consideratior
by the Congress:

~-~Adjust thrifty food plan sosts, which arce the basis

of food stamp allotments, to reflect votential

participation in free oxr reaucedapr* ce mesls previded

under the school lunch program.
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~-Establish adwinistrative procedures wherebhy local wel-
fare offices certify and varify school nch eligibil-
ity. Under this alternative, an eligible household
with school-age children could simults.eously be cer-
tified at a local welfare office for food stamps and
school iunches. The children could purchase these
meals uging either foud stagps ovy cash. Fanmilies
eligible only for, or choosing only, free or reduced-
price lunches could be certified for such free or
reduced~price meals. The welfare oifices would period-
ically transmit to school administrators a list con=-
taining the pames of sehodl children eligible for
{1} free or reduced-price lunches or {2} lunches pai
for with food stamps oY <ash. Ail other school cnll~

dren could purchase lunches under the school lunch
Program.

~-Include as countable income for food stamp eligibility
purecses the inkind benefits received from free
lunches.,

The Congress could alse veguive similar adjustments to
reflect the participation of food stamp households in other
Fa 2 ]

deral food programs, such a8 school breakfast or child care
food. 1/

WIC overlap with food stamps and cther programs

Arnother benefit overlap results when a hcusehold receives
assistance from the cowmbination of food stamps, free school
meals, and WIC., Under the Wil program, local bealth agencies
provide {vee supplemental foods to 1nfantg, children under age
5 and pregruant o nursing women. To be eligible, partici-
pants mugt ke from a low-income opulation group and be
medically determined to be at nutvritional risk, Federal
Funding for WIC in fiscal wear 1876 amounted to about $153
million for providing food o awant 500,000 participants and
paving for ﬁ?&wified administyative and clerical costs.
Federal funding for WIC rosas to mﬁ%dt $2%7 million irn fiscal
vear 1977 and an estimated $388 T'XAZOR in fiscal vear 19278,
Agriculture has proposed fiscsl year 1979 WIC funding of
about $536 million to nover an eostimated 1.5 million partici-
pants.

}’ﬁgrxcul:urp disagreed with the concept of cons
Eits from ene food assistance

eligibility ov benefit levels
Ep. 71 to %3 for its specific

idering bene-
progrem wnen determining
under other progreng—-see
comments and our responsce.
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The April 187¢ veport on the WI
culture {see p. 13} indicated that a
holds sanmpled parvicipated in the fo
percent had one or more children whoe were o2 elled in kinder-
garten or in grades 1 tvhrough 12 and e peing socrved lunch
at school either free or at a reduced price ; and 7 nercent
had one ¢r more children in these grades wuo were served
breakfast at schecol either free or at a reduced price. 1In
addition, the 2pril 13786 report as well ag audits done by
Agriculture's Office of Audit have shown that sfowme WIC parti-
cipants are provided frec supplemental focd with no auvtomatic
medical testing for cevtifving theivr nuilritional visk. %the
April 1976 repcort also stated that most WIC households in its
.sample wsed WIC food for meals eaten by a&ll Zawmily members,

zm deng for Agri-
1£ of all W1C house-
p progremn: 31

Te pavtially penove the cverlap for househoulds receiving
food stamp, child-feeding, and WIC benefits; and also to
help streamline the administration of Federal food prograns,
Agriculture should propose lowering the raximum age limit
for children eligible for WIC benefits; study the administra-
tive feasibility of turning over the eligibiiity, referral,
and monitoring aspecis of WIC to focal welfare offices—-
particularly if nationwide WIC income eligibilitv standards
consistent with the inceme standards for other laoriculture
food programs are adopted; explore alternatives to WIC's
present food delivery systems; and recommend the nicessary
authorizing legislation to the Congress.

One food delivery zlternative would be for eligible
WIC participants to be acthorized supplewertal food stamps
upon {1} medical certificacion by local health agencies of
their nutritional risk and {2} participation in the medical
and nutrition education prograns cffered by (Hese agencies.
These supplemental food stanps could be color coded to
heln assure that only suitable items (such as protein-rich
food) would be purchased with the extra stampe. This approach
wenld be similar te one of the existing WIC food delivery
systems in which particirents are given vouchers which are
exchanged for specified foods from coumercial stores or shops.

Because of the lack of nationwide data on the number of
persons now participating in the WIC program vwho are actually
at nutritional risk, we coulid not determine the oxcess cogt
associated with the WIC overlap with fcod stamps or cther
food assistance programns. Agriculiure said that proposed
legislation would reduce the age limit of children partici-
pating. in WIC from 5% to 3. A&ccording to Agricultore, this
reduction in age eligibillity should eliminate nearvly all
individuel participation overlap between WIC and otherd child
nutrvition programs. Agriculture also salld Lhat the

- - e . c v i -t - “ M N g o Cow ~
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mraposed legislation would eatatlish
consistent with the 1acome sta T
Agriculture feeding programs. {
that Agriculture saw with cur ot

ree milk overlap with feoe
or reduced~price school wcals

A third benefit overliap with a povontia
on both nutriticn and progeam costs stews itom {ree milk
received under both child-focding progt s s and the special

i neganive effec

t

milk program. School children certificyd 1ov {voe meals undeor

N

the school lurch program are sutomatical'y elizible for free
wilk under the special milk program.  in - incel yoar 1576

400 million halfi-pints 0f milk, costing tne Fedoral Covernment
approximately $392 million, were served {voe (O needy children

meh ana
o @)i-
ifasts

attending scheools that participated in (oo scheol Ju
breakfast programs. Many of those chiliven wore als
gible for two half-pints of milk served ' fvec breal
ard free lunches.

A gchosl official comment»d that vounaeyr chiidren do not
need or want more than one pirt of milw duving the school day.
Another school official stated that larve amounts of free milk

served to needy children, espoecially in ¢
could contribute bto vliate wdﬂtO {focd sorvedd but not eatent.
In tho opinion of this official, opecial wilk scrved at

-
«
-

« olementary grades,

wmeals or for snacks could dull children®s aypniktus for otner

important focd items, served in such sevsidized meals as
school lunchesy which would then go uncvaicn,.

W

As a step toward remedying this sizuvation: the Congress
sheuld evaluate the need for Federal revrpurscerent of free
milk under the special milk program for thoese olenentery
schools and child care institutions alraoady participating
in Federal lunch, breakfast, andsor chiid cave food programs.
In this regard. we note that Agvicultuve haws pyrovesed ending

1

the spegigl milk program entively in seheo cud other agen-—
cies that have school lunch, breakfast, o child care food
pragrams. Agriculiure s5aid this would save $I100 miliion
annvsally. The National School Lunch a0t and CThild Nuivition

Amerndments of 1877 (Public Law $5-166, ®1 Jtabt. 1337 nrovided

that children qualifying for {ree lunches ﬁvz‘& recetve

free milk under tho special wmilk prograx on‘y {¥ the nilk
was served at times other than periods o: ~eval service in
outlets operating a school Eunch, schowai Lreaktast, or child

care food program. Regulations implementing these provisions

tock effect in February 1978.
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INEQUITIFS IN TEE FCOD Tawz® RENTFIT STRUCTURE

The food stary progravT,. Lhe norfor Tederal fose aggistance
effort, tnovveticaily covers all [ow-income sericans and pro-
vides them the corp>rtunity 2o obtaip moze nathltious d:ets
based on Agriculsucgels thuifity {ord plan, .1 practi
evaer,; Sord households gelt 1004 Sroines in th s of ©
needs while other householils got 1on few re

needs.

The Food Stary Act nated uthe existing
vaegquiremeny that v alds receiving focd
stamps sptend some purchase the starps
Agriculture curre Vimirea he

stamp privhase re nted nationwide

by around late 1

nd
Ao !t

Despite the eiiminaticon of the purchase reguirsment:
the uniform alleotoent levels prescoribing the maxinum wernthly
food stamy henefits which vavious-sized houscholds are eligi-
hle to receive will contince to be Roy variables in the food
siamp henc Lt structure. tnder tihis benefit structure, an
able to receive sach month free

food CLar““ “qua? v the
a househo!d of its
the thri tv food
cent of the house
determined by usi
deductions and ex

S

of the uniform allotment for
on dollavy levels indicated by
o 30 amount vgual to 30 peove

¥ ned countab incume {as
b t

d

eligible houtehold will be ab
oSt

base
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a3 Ba 1877 actli.

20 in eh

4]
[
w
st

-
-
1
Y
a
o
pH
2
}
[
M
3
#F

~

ousecholls

that pavtA~z
he a dircec
allotment e
households«—-t
Fedeval bene 5
benefit vod
will not, %v
food plan Qis t»atha Hous
a reasconable invesiment
level. Duc to th:s cns
nutriticnal adequso ta
stamp progoram~-thai is,
longer theoretically eqgu
based on the thxlx:y fao

6 b e
s o] ;(:

s
o fy oL om
b

o, g

o
LT S T A
7
o)

0
%
&
(¢

p"‘
Tt
O DO
2 0 O3 =

47

]

(J
W e 33 53‘ g
(o]
tn
[
¥
i
o S
.3
[T uc i s BN ¥4

e 1

m et G
f7 g el

-~

n
3

oF
C D~

'atd EG—Percemt
cusehold gets
r a thrifty
wiz! need to make
roacl: cuch a
agt xo;n?ﬂw the
ot fuod
is no
diet

g,
fli
“
e’
3
O
“r
- 3

po i
PR ARSI SR PR S T

i b .53’ [ VIR
LR
-
o
kA
TS F e A
3 -
[
Yoo 0
o3 A
"y tes
D 0y
e I oY
m
IRt

(@; W oo

w1 Ly {0
e m

3
ﬁ'b T e

Py e bt
’
»

P

oo o0
A
)

e
iy
el
wd

ot T Ey ™

e
2]

a

[ 2RV)

P2 B

oF

o

oy

&
of
id
s
14
3 &
g

GG fw L

e £
ot

o

L]

3

We believe, nonethele
food stamp progx:u.‘x benefl
uniform allotments compare

L ouhe adcﬂvﬁcy and equity of
uu.t b measured by how well
seovesponding thrifey food

th
EY
ot
v
7
£

(]

[ f"
£
o 5
[it)
ok
~
”
‘

_ . ] . - o PR S
S R .



as

P

1/H.R. Rep., No. %£-464, 95th Cong.. lst Sesc, 246 (1877}

2/The 1977 act contains a related previsien ut

plan costs. The House Committes on Agriculture report 1/
aocompanving the 1977 act stated that "* * % Thrifliy Food
Pilan allotments would cupply the overvhelwuing majority of
{focd stampl houceholds with the chance to purchase an ade-
guate diet.” OSur analysis indicatwd, however, tnat du¢ to
the way the uniforn food stanp allot ntn are calc.lated—~
whereby all households of a parcicul size vocolive benefits

J

based on the sane uniform dletnﬁ“hwwr :ny houson
the combination of free food stamps and 2 reasonable invest-
ment ©f their own funds (which is assumed to be 30

wpercent
of an eligible household’™s monthly nei countable income),
could get substantially more or less than 100 percont of

the costs of the thrifty focd plan.

How uniform focd stamp allotments ave calculared

By regulation, the uniform food stamp allotrents are
based on thrzrty foed plan costs for a four-porson household
consi ting of twoe adults {a man and a woman} . aged 20 to 54,
and two childrer, one in the 6-to-2 zge aroup and the other
aged 2 to 11. 2/ The costs are rounded to the rneavrest whole
number divisible by tweo. Aas shown below, the monthly uniform
allotment for a four-person household during July through
December 1876 was $166.

family of four Thrifty food plan cost
Male, 20~54 vears & 48.70
Female, 20-54 years 39.80
Child, -8 vears 34.7Q
Child, 6-11 years _43. 40
-Total $16n.40

The uniform food stanp allotments for other houschold
sizes are determined by dividing the four-pevson allotrent
level by four, multiplying the result by the appropriate

household size, and then applying an adjustment [or supbosed

form food stamp allotrments bascd on thrifuy ¢
for en identical four-prrson housenold.
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ecaonemies of scale. 1/ Theoretic
Agricuiture, lavger familics have ; 1 &
conts hecause, for examnle, they {1 o b ?~cﬂ fno ooy
gquantities at lower per-unit prices and {2) waste leoss food,
For a two-pevseon howsehold, Agrizulaure addws an adiustment

i it suhtracts s

of 10 poercent; for a six-person houre

~percent adiustment. for example. Juring July thronan
Détwmbht 1274 the uniform leotmont 1or @ twoeperson houvseheold
living in the continental United States was 397 ($19€ & 3
% 2 xw 1.1 w £21.32. which was roundcd the neavest whole
number divisible by twal.

The Agriculture Department's Agriculhuvait Rescarch

Service tstimates the monthly cost of the ¢hyriftry foed plon
for persons of various sexes and acos {See srps. IV and Vo)
The cost for any family can be deter:s ) Al he

wi
cost for cach family meaber. The vary
of persons of different aces and Scx a
Academy of Sciences! recommended didtavy allowa nces@

Cur _analysis of the adeguacy
of the uniform allotments

Boecavse the uniform allotment amcunts are basad on the
needs o an average family, the contination o7 frec feood
stambs and 3 reasonable investment ¢f householid {und cowld

nable some recipients,; fuch as a noo
mother and th 28 young ChllGL en, o v
their th food ylan costs. On o

aehold sonarating of a

gcoive Torelits above

lar coab

i
in 'cn of frece food stomps
meng of n
a

choeld Cunds would probzio

U LY net e oenhou O
provide nutritionally adequate diel for a {ilve~person hruse~
held in which the children are all t2enage wovs.  1In the
second case, the household reeds additional feod asgistance
that cother programs could make avaiisble. In rhe flrst case,
howevevr, asthough the houscehaldis theifty food rlen costs are
provided for, it may stll) he eliginle for bherafits fvrow othey

programs.

i/%e ides household sizz and economy of sca
food htamk allotments, there are

e ool justoents to
;dﬁu%tmcnt; for
I e

A
:
Food cost

Alaskz and Hawail and both food cost and consumniica pattern
adjustﬂﬁw:a for Puerte Rico, the Viwgin Isiands, and Guam.
Consequently, for the period Julv through 'b"wmbo" 1874, the
standard four-person fo0od stamp allotmeni was $166 in &
States and the District UlUP“idg $20u in Alaska, $222 in

of 3
Hawgil, $172 in Puerto Rico, $203% the Virgin Islands, and

$226 in Guam

ot
aa
pd
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1/8y our estimate, this average household of two ady

pes

& menvioned above, cur analysis in this
on a houeeholdls uniform foed stams allotmont-
free stamps provided to a household oy the ef
and the amount to be provided for food nceds o
hold's own rosourcss. WwWe helieve thal the bas :
level Zor & given household should rermit trnas ouukxo ¢ to
purchase adequate food surplles=--as contrastzid to Lhe oxwisting
unlfar“ allotuent which exactly egusle thrifiy food tan
costs in only the infreguent case where ¢ householdts conposi-
tion havpens to be identical to ths average household on
which the food stamp benefit struccture is basad., 1/ Accord-
ingly, cowmparing uniform allotments 2gainst houisceholds®
thrifity Food plan costs would indicawe whether che {ond stonp
benafit structuvre is cifxc*eptly and 3qu1taﬂ‘y ProviILing
food stamp households the chance Lo purchase mutritioass Jdicts.

.

J

wiving July through, December 1976, the uniform Zo0d stamp
allot,gnL for all participating four-rerson faxmilies In the
continental United States was $166 regevdless of the arcual
aye or sew of the fawmily members Families whose carpesition
diffeved from the stdnauxd *L&elv d& uniform allotmentys vhat
were eithey substantielly more or less than the smounts necd.d
to covew their fcod costs. For example, a wotner with thice
voung <children V““lu have weceived & uniform fowd starnp allot-
mant weetling about xé percenrnt of hey family®s nutvitional
ngcds tssed on the thrifty food pliane
Family of feur Thrifiy food clian cost
Female, 20-54 vears $ 3%.62
Child, 12 vears 22.5¢Q
Chiid, 3~% years 27.2¢
Child, 6-8 years 34.7¢
Total cost {need) $§124.C0
Uniform coupen allotwent $166.090

& Temily of four with two teenage boys, hrowevor, would
have received & uniform ul‘~tu nt kavezing oniv about @i per-~
cent ©f iis nutritional needs:

two school-age children comprises less than 2.5 pu
all {a0d stamp hcuseholds.
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Family of four Thriftwr fond nlan coct

dale, 23-54 years $ 48,70
Female, 20-54 years 39,60
Male, 15~7.% vears 51.00
¥ale, 12-14 years 46.50

[
pe
bos
i)
Q
~
H
9]
O
ot
U
]
pov
]
k..t
[
Q
rT
3
m
pos
¢
<
n
(o]
N
o
<

To analyre, cn a netionwids basis, unifors food starp
zllotnments &s pevcentages of individesl houssrolids? thrifuy
food plan costs, we obtained data from LWO pPrevicus
aviculture studies of national. randorly selcerted samples
of foed stamp recipients: (1} a stufy of the oraeracteristics
=f 10,3835 nousencids autrorvires to yerteive oo stamps in 46
Srates and the Disztrict of Colivmola during Sop-oeber 1575
fsee p. 23} and {2} & study cof zhe participation of 2.1%1 tood
stamp households in other Federal assistancs prantams as of
Navember 1873 {see p. 10}. 1/ Cur araivses, using (L) tho age
and sex charvractevistics of ths 10,855 houschelds from the
Szptember 1275 study and {2} the February 1974 :thritty food
Tlan and July 1¢76 uniform food stamp allotments 2/, disclosed
that:
i/The statistical univevse [or the Se udy was
T the set of all case files of housels eligible
to particivate 1n the £00d stamp pro per 1575,
The November 1972 studre bzsed on po cws with
foed stamp households, hﬁd ceveral li ich a8 re«-
bpoﬂd‘ nts® wmisun derstanﬁLng guestions, ircone
received,; or being reluctent Lo reveal ec of in-
come. Wevartheless, the November 15873 siudy remains the
principal scurce of rationwide data on houser -.d participa
tion in the food stamp and other Federal food ascistance
PrOgrans.

2fJuly 1976 uniform allotments were based on Feoruwary 1976

&
thrifty food plen costs.
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LA

-=6 percent of the food st ukalate L Thpepeye
soin units headed by nale £ houTe -
helds whese childron were en o Pl ved
uniform ailcotments provid o Lok LorIiveent of
their monthly needs as de ¥oohe rile food niar
{for some houscholds 2s 1 : Z wvreeniil.  Accarding
te the November 1973 study, cne-psrson brosorolds
headoed by mzles under 80 selidon wiviicipaios in Federal
focd procracs other than food staroz, while _araer
households with teenagers did pervicipote I sicn pro-
grams as AFDC and free school lunches. We ziso cal-
cuiated that all meles over €0 livirng zlone vozeived
unifors food stawp allotments valued &bt sunui N7 oer-
cent of their mopthly ihrifty food piab cosis,

-~5% percent of ths households received wnifer- allog-
ments amcunting to between 90 to 110 rercent of tncir
montnly nesds as defined by the thrifty food plan.

~=44 percent ©f the households {(mainiy fewalez Jiving
aicne and gmall househcids with and elzrontary-
schocl-age children) received un allot-eits or-
ceeding 110 percent (for some ho l1és up = 164
poreent) of their wmonthly food n &< def:ned Ly the
thrifoy foud plan. According io s Nowenher 1373
stuly, many f£aod stavp households wiih pro- zna clemen-
tzry~school~age childyen freguently rviciTated in
otner Federal food assistance priyrvars--fLerzidularly
the AFDC and free school lunch prograws.  We Lise cai-
cuiated Fhat {1} all fersales over &3 livine &l tae re-
ceived uniform food stamp alloirents arcund 1.6 porcent
i the meontniy costs of a thrifty food plan Jiel and
{2} about 50 percent of the estirated 444,300 rood
gstamp houscholds whose children were all prescrool age
received uniform sllotrents exceading 130 nercent of
their monthly thyifty food plan costs.

~~Cverall, averace uniform £o0d stamp zllictre
appropriate trrirty food plan costs by 9 ge
as stated atovz, ranged from 82 percent t2
of thrift . {ocd plan costs.

Bascd on th:s analysis we cstirated that, if hiuwveholde
hr

whose h“i: arn food stamp allotments were less than I¢J percent
f tneur ifty £ooa plan costis were given encugh exira foad
stampns to tring theiv basic allotment ;e"e‘s Lo b2 exootly GO
percent of theifty Iood plan costs, the increazed ronthly coc
to the federsal Government in free Eocé starcs woulié Lo ahous
$32.7 mitlion. Corrsespondingly, if hO“Sﬁhvl;S whoss uniforn
allotments were more than 100 percent of their thrilzy Zood



rtan costs had their baszic allotmen
120 puwvint. the menthly savings t?
tice teed stampy weuld hL about $&°
ronthly savings of $47.4 million (S
tree tocd stamps.

