F

| would suggest that the census consider work completed by the Center for Neighborhood
Technology on the real cost of housing when transportation costs are added. Their study indicates
that the increases in the cost of fuel have had as much impact on foreclosures as too many “drive
until they qualify” for a mortgage and then the cost cannot be sustained as fuel costs rise. The
study can be found at www.cnt.org.

Terri Blackmore, Executive Director
Washtenaw Area Transportation Study
705 N. Zeeb

Ann Arbor, MI 48103

734-994-3127

734-994-3129 fax
blackmoret@miwats.org

Subscribe to the WATS Blog


http://www.cnt.org/
http://feedburner.google.com/fb/a/mailverify?uri=WATSBlog

Kimberly Rand
251 Chestnut Ave #1
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130-4413

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Kimberly Rand
6179838712



__

Hello David Johnson,
| forward the attached comments on behalf of San Mateo County, California.

Please advise if we need to do anything further to insure these comments are received for
consideration as the Census reviews supplemental poverty measurements.

Regards,

Judith A. Burrell . SMITH DAWSON & ANDREWS . 1150 Connecticut Avenne NW Suite 1025
. Washington, D.C. 20036 . 202-299-7576-cell . www.sda-inc.com

Hi Bob & Judith:

Can you please deliver to the Census Bureau? Letter is being sent at the request of our Human Services
Agency who have long advocated for a change in the way poverty is measured. Please let me know if
you hear of any other efforts in this area as it is a big one for us here in high cost San Mateo County.

Thanks,
Connie

Connie Juarez-Diroll

Legislative Coordinator

County Manager's Office

400 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063-1646
(650) 599-1341 phone

(650) 363-1916 fax

r‘iave Paper. Think Before You Print.


http://www.sda-inc.com/

Syreeta Batiste
8710 Independence Ave Unit #104
Canoga Park, CA 91304-2067

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty in the
United States.

Sincerely,

Syreeta Batiste
(818) 701-1552



Dave Sieminski
522 25th Avenue South
Seattle, WA 98144-2327

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Dave Sieminski
2063907338



Michael Allen
340 Orchard Ave.
Somerdale, NJ 08083-2526

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

This will make your vast improvement even better.

Sincerely,

Michael R. Allen



Attachments: Poverty-US Census-StepUp-scanned.pdf

Good Morning Mr. Johnson,

Mayor Johnson asked that | forward you to you. The original has been placed in the mail. Please
confirm receipt.

Thank you,
Stharonte Turner

Udministrative Ussistant to Mayor Otis S. Johnsen
City of Savannak

PO Boax 1027 (31402)

912-651-6444/651-6805 (fax)

sturnen@s avannafiga.gov



- ®ffice of the Mayor Satarmaly, Georgia

Otis S. Johnson, Mayor
June 23, 2010

~ Mr. David Johnson _ .
Housing & Household Economic Statistics Division Census Bureau
4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500
Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson:

I write in response to the Commerce Department’s call for comments regarding the development
of the new Supplemental Poverty Measure. We have followed this discussion in Savannah and -
are very supportive of the creation of this tool as a means to more realistically measure and
depict poverty in our community. My administration has a deep and long-term commitment to
reducing chronic poverty in this city; the opportunity to create a new, more precise instrument to
measure local poverty rates would be of tremendous value to our efforts. :

We urge the Census Bureau to look to the American Community Survey, providing critical
demographic data on jurisdictions smaller than states, to generate the Supplemental Poverty
Measure. The measure would not provide the same value to cities like Savannah if the Bureau
relies entirely on the data from the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic

Supplement.

I understand that relying on the ACS would mean the Census Bureau would have to engage in -
additional statistical research to include all of the information on family resources that the new
measure requires. However, we think it is preferable for the federal government to lead this

research to fine tune an instrument that all cities can rely upon.

Thank you for the chance to offer Savannah’s perspective in this critical phase of developing this
critical new instrument.

Sincerely,
Otis ; Johnson, ":’ o
Mayor

ojohnson@savannahga.gov * P.O. Box 1027 * Savannah, Georgia 31402  (912) 651-6444 * Fax (912) 651-6805






Attachments: AAPD Comments to Census re SPM June 2010.doc

Dear Census Bureau,

We hope you will accept our attached comments on the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)
although we missed the deadline last week. We experienced a computer virus attack and were
unable to email these by the deadline.

Thank you for your consideration.

Jenifer Simpson

Senior Director for Government Affairs
American Association of People with Disabilities
1629 K Street NW

Washington, DC 20006
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June 23, 2010


David Johnson


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


U.S. Census Bureau


4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500


Washington, DC 20233-8500


Re: Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) Development [75 Federal Register 29513, Docket Number 100429203-0204-01]

Dear Mr. Johnson, 


The American Association of People with Disabilities is pleased to offer some comments on the Census Bureau’s proposed Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM). The American Association of People with Disabilities (AAPD) is the largest national independent nonprofit cross-disability member organization in the United States, dedicated to ensuring political empowerment and economic self-sufficiency for the more than 50 million Americans with disabilities. AAPD works in coalition with other disability organizations for the full implementation and enforcement of disability nondiscrimination laws, particularly the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 and the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and other statutes.

In general, AAPD supports reform of the federal government’s approach to measuring poverty and basic economic security to more accurately determine measures of poverty and economic security for people with disabilities. Recent research finds that as many as half of all working-age adults who experience poverty each year have a disability, and almost two-thirds of adults experiencing persistent poverty over multiple years have a disability.
 

Similarly, people with disabilities experience higher than average rates of various economic hardships, and almost half of non-elderly renter households with “worst-case housing needs” as measured by HUD include adults with disabilities.
 

We note, for instance, a recent study that found of working-age adults living below the poverty line in the United States, those reporting work disabilities experience much higher rates of material hardship than those not reporting any disabilities.
   That is, people with work disabilities were 40 percent to 200 percent more likely to experience various material hardships than people without such disabilities.  

Additional research shows that families of children with disabilities in the United States experience significantly higher rates of economic hardship than families with non-disabled children.
 While hardship rates declined for families with non-disabled children as income increased, for families with disabled children, there was little difference in hardship rates between families with below poverty income and those with incomes between 100 and 200 percent of poverty. 


Recommendation 1: Census should calculate and make available for public comment updated estimates of SPM poverty rates by disability status before publishing the final version of the SPM in 2011.

Recommendation 2: Census should consider modifications to proposed methodology to ensure that the SPM accurately measures both the incidence and severity of economic deprivation among people with disabilities.


Recommendation 3: The federal government should systematize its collection and publication of statistical measures of economic hardship, and publish, as an additional supplemental measure, an overall index of economic hardship.


We thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important measure, the SPM.


Sincerely,




Jenifer Simpson


Jenifer Simpson


Senior Director, Government Affairs


American Association of People with Disabilities (AAPD)


AAPD is a member of the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities (CCD), http://www.c-c-d.org

More about AAPD at http://www.aapd.com

American Association of People with Disabilities


1629 K Street NW, Suite 950 • Washington, DC  20006


phone 202-457-0046 (V/TTY) • 800-840-8844 (V/TTY) • fax 202-457-0473 • www.aapd.com


�  She, P. and Livermore, G. (2009) Long-Term Poverty and Disability Among Working-Age Adults. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 19(4), 244.



� Nelson, K.P. The Hidden Housing Crisis: Worst Case Housing Needs Among Adults with Disabilities. Housing Task Force of the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities.



�  She, P. and Livermore, G. (2007). Material Hardship, Poverty, and Disability Among Working-Age Adults, Social Science Quarterly, 88(4), 970.



�  Parish, S.L., Rose, R.A., Grinstein-Weiss, M., Richman, E.L., and Andrews, M.E. (2008) Material Hardship in U.S. Families Raising Children with Disabilities, Exceptional Children, 75(1), 71.







_1164176100.bin




Attachments: AFSCME Comments on Supplemental Poverty Measure 2010.pdf

Please find attached AFSCME’s comments on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure - Docket
No. 100429203-0204-1

Cecilia Perry

Public Policy Analyst
AFSCME

1625 L Street NW
Washington, DC 20036
(202) 429-1095
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Gerald W, McEntee
President
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Portland, OR
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New York, NY

Anthony Caso
Boston, MA
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Danny Donchue
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David R. Fillman
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Michael Fox
Harrisburg, PA

Albert Garrett
Detroit, M
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New York, NY

Sherryl Gordon
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Danny J. Homan
Des Moines, IA
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John A, Lyall
Worthington, OH

Roberta Lynch
Chicago, IL
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Baltimore, MD

Veronica Montgomery-Costa
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Doug Moore
San Diego, CA

Michael D. Murphy
Madison, Wl

Henry Nicholas
Philadelphia, PA

Eddie L. Parks
Westerville, OH

Randy Perreira
Honolulu, H

George E. Popyack
QOakland, CA

Greg Powell
Austin, TX

Laura Reyes
San Diego, CA

Eddie Rodriguez
New York, NY

Lawrence A. Roehrig
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Joseph P. Rugola
Columbus, OH

Kathy J. Sackman
Pomona, CA

Eliot Seide
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June 18, 2010

David Johnson A :
Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington DC 20233-8500

RE: Docket Number 100429203-0204-01
Dear Mr. Johnson:

On behalf of the 1.6 million members of the American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), AFL-CIO, I am submitting comments
in response to your solicitation of ideas on developing a supplemental poverty
measure. AFSCME represents more than 100,000 human services workers who work
in means-tested benefit programs.

When the poverty measure was established in the early 1960s, the poverty line
was equal to nearly 50 percent of median income. Because the measure has only been
adjusted for inflation and not for increases in typical living standards, it has fallen to
just under 30 percent of median income. We applaud the Bureau’s efforts to reform
the supplemental measure and offer some recommendations below.

Defining the Supplemental Poverty Measure

To be considered officially living in poverty today, a family would have to be
much poorer compared to a typical family in the 1960s. The supplemental measure
should better reflect the amount of income needed to live at a minimally adequate
level. At a minimum, the supplemental measure should reflect a basic standard of
living that is at least as high, when compared to the typical living standards of today,
as the official poverty measure was in the mid-1960s.

Previous census methodology suggest that the new supplemental poverty
measure will result in an overall poverty threshold that might be modestly higher than
the current one, but will almost certainly remain less than half of the amount that
budget-based approaches suggest is needed to maintain a “safe but adequate” standard
of living. A 2008 Economic Policy Institute analysis reported that a family of four
needs roughly $50,000 to achieve a basic living standard.

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO

TEL (202) 429-1000 FAX(202) 429-1293 TDD (202) 659-0446 WEB www.afscme.org 1625 L Street, NW, Washington, DC 20036-5687






David Johnson
June 18, 2010
Page 2

The proposed geographic adjustments to the supplemental measure, while producing
sensibly higher poverty thresholds for a few states, could also result in thresholds that actually
fall below the current ones for many states. The Center on Law and Social Policy’s analysis
found that a measure based on National Academy of Sciences recommendations would result in
lower poverty rates in a majority of states. The declines may be particularly large for the poorest
states in the South and Appalachia.

The supplemental measure should not result in poverty thresholds for states and localities
that are lower than the current official poverty thresholds.

AFSCME Recommendation: The Supplemental Poverty Thresholds should be substantially

higher than the current thresholds and should reflect the amount of income needed to make ends
meet at a basic level.

Treating Education and Savings as necessities
/
The supplemental poverty measure does recognize basic savings (for retirement, a rainy
day, or children’s education) as a necessity. Similarly, education-related expenditures are not
treated as necessities, although the proposal would treat work-related spending on transportation

and child care as non-discretionary spending. The supplemental poverty measure should also

recognize education and basic savings are necessities rather than luxuries.

AFSCME Recommendation: The supplemental poverty measure should treat education-related
spending (including student loan repayment and education-related child care expenditures), and

basic savings for retirement as non-discretionary expenditures that are subtracted from the family
income that is compared to the supplemental poverty threshold.

Treating Adequate Health Insurance as a Necessity

The proposed supplemental measure would subtract out-of-pocket expenditures on health
care from family income. However, individuals and families without health insurance or with
inadequate insurance may not have the resources to make necessary expenditures on health care.
While the health insurance legislation enacted in March 2010 is projected to reduce the number
of non-elderly people who are uninsured by about 32 million by 2016, CBO projects that roughly
21 million will remain uninsured. Moreover, many low-wage workers will continue to face
challenges related to the affordability and adequacy of health insurance even after the law is fully
phased in.

AFSCME Recommendation: The supplemental poverty thresholds should be adjusted to include

the costs of adequate health insurance.






David Johnson
June 18,2010
Page 3

A new supplemental poverty measure should guide policy makers in decisions to allocate
resources by providing a more adequate account of the constraints families face today and how
well federal programs are working in providing pathways out of poverty. The supplemental
poverty measure should represent a level of income for families not only to meet their basic
needs, but to save for the future and have a cushion for emergencies. We urge the Department
incorporate our recommendations to provide a more accurate statistical measure of income and
poverty in the United States. '

Very truly yours,

Ly e

Kerry Korpi

Director

Department of Research and
Collective Bargaining Services

KK/CP:tem







Good evening, Mr. Johnson,

Below please find comments AARP would like to submit in response to the request for comments on
the approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) as recommended by the Interagency
Technical Working Group.

We will follow up on Monday with a PDF copy.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Cristina Martin Firvida
Director of Economic Security

June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economics Statistics Division

U.S. Census Bureau

2600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington D.C. 20233-8500

Re: [Docket Number 100429203-0204-01] Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure - 75 Federal
Register, 29513, May 26, 2010

I am writing on behalf of AARP in response to the Census Bureau’s request for comments on the
approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) as recommended by the Interagency
Technical Working Group. The recommendations reflect the consensus view of federal agencies
responsible for gathering statistical data across a spectrum of activities and programs
administered or monitored on behalf of individuals and families in the U.S. for the purpose of
establishing the SPM. The purpose of the new approach is to revise the joint Census Bureau and
Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) statistical release called the Current Population Survey - Annual
Social and Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC). The new items proposed are intended to result in a
modernized poverty measure as recommended by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) in 1995.
Income poverty is one of the most important economic indicators used to evaluate wellbeing. It is
important that we have a measure that is accurate and non-ideological, and that reflects both the
current cost of necessities and the financial (cash and near-cash) resources available to people
to meet their basic needs. AARP supports efforts to produce a current and more accurate poverty
measure consistent with the NAS recommendations and reflected in the Measuring American Poverty Act
(S.1625/H.R. 2909), legislation supported by the AARP. A new poverty measure must also give state
and federal policymakers a better tool for evaluating the impact of policies designed to alleviate
poverty. AARP believes that the SPM meets these goals.

At this time, we are not providing detailed comments on the data sources and methods used by the
Census Bureau to arrive at the SPM. The details matter, of course, and AARP policy researchers
will be especially concerned with the data and methods used to (1) evaluate out-of-pocket health
care expenses and to (2) calculate thresholds for renters and homeowners. We agree that,
conceptually, it makes sense to account for out-of-pocket expenses and that homeowners face
different costs for housing than renters. We will be interested in evaluating the approach taken
by the Census Bureau. In past comments (submitted November 29, 2009), we have encouraged the
Census Bureau to define out-of-pocket health care expenses expansively to include expenditures
made by frail older people and people with disabilities for long-term services and supports. As
estimates are made available, we will be especially interested in evaluating the data and methods
used to calculate the full after-tax housing costs of older low-income homeowners.

AARP appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Census Bureau’s development of a Supplemental
Poverty Measure. We look forward to working with the Department and others in developing a much-
needed, modernized poverty measure. If you have any questions about our comments, please contact
Larry White, AARP Government Relations and Advocacy, at (202) 434-3813.

Sincerely,
David Sloane

Senior Vice President
AARP Government Relations and Advocacy
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Karen Harris

Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law
50 E Washington

Suite 500

Chicago, IL 60602

karenharris@povertylaw.org

General: 312-263-3846

Direct: 312-368-2007
karenharris@povertylaw.org


mailto:karenharris@povertylaw.org
mailto:karenharris@povertylaw.org



June 22, 2010

Mr. David Johnson


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


Census Bureau


4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500


Washington, DC 20233-8500

 


Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s Approach to Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM), 75 Fed. Reg. 29,513 (May 26, 2010)


Dear Mr. Johnson:


I am writing from the Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law (“Shriver Center”), a Chicago -based non-profit policy development and advocacy organization, to comment on the development of a Supplemental Poverty Measure (“SPM”).


 


We commend the Bureau of Census, Bureau of Labor Statistics and others who produced the recently released report:  Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.  This is an important first step in developing a measure that more accurately portrays today’s poverty issues.  


The closest the U.S. has come to reforming the poverty measure in recent history was the 1995 National Academy of Sciences’ (“NAS”) report and suggestions.  We support many of this report’s recommendations, as well as suggest some additional measures to improve upon the report’s recommendations.  In particular, the recent economic crisis highlighted the fact that Americans do not save nearly enough and do not have the assets needed to build and maintain financial stability.  Thus, efforts to save and build assets should be encouraged at all policy levels including any new poverty measurement.  We, therefore, support the following concepts:

1. Budget Categories:  NAS’ report recommended that the poverty threshold should be comprised of a budget for three basic categories (e.g., food, clothing, shelter including utilities), and a small additional amount to allow for “other needs” (e.g., household supplies).  We support this recommendation, however, we also suggest that the “other needs” category be clarified to include a basic savings level and other asset building reserves.  A certain level of basic savings, at a minimum six months, and insurance are necessary to help families weather financial shocks, plan for future needs and acquire the building blocks for asset accumulation.  If part of the goal of measuring poverty in the U.S. is to determine how to help reduce it, we need to encourage activities, such as saving, that will allow families to lift themselves out of poverty.


2. Definition of Income:  We agree that the resources of a family, or family income, should be defined to include in-kind benefits, tax credits and income assistance from public benefit programs (e.g., Earned Income Tax Credit, Food Stamps, and Housing Assistance).  Similarly, it is important that necessary expenses be deducted.   In particular, we suggest that the definition of “necessary expenses” cover the gambit of costs associated with modern life.  In particular, we ask you to include expenses such as childcare costs, child support payments, commuting costs, medical insurance and out-of-pocket costs, and basic savings.  In today’s economy all of these costs are necessary and expensive items which greatly affect a family’s available resources.  

By including income assistance from public programs (e.g., Earned Income Tax Credit, Food Stamps, Housing Assistance) we can measure their effectiveness at bringing families out of poverty.  Cutting or eliminating such credits and benefits would financially harm families currently receiving such benefits, but under the current poverty measure these families sudden drop in income would have no effect on poverty level measurements at all.  Similarly, deducting necessary expenses (e.g., Federal income taxes, work expenses and out of pocket medical expenses), will reflect the true cost of living in today’s economy

3. Use of SPM:  We agree that the new SPM, while a vastly more accurate tool than the old measure, should not have any automatic effects on program funding formulas or eligibility rules that currently use the official poverty measure.   Instead, Congress should, over time, make whatever adjustments it considers appropriate on a program-by-program basis.  Also, when the current official poverty measure is ultimately replaced, it should remain as the “historical” measure, and calculations and reports of poverty rates should be done for both the modern and historical measure.


4. Decent Living Standards and Medical Care Risk Measure:  We also encourage the development of the Decent Living Standard and Medical Care Risk measures. The Decent Living Standard should be defined as “the amount of annual income that would allow an individual to live at a safe and decent, but modest, standard of living,”
 that is, an amount intended to be above that of the poverty thresholds. The Medical Care Risk measure would calculate the extent to which individuals are at risk of being unable to afford needed medical treatment, services, goods, and care, taking into account both uninsured and underinsured statuses.  In sum, this measure would recognize that a family needs resources far exceeding the current poverty line in order to have a “reasonably” decent life, while acknowledging that it would not be feasible to immediately implement a new poverty line that is twice as high (or higher) than the current one. Over time, a Decent Living Standard could become an important vehicle for analyzing and talking about the need to increase the number of families that have the resources not just to get by but to thrive.


Based on experimental alternative poverty measure figures previously used by the Census Bureau, it is clear that any new measure will likely put poverty rates much higher than the official rate.  Although it’s impossible to predict precisely what the new supplemental rate will reveal, other alternative measures’ figures indicate much higher levels of poverty.  Yet, the point of the new measure is to provide a more realistic view of poverty, including both the necessary expenses of modern day living as well as the anti-poverty programs currently being used.   Issuing a supplemental measure will not change eligibility for any governmental benefits or, in and of itself, cost the government one penny in additional poverty program expenditures since the new measure will not affect public benefit programs’ eligibility requirements.  However, it will provide a starting point for assessing where the U.S. is in terms of its anti-poverty efforts and what measures should be taken to advance those efforts.


Again, we commend the Bureau of Census, Bureau of Labor Statistics and others for taking this important first step in developing a measure that will more accurately portray today’s poverty issues.  


Sincerely,


Karen Harris


Supervising Attorney


Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law


50 E. Washington, Suite 500


Chicago, IL 60602


karenkharris@yahoo.com

312-368-2007  


 


� Measuring American Poverty Act (MAP Act), S. 1625 (111th Congress, 2009-2010).
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Comment on Federal Register Notice Docket Number 100429203—-0204-01,
“Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.”

The Interagency Technical Working Group (ITWG) advises that the Supplemental
Poverty Measure (SPM) not follow several of the National Research Council panel’s
recommendations. One of these is the NRC recommendation that calculations of
new poverty thresholds start with spending on food, clothing, and shelter plus utilities
(FCSU) by two-adult, two-child families. Instead, the ITWG recommends starting with
spending by a larger group including all families with exactly two children

As the ITWG document notes, “...poverty rate estimates that the SPM will produce do
not yet exist....” However, we know what effect the change to the NRC reference
family proposal would have on the new poverty thresholds. Compared to the
distribution of FCSU spending by two-adult, two-child families that the NRC panel

proposed, the 33" percentile of FCSU spending by all two-child families is around
seven percent lower. After multiplication by 1.2 and equivalence scale adjustments,
as proposed, all resulting poverty thresholds also would be around seven percent
lower than with the NRC reference family group.

The ITWG offers the following rationale for expanding the reference family sample.
“In the 15 years since the NAS report, however, the composition of families in the
U.S. has continued to change and a growing number of children live in families with
only one adult, particularly in lower-income households.” Presumably, then, if the
share of children living in families with only one adult had remained unchanged since
1995, the ITWG would have recommended the reference family definition from the
NAS report.

Question 1: Why is it reasonable to reduce the threshold amounts that all families are
deemed to need for food, clothing, shelter, and other basics just because a growing
number of children live in one-adult, lower-income households?

Question 2: If the share of children living in two-child, one-adult, lower-income
households continues to grow, would this tend to produce additional downward
pressure on future poverty thresholds?

Richard Bavier
2860 Kelly Square
Vienna, VA 22181



Attachments: CLASP SPM COMMENTS.doc

Hi.

Attached is CLASP’s comments on the SPM. Thanks for this opportunity to comment. We are also
sending a copy in the regular mail. Thanks again.

CLASP

policy solutions that work for kw-income poopio

Jodie Levin-Epstein

Deputy Director

CLASP | 1200 18th St NW | Suite 200 | Washington, DC 20036
p (202) 906-8003 | f(202) 842-2885 | jodie@clasp.org

If you work on poverty and opportunity, you need to know about the work underway to develop a Supplemental
Poverty Measure. Click here to get key resources including two webinars with experts, government officials, and
advocates.
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June 25, 2010

David Johnson


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


Census Bureau


4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500


Washington, DC 20233-8500


Email: david.s.johnson@census.gov and spm@census.gov

Re: Notice and Solicitation of Comments on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure 

Dear Mr. Johnson:


CLASP, the Center for Law and Social Policy, submits these comments in response to


the Notice and Solicitation of Comments on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure announced in the Federal Register on May 26, 2010. Under the Notice, the Bureau of the Census requests comments on the approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) as described in a report of the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.

The Notice indicates particular interest in comments related to methods and data sources.  CLASP offers some opinions in that regard and addresses contextual issues important to release and use of the SPM.


CLASP commends the Census Bureau for taking steps to develop a supplemental measure. By adapting and selecting among the National Academy of Sciences 1995 recommendations, the Census will make progress on the income and expense sides of the poverty calculation.  The SPM should help policy makers better appreciate the impact of key federal programs on poverty. In addition, the broader definition of expenses will provide a clearer picture of how everyday expenses affect economic well-being and can drive poverty.  We believe the SPM is a valuable start that should be augmented by a set of other actions around measuring well being.

We appreciate that Census is inviting public comment as part of its process.  The openness to ideas and suggestions is welcome. And, it is in keeping with the oft-repeated statement by Census officials that the 2011 SPM likely will evolve as improved data sources, methods and anomalies materialize.   In this spirit, we offer the following suggestions.

The SPM Should Offer Poverty Reduction Data Disaggregated by Program


The current official poverty measure only counts cash income such as earnings or unemployment insurance payments.  This is a problem.  As Rebecca Blank wrote in February 2009, income defined as cash income only means the current official measure …

“…does a poor job of showing the effects of a host of non-cash policies and programs that are intended to improve well-being. For example, there’s no effect on the official poverty measure if taxes go up or down or if tax credits are expanded. There’s no effect if food stamps or housing subsidies are expanded or cut back. There’s no effect if additional child care subsidies or health care coverage affect a family’s work expenses or health care costs.”


Under the SPM, a new, key feature will be including resources beyond cash income. The SPM is expected to incorporate “any Federal government in-kind benefits that families can use to meet their FCSU.”   This means the SPM poverty rate will count as resources federal investments such as food stamps and the Earned Income Tax Credit, and the collective value of those programs in reducing poverty can be assumed to be reflected in the rate.

What is not discussed in the Notice is whether the release of the SPM will disaggregate the data so the role of each of those programs in reducing poverty can be readily appreciated.  It is our understanding that there are no plans to report how much each program contributes to reducing poverty. While the public may be able to access the Census data and to undertake this calculation, it would be useful if the Census release incorporated this information.


The SPM Should Not be the Only New Measure from Census


The SPM will offer a measure of poverty that has greater breadth than the current official measure.  It is appropriate to keep both measures and to use for them for distinct purposes.  The Measuring American Poverty Act of 2009 (H.R. 2909) called for developing another income measure – the decent living standard.  It did so because while the SPM will have greater breadth, this new federal measure will still not include many in our nation who struggle daily to make ends meet.  Indeed, 200 percent of the current official poverty line is often used to designate families who are low-income and struggling to make ends meet.  The SPM design will not identify this population.  For this reason, we urge the Census to take steps to develop a federal decent living standard as fast as possible. Until such a federal measure becomes available, we urge that the release of the SPM include information that puts the “P” in “SPM” in context.  A variety of measures of low-income status are readily available such as self-sufficiency standards.  Referring to these standards (some of which are used by local and state governments) need not reflect official endorsement of any kind. But describing them and providing a simple illustrative table will help the public understand what the SPM is and is not.

The SPM poverty rate will be a new and improved number. The irony is that this advance poses some dangers.  Many, including policymakers, will become confused and assume the new and improved measure replaces the current official measure. The Census has done important work to try and deflect that assumption – both by naming the new measure “supplemental” and by continuously repeating that the current official measure should be used as the tool to set program eligibility. These steps are vital but not sufficient.  There is a danger beyond confused assumptions.  It will be tempting, particularly for state and local policymakers who seek to cut programs, to use the new and improved measure as a rationale for cutting programs tied to an increment of the current official poverty measure. When states use increments such as 150 percent, 200 percent or a higher above the current official measure, it is due to a general view that many families above 100 percent struggle and need program services. Even though the SPM has been marketed already as distinct from the official measure, its release may cause those focused on cuts to use the new and improved measure as a reason for cutting.  This would be a misuse of the SPM.  To prevent such misuse of the SPM, the release should reference existing standards designed to capture a broader, yet struggling, population and acknowledge the value of continued use of the official measure (along with multiples of it) for eligibility.  Given the dire fiscal straights that states face, arguments will be made to cut programs serving vulnerable families. The SPM should not be a tool to buttress these arguments. 

The SPM Should be Adapted to Provide State and Local Data


In recent years, state governments have shown a resurgent interest in poverty.  And, in many of these states and a number of localities, interest in the way poverty is measured has come front and center.

About 20 states have created poverty commissions or task forces to recommend how to provide opportunity in an era when wages for many have stagnated.  About half of these commissions were established prior to the Great Recession.  And, one of every five states with commissions have set a goal to reduce poverty by a target date such as cutting poverty in half by 2020.  Specifically, 11 states have poverty reduction targets. A 12th state, Oregon, employs benchmarks for a range of issues, including poverty.


Notably, of the 13 states that already have issued reports, six states have highlighted a concern about the current official poverty measure. The six states (Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Minnesota, Vermont, and Virginia) called for action and some have taken further steps.  For example, Minnesota and Connecticut contracted with the Urban Institute to use an NAS-like methodology to project the impacts of a set of a proposed legislative initiatives designed to reduce the state’s poverty rate.

Indeed, this concern led 136 members of state commissions  to urge the federal government to act and to provide the nation with an improved measure of poverty.   The February letter stated: 

 “As members of state economic opportunity and poverty reduction task forces that are currently in operation or have completed their mission, we write to urge the federal government to move forward in implementing a modernized income poverty measure. 


In trying to assess the economic well-being of our states and the progress of policy efforts to create greater economic opportunity, we have come to know very well the limitations of the current measure.”

The City of New York did not wait for federal action.  The Mayor’s Center on Economic Opportunity (CEO) adapted the NAS recommendations and constructed an alternative poverty The CEO measure has resulted in reports that offer a variety  of insights into an NAS-like measure. For example, the CEO measure demonstrated the role of medical out of pocket expenditures on the elderly and revealed how public housing subsidizes reduced poverty.  The CEO report offers demographic and geographic, borough-by-borough breakdowns for the city.


Cities and states are anxious for an improved measure.  However, they will not receive city and state data from the SPM.  That is because SPM will use Current Population Survey (CPS) data and not American Community Data (ACS).  The CPS data is used for national analysis; ACS allows for sub-national assessments.  As Census observes, “because of its large sample size, estimates from the fully implemented ACS provide the best survey-based state level income and poverty estimates.” 


The federal government needs to provide tools for states and localities to enable them to calculate their own SPM.  If this can not be achieved alongside the release of the national SPM, the announcement should provide information on whether and when the federal government will take steps to enable this in the future.

Geographic Adjustment Should Include Disparate Rural Transportation Expenditures


The geographic adjustment for the threshold under SPM raises numerous issues.  Conceptually, we support the idea that the poverty measure should reflect cost of living differences.  However, the proposed geographic adjustment solely relies on differences in housing costs, in large measure because of the current limitations of data related to other costs.  As stated in Observations from Interagency Technical Working Group, “ideally, if more data become available, it would be attractive to move toward a price index that covers all items in the threshold.”   A question is whether it is appropriate to include a geographic adjustment based solely on housing costs, or if Census should consider not including a geographic adjustment as part of the SPM until the data catches up.  In particular, we are concerned that an adjustment based solely on housing costs will substantially understate the extent of poverty in rural areas, which typically have low housing costs but very high transportation costs.  A 2001 U.S. Department of Energy analysis found that “rural households with vehicles used nearly 40 percent more gasoline and drove nearly a third more vehicle miles than urban households with vehicles.”


While housing costs are often the largest single family expenditure, the Center for Neighborhood Technology reports that, “Nationally, transportation is the second largest household expenditure after housing, ranging from less than 10 percent of the average household’s expenditures in transit-rich areas to nearly 25 percent in many other areas. Based on calculations using the 2003 Consumer Expenditure Survey, we estimate that the average U.S. household spends 19 percent of its budget on transportation.”

Transportation is a particularly key everyday expenditure for low-income persons – no matter where they live.  One study suggests that transportation accounts for as much as 42 percent of annual income for households in the lowest income quintile.  Another study found that working families earning between $20,000 to $35,000 spend 70 percent of their annual income on housing and transportation costs. 


Under the proposed SPM, transportation is included as a work expense, but this may not be sufficient to capture the additional costs of transportation for other purposes.   CLASP urges Census to explore using a measure of of geographic differences – one not just based on housing but also on transportation.  One possible starting point for this exploration is the 

The Housing + Transportation Affordability Index ,which has been applied to 337 metro areas.

Child Care Costs Should Be Included in the Calculation


In addition to transportation, child care expenses are particularly burdensome and fluctuate from community to community and state to state.  In addition, poor and low-income families pay 


a significantly higher share of their income for care than do upper-income families.  In one study, 40 percent of poor, single, working mothers who paid for child care in 2001paid at least half of their cash income for child care. An additional 25 percent of these families paid 40 to 50 percent of their cash income for child care.


Child care cost varies greatly based on where a family lives, the type of care used, and the quality. According to the National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies:

“For a 4-year-old in a center, parents paid up to $11,680 a year for full-time care. Parents of school-age children paid up to $10,720 a year for part-time care in a center. Average prices for full-time care in a family child care home were as much as $10,324 for infants, $9,805 for a 4-year-old, and $7,124 for a school-age child. Additionally, the report found that average monthly child care fees for an infant were higher than the amount that families spent on food each month. In every state, monthly child care fees for two children at any age exceeded the median rent cost, and were nearly as high, or even higher than, the average monthly mortgage payment.”

Higher-quality child care is more expensive than that of lesser quality and can be prohibitively expensive for many families.


The Interagency Technical Working Group developing the SPM recognized the impact child care costs can have on a family’s net income and recommended that the SPM account for the real cost of child care as paid by families.  There are several methods to meet this goal. The CPS currently includes questions about the amount paid for child care by families included in the sample.  However, this measure includes all families, without significant analysis and disaggregation based on whether families get help paying for child care from public or private sources, and without weighting for geographic differences in the cost of care or for the number of children by age in the family.


The National Center for Children in Poverty has collected information on the market rate of child care for different family sizes and in different communities in states.  It includes this information in its Basic Needs Budget Calculator.  This information is also reported to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, Administration for Children and Families, Child Care Bureau on a biannual basis and could be collected through that office.


Additionally, the SPM should include information on child care assistance available to families to offset the costs of child care in their state.  Each state reports to the Child Care Bureau on expenditures through the federal Child Care and Development Block Grant and other sources.  Research shows that this assistance helps families move out of poverty both through supplementing their income and by increasing their attachment to the labor force.  Including these expenditures by state will help demonstrate the impact of subsidies on families in poverty and ensure that net income calculations meet consistency requirements as envisioned by the Technical Work Group. 

Conclusion

The SPM is an important step forward in what has been a remarkable journey of federal inaction over the last decades.  The Census approach to this process is to be commended, particularly the invitation for the public to comment and the acknowledgement that the SPM is a work-in-progress.  There is a clear and present need for additional income-related measures such as a decent living standard and measures of material deprivation/assets.  Further, the experience of poverty is more than the lack of money.  The human development index seeks to capture not just income but also education and health measures into a measure that provides a multi-faceted picture of well being.  Other efforts are also focused on a more comprehensive snapshot.  The SPM marks a beginning toward improving our understanding of income poverty.  More measures should follow.  


Sincerely,

Jodie Levin-Epstein


Danielle Ewen


Elizabeth Lower-Basch
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Sincerely,
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June 25, 2010

. WHAT A DIFFERENCE A MEASURE MAKES

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

via email: spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty
Measure (SPM)

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, the Center for Women’s Welfare
submits the following comments.

I. INTRODUCTION

We welcome this opportunity to submit comments on this important issue. The creation of the Supplemental Poverty
Measure is a significant development as the current federal poverty measure is out dated and inadequate for today’s
needs. We appreciate the work that has been done by the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the recently
released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty
Measure. We hope that our comments will be informative to the development of methodology for the SPM.

The Center for Women’s Welfare (CWW) at the University of Washington was founded in 2002 with the primary
mission to serve as a resource and research center to support the continued development and refinement of The Self-
Sufficiency Standard (the Standard), related research, tools and products. As the founder and Director of CWW, Dr.
Diana Pearce continues her work, begun in 1996, to develop and disseminate an alternative measure of poverty, the

Self-Sufficiency Standard. The following comments are grounded in the extensive experience of Dr. Pearce and her
staff over the last 14 years on the Standard, and its underlying methodology and datasets.

Over the past decade, Dr. Pearce has authored nearly 100 reports on the Self-Sufficiency Standard. The Standard has
been calculated in 37 states plus the District of Columbia and is used in a wide array of settings and program
applications. These comments reflect not only the opinions of Dr. Pearce and staff, but also the experience of many
who have applied the Standard in their work. For further information on the Standard, reports, and datasets for the
states, please see www.selfsufficiencystandard.org.

Center for Women’s Welfare SCHOOL OF SOCIAL WORK
. ...advancing economic justice through research - -
and the Self-Sufficiency Standard UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON
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II. NON-DISCRETIONARY EXPENSES

A common definition of poverty is some variation of “not having enough to meet basic needs”. This in turn requires
comparing a measure of need (usually a threshold) to a measure of resources for each family or household.

For the threshold, the interrelated questions are: (1) what needs are to be included? And/or, (2) where should the line
be drawn, meaning what method and decision rules are used to locate the line? In most descriptions, how these
questions are answered categorizes a measure as either an “absolute” or a “relative” measure. That is, an “absolute”
measure is based on the cost of one or more basic needs. Thus the current poverty measure is based on the cost of
food (sufficient to meet minimum nutritional requirements), with a multiplier of three to encompass all other needs,
not specified. In contrast, a relative measure is set using a point in the distribution of income, or expenditures. For
example, a common relative measure of poverty used in Europe is 50% (sometimes 60%) of median income.

The NAS-based Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) has been described as “semi-relative”, in that it chooses certain
basic needs on which it is based (making it an absolute standard), but pegging the cost numbers for the chosen needs
to the distribution of expenditures, which makes it more relative. That is, by pegging the level of the threshold to
expenditures, it is expected that the measure will rise (or fall) as living standards rise (or fall), so that the measure
reflects how households/families fall relative to the spending patterns of the larger society.

However, the SPM also introduces a new concept of “non-discretionary expenses”. In previous budget-based
measures, various costs were designated either as a “basic need” or not. If a need was deemed to be basic, it was
included in the threshold. In the current federal measure, the one named basic need is food. However, in the SPM, in
addition to the four named basic needs (food, housing, utilities and clothing) there are some additional needs, deemed
“non-discretionary expenses that are considered needs only if there are actual expenditures to meet that need. The
reasoning, in part, is that these are needs incurred by some, but not by others. Therefore, instead of adding these to
the thresholds for all, only the actual expenditures are deducted from the family’s resources for those families
incurring those expenditures.

The underlying assumption is that if there is no expenditure, there is no need. This makes these non-discretionary
expenses “second-class needs”. In contrast, with the basic needs included and named in the threshold, it is assumed
that people need such things as food and housing, whether or not they expend the resources to obtain it. And in fact,
if they have too little to spend to secure these named basic needs, their lack of expenditure (through using consumer
expenditures at a given level, currently the 33" percentile for the reference family) indicates that they are lacking
sufficient resources, i.e., that they are poor.

In contrast, lack of expenditure on non-discretionary needs is assumed to mean there is no need. Limiting these
“deductions” from resources to the amount actually expended on these items in effect incorporates the very poverty
that you are trying to measure. For example, if one is too poor to afford health care, and goes to the emergency room
or forgoes treatment or drugs, then that poverty is not measured under the current design of the SPM.

Note too that in each of these cost areas, federal and state governments have engaged in expanding assistance—
particularly over the last two decades—to meet these needs, such as health care (Medicaid, the S-CHIP program for
children, WIC-Women, Infant and Children for mothers and young children) and child care assistance (under many
programs and names, including TANF, the Child Care Development Block Grant, etc.). The fact that households are
deemed to need assistance to meet these needs, often eligible at incomes well above the current federal poverty
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measure (see discussion below), suggests that these needs are real and thus that lack of expenditure means there is an
unmet need, rather than meaning that there is no need.

Health Care: The universality of the “non-discretionary” need of health care is most clearly seen in the case of health
care expenditures. It seems hardly defensible to maintain that people who do not spend enough to secure health care,
directly or through insurance, do not need health care. Our recent legislation not only mandates that all obtain
coverage, but makes provisions to subsidize those who cannot afford it, in order for all Americans to have health care
expenses covered by insurance. The emerging national consensus suggests that health care coverage is viewed by an
increasing percentage of Americans as a universal need.

Child Care: Likewise, child care is needed by all those who have young children, school-age (part-time), and below
school-age (full-time), regardless of whether or not families make such expenditures, or make sufficient expenditures.
Some have argued that if people do not pay for child care, they do not “need” paid child care, even if the adult or
adults in the household are employed outside of the home, because they are using “free” or low cost child care, e.g., by
a family member (spouse, sibling), other relative or other adult (e.g., a boyfriend or unmarried partner). In contrast,
not using paid child care may well reflect the need for child care, not the absence of need. Some evidence that points
in this direction includes the following:

1. Use of paid child care is related to income, suggesting that families that can afford to do so use paid child care
as soon as income permits. Low-income children with a working mother are more likely to be cared for by a
parent or relative (39%) than higher income children (23%) (Snyder and Adelman, 2004; Ehrle, Adams, and
Tout, 2001). Additionally, findings from the National Child Care Survey indicated that low-income families
receiving child care subsidies were much less likely to use relative care and much more likely to use center
care than low-income families without subsidies (Brayfield et al., 1993). State studies also found that low-
income families receiving subsidies were more likely to use regulated care (Fuller et al., 2000; Gilbert et al.,
1992; Meyers, 1993; and Siegel and Loman, 1991).

2. Use of unpaid/relative/spouse shared child care is concentrated among the very young. That is, child care is
needed for about 12 years, full time until they reach school age, and then part time when in school until they
reach the age of 12. The percentage of children under one year that are cared for by a parent or relative with a
working mother is 65%—between the age of one and two years this percentage decreases to 52% (Ehrle,
Adams, and Tout, 2001). Altogether, about one-third of children under five, and only one-fourth of those
who are school age are taken care of by a relative (Snyder and Adelman, 2004).

3. There is a strong consensus that informal child care is more often undependable, and/or not developmentally
beneficial. A review of research assessing the quality of child care programs by Brown-Lyons, Robertson, and
Layzer (2001) found that informal child care arrangements repeatedly had the lowest rated quality of child
care, not only by experts, but also by parents, particularly once their children are preschoolers and older.'

1. Brown-Lyons et al provide the following useful summary of research on quality of care: “The measures used most often to assess overall
quality of child care programs are the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS) for child care centers and Family Day Care
Rating Scale (FDCRS) for family child care homes (Harms and Clifford, 1989). The FDCRS rates six areas of caregiving practice: space
and furnishings, basic needs, language and reasoning, learning activities, social development, and adult needs. In these studies, which
draw samples of convenience and used the global assessments scales described above, informal child care is frequently rated as providing
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4. Itis often assumed that relative and informal child care is unpaid. Although often the pay is less for informal
child care, it is often paid; at the same time it is likely to be unreported, by the payee or the caregiver being
paid. This results in substantial underestimation of the amount and extent of payments for child care.

5. Finally, with the increased participation of women in the labor force, there is decreasing number of adults
available to care for young children; grandmothers may be able, like parents, to take a few weeks off to care
for an infant, but very few are available, or can afford, to become full-time caregivers for their young
grandchildren. As relatives have become less available, each year the percentage of children in paid care
increases.

Work-Related Expenses: Commuting expenses are also close to a universal need. According to our research with the
Standard, nearly 80% or more of households with incomes below the Self-Sufficiency Standard have at least one
worker in them.? The ability to get to and from work, by either public or private transportation, is crucial to
maintaining employment, and thus is an essential for all those who are workers, not an optional expense.

We note that the Working Group contemplated deducting an “average” amount for commuting from the resources
for each employed adult. We would concur, except that we recommend that a distinction should be made between the
costs of public and private transportation. For example, in Allegheny County (Pennsylvania), we found that the
transportation cost of commuting to and from work to be $105 per month for an adult using public transit in the City
of Pittsburgh but $259 per month in the rest of Allegheny County where the driving costs of owning and operating a
car was assumed (Pearce, 2010).3

Role of Subsidies: A further problem with not including child care, health care, or other work expenses, as a basic
named need within the threshold, is that it makes it impossible to distinguish between those who get subsidies to meet
these needs, and those who do not, even though their well-being is clearly quite different. That is, if two households
have the same income just above the threshold, so that neither is counted as poor, the one that receives a subsidy that
offsets one of these “non-discretionary” expenses is clearly better off than the one that does not. Only if one of these
households expends resources to secure, for example, health care, such that a deduction of such expenditures takes
their resources below the threshold, does their poverty get revealed.

the lowest quality child care. Home-based programs are rated lower in quality than center-based programs, and unregulated programs are
rated lower than regulated programs. Using the ECERS and the FDCRS, Fuller (2000) rated 71 percent of both kith and kin providers and
licensed family child care providers at the minimal level of quality or worse, while 42 percent of child care centers were similarly rated.
Galinsky et al. (1994) reported similar findings, with inadequate quality ratings assigned to 13 percent of the regulated family child care
providers, 50 percent of the unregulated family child care providers, and 69 percent of the relative providers...The greater educational
focus of center-based care is associated with better cognitive and language outcomes for children and a higher level of school readiness
(Peth-Pierce, 1998).”

2. The specific percentages by state are as follows: 89% - California 2007 (Pearce, 2009), 85% - Colorado 2000 (Pearce, 2007), 78% -
Connecticut 2000 (Pearce, 2007), 83% - Mississippi 2007 (Pearce, 2009), 85% - New Jersey 2005 (Pearce, 2008), 85% - Pennsylvania 2007
(Pearce, 2009), 82% - Washington 2000 (Pearce, 2007).

3. We assumed the use of public transportation within Pittsburgh but not the surrounding areas of the county because of very different
usage rates of public transportation. While 20.1% of workers used public transportation as the means of transportation to work in
Pittsburgh, only 6.9% used public transportation as the means of transportation to work outside of Pittsburgh in Allegheny County
(2006-2008 American Community Survey).
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For child care, where child care subsidies can amount to substantial resources for low income families, not accounting
for this difference in available family resources results in severely undercounting the poverty in this demographic,
families with young children. In fact, many families are deemed in need of subsidized health care and child care by
government assistance programs at levels considerably higher than the current poverty line and the likely SPM
thresholds, so that eligibility is set at 200% to 400% of the current poverty measure. At the same time, only 29% of
eligible children receive child care subsidies (ASPE, 2008). That is, there is substantial unmet need for help with child
care expenses, using the very conservative eligibility levels set by state child care assistance programs. Indeed, those
whose incomes are low enough that child care expenditures deducted from their income would result in their income
falling below the thresholds, are likely to not expend those resources on child care or health care, but first attempt to
secure the basics of food and housing. Yet, as the methodology is currently proposed, these unmet needs, this very real
poverty, will not be measured by the SPM as these needs are only acknowledged when there are actual expenditures.

An indicator of how large a difference the inclusion of non-discretionary expenses into the thresholds make can be
seen when we compare the incidence of poverty, or income inadequacy, using different measures. In general, the
amounts in the Self-Sufficiency Standard thresholds for the basic needs named in the SPM (housing, utilities, food,
and clothing) are similar to the amounts in the SPM, as initially calculated. The main differences is that the Standard
also includes amounts for health care, work-related expenses (child care and transportation), and taxes/tax credits.
When these amounts are included, there is a substantial increase in the count of the number of households with
inadequate income over the current poverty measure (see Attachment 1).

While we do not yet have similar state by state numbers for the SPM, we do know that Census Bureau analyses of
“experimental poverty measures” have yielded increases in the poverty count of one or two percentage points
(nationally). That is, deducting (imputed estimates of) actual expenditures rather than allowing for universal need
results in a substantially different count of the poor; it will be qualitatively different (and even biased) against families
with young children in particular, and quantitatively, substantially less.

Recommendations:

1. We recommend that the costs deemed “non-discretionary” by the National Academy of Sciences, as well as
the Technical Working Group, should be considered as necessary core expenses and added to the thresholds.

Failing that, we recommend these non-discretionary costs should be deducted from the income of ALL who
have need of the item, whether or not they expend resources to gain it, rather than limit these deductions to

those who actually expend resources to secure these needs. In particular, for the following costs:

A. Health care: We recommend that there should be, either in the thresholds or deducted from
resources, amounts for health care that will cover the costs of insurance, plus other out of pocket

expenses, universally. It is possible to estimate, as Census Bureau researchers have done, out of
pocket health care costs including insurance, for various demographic groups, using the Medical
Expenditures Panel Survey and similar datasets. (Note that with health care reform, we are moving
towards more uniform costs as well as insurance coverage—all will be expected to have health
insurance, and the high costs for those who are sicker will be disallowed, making estimating such
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costs much easier, and more uniform—although geographically variable, but there is good data on
costs of insurance by state.)

Although the current proposal by the Working Group recommends “investigating the advantages
and disadvantages of adjusting MOOP [medical out-of-pocket expenses] for those who are
uninsured”, we think that the 2010 health care reform legislation will make this unnecessary.

We also believe that there has been too much concern about the “skewness” of medical expenditures.
For the vast majority of households, there is a relatively known, and relatively stable, expenditure for
health care, and that is health insurance and related expenses for prevention and normal health care
(copayments for doctor visits, prescription drugs, etc.). Catastrophic costs for serious illnesses and
conditions are relatively rare, and attempting to encompass them has led to the proposal to deduct
actual expenditures (or imputed actual expenditures) from resources rather than add a certain
amount to the threshold. Thus we recommend including within the threshold the “ordinary” costs,
now under health care legislation facing every individual and household, of health insurance and
related copayments and drugs. Catastrophic costs, not covered by insurance, could then be deducted
from resources. (See also recommendation regarding the elderly.)

B. Child care: We recommend that the appropriate (by age and place) amount for child care should be
automatically deducted for all families with children of the ages needing it. (Again, lack of

expenditure does not mean lack of need, but rather, lack of resources.) Note that as we discuss below,

there is considerable geographic variation in the cost of child care, so this should also be
incorporated into the calculation of the deduction, as well as the obvious differences by age of child.

C. Work-related expenses: We recommend that work-related expenses, primarily commuting, should
be deducted for all who are employed. However, a distinction should be made between those who

have adequate public transportation available versus those who must have a car, as these are quite

different in amount; again, data is available to make this distinction. Thus we recommend that
different amounts should be deducted, depending on public transportation availability, reflecting the

costs of public versus private transportation to and from work.

III. GEOGRAPHICAL ADJUSTMENT

A major criticism of the current poverty measure has been that the measure is not adjusted by place. The proposed
SPM methodology would address this shortcoming by adjusting for the geographical variation in the cost of housing,
for that portion of the threshold that is attributable to housing expenses. While we certainly agree that creating
geographic variation in the thresholds this way is important, in our experience, other costs have substantial
geographical variation as well.

To give you an idea of how much geographical variation there is, by different costs, we examined costs in the Self-
Sufficiency Standard for six states (Illinois, Indiana, Mississippi, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, and Washington) for one
family type, that of two adults with two children, one a preschooler, and one who is school-age (see Attachment 2).
We found variation in the costs of all basic needs between states and within states. In this sample, child care costs
were found to vary the most between states—child care expenses for this family type varied from a low of $488 in
Mississippi to a high of $1,660 in Illinois, a difference of $1,172 per month. While the cost of child care varied the
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most (more than housing or other costs) in four of the states (Indiana, Illinois, Pennsylvania, and Washington),
housing varied the most in Mississippi and Oklahoma.

Besides the costs of housing and child care, the largest geographic variation in costs is transportation. This reflects the
differences in the cost of commuting to and from work with public transportation versus needing to drive a car. For
example, in Mississippi and Oklahoma, where it is necessary to own and operate a car in order to commute to work in
all parts of the state, the cost of transportation only varies, respectively, by $34 and $47 per month between counties.
However, in states like Washington and Pennsylvania, where some areas have adequate public transportation systems
but not all, the amount of money needed to commute to and from work varies from a minimum of $144
(Washington) and $168 (Pennsylvania) to a high of $541 (Washington) and $589 (Pennsylvania).

This demonstrates the importance of considering a geographic adjustment not only when establishing a threshold but
also when estimating family resources. If actual expenditures on child care are not used then any imputation of child
care adjustments should take into account that the market rate cost of child care varies greatly. For example, in the
2009 Self-Sufficiency Standard for Mississippi, across all counties, the most expensive child care for a preschool and
schoolage child was $592 per month. This is nearly the same as the cheapest child care found in the 2009 Standards
for Illinois, Indiana, and Washington State for the same family type.

IV. DATA SOURCES

In many discussions of poverty measures, there are only two sources of data that are considered: that of expenditures
(such as the Consumer Expenditures Survey), or expert-determined levels (such as the USDA food budgets). The Self-
Sufficiency Standard relies, whenever possible, on a third type of data to determine costs, that of government
calculated data of what is minimally adequate to meet a particular need. Often these numbers are determined in order
to set the level of benefits for those receiving assistance. They have the advantage that they are not set in the abstract
by an “expert” who may be overly generous in the eyes of the public, but rather reflect what the government feels is
minimally adequate to meet the needs of those deemed to lack the resources to sufficiently achieve that minimal level.

In addition to their being more easily defensible as adequate but not overly generous, these data have the advantage of
being geographically more detailed than deriving numbers from expenditure data, as the latter sample sizes often do
not permit detailed geographical variation down to the county or large city. They also have the advantage of not being
from an “expert”, but rather are derived empirically from market surveys of actual providers/users of the service or
item. Since the purpose of these numbers is for government assistance programs to be able to efficiently allocate
resources—so that high cost area families are not shortchanged, and low cost areas get sufficient but not an unfair
allocation—it is in the government’s interest that the numbers are set correctly, not too high or too low. In fact, in the
case of housing, HUD allows local entities such as housing assistance agencies, to challenge the rents as too low (or
too high) following strict protocols to develop evidence of what the “true” amounts should be, and then HUD will
take these submissions into account when finalizing the FMRs. Additionally, these data do not have to rely on
averaging several years of data to get sufficient sample size, and are updated annually or every two years, so that they
reflect changes in the market relatively quickly.

Below we have described how we have used this government-developed data to determine the geographical variation
in housing and child care costs.
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Housing Data: The Self-Sufficiency Standard uses the U.S. Department of Housing and Development’s (HUD) Fair
Market Rents (FMR) for the cost of shelter (housing and utilities). Since a single FMR is calculated for an entire
metropolitan area, and because there is substantial variation across large multi-county MSAs (such as New York
City), we use the ACS for intra-MSA adjustments of housing costs for multi-county MSAs. Likewise, in the non-
metropolitan areas in states, there is often a few counties with unusually high housing costs for rural areas, usually
resort areas. Some examples include Martha’s Vineyard and Nantucket, Aspen, Colorado, and the San Juan Islands in
Washington State. For this reason, the greater detail of the FMRs allows us to more accurately measure housing costs,
and incorporate this geographical variation into the measure.

Child Care Costs: The Self-Sufficiency Standard calculates child care costs at the 75 percentile based on data from
the most recent child care market rate survey (MRS) conducted or commissioned by each state. We assume that
infants are cared for in a family day care setting, preschoolers are cared for in centers, and that school-age children
need before and after school care.

In most states, it is possible to calculate the 75% percentile rate of child care at a county level using the MRS for all
counties. However, in some cases where there is low population density, we calculate rates by pooling together several
counties into a region or identify price clusters.

For the purpose of the Self-Sufficiency Standard, which is built from the “ground up”, state MRS’s are the best
available data source for the actual cost of child care faced by parents. However, they are far from ideal. Unlike the
FMRs, which are calculated consistently across the country by HUD using a consistent methodology over time, states
are free to conduct the MRSs however they choose. There is relatively little guidance in how to conduct valid MRS and
there are thus certain limitations to comparing data across states (Grobe et al, 2008). Data collection methods differ
(usually administrative data, mail, telephone, or combination), survey questions vary (some states only collect hourly
rates while others collect prices by month and week), and response rates are sometimes very low (Weber et al, 2007).
Nevertheless, as with FMRs, there is substantial state interest in “getting it right”, in order to best allocate child
assistance resources. And, it is by far the best and most (if not perfectly) consistent data on child care costs. Given the
wide empirical variation cited above, we would urge consideration of using these government assistance databases
such as FMRs and child care MRSs as sources for varying costs by place in the SPM.

Recommendation:

1. We recommend that the Census Bureau consider using government databases that provide geographically
detailed information on costs to incorporate geographical adjustments in both the thresholds, and in

calculating the amounts for non-discretionary expenses to be deducted from family resources.

V. A SEPARATE SET OF THRESHOLDS FOR THE ELDERLY

Although there has been no discussion in recent documents of developing a separate set of thresholds for elderly
households, in our review of the issues, it became increasingly clear that doing so would solve some of the problems
facing the team designing the SPM. Even before the advent of Medicare and other changes, the federal poverty
measure recognized somewhat different circumstances and needs for the elderly, and thus had separate thresholds for
these households.
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Since then, circumstances have substantially changed for the elderly, resulting in significant differences in costs, in
different areas. In developing the Self-Sufficiency Standard, and using it as a measure of income adequacy, we from
the beginning have seen it and used it only in reference to the needs of households with at least one adult who is
neither elderly nor disabled.

Below is a brief discussion of some of these areas of difference between these demographic groups.

1. Housing: While differentiating between those who are owners with a mortgage, owners without a mortgage,
and renters, will capture some of the difference in costs for the elderly, we do not believe it is adequate. While
more elderly than non-elderly own their housing without a mortgage, given that many elderly refinance, they
may have a mortgage. At the same time, whether owner or renter, in part because of long tenure, the elderly
are likely to have substantially less housing costs than the non-elderly in a given geographic area, a difference
not entirely captured by the mortgage/non-mortgage distinction. In fact, HUD’s development of Fair Market
Rents’ methodology acknowledges this fact, so that the rents are based on units rented within the last two
years, as averaging in long-term rentals would artificially lower the costs facing most renters. It is speculation,
but we would not be at all surprised to find that housing costs among the elderly are significantly lower than
among the non-elderly in the same geographic area.

2. Health care: There is near universal coverage of the elderly by Medicare. At the same time, many studies
have shown that health care expenditures, reflecting longer life spans and substantial increase in health care
costs, have resulted in increased proportions of elderly income going to health care costs beyond Medicare.
This is particularly true of prescription drugs, partially addressed in the fixes to Part D of the health care
reform bill of 2010. Altogether, this creates an “apples” and “oranges” problem for health care costs: for the
non-elderly, health care costs for the vast majority are health insurance and related costs (copayments,
drugs), but for the elderly they are Medicare premiums, non-employer-related Medigap insurance,
prescription drugs not covered by these, and other non-covered costs. With an estimated one-half of costs
occurring in the last six months of life, the skewness of health care costs is probably substantially due to elder
health care costs.

3. Taxes: While it is reasonable to assume that most income that is taxed for the non-elderly is earned income at
the 33" percentile, it must be assumed that for those over 65, most income is non-earned, from social
security, pensions, savings, and the like, which are subject to different tax rates than earned income. Thus
different tax and tax credit formulas need to be applied based on age and assumptions about income source
and tax rates.

4. Food: As recognized in the USDA food budgets, elderly caloric needs are less, and it is expected that food
consumption would be less than the average adult.

Note that while housing costs are likely to be lower for the elderly, health care costs are likely to be higher. If both of
these costs were included in the thresholds, then this would not matter so much, depending upon whether they
empirically balance each other out. However, as it is now structured, only housing is included in the threshold. This
leads to the anomaly that the elderly may have, relative to non-elderly families, more resources available for housing
to secure an equal level of housing quality. This would then allow such households to expend more on health care
costs, without cutting into housing needs, but which would be deducted from resources, increasing the likelihood of
being counted as poor, even though they actually had more resources freed up by their lower cost housing to meet
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health care needs than would a comparable non-elderly family on average. In contrast, a non-elderly household with
children, with the same resources, would not have any “extra” to meet housing needs, and so could not afford to
expend resources for health care or child care, and thus would not be counted as poor, even though they lacked the
resources to meet their health care or child care needs, and thus were worse off. Thus not taking into account the
different expenditures needed to secure basic needs such as housing by age, leads to an overcount of elderly poverty
and an undercount of non-elderly poverty.

Recommendation:

1. We recommend that consideration be given to creating a separate reference household, and separate
thresholds, for elderly households, reflecting the different costs facing these households, including

particularly housing and health care.

VI. ALTERNATIVES TO THE SPM

Regardless of the final shape of the SPM, there will still be a need for an alternative that is based on thresholds that
include all of the costs facing working families, as well as an alternative that sets out the costs, and determines the
income needed by elderly/disabled families to meet their needs. Over the past 14 years, we at the University of
Washington have developed the Self-Sufficiency Standard for working families, which details all the needs, at a
minimally adequate level, faced by working age families, including not just housing, food and clothing, but also work
related expenses (child care, transportation), health care, and taxes/tax credits. It is a testament to the importance to
the public and the wide range of users that the development and expansion of this measure has continued, even
through this recession.

The need for both a revised poverty measure, along the lines of the SPM, and a Self-Sufficiency Standard-type
measure, has been recognized at the national level in legislation co-sponsored by Representative Jim McDermott and
Senator Chris Dodd entitled the Measuring American Poverty Act (HR 2909 and S 1625). This legislation would
require the development of a “Decent Living Standard”, described as similar to self-sufficiency standards. In addition,
the development of such an alternative, which would reflect a minimum standard of living, varied geographically and
by family composition, has been endorsed by over 300 organizations (Half in Ten, 2010).

Recommendations:

1. We recommend that the Census Bureau undertake an assessment of the data and methodology used to

calculate the Self-Sufficiency Standard, with the goal of developing a similar federal standard at the national

level, in order to supplement, but not supplant the SPM.

2. Inaddition to developing an alternative for working age families, we recommend that the Census Bureau

consider developing an alternative measure for the elderly, along the lines of the University of Massachusetts

Boston’ Elder Economic Security™ Index, which is also varied geographically (by county) as well as by
household type.
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VII. CONCLUSION

Developing the methodology to calculate the Supplemental Poverty Measure is a large undertaking. We would like to
thank the Census Bureau and BLS for taking on this important role and for carefully considering the methodology for
this new statistic—including being open to outside comments. Indeed, nothing in these comments should be
construed as negative about this endeavor, but rather our comments are intended to support and enhance your
efforts. This is a rare opportunity to create a new statistic that will inform our understanding of poverty in the United
States. We hope that our comments, particularly our recommendations, will be carefully considered.

With over a decade of experience creating thresholds we have knowledge regarding many of the components that will
go into creating the SPM. If we can be of any assistance please let us know. Of course, we would be glad to clarify any
of the comments that we have made above. In addition we would welcome the opportunity to share our experience of
the last decade plus of developing, disseminating, and using poverty measures across the country.

Sincerely yours,

Diana Pearce, Ph.D.

Senior Lecturer and Director, Center for Women’s Welfare
School of Social Work, University of Washington

4101 15" Ave NE, Seattle, WA 98105

PHONE: 206-616-2850

FAX: 206-543-1228

EMAIL: pearce@u.washington.edu

WEBSITE: www.selfsufficiencystandard.org
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Attachment 1.

Percentage of Households with Incomes Below the Self-Sufficiency Standard and

Federal Poverty Level in Seven States

Percentage of households below the

Percentage of households* below the

Self-Sufficiency Standard Federal Poverty Level
California 31% 10%
Colorado 21% 7%
Connecticut 19% 7%
Mississippi 32% 18%
New Jersey 20% 7%
Pennsylvania 21% 9%
Washington 21% 8%

*Since the Self-Sufficiency Standard assumes that adult household members work, this analysis includes only those households in which

there is at least one adult aged 18-65 who is not disabled.

Sources: Household income and demographic data for California, Mississippi, and Pennsylvania: U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 American
Community Survey; New Jersey: U.S. Census Bureau, 2005 American Community Survey; Colorado, Connecticut, and Washington: U.S.
Census Bureau, 5% Census Data, 2000. Calculations by author using corresponding state Self-Sufficiency Standard data. State
demographic reports are available at http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/pubs.html#addpub.
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Attachment 2.
Comparison of Self-Sufficiency Standards for Two Adults with One Preschooler and One
Schoolage Child: Monthly Costs and Annual Wage

Housing | Child Care | Food | Transportation | Health Annual Self-
Costs Costs Costs Costs Care Sufficiency
Costs Wage

Indiana 2009 MIN $521 $521 $639 $376 $374 $32,848

MAX $927 $1,267 $712 $473 $464 $55,395

RANGE $406 $746 $73 $96 $90 $22,548

Illinois 2009 MIN $442 $596 $625 $136 $413 $33,726

MAX $1,271 $1,660 $767 $497 $508 $68,503

RANGE $829 $1,064 $141 $361 $94 $34,777

Mississippi 2009 MIN $524 $488 $637 $459 $409 $32,076
MAX $979 $592 $727 $492 $472 $45,261 |

RANGE $455 $104 $90 $34 $63 $13,185

Oklahoma 2009 MIN $554 $640 $611 $462 $452 $35,292

MAX $786 $821 $690 $510 $488 $46,868

RANGE $232 $181 $79 $47 $36 $11,576
Pennsylvania 2010 | MIN $579 $781 $661 $168 $386 $40,978 |

MAX $1,267 $1,586 $870 $589 $426 $71,846

RANGE $688 $805 $209 $421 $40 $30,868

Washington 2009 MIN $580 $563 $666 $144 $414 $36,900
MAX $1,399 $1,438 $860 $541 $414 $59,359 |

RANGE $819 $875 $194 $397 $0 $22,459

Across all six MIN $442 $488 $611 $136 $374 $32,076

states MAX $1,399 $1,660 $870 $589 $508 $71,846

RANGE $957 $1,172 $259 $453 $134 $39,770

Sources: Authors calculations based on the Self-Sufficiency Standard for Indiana (2009), Illinois (2009), Mississippi (2009), Oklahoma
(2009), Pennsylvania (2010), Washington (2009). Data and reports available at http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org.
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June 25, 2010


David Johnson


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


Census Bureau


4600 Silver Hill Road


Stop 8500


Washington, DC 20233-8500


Re: Comments on “Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure,” 75 Federal Register 29513, Docket Number 100429203-0204-01


Dear Mr. Johnson, 


The Disability Policy Collaboration, a partnership of The Arc of the United States and United Cerebral Palsy (DPC) submits the following comments on the Census Bureau’s proposed Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).  The Arc and UCP strongly support reform of the federal government’s approach to measuring poverty and basic economic security and seek assurance that as measures are developed, the impact on people with disabilities will be assessed and addressed.  


The importance of accurate measures of poverty and basic economic security for people with disabilities cannot be overestimated. Recent research finds that as many as half of all working-age adults who experience poverty each year have a disability, and almost two-thirds of adults experiencing persistent poverty over multiple years have a disability.
 Similarly, people with disabilities experience higher than average rates of various economic hardships—even after controlling for income and various other factors— and almost half of non-elderly renter households with “worst-case housing needs” as measured by HUD include adults with disabilities.


We urge the Census Bureau to explore whether adjustments need to be made to the proposed measures to reflect the extra costs experienced by many individuals with disabilities and families that include a person with a disability.  Measures of out-of-of pocket on medical services, child care and transportation need to fully and accurately measure costs for people with disabilities.  In addition there may be other disability related costs such as personal assistance services that should be considered. Finally, because people who lack adequate and affordable health insurance may not be to pay out-of-pocket for necessary medical services, the Census Bureau should consider including the cost of such health insurance in the SPM thresholds for people who are uninsured or underinsured.


The DPC looks forward to working with the Census Bureau to ensure that the Supplemental Poverty Measure accurately measures the both the incidence and severity of economic deprivation among people with disabilities.   We also encourage you to include disability experts within various federal agencies on the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.  Thank you for your consideration of our comments.  If you have questions please contact Julie Ward on my staff (jward@ucp.org).


Sincerely,
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Paul Marchand


Staff Director 


Disability Policy Collaboration 


�  She, P. and Livermore, G. (2009) Long-Term Poverty and Disability Among Working-Age Adults. Journal of Disability Policy Studies, 19(4), 244.



� Nelson, K.P. The Hidden Housing Crisis: Worst Case Housing Needs Among Adults with Disabilities. Housing Task Force of the Consortium for Citizens with Disabilities.
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Dear Mr. Johnson,

I respectfully submit the attached comments to the Census Bureau in its
deliberations on a supplemental poverty measure.

Sincerely,
Randy Albelda

Randy Albelda

Professor of Economics

University of Massachusetts Boston
Boston, MA 02125

617-287-6963

randy.albelda@umb.edu



Comments on Supplemental Poverty Measure

Submitted by: 


Randy Albelda


Professor of Economics and 

Senior Research Associate, Center for Social Policy 


University of Massachusetts Boston


Boston, MA 02125


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Census Bureau’s supplemental poverty measure.  It is certainly time the US poverty threshold calculation be revised and updated to reflect the new realities of being poor in America since the original calculations in the 1960s.  I am a labor economist whose work focuses on poor women, particularly single mothers.  I have published extensively on women’s poverty (especially those with earnings) over the last 25-30 years.  So, I am very familiar with the ways in which the current poverty measure works, the various alternative measures already employed and the debates surrounding their determinations.  My most recent research focuses on low-income, low-wage parents and the ways in which they try to juggle employment, taking care of children and getting the sets of public supports for which they are eligible.  This research relies on quantitative data (using variously the SIPP, CPS, and Decennial Census) as well as on qualitative data collection (focus groups and interviews).  It has also been experiential based on my research partnerships and educational intersections with advocates for low-income families and workers in Massachusetts and nationally.  

I am interested that the measurement be accurate for two important reasons.  First, having a consistent measure is incredibly useful for understanding poverty in America and how it has changed over time.  Poverty is always with us, but being able to have some ways of measuring the depths and who is poor (and for how long) is crucially important not only to our understanding but for policy debates and most importantly for the reduction of poverty.  There is a research as well as a moral imperative in measuring poverty accurately.  Second, the poverty measure is directly linked to poverty programs, so levels matter.  Despite clearly-stated claims that these supplemental measures will not change the currently policy linkages, I am almost certain they will.  States already use other measures that better reflect poverty levels and if this measure is accurate (or even if it is not, it will be believed to be better if only because it has been “modernized”), they will begin to use them in eligibility criteria. I am willing to bet large sums of money on this.  Therefore, developing a more accurate measure will have important anti-poverty policy implications.  


I have reviewed the “Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure” and applaud the efforts to provide more realistic assessments of family resources and costs.   The inclusion of more basic costs of living, redefining the family unit, regional adjustments of housing costs and counting in kind resources are all very welcome adjustments.  However, some of the ways in which these are proposed to be measured raise questions about if they will resolve the current problems or possibly create new ones.  While the call for comments is targeted toward the ways in which specific costs are measured, there are larger issues in the Working Groups’ document that deserve comment and hopefully correction or readjustments.  These are discussed below.  


Employed Women’s Time Still Uncounted for in Proposed New Measures:  Use Better Threshold Cost Measures of Food and Child Care 

Nowhere is parents’ (mostly women) time accounted for in discussions of thresholds or resources. Clair Vickery (1977) pointed out this omission over 30 years ago.  She spoke of time poverty and how poverty lines do not adequately reflect the time costs associated with employment.  The proposed changes claim they do (though looking at costs associated with employment), but the method proposed will not accurately reflect these costs.  Poor mothers, unlike their middle and high income counterparts, cannot substitute purchased goods for much of their “lost” (to employment) time.  They typically do not stop at Whole Foods for take out on the way home. They are often unable to find and afford high quality child care providers near their homes or where they work.  They do not have reliable cars that need few repairs or even a washing machine in their housing unit. Low-income and poor families must do without or spend the time it takes to prepare cheap foods, wash clothes at the laundromat, or take public transportation.   As it turns out, since welfare changes and very rapid increase in employment among poor mothers, their actual expenditures on food and child care have not risen since the early 1990s (Meyer and Sullivan 2008;   Kaushal, Qin and Waldfogel 2007).   On the surface, this is a perplexing finding.   One would expect these costs to increase as they are typically associated with the cost of employment – including by the working group.   But, qualitative data makes perfect sense of this.  Low-income families buy cheap, unhealthy fast food and “catch as catch can” with inexpensive or no child care (London, Scott, Edin and Hunter 2004; Dodson 2007; Chaudry 2004).  These practices put mothers and their children at risk and are a high cost of poverty that are not being adequately measured or understood.  While they have enormous implications for anti-poverty policies, they also have implications for measuring poverty thresholds.  I strongly urge the working group to reconsider which food and child care costs they use in both the threshold as well as in the costs of employment. The proper way to do this is to estimate the cost of purchasing healthy food (including prepared foods) and adequate levels of quality child care (including after school programs).   Looking at existing expenditures at the 33rd percentile, especially of families with children, will vastly underestimate the real costs associated with adequately caring for children and sustaining a minimum healthy lifestyle.   If these costs were correctly accounted for, the thresholds would be higher as well as much more reflective of what it takes to live safely and adequately on a bare-bones budget.   Family budgets do a much better job by calculating the costs families would face at true market rates.   States already collect information on area costs of child care when they determine child care subsidies.  Ironically, medical costs and housing costs have risen for poor mothers with employment. This reflects a cost of employment to poor women that is not accounted for in this measure  -- that being the loss of public supports as earnings increase.    

Why Reinvent the Wheel?  Use HUDs Housing Cost Determinations 


HUD already has a way of determining fair market rates for every area in the country based on median rental rates.   Anti-poverty program measures of housing costs should dovetail with poverty measures and do for family budget measures – why not the official US measure?   