A repori Ly the Conyrossional
thats

“Providing applicant

holds an alictnwent level detern

speciiic sex and age characterd

buuseholﬁ wonld significently

bonus sts and presuwava co

target lﬂq benefits on specifsc

newds.” 1/

food starn house-
e

incd by the
tatics of
reduze
¢ cles

byl

One method Lo target food starn benefirs this way Wl e
be to esvablish allotments on an irdividuaiized basis so
that a recipient household®s basic zllotrern: level would equal
the coar of the thrifty food plan calculzicd for the number,
saX, and ages ol the nmembers of that perticrlazr househoid--or,
put another way, the amount of free stawrs z household re-

rived snder an individualized ollotment systed woulld egual
housceboldis thrifty feod plan costs mi wu percent of
monthly net countab:le income {trior to irolicementation of
Foed Stamp Act of 1977, the he i zehold’=z Lonus stamp
so weeld equal the difference bitween its vhrifty food
1 ocwsts and its purchase reguirement).

For example, in July 1976 a threc-perszon food stamp
Lwousehold consisting of a mother, ags 40, arg two teenazqe
sons, ages 12 and 1%, would have an indivicuslized «llotment
level of 5144 {rcunded up to the nearest <doller) instead of the
uniform three-poerson allotment of $i13C¢. 9Trhe wxact amount of
the free food stamps received {or this hous
on ite monthly net countable incone. Howewvor bag
allotment level were not increased from 5i° 2
houschaol % would be unable to yurckhase & S0 0 e Tan diex
even with the cam.vnafvon of £rpﬂ “a0d storre and the 20-per-~
cent invse 2tmwnt of its net monthly incom~. O Lhe othey
hand, a wother, age 30, and twﬁ Niidreon, 2 .o b oand 2, would
have an individucsliized allotmentg 1€VGI ol 7715 {rounded up to
the neavest dollar) instead of the uriforr -rree. wvson allote-
rent of $130, beocause otherwise, ¢ven witr The J0-purcent
1/"The Feod Stamp Program: Incore or Fond Warplementarion?,®

Congressional Budget Office, Jar. 1977, p. “i.

38



o

penefic red
receive frs
to help pur

in Sept
Ioodg stany
cf housero

W

m
gysisn Do
allotment
that car
and Famz:i

Iosses,
ryratbtivel

s BEST

¥ w & b 61
ot By FTY geee B (D QLD e YD et e

£ eligiut
holés® ind
coulaé not
increased
dualized a
they were u
AL the
a2z the bazi
that sora b
equalinyg le
COsts,. ek
2ing, by ou
households}
ha e:tira

uniform

ol theilr ¥h
reason {(I:xm
cipient Kno
LIoGrans, o
ipated rolat
grans than
124 pevcent
households w
ceiving rore
costs. {HOL
dren conpris
z5 of Serter

[
2]

o rhoey
n O PP

® Q¢

4]

N
o

73

v

[STR]
et [
I oer

o ooy

(<N
AT G T e
M e 8O0 w30

)
&)
il

=3
]

—
b=

bl

v v 2

s
ey T
!
e

L

-
L

e
-
Yot

5

-
<

pebe L2

H 0

5

]

s N I AT
0 e Do

-y
s

£ p
{

I

£

(o]

kX

=
o

"

B
1
53

17}
Wioes h
ify eny g0t

B O

o]

Qo e (0

]

L ke 0 N
[N o o TP v e S 1

o

A

o3
zsod progra

[SER B/

n Mmoo
o ™ 1)

3
b= O 3 T Oy el D O

4

e £

s
[P 3] .
. BN P 0T e
ooy W
L G I

M
21

v}

8 e
a thri
1673 2
enpts b
CrS.
and kT
he thy
1 was
goriec

[SEERARY
SuUCh
Je an
rker
ized

stud
trati
¢t sys

mh 0 (0

Q
th
po

)
~
2
)
-
0

J;.

o
&
Pt
[
8]

it

3

s
0o
(R I

FE
[STIEN

=
[y Y
e+ I e
sy
e
e
[NPINE I Ty BT

e (3,

[ S g

je R i
[Frl]

RS

oo

o]

foent

bt

a

£ 3

o D
I+

-t
&
Qo e o

5 Wer
023
VEY &
ane::
onal
iess
olds
iv %
2
1
S

=
1 Bt

(Ao 2 &Y
~J3
oot

1]

4

P oebe e dptine i i

KNS

O e MR

T oep FT

&
an
U

-~

o

=1
6se
food plan.

LY
Yoo (f,

-

™
-

4

(TR NN
=y

) bt K

© gyt
o T e 1Y
()l

s

[y’

et

»
L

[y

~

&

M
Qo

('Y

O

-
"o

£

-

]
oD e

1]

o

e

e
i

[}

O erdl T @
o ™

2o
iD

Doy
1T 0 m o oD
[l .f.- <

&,

oy
.

»

[

D W

"l

)
‘:} iuu m‘
o]
e

5 Do Y pmT

m
©
H

‘.a.
T
n "
(]
i

PRI

Jr”@r 6,
allotment %vsze”
CO)ﬁJGY

ne of their

J&*ldOliiL;

wure pro
the nunbar,

Jture withdrow
current
The

the

incraoa
in deterrs
s?mwnbc
howing
and

et S

i

o o

~
ed

v
]

[ole]
. 0
3 ) Ot
XY 0 vy e
Fe e e
A&

]

cod stanu

}. many of Lhne

asuently
uniform all
fcod plarn LOﬁtS“‘pé

ntary-scr.ocl-a
thesr
and elﬁﬂ“htif
«nt of al itqu

O.?.

ir czinr

e

B3 ua + gl

'\J“@d indis

=y
M

ps
“r

Q

Doy
-
P

LAY
14
by

1uuzuf4u-
Irawn par?s. because
sJ4¢h

woufd Sdifﬁ”

H

bl

R

S W)

[T
—

3

1
¥

]

R

o
1]
hel
-t

b Qo poery

g

o}

-
n
§

s €
¥
e 3
Qo g
J
A
kAt

<

o]

[ 3 e Y]
—r
[ 98
ot
«
H

nie
;.

O
[

Pt Y

(D
-

Q
-
1Y

¢
1
T
-
>
',
§

Ay
Fnoag 0

boe poae
o,

(ad

=y

i

fl

)

3o G

O e
ot
3
n

¢
i

Tk g, 3
2
©
Ch
1.

oy 1

e

e
o
5
.
-t
[
1

r
23
3
)
<

~

1

]

Q

»

(S
e {7
[ RS
o
i

[
\;_. e
st oo

™t

nouqe%nifa

TGS
LS

~hown* th
proran

a3

e
A‘ . o
oW
S N+

1

3]
)
i
[
4
1

tirri f_t.',/‘

r
N

"u
-~
‘O
"
o

A\

A

PR AT NS

k]



SN A R P, T g AT e S i N

P BES .Lfﬁuﬂmmm?gaW&mﬂﬁﬁmufﬁ S T R TS PRI U e e U e e

on {1} fooc =uan =tz from Orps

{2} infcrmascicen on Fodaral ao.istancs nros

for Wovember 1273, {3} Februocy 1976 Lirif

and (4} July 2376 unirorm focd stamp allow:

Lime periods were ust? because cf a lack 2

tent, ﬂatiCiH‘fu date on the «xient and i

participaticr in the 23 major Fecderal fond -

Gramns, 1~“‘uﬂiﬂg AUDC ang 581, The Govergrreant does now

pweriodically ~cethevr zuch dota.

Agriculivre’s 1877~78 Naoticrwide fwod Concurntisn Surve;
should obtair some informetion on paviicigation in Zeartaln
Tederal focl zrograms, put tne size of its sample of lover
‘ncome heouseholds (even with this saaple beling esnsnced to in-
clude an adgdi=zional 2,000 low-income faniliss Wi recomrangsd
in our report, CED-77-%¢, Mar. 2%, 1877, to t ;irman;
Senate Select “ommittes on Nutrifion and iHoma cedey willd
not be sufficisnt teo permit a campiete, infepth anz.ysis
foer all maior federal programs ismvolving food asciztance.

We believe that the CGoverrzent nends to pericsically
collect and srelyze rotionwide diata on household Larvtic~
ipatior in Felsral foud assistarce progrars. Withoust this
information, tne cxacet zmount of food benefit ganz 2nd over-
laps and the <vypes of rouseholds rest alfscted cannorn be pre
cisely measursed for the entice hazion. &azriculiture 2130 neords
to conduct pi.tt proiects to tecy the feazilality =7 admiris~
tering a syster of inzividgaliced food stzro allotranis in
local welfare 2fiices. 1/
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CEARTER 3
INCOUSISTENCIFL 2D OTHEF "DOBLEMS Il L
FEDERLL FOOD ALSISTANCE PR/ PiMS

The leqislaticn and rigulations yaverning the varicvs
Federal food assistance progrinmsg contals wmajor differences
in kasic eligibilicy oriteria and procodures.  Althsugh 2l
the programs are eitlor totelly or partialtly divertad fo the
reedy, those is no sisgle uniform definition of the term
*reedy® wolich applise to all greoegrams. Tne progrars, cxcent
tie summer food and «lderly froding progeams, have raximunm
income levels agsinst which potential varticipants are uas-s
cred, but income starndards, allawahle neome exclusions and
fdeductions, and acecunting pericds for weasuring countable in-
cone are not consistent amongy the proyraws. Such Spceons:is-
tencles create situvations, for czample, vhere a family could
guzalify for {009 steris bub have tce nueh income to gualily
for free schcol lencroe.  In eddlitiorn, asseb eligibiticy
levels and exclusicaz differ annang the threg Progroms
that tas an appliceni’s tolal resourcen ianto considaration
when deterrining eliginility.

-

jovd
2

The extent an <opplicant’s ingore iniormatioz is

£

vorified olso vavies o ong prodrams.  Pocd stewp spplicants

. zrz usually subjected fc an inen e coeriificataon 4n§ verifica-
tiorn process. Child-fzeding wrogrem legiciation, in centrast,
wnly autlorizes verification, wiil cause, of infowration
wravided oy familieg zpplying for frec or roduced-price
re2zls. This gives rine to the possibility that 1rﬁ]1@1bi@s
ray yveceive unwarrantsi benefits from some prograne.  For
egxzample, we checked “re income of nouscholds in our Cakland,
California, samples trat were slzo particigating o the
Aol or food stamp prosrans and foend tnat, on the hasis of
ingome dats in their AFDC and foaod stamu caze files, sonme
haaseholds apparently undevstated thelr incones on applics-
ticns for free or redice Qr*c schocl lunches or proalifasts,

DITFERENT ILCOME ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

The fcod stamp, MXFDC, and S5 prourans hﬂvo ceparate
income standards, exclusions, znd dzductions, Chiln-
feeding programs, zuch as scnonl lunch, scho,E breakfast,
special mil, child care food, ard headstars, aleo leve
income standards but & less extensive set of inccue
deductions. These incuwe Stendards, as wzll » tho variois
exclusions and deductions, define who may parcaicipate in
trhe programs and receive free or reduced-price pencfits,



Thevoe are geonerally no incoms zests fov sunner food ond
ritle VED progran participants.e 10 These protrsams ave usually
caryvied out ian tarcut arsas or newnborhoods waere alil psarsons
oot ing snccific aue reguivenents (nrj = 19 for sanmer fool
g over el for title ViIY oere elavaidle for foes neals in
addition, there are as atecific nat:onwide ingcoeve coriteria
for the WIC prograw althovgh some have been oroeposed. WIC
Cavtlceipants must satisiy two basto oriterize: {1} live in
an ﬁp?l“\oﬁ prO“QLt arca ara {(2) Lo dvitermined o he ar
nutritional risk.  Sdlthvagh vhere (& ne nat:on2l lacome oligi-
Lility standard, tre Wil legislation lists low income as
part of the definition ¢f beiryg at nerriticonsl risk. Laeckirg
a mational criterion, maty States Dave develorsd their own
WiC incomz eligibility .cales.

The following tablle =.ows the waximun anmual income
eligibiiity standards tovr & four-vorson Caliiocrrnia house-
hold as of June 1977 for the Fedeval food assistence
prograng with sach s Aﬂd&fdsq Excvpet for the Wil preorar
the dollar fisures shown are the maxi™um et armoveis per-
missible after an anp.xxdnrgs gross wncome is adrusted
for varicus sllowable oxncliusions and deduztions.
i/Publi T.aw 95-168, enacted bov. 1977, reguires that both

residential and day cawrs sacisiving all o by eligibility
xequi ements for sumwer food provram parvicipation shall
receive Federal velipbursement on’lv for neals sevrsed to
children individually gligible for free ovr redusud-price
aschool meals. A progvan official eostimated that childre
attending such camds comprise a s73ll pevcw=ataege 21 alil
sumiser feod pregram pavticipants.
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Maxinmum anrnual iasome

Program eligibility level
Food stamp S 6,636 {rat)
AFRC $ 5,06+ (nei--based on whe Statce's
standard of ned)
Schoal lunch,
school breakfast,
spuecial milk {free S 7,130 {net-~free meals)
onlyl}, anc $13,110 {net~~reduced-price meals)
child carve food
Headstart $ 5,850 I{net--20 purcent of the

children in each project
must meet this ‘ncone
criterion)

wWIC $10,128 {gross-~in the 2bsence of
national WiC incoae
eligibility standarxds,
Catrifornia establish:gd a
dollar amount twice the
Sratrets AFDC svandard of
nzed as the maxiwum in-
come eligibilivy level
for WIC)

51 {ncte a} $ 3,022 {nez for an individusl and
an eligible spouse)

2d on the eligibilaty

afFarticipation in the $SI program is bas
wi % households.,

of individuals and couwles rather I

T wnan

a0

Although the fcod stawp program and certain chiild~fecding
prograns have now adoy:eﬁ oificial poverty guidelines as their
i NS el?q‘“lixvy standards, the gulaelln»v adopted ar e gdif-
£ « Thne food stary program w;ll use the Otfzne ol Manage-~

L)
E3d

and Budgetis Dove"zv guidelines f£or the rnoafarm United
shile the school lunch, SLwOO1 breaskfast, spocinl milk,
d care food progsrams use the Secretary of Agricaliure®s
sitidelines The Office of Managenment and Budget's
pcver*y au;de¢‘hss for 3 family of four were 5,050 in
5,500 in 1276; 3nd $5,850 im 1977, -The correspondiag
tare figures were $5,010; $5,700; and $6,0%, rospec-
v. It is likely ihat thesc differences will remsin and
aps further  increase over time since the Cilice of

gement and Budget and the Secretary of Agriculture cmvloy
erent methods to corpute poverty guidelines. For onanmple,
o
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ecretary of 2griculture determines a single cet or gquide-
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¢s weighted for urban and rural diffevences and rounds
numbers to the nearest $10 whoereas the Office of Management
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glinaes and

and Budget cowputes sepavshe ruyral and urbin guld
SONneavest YR,

reunds both sets of numbers to b

As shown in tho fabloes below, Lhe tveoes of income exclu-
3 i

':. N 3
sions and d ductions £ poche whilch the vavious programs
with income tests allow also vary conesdersnly . Twelusions
and deductions for the school lonch, scbood brou?igst, special
milk, and chilad care fo0od progremys oUC aendrally lees exten-
sive than for the {ood sterde. AFLS, and on! vrourars.  The
headstart proaram uses totd! oress lncowe as {ts income
elqub;llty standaxd and only excludes L1000 countable income
cuortain inking benciits and fthe ¢osty o yrodbeing seli-

+
rogram has neother naticonwvide

G
employed incomg. an Wil p ¥
rds por natinaelde incone exclusions

income eliginility standa
or deduc . ions.

'

l/agriculture said that, while it forecew a cleoser a2iinement
of the income and other eligiidility s:créazua far the
various food asgistance prograns in the Yvotureg, i1 also ‘

believed there were sometinmes dd?&&tu;fr“““P rorms Of ;
avoiding work disipcentives—-—in navas Girferene eligi-

bility limits for differcont programg.
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Also, programs like Lood stamps, S8I, ond souoeol lunch
vee a oné-sied certification process wheve rat coontabie in-
come {gross incemz less the alloweble oxoci.osiong znd Jdeduc-
tions}! determines bDoth ili 3

o
This is contrascted to A o JECST
income less certain mandetory onal : e and de-
ductions first determines eligibilicy end, 7 the family is
eligible, the "$3¢ and 1/3* deduction shows in e table on
mage 46 is then applizd to arrive at the net income figure on
which benefits are bhascd.

Differing income standards and Sefinit:ans of countable
income have resulted or could resulf in & inconst stEst wy
ineguitable situetions. For oxemple, 2 family couw!d qgualify
for food stamps but have too nuch countable incore to guaf'ty
for free school iunches, even thouzh the maxairum ne eligi=-
bility levels for free chool lunches ave nigner than corpara-
ble fo0d ztamp levels tor households with fever than six oem-
bers. This could cccur because the family zuzlified for the
food stamp program’s income exclusicns, standard decuction,
aﬂd cther special deductions allowed for sudh itersz as manda-

tory payroll withheldings, work expenses, shojter <¢sts, and
dependent care exrenses. while these types of e¢udlugioas and
deductions are for the most part nat zllowed ungdear the school
lunch program. 1/ Also, since the summer ! CLogranm gensr-

ally hua no eligipility criteria for indivw 15, <ohildren
undgr 19 who did rot Gualifly for free meal Zer the sohool
or child care feeding programe 9 wonths ¢l yearw could

receive frce meais during ths summer.

The Food Stazmp Act of 1977 eliminated anotner ineguity
whereby some households in which all merbers recoived either
AFDC or 8581 benefits could have incorws abhove the rationsl
income standards for the food starp progra= L.Q coniinude

Y/Agricalture said there is not as much incous
income eligibilitv staendards for ths {food =t
Iunch program as we indicate. Food stamp Leone
reduced 28 income rises {(a 30-cent reducticn Yor coch
additicnal $1 in income}. Agriculiure said @ &
the school funch program does not lend iteclid

egular reduciicn, the longress has oreate’ tw
bqt gories~—~free ianhes and reduced-prics i
ding to Agriculture, it makes sensa that f.orni
higher end of the food stamp income eligil
that had their tcod stawmp benefits vgducsd vovause of

the

.
v L
Lt scalome

their income-=-should receive a reduted-orive cohooi lunch
rather than & free school lunch.



vo yecelve food stanmp ber lted becavse of
the erfect of various 2R ayclusions and

the fact that, by vejulatior, d T DroJran’s
national cligibillity standards did nof apply to AFDS and

L37 househelds that azcount for cvey half of the o3 stamp
caiselicad. In a previous repdri (RLD 7 42, feb. 18, 1875~-
see . 11 of this reportl: we & is situaticn in
Lrerms of inctonsistency and incqQuity prceram eliginilitcy
reguirements and said that the ~LL3\1JH could exist in
about 30 States and £to & large nunber of houssholds.

Our analysis for this review showed that a {cur-member
AFBC houschold in California doring July through Decamber
127¢ could have had a monthly incere of $§5523 {$16 move tnan
the former nationzl food starnp incore maxinuaz of $353 for a
nonpublic assistance household of feur) and still have been
eligible for a small ArDI assistance payment. This AFDC
elzglg‘lxtv would autematically bave made the household
eiigible for & fcod stamp bonus of $24 monthliy {as w2il
as medicald benefi<tz). The 1977 zct ended this autenatic
£004 stamp eligipility for AFDC sz well as $51 houssholds.
DIFFERRENT ASSET ELIGIDILITY CRITIPIA

Three Fedeval focd assistancs ngraWSW-ro o4 S£harps,
AFDT, and 5SI--~have maxizum assct ai igibili¢y levels ¢s well
ag mavimum income eligionility levels. However, these asset
srandards and the definisi of ccountabie assets diff{ey sub-
stantially awong the increasing the buvden of admin-~
iztering Lhea.

The Fcod Stamp Act of 1977 svecifies thal the fecretary
of Agriculture shall prescribe ths cypes ard allowsbhle amounts
2f financial re¢ourc3\ including both liguid and nonliquid
assets, an ¢l ble fo0d stampe household may own witnin a max-
fmom llmluutlaﬁ of §1,%50 {$2,400 for a household wilh two o
rove persons where at least one marbher is age 60 or overj.
The act calls for the Sscretary t2 follow regulations in forcc
as of June 1, 1277, in prescribing asseot requizeﬂtntn and, in
addition, states thar the fair mavket value of cars in ¢xcess
0L 84,500 as well as vacation homois, mobile hiomes, boats,
snownobiles, and airplarnes used fov recreational purrosen
shall be counted against the maxinum asset lizmitations.

Accovrding to food stamp regulations in effect as of
June 1, 1877, countable assets include such icemg as cash
on hand, cash in checking or savings eccounts, stocks and
sonds, and other liguid resources thaco are veadily neaostiable
and not excluded. Exarmples of excluded asyeis ave
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~<g home and lot normal to the community {valucd at fair
warket value less enoumbrances)

-

—~=household goods and pevsonal effects;

-=tools of & tradebﬂdn and machinery ot
esgential to the employment of a house

farmeyr &
-
&

a
2hold mombs

~=cash value of lite insac

il

-income~producing property tha ,
consistent with its fair market vaiue

f ?‘

[
n
i)
~
&

bl s’u
ﬂ
s
o)
v
3
ot
Ij
9
2]
T

—~yesources whogse cash value is not accessible o ine
heusehold, such as, but not limited to, ivrevooable
trust fonds and property in probate.

The Sccial Security Act (42 U.3,C. 602(z)) staies that,
for AFDC program purposes, the assets of a child or relative
claiming AFDC or those of any other person living in the same
househeld whose needs are alsc considered in maxing & nwed de-
termination are to be counted for eligibiliyy purposes. The
act further states that the assets of perccnb receliviny 351
benofits are to be excluded for the pericd when sucnh cenefits
are received. The act; however,; does not specify a maxiunm
eligibility level for ccuntable rescurces.