The Proposed Family Unit Measure Will Overestimate Resources Available to Low-income Parents and Children, and with it Underestimate Poverty Levels

While the current measures underestimate resources available to families by only including family members (related by blood marriage or adoption) due to cohabitation, the proposed methods will overestimate them.  Cohabitation is complicated, but it is clear that resources are not shared in the same way as they are among married families.  For example, Kenney (2004) finds that only slightly over half cohabitating couples combine all resources, compared to almost three-quarters of married couples.  Men who are not the fathers of children in households do not necessarily spend money on them.   I suggest that only some proportion of resources be counted as shared for cohabitating couples.  

Miscellaneous costs are vastly underestimated


The working group proposes multiplying the cost of food, shelter, clothing and utilities by 1.2 – presumably to account for miscellaneous expenditures families make.  This seems to vastly underestimate the everyday costs low-income (and the rest of us) face.   These include: the cost of non-employment transportation (public transportation and gasoline prices make grocery shopping and transporting children remarkably expensive); education costs associated with sending a child to public schools are increasing (sports, after school programs, basic school supplies); basic household products (hygiene, cleaning and laundry supplies); routine repairs (including automotive repairs since in most places in the US this is a must, especially if you have children and poor people have cars that break down); and occasional purchases of durable and non-durable goods.   What the median family spends on miscellaneous items would seem to be a more accurate way to estimate these costs as they probably do not vary that much in the lower half of the income scale.   

Savings and education/training:  Only a basic need the rich? 


What keeps poor families in poverty?  This is a complicated questions, but research, common sense and common experience indicate that the inability to financially weather even a minor setback (car breaks down; lose of week’s pay with a child with chicken pox) can mean the loss of a job and/or inability to pay rent and loss of housing.  When this happens, most low-income families have no economic cushion (i.e. savings) and comes at a high cost such as increased credit card debt and homelessness or housing instability. Leaving poverty seems insurmountable.   Many anti-poverty advocates (on the left, right and center) have been promoting asset development as an important vehicle for leaving poverty for precisely these reasons – savings can be used for a range of costs – including emergencies.  Additionally, a long held belief among  policy makers and researchers is that increased education attainment and/or skill development is the key to economic mobility.  However, both of these cost money and in some cases lots of money.  Public higher education is often beyond the reason of those in the bottom third.  Yet, the new poverty measure does not include any savings or the cost of education/training in its threshold measures.  One way to include savings and education costs would be to increase the percentage of income that is dedicated to “miscellaneous costs.”   


Sources cited: 


Chaudry, Ajay (2004). Putting Children First: How low-wage working mothers manage child care, Russell Sage: NY.  


Dodson, L. (2007). Wage-poor mothers and moral economy. Social Politics, 14(2), 258-280.


Kaushal, Neeraj, Gao Qin, and Jane Waldfogel. 2007. "Welfare reform and family expenditures: How are single mothers adapting to the new welfare and work regime?." Social Service Review 81, no. 3: 369-396.


Kenney, Catherine.  (2004).  Cohabiting couple, filing jointly? Resource pooling and U.S. poverty policies.  Family Relations, 53(2):  237-247.  


London, A. S., Scott, E. K., Edin, K. & Hunter, V. (2004). Welfare reform, work-family tradeoffs, and child well-being. Family Relations, 53(2), 148-158.


Meyer, Bruce D., and James X. Sullivan. (2008). Changes in the Consumption, Income, and Well-Being of Single Mother Headed Families. American Economic Review 98(5): 2221-2241.


Vickery, Clair.  (1977).  The time-poor: A new look at poverty.  Journal of Human Resources. 12(1):  27-48.



Attachments: SPM Comments from Catholic Charities of Santa Clara County.pdf

Dear Mr Johnson:

Please see the attached comments on the Supplemental Poverty Measure.
Let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you.

Greg
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June 24, 2010

David Johnsan

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

via email: spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Iinteragency Technical Working Group’s approach to
developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Catholic Charities of Santa Clara County submits the following comments, based on
the Census Bureau’s May 26, 2010, request for comments. Catholic Charities of
Santa Clara County has been providing comprehensive services to mitigate, prevent,
and reduce poverty since 1955. Through our daily experience of providing direct
service to families in need, it has been consistently clear that because of the high
cost of living in our metropolitan region, many people struggle in poverty even though
their incomes exceed the current outdated federal poverty standard.

Catholic Charities commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who
produced the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
Supplemental Poverty Measure is a vast improvement over the Federal Poverty
Thresholds. We applaud in particular the addition of shelter, ciothing, and utilities to
food as part of the basic set of commodities that all families must purchase. We also
applaud the thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in the cost of
housing and for differences among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage,
and own a home without a mortgage.

Despite its improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds, the proposed SPM
falis short of capturing the full range of financial vulnerability that destabilizes low-
income families. A more complete measure of poverty would:

- Include the actual cost of, rather than the amount expended for, the basic set
of commodities because many low-income individuals and families do not
have adequate income {o cover all the commaodities that households must
purchase for a minimum standard of living. For example, a low-income family
may spend a very small amount on housing because they fit two households
into a two bed-room apartment. Therefore, considering only expenditures and
disregarding actual need results in a substandard measure.

- Include, rather than exclude, the basic commodities of health care,
transportation, and child care, since these are very basic needs that peopie
need to live a productive, healthy life. For example, many families in the
poorest area of east San Jose are ineligible for Headstart because their
incomes exceed the current federal threshold, yet they don't make enough
money to afford the cost of private childcare.

Change Lives for Good





- Adjust for differences in cost and consumption pattems based on age as the SPM is
designed to identify poverty in families with children and does not include that of clder
adults. The needs of family units are different than those of cider adults, where health
care is usually the second highest expense for older adults whereas child care is usually
the second highest expense for younger aduilts.

- Adjust for regional differences in the cost of all commodities and not only housing since
food, utility, child care, and health care costs vary significantly depending on local costs
of living.

- Recognize that a certain level of basic savings and insurance are necessary to help
families weather financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
future needs such as the education of one's children and retirement. The challenge of
asset disparity is even greater than the challenge of income disparity.

Catholic Charities of Santa Clara County launched a local campaign to cut poverty as part of
Catholic Charities USA’s Campaign to Reduce Poverty in America. Qur local campaign, Step
Up Siticon Valley, includes over 90 organizations from the nonprofit, government, and faith-
based sectors. A key element of Step Up Silicon Valley is our advocacy for a revised federal
measure of poverty to one that more accurately reflects the real life needs of individuals and
families struggling to make ends meet. Therefore, we have adopted the Insight Center's Self-
Sufficiency Standard and the Elder Economic Security Standard Index and are advocating for its
adoption locally, statewide, and nationally.

Produced by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University of Washington and the University of
Massachusetts Boston, respectively, the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security
Standard™ Index are county-and-family specific measures of the minimum income necessary to
purchase the basic commodities that all families need to make ends meet; these measures, and
others like them, provide an improved basic threshold of need.

tn 2009, Representative Jim McDermott and Senator Chris Dodd introduced the Measuring
American Poverty Act (HR 2908 and S 1625), which would require the development and
publication of a “decent living standard threshold”, that would not only account for cost
differences by geography and family type, but also provide a measure of income adequacy
reflecting the resources necessary to meet basic needs and live beyond deprivation.

Representing a coalition of over 90 organizations through Step Up Silicon Valley, Catholic
Charities of Santa Clara County recommends that the Interagency Technical Working Group:

Build upon the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™
Index, and the legislatively proposed “decent living standard threshold”, so that the SPM
reflects what it actually costs to pay for basic commodities. We need a measure that
reflects a minimum standard of living versus a measure of deprivation.

If it is not possible to review the SPM according to the principles outlined above, we then
recommend that the Working Group:

Develop a "decent living standard threshold” in addition to the SPM, recognizing that
one measure may not fit all needs: in reality, families move along a continuum from
poverty to economic stability. For example, the White House Task Force on Middle
Class Working Families, chaired by Vice President Joe Biden, recognizes the
importance of assessing the impact of new and existing policies across the board to
determine if they are helping or hurting the middie class.





Additionally, consider placing this specific economic standard in the larger context of the Human
Development index which uses measures the health, education, and income of a country and a
locai community.

Finally, the Supplemental Poverty Measure, or Decent Living Standard Measure, needs to be
applied not just as an analytical tool, but as a means of changing policies related to eligibility for
public benefits and services.

Policymakers and the general public need to understand the effectiveness of our public policies
in not only liting people out of poverty but also helping Americans reach true economic security
in today’s economy.

Thank you for taking leadership on this important issue. We would be happy to assist in any way
we can as you consider these comments,

Sincerely,

Gregory R. Kepferle, CEQ






Dear Mr. Johnson,

At the same time as it publishes the SPM, the Census Bureau should also publish a simple and easily comprehensible gauge of
basic income security, one that better reflects post-War-on-Poverty-era concerns about the economic secutity of working
families both below and above the extremely low income-poverty thresholds of the SPM. This measure, which I'll refer to
generically as the Low-Income Measure (LIM), should be tied directly to a percentage of median income that reflects the
minimum average amount of income needed for a four-person family to achieve a basic “middle-class” budget, such as the 25th
percentile budget detailed in Table 2 of the Middle Class in America report prepared by the Commerce Department earlier this
year.

The LIM would provide a direct, easily comprehensible, and simple gauge of whether the share of Americans within reach of a
middle-income standard of living is growing or declining over time. As such, it would complement the median-income, poverty-
income, and income-inequality data currently included in the annual Census reports on poverty and income.

Inclusion of the LIM in the annual Census reports would be consistent with the concern that the public, policymakers, and
researchers have with the economic well-being of working families who are neither securely middle class nor necessarily stuck
below the official poverty line. This concern is reflected in the long-list of federal programs that have income eligibility standards
that are considerably higher than the poverty line. Similatly, inclusion of the LIM would reflect a 21st century conception of
what FDR called, in his Second Inaugural Address, the “one-third of a nation” who have “too little,” including too little of
“necessities of life” like “education, recreation, and the opportunity to better their lot and the lot of their children.”

The SPM has been described by federal officials and the NAS panel as a “quasi-relative” measure, with the implication being
that the percentage change in the thresholds over time would fall somewhere between the percentage changes in thresholds
adjusted only for inflation and those adjusted for median income. However, given the unique and experimental nature of the
measure, it is impossible to predict whether the measure will actually behave in such a fashion over time, in part because the
SPM may be more volatile and sensitive to asset bubbles that distort consumption trends than a measure tied to median income.

Thus, an additional benefit of the LIM is that it would serve as a useful comparison measure for the explicitly experimental SPM.
The LIM’s usefulness as a comparison measure is strengthened because median-income-based measures are already widely used
as measures of poverty or poverty risk by the statistical agencies of other industrial nations, as well as by researchers, and come
closest to a consensus measure of poverty (for industrial nations) internationally.

Finally, despite the cost and considerable complexity of the SPM, there is little evidence that it will produce a poverty measure
that provides a more accurate estimate of economic deprivation than other less costly, less complex, and more standardized
measures of income poverty. Moreover, the substantial weight of the social science evidence that has accumulated since the eatly
1990s favors the development of a "low-income-plus-hardship" (LIPH) approach to measuring poverty over the income-only
(IO) approach taken with the SPM. The LIPH approach uses a material deprivation index in conjunction with relatively simple
measures of income poverty, and has been adopted by the United Kingdom and Ireland in recent years.

As Robert Havemann has recently noted, IO measures "ignore many potential sources of well-being that are but weakly tied to
cash income. Although people may experience hardship in many dimensions ... only a low level of money income matters in
determining who is poor." The LIPH approach is conceptually superior to the IO approach because it explicitly recognizes the
multi-dimensional nature of economic deprivation.

For additional comments on the SPM, see my April 2010 paper, A Modern Framework for Measuring Poverty and Basic Fconomic

Security and my commentary Three Ways to Improve the SPM. Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,

Shawn Fremstad

Director, Inclusive and Sustainable Economy Initiative
Center for Economic and Policy Research
Washington, DC


http://www.cepr.net/index.php/publications/reports/a-modern-framework-for-measuring-poverty-and-basic-economic-security/
http://www.cepr.net/index.php/publications/reports/a-modern-framework-for-measuring-poverty-and-basic-economic-security/
http://bit.ly/c8LNsd

Attachments: Pov Measure Comments 6-10 Final.pdf

To David Johnson, Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division, Census Bureau:

Please find attached comments from the City of Seattle on “Developing Supplemental Poverty
Measure”. We appreciate the opportunity to comment. The letter is from Sara Levin, Acting
Director, Seattle Human Services Department.

Jerry DeGrieck

Seattle Human Services Department
206-684-0684 (office)
206-919-3926 (cell)
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City of Seattle
Human Services Department

June 24, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

spm@census.gov

RE: Comments on “Developin lemental Poverty Measure”

The City of Seattle applauds the Census Bureau for developing the Supplemental Poverty
Measure (SPM) that will better reflect the realities facing struggling families and ways in
which current government programs can help them to get back on their feet. The new
measure will provide a more accurate accounting of household budgets and a better
determination of whether a family has enough resources to meet its most basic needs. Our
major concern is that, to be relevant and accurate, the measure must be useful at the sub-
state/local level, rather than solely at the state level.

The March 2010 Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing
a Supplemental Poverty Measure lead us to believe that the Census Bureau will rely
exclusively on the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement
(CPS ASEC) to generate the SPM. This will severely limit the usefulness of the new measure
because the CPS ASEC cannot be used to generate poverty rates for geographic units
smaller than states. State-level estimates, moreover, will need to be based on two or three-
year averages from the CPS ASEC. This will deny the vital information the SPM offers to
policy makers and the public in metropolitan areas, cities, and counties across the US. The
Census Bureau should develop a plan for using the American Community Survey to provide
annual state-level and sub-state poverty rates based on the SPM.

The Census Bureau created the American Community Survey (ACS) in order to provide
state and sub-state jurisdictions timely information on local socio-economic trends. Today
the ACS is the nation’s largest continuous demographic survey, with a sample of some three
million addresses for each survey year. The Bureau uses the ACS to provide poverty rates
based on the current methodology for states and sub-state areas that are larger than

Kip Tokuda, Acting Director

Human Services Department Tel (206) 386-1001
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 5800 Fax (206) 233-5119
PO Box 34215 TDD (206) 233-2778

Seattle, WA 98124-4215 : kip.tokuda@seattle.gov
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65,000 persons on an annual basis. Poverty rates for smaller areas are available using
three or five years of the ACS annual sample.

Use of the ACS is the only means by which the Census Bureau can provide local SPM-based
poverty rates. We recognize that the ACS does not now, and will not ever, include all the
information on family resources that the SPM requires. But statistical methods exist to
overcome this obstacle. The New York City Center for Economic Opportunity, the Urban
Institute, and the University of Wisconsin’s Institute for Research on Poverty have (or soon
will have) published studies that use the ACS to estimate SPM-style poverty rates for New
York City, Minnesota, and Wisconsin, respectively.

These are significant, pioneering efforts. But, they cannot substitute for work that must be
done by federal statistical agencies. Few states or local governments have the capacity to
fund these kinds of research efforts on an ongoing basis. Locally sponsored research,
moreover, can lead to a proliferation of measures that are based on varying interpretations
of how best to implement a NAS poverty measure. While this has value as research activity,
it can thwart the comparability of poverty rates that are estimated in different jurisdictions.

We applaud the Administration’s efforts to develop the Supplemental Poverty Measure, but
urge the Census Bureau to commit itself to the task of providing ACS-based annual state
and sub-state SPM poverty+xates.

Singerely

Sara Levin, Interim Director
Seattle Human Services Department
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Mr. Johnson,

Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s Request for comments, published May 26, 2010, United Way of
the Bay Area submits the attached letter with comments.

Thank you,
Susan

Susan K. Jeong
Community Investment

United Way of the Bay Area
221 Main Street; Suite 300
San Francisco, CA 94105

T: 415-808-4359
F:415-817-4741

Email: sjeong@uwba.org

Stay up to date on the latest United Way news:

visit the LIVE UNITED Bay Area blog
and enter your email address to subscribe to our feed.
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June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

via email: spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s
approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure
(SPM)

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, United Way of
the Bay Area submits the following comments.

United Way has worked for many years to help promote financial stability of low-wage workers.
In seven counties located in Northern California, United Way convenes partners across sectors,
advocates for policy change, runs community programs, engages volunteers and educates
residents about the issues most vital to a resilient community.

United Way of the Bay Area (UWBA) commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others
who produced the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed SPM is a vast
improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds. We applaud in particular the addition of
shelter, clothing, and utilities to food as part of the basic set of commodities that all families
must purchase. We also applaud the thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in
the cost of housing and for differences among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage, and
own a home without a mortgage.

Despite its improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds, the proposed SPM falls short of
capturing the full range of financial vulnerability that destabilizes low-income families. A more
complete measure of poverty would:

- Include the actual cost of, rather than the amount expended for, the basic set of
commodities because many low-income individuals and families do not have adequate
income to cover all the commodities that households must purchase fora minimum
standard of living. For example, a low-income family may spend a very small amount on
housing because they fit two households into a two bed-room apartment. Therefore,
considering only expenditures and disregarding actual need results in a substandard
measure.

- Include, rather than exclude, the basic commodities of health care, transportation, and
child care, since these are very basic needs that people need to live a productive,
healthy life.

- Adjust for differences in cost and consumption patterns based on age as the SPM is
designed to identify poverty in families with children and does not include that of older
adults. The needs of family units are different than those of older adults, where health
care is usually the second highest expense for older adults whereas child care is usually
the second highest expense for younger adults.

- Adjust for regional differences in the cost of all commodities and not only housing since
food, utility, child care, and health care costs vary significantly depending on local costs
of living.

- Recognize that a certain level of basic savings and insurance are necessary to help
families weather financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
future needs such as the education of one’s children and retirement.

what matters.”
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- The methodology proposes to include child care as a “work expense” and there is a
question as to whether to use actual expenses as reported on the Census or an average
cost across all families. Although the data collection may be more laborious, actual
expenses are more desirable, given the wide range in costs of child care not only across
counties/states but also for different ages of children, as illustrated by the Self-
Sufficiency Standard.

- Inthe category of “work expense,” it appears that commuting and child care are the only
two categories of expenses. However, this category should also include assistive
devices that enable disabled people to work, as well as work clothing and equipment
(e.g., tools, boots, special uniforms, etc).

- Provide clarity in the definition of what is considered “cash income.” For example, cash
income should include federal cash aid, such as TANF and SSI, as well as average state
cash benefits (to the extent possible).

- Specify what programs are included under “federal government in-kind benefits.” We
recommend the inclusion of state in-kind benefits that are above and beyond federal
programs.

Produced by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University of Washington and the University of
Massachusetts Boston, respectively, the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security
Standard™ Index are county-and-family specific measures of the minimum income necessary to
purchase the basic commodities that all families need to make ends meet; these measures, and
others like them, provide an improved basic threshold of need.

United Way has worked for many years to help seniors and others break out of poverty. To guide
our efforts, we worked with the Insight Center earlier this decade to pioneer and promote the
Self-Sufficiency Standard. The Standard provides a much more accurate measure of who is in
poverty and what they need to reach self-sufficiency. This has helped United Way recognize
better who is in need, invest resources in a more targeted way for higher impact, and advocate
for our neighbors who are struggling.

In 2009, Representative Jim McDermott and Senator Chris Dodd introduced the Measuring
American Poverty Act (HR 2909 and S 1625), which would require the development and
publication of a “decent living standard threshold”, that would not only account for cost
differences by geography and family type, but also provide a measure of income adequacy
reflecting the resources necessary to meet basic needs and live beyond deprivation.

United Way is part of a coalition of over 500 organizations - led by the Insight Center — which
recommends that the Interagency Technical Working Group:

Build upon the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index,
and the legislatively proposed “decent living standard threshold”, so that the SPM
reflects what it actually costs to pay for basic commodities. We need a measure that
reflects a minimum standard of living versus a measure of deprivation. -

If it is not possible to review the SPM according to the principles outlined above, we then
recommend that the Working Group:

Develop a “decent living standard threshold” in addition to the SPM, recognizing that
one measure may not fit all needs: in reality, families move along a continuum from
poverty to economic stability. For example, the White House Task Force on Middle Class
Working Families, chaired by Vice President Joe Biden, recognizes the importance of
assessing the impact of new and existing policies across the board to determine if they
are helping or hurting the middle class.
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Policymakers and the general public need to understand effectiveness of our public policies in
not only lifting people out of poverty but also helping Americans reach true economic security in

today’s economy.

Although currently the SPM will not be used for determining eligibility for public benefits, a plan
should be put in place to transition to using a more accurate poverty measure for public
benefits. Simply put, if a person’s income cannot cover basic needs, public benefits should
match up to the essential survival needs of individuals and families to eat, keep a roof over their
heads, buy clothing and necessities, pay for child care and health care.

Thank you for taking leadership on this important issue. We would be happy to assist in any way
we can as you consider these comments.

Logine Needle
Vipe President, Community Investment
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Dear Mr. Johnson,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the development of a Supplemental Measure of
Poverty (SPM). I'm writing on behalf of the Strategies to Eliminate Poverty (STEP) a grant
making initiative of The Seattle Foundation, made possible through a grant from the
Northwest Area Foundation. STEP awards policy grants and provides technical assistance
regarding policy strategies to expand prosperity and reduce poverty in eight northwest area
states: Idaho, lowa, Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, Oregon, South Dakota, and
Washington.

Measuring family well being is critical to understanding how well or not families are faring
and to shaping public debate and informing policy decisions that affect family well being as
well as our economy. These comments address general approaches to the value of the SPM
in the context of the public dialogue and policy debates as well as specific technical issues.

A primary question for consideration is whether or not families immediately above any
poverty threshold should be considered to have achieved a level of adequate well being.
Answering this question should inform the type of poverty measures developed and whether
or not additional measures are necessary to explain the full the range of family economic
circumstances.

Recommendations:

1) Raise the SPM threshold and/or simultaneously develop and publish a higher
measure of adequacy. Fundamentally, while the SPM does address a number of
important technical flaws to the current measure of poverty, rather than a new
measure that indicates how well families are faring, it remains a significantly low
measure of how poorly families are doing. Measures related to well being, often
define the boundaries of discussion and related policy options. In a country that
strives to excel, establishing a boundary which describes how far we must go to raise
family well being would be a very useful starting point to policy discussions. Adding
a higher boundary of adequacy would both inform policy debates and provide context
for the SPM allowing a more transparent understanding of how well families are
faring.

2) Add other essential elements of economic security/mobility either to the SPM or
a measure of adequacy. The ability to make ends meet reflects almost double the
estimates of the SPM. In addition, elements such as income for education and
measuring assets are not included in the SPM even though policy research and
precedents show the essential nature of education and assets to helping people moving
out of poverty. Either the SPM or a higher measure of adequacy should include these
factors.

The issues listed below are described with the understanding that certain technical decisions
have not yet been determined but are based on the current recommendations of the Working

Group. Specific technical issues include:

e The SPM is technically complex and may confuse rather than clarify the picture



and discussion of economic need.

o Such complexity defies poverty data experts and will be difficult to communicate
to the public particularly as this statistic will published along with the current
official measure of poverty. Rather than clarifying poverty, such an intricate data
point raises further questions about what data is or is not included and how well
researchers will understand these issues as well as the legitimacy of conclusions
drawn from those decisions. As one example, no reference is made to whether or
not sales taxes are considered part of the package of tax calculations or whether
these are only income tax related. The confusion among researchers is
significant as would be the affect of excluding sales tax from income
calculations. Though this effort admirably attempts to address differences among
states, technical decisions run the risk of again masking important contributors to
poverty. Technical issues related to states are discussed further below.

o The general public may have trouble understanding the purpose of this number
or why two similar numbers exist. In this scenario, rather than elevating a
discussion about poverty and well being, the SPM may serve to confuse the
public and policy makers with potential consequences for policy decisions based
on these numbers.

e Based on the Working Group’s report the SPM does not at this time account for
certain important geographical differences between states.

o For example a number of states, such as Idaho, North Dakota, and South Dakota,
include vast rural spaces require families to travel significant distances for basic
needs such as food or school. The SPM only includes transportation as a work
expense but these everyday costs are significant for low income rural families.

o It is unclear whether or not sales taxes are includes in the subtraction of
resources. This is generally an important issue in estimating a family’s total
resources given the regressive nature of sales taxes and particularly important for
states such as Washington and South Dakota without an income tax.

o Certain SPM estimates show what are known to be reverse trends in poverty —
high poverty states show lower rates of poverty without any type of policy
adjustments simply because cost of living is low. Depending on decisions
regarding geographic adjustments, states such as North Dakota and South
Dakota that do not necessarily have high take up rates of food stamps or
established state Earned Income Credits, will show lower rates of poverty under
the SPM than under the current measure of poverty. This could be true even
though South Dakota several counties with the highest rates of poverty in the
country.

Even though the SPM would be published in addition to poverty numbers and would not
affect federal funding or program eligibility, new, possibly lower rates of poverty in states
with already limited policy frameworks to improve family well being may offer policy
makers little incentive to improve policy systems. The additional data complexity and
addition of a new but similar statistic could add confusion to what is already a difficult
discussion. State policy advocates are challenged to discuss well being when only measures
of poverty are available. The SPM continues to be too low to indicate any level of well
being above already published estimated thresholds.



Ideally, decision makers in the Census Bureau will consider both the technical implications
of the issues described above as well as the larger policy implications of publishing new
measures. While no measure will be perfect, as the Census Bureau invests in developing
such a technically complex statistic, it will be important to address the shortfalls as described
above as well as simultaneously develop an additional measure of adequacy above which we
know families are able to make ends meet.

Annette Case
Strategies to Eliminate Poverty

www.expandingprosperity.com
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Attached,
Please find comments on the supplemental poverty measure from Leslye Krutko,
Director of the City of San José’s Housing Department. We appreciate the

opportunity to comment on this important issue.

Thanks,

Alejandra Herrera Chavez

City of San Jose - Housing Department
Policy & Planning

200 East Santa Clara Street, 12th Floor Tower
San Jose, CA 95113

T: 408-975-4424 | F: 408-998-3183
www.sihousing.org
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June 23, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Rd., Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

RE: Supplemental Poverty Measure [Docket No. 100429203-0204-01}
Dear Mr. Johnson:

. We are pleased to provide comments on the supplemental poverty measure (SPM). We
recognize that the official poverty measure undercounts the number of families that are
struggling to make ends meet in Silicon Valley. As such, we are pleased the Federal
Government is developing an alternative to the official poverty measure, which will provide a
more accurate account of the ability of families to meet their basic needs. Please see our
comments below regarding the proposed methodology for the SPM:

(a) Whether the proposed collection of information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the agency, including whether the information shall have
practical utility

Using the Current Population Survey as a Data Source

We are concerned that the Technical Working Group appears to recommend exclusive use of the
Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC) to generate
the SPM. If this is the only data source that is used, the SPM will not have much practical utility
for San José, as it will not be possible to generate a poverty rate for our City or region. As we
understand it, the CPS ASEC cannot be used to generate poverty rates for geographic units
smaller than states. This will deny the vital information that the SPM could offer to policy
makers in large metropolitan areas like San José. We recommend that the Census Bureau
develop a plan to use the American Community Survey to provide annual poverty rates at the
city-level based on the SPM. According to our research, the New York City Center for
Economic Opportunity, the Urban Institute, and the University of Wisconsin’s Institute for
Research on Poverty used the American Community Survey to estimate poverty rates that are
similar to the SPM.

If the SPM provides rates at the City-level, it could have practical utility in that it will shed light
on the number of San José’s families that are having a difficult time meeting basic needs. One of
the challenges facing families in San José is the high cost of housing. The U.S. Department of
Housing & Urban Development (HUD) defines a household as “severely cost burdened” if they
spend 50% or more of their income on housing costs. This impacts 39% of San José’s renter

200 East Santa Clara Street, San Jose, CA 95113 el (408) 535-3860 Sax (408) 998-3183 www.sihousing.org
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households. Spending such a significant portion of one’s income on shelter alone leaves less
money to spend on other basic family needs.

(b) Methods and data sources used to geographically adjust poverty thresholds

We are pleased that the Working Group has recommended that poverty thresholds be adjusted
for price differences across geographic areas. This adjustment is-severely lacking from the
official poverty measure. According to the official poverty measure, only 8% of Santa Clara
County residents live below poverty. However, 22.2% of County residents have incomes that
fall below the self-sufficiency standard, meaning they are unable to meet basic needs such as
housing, food, childcare, healthcare, and transportation.l '

Adjusting for Housing Costs

We are hesitant to support the use of ACS data for development of the SPM, as we think it may
underestimate the true cost of renting in the San José area. Instead, we recommend using the
Fair Market Rent (FMR) data that is compiled annually by the U.S. Department of Housing &
Urban Development to adjust for geographic differences in housing costs. A 2006 study
conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture used an FMR index to estimate the geographic
differences in housing costs.> By using the FMR index the study revealed that under the official
poverty measure areas that have a high cost of living, such as San José, are susceptible to a
significant understatement of the actual poverty level.

We understand that other entities are going to recommend use of a moving average of five years
of housing data to adjust for housing costs. The City of San José does not support this approach.
Our region has been subject to considerable fluctuations in rent over the last few years that have
been driven by the low vacancy rates in a tightly constrained rental market, and exacerbated by
the fact that the subprime mortgage crisis has forced many households to seek rental rather than
owner-occupant housing. Using a five year average, will exclude more accurate rental data from
the SPM, which will further undercount the number of families that are trying to make ends
meet.

(¢) Methods and data sources used to adjust resources to account for child care and other
work-related expenses.

We appreciate the Working Group’s recognition of the importance of accounting for child care
costs in developing the SPM, as child care costs can represent a significant portion of a family’s
budget. To calculate child care expenses, we recommend obtaining data from individual State
Departments of Education. The Insight Center for Community Economic Development used
child care cost information from the California Department of Education to develop their self-

! Pearce, Diana. Overlooked and Undercounted 2009: Strugeling to Make Ends Meet in California. University of
Washington.

? Jolliffe, Dean. The Cost of Living and the Geographic Distribution of Poverty. Us. Department of Agriculture
Economic Research Report Number 26. September, 2006.
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sufficiency standard for each county in California. This data is representative of the market rate
for child care.

We appreciate your review and consideration of these comments. Please feel to contact me at
(408) 535-3851.

Sincerely,

(=W

Leslye Krutko
Director
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Attachments:

Dear Mr. Johnson,

| have attached the comments of the National Senior Citizens Law Center on the Working Group
report on the development of a Supplemental Poverty Measure.

Sincerely,

Gerald A. Mclintyre

National Senior Citizens Law Center
3435 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 2860
Los Angeles, CA 90010
213-674-2900

213-639-0934 (FAX)
gmcintyre@nsclc.org
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David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division

Census Bureau

via e-mail: spm@census.gov



Re: Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure

       75 Fed. Reg. 29513 (May 26, 2010)



	The National Senior Citizens Law Center (NSCLC) has, for almost four decades, been actively engaged in legal advocacy to promote the independence and well-being of low-income older individuals and people with disabilities.  NSCLC focuses on the two most fundamental issues facing the aging and disability communities: assuring adequate income to meet basic needs and access to quality health care.  In order to achieve income adequacy, we recognize that it is essential to have a realistic measure.  For that reason we have been working with the Insight Center for Community Economic Development and Wider Opportunities for Women in their efforts to develop and apply the Elder Economic Security Standard, both in California and nationwide.



	We are pleased to see the work being done on this issue and believe that the recommendations contained in the report of the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure would, if implemented, be a significant advance in our knowledge of the level and distribution of poverty.  In particular, we support the proposal to consider shelter, clothing and utilities in addition to food in calculating the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) and to introduce adjustments in the SPM to account for expenditure variations by geographic location and housing status.



	However, for all the improvements in the proposed new measure, it will not provide an accurate measure of poverty among older people.  Needs and expenditure patterns are significantly different for older people than they are for younger and middle age families.  In recent years the cost of health care has come to constitute an ever increasing percentage of the budgets of older Americans.  The failure to include health care in the SPM will render the SPM much less useful for measuring poverty in this demographic.



	At the time the Federal Poverty Threshold was established almost half a century ago, there were far fewer generational disparities in expenditures or needs.  Health care costs were minimal for all ages and a greater percentage of households were multi-generational than is the case today.  Also, since fewer women were in the labor force at that time, child care costs were not such a significant factor and since the divorce rate was much lower, far fewer older people lived alone.  All of this points to the need for a different measurement of poverty for older people and a separate measure for those older individuals who live alone.



	Finally, we are concerned about the decision to base the SPM on actual expenditures instead of the cost of needed items.  This decision results in an unrealistically low threshold since it includes people who cannot afford to spend on items of need and thus do without.  This is most graphically illustrated in the area of health care.  As health care costs loom larger and larger in the budgets of older Americans, more and more of them don’t go to the doctor because of the required deductible or co-pay and don’t go to the dentist at all because they are unable to foot the bill.  Still others risk their health by taking half the prescribed dosage of prescription medicines.  The SPM should be based on the actual cost of needed items rather on actual expenditures, on full dosage, rather than just half the prescribed dosage.



	In summary, we support the working group’s proposal as far as it goes.  While we understand the desire to keep it simple and not make too many changes at once, we believe that a separate measure for older people is essential if the SPM is to be relevant for the 21st century.



	We appreciate your consideration of our views.





						Gerald A. McIntyre
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lived alone.  All of this points to the need for a different measurement of poverty for older people 
and a separate measure for those older individuals who live alone.



	Finally, we are concerned about the decision to base the SPM on actual expenditures 
instead of the cost of needed items.  This decision results in an unrealistically low threshold since 
it includes people who cannot afford to spend on items of need and thus do without.  This is most 
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Comments attached. Thank you.

Linda Meric, National Director
9to5, Natl Assn of Working Women
655 Broadway #800

Denver, CO 80203

(303) 628-0925 (ofc)

(303) 520-3177 (cell)

Lindam@9to5.org
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June 25, 2010

To the Bureau of the Census

United States Department of Commerce


Comments in response to Docket Number 100429203-0204-01,


Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure


By Linda Meric, Executive Director


9to5, National Association of Working Women


On behalf of the Board of Directors, members and constituents of 9to5, National Association of Working Women, thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the proposal to develop a "supplemental" poverty measure.

9to5 is a national membership-led organization of low- and no-wage women, women working in traditionally female occupations, and those who've experienced any form of discrimination. Now in our fourth decade, 9to5's mission is to strengthen women's ability to win economic justice by involving low- and no-wage women in improving workplace and public policies by which they’re directly affected.

One of 9to5’s key issue areas is strengthening the safety net for low-income families and supporting policies that help women and their families move toward economic self-sufficiency. Our members have personal experience living with inadequate income, in poverty, without sufficient economic resources, on or over the edge of a financial cliff – however you want to describe the reality faced by many of not being able to make ends meet, much less move toward long-term economic security. 

Lennise lives in Milwaukee. She says:  I am a single mother of 8 children with 4 still living at home. My dream is to leave welfare permanently but the fact is that I do still need it to help supplement my income and care for my family. I work two part-time jobs to make ends meet and because they are part-time, I don't receive any benefits and that's why I'm still in the welfare system. I want to help make a difference for others like me who are probably worse off than me. So I speak out and attend meetings. Fact is, there must be a way for families like mine to move toward economic self-sufficiency.

Patricia lives in Denver. She says:  I have struggled all my life. I went from migrant work to the cannery and back again. I know that poverty will not be reduced overnight. It will only be reduced if we are strategic and think about poverty reduction in holistic ways that encompass food, housing, health, utilities, employment, child care, education, disabilities, and domestic violence. But first, people must have a chance. No American should be expected to live on nothing.

Through our work, 9to5 has recognized that the existing federal poverty measure is much too low and is inadequate for measuring poverty or family economic well-being, a recognition that has been well-documented by decades of research. 9to5 has participated in efforts at the federal level and in the states to promote discussion and adoption of alternative or supplemental measures of poverty and economic well-being.


We believe that any new supplemental poverty measure should:


· Be substantially higher than current thresholds, and stop defining poverty down in a way that moves it further and further away from mainstream living standards, as well as from majority public opinion of the minimum amount needed to get by at a basic but adequate level;

· Take into account that basic economic needs and income adequacy vary by family size and circumstance, age of children, employment status of adults, geography and other factors, without lowering any thresholds;

· Take into account that basic economic needs include numerous factors, including food, housing, child care, transportation, health care including adequate health insurance, work- and education-related expenses, basic savings for emergencies and retirement, and other potential factors.


Development of a new supplemental poverty measure provides an opportunity to make some important improvements in the way we measure poverty and family economic well-being. It is critical that we utilize all we have learned in the past four decades, so that we don’t develop another too-low measure that doesn’t reflect the reality of low-income families’ lives.


 


Attachments: AAUW Poverty Definition comments 6.25.10.pdf

To whom it may concern:

Attached please find comments submitted by the American Association of University
Women (AAUW) with respect to the U.S. Department of Commerce’s solicitation notice for
“Developing a Supplemental Measure of Poverty.” Thank you for the opportunity to submit
comments.