AFDC program regulations allow the Staivs to excied
home, 3 car, personel effects, and 1ncome~o*cau01n3 provs
In add: tion; the States can establish maxinum asset e‘§"'
lity levels of up ftc $2,000 per person for ceountable rezl
and personal propecty., including liguid assets.

r"l,

Like AFDC standards of need and maxinum esslera
ments, assct eligibility levels, exclusions, and valuarzi
methods vary from State to State. California, as an euarn
set a 55,000 maximum~-assessed value less sncunbronceg—-—o

countahble real property of children and parents. ‘fho maxinum
limit on cash, secuvrities, or evidences of indestedness was
$6800 per Ffamily with the masimum linmit for sddicicna. poroconal
properity (inc1Lding burial cranga ents and cash surrender
value of life insurance Dol*cae set at $1,0 u“Clx.ud

ITEEWN
rescurces included household furn;shing%, Clothing

other personal effects, and a car valued up to 51,500 iy
needed in an approved employment plan.

Illinois, as another exampl . excluded :

he value GF &
home and set the allowable limits for other re:

and perzenal

i
“property at $i50 for the first eA gible adult plus $54 for

cach additionsal family member. Illincis exemyp ﬁg‘ from
eligibility consideration group life insurance held as a
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gondition ¢of enmployment or paid hy an empioyer; © Tife
ingurance with a total face value ¢f 51,000 wtor eligible sore
sory principal of & trust fund which could not be legally
impaired; ¢lothing and personal effects cother than Jjevelry

of extraordinarily hiah value; housechold fuv-ichings: tusiness
oy farming equipment usged for the prodactics of incere:r motlr
vehicles otner than those used primarity for recreavion:

and a burial crypt, vemetery lot,. censtery vault, ardifor

grave marvker.

The latest available AFDC statistics {as of Juiy 1,
1973} showed that two States used assessed walug, nine States
used owner's equ;ﬁ}, and four States and cne Jurisdictio:

used markev value in determining whether 3 home fell within
or exceeded speocific naxinums established in those States.
Allowable values for homes in these 15 States and 1 3aris-
diction ranged from $2,500 to $25,0008. The other 33 States
and 3 jurisdictiors did not place a maximun valug on a hore
that coulag be excliuded and, therefore, thev did not peed

te indicate a valuation method tou be used.

The statistics alse showed that 13 States and 3 jurisdice
tions Lon}lciely excluided a car fromw countable asselsz withooz
any restrictions as to maximum value or age: 20 States and o
Jurisdiction had some restricticon on the value or age of
a Tar that could be excluded, and 17 States &i1d net provide
for the exclusion of any peortion of a car's value,

The Social Security Act (42 U.S5.0, 1382ial} specitics
thct; for E£8I preogram purposes, a person Witeoul o Spouse mane
exclade §1,.500 of assots and an individual iixing wiin an i~
Jible spoase may exclude & combined &aiai cf thoir assots
amounting te $2,250. The act deces nor indicate whicn sgssats
are specifically to be Laun*ej but states thai, amons oSther
iters and within limitaticns established by tle Becrstary of
HI'W, a home, a cav; houschold goods, personnt effccts,; and
otheyr propoerty essential to the means of self-support are
to be excluded.

881 program regulations define countablo asseis, in
parvt, as cash on hand 2nd in checkiny or savings accountis;:
stocks; bonds, or mutuel fund shares; propeviios, Lot real
and personal, that could FewMWaverted to cash and ased fo,
support and mainternance; and promisscry NOes an. ae mages

Examples of assets excluded by regulations ara

--a home and lot:
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12 months for the 551 program~~withcuvt the subnizsion of

o
new application forws.

52



O S P A B SRR
el f EO P I TR

DT

P
PSRN

uoe ey

ERF T

ST

H

S

.

R T P L o R AN S o

[ A

e

e
Y
ey
(9] 3
4.0 i
£ U oves
i
I
4 M
O
=
[
w L w
[T
G- D
[rE) ot
Q44
Y I N
[
LR o |
{ n
o ld @
RIS ]
-t
LG oW
5 odd
[ 4] -4
¢
(ORI
[ ]
-t O3
(Y
s G e
[N e
[o] R
Uy € oo
b puerl
& et
FRR A
Fvomi v
n
43 e
S, 1 e
B B Ot
&d
< i3
0y £
£ Cp b
(IR I
£
& O
[
Y
T oy
[ A
O -t
U Aob B
8]
oot
| JE =RV}
S 3T

Pl
-y
H
= >
P-4 S S
LY ¢ g e
MM L
PR I
T L0
L) e U
(YR S
X IR |
v [9 ]
3 b [T
W O~ )
PRSI )
) v ) 4B
oW, £
[P R A T
oo wy Uy
208w T aw
O 6 €) et L3
[P o
O MOE
P Lo @
£ NE et O
[} 20
o=t e
O B o
[T B TR VY
2w u
OO0 W
(GRS £
e UOZW
w G e
i >~ Fegr]
e WL M ved
L B B
(eI I B
7} b IS I T
S IR e IR
o BTV IR
gt e w0 U}
[ Y e
LR B ¥
[ ©oom
3 AT s ed W
At L 1emg
¥z ¢ v
R BRI,
rem o
Q) oad W
WO G ke L
3 0o
vt e 9
PRI 3 B o S
ey {1,
@ L N«
oty @
[FRCS T
I3 bd et O
3 QB

i
[ bt
[adi7) N Q
N St M
= o 3@
T3 0 0w
P WD
a0 o]
e EREE S AN
14 -
PR S SR BET L I A
[SLe TP IR R P
oW QT
[ - L S T WO ]
REIRD O I e
W Wt QU W
£ 83 %4 ows 0
w4 ee b
Mo oa Q) ed o
ot £ da W)
(SR AT B A5
O et x*
Wi ] Y4
o O O
Qrt & W e
£ { req
IR SO wil S T
[T & e W |
& fL gy 1)
ey O M Q1D
W B0 U
<o faJ
-t Qg e g
[ELIS S e B 5 R
L e 23 e )
v [o 3R sV &)
[l o SRR s T
oo o428 ) as
et g i
G oo oW,
SR A 5
(=N ¢ RN RS ViR BN e}
u; O Gr £
(SR~ IR A
e G Mo 3
G RTINS N
[T R R
DEEETEN G s T
ky et 24 )
PR VTR (LI SRS
[T B SR B
et 13 @ 40
9 3 et
(X o W 4
[N TS I A )
mu AL (4] [z e H}
SECARS IS e
[ IR ER S 1]
bored W)
At et e @
|2 0 PR (1R 5 e
by O Qo

oli

{ the ar

i

EEY

lend
onthly

1

ca

£

$i8

N
[P

fos

{

o3
L

tween

o=

o 1
™

Srev iOus

-

Uy

] 5
< iy
Rag: [V
Wy (S

YOS M e
0y (S et
o Ul e
e by e

o, O o
Ur L35 05 e
=T
et @ U
A LWW oS
[S T2 B
L. L I

[T VIR
[ W A 4 61
v el E

froW D
Wb O e
w o e
o) Gy el
Lo W Qo

EARE VIR p TN
1] uy Al
wa O [
ERERE S SO A W

Q o
fex IR IR L I )
- O
St U Uty
oD G R e
bt IR e L

St L}
i G MY
e 03 ) G
ed LR
W far vy
W
e (0 mu i =

§od LS IRy
ta} €00 e
PRSI B Y
ka4 e 15

LTSI ¥
(PR R R (TR
[¢RRT IR AIN ¢ I

s QRPN P
RIREIL 5 B R V]
it L [\
Lo 0,
[ U
€ Ty b
vef i M &

b Y 4
W E w LW
L o U
PRI s e RN

W
A2
]
e
IV wd
b et
b2
(YA
L
[ie IR V)
[
[
O
Re I
(SIS B
b L.
W)
|
(O]
[
@ O
L
T
[¢]
Lpoeed
O
(YR ]
£,
&
~ O
e g =
ey &)
£
i FE
e 47
w5
L
a3
b O
i
>4
ey eed
N i
PR
o]
ed 0
0, ¢
[
i et
[
oo
DY ’
0
[& 2]
o
Q@
& B

~F
AL

enaTiment

[ i
oy “ot
Thedt O3 & U L
L BRI IR O
e [ I F A S
[ GF Lt b2 ot
{1 I VRPN I R
e DU oW
R U B SERWIRTC 8]
T oma DL Dy
e [2300 S o =
(S R [0 I I o)
[ R A -
I IR & e
[4 3 IS TSR LRV
Ea & (A0 & 'D)
W 3 e e
Wody e OO0
08 3 02 A e N
el et g 4]
E N T e Q)
(SRR ¥ I (& QR g
[SEREe B B VR - g
4 40N W
om0 Hn U
e [ DO
£ je I V]
Q he O L)oo
«€ B OB 8 e o
E % et ot O
DO <) 4=
= U o=@ o
QT UL My
) ert T 4w U =
: 4} e O o
[ BT RN ST &d
i TR 4
(SR IREE I o B R
oLl et em 4D
-t th ed 23N
ook @R SC
L3 tn 0 &4
m.. e I S IR N o
€y T S ) A
Ul 42wl Bk ey R
0 4 MU e
S oy ) 03 Qo S
hal &2 wi 02 v
1 Hed o Fena
ot U W L EEE I W
G oot O L] et O
ey dd ) Cdyet 3B
T WL et bd
Gt QW W ) Ty
24y By
et O O omd L2 D)
L0 4 5 4 B et

53



K]

=
« ¢
2N Toos H ] [y
- wd DN T sl 3 3 G
AN ) st W a0y g i A Q [
mn.. TR e et e et U il @ o b £ Mot a
%3 o P Q] ad &4z § e (& v - 3 F T T o B g
eq P SR [ B hed 4 OO et i @ O vz L e 2O
;o el L3 aa 3o E Lho BT et g ] PENE S PR I o AL b e
! o o Oy O MmUY o T o ke B2 o= e Ot o6y B O
Rl hacgRin Y Ly [E3 28 3 U U o3 D Tt O Ly T 1 RS o L QR U R I od Qb e el (S
e (a3 S s L) [AIS B ey W ¢} BN 4 3] o] W e [ Jve ERE IRV IR VR T I () & B gt} ODWw R oG
8] 0 6] € - 13 Ol oo e 1Y W [N SIS L I e s
0o o & ot MR [ I IR Peatr i OO JEES I N [N & e O e
"t @ ORI e 2 e g a2 o S .f" LLowd oY Ny RN a9 e
v St e 3 o AR IR (R BRI e & A Tl 4 be 3 AT -G W b
it PRI C R I TR Oonow R T I e « I S R I bl R ]
oy mMoed e W OW et et O | O] NG [N ol 5o w8l ) g wooed D&
o a3 0w w i be R T MU W Pl PTG NG X % £ owr et N w3
€t w et e 0TS Dot O W [ A R R o6 JETE RS R o B LR R < I Y IRL i o »= N St
- Q4 B 1 WY 3 et O 5O s 0 [ NS vl = BT, Rl W R T o o U oe O
(") QB D, by e 53} Qg D0 N jiod [ R A 1] + b Q) 03 oy et Ry S
W b O, @ D e @ oo LR no e et ) e G4 gt i e & L
3, R T e QR (5O I w F= 2O M ) M bt O o O et e O
P4 I & [ e W { st W) ¢ Ot e N D e 0D Wk O N
kY o et 5 3wl 2 O By [ YRR PR I SO 0 W [ (3w L "
A Qi T P SR W o FR) bt 2h 0T o B O W B U R R RIS Qus QO ow
83 haod o2 W0 (CIN1:} w3 O [SRRE IR A IR VI o e R | I el PR o g
Pl e IS N Lo et G R woO ke > [l R PO R AT ] Oowon
5 e w w 4 [SETM RNV KIEIER Ve N Qoo (5] Tt Te iy O U e
e} IR I X SR U R Q O e @@ €D B 4} OB « S VI & U I T 6 I ) Stoad
| et o 43 ST LI e QS 1D EEIN ] s 1 ke 1) wat 3L B 1w &0 03 b4
O ] 40 fag sed 3 43 b 4 B I AR S e b ow Uy 00 32 gy g oy K3 A B i
w el WD I I T RO P 4 FERNGIN Y TR R A v ¢y & oy ot et M o
whoAy O v [GICR IS [ Yo L2 ey O LI P I « U i R ved 4y el g M W
ke wd wi % ot 44 [F IR ¢ G D0 gy & [2 LS N 2 ol \fap b D e U oad W
& L5 B Gyoed Uy B W Adowd Ld e Yy 45 owd 4 L] ¢ [ BT W
Y 9 oed @ W [P & T T T TR WA I ¥ ad g et O @ e OO A Q (A3 4] e A £
vid SR YRR & EYINY WA W ot oy @Y DI T s L et Y P
) e L3 i VL wos PRI @ pdoved p) b Wl ow O b el 4 o W &
o SRR I PR Y N AR S LA 8 | [ A RUBEREEOE I PRE I 4 TETURIS R W W A SEPU IR S PR PR ¢ N
Ul e ) U I SRR N S IR I WS Moy e IRRTE IS B R PR BT WU O e
i (SRR I A & W ot ¥ et L) b bl 8 e I red red R VR IEPR - T . B 4 A g s
L % m w Tt W S b ot W W O L G b o et @ T4 5 D Dok £
=] Ly ofF, s 03w 3OS0 ed Y en 1l [} oo (I e V7 I B Wi Qb oeed 0 bt (5 & wed
] @ LG Fu e B LR A LR B [N]Es £3 RIS i o= (3@ 1 et oow n g i 3}
i vl [Ori o U)W et L) 83 h o] vy feed by > i T oba Pt b Ry et s R 1S I VIR ]
S ad b [} n @ O oE wifs Th ool ot et b OW D Bk e OO 8 MM TR
ot W G5 bt e ot HUN W GE e g £ e £y §p [ L O [ B A0 $ I}
&Y 9@ o o« LRI o £ S| WOt s $3 f ey Oy O G e 43 13 e ) & e
“ oo e S 2t 1 ok @ ow = % W obe @ i R TV B G T B R A S Y I+ A
v Wb O b g O3 R et [ e bt je IRV LRI § 3 FT wei B) ed ) [ IR
g TR 4 PR e BRI IO A AN [ SIS EN & I N w3 b 0w AW g b L w1y A3
el eg (O ) £ . e Y G Wil 17 IRTU S PR YU 5 O w R L I it IR S T B
bt Gy e 0 "} 4 i et ba PeoaT o {esee b 1D [ 3 W@ 5w Qo) FEI \ed BN b, T3]
v 41 4 Wt PEEEAI qr wg o IBHE] Ty et by M " oas 3 o nd e o e e R
At = 40 e KARE=RE R o AN A b W W W w S e e ) by w13
o] @ nE O o 1 O [ - il OO & &0 E e Ay a2 [T o
W JEog s T I L YO o2 G Y £ it e Mt a.lnnémmw;un:e e amoe B0
e L b Qa0 [ = [ESREEN L R R W R ey FERNT I S W
B RN 4l ) o SR R S W I Lagfst gl ‘o BrGe Ul Dl O ot I3
L), Moy O S d) ) 83 e G ke 8) [ [T B S TP L B S IR 14 vi & UL
B G RTINS T IR IR »a{tal b S G QR M WU D e O R &
wm 3 [BRE AR+ Pl ORI RN S & R £ AR B R B P& B ) SR S T

=

3
s

[
N

e

I i AR AR N
o B, Rl iy T o F
.

Y

Ft



RO BT AT IR T Rl 6 PR SRR T RS0 T 0y e SRATEANOSTT SEPMTE T I, ST R e o

SRAORL Aot A hEL AT F e e bate St M P v eariieSan L A & L B e, HOL et it e &b L A

in the AFDC program, State agenciss musl okitz2in and
verily evidence reguirced to sstanlish trne age, citizenship
or alien starus,. and identity of each aFDC zpplicant. &ELC
regulations require tha+. Stzte agencies also vevrify suzh
statements as (1) parentsl incapacitv if a c¢hildls AFPDC
eligqibility i3 bised on 2 zarent?s being incapacitated
and (2} schoel or instifubte sttendaaces 1f a ohild clains to
be a stuwiznt.

wnn HEW official indicated vhat, in establishing AF
eligibilicy determination orocedures, HEIW attempizsd to pﬁrm‘t
each State to specify in iv9 Trate pizt for public assiscence
the exact inforsmation on zn ArDC applicstion form that nust
be verified. Grave AFDC plans must provide that verification
of circumstances pertaining ro eligibility be limited to
what is reasonaily necessary to insure the legality of expen-
ditures under the program. Cconscguently, the information
that will be vevified on an anplication could vary, depending
on each State's interpretation of this requiremsnt.

55t's authorizing lzgislation ives theat eligibility
for benefits nor e detevr:ired szole 2 the basis of declara-
tiong by pplicant; and that re nt infovration be veri-
fied from independent or collateral srees.  Tre Social
Security Agministraticn haes developed instructiocns; bur act
regulitions, on 581 verificztion reguivenents. Fnese in-
structions regu:ve that cizirmante and recipients provide de-
tailed information Lo perrit i€ ion, develonment, and
degistons on eech elloibailzs ne slaarantst respon-
sibitily s to anzwer guoszions raissd Ly the Scciei Security
Administration o the beost of their knowledge, report chanser
O Previous answers, submis ewxderce, and undertase activities
{such arn signing necessary releases or reguests o thicd
parties and othrer sources o ev&dence} that are critical ceo
claims and report processing.

551 instructions also explzin in detail t-- verification
and developrent yeguivenents for sach e¢ligibil-. factor.
For exompie; the amount inm 3 DassboOr savings cioiunt is to be
developed by docusenting the name and 3ddress ¢f .0 financicl
institution, the account novber, the nars(s) on - acCoGont;
and the arount in the account. The current accrt.oi baiance
rust be verified by eramining the passhoeok and - LtoCopying
the pages that showed activity in the last 60 days. If the
passbook shows deposit and withdrawal activity irnconsistent
with the individual's stated financiel situaciou, the activity
in the account muzt be deveioped fuliy to estaclicn the sovice
of income. Lf the passbocXk is not available or argsars Lo
have been naterially altered, verification would ce obtained
by contacting the institution after securing the individual's

authorization.




WIC program partisipants ave ooprificd ars eligiole
faor free or low-~cost modical care.  The readsations, however,
do rot provade for incere scrvening v WIS apvitcantas Ao
cuiding te the Urban Enstitute’s il 19%%e avody of the WIC
progran {sce p. 13 of ibis veportlr, 59 peroect of Lhe WIC
clinicy had explicit incose=soreen:ingy critvis.s. These clinlcs
gither applied the income Lost ierseolves ov tred the resules
ol wests umposed by anather agency, such aw ceviification
ror public assistance beneiits,  fntorratwon on the povcentage
of ¢clinics app;y;nq theie own income foats, axn opposed Lo
thoss uzing another agancy'®s dara, and the oxient of verifica-

tion was not readily available.

Heoadstart instructions specitye thay & doviaration of in-
come sianed by the parent or guardian o7 an envaliing ohvld is
an ecceptable form of vevitication. 1,/ Cther chiid«feed&nq
prouren legislation (42 1.8.C. L1728 by i) ewniicitly limits
the vevification of information provided by raatiies applving
far froee or reduced-price weals ovr Jvee pilk andevr the school
lunch, scheol breakfast, special oilx, and child care food
Prograns.  Administrators vesponaible tov cevtifyving avpli-
cants tor these free ov veduced-prive tenefits oan only
verif{y, with cause, the :nformation Lh» apprlioant provides.
According to Agriculture's Office of she Coreval Counsel,
1t was the congressional intent in the National 8choold tunch
Act tha: the applicaticn Le¢ coasiderad prira yacla evidence
of the ramily's elicinility.

Work done by agriculiure's Ofrzoe of Andit showed vhat
school principals or other designascd otticials did noi
sufticiontly review schoeel lunch and bresitasil rrouram aph3i~
caticun to spot erronecus or questzonable data. For erompic,
Office i Audit's review of about J§8.300 aprlicat.ons for
free or reduced-price lunches and Lreaktasta ot 2% €chools
in the Thiladelphia pablic school dastrict v the pericd
Septembor 1875 to Januavry 1878 disciosed 122t abwat 14 per-
cent ¢f the applications rtoviewsd wore sither nrorplete
1/In 1878 HEW proposed reaulations fory the heasdsiart program

speciiving that {1) Lamily incone must be wewiiiod in deters

mining a child's eliaibility to Darticirate in the prodram,

{2} a wirivnten declaraticu of famiiy lnoome widwed Ly a

parent was not sufficient verificaticon of tonsily income, and

{3} othery dogument -, such as W2 fovpy: ray siunbu; and

agency cevtification showing cusront =tatus as rublic as-

sistance vacipients,; were requived. These prdyosed reguls-

tioens have not been impiemented. 5
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ar reflacted incomes exceeding the maximun allewable :
standards.  The auditers found that a few schocls did not -
review the applications at all, repcitedly because thove '
were o pany--each application filed waun consileced <liglbie
At the vther scheols checked, the application: wovre reviewed, -
but ot adeguately enough Lo catch in G}lngJP ¢y otherwise 2
guesticnable apgllcu;iansa Dverall, the Offico of Audii ecsti-
mated tnal in fiscul year 1275 5100 m:llion o {rce lunches ;
were seyved nationwide withouat proper eligibility Jdetermina- -
tions. -
puving our review in Oaxland, we noted that individnals ﬁ
did not aiways report their incomes in the samc way for cacb 1
proegram. Among our three sanples, we identified 4% houscholds )
that had children certified as UL*Q ible for a free or reduced- X
price school lunch. ©f that number, 22 houscholds were also {
recegliving AFDC or food stawps, which provided us with another -
scource of information about the famil }‘ incore. Based on the
income data in the food stamp or AFDI case filez, four of the
2% housshelds had aporecicbly vnderstated tpe family's incowme :
on the schocl lunch cpplication, Such disparities <ould be o
the result of the lack of coovdination amone the programs o
and their different verification reguirements. =
Although we were unable Lo obtain any data or further -
identify the oxtent to which such understatements could I
oocur, one official in the ta;:fumnla NDepartment of -
. Educatian {the agency respons:ble for suporviging many of &
that State'’s pﬁllﬁwgeeu*nw programs) estimated that beobween -
5 and 1¢ percent of the applications {or free cv redaced-price ’
benefite that he had reviowed were proezably understated.  Con- 4,
saderirg the cost of free and reduced-price mesls under che o
chitd={eesding prograns, the nurber of understaiud cases in w?
our sanpies, and the results of reviews done by the Office K
of Audlit, it would appear there is a need for ot least a ¥
limited amount of vervrification of free and roduced-price &
meal applications. -
LITTLE PROGRAM COORDINATION AT THE LOCAL LEVEL t
FOR REFERRING POTENTIAL RECIFIZATS TO OTHER
PROGRAMS OR FOk REMOVING INELISIRLES FROM AT, i
SROGEAM RQLLS pou
&S the table or page 22 indicates, some hoeusuholds re- b
ceiving benefits from one or wmore programs michi be eligible >
for benefits from aaditional programs. For oxample. two Z.
families included in the table were recziving Al bewnefits, v
free sc“oﬁl meals, and free milk, but not feocd atampe. Eigh- ;
teen fawmilies {1n"lua1uq three WIC houaehoLuJ: wore rocoiving 7
free scheel meals and free milw but not foca starps. Ten &
37 ' o
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other families, many wiih scheal-age childeen, wore vegel
AFDC and fcod s.amp benafits, but not fvee scohoo? medls o
free milk.

Because of the muiciplictity ol progy. 1o
families must fill out =everal J.7ferent st fovmy
at various offices to obhtain a tne food e whichk

I
they might be entitled. In foot,; they miaght not vmow wheoh
programs they are eltg:bie for. If various saency personns’
were knowledgecable abeout other prograws, they could refoer
potential participants £ the prosrams to whinvsa thoy mav be
entitled., Sore referrsis were hoing hade L” Cokaand during
our review, but the eficrt was Iimited and somolyunss
ineffective.

P

In California, Stale food sramp officizis sirenptad ap
a limited basis to reach potentially eligiisde Vopilics with
school~age children by ¢ *Wuouxa;&:g some vchwoi dysericts ta

i sy th e lunch
applications the children brought hﬁme from r;hooi. This was
never done, however, on a strarewide basis.
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An Alameda County ¢fficia’ said that county s
workers handling the AFDD cor fond stanp proavars i
Y

clients to other progravs when feasible. Ax an oxample, an
cxpectant wmother certified eliocible for * e ov fond stawpw
might be referred to the WIC procram. “ne otficiad comuentsad,
however, that county eligqibility workeys were ot fully koovw=
ledgeable of the various programs and Lhe bo-etigs available,
A Food and RNutrition Sorvice oiffiriel stoled that o coun

T
eligibility worker would Do wverve unlikels to vevore fomlil]
that their children were eliginle for free Iunches horavss
worker would not be aware of the lunch progran

crateria.

Lack of knowliedge by State and 1 creonngl about
other prograns could alss result In i propraaty wefevrals,
& local WIC program coordinator stated that vhe vreceived
many referrals from social wcrkzax, but her procran could nos
acceept clients who were not paticnis at the artitiated heslin
clinic.

The WIC program, dealing with parnons who avo anbrition-
ally deficient, shouvld e a good notential source of veferrs :
to other {food assistance prograws, bubt It does oot always woay

his way. A& State WIC official said that, cntbowsh chero wos
noe formal referrval procedure, it wag hoped vhal 31l oligible
adult WIC participants would apply for and reccive 004 starps,
& local WIC official explained that WIF partreipants wore rot

referved te other assistance progvem gsuch o= 1dead stamus, ¢
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uniaass tln? asked aboul such opporturities.  The official
L@lx vod that th@ miyority of WIC rarticipants ziveady
ape participating in, or know ahout, other fond nvovrans.

also, cocrdinalion ov cormunication probliers among pro~

grai poersonnel couid affecc DEOGL&T sarticipaticn in anovher
way==in the case oo disquaiification of ineliali-l-e partioi-
rants. & Brate food stamp ecm1n$gthat:r in California 2313
that thore was curreptly no effort to voordinate teyminaison
of incligibleo participants among the various proyrans.  Thas,
it a idwily.waﬁ terminated from the Zood stamp or ATBC vrosvan
because its incone was too high, noe one would avtomatically
notify school officials, even thoualh a child's eligibilisy for
free lunches ov bhyeakfasts might be afsected.

LACK OF NATIONWIDE WUTRITIONAL EVALUATIONS

Poa p«te Fedeval Sovernment aduicistration of sbhout $£2.3§
Dillion in food sssistance programs duving fiscal veor 1975
fexcluding the h agstart, AFDC, and $5% progracsl. only toe
Wid program has had any systematic, nationwide yaview to
evaluate proqrhm reviormange in meeting nutriticns) ob-
jegtives-—-and we guestlioned the data and methods on which
this WIC evaluation was based in an sarlier reopor:
{RED=-75-310, Dec. 18, 1974}). HEW's 1971-74 Fivst Manalth
and Nutvition Examination Survey cuilebted dieray bio=
chomical; and anthrorometric data on & national sasple
i households, %nnﬁﬂuing low=income Ja=ilies periizipatio:
in the yfood stamp and certain other Feloral fool rrogrars
and low=ipncome families not participaiing in such Iroorati.
however, Lhe data {vow this survey had not been gllieaned
av thoe time of our reviaw,

puring our yeview in California. kFederal
officials stated that they did not knsw o©
studies denoastrating the effectivencss of tb~
or title VIY prograrms in improving the nu
of the target populations. A Kovembs
board of the Naticenal Academy of Scier

»4“'3
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*feveral methods of putritional snterveniicn are in
use today. Programs on food foersificaticon, nutviti el
labeling, rutrition education, ani supplermcntal feoling
{such as food stamps.: surplus £008 distribulion, sl onl
lunches, and women and infant children feadlding) avy Tow
being funded in excess of §¢ 2illion annaally. Litsle
ov no effective evaluation of the impact of these puo~
grams onh the nutritional well-o9ing of the Yarget ¢:loues
has heen carried out.”
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our review leading wo the March Y077 report, fHgcrizultu
Food and Nubrition 3ervice requested additionzl mongy
Congress Lo funcd & 5,000 low«1n,u“c household sampl
survey. The Congress subsequently approved this

Iin the March 1377 rerort, we concluded that
tional sarple of low-incoms houscholas would sucs
improve the survey’®s date base and allow a hetter
ol the nuotrient intake of ail low-~income familie:
of their status as food program reciplients. We bel

W

i
e

however. thet even vith the lavgey sample {1) vhe a

base would be insufficilent to examine some programs like

WIl, special milkx, ¢hild care food, or summer food adequately,
{2} the interrelationship of ederal food assigstancs

prograrms oould only Le broadly exominsde-and then conly fov
the food stamp and zchool lunch proarams, and {3} the

survey could not be used to determine whether irdividuals
or fanilies weve malnourished or what their geneval health
status was—--this couvld only bhe done by using health sourvey
and suvveillance techniques, such as those developed by HEW
for its Health and ¥Nutrition Examinat:ion Survevs. Initial
results from the Hationwide Food Consumption Survey are ax-
pected in late 1878 with rcpovts continuing to be roleased
through 13890.

61



“ER 4

CONUTUSICONS, RTIOMMENDATIONS, ~ND

AGIWCY COMMERNTS MND OUR BVALUATION

CONCLUSIONS
The Cen;
americans obia
ed over the p
<

2

kN

T
3

e
1
bt

o

-
-t
"y
(9

=

¥ int
waore nutritionally adeguat
|t 40 years an avray of dores
ul“dl?g the hgadstart, AF
cﬁ*val Covermrent over $8
vear 1876 and a total of about $35 billi
1867, In tmtq‘; the 13 major federal fo
roepresent o eomylomeration o legislatior
ﬁumkhlbttﬂts¥ély cumbersome, and for at les
inequitable sn tervms of the benotits provid

%, in carrving <cut its
n

7

-
~
e

s oF

FAL3S
H
i

w
o
15
fJ‘A

AL~
e

4]
o
[ f'g 1
fia
u e
Lo 08
il
¢ gee
w6 0l
lo R AP
§ o DL
-~ o

&
h

}1

prograns whi
grams, Cosi

-
<

oo, ¥

ey

Y
P

¥
~

£SR3
L
e
1
&
s

3 e w

et
P

[4]
-
o
Pty
-7
]

ot g

£ e iy €0 g (0 e D
£
£
e
i ove 5
=

ooy
T

bt et f, ta

[YUNE
el

57}
-
7
e £ &
LA N A
Ll
w
=
o

ot

5,

]

€y
[V ISR I ]
o
A
34
Pl
rl
&)

o (B

Co o
in

Mo T W R
L
vl

(oo €1 [
{4
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™Q THE CONGRESS

Lo ellmlﬂn*e the principal benefit
improve Lhe overall coordinction
the Congresss

~~0n the S ‘e branch's study and pro-
pesals iovolving ¢ income and agset progran
stanﬁa:‘s adopt & uwxioxm definition of the term
"pendy" nd establish consistant criteria f{for
d@t@rminina who is elicgible for Federal! food
assistance programs: thes: coritervia shovld in-
clude incone and asset eligibility reguivements
as well as allowable exclasions and decductions
fron countable inconme and assets. In addition,
consistent administrative vrocedures among the
programs vegarding accounting periods for measutring
ingome and vevification recuirements for such
eligibility factors as income and assets should ke
providad.

= ARPLOVeEe a
l»vels of
ameri .,Cin

i

n explicit nationzal policy on the sprroprizte
food assistence o be provided to needy
by the Fedeval Sovarnnent.

-~longolidate major Federal tood assistance programs hy
bringing undoy one prograz Foderal cash and commodity
assistancs curvently proviced by the school lunch
and school breaxfast progvars and e'alJatn the need
for Federal reinmbursement of free milk served under
the speciazl milk pregram in siementary schools and
¢child care institutions alveady pavticipating in
the schoel! lunch, school breakfast, anéd/or child

care food
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branch®s
local age

the Secrerarvy ©of 2griculture to implement
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study ., eliminazte thbe raceipt of Juplica-

pte bo
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3, particularly between tne food atamp
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T "2 FOCOD ESSISTANCE PROGRAMS

1367 to 1976

Qther commodity ALY

21 ser £ood distribution Title VII Jommunity food prograns
.o o»te b ®IiC {note ¢) {note b}  and nutrition fnote d)
. 1lE.8 5153.4 3 43.4 $232.7 § 26.2 § 8,448.2
0.8 %31.0 74.2 126.8 24.8 7,007.3

33.8 12.5 229.3 100.0 22.4 4,758.5

- 26.8 - 282.1 - 28.7 3,887.6
o 2241 - 337.3 - 3.8 3,437.8
8.7 - 345.7 - 45.3 2,892.6

3.2 - 311,98 - 49.0 1,611.9%

G.0 - 25G.4 - 17.0 1,082.7

- - 146.4 - 13.9 878.2

. - - 116.2 . - 654.4
.. 28%.8  $296.9 $2:138.9 $832.2 #222.9 338,£79.2
105
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APPENDIK IX

FEDERAL SUPPOR!

i

Fiscal Food stamps School lunch School breakfast Cnxé:
year  (note a) (note b} inote b) Special milk  (no
(mild.
1878 $ 5,86323.1 $1.874.5 $123.2 $145.4 3
1875 4,5672.6 1.696.9 94.9 122.9 N
1374 2,820.7 1,394.6 65.9 49.2
1873 2,193.8 1,204.8 £0.4 ag.B N
1972 1,83%1.1 1,045.8 3300 0.3
1871 1,558.9 8¢5.8 23.1 91.1
1870 564.7 563.9 12,9 10.2
196% 240.0 475.8 6.6 101.3
1968 178.8 435.7 2.5 101.8
1967 110.3 338.0 c.7 _99.2 =
Total $19,864.0 $9.835.8 $400.3 $993.2 S

see next page for footnotes.
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APPENDIN 1 APPENDIY X

report. Qur September I, 1876, repori to the Chairman,

Subcommittee on Lakor and Health, Educz-ion,; und ¥elfare of
the Senate Committees on Appreopriations {HILD-T76-)
a brocad analysis of the community food and s~uiri

o

27 . provided
ion program.
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APPENDIX X APPERDIX I

rrnygram known as emergency food and wme dical services. The
new program was to provide, on #n emsrgenay pasis, financial
asgistance for providing nutritioneal foodstuifs, medical
supplies, and services negessary to zounteract siarvation
and malnutrition amopg the puor. Undevy the legisl: ion,
assistance vas Lo be primarily furnished for food and related
medical sexvices to those noit beiny reached by other Federal
programs and also to broaden the coverage of zuch programs
s¢ they would better serve the economically diszadvantaged.
the Commurity Services Administraticn {forwmexly the Qffic

of Beonomic Gppcctun;tv) is vesponsible for the program and
is authorized to make grants to community action agencies
or to local public or private nonprofit organizations whey
community action aqencier are not operating. Funding of
$26.,2 million was provided in fiscal year 1874,

In 1873 all program medical actlivities were transferred
to HEW. Responsibility for nutriticnal program activities
was retained in the Community Services administration. Con-
sistent with the transfer, the name of the program was
changed to "community food and nutrition® in July 1876. The
language of the act establishing emergency program DUrPoses
remained substantially unchanged.

In recent vears Communii; Services administration policy

”‘Pp«c

emphasized program €unding for local proijects that helpod per-

sons find assistance through other proorams, rather than
direct emergency feeding. The fiscal vear 1876 policy guide-
lines for the community food and nutrition program were
aviented te priovity areas, such as

--improving particivation in other Federsl fceding pro-
grams;

--providing food directly to certain target populations
fmigrants, Indiang, seascnal farmworkers, and oth ers);
and

--mobilizing other financial and community resources to
address local feeding problems.

in this report we term the community food and nutriticon
prograr as "technical assistsnce™ because it is now oriented
toward helping other programs function more effectively.
No community food and nutrition projects in the California
area reviewed for this repourt provided divect food assistance.
Bocause it had no direct effect on the amount of nutriticnal
¢y monetary assistance yeceived by needyv pervsons in thatl
arca, we excluded the program from wmost analyses in the

*,

-
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APPENDIX 1 APPENDIZX 1

¥ determinasie physical or mental
ted oF can be gxpecied to last for a
ss than 12 nonths or (2Z2) a child
I oimpalirment oY comparable severity.

To qualify for 8SI pavments, an aged, blind, or disabled
person must also have countable income and anrcets below cer-
tzin levels. Countable income and assebs for 5SI purposes is
total income and assets less certalin mandatory exnclusions. As
of June 1976 an S87 recimient in California living alone and
with no countable incowme received the following amounts.

Maximum Payments to o Calirfornia Resident Living
hlone and Participating ih the Syl Progran

Categorv Federal State Total
Aged $157.70 §101.30 $25%.0¢
bDisabled 157.7¢ J01.30 259.00
Biind 157.7¢0 134.30 2%2.00

Maximum Federal ESI payments are peviodically adjusted, based
on specified changes irn the Consumer Price Index.

vie were unable to identify the speclific smount of a
California $S81 recipient®s total monthly cash benefit applica-
ble to food needs. However, & California welfare official
said that Califernia’s total peyment {(that is, the Federal
amount plus the optional supplemeni} is intended to cover the
basic needs of thé recipient, including focd, as well as cer-
tain spacial needs.

§81 recipients in Californiz ave not eligible to partici-
pate in the food stamp program because the State has chosen to
cash out the bonus value of food stamps by including an eguive
alent $10 in the State sapplemental payments. Massachusetts
is the only other State curvently exercising *he cash-ocut
option for S88I recipients.

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

1. The community food and nukrition program is now
oriented toward increasiag participation in other Federal
food asgistance programs. In 1967 and again in 1969 the
Congress amended the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 (Pub-
lic Law 88-452, 78 Stat. 308} to establish and define a

102
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APPENDIY 1 APTPENLIX I

In December 1976 for =he Nation as a whele, an average
AFPL. family {which was approximately & three-persor househnold)
received abeut $236 a month in cash assistance., How.rer,
due to different State pavment staendards, wonthly pavwents to
AFDC houvseholds ranged from an average of $331 in New York to
an average of $48 in Mississippi.

wring fiscal yvear 1876 the nakinum monthiy payvment in -
California {where we made our review! was $J49% for a family of
four with no countable income. Of this amount, $12% was con-
sidered the inkind incoms value of food., If an AFDT vecip-
ient earned az inkind payment for services rendered, or had
bean donated as a gift, enougn food to feed a four-memper
family for 1 month, the AFDC paywent would be reduced by $129.
In other words, AFDC perscnnel in Czlifovnia corsidered $123%
2 be the best approximaticon of the peortion of the payment
that would have been spent for fecod,

4. The supplemental security income {851 progran,
authorized under title XVI of tﬁe Social Security Act, 2s
amended (42 U.S.C. 138} et seg.), is designed to provide fi~-
nancial assistance to aged, biind, or disabled individuvals
whose income and assets fall below specified levels. Enacted
as part of thes Social Security amendments of 1872 (fublic Law
92-603, title IXII, B6 Stat. 1465}, 58I replaced the pro-
grams of old-age assistance and aid to the blind established
by the original Social Security act of 1935, and the program
to aid the pervmanently and totally disebled established in
1850 by zmendment to the Jocisl Securily Act. These three
former programs weve State-administered, grant-in-aid pro-
grams under which Federal matching funds were made avallable
to the States according to formulas specified by law.

The S8SI program, which became effective in January 1974,
is administered by the Social Security Administration and
funded by the Federal Government, except for benefits paid
by the States under their supplementsl programs. States par-
ticipating in the supplemental progrem may set their optional :
payments at any level, Total Federal expenditures fovr S51
benefit pavments and administration in flscal year 187¢
amounted to an estimated $4.9 billion. Abcut 4.3 million
persons received monthly S8I benefits as of June 1976 (2.2
million z2ged and 2.1 million blind or disabled).

To qualify for aid to the aged, an individval must be 65
years or older. An individual is eligible for aid to ihe
blind if he or she has central visual acuity of 20/200 or -
worse in the beiter eye with the use of & corrective lens
To be eligible for aid to the disabled, an inqividual must
be (1} unable tc engage in any substantial gainful activity

101
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APPENTIY I APPENDIX [

e¢s generally define wne heeds of AFDC applicants and

s in t & of zhe number, kind, and cost of specified
consus zrs ko be ingluded in the verious standards of
need established by the States. These need standavds, =s well
2s eligibility policies governing consideration of n lamily's
incoua and assets, mus- be applied unifeormly throughout a
State {or unlforvly in cas with local price differentials)
to &}l families ir n*1~v circunstances.

[Cle

States have authority for identifying and specifying the
content and the money a@mounts ©f the need standards. No two
States have established identical standards or money amounts,
All Staztes recognize food, clot a;ﬁg, chelter, and utilities
as basic consumption items--that i3, items needed by every-
cne. Most States also include as basic items such things as
perscnal care, medicine chest supplies, and household sup-
pliez. In addition vo basgic needs, many States recognize
special needs that arise for some persons under specified
circumstances, such as needs for zpecial diets.

Only once since 1935 has the longress required 5States to
adjust their standards of need. In the late 19605 States were
directed to adjust their AFDC standards to fully reflect any
changes in living costs between the time the standavds were
last established and July 19269%9. States were not, however,
reguired to pay the fuvil standard as adjusted tc July 1963
CO3LS,

The Social Security Act and implementing Federal regula-—
tions provide for certsin mandatory and optional income end
asset exclusions for determining noth need and the amcunt of
Lhe assistance payment under the AFDRC program. Depending on
the policies of individual States; AFBC assistance payments
may or ray not inciude sufficient money to cover the family's
need: that is, the difference or budget deficit hetween a .
State's standard of need and a vecipient's countable income,
Sone States apply @ percentage reduction to the budget def-
icit. Quther States do not impese any maximums or apply any
percentage reductions, in which case a family's need is
described as being met in full. .