Best,

Adam Zimmerman

Adam Zimmerman

Regulatory Affairs Manager

American Association of University Women (AAUW)

202-728-7617

zimmermana@aauw.org

<<AAUW Poverty Definition comments 6.25.10.pdf>>
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June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Re: Department of Commerce Bureau of the Census
75 Fed. Reg., FR Doc. 2010-12628
Document Title: Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure; Notice and
Solicitation of Comments
Electronic comments submitted through spm@-census.gov

On behalf of the more than 100,000 bipartisan members and donors of the American
Association of University Women (AAUW), I write to share AAUW’s comments in
response to the U.S. Department of Commerce’s solicitation notice for “Developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure.”

The standard definition of poverty — developed during the 1960s and originally only
accounting for costs related to food — has long been outmoded and incomplete. Today,
the federal poverty line stands at $22,025 per year for a family of four, a figure that is
not reflective of the high and ever-increasing costs of such essential expenses as
education, medical care, and family caregiver responsibilities. While the poverty line is
indexed to inflation to account for at least some level of rising costs, many of the
aforementioned costs are rising faster and at a much higher rate. In other words,
millions of Americans unable to afford life’s basic necessities are caught in a pernicious
gap whereby they are de facto poor, but not eligible for necessary assistance and
programs afforded to those officially designated as living “in poverty.” Consequently,
AAUW strongly supports the Census Bureau’s determination to create a new
Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) that will take into account a more realistic
measurement and thus more accurate assessment of what it means to be poor in
America. This updated SPM must also adjust who should be eligible for these critical
benefits. The SPM’s approach should be broad-based, particularly taking into
consideration the economic burdens facing women as breadwinners.

AAUW?s Support for Poverty Reduction Efforts

AAUW’s 2009-11 Public Policy Program affirms our commitment to the promotion of
“the economic, social, and physical well-being of all persons. Essential to that well-
being are an economy that provides equitable employment opportunities, a livable

1111 SIXTEENTH STREET, NW  WASHINGTON, DC 20036  202/785-7793 FAX 202/466-7637
email: VoterEd@aauw.org http://www.aauw.org
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wage, [and] reduction of poverty.”? The United States is the wealthiest nation in the
history of the world, yet millions of its citizens do not come remotely close to sharing
in this wealth. In 2008, 13.2 percent of all Americans lived below the poverty line, up
from 12.5 percent in 2007 and the highest recorded rate in more than a decade.® In all,
39.8 million people were suffering this fate in 2008, an increase of more than 2 million
from 2007, and a figure that includes more than 8 million families (which is greater
than 10 percent of all American families).* Further, women shoulder a
disproportionately high burden with respect to poverty. More than 28 percent of
female-headed households with no husband present are living under the poverty line
(4.2 million such families) compared with 13.8 percent of male-headed households with
no wife present (723,000 such families).>

Much of AAUW’s work focuses on the economic difficulties faced by women,
including the impact of the wage gap, the burden of paying for increasing college costs,
higher healthcare costs than men, and few work-life balance options or protections for
workers with caregiving responsibilities. The longer we ignore these realities, the
longer too many women and their children will continue to face poor living conditions
and bleak futures chained down by a chronic cycle of poverty. Similarly, the longer the
United States goes without a revised SPM, the harder it will be to provide for a more
accurate statistical measure of true poverty and a more comprehensive nationwide
approach to combating its debilitating effects. AAUW believes the proposed SPM
must be developed with the understanding that its accuracy is at the center of any
effective plans to address poverty, and thus should formally take into account the
following concerns.

The Pervasive Wage Gap Affects Women Across the Lifespan

According to the U.S. Census Bureau and Bureau of Labor statistics, women who work
full time earn on average about 77 cents for every dollar men earn.® Because of the
wage gap, since 1960, the real median earnings of women have fallen short by more
than half a million dollars compared to their male counterparts.” Minority women face
an even larger wage gap. Compared to white men, African American women make 67
cents on the dollar (African American men make 78 cents); Hispanic women make
about 58 cents (Hispanic men make almost 66 cents).? In all, the average American
woman concedes $10,622 annually in wages they can ill afford to lose.”

The wage gap has real consequences. Today, for the first time in American history,
women make up half of the paid workforce in the United States, and two-thirds of all
women are either the primary- or co-breadwinners for their families.'® In other words,
achieving pay equity is not just a moral issue; it is economic imperative with enormous
implications not just for women but for working families, communities and the nation’s
economic recovery. This is particularly true for the growing number of female-headed
households, which are much more likely to live in poverty.

Our society’s continued failure to close the wage gap once and for all has dismal
economic consequences — not just today but for women as they age. Women earn only
74 percent of men’s earnings during the ages of 45-54 and earn 73 percent of men’s
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earnings during the ages of 55-64."* Women can’t save money they haven’t earned,
resulting in women having fewer retirement savings and lower (if any) pension benefits
—and being much more likely to be poor in retirement.*

Despite improvements in women’s pension coverage rates, almost half of working
women still lack pension coverage. In 2004, 42 percent of working women were not
enrolled in a pension plan."® Because of their lower earnings, women who do receive
pension benefits receive only about half the benefits received by men. About one-third
of women (30.5 percent) but nearly half of men (49 percent) age 65 and older received
pension benefits in 2004.** In fact, Social Security is the only source of retirement
income for 30 percent of unmarried elderly women. *°

The SPM must take into account this persistent and pernicious pay gap, and its impact
on women’s economic security throughout their lives.

The Crushing Burden of Education Debt

From 1996 to 2008, average debt levels have nearly doubled for graduating seniors,
with student loans rising from $12,750 to $23,200.'° At public universities, average
debt levels for graduating seniors rose from $16,850 in 2004 to $20,200 in 2008, a 20
percent increase.'” The Project on Student Debt reports that the average student loan
debt of graduating seniors rose 6 percent, on average, between 2006 and 2007, while
starting salary offers rose 3 percent during that time.*® Private student loans have
dropped considerably over the past year, but still amounted to more than $12 billion in
2008-2009, after having grown at an average annual rate of 23 percent between 1997-
98 and 2006-07.° Such high levels of student debt also increase the likelihood of
default. In a ten-year follow-up study of student borrowers who graduated in 1992-93,
it was shown that those who graduated with $15,000 or more in loans were nearly three
times as likely to default as those who owed less than $5,000.%

Loan repayment is an even more significant burden for women. As previously
mentioned, women earn less on average over the course of their lives than their male
counterparts. AAUW’s report, Behind the Pay Gap, found that college-educated
women earn 5 percent less than men one year out of college and 12 percent less than
men 10 years out of college, even when they have the same major and occupation as
their male counterparts and when controlling for factors known to affect earnings such
as education and training, parenthood and hours worked.?* Since women are more
likely to borrow than men and will make less on average after graduation, female
graduates are more likely to struggle with their debt burden.?? These figures are even
more exacerbated in today’s economic climate, where the unemployment rate for
people 16-24 years old stands at nearly 20 percent, more than double the national
average.”®

Since our founding in 1881, AAUW has been committed to making the dream of higher
education a reality for all women. With changes in the workforce over the last century,
higher education is becoming less of a luxury and more of a necessity. By 2016, an
estimated 9 million new jobs will likely require postsecondary education.?* As the skill
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requirements of jobs continue to increase, so too should access to postsecondary
education for all students. The SPM must take into account the ever-increasing cost of
higher education, specifically the cost of repaying federal and private school loans.

The Skyrocketing Costs of Healthcare

In 2008, 46.3 million Americans were uninsured, more than 15 percent of the nation.?
In addition, another 25 million Americans ages 19-64 were underinsured in 2007. This
is a 60 percent increase in the number of uninsured since 2003.%° Middle-class families
are by far the fastest growing segment among the ranks of the uninsured, reflecting cost
increases that have far exceeded wage increases in recent years.?’ In fact, the average
cost of health insurance for an American family now exceeds the yearly income of a
minimum wage worker.?® 1n 2008, annual insurance premiums averaged $4,074 for
individuals and $12,680 for families.?® Overall, nearly one-quarter of all Americans
have problems paying their medical bills, and millions go bankrupt every year due to
medical costs.*’

Healthcare costs have a particular impact on women. Statistics show that women use
more health care services than men do.3* Combined with the wage gap, too many
women are facing unpaid medical bills and long-lasting debt problems as a result of
health care services.®* This has stark consequences. In 2007, more than half (52
percent) of women reported problems accessing needed care because of cost and 45
percent of women accrued medical debt or reported problems with medical bills.*
Moreover, in a previous 2004 survey, one in six privately insured women reported she
postponed or went without needed care because she couldn’t afford it.3* While it is
hoped the recently-passed healthcare reform law will help to address affordability, it is
clear that the SPM must take into account healthcare costs if it is to be an accurate
measure of poverty.

The Lack of Work-L ife Balance Protections

The past 50 years have seen substantial changes in the composition of the American
workforce. Two-thirds (64 percent) of women with children under six are in the labor
force.® Nationwide, 22.9 million families provide care for an adult family member or
friend, and nearly 80 percent of those care recipients are over the age of 50.%® Despite
the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) and a patchwork of state laws and
employer-based benefits, family and personal sick leave remain elusive to many
working Americans. In addition, despite the relative wealth of the United States,
family-oriented workplace policies in this country lag dramatically behind those in
much of the rest of the word, including all high-income countries and many middle-
and low-income countries as well.’

To take one significant example, many hardworking Americans do not have access to
the important benefit of paid sick leave. In fact, 43 percent of the private sector
workforce has no paid sick days.® Low-wage workers are especially hard hit, with 56
percent receiving no paid sick days.*® Further, 27 percent of low-income women put off
getting health care because they cannot take time off from work, and 18 percent of
women at all income levels face this situation.”> More than 22 million working women
4
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do not have paid sick days,*" and as a result, half of working mothers report that they
must miss work and often go without pay when caring for a sick child.** Lastly, with
more than a third of Americans already experiencing significant elder care
responsibilities,*® coupled with the aging of the baby boomers, the problem is only
likely to worsen in the years ahead.

Without sick days, employees often come to work ill, decreasing productivity and
infecting coworkers. Further, families with children are often confronted with difficult
choices. For the 86 million Americans who do not have paid sick days,** a decision to
stay home to care for a sick child or family member could jeopardize their job or family
income. The number of Americans who are 75 or older is expected to more than double
between 1990 and 2030; by that time, we will have nearly 50 million individuals aged
65 or older.* Currently, 16 percent of Americans age 18 and older care for a relative
who is age 50 or older. Many of these caregivers are employed as well — about half
work full-time, and 11 percent are employed part-time.*® Absent the flexibility needed
to meet the demands of both work and familial responsibilities, millions of parents and
caregivers face the untenable choice between their job and the health of their loved
ones. The SPM must take into account work-life balance issues, including to costs of
paid caregiving — both childcare and eldercare.

Conclusion

For more than 128 years, AAUW has shined a spotlight on gender inequities as a means
of prompting corrective legislative and social action. In a similar vein, the development
of the poverty threshold nearly a half-century ago sought to direct appropriate levels of
government aid and benefits to those Americans who needed it most. Today, the same
verdict applies to both fronts: progress has been made, but much work remains to be
done.

Over the course of their lifetimes, most women have been clustered in low-paying jobs
and denied hundreds of thousands of dollars in lost earnings and benefits. The end
result is substantial difficulty in saving for retirement; borrowing heavily to pay for
higher education; a costly inability to access quality and timely healthcare; and
oftentimes being forced to care for their families at the expense of their jobs. All of
these factors push women further down the economic ladder and increase the likelihood
of economic insecurity.

AAUW believes the creation of a Supplemental Poverty Measure is long overdue and a
critical step towards spotlighting true poverty wherever it exists and helping those
caught in its grip. Millions of poor Americans live in the shadows, unseen and
neglected. The SPM, taken in tandem with existing definitions and measures of
poverty, will put the federal government, communities nationwide, and even charitable
organizations in a stronger position to help the most vulnerable in our society. AAUW
would welcome such an outcome, and appreciates the opportunity to submit our
thoughts on how best to shape this vital tool.
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Sincerely,

Lisa M. Maatz
Director, Public Policy and Government Relations
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ST. MARY'’S CENTER

A COMMUNITY OF CARE FOR SENIORS, CHILDREN AND FAMILIES IN OAKLAND

June 24, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

via email: spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to
developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)
Dear Mr. Johnson,

Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, St. Mary’s Center
submits the following comments.

St. Mary’s Center, a community service center, serves homeless, at-risk, and homeless seniors;
locates permanent housing and health care, facilitates independent living, offers recovery, mental
health, community nursing, money management, emergency winter shelter for seniors; senior
meals; senior and family emergency food; educational enrichment Preschool.

St. Mary’s Center commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced
the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on
Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed SPM is a vast improvement over
the Federal Poverty Thresholds. We applaud in particular the addition of shelter, clothing, and
utilities to food as part of the basic set of commodities that all families must purchase. We also
applaud the thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in the cost of housing and
for differences among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage, and own a home without a
mortgage.

Despite its improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds, the proposed SPM falls short of
capturing the full range of financial vulnerability that destabilizes low-income families. A more
complete measure of poverty would:

- Include the actual cost of, rather than the amount expended for, the basic set of
commodities because many low-income individuals and families do not have adequate
income to cover all the commodities that households must purchase for a minimum
standard of living. For example, a low-income family may spend a very small amount on
housing because they fit two households into a two bed-room apartment. Therefore,
considering only expenditures and disregarding actual need results in a substandard
measure.

- Include, rather than exclude, the basic commodities of health care, transportation, and
child care, since these are very basic needs that people need to live a productive,
healthy life.

- Adjust for differences in cost and consumption patterns based on age as the SPM is



designed to identify poverty in families with children and does not include that of older
adults. The needs of family units are different than those of older adults, where health
care is usually the second highest expense for older adults whereas child care is usually
the second highest expense for younger adults.

- Adjust for regional differences in the cost of all commodities and not only housing since
food, utility, child care, and health care costs vary significantly depending on local costs
of living.

- Recognize that a certain level of basic savings and insurance are necessary to help
families weather financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
future needs such as the education of one’s children and retirement.

St. Mary’s Center Published a document titled, “Going Grey in the Golden State” in collaboration
with The Oakland Institute, using the work of UCLA and the Elder Economic Security Index. St.
Mary’s Center Seniors have offered testimony at our state capitol, before Alameda County Board
of Supervisors and met with our Congresswoman Barbara Lee advocating for alternatives to the
Federal Poverty thresholds produced by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University of Washington and
the University of Massachusetts Boston, respectively, the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder
Economic Security Standard™ Index are county-and-family specific measures of the minimum
income necessary to purchase the basic commodities that all families need to make ends meet;
these measures, and others like them, provide an improved basic threshold of need.

In 2009, Representative Jim McDermott and Senator Chris Dodd introduced the Measuring
American Poverty Act (HR 2909 and S 1625), which would require the development and
publication of a “decent living standard threshold”, that would not only account for cost
differences by geography and family type, but also provide a measure of income adequacy
reflecting the resources necessary to meet basic needs and live beyond deprivation.

Representing a coalition of over 500 organizations, the Insight Center recommends that the
Interagency Technical Working Group:

Build upon the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index,
and the legislatively proposed “decent living standard threshold”, so that the SPM reflects
what it actually costs to pay for basic commodities. We need a measure that reflects a
minimum standard of living versus a measure of deprivation.

If it is not possible to review the SPM according to the principles outlined above, we then
recommend that the Working Group:

Develop a “decent living standard threshold” in addition to the SPM, recognizing that
one measure may not fit all needs: in reality, families move along a continuum from
poverty to economic stability. For example, the White House Task Force on Middle Class
Working Families, chaired by Vice President Joe Biden, recognizes the importance of
assessing the impact of new and existing policies across the board to determine if they
are helping or hurting the middle class.

Policymakers and the general public need to understand effectiveness of our public policies in
not only lifting people out of poverty but also helping Americans reach true economic security in
today’s economy.

Thank you for taking leadership on this important issue. We would be happy to assist in any way
we can as you consider these comments.


http://www.selfsufficiencystandard.org/standard.html
http://wowonline.org/ourprograms/eesi/index.asp
http://wowonline.org/ourprograms/eesi/index.asp
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c111:H.R.2909:
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c111:S.1625:

Sincerely,

Carol Johnson
Executive Director
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“...plus any Federal Government in-kind benefits that families can use to meet their food, clothing,
shelter, and utility needs, minus taxes (or plus tax credits), minus work expenses, minus out-of-
pocket expenditures for medical expenses.

“The Census Bureau has long experience in estimating in-kind benefits and taxes and they should
continue to improve these estimates. Along with taxes, payments for child support should also be
included in subtractions to income, to the extent that data are available to do this.”

Comment: Estimating what “in-kind” benefits families can use versus without the reality
check of what barriers families face in access is a bit problematic and invites some
conversation around the reliability of data collection. Are there going to be caveats to address
this on a geographic, implementation level?

“Ideally, for child care expenses this adjustment would be based on actual reported expenses. In the
absence of these data, the Census Bureau should make the best imputation possible of actual
expenses. Many families find ways to meet their child care needs outside the market, so there is a
great deal of variance in actual child care expenses. Any imputation method should take this
skewness into account.”

Comment: If the inclusion of child care expenses outside the market is going to be part of the
imputation, then the “in-kind” government assistance should be part of the imputation as
well—that assistance does not apply when you are outside of the market. To apply a blanket
benefit as a cost reduction even for families that are paying $50 a week to a relative will skew
results with an income supplement that is not really there. The self-sufficiency standard for
36 states displays the cost of child care assuming licensed care and that is a consistent, stable
methodology that makes sense to parents, service providers and child care assistance
advocates.

The level of total work expenses subtracted from any family s resources should be capped by the
earning level of the lowest-earning adult.

Comment: Why, when it has been proven, repeatedly that the cost of working rises
exponentially with more work? It has been proven having two jobs cost more than having
one (especially if they are both part time with no benefits). These costs will appear in
transportation, food and child care. Although the worker may be earning more, the cost is
higher—how will that impact be taken into consideration?

Agree that medical is after the fact since many forgo health care expenses to meet the
threshold. Health care and access to overall health is still considered a luxury, unfortunately.

Thank you for your continued work in this effort. Please review the self-sufficiency model
again as another measure of family economic health and financial stability.

Cheers,
Tracey Stewart

Economic Self-Sufficiency Project Coordinator
Colorado Center on Law and Policy



Tel: 303.573.5669 x314 | Fax: 303.573.4947 | Web: cclponline.org

"It is my job to be a better person tomorrow than | am today." (Sidney Poitier, 2010)

If you appreciate our work, please consider a donation to help continue our efforts,
www.cclponline.org/donation.php.


file:///C:/Documents%20and%20Settings/tstewart/Application%20Data/Microsoft/Signatures/www.cclponline.org/donation.php
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            June 25, 2010

David Johnson 


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


Census Bureau


via email: spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)


Dear Mr. Johnson,


Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, the County Welfare Directors Association of California (CWDA) submits the following comments.  CWDA represents the 58 county human services agencies that perform the eligibility and administrative functions for SNAP, TANF, and Medicaid in California.


CWDA commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed SPM is a vast improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds. We applaud in particular the addition of shelter, clothing, and utilities to food as part of the basic set of commodities that all families must purchase. We also applaud the thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in the cost of housing and for differences among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage, and own a home without a mortgage. 


Thank you for taking leadership on this important issue. We would be happy to assist in any way we can as you consider these comments. 


[image: image2.png]



Sincerely,


Frank J. Mecca


Executive Director


cc:
CWDA Board of Directors


�












Attachments:

Poverty measure memo.pdf
Supplemental Poverty Measures062010.pdf

To whom it may concern,

| would like to submit the following comments with respect to the May 26, 2010 Federal Register
(Vol.75, No. 101 )notice regarding Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (Docket number
100429203-0204-01).

Casey Campbell

Economic Development Advisor
Office of Economic Development
(907) 465-3812
casey.campbell@alaska.gov



COMM RCE Sean Parnell, Governor

Emil Notti, Commissioner

MEMORANDUM

TO: David Johnson DATE: Friday, June 25, 2010

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division

FROM: Casey Campbell, Economist RE: Supplemental Poverty Measure

Office of Economic Development

Wanetta Ayers, Director

Office of Economic Development

CC: Genie Borgford, Alaska Housing Finance Corporation
Tessa Delong, Denali Commission
Tara Jollie, Department of Community and Regional Affairs

On May 26, 2010, the U.S Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census posted a notice for comments regarding their proposal to
develop a supplemental poverty measure (as suggested by the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure). Due to the inherent data limitations and subsequent challenges in accurately measuring Alaska’s
poverty level, the State of Alaska, in consultation with the Alaska Housing Finance Corporation and Denali Commission,
respectfully submits the following comments:

The State would like to encourage the Bureau of Census to improve Alaska’s data collection. Currently, data users are concerned
the American Community Survey (ACS) will collect unreliable data on many of Alaska’s rural citizens. Alaska is home to 349
Census Designated Places; in which 290 have populations of 1,000 or less. The largest place, Anchorage, has a population of
260,000, while the second largest place, Juneau has a population just over 30,000. Methodology established by the ACS will limit
data collection for many Alaska communities. In a community like Iguigig, located in the Lake and Peninsula Borough (pop. 48),
the ACS will result in small sample sizes, possibly as few as one person. A sample size this small will skew data, resulting in
inaccurate data sets. If the resulting data indicates community residents don’t meet the federal poverty threshold, federal and state
funding for services and development may cease.

Residents of many rural communities typically rely upon social services subject a poverty classification. As identified in the
attached analysis, these communities suffer from high cost of living, mixed cash and subsistence economies, low income
opportunities and high transfer payments. Current data is limited in these areas, and in many cases are collected on project by
project bases, subject to special funding. It is important to Alaskans that quality data is collected to most accurately measure their
economic condition. The baseline data from the American Community Survey is very important, as according to the methodology
outlined in this notice, this will be the baseline dataset from which a supplemental poverty measure will be derived.

We encourage the Bureau to identify opportunities to enhance Alaska’s data collection as well as utilize secondary data sources.
Our rural communities need larger sample sizes to produce reliable data. Each community and region should be analyzed to
identify the appropriate sample size to produce statistically significant results.





Below is a list of additional data sources we feel would assist the Bureau in adjusting the baseline data from the American
Community Survey during development of the Supplemental Poverty Measure:

Geography

Alaska Geographic Differential Study
http://doa.alaska.gov/gds/home.html

Alaska Food Cost Survey

http://www.uaf.edu/ces/fcs/

Alaska Housing Market Indicators
http://www.ahfc.state.ak.us/grants/housing_market indicators.cfm

Childcare

Child Care Program Office

http://hss.state.ak.us/dpa/programs/ccare/
http://health.hss.state.ak.us/dpa/programs/ccare/files/2009 ccmarket.pdf

Medical Expenses
Alaska Native Tribal Health Consortium
http://www.anthc.org/

In-kind Benefits and Taxes
Volunteer Tax and Loan Program ABDC
http://www.abdc.org/programs/vtlp/annualreport.html
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STATE OF ALASKA
DEPARTMENT OF
COMMERCE Sean Parnell, Governor
COMMUNITY AND Emil Notti, Commissioner
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT Tara Jollie, Director

Division of Community and Regional Affairs

MEMORANDUM
DATE: June 21, 2010

TO: Tara Jollie, Director
Division of Community and Regional Affairs

FROM: Brigitta Windisch-Cole, Research & Analysis Manager
Division of Community and Regional Affairs

SUBJECT: Comments on Supplemental Poverty Measures

The federal Bureau of the Census invited comments to develop a Supplemental Poverty Measure to
better reflect poverty in the United States. The Division of Community and Regional Affairs (DCRA)
welcomes the opportunity to comment and provide incentive to raise the poverty guideline in Alaska
communities. DCRA identifies poverty at an income (from wage and salary employment and self
employment) below basic household costs adjusted for household/family size. The following discussion
portrays the weakness of the poverty guideline as a valid and current threshold measure of poverty. Its
low current level does not allow the inclusion of all necessary household goods. Basic household costs
exceed the Alaska poverty guide line in most of Alaska’s locations. Household costs in Alaska fluctuate
widely and the current Alaska poverty guideline is insensitive to the geographic differentials in costs-of-
living.

The Alaska case:

The Alaska poverty guideline was set 25% above the national level. Each year the poverty guideline is
inflation-adjusted (using the CPI-U). In 2009, the Alaska poverty guideline for one person was $13,530
and $27,570 for a family of four.

The situation:

Poverty is the result of insufficient income to cover basic needs. Due to increasing cost-of-living in many
of Alaska’s rural communities, especially in remote settlements, incidences of poverty have risen. In
most places, the costs of basic living necessities are typically high and rise with the distance and
remoteness (no road access) from its trading centers. Costs-of-living in rural and remote places by far
exceed the Alaska standard and the national poverty guideline level. While subsistence activities
compliment the food cache, they only defray a small portion of the food bills.
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High costs-of- living are the norm:

A frequently discussed subject in Alaska is the cost-of-living. Aside from geographic differences,
variations among its different components exist. Food dietary preferences make it difficult to establish a
uniform consumption pattern. The Alaska Native dietary intake, for example, is quite different from the
typical “Anglo” dinner plate.

All Alaskans understand that costs-of-living increase with community distance from trading centers.
Remote small communities with little household amenities such as running water, sewer, reliable
electricity and heat oil supply often experience the highest costs-of —living. Many of such communities
are in large part home to Alaska’s Native population.

A quick snapshot of some costs-of-living:

A complete cost-of-basic living could not be assembled because of the lack of data. Table 2 gives a
snapshot of a few basic household costs at different locations in Alaska. The apparel category could not
be included due to lack of information. Not all utility costs are assembled. Refuse collection was omitted
because it does not exist in all the listed communities.

The list of communities was adopted from the University of Alaska’s Extension Service, which conducts
quarterly food surveys in these locations. Most of the locations are trade centers and have populations
of 2,000 and above. Residents in these locations typically enjoy lower costs-of-living than those in
remote places. The largest populations live in the urban cluster of Anchorage, Wasilla and Palmer where
economies of scale and efficient utility distribution nets play a role.

The survey of a portion of costs-of —living confirms their high level:

Table 1 illustrates that even a portion of the basic costs-of living in eleven locations exceed the poverty
guide lint of $27,570. High costs-of-living appear to concentrate in remote locations. Costs are the
highest in Bethel, a remote regional hub, in Western Alaska. In seven locations (Bethel, Cordova, Delta
Junction, Juneau, King Salmon/Naknek, Nome and Valdez) the surveyed costs exceeded $30,000. Five of
these locations are scattered in off-road Alaska’s geography.

If apparel adds 4% to costs-of- living, as suggested by Alaska’s Consumer Expenditure Survey,
Anchorage’s and Sitka’s basic consumer expenditures would increase above the poverty line of $ 27,570
and only seven of the 20 listed places would enjoy costs below the threshold.

While housing costs (rent equivalents) were the highest in Anchorage and Juneau, food costs in King
Salmon/Naknek, Bethel and Nome were the heavy hitters and crested an annual amount of $ 10,000.

Heating costs in Nome and Bethel were the most exuberant with $7,922 and $7,440 respectively. The
highest electricity bill accrued in Cordova, another remote location.

In all, the survey showed that the current poverty guideline of $27,570 is insufficient. Costs in most
locations are way above the established threshold.
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Table 1

Basic
Average Total Costs
Annual Annual  [Annual Average Poverty |percent of
Housing [Annual Food| Annual [Heating Costs (Water/Sewe | Food and | Guideline | poverty
Community Costs 1f Costs EI|=_'~|:tri1:i1:I||'""r & P Utility Costs | (4-persons) | guideline
Anchorage 517400 | 5 5908 | 3 1,137 | & 1,525 S487 |5 26458 |5 27,570 96.0%
Bethe 5 15,000 | 5 12534 | 5 2,069 | 5 7,440 S9BBS (5 37928 |5 27,570 137.6%
Cordova 513956 | 5 0054 | & 2,623 | 5 5,130 SB22 |5 32486 |5 27570 117.8%
Delta Junction 516476 | 5 8051 | 3 1,703 | 5 4,950 0|5 31179 |5 27,570 113.1%
Fairbanks 516476 | 5 6,023 | 5 1,703 | 5 3,552 31,134 |5 28B8BE |5 27,570 104.8%
Haines 511400 | 5 8622 | & 1772 | & 5,032 SBTT s 27,702 |5 27570 100.5%
Homer 5 13,680 | 5 8693 | 5 1,369 | 5 3,564 2004 |5 29311 |5 27,570 106.3%
Juneau S 18,000 | 5 7030 | 5 BG4 | 5 3,576 51044 |5 30515 |5 27,570 110,7%
Kenai 511400 | 5 7,088 |5 1337 | & 1,525 5689 | 5 22,039 |5 27570 79.9%
Soldotna 511,400 | 5 7,088 | 5 1,337 | & 1,525 3617 (5 21968 |5 27,570 79.7%
Ketchikan & 12,000 | 5 6,846 | 5 877 | 5 3,529 B34 |5 24086 |5 27,570 B7 4%
King Salmon/MNaknek| & 12,468 | & 13979 | 5 1,284 |5 4,544 51018 (5 339493 |5 27570 123.3%
Kodiak 514400 | 5 8,863 | 3 1417 | 5 4,044 690 |5 29,414 |5 27,570 106.7%
Nome 514400 | 5 10,914 | 5 1,659 | 5 7,922 5086 (5 35880 |5 27,570 130,13
Palmer 512,600 | 5 6,014 | 5 1054 | 5 1,525 5873 |5 22067 |5 27570 B0 0%
Wasilla 512,600 | 5 6,014 | 3 1,054 | 5 1,525 $427 |5 21621 |5 27570 TB4%
Petersburg & 7,620 | 5 7,763 | & 914 | & 3,180 51,188 | 5 20,664 | 5 27,570 75.0%
Seward 5 076R | 5 8554 |5 98O | 5 2,970 5795 |5 23,067 |5 27570 B3.7%
Sitka 5 15,000 | 5 7,990 | 5 747 | 5 2,899 3552 |5 27,188 |5 27,570 98.6%
Waldez & 16,800 | 5 7713 | 5 812 | 5 4,560 SB32 (5 30724 |5 27,570 111.4%
1/ Source: Alaska Housing Market Indicators, Regional Survey.
2/ Source: Cooperative Extension Service: Food Cost Survey; University of Alaska Fairbanks
3/Source: Telephone survey electric utility companies and their websites

4/%gurce: Telephone surveys &/2010

5/ Source: Telephone Surveys 06,2010

Adapted by: Alaska Department of Commerce, Community and Economic Development; Division of Community and Regional Affairs.

Exacerbating the high costs-of living is the fact that job opportunities are scarce in rural communities.

Most areas in rural Alaska are labor surplus areas and residents compete for the few jobs which often

are seasonal or part-time. Conventional labor statistics do not distinguish between part time and full

time employment, although low wage and salary earnings somewhat reflect the work status. Therefore,

employment data (employment numbers) in small communities are overstated. In rural Alaska, self

employment opportunities are limited to commercial fishing in coastal communities, prospecting for

gold, entrepreneurship in construction, trade, tourism, transportation, and other services. Commercial

fishing is most likely the most frequent self employed occupation.
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Income deficiencies are frequent in rural Alaska and the dependency on transfer payments (government
subsidies) plays a major role. While wage rates per occupation are in line with urban occupations, the
scarcity of jobs or full-time jobs limits the earning potential.

Investigation:

Both, income deficiency and high costs of living contribute to poverty in many of Alaska’s rural places.
Although wage and salary income is the most prominent contributor to personal income in Alaska and
dominates with 76 percent, its impact diminishes in rural locations.

Statewide, only 9.5% of income is derived from self employment and in most rural places commercial
fishing is the principle self employed income source. Moreover, the vagaries of fish harvest and market
prices contribute to an unreliable income stream. While abundant fisheries exist in Southeast, the Gulf
of Alaska, and Southwest Alaska stretching from Bristol Bay along the Alaska Peninsula into the Bering
Sea, the Western (Bethel and Wade Hampton census areas) and Northern coast catches are modest.
Moreover, fishing disasters, due to salmon run failures on the Yukon and Kuskokwim Rivers have been
repetitive. Due to the lack of availability, self employment income is not included in the following
illustrations of income generated by the resident population in various Alaska locations. Supplemental
income sources are not considered due to lack of information.

Exploring income deficiencies:

A study of wage and salary income per wage earner compared to the poverty guideline for one person in
identified communities accentuates the deficiencies. Table 1 shows that average wage and salary
income in 47 communities fell below the poverty guideline of $ 13,530 in 2009. Group | wage earners
supported 2.27 persons and their pay was 9.5% below the poverty guide line.

While wage rates by occupation are similar in urban and rural Alaska, the predominance of part time
employment dilutes the wage earners average in rural and remote places. Workforce participation in
Group | communities were above the Alaska average, telling that workers took part-time and seasonal
employment to earn some cash. Albeit efforts, wage and salary income was insufficient which
underscores that workers were living in severe poverty.

Group Il average income for wage and salary jobs exceeded the poverty line (S 13,530) by 12. 5%. Wage
earners in this group lived in 52 communities and one wage earner supported 2.24 people on average.

Wage earners in Group lll, IV and V lived in 106 municipalities, villages, and settlements and supported
34,334 residents. Average wage and salary earnings per wage earner in the three groups ranged
between $18,709 and $26,011. Group VI, representing 125 communities, suburbs or settlements
averaged the highest wage and salary earnings. Its municipalities, suburbs, and villages represent 90% of
the listed population, and form Alaska’s urban centers and close-by suburban population clusters. The
average wage in this group exceeded the national poverty level by a near twofold.
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Table 2

2009 Average Wage and Salary (W&S) to 2009 Poverty Guideline Comparisons One-Person-Family of $13,530
Percent
Average
Average Earnings Wage and
Number of Wage and (W&S) Salary
Communities Salary below or | Dependency Income level
2009 Annual (Cities, Average (W&S) above Factor Upper $ above and
Average Wage and suburbs, Combined | Community | Labor Force | Labor Force Income Poverty | (population [Limit of below
Salary (W&S) villages, Population | Population | Participation |Participation| 2009 per | Guideline perwage |Poverty poverty
Group Earnings settlements) 2009 Range 2009 Range wage earner|of$13,530 earner) Income guideline
Alaska 692,314 60.4% $ 36,979 173% 2.29 273%
Group | $0-$13,530 47 10,121 19-1,158 67.2% 25.4%-88.6%| $ 12,239 -9.5% 2.27 $13,530 |below
Group Il $13,530-$ 16,913 52 16,798 12-945 68.8% 34.7%-83.04 S 16,977 12.6% 2.24 $16,913 |100%-125%
Group lll  [$16,914-$20,295 46 11,156 15-1,321 57.8% 21.9%-92.3%| $ 18,709 38% 2.60 $20,295 [125%-150%
Group IV [$20,296-$23,678 27 6,143 16-713 62.0% 21.6%-84.2%| $ 22,009 63% 2.25 $23,678 |150%-175%
GroupV [$23,679-27,060 33 17,035 26-6,626 60.7% 32.4%-80.0%| $ 26,011 92% 2.19 $27,060 |175%-200%
Group VI [$27,061+ 125 571,585 3-290,588 61.4% 22.7%93.4%| $ 38,748 186% 2.31
Total 330 632,838
% of AKDOL Population */ 91.4%
1/ Alaska Department of Workforce and Development, Research and Analysis Section
Source: Alaska Department of Commerce. Community and Economic Development, Division of Community and Regional Affairs, Research and
and Analysis Section and Alaska Department of Labor and Workforce Development, Research and Analysis

The comparison further shows that wide income gaps exist in the state. Urban and rural wage income
differences tell that workers in Group | made less than a third of Group VI’s average wages. The
preponderance of part-time employment explains much of the difference.

For families in rural Alaska the wage and salary income picture is fragile:

If assumed that one wage supports a family of four, the poverty picture enlarges. Comparing the Alaskan
family’s poverty guideline of $27,570 to income data tells that average wages in 203 municipalities,
suburbs, villages and other settlements (63%) were below the poverty threshold in 2009. Wage and
salary income in these communities just averaged $19,842 — 28% below the poverty guideline for a
family of four. Such a family cannot exist on a wage and salary income alone and substantial income
supplements are necessary to sustain.

For families in urban Alaska basic household expenses are more manageable:

Group VI wage earners had sufficient wage and salary income, which averaged $ 38,748 in 2009, to
meet basic expenditures. These, however were also close to Alaska’s federal poverty level in Anchorage.
Anchorage’s suburbs, Palmer and Wasilla fared better because the cost of housing (rent equivalent) was
28 percent below those in Anchorage. Other costs, not considered in the study, however, is the cost of
commute from the Palmer and Wasilla (valley) area to Anchorage, the prominent work place for the
majority of valley dwellers.
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Recommendations:

The snapshot investigation of costs-of- living clearly showed that the current level of basic expenditures
is too low to measure poverty accurately. Basic and necessary consumer expenditures exceed the
current threshold in most places in Alaska. Therefore, an adjustment is needed. Geographic differentials
within the state should be applied to the threshold to reflect the widely fluctuating consumer
expenditures.