The Federal share of AFDC assistance payments ranged from
50 to abou: 78 percent, depending on the State at the time of
our fieldwork. Total Federal expenditures for AFDC money
payments were an estimated $5.1 billion in fiscal year 1976.
The average monthly number ¢f AFDC recipierts was 11,373,000
persons {3.5 million families). Tuae Federal 50-percent share
of State and local AFDC administrative costs equaled about
$518.2 million in fiscal vear 1976.
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX I
HEW's Administration on Aging
nationw169g gengrally in cooperatien wit
on aging. EZach vear Federal funds are allotted States
based on their poprulations of pevrsong aged 60 and over, Stawe
agencies, in turn, award these funds fo designated leoal
title VII projects. The funds may be used to meet up (o %0
percent of project costs. In £ilanal veavr 1876 Faderal cash
assistance for Lo prograa amounted to $224.6 wmillion, with
about 244,000 meals served daily. Commodities donated to
titie VI p?ajects under quxcu?ha““s fooo Jdistvibution
program totaled about $8 miilion. This commodity assistance
is adjusted annualiy for changes in the Consumer Price Index
for food away from home. The value of food donated by igyi-
culture in fiscal yvear 1978 wos 16.3 cents a meal.

‘&
e
q

3. The grpresgsion cf the 1930s gave impetus to 2 series
of tempora .y emergency relief measures and 2o the rassage of
the Social Security Act of 1935, Title IV, Part A of the ackt,
as amended {42 U.3.C. 601 gt seq.), created the ald to families

with dependent children {(aFDC} p@uqrh<. The program's leglslated
objective is to encouvage the care of dependent children

in their own homes or in the HQ%@Q of relatives by enabling

each State to furnigh financial assistance and other sevrvices

to needy dependent children and the parenis or relatives

with whom they are living. This {inanclal assistance i3 designed
to help maintain and strengthen fandily life and to help
the parents or relatives attain o retain the capability
self-support.

h

or

AFDC benefits are available for needy children who are
{1} under the age of 13, cr {at the option of a State} under
the age of 21 if regularly attemding a school, college.
university, or a course of vovational or technical kraining,;
{2} deprived of parenta; support or ctare by veason of death,
continued absence from the howe, incapacity, or {at the
option of a State! unemployment of & father, and {3} living
in the home of an jmwediate family menber, certain re§a|1\esa
ov in foster care. The procyanm excludes families without
children and families with an eﬁw}ayable head ot pouseiold
who refuses to register for andsor ascept employment.

“he AFDC program is administevred by the States in con~
junction with HEW's &ycial Security Administration, which
is charged with Federal responsibility for the program.
Within the conditicns described by the Social Sscurity
&ct, the States can decide how theiy specific AFDC programs
are to bhe organized and administered, who is eligible for
aid, how much aid eligible persons will get, and what kinds
of income and assets are included ov excluded in determining
eligibility and the amount of assistance payments.
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APFENDIX I APPENDIX 1

HEW's Administgation for Children, Youth, and Families
adninisters the headstatt progran npationwide in cooperation
with local public or private nonprofic institutions desigaated
as headstart agencies. Pederal grants to opevate headstart
agencies ordinarily provide no more than an 80-percent shore
of program coshs with the grantee usually contributing a
20~percent share from non-Federal sources. In £iscal yeau
1976 the headstart program spent zn estimated $§441 willion

with 34S,000 children estimated to e parvticipating. No breasou.

was available on how much of the headstart woney from HEW
went for food.

2. The nutrition prodram for the elderly. authorized in
1972 by Public Law 92w-:58, 8b otate BC. whicn established a new
title VII for the Qlder Awericans awt of 1965, as amended (42
U.5.C. 3045 et scg.), seeks to premote bette. health and re-
duce *he iscolation of 0ld age by providing older persons,
particularly those with low incomes, with inexpensive, nutri-
ticnally adequate rmeals. Under the program, at least one hot
meal must b2 served 5 days & week to persons over §0 {and
their spouses regardless of age) in congregate settings in
schools, churches, commuhity centers, senior citizen centers,
and uther public or private facilities where clder pevsons can
cbtain social and rehabilitative services. (Home-delivered
meals can be provided to eliyible persons who are homebound.)
Each hoi meal nmust contaln at least one=-third of the daily
recommended diectary allowances established by the Naticonal
Academy of Sciences. Title VILI projects {(as locel nutrition
programs f{or the elderly are sometimes called) began serving
meals to older persons in September 1873,

Many elderly persons Jo not eat properly because they
{1} cannat afford to do 8o, (2) lack meal preparation skills,
{3} are hindered by Jimited mobility, which inpaivs theirx
capacity to shop and cook, or (4) harbor feelings 0f loneliness
and rejection, which obliterate the incentive to prepare meals.
A main target population of the nutrition progrem for the
elderly is the astimated 7 million Americans over 50 who live
at or below 125 percent of the official poverty level,

No elderiy persons may be turned away from a title VI
feeding site due to thelr inability to pay for a meal aad there
are no maximum jncome elicibility guidelines for the progranm.
All participants,; however, are given an opportunity to pay all
or part of the cost of a meal. Ioceal title VIY projects estab-
lish either a contvibution schedule based on resources or a

sincle tlat sum ags & gulde to the size of contributicns. Par~
ticipants determine for themselves what they are able to c¢on-
tribute, and contuibutions ¢an be in the form of fnod stamps.

-~
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APPENDIY I APPINDIA X

the Food ard Nutrivion Service administers the WIC pro-
gram nationwide--~generally through Stace health agencies.
Through fiscal year 1976 the Service had approved the
operation of WIC programe by 62 agencies~~49 State agencies,
11 Indian agencies, Puerte Rico, and the Vivgin Islands.
At the end of fizcal yeor 1976 about 600,000 perscns were
participating in the program. The average monthly benefits
per WIC participant were about $22 in fiscal vear 1976. Federal
funding for WIC in figscal yveaw 197§ amounted to $153.2 million
for providing food te WIC perticipants and paying for specified
administrative and c¢linicel costs, including those for nutrition
edvcation services.

HEW

1. Headstart is & continuing national demonstration
program which gives local communities resources to provide
1 range of development services to preschool children from
‘ow-income families. Established by the Economic Opportunity
sct of 1964, as amended (42 U.S.C. 2701 et seq.), end cur-
.e2ntly authorized by title V of the Community Services Act
of 1274, as amended (42 U.S8.C. 2921 et seq.), the progranm
ir to provide comprehensive health, nutritional, educational,
social, and other services that will help economically
disadvantaged children attsin their full potential.

The nutrition conponent of lecal headstart programs in-
clvdes both nutrition education and meals served at headstart
centers. Programs operating in conjunction with a school
system participating in Agriculture's schocl lunch program
can receive meal reimbursement under that vrogram. Headstart
programns operating indepzndently of a school system can claim
reimbarsement under Agriculture's cohild care feood program.
Headstart programs also recelve Fedoral commodities under
the food distribution program.

Each headstart program may also use a certain portion of
its HEW funding for nutrition. The mavimum child care food
or national schooel luach reimbursement for food costs might |
not cover actual headstart food costs, and hecadstart programs
could then maintain the guality and quantity of food served
to the preschoclers by contributing to the difference from
HEW funds. In addition, programs arc expected to provide
food for the stafi, velunteers, and invited parenis whn eat
with the children, but the child care food and school lunch
pregraws do not alliow reimbursement for meals served to adults,
Headstart programs are also expected to have nutrit:on-related
classroom and parent outreach activities which reciire supplies
paid for with HFW funds.

-
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ants. In addition to recciving foods, WIC

particip ;
participants can receive luunsaling in nutvition.

A 2-~year pilot WIC program was authorized by the
Congress in September 1972. The first pilot WIT program
began operaticn in January 1974. Subsequent legisiation
excended the program through fisce’ yvear 1978. To be

eligible for the program, participanis mast {1} live in 3n
approved project area and (2} be determined to Lo at nutri-
tional risk. Although therce is no nationzl isc.te eligibility
standard, the WIC legislation lists low income as part of the
definition of "at nutritional risk.® Lacking a national
criterion, many States developed their own WIC income eligi-
bility scales. ./

Because WIC is a supplemental program, it was not <o
signed tc supply a recipient’s entire food nsgeds. For ex~
ample, WIC foods are to provide the following percentages of
a California recipient's need for specific nutrients.

WIC 1976 Benefit Level in California

Percent of 1974 recommended dietary allowances
Protein, calcium, ircn,

Recipient and vitamin C Vitamin A Caleories
Pregnant women 50-100 60100 25
Nursing women 60--100 60~100C 25
Children-=1 to ‘

5 years old 100 100 66
Infants-~3 months

te 1 year old 100 104 75
Infants~-less than

3 months 104 20 100

1/In February 1977 Agricultuve issued proposed reculations
establishing a maximum cutoff income level for all WIC
appliceants at 135 percent cf the Secretary of Agricultuis's
income poverty guidelines (at that time $11,11d for a far-.ly
of feur). ‘This propesal was deleted from f£inal WITZ program
requlations published in August 1977 because of what Agri-
culture perceived was opposition to tne ircome guldelines
from health and administrative professgionals who wanted to
preserve the WIC program as & health-oriented rather than a
welfare-coriented program and who upposed placing administra-
tive burdens on local agencies which offer free health care
to all persons.
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o

admin 1stra=1v; costs {a votal of $118.8 mitlzeon in fiscel
year 187¢, including & reworted $444,400 1n federally donc:ied
commodities).

In Hay 1268 toe Congress authoric s-year pilct pro-

gram Lo provide assistance for meal sery .= 2 3Jhtkf16kﬂcla
ehild carve insztitutions in areas of low inceme and areas with

i
a substantiol pergentazas ¢f wovrking motherys, The progran in-
clvded both year-round ~hild care cent re primarily for pre-
gschoo} children (now the child care fo.d program},. and a
special suwmmer feeding program rYor scto 2l -age children en-
rolled in programs overvated in parrs,; pe.eygrounds, and

recreation canters.

In 1987% the Congress expanded the - immer food program *.o
provide Federal cash sssistance for oreakfasts and lunchesg
as well as suppers and saacks. A% thot time Lnhe pregram was
also converted fo funding on a parto L ance Das:s with meal
rates adjusted annually for chan n the Consurner kFrice
index for fooqd away from h“ome. Fayment rates for the surmer
cf 1976 were 87.25 cents for lunches eand suppers, 423.25 cents
for breakfasts, and 22,75 ccnts fov snacks. These rates in-
clude funding of svonsors® administvative costs.

o
i3

In recent years, (;e summer £7038 pregram sabsten-
tially increased in parcticipation and cost. FPuring the
summer of 1975% a veported 2.4 milllion children were fed at
over 16,800 sites maintzined by about 3,200 sponsovs. The
Federas. cost 0f the progran in calendar yeavr 1975 was about
$&63 million. For the sumnmer of 1976, if was estimated that
3.7 million childre» were fed at nearly 25,000 sites main-
tained by over 2,100 sponscrs Fedaral costs fer the program
in calendar vear 1%76 wervre estimated at abour §137 wililion.

b
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8, The syzciel nuppjemental food program fcy omen,
infants, nd chiidren {®#IC)-—-avuthcrizad by section 17 of the
Chilid Nutrition Act of ¢§6 &, as amended 99 U.5.C. 17884)~~
makes Fedeval funds evailable to (1) the health devartment
or comgarable agency of each State and (2} In.lian “iibos
to pruvzde suppiznental food packages to low-income pregnant
and lactating women, lT;E:;S, and chiidren vo to § vears of
age. The participants must be judged by competent pro=-
fessionals to be at nutri¥1onal risk due to low income and
inadequate nutrition. The ifood package consists of: iron-
fortifiesd i:{unt formuia, milk or cheese, high—-iron break~
fast cervezl, and highevitamin fruit duices Thare are three
general trpes of deliverv systems for WIC foods: (1) retail
purchase Ly food vouchers, (2} home de‘z;e y, and {3} direct
Gistribution by local c¢linics. The food is free to all

ity "‘?\0
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AVPPENDIX I APPENDIX 7

FPederal fonds avs

provided to States to assist
particizsating institutions in paving the cost of the half-
pints of £luid milk consumed. Hithin certain JLmJLauions,
reimbavsemert is made for the full cost of milk served free
to needy children. Inceome eligibility standards for free milk
gre the same as those establishes for free lunches., However,
children gualifying “2r free lunches receive free milk under
the special milk p .am only if the milk ig served at times
ctaer than pericds . eal service in outlets operating a

school lunch, school .reakfast, or child care foold program.

In Jvly 1974 the Congress esfab]i;had 5 centg as the
minimum vace 2f reimbursewment per half-pint of milk. This
rate is adjusted annually to reflect che: res in the food away
from home series of the Consumey Price Inuex. The minimum
rate for July 1876 through September 1977 was 6 cents. Fulle
cost reimbursement averaged about 1¢ cents in fiscal year 1576
per half-pint of free milk served to needy children.

The Food and Nutrition Service administers ths program in
coopecvation with State educational agencies. Cagh payments to
the States for paid and fye=~ milk in fiscal year 18786 totaled
about $145.4 million--$102.% million for paid milk and $42.8
million for free milk. About £8,000 instituticons participated
-~82,600 schools, 3,200 summer camps, and 2,000 child care
agencies.

7. The summer fond sevvice program for children, author-
ized by section 13 of the National Schcoi Lunch Act, as amended
éz U.8.C. 1761}, is designed to feed, during summer vacation,

1ldr@n undar 19 from aveas in which poor evonomic conditions

st, although participating children generally do not have

tc come from low=-income families, Institutiong serving areas
where one-third ¢f the children are needy (that is, areas

in which one~third of the children are eligible for free or
reduced-pricn reals under the scheool lunch and breakfast pro-
grams) qualify for the summer food program. 2als reimbursed
under the program must be served free to all ch léren in
attendance. In general, there are no individual eligibility
requirements ard rostevs of indi: dual participants are
usually not maintained. WNutrit.onal goals for the program are
the same z» for the schoecl lunch progras.

aw. e

The Food and Nutrition Service administers the summey
food program notionwide. Below the Faderal level, the program
is aeneralT" administered by the State educaticnal agencies
whlcn enter into agreements with local sponsors to operate the
program at apnroved feeding sites. Subject to certain monetary
ceilings, the Federal Government pays for all pregram ani
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The Food and Nutvicgion Bervice administers the breakfast
program in cooperation with State educationel sgencies. In
fiscal year 1976 rFederal cesh pavments to the States undav

the program totaled $112.7 million, FPederally donated con-
modities totaling $10.6 million supplemented this cash
assistance.

5. The child care fcod program was estailished in
Cctober 1975 whern Public Low %4-105, 8% Stat. 522, added a
new sSection 17 to the National School Lunch Act, as amonded
{42 U.8.C. 1768). The program provides cash and ccamoedity
assistance for meals sevved to children in, for example, day-
care centers, hesdstart programs, and centers for handicapped
children. <Children attending participating institutions can
receive breakfasts, lunches, suppers, and snacks. The pro-
gram's income eligibility guidelines and procedures, as well
as nutritional goals, are generally the same as those for the
school lunch and breakfast progrems.

Federal re imbarsement to States is on a performance
funding bas tates regeive cash payments egualing the
number of meals served by tvpe (breakfast, lunch, and supper
and family~size income category {free., reduced-price, or all
neals) multiplied by the appropriate national average paywent
‘ac*orq used in the school lunch and breakfast programs {the
national average payment factor for supgpers is Lhe same as
that for lunches}. The reimbursement rates for snacks during
the periocd July through December 1976 were 5.25 cents foy
all snacks, 10.75% cents for reduced-price snacks,; and 16 cents
for free snacks,.

r
-
a
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During fiscal vear 1876 about 242 million meals were
served to 460,000 children who attended participating child
care institutions. Federal cash payments to States amounted
to $80.3 million. Federal commodities donated te the program
{including cash in lieu of commodities} totaled $15.1 millicn.
This commodity support is adjusted annually for chauges in the
food away from hore series of the Consumer Price Index. Tue
Food and Nutrition Ssrvice administers the program in cocpera-
tion with State sdugational agencies

6. The special ‘milk program, now authorized by section
3 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1772}, is designed to enccourage consumption of fluid milk by
children in nonprofit scheools of high school grade and under,
nursery schools, child care centers, settlement houses, summer
camps, and similar nonprofit institutions devoted Lo the care
and training of children. The program has no nutriticnal goal
in terms of recomwended dietary allowances.,

w
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caries of the ZJonsumer Price Index. The national average
valwe of Jonated focds was !l rcents 3 lunch duraing the
second hulf of fismcal jear 1876,

In addition, 3tates must match the Federal cash payments
for paid lunches under section ¢ from sources within the State
at a 3-to-3l raztio. Of the maiching funds, 10 percent must
come from State-appropriaved funds. 1In fiscal yvecar 1276
sources within the States contvibuted $2.3 billion, 61 percent
of which came f£rom childrents payments. :

4. The school breakfast program, authorized by section
4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1773}, began as a pilot program to assist schools in serve
ing brea:fasts to needy children. Subseguent legislation made
the program permanent and reguired arp outrzach effort by the
Secretary of Agriculture and the Statss to makc the program
available to all schcols where it was needed t¢ provide ado-
guate nutrition for needy children in attendan:e. The
program has ro specific nutritional geoal in te.mns of furnish-
ing meals which, over time, provide a certain percentage of
the recomnended dietary allowances for childrer of various
aga groupse.

Trogram funding is ¢n a perfovmance basis with semiannusl
adiustments of the nacional average payments to reflect changes
in the Counsumer Price Index for focd away fron home., Adjust-

" ments due to such changes resulted in rates of 10.% cents for

all breskiasts, 30 cents for reduced-pirice breakfasts, and
36.5 cents for free byreakfasts during the period Ju v through
December 1976. Additional Federxal assistance to pay up to 100
percent of the cost of preparing fres or reduced-price break-
fasts can be provided to especially necedy schools,

During fiscal yeay 1976 an average of 2.3 million children
tock part daily in the breakfast program at 17,300 par.icipa=-
ting schools. A total cof 252.4 million breakfasts were served.
As in previous years, the program primsrily benefited needy
children with 83.5 percent of the breakfasts gerved free or at
& reduced price.

Most schools that participate in the school breakfasy
program alse participate in the school lunch program. %he in-
come eligibility guidelines and procedures for the breakfast
program are the samne as those £or the free and reduced-price
lunch progrem. For example, i:f a State chose to exceed the
Secretary of Agriculture's incone poverty guidelines for
the period July 1976 through June 1977 by the maximum 25 per-
cent, school children from four-person households would have
been eligible fcr a free breakfast if their countable family
income was less than $7,130 annuvally.
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respectively, of total lunches. The avevege Zaily nunber of
ehildren veached by the oregram in fiscal vear 1976 was 28
million, with 11.2 .illion being served free and reduced-price
lunches. A total of 89,000 =chools participated.

The following table provides detailed iniormation on in-
creasing participation, cash assistance rates, and costs in
the school lunch program since 1967,

Fiscal vear

1667 1972 1578
Schools 72,944 23,635 83,432

Average rate of Federal
assistance per
lunch served:
Basic assistance
for each lunch 4.2 cents 6.2 cents 12.2 cents
Special assistance
for a free or ve-

duced-price lunch 5.0 cents 38,2 cents S4.6 cents
Donated commodities 6.0 cents 7.1 cents 11.§ cents

Total for a free or
reduced~price lunch 15.2 cents 5l.6-cents  77.2 cents
Cest per lunch served:
Federal contvribution 19.7 cents 25.8 cents 44,1 cents
S5tate and local
government contri-

bution 127 cents 15.5 cents 21.8 cents
Chilé's payment 29.4 cents 27.2 cents _34.2 cents
Total 52.8 cents 68.5 cents 100.1 cenls
Children recelving free
or reduced~price school
lunches {in milliong—-
daily average} 2.3 7.8 11.2

The Food and Rutrition Service administers the school
lunch program in cooperation with State zducational agencies.
In fiscal year 1976 cash payments 2o the States amounted to
about $1.5 billion--5$512.8 million in section 4 cash assistance
and $953.7 mililion in secticn 11 cash ass!stance. Federal
commodities donated to the school lunch program {including cash
in lieu of commcdities) totaled an estimated $408 million.
Federal commodity support provided the States for the program
is adjusted annually for changes in the food away from home
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APPENDIX X - APPENDIZ I
veneral cash assiscance 2ducational agenciesg
for a portion of & rved to school
children; regardliess of their fawmi s? inccomes, Ssction 11
authorizes edditional, special cash zssistance for free and
reduced-price lunches served to needay c¢hildren. The program's
nutritional goal is to furnish wmeals providing, over time. at
least one~third of the National Academy of Scisrnces’® recom-
mended dietary allowances for children of variocus age groups,.
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In Cctobey 1975 the Corgress broadened the program'’s
definition of schools to include any public or licensed non-
profit residential child cave institution {includi ‘g, bui
not limited to, orphanages and homes for ti  mente
retarded). A State receives cash assistance on the hasis of
the number of meals served in that state. This type of
assistance is calied performance funding. National average
payment factors of 18 cents for all lunches served, and an
additional 45 cents for free lunches or 35 cents for reduceda~-
price lunches, were established in fiscal year 1974. These
rates are adjusted semiannuvally in line with changes in the
Department of Labor's Consumer 2rice Index for food away from
home. The national average payment factors for July through
December 1976 were 38.% cernts for free lunches; 48.5 cents for
reduced~price lunches, and 13 cents fovr all lunches. Cash
assistance vates for programs within a Stale are based on the

need of individual schoels and instituvtions and are established

by the State within certain maximum limits.

Oon July 1 of each year the Sesarvetary of Agriculture
esteblishes income poverty guidelines to serve ag a basis for
ircome eligibility criteria for free or reduced-price meals
set by the State. The State criteris for free lunches cannot
be less than the-Secretary®s income poverty guidelines nor may
they exceed them by more than 25 percent. Eligibility for re-
duced~price lunches is set at 195 percent of the Secrelary's
guidelines in all Scates. During July 1876 to June 1977 the
Secretary's income poverty guideline was $5,700 annually for
@ family of four {the 125-percent guideline was $7,120 and the
1¢5-percent guideline was $11.110 for a family of four).
Families applying for free or reduced-price lunches self-cer-
tify their annual incomes on applicaticn form=s provided by
participating schosls. These incomes can be adjusted for cer-
tain allowable hardship deductions, Tnere arz no asset eligi=-
bility criteria for free or reduced-price lunches,

During fiscal vear 1976 4.2 billion luanches were served,

1.8 billion free or at a reduced price. Free and reducad-
price lunches represented 38.9 pevrcent and 3 percent,
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rally donated food is diztrihuted

In most instances, federx ¢
directly to institutions rather than to individuals. In
January 1977 a total of £47.5 millicn of Federal food was
donated to schools ($44.% miliion), nutrition programs for
the elderly {§1.5 million}, charitable institutions ($1
million}, and child cave centers {30.1 willion). During
v i illion

fEiscal year 1976 the Federal Government donated $454.1 mil

in commodities te these cutlets through State and local agen-
cies. Cash paymonts are also authevized if the commodities
aveilable for donation to the States are less than the legally
mandated amount, if a State phased out its commodity disiri-
bution facilities before July 1374, or if & State chose to
receive cash in place »f the commodiiies which would hav

been donated to child care facilities or elderly feeding
projects. These payments are called ®cash in lieu of cormodi-
tieg" and totaled $49.6 millicen in fiscal year 1976,

The food distvibution pregram ouvtlays for commedities
donated directly to needy families have substantially de-
creased s the food stamp program expanded over the last sev~
eral years. 1/ 1In fiscal year 1%72 the food distribution pro-
gram provided $297.6 million in donated-commodity assistance
to needy families through coopeorating State agencies. In
fiscal year 1976 the proaram provided 316.3 million in such
assistance. The recipients of this assistance were needy
families 1iving on Indian rescyrvations, in the Pacific Trust
Territories, and in four Washington State counties where
Federal courts have ordered unal food distribution and
focd stamp operations. The supplepental £250% program, another
food distribution program serving individuals directly and
the predecessor of the WIC progiam, provides food items to
low-ircome women, infants, and childyxen residing in approved

roject areas. In January 1%77, 104,800 persons living in 44
project areas received $1.2 million in donated commodity as-
cigrance under the supplemental food program. In fiscal vear
1976 supplemental ifood program assistance totaled $§17.2
million.

3. The national schoeool! lunch program, established in
1946 hy the National Scheol Lunch Act, os apended {42 U.S.C.
1751 et seg.), assists States and schoois to serve lunches
to children at schoel. Section 4 of the act authorizes

1/Federally donated food carnot be distributed to households
living in areas wheis tne food stamp progrem is operating
(7 U.5.T. 2013({b})~-oxcept in certain situvations, such as
emergencies or during an area‘'s transition from food distribu-
tion to food stiamps.
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aggistance ware autenatically eligible £0 receive food stampa,
and {7} authorized the fzcretary of Agriculturs Lo pay States
not less than 75 pereent of the coste assoclated with State
rood stunp investigations and prosscutions

During Januaysy 1977, 17.2 niilion persons (about 5.4 mil-
licn houszhelds) received $690.7 million in food wtamps with
a total bonus of $4:8.3 million., The following table iilus—~
trates the expanded coveraje andg nigher benefits in the food
stamp program since 1367:

Fiscal vear

1967 1972 EEN (]
Project areas 838 2,126 3,035

Monthly bonuz value

for a participating

four-person household

with a net income

of $200 a month $24 $55 $113
Maximum allowable net

income sligioili*r

standard for a four-

person household {a) $373 $553

a/Before 1971 maximun income eligibility standards varied
by State.

agriculturets TFood and Nutrition Service adminigtevs
the food stawp troyras nationwide in cooperation with State
and local welfave agencies. The Federal Government pays
the full cost of food stamp bonuses ($5.3 billion in fiscal
year 1976} and for kalf the Stats administrative costs
(5255.5% million in fiscal vear 1976}.

Y

2. The food di
Federal program Drowv:

tribution progres is the oldest majos
ding food assistance. Established in
1935, the program cuirently provides [ocd to schoois, child
care centers, chavitzble institutions, summer camps, nutrition
programs for the eldsrly, disaster relief agencies, and cer-
tain other categories of needy persons. Agriculitural commodi=~
ties used ir this praaram are generull acguired under either
surplus removal suthority {(section 32 of Lhn Act of August 24,
1935--7 U.8.C. 612ci. price suppori auvthority {section 416

of the Agricultural A3justment Act of 1946--7 U.S.C. 1431),

or commodity procurezent authority ({sections 6 and 14 of the
National School Lunch Act--42 U.S.C. 1753 and 1762a). The
Food and Nutrition Service administers the program naticonwide
in cooperation with other Federzl an2 State and iocal distribu-
tion agencies.
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APPENDIY 1 . APPINDIX I

income., One- and tuo-person households receive a minimun
allotment of £10 a month., L/

The uniform food stamy allotments by household size are
bazed on the costs of Agriculture's thrifiy food plan. Aagri-
culture Freparss four food plaans at different levels of cost
-~thrifty, low, modeorate, and liberal. Each plan specifies

quantitres of foods of different types covering 21 meals

a week prepared at home fov each household member which will,
if the plan is followed. provide most of the Hationel Acadeny
of Sciences' 1374 recommended dlctary allowances. These
allowances ave the levels of intake of eqsenalul nutrisnes
considered, on the basis of avallable scientific informatlion
as judged by the National Acadenmy of 3Beiences® Food and
Rutrition PRoard, to bhe adeguate o meebt the known nuiritional
needs of practically all healthy persons. Uniform food stanp
allotments v ousehold gize are adjusted semiannually to
reflecik changes in the cost of the thrifty focd plan zs pub~
lisaed by the Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The food stamp progoam began as a pilot operation in
eight counties in 1961. 1he Food Stamp Act of 1964, as
amended, authorized the program on a permanent basis and a
later amendment in 1973 mandated that it operate in cvery
county in the Bation. %The Food Stamp Act of 1277 (“ ax-
tended the program's authorization through fiscal rear 1981,
{2} estabhlished the Oti;ce of Management and Budget'ls in-
come poverty cuidelines for the nonfarm United states as the
pragrants income eligibility standards, (3} establishced a
standard deduction from & househeold®s gross income in
determining countable income for food stamp purposes, {4) did
away with some existing food stamp itemized deductions,

{5) discontinucd the reguirement that most Liouscholds receiving
food starps srend some part of their income to puvchase the
stamps, {6} eliminated categorical eligibility whereby house~
holds in which all menbers veceived Federal or Stage ?ubll

l/Before enactmen® 2. Frad Stamp Act of 1877, the food
stamp program reol. “:t wmost househo:ds receiving
food staemps spent port . thelr inc me to buy stamps having

a face value greater thas, their purchase price. The dif-
ference between the face value of food staxps and their
purchase price was terzed "bonus value.™ The 1977 act
discontinued this purcaase reguirement. asviculture esti-
mates that regulations elim*nating the purchase reguirement,
as well as the other provisions of the 1877 «ct, will be
implemented arcund the end of 1878,
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APERERDIX I APPENDIX 1

DESCRIFTIONS QF THE 13 MAJOR FEDERAL

DOMESTIC FNON ASSTISTANCE PROGRAMS

The Department of Agriculture currently aduinisters eight

major programs pro vidir direct food assistance. HEW has
administrative responsi lil:tv for two major food prograns

and two cash assistance programs providing money for faod
expenditures, ‘The Jeommunity Sexvices Administration oversees
a program desigeed to ingrease participation in other feeding

programs.

c
re

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 1/

1. The {cod stamp program is the primary Federal effort
to help low-income households obtain more nutritionmally ad-
eguate diets. Unader the program, hduseholds meeting certain
net income and assef c¢riteria as well a. certain nenfinancial
requirements {such as registration for work) are authorized to
receive food stamps. Stamps are used to buy food at authorized
retail stores and from other authovized outlets,

The eligibility for participants to receive food stamps
and the total value of the stamps they receive are primavily
based on househcld size, income, and certein income exclusions
and deductions. Households of the came size veceive benefits
based on a uniform inod stamp allotment For example, during
the period Japuavy throagh June 1377 the uniform allotment
for all participating four-person households in the continen-
tal United States was $160.

nder provisioas 0f the Food Stamp Act of 1977, the exact
amount of stanps a participating household receives monthly is
equal to the unifeorm allotment for the given household size
minus 30 percent of the household's monthly net countable

-

1/The following summavies of Agriculture food assistance
programs 40 not cover the nenfood assistance program
that provides funds for eligible schools and residential
child care institetions to help them acquire adequate
food service equipment; State administrative expenses other
than for feood stamps; nuvtritional training and surveys: and
Federal operating exponses. These programs; which together
accourtad for about $23 wmillinn in fiscal year 15%7% expend-
iture: , do not invelve the direct provision of cash or in-
kind benefits to yeocipients and were therefore excluded from
our analyasis,
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CHAPTER 5

s o Pt A

SCOPE_OF REVIEW

We reviewed the legislation and regulations for the 13
Pederal food assistance proegrams, oxamined pertinent docu-
ments, and held extensive discussions with vrogvanm officials.
At the Federal level, we interviewed headquarters and vegicnal
representatives of the bepariment of Agriculture, REW, the
Community Services administration, andg the ¢ffice of Manage-
ment and Budget. We interviewasd State agency officialu with
California‘s Department of Benefit Payments, Depariment of
Education, Depavtment of Health, and Office on Aging.

At the local level in California, we visited the Alameda
County Welfare Deparument, the Oakland Unified School Dis-
trict, and the various agencies respongible for the headstare,
WIC, and title VII programs. We discussed adrinistrative
interrelationships with program officialg and etamined local
program records. We also analyzed program participation by
95 Oakland households~-25 randomly selected 2FDC f-nilies;

25 randomly selected £o0d stamp households, and 45 families
with children comprising twe kindergerten classrooms from

a schoel serving a low-income area. [or cach member of

these 95 households, we checked welfare, school, and cther
food agency vecords to trace individual pavticipaticon in the
various food assistance programs and computed the tctal amount
of food benefits received on a houvsehold basis, alameda
County, the city of Cakland, and the Oakland Unified School
District wevre selected for cur review based on the size and
availability of Federal food assistancs prrgrams operating in
those areas.

To supplement this fisldwork, we made computer analyses
of nationwide data on hovshold participation in Federail tfoud
programs to evaluate geps and overlaps in the food stamp
benefit structure. We ohtained this data fiom the Depavtment
of Agriculture based on its previcus 1973 and 1275 studies on
program participation.

We did not assess the effect that eliminating vavrious
gaps, overlaps, and discrepaoncics in Federal food assistance
programs would have on the overall demand for agricultural
commedities or on surpluses oy shortages of fouod.
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devermining eligibility and he2nefits for othrer progrvams,
adminisirative consolidation at the local level, ang
alternatives to the WIC food delivery systems,; would

answeyr the guestions posed by HEW. The executive branch

is in a unique position to corduct these studics due to its
iong experience in administering the progzrams and its
capability for data collection and analysis.

Community Services Administration

Iy written comments provided in Januvary 1878 ({see
epp. ¥iIl}, the Community Services Administration said
that it agreed with the report recommendations to reduce
duplication and increase the :fficiency of Pederal feading
programs, but cautioned that great care must be raken to
aveid reducing the total levyel of nutrition to the poor.
The agency also said that the report correctly described
the community food and nutrition program as technaical
assistance to other feeding programs and that it had concenw-
trared on increasing the availability of the other programs
to the poor.
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Consolidating eligibility rof d oo

assure tha< {1} an agency &t ] 1o vel war
intormed abous elioibility requirerents far the &1
array of food programs anc could velsyr potentially
eligidle households te the appropriate gproLrats, tharveoy
minimizing the amount of administrative asnd cilent

time wosted rnow through inapproprizte vefervals angd (27
precenures were €s aDlloh“G wherebhy new CLICUMSTAACES,
which would meke 2 porticivating household irel

one program, would evtomatically arné expeditiou
evaluated to determine the househclid's continue

for other programs,

accordingly, we continue to belisve that tle eworutive
branch should study the feasibility of consslidacing food
program clicibility functions--at least for certaln major pro-
grams-—-and rercort the resulis of the study o the Coungress,
together with reccommendations for any authorizing legisziation
that might be necessary.

Objections to our sapples

Agricultiure said that cur sarmples {ses po. 20 to 27}
were yarepresentative, becawvse (1} zne novrses of housenolids
sampled was oo small aad 211 houssholds cane froem one
city, {2} the State from which the szrpnl were Jrawn had
hioh welfare payments, (3} the sample {unlike many icocal
areas} haed bowh the school breskfasz an C programs availl-
able, {£} one~ and two-memier houssholds niclh covorise
nearvly half ¢f the ;ood starp case.ozd mared o be poorliy
vepresented, and (5} kindergarten chiil {the group fron
which our school stad;n; sarple was &r were {according
to Agrviculturel most likely to parvticipa i both the WIC
prograr and school feeding prograns.

Cur purpese in drawxv the sarpies was nof o obtain
precise resulis scienti flCali projectible to the entire
State or Naticn, but to deronstrate on a stall scale
the existence of irportant food prcgva™ overlads angd the
corrgsponding need for the executive Zranch to 40 what op to
now it has faeiled to Ro-‘gat wer naticnal {og even local)
data on the cxtent of benefii overlaps and gass anwong the
13 major foc? programs and study ways to eliminate these 4aps

or averlaps among the larger prograns.

In regard £o Agriculture’c other objections to ocur
samples, many States (16} have AFDC ravnents in Jalifowrnia‘ts
range; the potentizl for expansion of the school breakfast

and WIC programs makes it likely that wany rove Iccal areas
will have both programs in the future; 17 of the 25 food
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we ave recommending woulld

involve procedures and nRaL
zeduclisn fits to current cec
Foyr exemnle, : atlon workers in crg
Tore protest arcas couixd ired to £ill out the rodcw-sary
Sooumentation fov caorifyi EGCCKLlaVLnQ recipiants
ander both the present unifors allotment system adiusted
anly far hcouschold size and 3 more individualized AR A
wheve aliotments are adjusted Zor age and sox as well as
househald size. This duplicate or parallel processing woul
permit a comparison of administrative cost and errov betweo
the two aliotment sysienms, buil veciplents would continug v
receive bonefits undler the present system. We believe Lhat
section 17ib¥{l} would not bar 3 pilot projece of 2nis tyre
Bgviculture also abijected to the use of its vhrifiy
food plan 25 a standard of nutriticnal adeguacy because
the plants ceost level was constrained by budgetars cohe

T
e
sideraticn douevﬂag we find that most Government

endeavors rained. &% we sugaesh later ia
2} the Jdevelopment of a new, adedait
sod plan fovr low-incore persons and families could pravids

NS

this section {see ps g
:" -
H

£F
& basis for = g Cow omuche 12 any, uUbh constraints
pE@VGnL tha Federal Gov »rnmewt from meeting the nutritionx’
s O ce* ard families. 17 additional
Sy 2ie, the Government would
3 ToTe necds Lo boe dene. One
& &
%

&
12 become availauble s
1ired feood stamp allor

hgriculturve respaended €o eur WIC recommendations as
had vecommecnled that the @il progran Le abolished,

L
.’D

if

Agriculture srated that it belsieved the task before it ard
tre Congress wes to irgrove the WIC proaram and to reach
more of thove in need of the prosrvam--not to end the pro-
cram and rewlace it witn an appivaach vhat might prove lese
effective in Izproving health and nutritional status. Ve
fully agree. CQur specific recommendations for Wil ave thar
Egriculture study the feasibiliiy of (1) turning ovov the
eligibilit,;, veterral, snd monitoving aspects or W17 to
local welfare offices and (2) authorizing supplemental,
culor-coded icod starps to eliginia WIC pavticipants as

an ative to the yprogram's eoxisting fooud delivery

SY¢

ﬂm
~
D
~
o

w

ems,
We do nct propose that WIC ke abolished, onlv that a

study be rade of altevratives wnich, if proved feazidble
should help consclidets and lmpr ve the administration OL

18
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cthor the cortrs of adninistarmivs a aysten of
: N
Ty i

sim rividanliced allosrents woutd ?c S0 ORIEEEIve
that indicated savings ofF over §500 million cnnually would
he wiped auti.

Agricultore mav e thinking of 3 mreh more corvplicvased
swvrem of individealiized allotrents than mioht e nacessiry,

qriculture Jescrided an administrative proress whoreby
i wWividualized allotasnts would be calculsivd hefore a reci-
pinntts banic viinosnility for food stamps wers detoeramined.
It ackea why allotuoents should be individuoiized only by aze
oy sex ot houachold mambers and not by regions of The counirys
parsonal physical chavacleristics or medical conditions,
StOoves witl: e¥Dengive DPrices. v Statcs that charde a salew
tay on foeld. {an rgricaluorve ndicated, the list could re
iong. ) Agriceltuve foresees & repo-ting syater in which
vocipient households would fregaently revors chanjes jin age
and ether cenditions, thoreby reauiring marny aillotment
Changes,

Fe agree tnat such o cumbersome arvarcement as Agricael-
ture epvisased woeutd be cx,;enely complicated and probably
very expensive to administer Ioweve;, a8 sysiem or indzv.«
Jualized allotmemi® need not be = icar Or CXDERSive.
Wo propose for aidliv 2 straightf: ay +o el:minate
ineguities whoveoy some householids criform allotrernts
preoviding 82 percont of thely wnr TLan wosts whiic
other houscholds got unjiforn allio tdung Led peaveaent
of theiv thrifty o038 plan costs. . on the basis
Qf a proposal to e formalated oy the Jdongroas

gld avlhovize:s

-=A Lwo=step rrocess where ¢ hovsehold®s elizibilivy

for food siamps would £ivst bo deteroined by using
the now oxitervia and procedures estadlished by

cthe Food Srawy &c8 ©of 1877, After herng

cevtified as elicible fovr food stamos,. a3 houschold
would then htave its individuoalizod allotrent
calculated. Since the size 0fF food atamp househslds
averages about 3.04 persons {with one- and twow
person houscnholds vepresenting almos: exactly
one-half of Lhe casaload}, calculat:ing an in-
dividualived allotwent for a given nhouschold would

novially involve addin g chree nunbera taken rrom a
bhasic tableo--appendixes IV and V are oxauplos of saoh
tables. This alle nmcnt cglcoulation ooulid no dong

by a certitication worker or by cOde“* « In these
cases where 348 percent of a household's countrable

net monthliy income might evxceed its indiv.dualized

h

o

":

Lo ¥

allotrent, & mindimum amount of free {fo0d stowps wouold

T4

L

S



Bl 63, and food
(5l assisiancy

m to provide &
}

future progwvam consolidation, If Lhe 4
stanp progra=e ave eonbined rato o sing
progran undeyr &oap chensive welfare rel

4

r

gualified four-peraon bouseheld with $4,200 anaually (or
an:nrdtxg £ ngr¢\u}gurep auout €5 povcent af the povert
line}; & later second phase of such redornm could involvo
increasing beneilitw for e;lvlole hausehold. with schosleage
children and then @liminanluq free meals undey the school

unch program.

Individuslived food stamp allotments
Agriculiure indicated that it vigorouslv disagreed
with what it said was our suggestion to individualize foQd
suamp allotments Lv the age and sex of each nhousnchold

c

member. We are nit recommending that this be done
inmedistely. Cur precise recommendations are that (1)
Agriculture estebiish demonstration projects in one or

more lovalities to evaluate the ingreased adminlistrative

cost and error, if any, that would result from gn individual-
ized system of [ood stamp allotments and {2) 1¢ Agrvicultureds
demonstration nroajects show the administrative feasibility

of individualized allotments, thne Tongress authorize the Seoo-
retary of Agriculture o xmpx ement such allotwents nationwide.

;.,:.

&
3
-
-

Agricultuve, however, has not indicated a willingress
to study the macter o1 individuslizeld sllotaenis ond their
administrative foasibility despite our estimate--based on
nationwide, statistically valid data--that such allotiments
conld resuly in & net monthly savinas of $47.4 willion
{$568.8 million annually) in free food stamps, Agriculeure
said it Delieved that our estimate ¢f the savings {rom
individualized %jjaimnrts was guestionable, but provided

no estimate ©of its own., Our figures were derived frow
computer data obtzined from Agriculture.

One pr; cipal objection by Agriculture to indivicdualized
allotments is the higher administrative costs involved.