Low income potential also contributes to poverty and wage and salary statistics reveal that
approximately 61,300 Alaska residents or 9.7 percent of its population live in severe poverty. Only
earned income (wage and salary or self employment income) should be considered to calculate a
sustainability level. The extent and amount of supplemental income in form of transfer payments and
other subsidies should be explored to determine the necessary sustenance level of the “poor”
population.
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To: spm@census.gov

Subject: DOC032[1].PDF/Ltr. to David S. Johnson from Mayor Bloomberg
Date: 06/18/2010 02:57 PM

Attachments: DOC032[11.PDF

From Deputy Mayor Linda Gibbs


mailto:spm@census.gov

THE City oF NEwW YORK
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
New York, N.Y. 10007

June 15, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Statistics Division
Census Bureau

46000 Silver Hill Road

Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson, /

Enclosed please find the City of New York’s response to the Census Bureau’s
notice and solicitation of comments on the approach to creating a Supplemental Poverty
Measure presented by the Interagency Working Group on Developing a Supplemental
Poverty Measure. The new measure will be based on recommendations made by the
National Academy of Sciences. These have been subject to extensive research and have
garnered wide-spread support among American social scientists. Our work to implement
this approach to poverty measurement in New York City gives us confidence that the new
measure will provide the nation with new and important insights about poverty and the
effect of anti-poverty policies.

Sincerely,
Michael R“Bloomberg
Mayor

Ce: Linda Gibbs
Veronica White
Mark Levitan





RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR COMMENTS ON SPM

The City of New York applauds the recently announced plan for the Census
Bureau to begin publication of a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM). The new
measure wil'1 be based on recommendations made by the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS) in 1995. These have been subject to extensive research and have garnered wide-
spread support among American social scientists.

Our own effort to implement the NAS approach to poverty measurement in New
York City gives us confidence that thé new measure will provide the nation a more
informative indicator of material deprivation than that offered by the official poverty
measure. The SPM will capture more of what public policy does to support low-income
families and, thus, provides a more accurate account of the ability of families to meet
their basic needs. The SPM will also test the adequacy of these efforts by comparing
family resources against a more realistic set of income thresholds.

Our response to the request for comments on the Observations from the Inter-
Agency Technical Committee (Observations) reflects our own experience in using a
NAS-style measure. We focus on the poverty thresholds, in particular, the areas where
the Observations depart from some of the specific recommendations made in the 1995
NAS report.

There are two departures that we support and wish to comment on.

1. Updating the thresholds with five-year, rather than three-year moving averages of

data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey. A weakness of the current, official

poverty measure is that its thresholds are only adjusted to reflect changes in the
cost of living. This ignores changes in the standard of living. We agree with the
NAS recommendation that the poverty thresholds should change over time to
reflect real changes in expenditures for food, clothing, shelter, and utilities. But
change in the thresholds should be smoothed to minimize the effect of the
relatively small sample size available from the Consumer Expenditure Survey.
More years of data would increase the sample size and the stability of the
expenditure measure. A five-year moving average would also dampen the

sensitivity of the thresholds to short-term changes in spending patterns, such as





the recent run up in housing expenditures or the decline in spending that might
accompany a severe economic contraction.

2. Use of American Community Survey (ACS) data on housing costs for geographic

adjustment of the shelter portion of the threshold and basing this adjustment on a

moving average of five years of data. The City of New York believes that the

argument for adjusting the thresholds geographically by differences in housing
costs is strong. It is based on the principle of equivalence. A measure of whether
(or the degree to which) families are poor should account for differences in their
ability to obtain the items in the poverty threshold that result from where they are
located. If the cost of housing of similar size and quality varies across the nation,
families with similar levels of income will be unable to secure similar levels of
well-being. A geographic adjustment addresses this. Use of a moving average of
five years of data appeals to us because it will smooth out the effect of short-term
swings in local housing markets.

The ACS is a good choice of data source for a housing-based geographical
adjustment of the poverty thresholds. The Survey covers nearly three million
addresses each year. It includes the housing data required to compare the costs of
similar housing units across the nation.

Five years of ACS data will allow Census to generate finely grained
geographic adjustment factors. We urge the Bureau to create separate factors for
each Metropolitan Statistical Area within each state along with a common factor
that would apply to the non-metro areas within each state. The geographic
adjustment that has been used in previous Census Bureau research has not made
this distinction. Our research suggests that even within a state, the cost of
comparable housing units differs considerably by metro area. Placing New York
City with the metro areas that include upstate cities such as Buffalo, for example,
would underestimate the degree to which high housing costs affect the lives of our

city’s residents.

There are two instances in which the Task Force’s Observations make departures

from the NAS recommendations that we wish to question.





Development of a separate threshold for renters. The Observations suggest that

Census develop, what are in effect, separate thresholds for homeowners with a
mortgage, homeowners without a mortgage, and renters. As a city of renters, this
is a particular concern to us. While we support a separate threshold for
homeowners who are free and clear of a mortgage, we see no justification for a
separate threshold for renters.

We regard a separate (and lower) threshold for homeowners without a
mortgage as an appropriate application of the principle of equivalence as
described above in the argument for a geographic adjustment. These homeowners
can enjoy housing of similar size and quality as homeowners who must make
mortgage payments, but are able to do so at a lower level of spending. That
advantage should be accounted for and can be captured by a threshold adjustment.

We see no similar justification for an equivalence adjustment for renters.
It is not sufficient to establish that renters pay less (or even more) for their shelter
than homeowners (with mortgages) do, even if the comparison were restricted to
families at similar levels of income. What is needed is evidence that renters can
secure housing of equal size and quality, while spending less (or more) than non-
renters. To our knowledge, this has yet to be demonstrated.

It seems more plausible to us that some low-income families are choosing
to rent housing of inferior quality rather than take out a mortgage to own homes
because renting in their communities is cheaper than ownership. 1If this is the
case, it would result in a lower threshold for renters. But, unlike the case for
homeowners free and clear of a mortgage, the lower threshold would not be an
adjustment that is accounting for a relative advantage. Rather, it would reflect a
decision by some low-income families to sacrifice on the quality of their housing
so that more of their income is available to meet their needs. Unless, or until,
there is a solid foundation of research to support a renter-specific threshold, we
urge the Census Bureau to abandon the idea.

Use of the 33" percentile of the FCSU distribution rather than a fixed percentage

of the median of the FCSU distribution. The NAS proposed that the poverty






threshold be based on a fixed percentage (ranging from 78 percent to 82 percent)
of median expenditures by reference units for food, clothing, shelter, and utilities
(FCSU). The Technical Committee’s Observations call for a threshold based on a
specific point (the 33™ percentile) in the FCSU distribution. The City of New
York believes that the poverty threshold used for the SPM should be based on a
fixed percentage of the median and should be updated by changes at the median.
The percentage could be set to either equal the value of the most recent estimate
of the 33" percentile or, at the mid-point of the range (80.5 percent) suggested by
the NAS report.

Our concern with the departure that the Observations call for is how the
thresholds are tethered to changes in the nation’s standard of living. Using a point
in the lower-tail of the distribution breaks the conceptual link between the
standard of living that defines poverty and the standard of living enjoyed by
society at large. This can undermine one of the principal goals of the NAS
measure, that the thresholds should capture (“in a conservative manner”) the rise
in living standards. This, we believe, is best captured by changes at the median.

While, at any given time, these alternative approaches to setting the
threshold could yield very similar results, changes in income and expenditure
inequality could change the relationship between the standard of living
represented by the 33™ percentile and the standard of living that is represented by
the median (or a fixed percentage of it). Trends in the distribution of
expenditures, even if the expenditures are limited to necessities will, to some
degree, mimic trends in the distribution of income. What, then, would happen if
income inequality grows because income in the lower tail of the distribution is
growing more slowly than income at the median? The 33" percentile of the
expenditure distribution as a percent of the median of the distribution could well
decline. The threshold would fall in this relative sense. The poverty rate that
would result would overstate any improvement in the well-being of low-income
families.

Change in the FCSU distribution could happen in a different way. If

incomes in the bottom half of the distribution were rising relative to the median,





the 33" percentile of expenditures could move closer to median expenditures.
This could be a viewed as a positive development, but it would also mean that the
poverty threshold was rising relative to the standard of living that is represented
by the median. The poverty rate would then be underestimating the improving
condition of low-income families. This strikes us as equally as perverse as the
former scenario. Setting the threshold as a fixed percentage of the median of the
FCSU distribution and updating it by changes in the median would insulate the
thresholds from both of these types of distributional effects.

Finally, we wish to comment on an issue that is unaddressed by the Working Group’s

Observations: Providing the SPM for sub-state areas.

The Observations lead us to believe that the Census Bureau will rely exclusively
on the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS
ASEC) to generate the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM). This will severely
limit the usefulness of the new measure because the CPS ASEC cannot be used to
generate poverty rates for geographic units smaller than states. State-level estimates,
moreover, will need to be based on two or three-year averages from the CPS ASEC.
This will deny the vital information the SPM offers to policy makers and the public in
metropolitan areas, cities, and counties across the US. The Census Bureau should
develop a plan for using the American Community Survey (ACS) to provide annual
state-level and sub-state poverty rates based on the SPM.

The Census Bureau created the ACS in order to provide state and sub-state
jurisdictions with timely information on local socio-economic trends. Today the ACS
is the nation’s largest continuous demographic survey, with a sample of some three
million addresses for each survey year. The Bureau now uses the ACS to provide
poverty rates based on the current methodology for states and sub-state areas that are
larger than 65,000 persons on an annual basis. Poverty rates for smaller areas are
available using three or five years of the ACS annual sample.

Use of the ACS is the only means by which the Census Bureau can provide
local SPM-based poverty rates. We recognize that the ACS does not now, and will

not ever, include all the information on family resources that the SPM requires. But





statistical methods exist to overcome this obstacle. The New York City Center for
Economic Opportunity, the Urban Institute, and the University of Wisconsin’s
Institute for Research on Poverty have (or soon will have) published studies that use
the ACS to estimate SPM-style poverty rates for New York City, Minnesota, and
Wisconsin, respectively.

These are significant, pioneering efforts. But, they cannot substitute for work
that must be done by federal statistical agencies. Few states or local governments
have the capacity to fund these kinds of research efforts on an ongoing basis. Locally
sponsored research, moreover, can lead to a proliferation of measures that are based
on varying interpretations of how best to implement a NAS poverty measure. While
this has value as research activity, it can thwart the comparability of poverty rates that
are estimated in different jurisdictions. We, therefore, urge the Census Bureau to
commit itself to the task of providing ACS-based annual state and sub-state SPM

poverty rates.

None of our criticisms of the plan for the federal Supplementary Poverty Measure
diminish our enthusiasm for the new measure. We remain confident that it can provide
important new insights that will lead to smarter policies to reduce poverty. Thank you

for the opportunity to offer our thoughts.






To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Fw: Dodd & McDermott Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) Suggestions to Census Bureau
Date: 06/29/2010 11:10 AM

Attachments: DoddMcDermott - SPM Comment Letter to Census - 20100624.pdf

Date: 06/24/2010 04:41 PM

Subject: Dodd & McDermott Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) Suggestions to Census

David and All,

Thank you for your work on the SPM and for allowing a public comment

period. We have just mailed you the attached letter from Senator Dodd and
Representative McDermott. Let us know if you have any questions.

Cheers,

Indi

Indivar Dutta-Gupta | indivar.dutta-gupta@mail.house.gov | Google Voice:
+1.480.INDIVAR (463.4827)

Professional Staff | US House of Representatives, Committee on Ways and
Means | Subcommittee on Income Security and Family Support

B-317 Rayburn House Office Building | Washington, DC 20515

T: +1.202.225.5281 | F: +1.202.225.9480 | US C/M: +1.312.479.4676 |
International C/M: +1.312.646.8994

You should subscribe to the committee's eNewsletter here, follow us on
Twitter here and join us on Facebook here

P Consider the environment before printing this email.

NOTE: I will be away from the office from 28 June until 9 July 2010, with
intermittent access to email. I may have greater access to my personal
email (indivar.duttagupta@gmail.com), and should also be reachable at
+1-480-463-4827 during this period.

(See attached file: DoddMcDermott - SPM Comment Letter to Census -
20100624 .pdf)

Bureau


mailto:spm@census.gov

Eongress of the United States
MWeasliington, DA 20515

June 24, 2010

Mr. David Jolinson,

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Poverty
Measure (SPM) that the Census Bureau, in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS), is developing and intends to release in September 2011, As you know, we have
introduced legislation to establish a similar alternative poverty measure based on the National
Academy of Sciences 1995 Report to Congress. This report identified numerous flaws with the
current poverty measure, not least of which was its inability to provide policymakers with
insights into which federal programs help reduce poverty (and which don’t). As the Census
Bureau builds upon and implements recommendations from the Interagency Technical Working
Group, we would like to share with you some thoughts that have been raised during our work
with experts on this topic.

We have focused our careers on the well being of children and working families, as the
Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Children and Families and the Chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Income Security and Family Support. From our experience while writing the
“Measuring American Poverty Act” in the 1 10" and 111" Congresses, we have learned that
families have varying needs that are not always fully reflected by modernized poverty measures.
We recognize that a poverty measure is not intended to include every expense a family incurs, so
we highlight only the most basic issues that—according to the Working Group’s
recommendations—may not necessarily be fully accounted for by the SPM. We believe these
issues warrant further consideration as you move forward on this alternative poverty
measurement:

¢ Childhood Development Needs: Research suggests that children need out-of-school
investments that complement in-school learning allowing them to fulfill their potential;

e Individuals and Families with Disabilities: Families with a family member with a
disability often incur high costs to meet their basic needs—such as impairment-related
work expenses, respite and personal assistance services, uncompensated medical
expenses, and costs for accessible transportation and home modifications;
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¢ Uninsured and Underinsured: Many families go without necessary medical care, like
visiting their doctor or filling a prescription, because they either lack or have inadequate
health insurance coverage;

o Appropriate Accounting for Post-Secondary Educational Assistance and Expenses:
Some forms of educational assistance—even in the form of grant money--are contingent
upon substantially higher educational expenses than may be reflected in the new poverty
threshold and may reflect greater, not less difficulty in meeting other needs.

In addition, we recommend that beginning in 2011 you include in your annual poverty report an
estimate of weighted average poverty thresholds under the SPM that incorporate into the
thresholds estimated subtractions from income in order to help the public better understand what
these thresholds mean.

As you continue to develop the Supplemental Poverty Measure, we encourage the Interagency
Working Group to work with our staff, Indivar Dutta-Gupta (indivar.dutta-

gupta@mail house.gov) and Margot Crandall-Hollick

(margot_crandall hollick@help.senate.gov). Thank you for your efforts to finally move forward
with a critical new poverty statistic. We hope you find these suggestions helpful.

Sincerely,

Christopher J. Dodd
United States Senator

fé[ McDermott
/ Member of Congress






From: david.s.johnson@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Fw: SPM Comment Letter from Senator Dodd and Representative McDermott
Date: 06/29/2010 11:06 AM

Attachments: SPM Comment Letter Final Dodd&McDermott.pdf

Hi David,

Please find attached a letter that Senator Dodd and Congressman McDermott
are sending to you today to comment on the Working Groups proposed
Supplemental Poverty Measure.

Best

Margot

Margot Crandall-Hollick
Professional Staff Member
Subcommittee on Children and Families
Senator Christopher J. Dodd, Chairman
404 Hart Senate Office Building
Phone: (202) 224-2823
Fax: (202) 224-7475
(See attached file: SPM Comment Letter Final Dodd&McDermott.pdf)
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Congress of the Pnited States
Mashington, BA 20515

June 24, 2010

Mr. David Johnson,

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Thank you for providing us with the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Poverty
Measure (SPM) that the Census Bureau, in cooperation with the Bureau of Labor Statistics
(BLS), is developing and intends to release in September 2011. As you know, we have
introduced legislation to establish a similar alternative poverty measure based on the National
Academy of Sciences 1995 Report to Congress. This report identified numerous flaws with the
current poverty measure, not least of which was its inability to provide policymakers with
insights into which federal programs help reduce poverty (and which don’t). As the Census
Bureau builds upon and implements recommendations from the Interagency Techaical Working
Group, we would like to share with you some thoughts that have been raised during our work
with experts on this topic,

We have focused our careers on the well being of children and working families, as the
Chairman of the Senate Subcommittee on Children and Families and the Chairman of the House
Subcommittee on Income Security and Family Support. From our experience while writing the
“Measuring American Poverty Act” in the 110" and 111" Congresses, we have learned that
families have varying needs that are not always fully reflected by modernized poverty measures,
We recognize that a poverty measure is not intended to include every expense a family incurs, so
we highlight only the most basic issues that—according to the Working Group’s
recommendations—may not necessarily be fully accounted for by the SPM. We believe these
issues warrant further consideration as you move forward on this alternative poverty
measurement;

e Childhood Development Needs: Research suggests that children need out-of-school
investments that complement in-school learning allowing them to fulfill their potential;

o Individuals and Families with Disabilities: Families with a family member with a
disability often incur high costs to meet their basic needs—such as impairment-related
work expenses, respite and personal assistance services, uncompensated medical
expenses, and costs for accessible transportation and home modifications;
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¢ Uninsured and Underinsured: Many families go without necessary medical care, like
visiting their doctor or filling a prescription, because they either lack or have inadequate
health insurance coverage;

s Appropriate Accouniing for Post-Secondary Educational Assistance and Expenses:
Some forms of educational assistance—even in the form of grant money--are contingent
upon substantially higher educational expenses than may be reflected in the new poverty
threshold and may reflect greater, not less difficulty in meeting other needs,

In addition, we recommend that beginning in 2011 you include in your annual poverty report an
estimate of weighted average poverty thresholds under the SPM that incorporate into the
thresholds estimated subtractions from income in order to help the public better understand what
these thresholds mean,

As you continue to develop the Supplemental Poverty Measure, we encourage the Interagency
Working Group to work with our staff, Indivar Dutta-Gupta (indivar.dutta-~

gupta@mail house.gov) and Margot Crandall-Hollick

(margot crandall hollick{@help.senate.gov). Thank you for your efforts to finally move forward
with a critical new poverty statistic. We hope you find these suggestions helpful,

Sincerely,

im McDermott

i3

# Member of Congress

Christopher J. Dodd
United States Senator






To: 'spm@census.gov'

Subject: FW: SUPPLEMENTAL POVERTY MEASURE.
Date: 06/25/2010 12:01 PM

Attachments: hppscan108.pdf

Attached please find a letter from Mayor Julian Castro. We appreciate the opportunity to provide our
insight into this very important issue.

Frances A. Gonzalez
Assistant to Mayor Julian Castro



CITY OF SAN ANTONIO

JULIAN CASTRO
MAYOR

June 23,2010

Mr. David Johnson

Housing & Household Economic
Statistics Division, Census Bureau
4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500
Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson:

Please accept the following as our comments related to the development of the Supplemental Poverty
Measure (SPM). Given your most recent information from the Interagency Technical Working Group on
Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure, please know that we strongly urge the Bureau to not rely
on the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC) as the sole
information used to determine the SPM. As you are aware, the CPS ASEC cannot be used to generate
poverty rates for geographic units smaller than states. State-level estimates, moreover, will need to be
based on two and three-year averages from the CPS ASEC. Policy makers at the local level rely on the
vital information provided by the SPM. The Census Bureau should develop a plan to use the American
Community Survey to provide annual state-level and sub-state poverty rates based on the SPM.

The American Community Survey (ACS) has been a very helpful tool for states and sub-state
jurisdictions offering timely information on local socio-economic trends. Today the ACS is the nation’s
largest continuous demographic survey, with a sample of some three million addresses for each survey
year. The Bureau uses the ACS to provide poverty rates based on the current methodology for states and
sub-state areas that are larger than 65,000 persons on an annual basis. Poverty rates for smaller areas are
available using three or five years of the ACS annual sample.

Use of the ACS is the only means by which the Census Bureau can provide local SPM-based poverty
rates. We recognize that the ACS does not now, and will not ever, include all the information on family
resources that the SPM requires. Few states or local governments have the capacity to fund statistical
research on an ongoing basis. We, therefore, urge the Census Bureau to commit itself to the task of
providing ACS-based annual state and sub-state SPM poverty rates.

Sincerely

Julian Casfro
MAYOR

P.O. BOXx 839966 * SAN ANTONIO, TX 78283-3966 « (210) 207-7060 « Fax: (210) 207-4168
MAYORJULIANCASTRO@SANANTONIO.GOV






Subject: HAC Comments on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/25/2010 11:37 AM
Attachments: HAC SPM Comments 6 25 10.pdf

Re: Comments on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure [Docket Number
100429203-0204-01]

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The Housing Assistance Council (HAC) respectfully submits the following
comments in response to the May 26, 2010 Federal Register Notice for
developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.

HAC is pleased to have this opportunity to comment on the development of
the Supplemental Poverty Measure. Please do not hesitate to contact me if
you need additional information or clarification of our comments.

(See attached file: HAC SPM Comments 6 25 10.pdf)

Sincerely,

Moises Loza
Executive Director

Housing Assistance Council
1025 Vermont Ave., NW
Suite 606

Washington DC 20005

(202) 842-8600
hac@ruralhome.org

DISCLAIMER:

This email is intended only for the person to whom it is
addressed and/or otherwise authorized personnel.

The information contained herein and attached is confidential
and the property of Housing Assistance Council.

If you are not the intended recipient, please be advised that
viewing this message and any attachments, as well as copying,
forwarding, printing, and disseminating any information related
to this email is prohibited, and that you should not take any
action based on the content of this email and/or its
attachments. If you received this message in error, please
contact the sender and destroy all copies of this email and any
attachment.

Please note that the views and opinions expressed

herein are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
reflect those of the company. While antivirus protection tools
have been employed, you should check this email and attachments
for the presence of viruses. No warranties or assurances are
made in relation to the safety and content of this email and
attachments. Housing Assistance Council. accepts no liability
for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by or contained
in this email and attachments. No liability is accepted for
any consequences arising from this email.



Housing Assistance Council
1025 Vermont Ave., N.W., Suite 606, Washington, DC 20005, Tel.: 202-842-8600, Fax: 202-347-3441, E-mail: hac@ruralhome.org

HAC

Web site: www.ruralhome.org

June 25,2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road

Stop 8500

Washington DC 20233-8500

Re: Comments on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure [Docket Number
100429203-0204-01]

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The Housing Assistance Council (HAC) respectfully submits the following comments in
response to the May 26, 2010 Federal Register Notice for developing a Supplemental
Poverty Measure. The Notice seeks comments on the development of a Supplemental
Poverty Measure that is outlined in a report recently released by the Census Bureau
entitled, “Observations From the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure.”

The Housing Assistance Council (HAC) is a national nonprofit organization that has
supported affordable housing efforts in rural areas of the United States since 1971. HAC
emphasizes local solutions, empowerment of the poor, reduced dependence, and self-help
housing strategies. With a nearly 40 year mission of assisting the poorest of the poor in
the most rural places, the Housing Assistance Council is uniquely positioned to provide
comments on assessing poverty in rural America.

HAC generally agrees with the concept of a Supplemental Poverty Measure and the need to
more accurately assess poverty in the United States. Our comments focus primarily on
shelter expenditures as a component of the new Supplemental Poverty Measure, as well as
determining household and economic conditions in rural areas.

Building
Rural
Communities

Southeast Office

600 W Peachtree St., N.W.

Suite 1500

Atlanta, GA 30308

Tel.: 404-892-4824

Fax: 404-892-1204
southeast@ruralhome.org

Western Office

717 K Street

Suite 404

Sacramento, CA 95814
Tel.: 916-706-1836

Fax: 916-706-1849
western@ruralhome.org

Southwest Office

3939 San Pedro, N.E.
Suite C-7

Albuquerque, NM 87110
Tel.: 505-883-1003

Fax: 505-883-1005
southwest@ruralhome.org

HAC is an equal opportunity lender.

Midwest Office

10920 Ambassador Drive
Suite 220

Kansas City, MO 64153
Tel.: 816-880-0400

Fax: 816-880-0500
midwest@ruralhome.org
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Housing costs undeniably represent a greater percentage of a household’s income today
than when the official poverty measure was implemented in 1964. Accordingly, HAC
agrees with the Census Bureau that shelter expenditures should be taken into account
when assessing a household’s economic situation. The Notice recommends that shelter
expenses should include all mortgage costs adjusted by tenure and mortgage status. The
Census Bureau study rightly notes that a substantial number of low-income families own
their homes; low-income homeownership is even more common in rural areas. According
to the 2007 American Housing Survey (AHS), over half of nonmetropolitan households in
poverty owned their homes compared to a homeownership rate of 34 percent for similar
metropolitan residents.

The Housing Assistance Council does not, however, agree with the Census Bureau'’s
assertion that the poverty rate is overstated because a high number of low-income
households own their homes and do not make a mortgage payment. In many instances
low-income rural households reside in older houses or manufactured homes that have
little value, yet are very expensive to heat, cool, and maintain relative to their occupants’
income. These substandard or crowded homes often serve as de facto rental housing
because few viable rental options exist in many rural communities. In fact, very low-
income homeowners in rural areas have substantial housing problems, as nearly three-
quarters are housing cost-burdened (paying more that 30 percent of their monthly income
for housing costs) and the rate of substandard housing among rural homeowners in
poverty is twice the rate of poor owners in metropolitan areas.

HAC recommends that the Census Bureau take into account associated housing fees such
as utility and maintenance costs in addition to monthly mortgage and rental payments.
The inclusion of these factors provides for a more accurate representation of shelter
expenditures. Utility and maintenance outlays can represent substantial costs for very
low-income households, particularly for those residing in older or dilapidated homes.
While utility and maintenance costs are often included in monthly rental fees, they can be
particularly burdensome for very low-income homeowners - even for those owners
without a mortgage payment.

The Census Bureau should also be aware of other associated housing costs such as lot
rental fees for manufactured homes. Manufactured homes are an important source of
housing in rural areas, particularly among low-income households. Many households
living in manufactured housing own their homes, but do not own the land on which their
unit is placed. Lot rental fees can represent a substantial and long-term cost, whether or
not the owner makes a mortgage payment.

In addition, the new measure may also fail to fully account for other expenditures that are
particularly high in rural areas, such as transportation. Rural residents often live in
sparsely populated communities where there is no, or very limited, public transportation.
An automobile is necessary not only to get to and from work, but to perform most
everyday tasks, like banking and grocery shopping. Because of the need to drive
considerable distances on a regular basis, estimates indicate that rural residents with
automobiles drive 17 percent more than their urban counterparts. These types of
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expenses offset the lower cost of living typically associated with residing in a rural
community. A failure to consider household transportation expenditures would result in
an underestimation of total living expenses for rural Americans.

Finally, HAC wishes to address the issue of data reliability for rural areas. The report
identified the American Community Survey (ACS) and other surveys as potential data
sources for assessing food, shelter, clothing and utilities (FSCU) expenditures. While HAC
believes the ACS is an improvement in the overall data collection effort by the Census
Bureau, there are well documented concerns about the viability and accuracy of ACS data
for rural and small communities due to under-sampling and small population size. HAC
recommends that the Census Bureau calculate expenditure thresholds and benchmarks at
larger geographies (e.g., statewide nonmetro medians, PUMAS, etc.) for rural areas in case
small area estimates prove to be volatile or unreliable indicators of actual economic
conditions.

HAC is pleased to have this opportunity to comment on the development of the
Supplemental Poverty Measure. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need

additional information or clarification of our comments.

Sincerely,

P

Moises Loza
Executive Director






Subject: Heartland Alliance - Comments on the Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/25/2010 04:44 PM
Attachments: Supplemental Poverty Measure Comments - 6-25-10 - Heartland Alliance.pdf

Supplemental Poverty Measure Comments - 6-25-10 - Heartland Alliance.pdf

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment on the proposed Supplemental Poverty Measure.
Heartland Alliance for Human Needs & Human Right's comments are attached. If you have any
questions or difficulties with the attachment, do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Doug Schenkelberg

Doug Schenkelberg | Associate Director — Policy & Advocacy
Heartland Alliance for Human Needs & Human Rights

33 West Grand Avenue, Suite 500 | Chicago, IL 60654
P. 312.870.4947 | F. 312.870.4950 | C. 312.296.0893

dschenkelberg@heartlandalliance.org | www.heartlandalliance.org


http://www.heartlandalliance.org/

HEARTLAND
ALLIANCE

Supplemental Poverty Measure - Comments

Heartland Alliance for Human Needs & Human Rights

Heartland Alliance for Human Needs & Human Rights would like to thank you for the
opportunity to submit comments on the proposed Supplemental Poverty Measure
(SPM). Heartland Alliance is a service-based human rights organization focused on
investments in and solutions for the most vulnerable men, women, and children in our
society. Through a network of innovative programs throughout Chicago, the United
States, and the globe, Heartland Alliance provides housing, health care, human services
and human rights protections for over 200,000 people each year. Moreover, each year
we produce the Report on lllinois Poverty, which gives a comprehensive overview of
hardship based a variety of indicators, as well as administer the lllinois Self-Sufficiency
Standard, which is a family budget tool that examines what income families need to
make ends meet, based on local costs of living throughout the state.

We applaud the Obama administration for supporting a more comprehensive and
realistic measure of poverty. The current formal measure of poverty is not dynamic
enough to adequately capture the range of available resources or the necessary
expenses for families in the 21° century. By using the National Academy of Sciences
work as a base for a broader measure, the SPM will prove to be an invaluable tool for
understanding hardship and formulating policy in the future.

Heartland Alliance provides the following comments regarding the SPM.
1) Health Insurance should be considered a necessary expenditure.

In addition to food, shelter, clothing, and utilities, the measure should include health
insurance as a basic expenditure. While the Affordable Care Act will have an important
impact on the costs of health insurance for low-income households, it does not provide
universal coverage. While subtracting medical out-of-pocket expenses is important, it
does not sufficiently capture the full need. Consequently, the SPM should be adjusted to
include the costs of adequate health insurance.

2) The costs of savings and educational expenses should be subtracted from
available family resources

Both assets and education-related expenses (including student loan payment and

education-related childcare) should be deducted from the available family resources in
the same manner as work expenses. Both of these items speak directly to the stability
and overall financial health of a family unit and are critical components to escaping and
remaining out of poverty. Consequently, the SPM should account for the need to have

Heartland Alliance for Human Needs & Human Rights )
33 W. Grand Avenue, Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60654
312.870.4945 — www.heartlandalliance.org

Supplemental Poverty Measure Comments





adequate resources for these expenditures, in addition to those defined as basic
expenditures.

3) Ensure the SPMis a true reflection of current conditions

As the SPM provides variations in the poverty level based on geographically-defined
data, it is important that space is provided for community feedback in a given geography
to determine whether the data is in sync with the lived reality of those in that
community. We appreciate that the Interagency Technical Working Group anticipates
adjustments and refinement to the SPM over the years as new data are made available,
and believe the SPM should utilize rigorous qualitative feedback to determine if the
poverty threshold set for a community adequately reflects that community. Such
feedback will help the government improve how it uses data and constructs the SPM in
years out. Using this approach in addition to more standard quantitative tools will help
the SPM avoid some of the pitfalls of the formal poverty measure in terms of it
becoming disconnected from the realities of poverty.

In addition, the Census should use the relationship between the areas poverty level per
the SPM and that areas Area Median Income (AMI) as a test as to whether the SPM is
accurately reflecting current economic conditions. If the SPM for a given area is below
50% of AMI, the Census must revisit the measures used to calculate the SPM make
adjustments so as to ensure the SPM is the comprehensive, dynamic measure it is
striving to be.

Heartland Alliance for Human Needs & Human Rights 2
33 W. Grand Avenue, Suite 500, Chicago, IL 60654
312.870.4945 — www.heartlandalliance.org

Supplemental Poverty Measure Comments







Subject: Insight Center Comments on Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)
Date: 06/23/2010 05:09 PM

Importance: High

Attachments: Insight SPM Comments 6 23 10.pdf

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Please find attached the Insight Center's comments on the approach to developing a Supplemental
Poverty Measure (SPM).

Feel free to let me know if you have any questions.

Best,
Jenny

Jenny Chung

Attorney/Program Manager

Insight Center for Community Economic Development (formerly NEDLC)
3701 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 208 (please note new contact information)
Los Angeles, CA 90010

Phone: (213) 235-2614

2201 Broadway, Suite 815
Oakland, CA 94612-3024
Phone: (510) 251-2600 Ext. 124

INSIGHT. 4()

g B YEARS of Leadarship and Innovation

EcoMoMic DEVELOFWENT

Helping people and communities become, and remain, economically secure.
www.insightcced.org

b% Think Green before printing this e-mail.
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June 23, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

via email: spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, the Insight Center
for Community Economic Development (Insight Center) submits the following comments. Founded in
1969, the Insight Center is a national research, consulting, and legal organization dedicated to
building economic health in vulnerable communities. The Insight Center's multidisciplinary approach
utilizes a wide array of community economic development strategies including promoting industry-
focused workforce development, building individual and community assets, establishing the link
between early care and education and economic development, and advocating for the adoption of
the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index as measurements of
income adequacy.

The Insight Center commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on
Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed SPM is a vast improvement over the
Federal Poverty Thresholds. We applaud in particular the addition of shelter, clothing, and utilities to
food as part of the basic set of commodities that all families must purchase. We also applaud the
thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in the cost of housing and for differences
among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage, and own a home without a mortgage.

Despite its improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds, the proposed SPM falls short of
capturing the full range of financial vulnerability that destabilizes low-income families. A more
complete measure of poverty would:

- Include the actual cost of, rather than the amount expended for, the basic set of commodities
because many low-income individuals and families do not have adequate income to cover all
the commodities that households must purchase for a minimum standard of living. For
example, a low-income family may spend a very small amount on housing because they fit
two households into a two bed-room apartment. Therefore, considering only expenditures
and disregarding actual need results in a substandard measure.

- Include, rather than exclude, the basic commodities of health care, transportation, and child
care, since these are very basic needs that people need to live a productive, healthy life.

- Adjust for differences in cost and consumption patterns based on age as the SPMis
designed to identify poverty in families with children and does not include that of older adults.
The needs of family units are different than those of older adults, where health care is usually

the second highest expense for older adults whereas child care is usually the second highest
expense for younger adults.
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- Adjust for regional differences in the cost of all commodities and not only housing since food,
utility, child care, and health care costs vary significantly depending on local costs of living.

- Recognize that a certain level of basic savings and insurance are necessary to help families
weather financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for future needs
such as the education of one’s children and retirement.

Since1996, the insight Center has been a leader in a national movement with 36 other state partners
in developing alternatives to the Federal Poverty Thresholds based on the principles outlined above.
Produced by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University of Washington and the University of Massachusetts
Boston, respectively, the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index
are county-and-family specific measures of the minimum income necessary to purchase the basic
commodities that all families need to make ends meet; these measures, and others like them,
provide an improved basic threshold of need.

In 2009, Representative Jim McDermott and Senator Chris Dodd introduced the Measuring
American Poverty Act (HR 2909 and S 1625), which would require the development and publication
of a “decent living standard threshold”, that would not only account for cost differences by geography
and family type, but also provide a measure of income adequacy reflecting the resources necessary
to meet basic needs and live beyond deprivation.

Representing a coalition of over 500 organizations, the insight Center recommends that the
Interagency Technical Working Group:

Build upon the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index,
and the legislatively proposed “decent living standard threshold”, so that the SPM reflects
what it actually costs to pay for basic commodities. We need a measure that reflects a
minimum standard of living versus a measure of deprivation.

If it is not possible to review the SPM according to the principles outlined above, we then
recommend that the Working Group:

Develop a “decent living standard threshold” in addition to the SPM, recognizing that one
measure may not fit all needs: in reality, families move along a continuum from poverty to
economic stability. For example, the White House Task Force on Middle Class Working
Families, chaired by Vice President Joe Biden, recognizes the importance of assessing the
impact of new and existing policies across the board to determine if they are helping or
hurting the middle class.

Policymakers and the general public need to understand effectiveness of our public policies in not
only lifting people out of poverty but also helping Americans reach true economic security in today’s
economy.

Thank you for taking leadership on this important issue. We would be happy to assist in any way we
can as you consider these comments.

Sincerely,

Jenny Chung
Attorney/Program Manager







Subject: letter of support for Mayor Bloomberg's anti-poverty initiative
Date: 06/25/2010 06:52 PM
Attachments: City of San Jose VM Chirco support letter.pdf

Attached you will find a letter of support for Mayor Bloomberg’s anti-poverty initiative.
Thank you for your consideration.