State government comments to this effect were cited by Agvi-~
culture. However, we¢ have not seen nor been provided with
any precise, quantitative estimates of the increased adminive
frative cosg ov orroy if allotments were individualized. It
is becausa nf Via lack of harad ua*d that we are recommencding
the establishment o demonstraticon projects testing adminis-
trative oncLs ves for individualized allotments. Also,

i, reference to Rtxzte comments opposing individualized
allotments, it should be recognized that State progyram
administrators way be uhdorstanﬁably reluctant to take

on new tasks that invoelve gaving Fedeval dollars at the
exvense of higher administrative ceosts for their States



zsoumptions than the Food and Rutrition Servivce and considered
onily school-ace children from houszholds receivana

t
wure than 100 percent of therr thrafty food plan conts
from their {00d stamp allowmenisr.

We believe that our analysis and other onilycges
cilted in this report demonstrate a laraz nonetnary rmwact
rosnlting from the food stamp/iree scheool lunch overlop,
Agriculture's corments did not wndicate whether it ettt that
cuch a monctary imbact sxizsted, but did say thot 3 belioved

mﬂde no sense Lo erwct a highly complicated aduanistracive
icture at increased administrative ceost o oouresge the

1 of nutritional assistance geoing to especially valperabieo
s like school-age children from needy familion.

“

We would be inclined £6 agree witn thls pdosition {1}
1¥ a good basis for 1t had been established throuyh 3 caapge=
hensive study (possibly using one or more demonstration

projects) cf the admanistrative problems of cundicepivag food
perefits from one program when determinipg olaaibiiivty oy
bewefats under other food programs and (2) more laopoertantly

f executive Ddranch andlyses on 2 nationwide bonie showed

that the nutrivienal needs of needy children could only be

met by the combinat:ion of feood stamps and free wchool lunchves.
We found no such administrative or nutraitiona! stvlites during
Qur review, nor did dgriculture refer to any in 1S commonis.

-

7

According to Agriculture, core wmajor adminiffrative

problem in consxdering free schogl lunches when doetormining
focd stamp eligibiixt y 1s the apvropriate value to (o
a3asi1gned the lunches. We helieve that e reosoniblc averaud
or minimal valuve cculd be devived from the tvpe ol iady

we 2fe recommencing.  AsSsigning such an averays or sanimal
value could be done withouat overtly identifving & vastavelar
chiid and would act only reduce the monatary overlap betweon
food stamps and free lunches » but might aleo nrovide sume

incentive to the household to {ake a more active iniLiest

in the quantity and qguality of food served in the scheol
iunch progran,

1€ actual household member particaipation in the frec
r program fell sign:ificantly below the average or minipal

font
o
v
7
soer

rate {(due to i1liness, for example)‘ the household ocoeuld appiv
for an increase an 1ts food stamp beneofitse-2s 1t cah now 1 f
1te incore unexpectediy declines during i1ts food stamp cerbi-
fication period. if a food stanp household chore net o be
certi1fied for free schocl lunches under the proposed systom,
1te free food stamps would not be reduced

The develupment oFf an avnropriate fiaure {or the value e
of free school lunches also creates an ORPOrSuUnItY fom

22
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o

hese proposed efforts to monitor and study

3 y the
nutritional benefits and effectiveness of {ood programs
are long overdue, but should include all mator Federal
fend agsistance progrgms {and aot be contfined to oniv those
administered by Agriculture} and should apalvze proars
benefits and effectiveness o a comprehensive has:
{and not for individusl programs taken separatelv).
benefits from certain
n_determining eljgibil
_under otber food preg

Bariculture strongly dizagreed with the concept that
herefrts from one food program should be censidered when
Jetermining eligibility or benefit levels under other
DLOOYans Listing & number of obj@cticn%, 1t sard
the &QTLWIQEJ&EIVG probleiis wouvld be immense. Agricuiture
G:id not indicate a willingness to sven study the maLter
further {as our report recommends) although, by cur co erva-
tive estimate, the food stawp and schoel! luach proorarn
@lone cverlap by over $100 million annuallv

Jur recommendation that, on the bas:is of the results of
an executive branch feasibility study, the Congress shoul

authorize consideration of penefits from certain fou
programs when determining eligability and benefits undor
other food programs specifically focused on food starns

~at

and free meals served 1n the child-feeding vrograms {acnool
breakiast, child care food, special milk, hoadstart, and

in particular rchocl lunch}). Bene{its received under Wil

are sunplemental and probably should not be counted 1n other
ProGiass. aenxiits under a progran as small as title Vi

and nvolving socral as well as nutritionsl gcalg. as titie
Vil does, should also probably be excluded what should be
addressed yn a systematic way 1S the lerae boneflt overlep
netwesn food stamps and free lunches. Both are larce, nation-
wide programs sexving predominancly the sape constitusnev.

In 1976 Agraculture's Food ond Wutrition Service
estimated that dur:ing Scptember 197% there were 6.8 rillion
schooli~age children {ages & throvgh 18 inclusmive) in toud
stacn households with wmonthly 1incomes bhelow the incorn
eliagwpality limit for free or reduvced-pricey lunches. Usinc
assurntions and data similar to those we wsed for our
uﬁalxs;s cf the benefit overlap between food stamps and

neool lunches {(see pp. 27 tao 2%}, the Touod and Yorr

vice stated that "approximately 51 b:iilion in Fod

spert on school Junches that essentizlly duvl:i:ca
rp benefits.”
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unch overiap

Qur estimate of the food stamp and free 1
! Jpe conservaItive

was about $112 million annually. We used w
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certification, ver:ficzvion, refsgrral, «nd nonitoring
aspects of designated rederal food progrowns (pDarticu-
tarlv che f£ood stanp, child-: ‘irg‘ and WIC programsz)
to help @ssuve, alc~c w»ith the authorization and imple
mentation of consistony 2ligibrlity crireria cid
procedures, a table and eificient delivery
of Fedevald Io noe tG needy Amnevicans.

EFFECT OF THE FTRACTH RELELSIVE

WELEARE REECEM Ok OUR TTOLS

Several reconwendatio n this repsri vould be
modified or deleted if comp zisive welfare reform a
currently proposed is enac
1. 1If:. for example., Zoo2 stamps, AFDC, and 851 arc
consolidated into one cash aszistance procram administercd
by a singie agency with unifcr= eligibility standerds and
procedures, we recommend that wne Conzsress and the executive
kranch consider, as a latey zzgond phase of welfare veform,
¢he benefit and adwinictrativs i rrelationships of the
consolidated proav-‘w the r inz. nonconsolidated
Fegderal focod assist : riminate overlaps,
standardize eli@lbl. nd further styeamline
crogram administrat
In this regard, we vecomzend that the Congress deoleto
the current provision in H.P. 2330 ard 5, 2084 {(section
2307(a)(2: in hoth bDills) whizn oxclides fgom ccuntable incone
for consplidated program pursocses the velue of £204 reccived
under any progrvam or activite Zinanced by the Federal Govern-
ment. Instead, we -ezommend =m3t the Congress direct the
Secretaries of Agriculiure a#nd HEW fo study, beliore luplement-
}Fj comprehensive welfare reform, ways o consider benelity
from such praarhdg as school Linch, schocl breakfast, and
child care od when qhtermg':t; eligizility and benefilt
ievels ununi z;e censolidated orograr.

2. If comprehensive we!l efors is enactesd, our
recommendation for the Congr avthorize an individucal-
ized food stamp allotment sy 1f Azriculrure’s demon-
stration projects testing th er rrove its adminictra-
tive feasibility} would chans recomrendavion that the
Cengress, on the bguzs of te of ARgrvicultuvets tests,
considey a systew of indiv agsisrence. Ve believe
that the basic ineguities howe in the present focd
stamp benefit system, which ¢ primavily on hougehold
size, should not be Duilit 1y Lonew procrawm vwhich has food
assistance &s one of ¥ obhjectiives The resu;ts
of Agriculture’s test avzide wva l;agle informat ion
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APPERDIA IX APPEHDIX II

ooé gstamps, Felerel share of
sta, é ctﬁcc Droavam ooLts
ing exyz se8).

*3

b/ In<liudes Pederal cesh outlays znd commodicy fonstiaons to
eligible outlets.

ndes ezxpenditures for commodities distributea fo
neegy pecsons and imstitutions.

4/ Does nct include the following Agriculture pLO§
involve indirect costs of Federal food assistan

: Fiscal yvear 197¢
Program expenditures

{millions}

Netritional training and surveys $ 0.3
Nonfood assiztance 26.9
State acminigtrative eupenses for
child nutrition programs 8.3
Federal operating sxpenses 57.2
Total $92.7
=
In addition, the totals do not include Federal dorzstic
assistance progrars such as headstart, where food azssist-
ance is a secondary component for which expendizures can-
not be derived.

The totals also exciude the portion of Fe
paymeants which is attributable to food assgi
officials stated that nc national estimate
Gf AFDL peyments going for foud assistance i

but & State estimate is possible in some cases. California,
for example; indicated that food assistance accounte

for about one-third of its maximum AFDC assistance payment
for & family of four. In fiscal yvear 1876 the fFederal
Goevernment speni about $5.1 biillion on AFLC money payments,
581 officials stated that no gpecific amcunt of fond ansis-
tance could be identified in the Federal 381 payrent e¢ither
by national or State breakdowns, “1thouah a California
welfare official indicated that Californ s paynent level
is sufficient to meet the basic needs of che recipient.

in fiscal year 1976 the Federal Governm,“t spent zhout

$4.9% billion on SSI benefit payments,
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APPENDIX ITI APPENDIN 11

MONETARY LQUIVALERTS OF MCONTHLY

FOOD BEWEFITS RECETVED BY POTENTIAL AND

ACTUAL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS-~ARRIL AND MAY ]J976

The dollar benefit values we used to analyze potential
food program participation by hypothetical households were
hased on the totel benefits an individual could receive.
These dollar eguivalents, as well as the monetary values
of the cash and inkind benefits received by the $5 house-
holds in our three semples {or for which these households
were eligible), were genevally determined either by (1} total-
ing the benefits for such programs as food stamps. A&FDC,

551, and WIZ or (2) using an average rate of participation
for such programs as school lunch and school breakfast multi-
plied by the applicable Federal reimbursement rates. The
monetary values of specific program benefits were determined
as follows.

AFDC

The food bhenefit for hypothetical households undey AFDC
was based on 30 percent of the maximum AFDC payments fov
various household sizes in California in spring 1%76. We
used the 30-percent figure because the Congress in the
‘Food Stamp Act of 1977 cencluded that a low-incoume housge -
hold could reascnably bes expected to spend about 34 percent
of its own income for focd.

In spring 1976 California’s maximum AFDC peyaent was
$349 for a four-person household, and the corresponding
value for food which we used for hypothetical households
was about 5185, or $26.25 & person. The food benefit for
AFDC heouseholds in cur three samples was based on 30 percent
of the actual AFDL payments these houszholds received.

We used the 30-percent f{igure despite the fuct that it
resulted in votal food benefits which were considervably
lower than the maximum amounts Californiz State end local
welfare personnel estimated were allocated in AFDC payments
to cover a femily’s food needs. California personnel esti-
mated that $129 of the $349% AFDC payment was allocated for
food, vather than the $105 we used in our analysis.

As discussed in appendix I, AFDC payments vary among
the States. One effect of a State AFDC payment lower than
California's would be an increase in bonus food stanmps for
s family living in that State and participating in the
food stamp and AFDC programs. This occurs because AFRC
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AFPPENDIN IXX APPENDIX YXZ

&

berafits are calculated before food stasd henoefits ars deter.
mined and boecause a lowey AFDC gavmau* wOnid deore

amount ¢f househcld income used to conpats focd starp eligi-
bility and benefit levels--~therebv likely iuncreasing the
amount of bonus food stampa received by the particular family

over its counterpart iy California.

The Congressional Budyget Cffice consluded thal in some
instances the food stamp program has besome an egualizer in
State welfare payments by this navrowing of State diiferences
in AFDC payments. The Congressional Budaer Qffice stated that
in September 1975 the difference in av@faqe AFDC payments
between the mid-Atlantic regieh {including high—-paving States
such as New York, New Jorsey. and P&F?CV&fenAa; and the South-
east reaglion f{including &Qd«puyan States such as Alatawa,
Georgia, and Mississippi) was over $l84. After AFDC households
in thes2 regions participated in the {cod stanmp program, the
difference was narrowed Ly nearly $352. Aagcording to the Con-
gressiconal Budget Office, the widest aPDNT vegional gifference--
a ratio of almost 2.3 to l-~was reduced to about 1.3 to 1 as a
result of the food stamp program.

conseguentiy, although our analysi

-

@ Federal fcod hene-
fits received by Califernie households oun e

&t

Yo

AFDC projgram

fand possibly un~
2d due zo the food
23 in AFDC pay~

might overstate the situation in some
derstate it in others), the rffect is 1}
stamp program's navrowing of State ditffeve
ments.,

Food stamps

The monetary benefit of the £ood stapp program was as-—
sumed te be the bonus value of the coupons. The amount of
the bonus value, howeveyr, depends on the level of household
income. We used two different amcunts £ assign incomes
to reciplients in our hypothetical househoelds. The bonus value
of the household receiviny AFDC as well 23 food stamps was
based on the maximum AFDC grant families of various sizes in
Californias could receive during spring 1376, For example,
the household income for a family of four receliving APDC and
food stamps would be $349 which, with no special expenses or
exemptions, would result in a monthly bonus value of 371, or
$17.7% a person, and a total food benefit of $1786 & month
($71 from food stamps and $105 from AFRTY.

if a hgpothetical househeld was not receiving AFDC but was
participating in the food stamp progran, we assumed the nouse-
hold's income was egual to the poverty Jlevel for the appro-
priate family size (based on guidelines established by the
Secretary of Agriculture for spring 187%s). That ie, & food
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APPENDIX 11X APPENDIX IXX

stamp family of fo:r pot on AFDRC would e assumed to have an
annual incowme of $5,010, whicvh weculd entitle it to a monthly
bonus of $353, or $13.25 & parson.

Fovy the sample households, the actual bonus value of
food stamps was coasidersd the benefit for the non-AFDC
vreripients. If the food stamp household was also receiving
AFDC, its food stamp bonus and 30 porcent of its AFDC payment
were counted as beneliis.

ss1

We were unable ¢ identify a specific awount as the
food portion of either the lederal 58I payment or the State
supplemental payment made by California. Nelther Federal
nor State cfficials could provide need standards or inkind
values for specific needs that would corvelate with payment
levels. However, bazsed on Jdiscussions with Federal and State
officials, we assumed that the 531 reciplents in California
received enough monetary benefit to provide them with the
cost of more nutriticnally adeguate diets. A&s a broad esti-
mate of the food benefits fyrom SSI payments for the few
hypothetical or actual households receiving 881 benefits
in our study, we also assuned that 30 percent of the 8831
payment goes for focd. The aypothetical households veore
assumed to veceive the maxiwum Fedev~1 $8F povaments in effect
in spring 1976. To estimate food L ~stits under the 885
pragram for the households in our three sampliles. we used
the aciwal Federal amounis rogeived where these amounts were
identifiable and the maximum Federal pavrent where these
anounts could not be identified.

special milk,

School lunch, schoo! breza
summer foog., and child c¢a

The maximum Federal zeoiwbursement rates for the period
Januvary to July 1976 were used to approiimpate the value of
free or reduced-price food served under the varicus child-
feeding programs. The per-meal rate was multiplied either
{1} by the average number of school days a month for the
hypothetical househelds or {2) for the sample households,
by the product of the average number of schoedl days a month
multiplied by the average rate of participation in the school
lunch and breakfast prograns during HMay 1976 at the school
from which our classroon samples were selecced. The following
table shows the actual values used.
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Agriculture ook exceptlon o our use of maximum Federal
reimbursement rates {for example, 83.25 Conts foy 2 free
school luach) to estimate the value ©f free or reduced-price
meals served to children in our samales under the various
child~feeding programs. &3ricultvre said that we should
have considered only th: Federal cash ascistance applicable
to 2 free lunch {that i3, 56.75 cents a lunch}! and not
the Federal cash and commodity assistance to all school
Junches {23.% cents a lunch). It also said we should have
reduced these reimbursement rateg to take inte account
{1} the cash assistance going to labor ~nd administrative
expenses associated with the programs —nd {2) plate waste
{food served to children but not catenj.

Our purpcse in drawing the samples and assigning values
to the food benefits received by the sample households was to
show the total (not marginal) monetary impact of Federal
food assistance programs in one local area. However, in the
secticn of the report where we compare the food benefits
received by sample households to the average food expendituves
by all families {(see p. 26}, we adjusted the benefits for
the sarmple houscholds to eliminate those Federal food sub-
sidies received by both needy and non-needy families, 1In
addition, in the section of tne report where we cestimate
the overlap between tne food stamp program and free school
lunches {cee pp. 27 to 29), we used the average FPederal
cash reimbursement for a f{ree schocl lunch only. This amount
was 54 cents in fiscal year 1376,

We alsc attempted to obtain the precise food costs
reimbursed by the Federal Government for e€ach type of meal
served under various progrens. This proved difficult to Go
for some programs ernd impossible for others. For example,
total focd costs for Oakland schools could not be separatad
into cost per lunch and cost per breakfast. Howevern, we
were told that in 1575 the California-wide average cost per
meal {including both food and laber costs) was B8 cents a
lunch and 55 cents a breakfsst. Califcornia also provides cash
asgistance for federaily subsidized meals served to school
children. Part of this assistance. which totaled about 15
cents for each free school lunch at the time of our study, was
earmarked for covering the administrative and €lerical costs
of the school feeding programs. Another difficulty in trying
to obtain precise cost estimates for food for even the school
lunch program is determining the value to be assigned %o
commodities donated to the program by Federal, State, and/for
private spurces--is the fzir market value of the commodities
gsed or should the value assigned by the donors be used?

L mapsentrga e s
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Becausa of thege difficultics in Jetermining the household
oad kenefit attributable only to the Federal Government under
he school lunch progrem, and a&lse Lo aveid Lo many asSsunp-
tions and inconsistencies across all the other programs we
analyzed, we decided to use the paximum Federal reimbursement
rate for those feeding programsz that have such rates and
then state in the report {(as we do) that our anzlyses show
maximum possible Federal benefics and that these might bhe
reduced for a particulay househnld due to such faclors as
program administrative costs.

£
A

This approach is similar to the way Agriculture calou-
lated the value to a household of a free schooel lunch in
its June 1975 report te the Congress on the food stamp pro-
gram. {See pp. 11 and 12 of our veport.) Aacriculture usncd the
average reimbursement rate for both basic and special cash
assistance as well as donated commodity assistance to avrive
a2t a total of 2.6 conts a lunch {(out of 3 maximum reimburse-
ment rate of 65 cents, which corresponds to the B80.25 cents
effective during our sampling).

Agriculture also questioned our use of 10.7 cents
as the reimbursement rate for free half-pints of milk
served under tre special milk program. It said the avsrage
Federal reimbursement for a hali-pint of free milk in the
spring of 1976 was 2.85 cente. W used 10.7 cents beciuse
the Oakland school district during the time of onr study
claimed ard received reimbursement undey the special milk
program based ont a purchase price of 10.7 centg for each
naif-pint of free wmilk served,

RiC

There were four different vouchers availlable in
California under the WIC program in April and May 1978

Voucher Recipient Amount
A Women and children
over 1 vear of age $24.25
B ® 23.738
e Infants 24.G0
D * 16.28%
113
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Phe most cnmpon voucher digtributesd ip Qakland was the A
vouchar, and ve used the amount of this voucher to estimate po-
tential monthly benefits. Also, in sbsence of records indi-
cating the type of voucher actually recelived by samplie house-
holds, and since there were no infants in our three samples
participating in the WIC program, the A voucher was used as
the actual monetary benefit to WIC varticipants in our semples.

aAgricultiure said that we may have used the wrong values
for WIC vouchers. We rechecked the figures from sauple Wil
voucher beoklets and found the aumbars accurizte. The amounts
listed above sre the maximum values for which the wvouchers
can he redeemsd to buy designated food. Information on the
voucher amounts actually redeemed by spcific persons was
not veadily available. Agriculture saio the average monthly
value of WIC benefits during our sampling was about $20,
not the $24.25 we used. However, the small nunber of WIC
participants among both our hypothetical and actual househeolds
indicates that the numbers used in our analyses would change
little even if WIC voucher redemption data couid be obtained.

Title VII nutrition nrogram for the elderly

Title VII programs receive & lump-sum allocation as op-
posed to a per-meal reimbursement. The cost of the wmeal, and
thevefore the berefit to the rvecipient, varies by programn.

The monetary value of the benefit in the Cakland title VIE
program was estimated hased on budgeted raw food cosls tor the
feeding sites for the peried January through Jure 1876, The
per-meal cost was then multiplied by 20 days, which repre-
gented the number of meals served in May 1976 at 5 meals per
week with no meal on Hemovial Day. Thus, $.988 x 20 days =
$19.36 & menth.

Agriculture said that our use of food costs to estimate '
the monetary value of a title VII meal was inconsistent ‘
because of the way we estimated weal values urder the chiig-
feeding programs, and because we ignored the wvoluntary con-
tributicons which paerticipants can make toward the cost of
2 title VII meazl. Agriculture said that, unfortunately, HEW
does not coliect specific information on either total pavtici-
pant payments or the average contribution per psrticipant.