ADRIANNA MASUKO

Policy Director | Office of Vice Mayor Judy Chirco

200 East Santa Clara Street, 18th floor | San Jose, Ca 95113
direct 408.535.4975 | fax 408.292.6471
adrianna.masuko@sanjoseca.gov









Subject: Letter
Date: 06/24/2010 04:13 PM
Attachments: D0OC062410.pdf

(See attached file: DOC062410.pdf)
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June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division, Census Bureau
4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Mr. Johnson:

In response to the Commerce Department notice and solicitation of comments seeking input on how to
develop the new measure the City of Kansas City, Missouri is pleased to submit the following comment.
We support movement toward creating a supplemental poverty measure at the local level. The
consistently use current poverty figures at the local level rather than at the state level for our analyses,
programming, grant applications, ete. If a better measure is developed, we would also prefer to have it at
the local level rather than the state level, Much could be accomplished by cross-classifying various fields
from the Public Use Microdata version of the American Community Survey (ACS). Ratios and standards
not obtainable from the ACS (e.g. regarding tax credits, medical financing or in-kind benefits) could be
gathered in other research and applied to the supplemental poverty measure analysis according to
characteristics that are presented in the ACS.

While this could theoretically be done by each city, it would be much more efficient and uniform in
methodology if the Census Bureau made these computations for local areas throughout the country, They
would also have on staff, or have access to, the experts in many fields who would be needed to
appropriately research and integrate the many types of information involved. Using a single methodology
applied nationwide would also allow valid comparisons among cities throughout the country. Differences
in the nature of poverty in different places could be better analyzed. They could even be applied to
compare the needs of particular urban core places AmMOong many cities.

This, of course, would be a huge extra expense to the Census Bureau at a time of very tight budgets, but it
would provide a much better analytical tool than the current, arbitrarily formulated poverty measure.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback regarding the supplemental poverty measure. If you
have further questions or need clarification I encourage you to contact Steve Lebofsky with our City
Planning and Development Department at steve lebofsky@kcmo.org or 816-513-2817.

\.J/ifz%z M

£
Troy M. Schulte

Interim City Manager

Sincerely,







Subject:
Date: 06/24/2010 09:57 AM
Attachments: 2010 Comment on Federal SPM.pdf

2009 Economic Modeling Final Report.pdf

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information related to the development of a
Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).

In Connecticut, a Child Poverty and Prevention Council was established by statute several
years ago to develop and promote the implementation of a ten-year plan to reduce the
number of children living in poverty in the state by fifty percent. As part of our work in
this regard, the Council engaged the Urban Institute last year to estimate the potential
effects of the Council’s priority recommendations on child poverty in Connecticut. The
project modeled the economic impact of implementing council recommendations such as
increased adult education and enhanced child care subsidies.

The Urban Institute’s final report to the council uses two approaches to measuring
poverty. The first approach is based solely on pre-tax cash income sources as defined by
the official poverty measure used by the U.S. Census Bureau. The second approach
approximates the definition recommended by the National Academy of Sciences, which
includes cash income but adds capital gains and in-kind benefits, deducts federal and
state income taxes and subtracts nondiscretionary expenses such as the cost of child care
and transportation to work. The Council found the broad definition of resources used by
the Urban Institute valuable in demonstrating how government tax and benefit policies
affect family income and poverty status.

For your information and review, we have attached a copy of the Economic Modeling
Report which provides a detailed description of the methodology, data sources, and
analysis used by the Urban Institute. We believe these may be useful to you in defining
the Supplemental Poverty Measure.

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information.



STATE OF CONNECTICUT
OFFICE OF POLICY AND MANAGEMENT

June 24, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information related to the development of a Supplemental
Poverty Measure (SPM).

In Connecticut, a Child Poverty and Prevention Council was established by statute several years ago to
develop and promote the implementation of a ten-year plan to reduce the number of children living in poverty
in the state by fifty percent. As part of our work in this regard, the Council engaged the Urban Institute last
year to estimate the potential effects of the Council’s priority recommendations on child poverty in
Connecticut. The project modeled the economic impact of implementing council recommendations such as
increased adult education and enhanced child care subsidies.

The Urban Institute’s final report to the council uses two approaches to measuring poverty. The first
approach is based solely on pre-tax cash income sources as defined by the official poverty measure used by the
U.S. Census Bureau. The second approach approximates the definition recommended by the National
Academy of Sciences, which includes cash income but adds capital gains and in-kind benefits, deducts federal
and state income taxes and subtracts nondiscretionary expenses such as the cost of child care and
transportation to work. The Council found the broad definition of resources used by the Urban Institute
valuable in demonstrating how government tax and benefit policies affect family income and poverty status.

On behalf of Connecticut’s Child Poverty and Prevention Council, I have enclosed a copy of the
Economic Modeling Report for your information and review. The report provides a detailed description of the
methodology, data sources, and analysis used by the Urban Institute which may be useful to you in defining
the Supplemental Poverty Measure.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this report and please feel free to contact me if you have any
questions or need additional information.

Acting Secretary

c: Members of the Child Poverty and Prevention Council

450 Capitol Avenue « Hartford, Connecticut 06106-1379
WWW.Ct.Zov/opm,
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The Urban Institute is a nonprofit, nonpartisan policy research and educational
organization that examines the social, economic, and governance challenges facing the
nation. Views expressed in this report are those of the authors and do not necessarily
reflect the views of the Institute, its trustees, or its funders.

This work was performed under contract with the State of Connecticut, in support of the
state’s Child Poverty and Prevention Council (CPPC). The project used the public
version of the TRIM3 microsimulation model. TRIM3 is maintained and developed at
the Urban Institute under primary funding from the federal Department of Health and
Human Services, Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation
(HHS/ASPE). Because TRIM3 simulations require users to input assumptions and/or
interpretations about economic behavior and the rules governing federal programs, the
conclusions presented here are attributable only to the authors of this report.

Many individuals contributed to this work. TRIM3 staff members Kara Harkins, Paul
Johnson, Jessica Kelly, Joyce Morton, and Laura Wheaton developed procedures and/or
performed programming. Ei Yin Mon at the Urban Institute helped with the review of
the literature on the employment effects of various poverty interventions, and Jamyang
Tashi assisted with producing the final report. Kathleen Short at the Bureau of the
Census provided guidance in the implementation of the NAS poverty measure. Pamela
Trotman of the Connecticut Office of Policy and Management provided ongoing
direction. We also acknowledge the long-standing support of HHS/ASPE for the annual
updating and maintenance of the TRIM3 microsimulation system, without which this
type of analysis would not be possible.
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I. Introduction

The Child Poverty and Prevention Council (CPPC) engaged the Urban Institute to
estimate the potential effects of numerous proposals designed to reduce child poverty in the state
of Connecticut (CT). The CPPC initiatives include increasing adult education, expanding and
improving safety net programs, and implementing other policies to strengthen families. The
CPPC required estimates for two measures of child poverty. The first measure includes only
cash income in family resources and represents the “official” poverty measure reported by the
U.S. Census Bureau. The second measure more closely approximates families’ net incomes.
This second measure adds capital gains and noncash income to cash income and subtracts taxes
and nondiscretionary expenses. The second measure, based on recommendations from the
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) as reported in Citro and Michael (1995), can capture the
effects of a broad array of government initiatives to reduce poverty. The measures also use
different thresholds to define poverty for families that are consistent with the different income
measures.

This report describes the analysis of how the initiatives under consideration by the CPPC
likely would affect child poverty in CT. The analysis begins by establishing a “baseline,” or
detailed representation of how current government tax and spending programs in the U.S. and
CT affect poverty for the representative sample of families in the Current Population Survey
(CPS). The baseline includes 2008 program rules as applied to families in 2005 and 2006.

The analysis compares poverty estimates under different policy alternatives to those
estimated in the baseline. We show the effects of individual policies as well as the effects of a
combined set of policies, incorporating the likely labor supply effects of several of the alternative
policies. The poverty estimates represent a period before the current recession and present a
rosier picture of poverty in CT and the nation than exists today. Also, the labor supply effects
assume that the labor market could accommodate higher employment and wages that could result
from these types of policies. Thus, the estimates provide a sense of the relative effects of
different types of initiatives and their potential effects in an economy similar to that experienced
in 2005/2006.

This paper begins by describing the alternative measures of poverty that underpin the
analysis. Then we describe how we use the TRIM3 model to calculate these measures and
simulate alternative policies. The next section describes the CPPC initiatives and provides
estimates of their potential effects on child poverty. The final chapter summarizes the results
along with key caveats of the estimates. Appendices provide more detail on the model,
assumptions, and results for the interested reader.

I1. Measuring Child Poverty

The analysis uses two approaches to measuring poverty. The first approach is the
“official” poverty measure used by the United States Census Bureau in its annual report on
poverty. The second approach approximates the definition recommended by the National
Academy of Sciences. As explained below, the two measures of poverty differ both in how they





measure resources available to families and how they define the thresholds below which a family
is counted as poor. The second measure of poverty is recommended by many experts because it
represents a more accurate, up-to-date measure of family resources and need.*

Resources. The official poverty measure only includes pre-tax cash income sources in its
resource definition, but the NAS measure includes a broader definition of resources that
approximates the net income available to a family (Table 1). The NAS measure begins with cash
income, adds capital gains and in-kind benefits (Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) benefits,? housing assistance, and others), deducts federal and state income taxes
(including refundable credits), and subtracts nondiscretionary expenses such as the cost of child
care and transportation to work.® (As noted below, we account for nondiscretionary out-of-
pocket medical expenses through the thresholds used to measure poverty.) With this broad
definition of resources, the NAS poverty measure can show how government tax and benefit
policies affect family income and poverty status.

Thresholds. The official measure of poverty uses thresholds based on a subsistence food
budget times a factor of three. The measure was developed in 1963 and based on spending
patterns observed in a 1955 consumption survey (Blank and Greenberg 2008). The thresholds
represent nation-wide spending averages. The thresholds are adjusted by the change in the
Consumer Price Index (CPI) each year.

In contrast, the NAS thresholds are based on the most recently available Consumer
Expenditures (CE) data.” As recommended by the NAS panel, we modify the national-level
thresholds from the CE data to reflect the cost-of-living in CT, with separate adjustments for
urban and rural regions within the state. These adjustments, supplied by the U.S. Census Bureau,
are based on differences in the fair market value of rents across the country. We also use the
Census thresholds that incorporate medical out-of-pocket expenses. Experts recommend
incorporating the effects of nondiscretionary out of pocket medical expenses on poverty, and
many recommend including expected expenses in the thresholds rather than subtracting actual

! Iceland (2005) summarizes much of the research completed to evaluate the new measure of poverty as well as
expert opinion on its various elements.

2 As of Oct. 1, 2008, Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) is the new name for the federal Food
Stamp Program. We use the new terminology in this report.

® We follow Census Bureau procedures and cap the value of housing subsidies included as income at 44 percent of
the poverty threshold—the percent of the threshold considered to represent housing costs. Housing subsidies free up
income for purchasing food and other necessities only to the extent that they enable a household to meet the need for
shelter.

* The Consumer Expenditure (CE) Survey is a nationally-representative survey that asks respondents to record a
diary of many types of expenditures and that interviews respondents about other expenses. The CE data are used to
obtain national-level spending on food, clothing, shelter, and utilities, for families whose spending is at
approximately 80 percent of the median amount. Adjustments are made to allow for some spending on other items,
and further adjustment is made for medical costs. See Appendix A of Short (2001) for details.





Table 1

Key Concepts, Official and NAS Poverty Measures

Concepts

Census “Official”

NAS Alternative

Resources (see
note)

Cash Income
Wages, salaries, self employment
Interest, dividends, rent, trusts
Social Security & Railroad Retire.
Pensions
Disability benefits
Unemployment compensation
Child Support
Veterans benefits
Educational assistance
Supplemental Security Income
TANF
Other cash public assistance

Cash Income
Same as “Official”

+Capital Gains
+Food Stamps/SNAP
+WIC

+LIHEAP

+Housing Subsidies
+ School lunch

-Federal income tax
-Payroll Taxes
-State Income Taxes
+Federal EITC
+State EITC

-Child care expenses
-other work expenses

Thresholds

National thresholds that vary by age (less
than 65 and 65+), number of children and
adults. The original thresholds were based
on the share of income spent on food in
1963 and have been adjusted by the change
in the CPI each year.

NAS thresholds based on latest consumer
expenditures data and provided by the
Census Bureau. Out-of-pocket medical
expenses are included in the thresholds.
Geographic adjustments are included that
vary by metro and nonmetro areas within
CT. The thresholds use a three parameter
scale that varies the thresholds for
differences in family size and number of
children. The medical portion of the
thresholds account for differences in
elderly/non-elderly status, family size,
health insurance coverage and health status.

Notes:

(1) Resources and nondiscretionary spending in italics indicates a TRIM3 imputed value required either because
benefits are either underreported or not available on the Current Population Survey (CPS).

(2) Some data not available on the CPS are imputed by matching in data from other sources, but government
benefits typically are simulated by using program rules to estimate family and individual eligibility, benefits and
enrollment. Simulation procedures use state and federal administrative data to align/validate the results






expenses (Iceland 2005).> Inclusion of expected medical expenses in the thresholds treats these
expenses as a basic need for all families, including the uninsured.®

Table 2 shows the official poverty threshold and alternative NAS-based thresholds for a
reference family of two adults and two children living in CT. The official CY 2006 poverty
threshold for a family of two adults and two children is $20,444.” The NAS estimate that does
not account for geographic differences or medical expenses is $21,818 (6.7 percent higher). Note
that the two thresholds are not directly comparable, however, because they apply to two different
measures of family resources. The thresholds that account for geographic differences in CT
living costs are $25,139 for families living in urban areas and $23,503 for families living in rural
areas, about 15 and 8 percent higher than the national NAS thresholds, respectively. The CY
2006 geographic adjustment factors reflect higher-than-average housing costs in CT for both
urban and rural areas relative to the U.S.

The Census Bureau further provides thresholds that incorporate medical expenses, Using
quarterly data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and data from the 1996 Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS), thresholds are calculated that adjust for differences in
medical costs observed by elderly/nonelderly status, health insurance coverage and health status
(Short, 2001). They assume that uninsured families need the same level of spending as those
with private health coverage.® As shown in Table 2, the inclusion of expected medical expenses
increases the thresholds in CT from 2 to 12 percent for a nonelderly family with two adults and
two children, depending on type of family health coverage and health status. For a 4-person CT
family living in an urban area whose members are all in good health, the NAS poverty threshold
is $27,620 if the family is uninsured, $27,579 if they are covered by private insurance, and
$25,572 if the family is covered by public insurance (Medicaid and/or SCHIP). Thus, uninsured
and privately-insured families may be counted as poor at slightly higher income levels than
publicly-insured families, in recognition of their higher expected medical expenses. The NAS
thresholds also vary by family size.®

® The Current Population Survey used in this analysis does not provide information about families’ out-of-pocket
(OOP) medical expenses, nor does the TRIM3 model impute expenses. Thus the use of the thresholds with medical
expenses provided the only feasible method of incorporating the effects of nondiscretionary medical expenses in this
analysis.

® Some argue that the use of “expected” medical expenses rather than actual expenses overstates actual medical costs
for many families and understates the costs for families that experience high medical expenses. Others argue that
erroneous poverty classifications using this method are probably modest (Iceland 2005).

" The Census Bureau calculates geographic adjustments to the poverty threshold, by state and by urban/rural area
within state, using the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Fair Market Rents (FMRs) (Short
2001). FMRs, developed for HUD’s Section 8 certificates and vouchers program, represent the 40" percentile of rent
(including utilities) for rental units meeting a standard quality of rental housing.

® That is, observed expenditures for the uninsured do not provide a reasonable estimate of their medical care needs
(Short 2001).

° Appendix A shows the standard and alternative poverty thresholds for all family sizes, including the variations in
the alternative thresholds for metropolitan and non-metropolitan CT families.





Table 2
Official and NAS-Based Poverty Thresholds - Family of Two Adults and Two Children:

CY 2006
No Geographic Adjustment
Geographic for CT
Adjustment CT-urban CT-rural
Official Poverty Threshold® 20,444 NA? NA?
Alternative NAS-Based Thresholds ®
Exclude Medical Expenses from Threshold 21,818 25,139 23,503
Medical Expenses in Threshold: Family Has*
Private Insurance, Good Health 23,935 27,579 25,783
Private Insurance, Fair/Poor Health 24,402 28,116 26,286
Public Insurance, Good Health 22,194 25,572 23,907
Public Insurance, Fair/Poor Health 22,301 25,696 24,023
Uninsured, Good Health 23,971 27,620 25,822
Uninsured, Fair/Poor Health 24,079 27,744 25,938

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/threshld/thresh06.html

The official poverty thresholds do not include geographic adjustments.

Alternative thresholds for a two adult, two child, reference family are obtained from
http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/povmeas/altmeas06/nas_experimentalthresholdsv2.xls, and
reflect thresholds calculated using the most recently available 12 quarters of Consumer
Expenditure survey data.

Following the Census Bureau's methodology, we adjust the threshold by insurance and health
status using the "risk factors" in table A-10 (Short, 2001).

The Census Bureau provides some variations on this approach to implementing the NAS
recommendations (Dalaker 2005). The measure used in this analysis represents a close
approximation to the general consensus of the Committee on National Statistics (CNSTAT) as
published from their workshop on June 15-16, 2004 (Iceland 2005).*° However, the Committee
members did not come to a single recommendation on every element of the measure. For
example, many workshop participants favored incorporating the value of housing to home
owners (not included in the measure used here), but there was little consensus on the method that
should be adopted. The “Measuring American Poverty (MAP) Act of 2009,” cosponsored by
Representative Jim McDermott (D-WA) and Senator Christopher Dodd (D-CT), calls for
development of a single “modern poverty measure.”

19 The NAS also recommended that resources include the value of school lunch and breakfast and subtract child
support payments made to another household; those elements could not be included in this analysis.





I11. Methods for Estimating Poverty Using TRIM3

This analysis requires an economic model that can capture the effects of current
government program rules on family incomes and poverty (the “baseline””) and can simulate how
alternative policies may affect income and poverty. We use the TRIM3 model, a highly-
developed and detailed microsimulation model of the key tax and benefit programs affecting
low-income families. The model has been developed and used at the Urban Institute for over 30
years, under primary funding from the Department of Health and Human Services, Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (HHS/ASPE). The federal government uses the
model to understand the coverage and impacts of government programs. Recently, both the
Center on American Progress (CAP) and the Legislative Commission to End Poverty in
Minnesota used TRIM3 to analyze recommendations to reduce poverty (CAP 2007 and LCEP
2009). The TRIM3 project’s website, trim3.urban.org, provides full documentation of the
model. Here, we briefly describe three key aspects of the model: the input data, baseline
simulations and poverty measurement, and methods for analyzing policy alternatives.

Input data. The data underlying this analysis are the CY 2005 and CY 2006 Annual
Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) files of the Current Population Survey (CPS) data.
The CPS is a nationally-representative survey of the civilian non-institutionalized population of
the United States, conducted monthly by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. The ASEC supplement
to the CPS, conducted annually, is the source of the official U.S. poverty statistics produced.**

Using two years of CPS data provides additional sample for Connecticut-specific analysis
and reduces the statistical error around the estimates presented. Even with two years of data, the
sample size for Connecticut is sufficiently small (about 600 unique low-income households) that
we cannot provide precise information on the impact of policies on detailed subgroups. For
example, while the effects of a particular policy on child poverty by race, ethnicity, or family
composition can be computed, there would be a large “confidence interval” (range of
uncertainty) associated with those estimates.

The Baseline. The CPS provides a detailed set of information about families including
their demographic characteristics, work status, earnings and other sources of income. However,
the NAS poverty estimation requires additional information such as personal income tax liability
and nondiscretionary expenses. In addition, some of the CPS data are known to underestimate
receipt of government benefits (Wheaton 2008). We correct for this underreporting so that the
baseline represents the best estimate of the effect of government spending against which we can
compare alternative program rules.

We use simulation and imputation procedures to add the information required for the
NAS poverty definition and to correct for underreporting on the CPS (Table 3). The simulation
procedures use the information available on the CPS and the detailed program rules and
administrative data sources to calculate government benefits and tax liability for families. These
simulation procedures both “correct” for underreporting of benefits and add information on

1 The CPS does not sample individuals in homeless shelters, prisons, nursing homes, and other types of institutions.
For more information on the CPS sample, see http://www.census.gov/cps/,




http://www.census.gov/cps/



family tax liability. We impute some of the other estimates required for the analysis such as child
care expenses and capital gains. These imputations use the best-available data detailing those
amounts and statistical procedures that predict the amounts, given different family
characteristics. In the case of work expenses other than child care, we use the estimates used by
Census Bureau researchers.

The TRIM3 simulation procedures are internally consistent and reflect current CT
policies. The procedures capture program interactions; for example, TRIM3-simulated values
for SSI, TANF, child care expenses and housing payments are used in simulating the amount of
Food Stamp benefits received. CT’s current tax and benefit policies are used, and simulated
caseloads for benefit programs are in line with CT’s actual caseloads. The simulations
incorporate changes in law between 2005-2006 (the years the data represent) and 2008 that are
important to the poverty estimates. These adjustments mean that any effects of alternative
policies are relative to current law, rather than the laws in place in 2005-2006. More information
on the baseline simulations is included in Appendix B.

For each family, baseline poverty status is assessed two times — once comparing cash
income to the standard poverty threshold, and again comparing the expanded resource measure
to the alternative poverty threshold. In the case of the standard poverty measure, we assess not
only whether families are below poverty, but whether they are below two times the poverty
threshold.

Estimating the Effects of Alternative Policies. TRIM3 simulates the effects of different
program rules on family incomes and poverty by first calculating the direct effect of the
alternatives on families” program benefits and taxes and second estimating any potential labor
supply response to the alternative policies. Recalculation of program benefits and taxes occurs at
the micro-level. That is, the model calculates benefit and tax eligibility under different program
rules for each family in the data base. For example, if access to child care subsidies is expanded,
each subsidy-eligible family is assessed and specific families are identified as the new subsidy
recipients. The model subsequently recalculates all other benefits and taxes to capture any
program interactions. For example, if child care expenses are lower for a family receiving a new
child care subsidy, the child care disregard in the food stamp benefit calculation will be lower,
resulting in a lower food stamp benefit. Similarly, poverty status will be recalculated to capture
changes in family income and expenses.

The model also simulates changes in labor supply that may result from changes in policy.
For example, broader availability of child care subsidies likely will encourage parents to increase
their hours of work or to move into the labor market because their earnings net of child care costs
will be higher. The model uses estimates from the best-available economics literature to estimate
these effects. Typically, this literature provides estimates of the percent of adults likely to move
into the labor market or increase earnings in response to a percentage increase in net income.
The model uses these estimates to change labor supply and earnings of relevant individuals. The
model assumes that the labor market could absorb additional workers and higher wages. Thus,
the estimates of poverty reduction that include labor supply effects should be considered best-
case or long-run scenarios.





Table 3
Sources of Data for Family Resources and Needs,
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) Definition of Poverty

Sources:
Data are either reported in the Current
Population Survey (CPS) or added to the
CPS using TRIM3 simulation and

Element of Resources/Needs

imputation procedures. *?

Cash income
Wages, Salaries, self-employment Reported
Interest, dividends, rent, trusts Reported
Social Security & Railroad Retirement Reported
Pensions Reported
Disability benefits Reported
Unemployment compensation Reported
Child support Reported
Veterans benefits Reported
Educational assistance Reported

Supplemental Security Income (SSI)

Simulated to correct for under-reporting

TANF

Simulated to correct for under-reporting

Other public assistance

Reported

Near-cash elements (added to cash income)

Capital gains or losses

Imputed

Food stamps/SNAP

Simulated to correct for under-reporting

Women Infants and Children (WIC) benefits

Simulated to correct for under-reporting.

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program
(LIHEAP)

Simulated to correct for under-reporting.

Public and subsidized housing

Subsidy receipt reported; value simulated

School lunch

Imputed by Census Bureau

Taxes

deducted from income)

Federal income taxes and EITC Simulated

State income taxes and EITC Simulated

Payroll taxes Simulated
Expenses (deducted from income)

Child care expenses Imputed

Other work expenses

Imputed using Census Bureau assumptions

Health insurance status (affects thresholds)
Medicaid/SCHIP coverage Simulated
Private health coverage Reported

12 Some data not available on the CPS are imputed by matching in data from other sources, but government benefits
typically are simulated by using program rules to estimate family and individual eligibility, benefits and enrollment.
Simulation procedures use state and federal administrative data to align/validate the results.





The model subsequently recalculates all benefits and taxes based on these revised earned
income estimates. In section V, we describe results of alternative policies with and without
expected labor supply responses. We also reference the literature we use to simulate these
responses. These estimates are, of course, illustrative since the economic literature typically
provides a range of possible estimates.

IV. Child Poverty in CT and the Nation

Child poverty in CT was tabulated using two definitions of poverty — the standard
definition and the NAS-based definition, as described in Sections Il and I1l. Poverty was also
tabulated for the nation as a whole and for adults as well as children.

As discussed above, the two definitions vary both in the measure of resources (more
comprehensive in NAS) and in the threshold (higher in the NAS definition). A particular family
may be poor under one definition and not poor under another definition, depending on that
family’s measured resources and poverty threshold under the two definitions.

Child Poverty, CT and US. The official poverty definition shows 88,000 CT children in
poverty, compared with 90,000 using the NAS methodology (Figure 1). One reason for the
slightly higher NAS poverty count is the higher cost of housing in CT that is reflected in the
NAS poverty thresholds. About twice as many CT children (207,000) live in families with
incomes below 2 times the official poverty threshold -- often used as a measure of low-income
status.

Child poverty rates are substantially lower in CT than in the US as a whole (Figure 2).
Using the official definition of poverty, 10.7 percent of CT’s children are poor, compared with
16.9 percent of children nationwide.™® Using the NAS definition, the CT child poverty rate is
10.9 percent, while the US child poverty rate is 13.4 percent. (In the US as a whole, the
combination of the NAS resource measure and thresholds reduces the child poverty rate, but in
CT the NAS rate is slightly higher.)

Table 4a shows poverty rates for all individuals in CT and Table 4b shows poverty rates
for the nation as a whole, using both the official and NAS definitions. The NAS poverty
definition shows a significantly higher poverty rate for all persons in CT (11.3 percent)
compared with the official definition (8.5 percent). The biggest difference between the two
definitions is for older adults; the official rate for persons in families with a member 65 or older
is 7.5 percent, while the NAS definition increases the rate to 14.0 percent. The NAS poverty
definition does not assume that persons ages 65 and older need less for basic needs than younger

13 These poverty estimates are specific to the CPS-TRIM data and methods used for this analysis; estimates may
differ across surveys. For example, the CPPC’s January 2009 Progress Report (CPPC, 2009) shows that the
American Community Survey estimates 11.6 percent of CT children in poverty in 2005, and 11.0 percent in poverty
in 2006, using the official poverty definition. The difference between the 10.7 percent baseline poverty rate for
2005/2006 in this analysis (using the official definition) and the 11.3 percent average in the ACS data is due
primarily to differences between the ACS and CPS data (such as differences in sampling variability, questions about
sources of income and survey timing) rather than the TRIM adjustments for under-reporting of TANF and SSI
income. Nelson (2006) compares state-level poverty estimates from the CPS and ACS data.





adults as does the official poverty definition. Also, the NAS thresholds reflect the impact of out-
of-pocket medical spending, which is higher for older adults than younger persons.**

Figure 1
Connecticut Children in Poverty,
2005/2006 (thousands)
250
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200
150
100 68
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of government benefits and include unrelated
individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder (Census excludes these children from the poverty
universe). Thus, poverty estimates from the TRIM3 model differ slightly from those published by the Census
Bureau.

(3) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(4) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

The patterns in CT differ somewhat from those for the entire nation. The national poverty
rate is only slightly higher using the NAS definition (12.7 percent compared with 12.4 percent).
The poverty rate for older adults is much higher using NAS (14.9 percent compared with 9.6
percent). And the national-level child poverty rate is substantially lower using the NAS
definition than the official measure (13.4 percent compared with 16.9 percent). The addition of

4 Additional data on poverty in CT are included in Appendix B.
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non-cash benefits to the resources of families with children moves many over the NAS poverty
threshold. However, since the NAS poverty thresholds for CT are substantially higher than the
official thresholds (due to the relatively high cost of housing in CT), this effect is muted, and
some previously non-poor families with children fall below the NAS threshold.

Antipoverty Effectiveness of Government Programs. Government programs can reduce
poverty through cash and near-cash benefits, tax credits, and subsidy programs. If cash income
prior to any government programs were compared to the NAS poverty thresholds, 15.1 percent
of children would be measured as poor (Figure 3). The inclusion of food and housing benefits
reduces poverty to 10.5 percent. Federal taxes, including the EITC credit, reduce the poverty
rate to 8.7 percent. The subtraction of child care and other work expenses from net income
increases it to 11.0 percent. While only the final figure should be reported as a poverty rate, the
table illustrates the ability of government programs to affect family economic well-being.

Figure 2
Children’s Poverty Rate in
Connecticut (CT) and United States (US)

45
40
35
30
25 A
20 -
15 -
10

38.8
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0 <100% official
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25.2

Connecticut 2005/06 U.S. 2005

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of government benefits and include unrelated
individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder (Census excludes these children from the poverty
universe). Thus, poverty estimates from the TRIM3 model differ slightly from those published by the Census
Bureau.

(3) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(4) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.
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Population: 2005 and 2006 Connecticut daia

TABLE 4a
"BASELINE" POVERTY IN CONNECTICUT, TWO POVERTY MEASURES

1.2

Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated appropriately

Official Poverty Definition °

Connecticut, 2005/2006 Average (numbers in thousands)

Persons by family type®

Mumber of persons by family poverty All Persans Ch«ll'?i;en l_” fam_ilies In fams. w/ In other
P with children| person 65+ families
status and type of person
Poar or low income
<100% poverty 286 85 158 35 104
100<200% poverty 460 119 242 96 123
Total <200% 756 207 400 131 226
200<300% poverty 230 134 288 108 135
300+ % poverty 2,188 480 1,128 230 830
Total persons 3,475 820 1,816 469 1,191
% poor (<100% poverty) 8.5% 10.7% 8.7% 7.5% B.7%
% poor or near-poor {<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 28.0% 19.0%

Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Connecticut, 2005/2006 Average (numbers in thousands)

Persons by family type®

Number of persons by family poverty All Persons Chjﬂ;é” l_” fam_ilies In fams. w/ In other
P with children| person 65+ families
status and type of person
Poor or low incoms
<100% poverty 393 90 174 65 154
100<200% poverty 1,034 281 601 183 250
Total <200% 1,426 371 7rs 248 404
200<300% poverty 763 179 409 104 251
300+ % poverty 1,286 271 632 116 837
Total persons 3475 820 1.816 458 1,191
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 9.6% 14.0% 12.9%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006

and 2007 ASEC data.
Notes:

' CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately. each CT estimate is the
average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of government benefits and
include unrelated individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder
{Census excludes these children from the poverty measure). Thus, poverty estimates
from the TRIM2 model differ slightly from those published by the Census Bureau.

* The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in
a household) to the official US powverty thresholds.

* Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families
with both children and persons 65+ are in the "families with children” column.

’ The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and
subfracts fax liability and work-related expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated
market basket of goods and is adjusted for state of residence, urban/rural status, health
status, and health insurance status.
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TABLE 4b
"BASELINE" POVERTY IN THE NATION, TWO POVERTY MEASURES

Population: 2005 U.S. data
Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated appropriately

Official Poverty Definition ?

Total U.S., 2005 (numbers in thous.)
Persans by family type®
Number of persons by family poverty Al Persons |Children <18| '™ f—::?;—.“es In fams. w/ | In oﬂjer
a - person 65+ | families

status and type of person children
Poar ar low income

<100% poverty 36,347 12,435 21,530 3,575 11,243

100<200% poverty 24,901 16,065 31,84 9,685 13,362

Total <200% 91,248 28,500 53,384 13,260 24 605
200=300% poverty 20,634 13,361 28,628 8,066 13,911
300+ % poverty 151,052 31,615 72,959 15,816 63,177
Total persons 253,834 73,476 155,001 37,141 101,693
% poor (<100% poverty) 12.4% 16.9% 13.9% 9.6% 11.1%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 31.1% 38.8% 34 4% 35.7% 24 2%

Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition *

Total U.S., 2005 (numbers in thous.)
Persans by family type®
- In families o
Number of persons by family poverty All Persons | Children <18 with In famsi.sgf llfn oFlljer
status and type of person children | PErSON B9% amilies
Poor or low income
<100% poverty 37,242 0,846 18,249 5,550 13,442
100<200% poverty 94,626 28358 57,401 14, 480 22 745
Total <200% 131,868 38,205 75,650 20,030 36,187
200<300% poverty 66,439 16,460 36,613 7972 21,854
300+ % poverty 95,528 18,611 42,739 G,138 43,651
Total persons 283,835 73,476 155,002 37,140 101,692
% poor (<100% poverty) 12.7% 13.4% 11.8% 14.9% 13.2%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the
2006 and 2007 ASEC data.
MNotes:
' CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the
average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

" The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons
in a household) to the official US poverty thresholds.

* Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families
with both children and persons 65+ are in the "families with children” column.

* The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and
subtracts tax liability and work-related expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated
market basket of goods and is adjusted for state of residence, urban/rural status, health
status, and health insurance status.
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Figure 3
Effect of Government Programs on Child Poverty in
Connecticut (NAS Poverty Threshold)
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Connecticut 2005/06

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

Poverty Gap. The “poverty gap” is one measure of the extent of poverty, as opposed to
its incidence. The poverty gap is defined as the aggregate amount by which poor families fall
below the applicable poverty threshold. It is the aggregate amount of money by which incomes
of poor families would have to increase in order for all families to be exactly at the poverty
threshold. The poverty gap for families with children in CT is $351 million using the official
poverty threshold and $372 million using the NAS threshold (Figure 4).
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Figure 4
Poverty Gap for Families with Children in Connecticut
(2005/2006, in millions)
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The Official Poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

V. Potential Effects of Initiatives to Reduce Poverty

The CPPC’s recommendations for reducing poverty fall into four major categories: 1)
Family Income and Earnings potential, 2) Education, 3) Income Safety Net, and 4) Family
Structure and Support. The Commission asked the Urban Institute to simulate the effects of
options in each category. Options were selected on the basis of their potential effect on child
poverty and the feasibility of providing reasonable estimates for the recommendations. Policy
options are described below, and the estimated impacts on child poverty in CT are presented.
Additional simulation results are provided in Appendix D.
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Family Income and Earnings Potential

These options include guaranteed child care subsidies, increased usage of the federal
EITC and expansion of homeless diversion programs. We simulated the effects of the child care
subsidy option, but not the others. Our review of the literature on EITC participation found no
information specific to the CT participation rate. Nationally, about 86 percent of eligible families
with children participate in the EITC (US General Accounting Office 2001). This estimate is
considered a high rate of saturation. In fact, national models of the EITC find fewer families
with children eligible for the EITC than actually receive it (Wheaton, 2008). Some families that
technically do not qualify receive the EITC, often because of a misunderstanding about the child
dependency definition. Most of the tax units eligible for the EITC but not receiving it are single
adults eligible for a small federal credit. Since there is no information on the characteristics of
nonparticipating adults and the effects on child poverty would be minimal, this option was not
simulated. We also could not simulate the homeless diversion program alternative because
homeless families are not represented in the CPS.

Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies. This option assumes that Child Care and Development
Fund (CCDF) subsidies are an entitlement for eligible families. Following CT’s current CCDF
policy, families with incomes less than or equal to 50 percent of state median income (SMI) are
initially eligible for subsidies. Families can continue to be eligible as long as income does not
exceed 75 percent of SMI. Using the SMI levels released in 2008, a family of four gains initial
eligibility with income up to $46,908, and remains eligible with income up to $70,368. Families
must pay copayments that range from 2 percent of income (for families with income up to 20
percent of SMI) to 10 percent (for families with income at 50 percent of SMI or higher). TRIM3
simulates this option by assuming that all eligible families not currently receiving a subsidy
would apply for and receive subsidies if they have child care expenses.™

We simulate the direct effects of this option on net family income and poverty, holding
constant families’ employment and earnings; we then simulate the option assuming that more
parents would be employed. Schaefer, Kreader, NCCP, Ann Collins and Abt Associates (2006)
review the wide range of estimates of the effect of child care subsidies on employment, and
report that estimates often vary by study group. Estimates range from an 11 percent increase in
the probability of employment for low-income families (not on welfare) for each $1,000 annual
increase in subsidies (Bainbridge, Meyers and Waldfogel, 2003) down to about 4 percent for
single parents and secondary earners (Houser and Dickert-Conlin,1998). We used the lower end
of the range of estimates (3 percent if unmarried and 8 percent if married), given the uncertainty.
The employment effect is simulated in TRIM3 so that the targeted effect applies to all single
parents and secondary earners who are not working. Elasticities apply only to parents with
children under age 13.'°

15 As noted in Table 3, child care expenses are imputed. Statistical equations based on the Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP) estimate a family’s probability of having expenses and the amount of expenses, based
on family structure, parent employment and education, and number and ages of children. Imputation results are
aligned to data on the incidence and amount of expenses from the 2002 National Survey of America’s Families.
'%1deally the probability of employment would vary by the age of the youngest child (e.g. under 6 and 7 to 13), but
the available studies do not easily lend themselves to an age breakout.
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As Figure 5 shows, increased child care subsidies would not independently affect the
official poverty measure since child care expenses are not included in the resource measure.
However, incorporating employment effects would reduce child poverty to 9.2 percent from the
baseline estimate of 10.7 percent. The guarantee of CCDF subsidies to eligible families would
reduce child poverty as measured by the NAS definition from 10.9 percent to 10.4 percent,
through the direct change in family net income; and would reduce child poverty to 9.5 percent
assuming the employment effects occurred as modeled.*’

Figure 5
Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies: Effect on Child Poverty Rate in CT, with and without
new employment (2005/2006)
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.