Because the title VII prougrem does not have reivburse-
ment rates, we chose to use estimated food cost data
provided iy local program officials. There were no title VIT
participants zmong the 35 households in our sample. TwWo hypo-
thetical households contained title VII participants who we
assumed made a9 voluntary contributions and pairtiripated in B
the program % days a week--situations that might noi be typl-
¢al but are not improbable. ’
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MONTHLY COST OF PCOD AT HOME ESTIMATER

FOR THE THRIFTY FOOD PLAN,

U.S. AVERAGE~-FZBRUARY 1975 {note =~}

Household size

T or more

1 2 3 4 5-5
individuals
Chiid:
7 months to
I vear - $21.67 S20.69% $£31%.70 sls.v2
1-2 vears - 24.75 23.63 22.50 21.38
3-5 vears - 28.92 28.56 2T LD 25.84
§-8 years - 38.17 36.44 34.70 32.9%
G~11 years - 37.74 45.57 £3.40 41.23
HMale:
12«24 vears $55.80 51.15% 48.82 £6.50 44. 18
15-38 vears 61.20 56.10 53.5% 51.8¢C 48.45%
20-34 years 58,44 53.57 5i.14 £48.7¢ 46,27
5% wears and
owEy 51.72 §7.41 45.26 43.10 40,95
Fenelia

12-1% years 45.56 45.43 43.37  431.30 39,24
Z4-%4 yeavs 47.52 43.56 41,58 38.6C 37.62
53 years and

QVEY 42.56 38.38 37.59 35.80 34,01
Pragnant 59,28 54.34 51.87 42.40 46,93

Wursing $3.12 57.86 55.23 52.80 49.97

a/ke zdjusted for household size differences.

Sourge: Agricultural Research Service, Departwment of Agriculture

$17.73
20,23
24.48
31.23
39.0¢

41.85
45,80

43.83
3B.79
37.17
35.64
32.22

44.46
£7.34
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Individuals

Lhild:

T months Lo
1 year
i~2 years
3-5 years
&-8 vears
%4-11 years

Baje:s
12-14 vears
15~12 years
20-54 vears
S% years and
over
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=
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HE TH

RIFTY POOD PLAN,

©.S, AVERAGE-~APRYL 1976 (note a)

Houseohold gize

|t

$55.32
50.72
57.96

Ln

1.3s

£8.32
47.16

42.72
59.04
62.76

$

fro

21.67

24.53 .

29.76G
37.95
47.52

50.71
55.66
53,13

47.08
45,21
43.23
39.16

54,12
57.53

3

$20.65
23.42
2B.35
36.232
45,36

48.41
53,13
50.71

4,94

4
4

e L

b

?'JP-‘

37.38
51.66
54.92

4

$19.70

22.30
27,00
34.50
43.20

46.10
50.60
48.30

49.20
52,30

&fAs adjusted for househnld size differences,

Lource: Agricultural Research Servicas,
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5-6 7 or more
318.72 $17.73
251.19 2¢.07
25.65 24.30
32.78 31.05
£1.04 38.58
43,80 41.49
48.07 45,54
45.88 43.47
40.66 3%.52
3%.05% 36.95%
37.3¢4 35.37
33.82 32.04
£6.74 44,2
49,69 47,07
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APPERRIX ¥I APPENDIY VI

DEPARYTHENT OF AGRICULTURT
QIFICE OF THE STCRETANY
WASHINGTON. D C 202%0

JAN 16 e

Hr. Heory Eachwege
Divectoy, Community and
Economic Development "ivisicn
tmited States Censral Accounting 0ffice
washington, . €. 20548

Dear HMr. Eschwege:

This ig in response to he GAC veport “Federal Domezstic Food Assistauce Programs--
& Time for Assessmeat and Change.”

The GAD has tackled an important set of issues in its reporr. The Deportment
believes, howevey, that the GAC Report ig flawed by a sevies of zmalytical aad com~
ceptual errors, and that a substantial part f the report is not walid,

Before addressing . ese problems, we ghould 1ike teo outline the steps the Departaent
piang to taks to address a uvmber of the iscues raised by the CAL reperr.

I. CURRENT OF PAOPOSED ACTIONS TC ADTHESS ISSUES RAISED 3N TEE 27 TISOAT

The Departucat does belleve that 3 number of changes in Feleral feocd assig-
tance efforts are warranted. The following actions have been taken or pro-
vosad, or soon will be proposed:

1. The GAC report cites an overlap between free school meals and free special
wilk. This overlap has peen largely eliminated by the passage of U.L. 25-160,
signed into law ob WNevember 10, 1877, DP.L. 95160 ends the service of Iree
nillk durins the lunch aud bresxfasi periods te children receiving free school
lunches or breskfasts. The uew law alzo ends free milk secvice during the times
weals are provided to children in the Child Care Food Progrem. Regulatione
implementing these pravisions of the new law are scheduled to take effect on
February 1, 1%78.

In addition, the Depariment has proposed terminatiag the Specizl Milk Preogran
altogether in schools participating in the school food srograss, znd in child
care cenrers participarieg in the Child Cure Food Preogram. Fresentiv, the
Department provides acheels and child care centeve with a subzidy of €.23¢ for
each haif piat of milk purchased by non-needy children. Sioce both the luacn and
breakfast progrzems include wilk as 2 basic part of the meazl pattern, we see no
reason to provide Fedewal funds £er an sdditiounal purchase of milk. Presantly,
students from middie and upper incpme families are benefitving from o 27.25¢
subgidy Ffor each school lunch purchased und then an z¢ditional 5.25¢ subsidy if
a0 additional milk is purchesed. These subaidies are paid rvegardless <f the
family's {ncoze.

47
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Terzination of the nilk prograr in schacls and cLild cere centers with Jlureh
o7 breakfast programg would yield savings of over $100 millier 2 yesr.

L VI

2. Proposed legislation being prepared by the Department wijl reduce the age
Yimit for the Specisl Supplemental Food Progran for Wemen, Infsuts end Childrer
{#1C}¥. We alsc envision raducing the age limitv for the Comsodity Supplemental
Food Program (CSFP). We will proposce o set age limirs for hoth programs at

the third bivthday. Currently, children may be eligihle for WIC up to the fifth
birthday and elipgibie for CSFP until the aizmth bicthday.

This reduction in age eligibility should eliminate unearly all owverlap that aight
¢¥isg between the WIC or CSTP and any other chiid nutritfon program. A 3 or &
year old child wae might in the past have been participating in the WIC, specisl
miik, and the child care food program eould rvow participsta in only the child
care food program.

3. VProposed regulations will pravide for the use of the same poverty guidelinmes
in ail ¥HS programs ~- tha guldelines that Congress wrote iunto law in the Food
Stamy act of 1877. Use of separate guidelines for the child nutrition programs
would end. The vew guidelines weould be based on the OMB poverty lines.

%, The propozed legislation will estebiish income limits for the WIC program
and the CSFP, and these income limits will be consistent with the income sten—
dsrds ased in all other USDA child nurricion programz. This would make for e
high degree of uniformity in income limits among the FNS prosvams analyzed 1o
the GAG repore, with the scle cxcepticp of food stamps, The Fresident has
propesed to “cusheout" the focd stams program as part of his welfare reform
proposal,

5. The Departwment has proposed regulastions to tailer portioo sires in the
schesl lunch program to the age of the children being served. The Department
alsc encourzges the tailoring of food packsges provided thzough the WIC pregram,
and prepoeced legislation now being prepaved wiil restructure the WIC adminis-
gravive cost formuls and thereby remove a current disincentive to tailoiing

£} it szems from the administrative cost formula now in law, Tne Departsent )
vigoreusly disagrees with the GAD, however, regavding the GA0%:z suggestion to
individualize food stamp allotments by tne age and sex of each household menbher.
This idea was propoged in 1975, and over S92 pevcent of the nearly 2,000 couwents
received opposaed 4t. This approach ~ which would have raised admindstrative
cost, iacreased errors, snd cul benefits significantiy to wany elderly recipi-
ents apd young children -~ was rejected by the Congrees. We discuss the
problews with this suggestion later ip our response.

6. Issuea raised Iin the CAO report regarding intecvelationships among the food
stamp program, the AFDC program aud the SSI program would be resolved by the
President's welfare reform plan which would veplace a1l three programs with a
new, comprehensive income and jobs prograsm.

18
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7. For the preseat, thz food stanp program is &till in effect - and LF~

Food Stawp Aet of 1977 includes {as the GAD report notes) several key changes.
Ir terminates e¢stegorical eligibilicy for AFDC and SSI recipients so Lhat they
recelve no special trestment. I ends use of the old food stamp net incone
limit {now 38,300 & year) and veplaces it with & poverty line net income limit
{sshich will be significantly lower}, and it greztly reduces the number of
income deductiong sallowed in the food stamp progran.

8. The GAD calls for improved efforts at informicg participants of one
program of thelr potencial eifgibiiity for other programs. The Department

is now making plans to implement s number of provisions of the Focd Stamp Act
of 1977, which should make major fwprovements in this area. The Act requires
2%l focd stemy offices to display posters and distribure pamphlets, prepared
by the Department, that contain nutrition information and that alsa desciribe
“details on elipibility for other programs administered by the Secretary that
provide nuirition benefits.®

In addition fo izproved program cocrdination, the Act rcequirzs a single
interview precess for determining eligibility for the food stamp and AFLC
prograng, and zllicwe S5% households to apply for food stamps at the Soclial
Security offfce. This will allow the sawme income information to be used for
AFDC and food stawps, sad for S5I znd food stawps.

@, The Deparitzent is concerned that persons who are eligible have the
opportunity o vecelve benefiss from the food programs authorized by Congress,
and that persons not eligible not recefve these benefifs, We are currently
stedying ways of strengrhening program integrity in gsuch areas as the provision
of free and rveduzed price school meals,

18, The Deparrment plans exponded efforts in measuring the nutritional status
¢f Americans and in evaluating the nutritional effectiveness of the food
sssistance pyograms, Title XIV of the Food and Agriculture Act of 1877
specifically cails for z proposel for a cowpreheasive nutritional status woni-
tovieg system and for study of the nuiriticanal benefits of USDA food assistance
programs,. fAmoeng activities row undervay are the 1977-78 National Food
Cansunptlon Burvey, which includes 2 specisi low income subszmple, a study of
the nutricional effectiveness of the school breakfast program, and plans to

condoet fleid vests of propesed sltevations in school lunch patterns. The
ue?artment i3 newr preparing & 3-year s*udy plan for submissior to the Offijce
of Fz.agement and Budget which will inciude plans for further nutrition
evaluations of other Federal food assistance programs.

1}, The GAC recomnends comsideration of a possible comhinution of ths school
lunch snd breakfast programs. The Bepartment ig currently studying the feasl-
bility of allewing school districis to combine brezifast and Junch funds at

the local level so that schools may zecount for the total cost of lunches and
breskfasts coubired, TPresently, coste Zor sach program must be accounted for
separately, 2Allowing guck a combication of funde and accounting requirements
at the local level might significarntly reduca the reporting burden at the local
lgvel.

12
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Results of the Departmeat’s Initiatives

The Departwent'’s p:opbsals would end vverlap between specizal willk benefits
and the school food programs, and between WIC and tne child nutritionm pro-
grams. This would mean that a very young =hild {or a pregusut or aursiag
woman) might be in the fcod ctawp program and the WIC prosram, but not in
any other USDA food programs. A somewhat older pre-schooler might be i the
food stamp and the child care food program, but would be very unl.kely to he
in any others. A aschosl age child wight be in food stoope and schoel food
programs, but mot in any others. Aad an elderly person wmight be in food
gtamps and the Title VII rrogram, but not ia other progrems. '

ALl persous wot in one of these categorfes—children, pregosnt or postparium
wonen, and the elderly--are limited only to feed stanps. w&rticipaticn iw
more than onec USDA food program {(and the Title VII progras) is thus strictly
liaited to these severzl especialily vulpzrable groups. Considering that
surveys have found nutr.tional deficiencies asmong these proups, cennidering
that USDA studies have shown that fewer than 10% of the faxiliss spending at
the level of the Thrifty Food Plan (the full food stems allotament) obtain
100% cof the Recomwended Daily Allowances gnd that fewer than half chtain

2/3 of the RDA's, and considering thar the average benefit now provided
through the food stamp program equals about 28 cents per person per meal,®
we believe that further steps to cut nutrition benefits for the elderly
peor, needy children, or low income women and iunfants 32 nuivitions? risk
are pot warranted,

* The average menthiy food stamp benefit is now $25.31 per reciplent. Ax

three weals per day, this eguals aboul 73 cenrs per persop wer feal., The

full cost of the Thrifty Tood Plan iz somewhat higher {cbout 45 ceuts per

person per mexzl at the vime of the JA0 ztudy in Caklaed, and about 48 cente

today), but only & very scall percentage of food sramp houselolds, those

virtuslly without any income, receive this level of benefits. The average

foand stamp household has $3,600 2 yvear in grosse income and receives benefits ‘
equalling 28 cents per person per meal {rom using food siawps.

[See GAO note.]

Yo appreciate this opportunity to commeat on the GAQ rveport.

Sincereiv,

( }5 . &Qg ﬂtzﬁéfu&%ﬁﬂm%mwﬂwwm
T vcvra OR

assistant Secretary for
Feod and Consumexr Services

G0 note: Twenty-seven pages of Agriculture comments on this
report have not been reproduced here bue are sum- s
marized and evaluated 1in aporepflage scekiong of
the repoct--primarily pp. 68 to 82 and app. 111,
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASISHeS T8, 0242, 20201

FEB 17 1978

Mr, Gregory J. Ahart

Director, Human Resources
Division

United States General
Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 208548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your reguest for
our comments on your draft report entitled, "Federal
pomestic Food Assistance Prograns--4 Tine for Assesge
ment and Change.® The enclossed comments represent the
tentative position of *he Department and are subject
o reevaluaticn whan the final wersion of this repcrt
is received.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft
report before its publication.

Since.ely yours,

e }

, .
£ rvv i}kﬁﬁﬂ
Thomas D. Morris
Inspector General

Enclost

&
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The fepni: conveys the ivoress hat overlaps amwens food assist-
ance prowtats are widespread ¢ '?c mrzfz\. z:,. ke fo2el oot the evidenoe
15 unceear ? nis regard end thav the report comvevs  bhlased picture
for the Lojloeing reascns, and therefore the repor 1 pe extensively
rodified bafere release.

o Twe hypothetical and actual cames of pregran
participetion cited in the repore ace based
oy @ small sanple of families from Qaklang,
Czlifornia — one of the highes:t welfare bere-
{3t areas in the nztio,. The saraie 1s nob even
iepresentative of the Cakiard aces, concentrating
23 it Goes on two km"emartﬂa classrooms in a
aeincome area. WiRile there aze no fully sstis-
ﬁ@ctory data on overiaps nationally, that which
Joes exist shows that only armm 3% pargent of
o0d stams reciplents receive school luches ard
Hese not necessarily every dav.

o R *x:: conswrption sven for thess families is over-
extirated because & partion of ¥ “er; income {about
g -Jn rgd of AFC) is counted 33 {ood benefits in
the report. These fun..'s are oy fel::w.n.. te th
r3Ews at hand, namaly directed food assistance

LY

ayd food consumpiion.

& Eith elimination of the purchase roquirervens
i’: food stamps {and the report should refrain
£yom mentioning allotment amounts as if ther
wdve any longer meaningful e vecipienss), homs
#tarps for most recipient fanilies are well below
tha Thrifey Food 2lan. Schosl lunches when added
> ponus shamps may for mest fawmal :an sirply e
gaxsing food consasption towesds Tntifty Mood Plan
Quantities. For exarple, a f’}ur«& rgon family with
omly $3008 of incarme 2 year (W& I bolow the official
poserty threshold) receives only "-3 percent of its
&1 lotment amount in Stamps; even it there are thieas
sbildren receiving school lunches ovecy day. the
ienches account fur only oue-s:xth ¢f the fenily's
g‘s:.: y meals for the week,.

i addition to severe ovarstatesent of food corsump-
sion of low-incoms families, tonmuption of food by
Frerage Arerican families is wders rated. ot ondy

[See Gal noie.)
12z
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APPENDIY VI

[See GAD note.]

0 EBven if food consumption for recipient families
were resatively high, there is ne evidence to
goow that nutritional stardards are being met,
much less exceeded,

fur these rszasons, the analysis should be racast. Mogt irportantly,
the AFDC grant should be excluded frem the tables showing £00d benefits
and the examples utilizging the Oakland sample, if they cannot be deleted
or surplemented, should be truthfully described as unrepiesentative,

Wnether overlaps in food programs sre significant enough ko cause
coONCern or support policy and programatic changes remaing unclear.
dMevertheless, better coordination and integration of programs s a worth-
while policy aim when pursuved carefully and judiciously. Srecific pro-
pasals for integrating programs must be evalwmated with & il range of
{mpacts in mind.

o How are the aims of specific yrograms affectad? Are
there, in particular, important programmatic goals
other than the prevision ef food, for example, the
social aspects of the Title VII programs for the
aldorly? Are there important criteria for program
eligibility other than imrcome, such &s health status in
the case of WIC?

¢ How will participation awmony eligibles be affigctied?

. If£, Lor example, children vust be certified f{or free
and reduced price school lusches at welfare affices.
will fewer families participate? If benefits fiow
Qne program are taxed in anctber, how much will
participation decline? Because a dollar of in-kind
asgistance is not often worth @ dollar to a recipient,
taxation of benefits at a 100% rate could literauly
destroy certain programs.

o ®Will stigma be imcreased, if, for example, childean

must puy for school lunches with food stamps or
families most deal with local welfare offices?

133
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APPENDIX VII

¢ Hew will aéalnistration he accomplished ax
rrative costs affected? I school lunch bon
are taxed in the foon gtanp prograz, for exarole,
would & family have to report the muders of school
lunches purchased each month to food stanp aduinis-
trators? Would current food ‘stamip benefits bo
based on past perticimetion in schoed lunches, how
would this be verified, atc.?

o How will altered eligibility criteria {(e.q., differ-
ent needs stardards, impesing asver tests on school
lwmches) affect pregran coste and caselssds? Cost
implications could ke enurmous if, for example, a
one month accounting pecicd es in food starps
were imposed on the school lunch program whic
at presant has an anmual eccountirg pericd.

While the report raises dozens of potenzisl prograrmatic charges
aimed at better integration, the zhove guestions are not even rajsed,
much less answered. A careful evalustion might well show costs of-
such reforms to exceed benefits. After careful consideration of
administrative problems ard costs and of problems of vsluing in-kind
benefits, the Adninistration’s welfare reform propesal, HR 9030,
spec.ifiﬂally exempte f£rom consideraiisn as incope “the value of foogd
received under any program or activizy ":maiv:ea in vhwle or in part
by any department or agency of the nitad Stazes

The report's recomendations should be medifiad to ensure that
studies of specific proposals par..t,:ulauy those aealmg with the
taxation of benefits and transfer of adwinistration Lo leval welfare

ffices) evaluate all impacis, including those on perticipation of
eligible families. In addition, ithe recommengdation that Congress
adopt a uniform definition of the term needy arnd other @ligibility
criteria should either specify and recomend precisely what the
criteria are to be or should be altered to recommend oniy & study
of the alternatives.

Finally, as to the recommendations on welfare reform, the -eport

should reccgnize that any econcmics 2f scale in consumption or eguiva-

lence scales pertaining o food cannct be simply zpplied to welfare
nefits that are meant to cover ali of a remily's consumption nesds.
benefits that bt 2ll ef iiyts oo t &

GAQ note: Deleted comments related to matters pres sented

in the draft report that have ween revised in
the final report.
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APPENDIX VIIT APPENDIN VITT

Januwery 3, 1978

Mr. Gregory J. Ahare
Divector : o
Buman Rescurces Division '
United States Genmeral Accounting Qi.ice
Washipgton, D. C. 20548
oy ¥Wr. Abart:
Our Agemcy 1s in agreement with the report recommendations -
to reduce duplicstion and incresse the officiency of Fed-
ersl feeding programs. The raport correctly describes
the Community Services Administrationm program ss techuical
agaistence to other feeding progrems. It hae concentrated -
on increasing the evaillabllity of other yrograms €o poor . '
people. In redocing cuplication, grest care must be taken .
to avoid redueing the total level of nutvition ¢ poor e
people. v
7
Simeerely, !
e g
il s D
i p i e
Viliiem W. Allisen n
Deputy Director .
“A'l
- e
125 o
[ .



APFENDIY IX APPENDIX IX

PRINCIPAY, OFFYCIALS CUREENTLY RESPONSIBLE FOR

ADMINISTERING ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT

- Tenure of office
From To

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Secretary of Agriculiure:
Bob Bergland Jan. 1897 Present

Assistant Secretavy for Food
and Consumer Services:
Carol Tucker Fovenan Mar. 1977 Present

Administrator, Food and Nutrition
Service:
Lewis B. Straus May 1977 Present

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELTARE

Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare:
Joseph &. Califano, Jr. Jan. 1977 Prasent

Commigsioner of Social Security:
non I. -Wortman {acting) Dec. 1977 Present

Assistant Secretavry for Health
Julius B. Richmond Jul., 1977 Praescnt

28

Agsistant Secretary for Human
Development fervices:
arabella Martinez Apr. 1977 Prasent

Commissioner, Administration
on Aging: ‘
Reobert C. Benedict Feb, 1978 Present

Commissioner, Administration for
Children, Youth, and Families:
Blandina Cardenas Aug. 1977 Present

COMMUNITY SERVICES ADMINISTRATION

Director:
Graciela Olivaves Adpr. 1977 Pregent

{D2372)
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