7 Note that this simulation increases the number of CCDF subsidies by approximately 24,000 without employment
effects and by approximately 31,000 with employment effects.
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Education Initiatives

The CPPC has prioritized four education initiatives. The first would expand Early
Childhood Education through support of the Early Childhood Education Cabinet’s proposals
targeting children aged birth to five. The second initiative would enhance Youth Dropout
Prevention efforts to reduce the number of students who drop out of high school. The Post-
Secondary Education initiative would expand access to state colleges for late teens and young
adults, particularly in community colleges and expansion of programs intended to encourage
high school students to pursue a college education. The Workforce Development initiative would
enhance the existing GED program for working poor families receiving TFA and literacy and
examine how youth who drop out of high school can obtain a GED.

Modeling Assumptions. Given these broad recommendations, we simulated the potential
effects of a hypothetical set of education and training policies on employment and earnings. We
modeled likely employment and earnings effects of general initiatives to increase the share of
high school drop outs that attains a General Education Degree (GED), increase the share of high
school graduates that attain an Associates Degree (AA), and increase the share of high school
graduates that attain job training.** We made broad assumptions about the number of individuals
in CT that would benefit from additional education and training to demonstrate the potential of
these types of initiatives. Of course, the number that would benefit ultimately depends upon the
level of CT’s additional investment in education.

We did not specifically include the Early Childhood Education or the youth initiatives. In
the short run, these effects would not reduce child poverty. However, the simulations showing
the effects of increased education and training on adult employment and earnings generally
illustrate how education initiatives potentially can affect poverty.

We turned to the recent economics literature to choose likely employment and earnings
responses to initiatives that would increase adult education and training. There is no broad
consensus about the ability of increased post-secondary education, GED completion, “workforce
development” or job training programs to raise employment and earnings for disadvantaged
youth and adults (Holzer 2008). However, some approaches hold promise based on recent
experimental evaluations, and other experimental studies provide guidance on how job training
might affect employment and earnings. Also, given the uncertainties surrounding the effects of
these types of initiatives we provide high and low effects for each of these simulations. The
effects shown in the literature usually apply to small samples and specific initiatives that would
not necessarily be reproduced through new policies. While we base the estimates on the
“average effects” shown to the extent possible, we still must extrapolate the effects shown in
recent studies despite differences in the population base and likely differences in program design.

Table 5 shows the assumptions adopted for three types of education and training
initiatives similar to those that CT is considering.’® To model the impact of increasing AA

18 All adults through age 49 who are not currently in school and who are not disabled were considered potential
candidates for obtaining the additional education or training.

19 More information about the economics literature summarizing the effects of education and training on
employment is provided in Appendix C.
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degrees, the simulations assume that one-half of the 600,000 CT adults under age 50 with a high
school diploma but no higher degree would obtain an AA degree.”® Lerman (2007) summarizes
recent literature showing that two-year attendance at a community college and completion of the
AA could raise the earnings of male graduates by as much as 30 percent and female graduates by
47 percent. We hypothesize a lower-effect scenario that increases wages for men and women
completing the AA degree by 15 percent (with no new employment) and a higher-effect scenario
that assumes a 40 percent increase in wages for employed individuals that complete the AA and
a 15 percent increase in employment among those completing the AA recipients who were not
currently employed. Individuals that gain a job are assumed to find full-year employment for 35
hours per week, at $18 per hour (the 2006 median hourly rate for individuals in CT with an AA
degree).

Table 5
Work and Employment Assumptions Used in Education Scenarios

Simulation Target Group Responses
Low High
Completion | 50% of nondisabled adults 15% increase in 15% increase in
of AA Degree | under age 50 with high earnings work, 40% increase
school as highest degree in earnings
Post- 50% of nondisabled adults 6% increase in 6% increase in work;
secondary | under age 50 with high earnings among 20% increase in
Job Training | school as highest degree workers earnings
Completion | All adults under age 50 not 6% increase in 10% increase in
of GED in school and not disabled earnings among work; 25% increase
who did not complete high workers in earnings
school

Notes: (1) See text and Appendix C for the empirical literature supporting these assumptions.

To simulate the effect of increased completion of the GED, we rely primarily on a
summary by Bos et al. (2002) of lessons learned from different adult education programs. They
found a 28.5 percent increase in annual earnings of those completing their GED (relative to not
having the GED) in the third year of follow up. Experts warn that GED completion must be
targeted and include a connection to employment to ensure its effectiveness. Also, this study’s
synthesis of experimental results applies to a narrowly-targeted group of former welfare
recipients.

2 A new degree is not assumed if the adult appears disabled.
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We assume that CT implements a policy that achieves 100 percent GED completion
among high school drop outs. There are approximately 135,000 CT adults under age 50 with no
high school diploma or GED; we assume they would all obtain a GED unless the CPS survey
data indicate that they are disabled. In the low effect scenario we hypothesize that earnings
increase by 6 percent (among those currently employed). The high effect scenario assumes that
earnings increase by 25 percent among those employed and that 10 percent of those not currently
working begin to work. Individuals that gain a job are assumed to find full-year employment for
35 hours per week, at $14 per hour; the hourly rate is the median for individual in CT with a
diploma but no higher degree.

Many experts still consider the JTPA results (an experimental study conducted in the
1980s) the best estimates of the labor supply effects of adult training (Bloom et al. 1997).
Estimates of effects on annual earnings for adult men and women within 30 months of treatment
are 10 percent for adult women along with a 2.1 percentage point increase in employment and
earnings effects for adult men are 5.3 percent.”* Results from some of the more recent National
Evaluations of Welfare to Work Strategies (NEWWS) sites suggest larger effects for post-
secondary participants. One site, for example, produced a 21 percent gain in employment and a
25 percent earnings gain. We hypothesize a lower-effect scenario that increases wages by 6
percent (with no new employment) and a higher-effect scenario that assumes a 20 percent
increases in wages for employed individuals that complete the training and a 6 percent increase
in employment among those completing the training who were not currently employed.
Individuals that gain a job are assumed to find full-year employment for 35 hours per week, at
$18 per hour; the hourly rate is the median for individual in CT with an AA degree.

Effects of Education and Training on Child Poverty. Increases in education among adults
in CT would reduce poverty using both the official and the NAS measures. Of course, the larger
effects occur in the high employment effect scenarios. If half of the adults with a high school
degree went on to complete an AA, we estimate that the child poverty rate would decline by at
least a full percentage point using the high employment effect assumptions using both the official
and the NAS poverty measure (Figure 6). The share of children living in low-income families
would decline by more than 2 percentage points.

Increases in GED completion among high school dropouts have slightly less effect on
child poverty (Figure 7). Under the scenario with greater employment and earnings effects,
poverty declines by 0.9 percentage points using the official measure (from 10.7 to 9.8 percent)
and by 0.8 percentage points using the NAS measure (from 10.9 to 10.1 percent). The lower
employment and wage effects only slightly reduce child poverty rates.

Consistent with the employment effects discussed above, increases in job training have
the smallest effect on child poverty (Figure 8). In the higher-impact scenario, increases in job
training are estimated to reduce child poverty by 0.2 percentage points using the official
definition and by 0.4 percentage points using the NAS measure.

2L GAO (1996) cautions that these effects fade somewhat over time.
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Figure 6
Half of Adults with a H.S. Diploma Obtain an AA Degree: Possible Effect on Child Poverty
Rate in CT (2005/2006)

30
25.2 245 O Baseline
25 22.6
20
B Lower
15 Empl./Wage
10.7 10.6 10.9 10.7 Effects
9.8
10 95
| Higher
5 Empl./Wage
Effects
0
<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3)The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 7
All Adults without a H.S. Diploma or Equivalent Obtain a GED: Possible Effect on Child
Poverty Rate in CT (2005/2006)
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10 '
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0
<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.

If CT implemented all three education initiatives and the assumed employment effects
could be realized, the combined effect on child poverty would be much larger. The official child
poverty rate would decline by 2.4 percentage points based on the official poverty measure
(Figure 9 and Table 6a) and by 2.7 points using the NAS poverty measure (Figure 9 and Table
6b) if the high employment effects were realized. The effects on poverty reduction would be
much smaller with weaker employment effects.

The poverty gap also would shrink in these scenarios that combine the effects of the three
initiatives. Using the official poverty measure, the poverty gap for families with children would
decline by $19 million under the low employment effect scenario and by $74 million (21
percent) in the high employment effect scenario. The poverty gap reductions are somewhat larger
using the NAS poverty definition -- $26 million under the low-employment scenario and $89
million (24 percent) under the high employment effects scenario. These results reflect the
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offsetting changes in benefit eligibility and taxes in the NAS poverty measure. As earnings
increase and more adults become employed in the higher education scenarios, some will lose
SNAP and possibly other in-kind benefits but they will gain earned income and possibly
refundable credits.

Note that these scenarios target adults ages 18 to 49 who are not currently disabled or in
school. Some of these adults have children and some do not. If CT targeted parents for these
investments, the effect on child poverty would be larger.

Figure 8
Half of Adults with a H.S. Diploma Obtain Job Training: Possible Effect on Child Poverty
Rate in CT (2005/2006)

30
25 25.2 248 540 O Baseline
20
B Lower
15 Empl./Wage
10.7 10.6 10.5 10.9 108 105 Effects
10
E Higher
S Empl./Wage
Effects
0
<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS
Poverty

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 9

Increasing AAs, GEDs, Job Training: Possible Effect on Child Poverty Rate in CT

(2005/2006)
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.
(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.
(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.
(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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TABLE 6a
IMPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF GEDs, AAs, AND JOB TRAINING PROFILE’
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data **

Standard Poverty Definition * Baseline

Persons by family type °
AllPersons | Children | Infams.w/ | In fams. w/ In other
childran | person 65+ | families

Number poor or low income (thou.)

=100% poverty 296 a8 138 35 104
100=200% poverty 460 119 242 96 123
Total =200% 736 207 400 131 226
% poor (=100% poverty) B.5% 10.7% 3.7% 7.5% 8.7%
% poor or near-poor (=200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22 0% 2810% 19.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $) ° $1,032.6 $351.0 §87.9 $5837

Increased Education, Low Employment/Wage Impacts

Persons by family type °
All Perscns [ Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. w/ In other
children person G5+ families

Mumhber poor or low income (thou.)

=100% poverty 282 a3 149 35 99
100<200% poverty 442 113 227 96 120
Total <200% 724 196 376 131 218
% poor (<100% poverty) B.1% 10.1% 8.2% 7.5% 8.3%
% poor or near-poor (=200%) 20.8% 23.9% 20.7% 28.10% 18.3%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §) ° 51,005.5 §3320 5874 §586.1

Increased Education, Large Employment/Wage Impacts

Parsons by family type °
AllPersons | Children | Infams. w/ | In fams. w/ In other
children person G5+ families

Mumhber poor or low income (thou.)

=100% poverty 251 69 122 34 96

100=200% poverty 405 100 200 a7 109

Total <200% 656 168 322 131 204
% poor (=100% poverty) 7.2% 83% 6.7% 7.3% 8.0%
% poor or near-poor (=200%) 18.9% 20.5% 17 7% 28.10% 17.1%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 ) ° §036.0 52774 587 4 §571.2
Notes:

! This simulation assumes that CT implements a broad policy fo increase the attainment of AA degreesand training among
the 600,000 CT adults up to age 49 who are not in school and who have a diploma (or equivalent) but no higher degree,
and to increase the attainment of GED degrees among the 135,000 CT adults up to age 49 who are not in school and who
have ne diploma (or equivalent).

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of government benefits and include
unrelated individual children under age 15 in the family of the househalder (Census excludes these
children from the poverty measure). Thus, poverty estimates from the TRIM3 model differ slightly
from those published by the Census Bureau.

4 The official poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The alternative (NAS) poverty
definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and work-related expenses. The alternative
poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for gecgraphic differences in cost
of living.

5 The poverty gap is the amount of maoney that would be needed to lift all families currently below poverty up to the poverty
thresheld. Figures apply to families with children, families without children but with elderly members, and other families.

& Columns for persans by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly are
in the "families with children” column.

T Government cost changes are combined federal and state. Costs fall for all cash and non-cash benefits. Collections
increase for federal payroll and income tax and state income tax.
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TABLE &b
IMPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF GEDs, AAs, AND JOB TRAINING PROFILE
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data®®

NAS Poverty definition* Baseline
Persons by family type®
All Persons | Children | Infams. w/ | Infams. wi In other
children person 65+ families
Mumber poor (thou.)
=100% poverty 283 a0 174 66 154
%% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 8.5% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §)° $1,348.8 53718 $248.8 5728.0
Increased Education, Low Employment'Wage Impacis
Persons by family type®
All Persons | Children Infams. w/ | Infams. w/ In other
children person G5+ families
Mumber poor (thou)
=100% poverty 372 83 162 ils] 145
% poor (=100% poverty) 10.7% 10.4% 8.9% 14.0% 121%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §)° $1,288 4 53456 32483 3704 5
Increased Education, Large Employment/Wage Impacts
Persons by family type®
All Persons | Children Infams. w/ | Infams. w/ In other
children person G5+ families
Mumber poor (thou )
<100% poverty 232 68 132 66 136
% poor (=100% poverty) 9.6% 8.2% 7.2% 14.0% 1.4%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §)° 51,1904 52829 $247.8 6687

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM2 microsimulation model and the 2005 and
2007 ASEC data.
Notes:

! This simulation assumes that CT implements a broad policy to increase the attainment of AA degreesand
training among the 600,000 CT adults up to age 49 who are not in school and who have a diploma (or
equivalent) but no higher degree, and to increass the attainment of GED degrees among the 135,000 CT adults
up to age 49 who are not in school and who have no diploma (or equivalent).

CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and
2006 results.

* Estimates from the TRIM3 model correct for underreporting of government benefits and include
unrelated individual children under age 15 in the family of the householder (Census excludes
these children from the poverty measure). Thus, poverty estimates from the TRIM3 model differ
slightly from those published by the Census Bureau.

(X1

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The alternative poverty
definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts tax liability and work-related expenses.
The alternative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for
geographic differences in cost of living.

? The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to lift all families currently below poverty up to
the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families without children but with elderly members,
and other families.

Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and
elderly are in the "families with children” calumn.

Govemment cost changes are combined federal and state. Costs fall for all cash and non-cash benefits.
Collections increase for federal payroll and income tax and state income tax.
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Income Safety Net

Possible policy changes related to the income safety net include: case management for
young mothers on TANF, addressing the abrupt termination of TANF benefits, and increased
access to safety net programs by families eligible for those programs (SNAP, LIHEAP, WIC,
housing subsidies, and Medicaid). Below, we examine the potential impacts of increased access
to safety-net programs and of one approach to addressing the abrupt termination of TANF
benefits. Case management for young mothers on TANF cannot be modeled because the
underlying data (the Current Population Survey) does not provide a sufficiently large sample of
this group; however, case management for TANF leavers is examined as a Family Structure and
Support option.

Enhance access to programs. Not all households who are eligible for government
assistance receive that aid, either because they are not aware of the help or choose not to apply or
not to comply with program requirements, or because the program is not an entitlement and there
are insufficient funds to serve all families who would like to enroll. Program participation rates
can be estimated by comparing persons or households receiving help to those who appear
eligible for that help according to the simulation model. In Connecticut, participation rates in
key programs appear to be as follows?®*:

e Food Stamps/SNAP: Approximately 60 percent

e LIHEAP: Approximately 50 percent

e WIC, infants and children: Approximately 50 percent (with very high participation for
infants, less high for children)

e Public and subsidized housing: Approximately 30 percent®®

e Medicaid: 70 percent

We simulated the effects of higher participation rates in these programs on poverty. We
assumed that participation in all five programs would reach 85 percent, about the highest rate
achieved in some states for programs such as SNAP and WIC. In order to achieve these higher
participation rates CT would need to implement strong outreach efforts and to adopt the most
liberal program access options available. For non-entitlement programs that have capped
resources such as LIHEAP and subsidized housing, these higher rates could only be achieved if
additional federal or state monies became available to pay for additional benefits. Also, higher
participation in subsidized housing assumes that families that rent live in housing units costing at
least the fair market rent in CT.?* Since the CPS does not provide an estimate of rent, this

22 Estimating Connecticut’s TANF participation rate is complicated by the large number of families in Connecticut
who have reached the time limit. The CPS data do not indicate if a family has previously hit a TANF time limit.
The estimate of currently-eligible families (and thus the estimate of the participation rate among eligible families) is
sensitive to the assumption of how many otherwise-eligible families are in fact ineligible due to having already hit
the time limit.

%% This uses 80 percent of State Median Income (SMI) (low-income) as the maximum allowable income to be in
public or subsidized housing. Households are only considered eligible if their required copayment would be less
than the fair market rent for an apartment of the size they appear to require.

% The fair market rent for urban areas for a two-bedroom unit was $1,028 in 2006, for example ($12,336 per year).
A household would need to earn $42,080 in order to afford this type of rental, assuming that families should pay no
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hypothetical simulation must base the housing subsidy calculation on the fair market rent in CT.
For example, a family with two children and cash income below $43,040 would be eligible for
some subsidy. These higher participation rates, especially for the non-entitlement programs,
should be considered illustrative, a demonstration of the potential effect on poverty.

Increased access to these in-kind benefit supports would not affect child poverty using
the official measure of poverty because these benefits are not included in the resource measure
for the official poverty measure nor do they affect the poverty thresholds. Using the NAS
poverty measure, the increase in receipt of SNAP reduces child poverty by a small amount
(Figure 10). Increasing the SNAP participation rate to 85 percent from approximately 60 percent
is estimated to reduce child poverty by 0.2 percentage points, to 10.7 percent. The poverty effect
is limited because SNAP benefits usually are not sufficient to move a family above the poverty
line. The increase in Medicaid/SCHIP participation has no effect on child poverty. While receipt
of public insurance reduces the NAS poverty threshold relative to no insurance coverage, the
increase in CT program participation is relatively small (from 70 to 80 percent), and many of the
families gaining coverage already have a child covered by SCHIP.?

The increases in receipt of housing subsidies, LIHEAP and WIC have a large effect on
the NAS child poverty rate. This is mostly due to the increase in housing subsidies. As
explained above, 85 percent of eligible families would receive a subsidy sufficient to limit their
housing costs to 30 percent of their income. For example, the subsidy would phase out at
$42,480 in income for a family of four. Families of this size at the poverty threshold ($27,579 as
shown in table 2) could afford $8,274 in rent per year. Since the annual fair market rent is
$12,336, they would receive a subsidy of $4,062 per year. A family with income at one-half the
NAS poverty threshold ($13,790) could pay $4,137 in rent and receive an annual subsidy of
$8,199, enough to bring them up to about 80 percent of the poverty threshold (for a family in
good health with private health insurance). Nonetheless, the additional family resources would
be substantial and would require a large increase in the cost of housing subsidies.

The changes also reduce the NAS poverty gap (Figure 11) by significant amounts.
Increasing the SNAP participation rate would reduce the poverty gap for families with children
by $16 million (4 percent); increases in the participation rates for LIHEAP, WIC and housing
subsidies would reduce the poverty gap for families with children by $130 million (35 percent).
The increased SNAP benefits are well targeted to poor families. Of the total $41 million in
increased SNAP benefits due to the higher participation rates (for all families, not just families
with children), $34 million (82 percent) reduces the poverty gap (Appendix Table D9.). In
contrast, increased participation in housing subsidies, LIHEAP and WIC is not well targeted.
Only 41 percent of increased costs ($274 million out of $670 million) go towards reducing the
poverty gap for families living in CT (Appendix Table D10).

more than 30 percent of net income for rent. (Net income is calculated as cash income less a $480 annual deduction
per dependent child and out-of-pocket child care expenses. This example assumes no child care costs.)
25 - - - - - -

The model uses the public health insurance thresholds if anyone in the family has public coverage. Unfortunately,
the thresholds are not sensitive enough to pick up differences in out of pocket medical spending based on the share
of the family with health insurance.
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Figure 10

Increasing Selected Enrollment Rates to 85%: Effect on

Child Poverty Rate in CT (2005/2006)
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Housing
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SCHIP
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.
Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006

results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 11
Increasing Selected Enrollment Rates to 85%: Effect on Poverty Gap for Families with
Children in CT (millions of 2006 dollars)
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.

Address abrupt termination of benefits. While all transfer programs have a point at
which increased income results in a family becoming ineligible, the “cliff effect” is perhaps
strongest in the TANF program. The combination of Connecticut’s 21-month lifetime time limit
and generous earned income disregard (for benefit computation purposes, earnings are fully
disregarded up to 100 percent of the poverty guideline) results in a situation in which a family
can move from receiving over $500 in TANF in one month (in addition to their earnings) to
receiving no TANF benefit in the next month; about a third of the lost TANF is offset by an
increase in SNAP benefits.
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Options for reducing abrupt termination of TANF benefits were addressed by Jack
Tweedie of the NCSL.?® One option is to reduce the earnings disregard percentage (while
continuing it even after earnings reach the poverty level, to address another issue—the lack of
incentive to increase earnings once earnings approach poverty). Note that this option would
actually reduce the income of some current TANF recipients (those with earnings below poverty,
currently receiving the 100 percent disregard). Another option presented by Tweedie is a post-
TANF earnings supplement.

Numerous choices would be required in the design of a post-TANF earnings supplement.
The amount could be fixed (the same flat payment to all post-TANF earners), it could vary with
the number of hours worked, it could provide a floor on a person’s wage rate, or it could be
designed to “fill the gap” between a family’s earnings (or earnings plus other benefits) and the
poverty guideline. Decisions would need to be made concerning the treatment of the supplement
by other programs (whether it would be counted partly, fully, or not at all for purposes of
determining food stamp benefits, for instance). Another key design choice is the length of time
that the supplement is available.

In the absence of a detailed design, we modeled a single illustrative approach —a
supplement that would make up the difference between an individual’s actual wage rate and
$10/hour. For an individual working full-time at $8 per hour, this would provide a monthly
benefit of approximately $350. We assumed that it would be available for one year, which
suggests that up to 3,000 families per year would benefit (the approximate number of families
who leave the TANF program during a year who have earnings at the point that they leave the
program).

The policy has a limited effect on the poverty rate due to the small number of families
affected. The official child poverty rate is estimated to fall from 10.7 percent to 10.5 percent,
and the NAS child poverty rate falls from 10.9 percent to 10.8 percent (Figure 12). However, the
NAS poverty gap for families with children falls by 5 percent ($354 million compared with $372
million as shown in Figure 13).

Two points are important to note. First, whether the policy lifts an individual family out
of poverty depends on the specifics of the design. In the simulated design, individuals not
working full-time or full-year would not necessarily be raised out of poverty, and a family with a
full-time full-year worker would be raised out of poverty only if receiving other benefits.
Second, it is possible that a post-TANF wage supplement could induce more families to work;
we did not simulate that possible impact.

2 “Leveling the Cliffs: Improving Job Retention and Advancement in Connecticut.” Undated Powerpoint
presentation, Jack Tweedie, National Conference of State Legislatures.
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Figure 12
Policies Related to Child Support and TANF: Effect on Child Poverty Rate
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for descriptions of policies.

Family Structure and Support

The CPPC is interested in several policy options related to family structure and support,
including: providing case management to overcome employment barriers, expanding fatherhood
initiatives, and addressing “marriage penalties” in government programs.

Provide case management to overcome barriers to employment. We simulated the
potential impacts of a case-management approach similar to the Post-Assistance Self-Sufficiency
(PASS) program—which implemented case management combined with other services for
former TANF recipients in Riverside, California. Over a two-year period, the employment rate
among individuals assigned to PASS was 4 points higher than among the control group. Total
earnings over the 2 year period were approximately 11 percent higher among the program group,
with two-thirds of the gain from additional employment, and the remainder from higher wages.
(See Appendix C for more information.)
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In consultation with CT state staff, we assumed that the program would focus on the
families who have earnings at the point that they leave TANF — approximately 3,000 per year.
We model the program as if it had been in place for 5 years, and we assume that the employment
gains are permanent. The anti-poverty impacts are very small—there is no measurable change in
the official poverty rate, while the NAS poverty rate for children falls slightly from 10.9 to 10.8
percent (figure 12). As is the case with the simulation of the post-TANF wage supplement, there
IS a greater impact on the poverty gap. Using the NAS poverty definition, the poverty gap for
families with children falls by 4.6 percent ($355 million compared with $372 million). Families
who are helped to retain jobs by a case management approach do receive higher incomes than in
the absence of the program. However, the relatively small numbers of families affected, and the
nature of the jobs they obtain, limit the anti-poverty impact.

Figure 13
Policies Related to Child Support and TANF: Effect on Poverty Gap for Families with
Children (millions of dollars)

400 372
351 354 355 353
350 Trg—aiZ 379 .
300 O Baseline
250 B Post-TANF Wage
200 Supplement
B Post-TANF Case
150 Management
100 B Full Payment of Child
Support Awards
50
0 T

<100% Official <100% NAS

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(3) See text for descriptions of policies.
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Expand fatherhood initiative. Expansions of fatherhood initiatives may increase
employment rates for fathers with children living elsewhere and potentially increase child
support receipt for custodial mothers. Fathers with children living elsewhere may respond to
increased investments in their education and training or better connections to employment
prospects. Fatherhood initiatives may also increase incomes for custodial parents through
additional child support collections that are passed through to custodial families. We modeled
the antipoverty impacts of one outcome of a fatherhood initiative — increased child support
payments. Specifically, we simulated the impact of closing the entire gap between the amount of
child support income that is due to low-income custodial families in CT and the amount that is
actually received by those families. The official child poverty rate is estimated to fall from 10.7
to 10.4 percent, and the NAS child poverty rate falls from 10.9 to 10.6 percent (figure 12). In
most cases, the amount of the child support award is not sufficient to raise the family above the
poverty level, even when the award is paid in full. However, the full payment of all child
support awards would reduce the poverty gap for families with children by 5.1 percent (using the
NAS poverty definition) as shown in figure 13.

Note that our estimates do not include the potential impacts of a fatherhood initiative on
the family of the parent paying the child support. In the absence of new employment, the
increased child support payment would reduce resources available to that family. If the non-
custodial parent gains new or better employment, his/her family could have higher resources,
even after the full payment of child support to the non-custodial children.

Reduce/eliminate marriage penalties. Marriage penalties may exist in both tax and
transfer programs. In the case of Connecticut’s state income tax system, a cohabiting couple
may pay less in income tax than a married couple. In the case of TANF, Connecticut may
consider a portion of a step-parent’s income as being available to the rest of the family, while no
income is deemed from a non-parent cohabiter.

We simulated one method of reducing marriage penalties that is used in many states—but
not currently used in CT: allowing “combined separate” filing for state income tax purposes.
This approach allows a married couple to essentially file as two single individuals on the same
return, reducing income tax liability for many married couples in which both individual are
employed. However, the change did not produce any measurable reduction in poverty in CT.
This suggests that there are very few families in CT who are still poor despite having two earners
and who have state income tax liability.

Effects of a Package of Recommendations

We simulated the combined impacts of all the simulated policies: child care subsidy
expansion, education and training initiatives (assuming the larger employment and earnings
impacts), increased access to benefit programs, full payment of child support awards, and
policies directed at recent TANF leavers. We show these results with and without the expansion
of housing subsidies due to the large cost of housing subsidies and the fact that a large share of
these costs would benefit families above the NAS poverty threshold (Figures 14 and 15).
Assuming the increase in housing subsidies, the official child poverty rate would fall by 3.3
percentage points from 10.7 to 7.4 percent (31 percent). The NAS poverty rate for children
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would fall from 10.9 to 4.9 percent, a drop of 6 percentage points (55 percent). Comparing the
results that exclude the housing subsidy expansion (Figure 15) to those with the expansion,
highlights the dramatic effect of the housing subsidy expansion on child poverty. Without the
housing subsidy expansion, NAS child poverty would drop by 3.8 percentage points (35
percent).

Figure 14
Combined Policies with High Employment and Earnings Assumptions: Effect on Child
Poverty Rate in CT (2005/2006)

30
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25 22.1
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10 7.4 Education, Child
4.9 Support, Case Mgmt.
5 : and Wage Supp. for
t TANF Leavers
0 . .

<100% Official <200% Official <100% NAS

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.
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Figure 15
All Policies Except Housing Expansion:
Effect on Child Poverty Rate
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Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Notes:

(1) CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

(2) The official poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household) to the
official US poverty thresholds.

(3) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

(4) See text for description of policy and employment effects assumptions.

Even with the combined packages of policy changes, substantial numbers of children
would remain poor in CT — approximately 41,000 using the NAS definition of poverty (4.9
percent) and the full package of benefits. A key characteristic of children who remain poor is that
they do not generally live with adults who are full-time full-year workers (Figure 16). Assuming
the most expansive package of changes, 12 percent of the remaining poor children live in
families in which all the adults are elderly, disabled, and/or students; an additional 10 percent
live with an apparently employable adult who is not currently working. These families may have
been aided by the increased program participation rates, but would not have been affected by
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expanded child care subsidies or increased education and training. Fifty-six percent of the
children who would remain poor live with an adult who is working either part-year or part-time.
These families may have benefited from increased earnings due to education and training;
however, for adults working few weeks or hours, an increase in the hourly wage is insufficient to
raise the family out of poverty. Only 22 percent of the children who would remain poor (under
the NAS definition) after the package of policy changes simulated here live with an adult who is
a full-time full-year worker.

Figure 16
Children Who Remain Poor
(NAS definition)

o Children < 100%
Household Characteristics NAS Poverty
All adults are elderly, disabled, or 1204
students
No adult is working 10%
Adult working PT or PY 56%
At least one adult working FT and FY 22%
Total children in poverty after child
care, education/training, benefit- 41,000
access policies

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC

data.

Note: (1) The alternative (NAS) poverty definition counts the value of non-cash income and subtracts tax liability
and work-related expenses. The alternative poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted
for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.
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VI. Summary

The CPPC has considered a wide range of proposals to reduce child poverty in
Connecticut. Proposals considered in this report include policies to guarantee child care
subsidies, increase employment and earnings through adult education and training initiatives,
enhance access to income safety net programs, improve outcomes for welfare leavers, and
increase child support payments. The CPPC has also considered numerous other policies that
could not be modeled using our current methods; for instance, early childhood education could
be an effective poverty reduction tool, but the long-term outcomes could not be modeled with
our current approach.

The assessment of the CPPC’s options required measuring their effects on child poverty
using both the Census Bureau’s official measure of poverty based solely on cash income and a
measure that considers all resources of the family and nondiscretionary expenses following
recommendations from the National Academy of Science (NAS). The second measure of poverty
also takes into account higher living costs in CT relative to the nation because it uses
geographically-adjusted poverty thresholds. The alternative poverty measure allows the CPPC to
analyze the effects of policies that affect cash income as well as noncash benefits and income
taxes.

About one in ten (10.7 percent) of the children living in CT were poor in 2005/2006
based on the official measure of poverty, and the rate increases to 10.9 percent using the
alternative measure. While these rates are somewhat lower than for the nation as a whole they
demonstrate that many CT children are growing up in resource-deprived families.

Analysis of the options under consideration shows the challenge of designing policies
that can effectively reduce poverty rates in the near term. However, policies can substantially
shrink the gap between family resources and the poverty threshold and reduce the number of
children living in deep poverty. Also, a combination of these policies could substantially reduce
child poverty. Some key findings based on estimates of the NAS poverty rate are:

e Guaranteeing child care subsidies to all families with income less than 50 percent of state
median income would reduce poverty by 0.5 percentage points through the direct effect of
reducing working families’ expenses. But poverty likely would be reduced by 1.4 percentage
points if parents responded to this employment incentive and increased their earnings.

e Investments in education through programs that increase completion of AA degrees among
half of those with only a high school education, ensure GED degrees for all CT adults who
did not finish high school, and provide job training to half of nondisabled adults with a high
school education potentially reduce poverty through their positive effects on employment and
earnings. Using the best economics literature for guidance on the size of these potential
effects, the estimates show that child poverty would decline by 2.7 percentage points if all of
these policies were implemented under the most optimistic employment assumptions. The
poverty gap for families with children would fall by about 11 percent.

e Policies that would increase access to government safety net benefits (food stamps and
Medicaid/SCHIP) through outreach and other administrative initiatives would have relatively
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small effects on child poverty rates, since each of these benefits alone is generally not
sufficient to move a family above poverty. Increased access to these safety net benefits
would, however, reduce the poverty gap for families with children. For instance, if 85
percent of the CT families eligible for food stamps (SNAP) benefits received those benefits,
the NAS poverty gap for families with children would fall by 4.3 percent.

A policy to substantially expand housing subsidies to low-income families that rent and
increase participation in low-income energy assistance and WIC could reduce the child
poverty rate by 3.2 percentage points. The hypothetical housing subsidy option would limit
the potential rent payments for low-income families to 30 percent of the fair market rent in
CT. However, about 60 percent of the new housing subsidies would go to families with
incomes above the NAS poverty line and substantially increase government outlays for
housing assistance.

An option to supplement the wages of some individuals leaving welfare that would
effectively replace some of the loss in income that occurs when families with earnings leave
welfare would have only a small effect on the poverty rate. The simulated supplement
increases earnings to a minimum of $10 per hour, which is often not sufficient to move
families above poverty even after other benefits are added to income. Also, only a small
share of families ever receive welfare and would benefit from this option. This policy,
however, would substantially increase the incomes of families that leave welfare and help
them over the transition to self sufficiency.

An option to support families leaving welfare through case management also would have
only a small effect on the CT child poverty rate, but a positive effect on the relatively small
number of families that would benefit. Recent research suggests that this type of initiative
can increase employment and earnings among the group affected.

Options to increase the receipt of child support would have small effects on child poverty
(0.3 percentage points) since child support awards to poor families are often fairly small.

If CT implemented all of these policies at the same time, the combined effect would have
larger effects on child poverty than the separate options alone. A package that includes the
child care subsidy expansion, education and training initiatives (with large employment and
earnings effects), increased participation in safety net programs (including the expansion of
housing subsidies), full payment of child support awards, and case management and wage
supplement for recent TANF leavers would reduce the NAS child poverty rate from 10.9 to
4.9 percent. Child poverty would fall by almost 55 percent.

The CPPC has considered many different avenues for reducing child poverty. While

successful education policies combined with large employment effects and substantial increases
in housing subsidies could reduce child poverty dramatically, many other avenues would have
small effects on the NAS poverty rate. Such policies surely would benefit children living in
poverty, but would not be sufficient to move families above the threshold that defines a specific
poverty line. Assessment of the policy effects also should take into account the substantial
reductions in the poverty gap. These reductions also suggest reductions in the share of children
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living in deep poverty in CT. (Unfortunately, the data available for these estimates do not
provide sufficient sample to measure the percent of children living below one-half the poverty
line.)

Policy choices may be guided by the characteristics of the children who would remain
poor even if the modeled policies were implemented. Among the children who would remain
poor after the imposition of the education/training, child care, and safety net participation rate
policies, only 22 percent live with an adult who is a full-time full-year worker. The majority of
the children who remain poor lives in families with an adult working either part-year or part-time
(56 percent). The rest of the children who remain poor are in families in which all the adults are
elderly, disabled, and/or students (12 percent), or with an unemployed adult (10 percent).

The estimates of the CPPC policy alternatives were completed using a complex economic
model housed at the Urban Institute. As described in this report and its appendices, these
estimates require numerous imputations and assumptions. In assessing fatherhood initiatives and
wage supplements for TANF leavers, the modeled policies are intended to illustrate potential
effects rather than reproduce an exact proposal. The assumptions regarding the employment
effects of various policies can no doubt be debated by economists since the literature is far from
definitive. We do provide high and low estimates to show the range of possibilities. Also, we
assume that the labor market would respond by employing more individuals who would want to
work and by rewarding individuals who completed more education or training. This assumption
requires a strong labor market. Thus the reader must consider the estimates with these caveats in
mind.
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Appendix A: Poverty Thresholds

Table Al shows the Official and NAS thresholds by family structure and size. The NAS
thresholds apply to a nonelderly family with private health insurance coverage and good health
living in urban and rural areas in CT.?" The non-medical portion of the NAS threshold is
adjusted for differences in family size and number of children using the widely accepted *“3
parameter equivalence scale” (Dalaker 2005, Short 2001, and Iceland 2005).” Note that since
the official and NAS measures apply to different resource measures, they do not provide strictly
comparable thresholds.

2" As noted earlier, the NAS poverty measures also vary by health insurance coverage and health status. The full set
of thresholds is available upon request.

%8 The medical portion of the threshold is adjusted for differences in family size. Adjustments are made for 1 person
and 2 or more persons for uninsured families and those with public coverage, and for 1 person, 2 persons, and 3 or
more persons for non-elderly families with private coverage. The factors used in the adjustment are obtained from
table A-10 of Short (2001).
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Table A1
Standard Poverty Threshold and Alternative Poverty Thresholds for Connecticut
(Assuming Medical Expenses "in Threshold" and Geographic Adjustment)*

Standard Poverty Thresholds (Continental United States)
Related children under 18 years

Size of family unit

None

One person

Under 65 years. 10,488

65 years and over 9,669
Two persons

Householder < 65 13,500

Householder 65+ 12,186
Three persons 15,769
Four persons 20,794
Five persons 25,076
Six persons 28,842
Seven persons 33,187
Eight persons 37,117

Nine persons or more 44,649

One

13,896
13,843
16,227
21,134
25,441
28,957
33,394
37,444
44,865

Two

16,242
20,444
24,662
28,360
32,680
36,770
44,269

Three

20,516
24,059
27,788
32,182
36,180
43,768

Four

23,691
26,938
31,254
35,342
42,945

Five Six Seven Eight+

26,434

30,172 28,985

34,278 33,171 32,890

41,813 40,790 40,536 38,975

Source: U.S. Census Bureau: http://www.census.gov/hhes/www/poverty/threshld/thresh06.html

Alternative Poverty Thresholds for Connecticut: Metropolitan Areas
Related Children Under 18 Years

Size of family unit

None
One person 12,692
Two persons 18,499
Three persons 27,579
Four persons 33,270
Five persons 38,545
Six persons 43,510
Seven persons 48,232
Eight persons 52,755

Nine persons or more 57,111

Alternative Poverty Thresholds for Connecticut: Non-Metroplitan Areas

Size of family unit

None
One person 11,865
Two persons 17,295
Three persons 25,783
Four persons 31,103
Five persons 36,035
Six persons 40,677
Seven persons 45,092
Eight persons 49,320

Nine persons or more 53,393

One

0
19,682
24,522
30,485
35,951
41,061
45,898
50,516
54,952

One

0
18,400
22,925
28,500
33,610
38,388
42910
47,227
51,374

Two

0

0
23,249
27,579
33,270
38,545
43,510
48,232
52,755

Three

0

0

0
26,376
30,485
35,951
41,061
45,898
50,516

Four
0
0
0
0
29,339
33,270
38,545

43,510
48,232

Five Six Seven Eight+
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
32,169 0 0 0
35,951 34,890 0 0
41,061 38,545 37,517 0
45,898 43,510 41,061 40,063

Related children under 18 years

Two

0

0
21,735
25,783
31,103
36,035
40,677
45,092
49,320

Three

0

0

0
24,659
28,500
33,610
38,388
42910
47,227

Four
0
0
0
0

27,428
31,103
36,035
40,677
45,092

Five Six Seven Eight+

[eNeoNeNe]

0
30,075
33,610 32,618
38,388 36,035 35,074
42910 40,677 38,388 37,455

OO O0OO0OO0OOo
eNeoNeolNeoNoNoNe]
OO O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0o

! Alternative thresholds are developed using the Census Bureau's FCSUM-CE poverty threshold (following NAS
recommendations) for a family of 4, and geographic adjustments for Connecticut urban and rural areas. The
thresholds are adjusted for family size and number of children using the 3 parameter scale. Out-of-pocket
medical expenses are included in the threshold. Thresholds presented here are for a non-elderly family, with

private insurance, in good health.
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Appendix B: Baseline Simulations and Baseline Poverty Detalil

As described in Section 11 of this report, many of the components of resources used in
the NAS poverty are either unavailable in the CPS data or are under-reported in the CPS. To
address that limitation, the following programs are simulated:

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF)

Food Stamps/SNAP Program

Public / subsidized housing

Federally-funded child care subsidies (Child Care and Development Fund, or CCDF)
Medicaid and SCHIP enrollment

Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP)

Women Infants and Children (WIC) program

Federal payroll taxes

Federal income taxes

Connecticut state income taxes

Each simulation applies the actual rules of the government program to the CT families in the
CPS data. For example, in the case of the Food Stamp Program, the simulation applies the same
rules that would be applied by a caseworker to determine if a family is eligible for benefits based
on family composition and income; in the case of federal income taxes, the simulation applies
the same steps as are involved in filling out a tax form to determine tax liability.

When simulating benefit programs, an additional step is required — choosing which of the
families eligible for a benefit will receive the benefit. The simulated caseload is chosen from
among the eligible families in such a way that its size and characteristics come acceptably close
to the size and characteristics of the actual caseload, as identified in administrative data.
However, small sample sizes prevent exact alignment. No adjustments are performed for the tax
simulations. The model assumes full compliance with all tax laws. Each family’s federal and
state income tax liability is determined based on the actual tax laws and the family’s reported
characteristics and income.

All the simulations are internally consistent. For example, the simulated TANF benefits
are used in counting up cash income for purposes of determining Food Stamp eligibility and
benefits, a family’s simulated CCDF “copayment” is used as their out-of-pocket child care
expense amount in simulating the federal dependent care tax credit, and so on.

For this project, we first reviewed a set of simulations that applied the actual 2005 and
2006 program rules to the CT data in the calendar year 2005 and 2006 CPS data files, and
“aligned” the benefit program caseload results as needed to come acceptably close to actual
figures. Then, we created a slightly modified set of simulations — still using the CY 2005 and
CY 2006 CPS data, but slightly altering the program rules to incorporate selected differences in
program rules between 2005/2006 and 2008. Rules changes were incorporated so that, when
policy changes were simulated, they could be judged relative to the current policy environment
rather than to the 2005/2006 policy environment.
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Simulations of Actual 2005 and 2006 Rules

The first three columns of Table B1 compare the results of TRIM3 simulations that
applied the actual 2005 and 2006 program rules to the CT data in the calendar year 2005 and
2006 CPS data files. As shown in the table, simulated caseloads and benefit amounts are within
10 percent of target for all simulated programs —and much closer in most cases. For example,
the average monthly CT caseloads simulated by TRIM3 for the FSP, LIHEAP, and CCDF
programs are all within 2 percent of CT’s actual caseloads for those programs in 2005/2006.

Simulated tax figures are also quite close to actual figures, for the families relevant to this
analysis. TRIM3’s estimated number of positive-tax returns with AGI under $100,000 is within
5 percent of the actual figure, and TRIM3’s estimated tax liability for this group is within 1
percent of the actual figure. For higher-income tax units, TRIM3 is within 2 percent of the
actual number of such units, but falls far short of their actual tax liability, due to the fact that
high incomes are subject to “topcoding” in the CPS data. One aspect of federal income tax rules
that is of particular relevance to lower-income families is the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC).
TRIM3 is within 1 percent of the actual number of CT tax units taking the federal EITC, but falls
9 percent below the actual amount of EITC used by CT taxpayers in 2005/2006. The TRIM3
simulation falls 10 percent below the actual amount of state income tax collections; the shortfall
is likely related to the topcoding of high income amounts in the CPS data.

Simulations Incorporating Selected Aspects of 2008 Rules

For the “baseline” simulations for this project, we prepared simulations that differ
slightly from the ones represented in the 2" column of Table B1. The baseline simulations for
this project incorporate selected rules changes between 2005/2006 and 2008. Specifically, we
captured the following changes in program rules:

TANF: 2008 benefit levels lower in real terms than in 2005/2006

Medicaid/SCHIP: expansions in eligibility for pregnant women and parents

LIHEAP: funding higher in 2008 vs. 2005/2006

Federal and state income taxes: changes in dollar amounts for deductions, brackets, etc.

These changes were captured so that the “baseline” would more accurately reflect current CT
law, providing a better point of comparison for measuring the impacts of alternative policies.

The last 2 columns of Table B1 show the impact of incorporating the more recent tax and
benefit policies into the baseline simulations for this project. Differences are generally small.
However, CT’s recent Medicaid eligibility expansions increase the Medicaid caseload, and
LIHEAP funding increases have substantially increased the households aided by that program.
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TABLE B1
TRIM3 SIMULATED TAX AND TRANSFER FIGURES FOR CONNECTICUT, 2005/2006
RELATIVE TO ADMINISTRATIVE DATA,
AND IMPACTS ON SIMULATION OF INCORPORATING RECENT POLICY CHANGES

2005/2006 Average, using 2005/2006 | Baseline for this project-includes
laws (no updates to current laws) recent policy changes !
Pct. Change
] TRIM- relative to
Admin. | Simulated | TRIM as % | 2005/06 law
data” Data of Admin. | simulaticn Reason for changs
Transfer Programs
TANF (including state sep. programs)
avg. menthly caseload (thou. of units) 227 21.2 93.5% -2.8% 2008 benefits lower in
annual benefits (millions) 118.9 101.9 85.8% -1.7% real terms than 05/06
Food Stamps
avg. monthly caseload (thou. of units) 1104 109.3 99.1% -0.3% interactions with other
annual benefits (millions) 2351 2135 91.0% 0.2% pragrams
Public and subsidized housing
avg. menthly households (thou.) 70°% 75°% - 0.0%
CCDF-funded child care subsidies
avg. menthly caseload (thou. of children) 9.9 9.5 99.1% 0.0%
Medicaid and SCHIP (non-institutionalized)
avg. mo. enrollment (thouw.) 411.0 4215 102.5% 5.4% expansions in eligibility
of pregnant women,
parents
LIHEAP
assisted households (thou_ of h'h{)lcls]f1 96.7 956 98.8% 16.7% LIHEAP funding higher
annual benefits {regular and crisis) (millicns) 441 437 98.9% 15.7% in ‘08 than in 05/05
WIC
avg. me caseload infants/children {thou.) 39.0 419 107.5% 0.0%
Federal Income Taxes, Returns and Liability
Number of positive-tax returns (mill.) 1,296.7 1,278.5 98.6% 0.3%
with AGI < $100,000 1,004.0 959.5 95.6% 0.4%
Total tax liability, positive-tax returns (mill.) 22,3331 15,960.6 71.4% 0.4% ! -
with AGI < $100,000 38559 | 38420 | 996% 0.7% be;';ge:t g;ﬁjf;;?um
Eamed income tax credit in 2008 tax law
returns with cre;lit (thou.) 174.9 176.7 101.0% 0.6% (deflated to D5/06) and
total credit {mill.) 2942 2658 90.6% 1.4% 2005/06 tax law
State income tax
Tax collections ($ mill.) 54055 48834 90.4% 2.4%

Source: Urban Institute, data from the TRIM3 microsimulation model

Notes

" The "baseline” simulation for this project incorparates key changes in policies between 2005/06 and the present, with dollar
amounts deflated to 2005/2006 for consistency with incomes in the 2005/2006 CPS data.

< Administrative figures are from government sources, adjusted or combined for consistency with simulation concepts. In
particular, Medicaid enrollment excludes the instituicnalized population, which is not included in TRIM3.

* Includes estimates of households in public housing federally-subsidized housing, and with CT-funded (RAP) subsidies.

* The actual number of househalds assisted by LIHEAP is estimated from data on households receiving each type of help. Figures
apply to heating and crisis aid only.

“ The simulation includes only the households who actually reported being in public or subsidized housing in the CPS interview, not
those who are "allocated” to be in such housing by Census Bureau data editing procedures.
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More Data on Poverty in the Baseline Simulations

Section IV of this report presents data on the counts of CT persons in poverty and near

poverty, in total and by type of person, and using both poverty definitions. Tables B2 through
B5 provide more detail on poverty in the baseline simulations, as follows:

Table B2 shows the characteristics of the individuals who are poor or near-poor in CT,
under each definition. Using the NAS definition, for instance, 24 percent of those with
income under 100 percent of the threshold are under age 18, 49 percent are from 18 to 54,
and 27 percent are age 55 or older.

Table B3 provides poverty rates for key demographic groups in CT using the official and
the NAS poverty definitions. For example, the NAS poverty rates in CT are 8.1 percent
for whites, 19.4 percent for blacks, and 25.4 percent for Hispanics.

Table B4 expands on the data shown in Figure 3 in Section IV of the report. The table
shows how the percentage of people below the NAS poverty threshold would change if
different income definitions were used in conjunction with those thresholds, for all
individuals in CT and for different types of persons. Note that only the last row of the
table — with the broadest resource measure -- can be interpreted as providing a poverty
rate, since the NAS thresholds are only intended for use with this measure of resources.
However, this type of analysis can be used to provide a sense of the anti-poverty
effectiveness of different programs. For instance, if only cash income were compared to
the NAS thresholds, 15.1 percent of children would fall below those levels; however,
when the value of food and housing benefits is added, the percentage falls to 10.5.

Table B5 shows how the “poverty gap” changes when different income definitions are
used in conjunction with the NAS poverty thresholds. As described in Section 1V, the
poverty gap is the aggregate amount by which poor families fall below the applicable
poverty threshold.
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TABLE B2
Characteristics of the Poor and Near-Poor Population in Connecticut
Using the Official and NAS Poverty Measures '
Population: 2005 and 2006 *
Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated appropriately

Official Poverty Definition || NAS Poverty Definition
o, Votal Under| Under Total Under
Ugfd;;Jeﬁr?y.% 200% of | 100%of  200% of
Paverty poverty Poverty
Taotal Number of Persons (thous.) 296 756 392 1426
Distribution of Poor Persons by
Characteristics
Race
White 46% 53% 54% 60%
Black 15% 16% 16% 15%
Hispanic 33% 25% 24% 20%
Other 8% 5% 6% 5%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Gender
Male 41% 43% 43% 46%
Female 59% 57% 57% 54%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Age
<18 31% 28% 24% 26%
18-54 48% 47% 49% 49%
55+ 21% 26% 27% 25%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
Work Status (workers)
Full-time, full year 8% 14% 11% 23%
Full-time, part year 7% 7% 8% 7%
Part-time, full year 4% 5% 6% 6%
Part-time, part year 8% 8% 9% 7%
All workers 25% 34% 33% 43%
Education Status (age 25+)
Less than High Schoal 20% 19% 19% 15%
High School 21% 24% 23% 25%
Mare than High School 18% 21% 23% 25%
All age 25+ 59% 63% 65% 65%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the
2006 and 2007 ASEC data.
Notes:

" The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and
subftracts tax liability and work-related expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated
market basket of goods and is adjusted for state of residence, urban/rural status, health
status, and health insurance status.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each number is the average of
the 2005 and 2006 results.
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TABLE B3

Poverty Rates in Connecticut for Population Subgroups,

Using the Official and NAS Poverty Measures

Population: 2005 and 2006 *
Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated .'-i,clprcaIprr:'are.’_'.ar‘T

1

Official Poverty Definition NAS Poverty Definition
Number of Under 100% Total Snder Under 100% Total i.lnder
People : i 200% of f y 200% of
(thou.) at poverty Poverty ot povert Paverty
All Persons 3475 8.5% 21.8% 11.3% 41.0%
Race
White 2622 5 2% 15.3% B.1% 327%
Black 324 13.5% 38.2% 19.4% 65.8%
Hispanic 376 257% 50.6% 25 4% 76.8%
Other 151 12.2% 26.8% 14.9% 43.6%
Gender
Male 1,698 T 1% 19.0% 10.0% 38.5%
Female 1,776 9.9% 24 4% 12.5% 43.5%
Age
<18 826 11.1% 25.6% 11.3% 45.4%
158-54 1,819 7.8% 19.3% 10.6% 38.3%
5R+ 829 76% 233% 12.9% 42.8%
Work Status (workers)
Full-time, full year 1,265 1.4% 8.2% 35% 25.7%
Full-time, part year 240 9.1% 23.5% 12.4% 43.0%
Part-time, full year 214 54% 18.1% 10.2% 38.2%
Part-time, part year 230 9.7% 25.4% 15.0% 44.0%
Education Status (age 25+)
Less than High School 275 214% 51.2% 26.5% 80.0%
High School 700 8.8% 25.6% 13.1% 50.3%
More than High School 1,397 3.8% 11.2% 6.5% 25.3%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
data.
MNotes:

' The standard poverty definition compares the cash income of a family (all related persons in a household)
to the official US poverty thresholds. The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits
in income and subtracts tax liability and work-related expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated
market basket of goods and is adjusted for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health
insurance status.

% CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each number is the average of the 2005 and
2006 results.

3 The simulation imposes 2008 policies for taxes and transfer programs. All dollar amounts are deflated to
2005/2006 for consistency with incomes in the 2005/2008 CPS data.
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TABLE B4
Poverty Rate of Persons in Connecticut
Using Different Income Definitions Applied to the NAS Poverty Thresholds
Population: 2005 and 2006 *°
Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated :.*;:i_;:u"n:a,t:ir'r'ane-J';.."F

Persons by family type

All Children | In families| In fams.

X . In ather
Persons <18 with wi person o
families

children G5+

All Persons (thou) 3475 820 1,816 469 1,191
Poverty Rate, Comparing Each Income

Definition to the Alternative Threshold '

Total Cash Income 12.9 151 12.8 16.7 114
Plus Food and Housing Benefits 10.1 10.5 9.1 138 10.3
Less Federal Tax (before the EITC) 11.0 11.2 9.9 139 1.6
Plus the EITC 98 87 76 139 114
Less State Tax 98 a7 76 139 116

Less Child Care and Work-Expenses
(definition used for alternative poverty

rate) 1.3 11.0 9.8 14.0 12.9

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and
2007 ASEC data.

MNotes:

' The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts tax liability and
work-related expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is adjusted for
state of residence, urbanfrural status, health status, and health insurance status.

2 Columns that show persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both
children and persons 65+ are in the "families with children" column.

® CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each number is the average of the 2005 and 2006
results.

N The simulation imposes 2008 policies for taxes and transfer programs. All dollar amounts are deflated to
2005/2006 for consistency with incomes in the 2005/2006 CPS data.
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TABLE B5
Poverty Gap in Connecticut
Using Different Income Definitions Applied to the NAS Poverty Thresholds '
Population: 2005 and 2006 *
Policies: Current rules for taxes and transfers, deflated appropriately®

All Families . -
and Fam|l|es Fam|l|es Other
Unrelated mth_related with elderly families
- || children heads
Individuals ~
All Families (thousands) 1,581 501 305 775
Poverty Gap * (millions of dollars)
when each income definition is
compared to the NAS thresholds
Total Cash Income 51734 $636 $289 $808
Plus Food and Housing
Benefits $1,276 $3r2 $244 $658
Less Federal Tax (before the
EITC) $1,330 $395 $246 $689
Plus the EITC $1,241 $315 $246 $680
Less State Tax $1,241 $315 $246 $681
Less Child Care and Work-
Expenses (definition used for
alternative poverty rate) 51,348 $372 $249 $728

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC
data.
Notes:
" The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts tax liability
and work-related expenses. The poverty threshold uses an updated market basket of goods and is
adjusted for state of residence, urban/rural status, health status, and health insurance status.

* For the family definitions, individuals who live alone or in households with non-relatives are counted as
separate families. Children are defined as all individuals under age 18; elderly is age 65 or older.

* The poverty gap is defined as the amount of money that would be required to raise all families below the
poverty level up to the poverty level.

4 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each number is the average of the 2005 and
2006 results.

* The simulation imposes 2008 policies for taxes and transfer programs. All dollar amounts are deflated to
2005/2006 for consistency with incomes in the 2005/2006 CPS data.
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Appendix C: Impacts of Education and Training on Employment and Earnings

Table C1 provides summarizes key aspects of the recent literature related to the impacts
of education and training on employment and earnings. The literature shown here was the basis

for the employment and earnings assumptions used in the simulations of increased AA degrees,
increased GED degrees, and increased job training.
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TABLE C1

Recent Evidence of Education and Training Effects on Employment and Earnings

Z
Study/Author
Description of Intervention Geographic Type of Study
Target Outcomes (National, (Random,
Group State) Data)
Employment Income/Wage Hours

National Evaluation of Welfare to Work Mothers | NA GED completion earnings NA 11 Welfare-to- | Random

Strategies (NEWWS), Bos et al. (2002) on gain of $771, 28.1%***. Work Programs | assignment;
welfare | | in 7 NEWWS 4,274 sample

This is a random study where program | | . sites. size.

group participants receive education, NA Adult education (not post-

training, and other employment services. If secondary) of $334 (12.2%)

they do not participate in the program, their earnings gain which is not

monthly welfare grant is reduced. Members significant but earnings

of the control group receive no services growth $429 (from year 2

from the program but can seek out services to 3) was significant***,

from the community. Bosetal. 2002the | | o |

Portland, OR site produced larger effects Employment Post-secondary participants

than elsewhere. Portland substantially 16.0% *** earned $1,542 (47.3% **)

increased participation in education and points higher more than those who

training, especially at postsecondary level, than non- completed only adult

and maintained a clear employment focus,
Martinson and Strawn 2002 NEWWS cost,
on average, $1,520 per year per recipient
(each year over a 5 year period).

participants in
the third year.

Portland, OR
effects: 21 %
employment.

education in the third year
after training (not
contingent on completion).

Portland, OR effects: 25%
earnings gain.
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TABLE c.1, cont.

Study/Author Target Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Geographic Type of Study
Description of Intervention Group Employment Income/Wages Hours (National, (Random,
State) Data)
Center for Employment Training (CET) Youth NA a) Minority Female Demo: | NA San Jose Random
CET provided comprehensive servicesina | and $2,060 per enrollee Assignment:
work like setting. Students participated full | adults (Burghardt, Rangarajan, Minority women
time and employers were involved. Centers | with Gordon and Kisker 1992) sample of 4,000;
operate year-round, featuring an open-entry, | significa continued for 5 year follow Youth sample of
open-exit, competency-based training nt up. 167.
format. Miller et al. 2003. The Average barriers b) JOBSTART focused on
training time was 28 weeks. Cost was $57 disadvantaged youth age 17
for one day of training per student. to 21: averaged $7,000 per
enrollee over 48 months.

CET was replicated with little success.
Only young women in high fidelity sites
realized a positive effect on earnings. The
effects on young men were often negative.
(Miller et al. 2003).
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) Adult The ever- During the 30-month NA 16 service Random; study
Title 11-A Programs, women employed rate | follow-up period, program delivery areas in 1992 sample
Bloom et al. (1997) for PG was group members earned across the size 6,474 adult
These programs prepare economically 2.1% points $1,176 (9.6%, ***) more country women; 4,419
disadvantaged adults and out-of-school higher**, than the control group men. The female
youths for entry into labor force. The members. youth sample
program goals are to increase earnings and Adult The ever- PG members earned $978 NA was 2,300; male
employment and reduce welfare men employed rate | more (5.29%, *) youth 1,748.
dependence. In this random assignment for PG was
study, the program group (PG) members 2.8% points
received one of the 3 service categories: higher**.
classroom training; a mix of on-the-job Female PG was 2.8% $135 (1.3% more, ns) NA
training (OJT) and/or job-search assistance | youth points higher
(JSA); and other services. (ns).
Average program cost for Program Years Male PG was 1.5% PG members earned $589 NA
1987-89 was $2,377 for 16 areas while the | youth points higher less than the CG members

national average was $2,241.

(ns).

(3.6%, ns)
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TABLE c.1, cont.

Study/Author Target Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Geographic Type of Study
Description of Intervention Group Employment Income/Wages Hours (National, (Random,
State) Data)
Career Academies Evaluation, Kemple Years 1-4 effects
(2008) 9 high schools
Career Academies aim to keep students Male NA $261 or 18.8% higher 4.2 hours or | across US Random
engaged in school and prepare them for monthly earnings for PG 14% more, Assignment; 604
successful transitions to postsecondary ookl folalel men, 854
education and employment. Career Female NA $53 or 4.8% higher monthly | 0.5 hours or women in years
Academies are organized as small learning earnings, ns 1.9% more, 1-4; 587 men
communities, combine academic and (ns) and 841 women
technical curricula around a career theme, Years 5 through 8 Effects in years 5-8.
and establish partnerships with local Male NA $361 or 16.4% higher 4.1 hours or
employers to provide work-based learning monthly earnings** 12.2% more,
opportunities. One estimate in CA shows _—_—
$600/student/year extra cost (Lehr et al. Female | NA $118 or 6.6% higher 0.3 hours or
2004). monthly earnings (ns) 1% more (ns)
Post-Assistance Self-Sufficiency (PASS) Former The average PG members earned $1,791 | NA Riverside, CA | Random
Program, Navarro et al. (2007) TANF quarterly (10.8%) more than CG Assignment,
The PASS program is one of the 15 recips. employment members over the two-year 2770 sample.

Employment Retention and Advancement
programs across the US. It is designed to
provide former TANF recipients with
voluntary postemployment services— such
as case management, counseling and
mentoring, and help with reemployment.
Costs are not available.

rate was 4%
points (62.1%
vs. 58.1%)
higher for
program group
than for control
group. ***

follow-up period. ***
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TABLE c.1, cont.

Study/Author Target Outcomes: Outcomes: Outcomes: Geographic Type of Study
Description of Intervention Group Employment Income/Wages Hours (National, (Random,
State) Data)
California’s Employment and Training 1994- Study shows Earnings 3.3 % higher for NA CA Random
Panel (CETP), Moore et al. (2003) 1996 lower program over control group assignment.
These programs are customized training Cohorts | unemployment | after 2™ year.
programs, or incumbent-worker training (0.5%).
programs. They were often designed as
incentives for businesses to locate, remain,
or expand in a state. They typically provide
funds to companies to train either newly-
hired workers, or to retrain existing
employees.
Community Colleges (multiple studies,
not experimental). Menand | NA One year raises earnings by | NA Various places. | Analyses of
women 8% for men; earnings gain secondary data.
Lerman (2007) reviews the evidence on with H.S. is 30% for men who
community colleges. He summarizes degrees. complete a vocational

evidence in Silverberg et al. 2004 and
Marcotte and colleagues 2005. Lerman
reports effects of earnings gains of one year
of community college and the completion of
an associate’s degree. Effects vary by
gender, type of degree, academic
disadvantage.

associates degree.

One year raises earnings for
women by 16% (over a
high school degree only)
when taken in an academic
curriculum but has no effect
when part of a vocational
curriculum. Women who
complete associates degree
realize a 40 to 47 %
earnings gain depending on
whether the degree is
academic or vocational,
respectively.

*** Significant at 1%, ** at 5%, * at 10%.
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Appendix D: Detailed Simulation Results

These tables provide more detailed simulation results, including results for all
persons in CT, as follows:

D1: Guaranteed child care subsidies, no new job

D2: Guaranteed child care subsidies, with new jobs

D3: Increased AA degrees, lower employment/earnings assumptions

D4: Increased AA degrees, higher employment/earnings assumptions

D5: Increased GED degrees, lower employment/earnings assumptions

D6: Increased GED degrees, higher employment/earnings assumptions

D7: Increased job training, lower employment/earnings assumptions

D8: Increased job training, higher employment/earnings assumptions

D9: Increased participation in the food stamp (SNAP) program

D10: Increased enrollment in WIC, LIHEAP, and subsidized housing

D11: Increased enrollment in Medicaid

D12: Post-TANF wage supplement

D13: Case management for TANF leavers

D14: Full payment of all child support awards

D15: Combined simulation of guaranteed child care subsidies (with new jobs); all
education options (higher employment/earnings assumptions); increased participation in
SNAP, WIC, LIHEAP, subsidized housing, and Medicaid; case management and wage
supplement for recent TANF leavers; and full payment of all child support awards
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TABLE D4

IMPACT OF GUARANTEED CHILD CARE SUBSIDIES, NO ADDITIOMAL EMPLOYMENT
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition Baseline Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies, No New Jobs
Persons by family type s Parsons by family type :
All Persons| Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In other All Persons| Children | Infams. wi | In fams. w' | In cther
children |persom G5+ families children |person @5+ families
Mumber poor or low income (thou)
<100% poverty 296 a8 158 35 104 236 88 158 35 04
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 o] 23 450 119 242 2ls] 123
Tofsl =200% 756 207 400 13 226 756 207 400 121 228
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% T.5% 2.7% 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% 7.5% B.7%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 220% 25.0% 19.0% 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 18.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2008 §) ° 51,0328 F351.0 Ba7.8 ftat=x F1.032.8 53510 Fare 55037
MAS Poverty definition Baseline Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies, Mo New Jobs
Persons by family type 5 Persons by family type =
All Persans | Children | In fams. wf | In fams. w' | In other All Persons|  Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. w' | In other
children |persom &5+ families children |person @5+ families
Mumbsr poor (thou. )
=100% poverty 353 an 174 65 154 385 85 167 E6 154
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 2.8% 14.0% 12.9% 11.1% 10.4% 5.2% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2005 §)° F1.2488 53715 $248.8 5728.0 $1,3255 53488 2488 5728.0

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2008 ASEC data.
Maotes:

1 This option assumes that Child Care and Development Fund (CSCDF) subsidies are an entiiement for eligible families.  Eligible families with unsubsidized expenses in the baseline
simulation are assumed fo being receiving subsidies.

? CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; 2ach CT estimats is the average of the 2005 and 2008 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverly thresholds. The altemative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The altiemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
living.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed o Iift all families currenly below poverty up fo the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
without children but with elderdy members, and other families.

* Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in famifies with both children and elderly are in the "families with children” column.
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TABLE D2

IMPACT OF GUARANTEED CHILD CARE SUBSIDIES, INCLUDING ADDMTIOMAL EMPLOYMENT
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition *

Baseline Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies, With New Jobs
Persons by family type : Persons by family type :
All Persons| Children | In fams. w/' | In fams. w' | In cther All Persons| Children | Infams. wi' | In fams. wi' | In cther
children |person @5+ families children |person G5+ families
Murnber poor or low income (thow.)
=100% poverty 256 a8 158 35 104 27 76 136 35 104
100=200% poverty 450 118 242 sl 123 474 127 255 86 123
Tofal <200% 756 207 400 131 226 747 202 351 131 226
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% T.5% 2.7% 7.89% B.2% 7.5% 7.5% B.7%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 12.0% 21.5% 24.7% 21.5% 25.0% 15.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §)° 51,0326 5351.0 878 55037 55743 52028 F87.9 55237
MNAS Poverty definition # Baszeline Guaranteed Child Care Subsidies, With New Jobs
Fersons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. wi' | In other All Persons| Children | Infams. w' | Infams. wi' | In other
children | person@5+| families children | person @8+ | families
Murnber poor (thou.)
=100% poverty 333 a0 174 BE 154 arz 78 154 [ 154
% poor (<100% powverty) 11.3% 10.8% DB 14.0% 12.5% 10.7% B.5% B.5% 14.0% 12.5%
Poverty gap (millions, 2005 §)° 51,3488 I8 524588 57280 $1.270.7 52938 32488 §rz28.0

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation madel and the CY 2005 and 2005 ASEC data.
Motes:

1 This ocption assumes that Child Care and Development Fund (CCOF) subsidies are an entitliement for eligible families.  Eligible families with unsubsidized expensas in the baseline

simulation are assumed to being receiving subsidies. Also, a subset of parents who did not work in the baseline but who would be eligible for subsidies if they began working are
simulated o become employed.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The altemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to Iift all families currently below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
without children but with eldedy members, and other families.

® Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly are in the "families with children” column.
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TABLE D3

IMPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF AA DEGREES, HYFOTHESIZING LOWER EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE IMPACTS
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Increased AA Degrees, Lower EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type : Persons by family type :
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. wi | In other All Persons| Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. wi' | In other
children | persom @5+ families children |person 85+ families
Mumber poor or low income (thou)
=100% poverty 236 a8 158 as 104 28z a7 155 35 o2
100=200% poverty 450 118 242 ea] 123 448 114 232 ] 120
Tofa! <200% 756 207 400 13 226 738 am 387 131 222
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% TH% 27% 24% 10.6% 2.5% 7.5% B.5%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 12.0% 21.3% 24.5% 21.3% 25.0% 18.6%
Poverty gap (millions, 2008 §)° 51,0328 F351.0 5878 55837 .0z224 53428 1] 55217
MNAS Poverty definition ® Baseline Increased AA Degrees, Lower Employment'Wage Impacts
Persons by family type = Parsons by family type =
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. wi' | In other All Personz| Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. w' | In cther
children | persom G5+ families children |person @5+ families
Mumber poor (thou_)
=100% poverty 383 an 174 1 154 384 88 171 &6 148
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 2.8% 14.0% 12.59% 11.1% 10.7% 5.4% 14.0% 12.4%
Poverty gap (millions, 2005 §)° 5123488 53718 2428 5728.0 51,3285 53803 2488 57204

Source: The Urban Instifute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2008 ASEC data.
Mates:

1 One-half of the 800,000 CT adulis under age 50 with a high school diploma but no higher degres are assumed to obfain an A4 dagree. For those who are already employed, 2armings
increass by 15 percent; there is no new employmeant.
2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separataly; sach CT esfimats is the averags of the 2005 and 2008 results.

3 The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The altemative poverty definition counts the value of ransfer benefits in income and subtracis

tax liability and work-related expenses. The altemalive poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
living.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to it all families currenily below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
without children but with elderdy members, and other families.

¥ Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly are in the "families with children” eolumn.
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TABLE D4

IMPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF AA DEGREES, HYPOTHESIZING HIGHER EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE IM PACTS
Using 2005 and 2008 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Increased AA Degrees, Higher EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type : Persons by family type =
All Persons | Children | In fams. wf | In fams. w' [ In other All Persans | Children | Infams. w' | In fams. w/' | In other
children |person &5+ families children |person @5+ families
“umber poor or low income (thow.)
=100% poverty 236 g8 158 35 104 27z 78 138 35 100
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 el 123 428 107 221 ] 113
Tokad <200% 756 207 400 131 226 701 185 358 121 292
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% 7.5% 87% TE% B.5% 7.8% 7.5% 8.4%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 220% 28.0% 18.0% 20.2% 226% 18.7% 27.0% 17.8%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 5)° 31,0328 F251.0 s87.8 55937 §O7E.7 33004 Far.e 55214
NAS Poverty definition Baseline Increased AA Degrees, Higher EmploymentWage Impacts
Farsons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons | Children | In fams. wf | In fams. wd' [ In other All Persons | Children | Infams. w' | In fams. w/ | In other
children |person G5+ families children |person @5+ famibies
“umber poaor (thou )
=100% poverty 333 a0 174 1] 154 364 80 156 -1 143
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 2a% 14.0% 12.5% 10.5% 2.5% B.8% 14.0% 12.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 5)° 51,2488 F171.8 32488 5728.0 1.2728 53180 32488 §705.0

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation madel and the CY 20085 and 2008 ASEC data.
MNaotes:

1 Onig-half of the 800,000 CT adulis under age 50 with a high school diploma but no higher degres are assumed to obiain an A4 degree. For those who are already employed, sarmings
increase by 40 percent; amang those who are non-disabled but not employed, 15 percent obtain a full-year job for 35 hourshweek, 518 hour.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; sach CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2005 results.

: The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The aliernalive poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subfracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The altiemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed o lift all families currently below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
without children but with elderdy members, and other families.

* Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly are in the "families with children” column.
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TABLE D3

IMPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF GED DEGREES, HYPOTHESIZING LOWER EMPLOYMENT AMD WAGE 1M PACTS
Using 2005 and 2008 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Increased GED Degrees, Lower EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons | Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In cther All Persans|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w/' | In other
children |personm 85+ families children |person @5+ families
Mumber poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverly 236 g8 158 35 104 231 85 154 35 103
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 el 123 454 122 248 ] 123
Tofal <200% 756 207 400 131 226 755 206 400 121 225
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% TA% 87% 2.4% 10.3% 2.5% 7.5% 8.6%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 18.0% 21.7% 25.1% 220% 28.0% 18.5%
Powverty gap (millions, 2008 5 ° 31,0328 52510 E87.9 50837 $1.023.0 3443 7.4 5212
MAS Poverty definition ® Baseline Increased GED Degrees, Lower EmploymentWage Impacts
Fersons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In cther All Persons| Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w/' | In other
children |persom @5+| families children | person @5+ famibies
Mumber poor (thou_)
<100% poverty 333 a0 174 BE 154 384 a7 167 -1 152
% poor (< 100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 2.8% 14.0% 12.5% 11.0% 10.6% 5.2% 14.0% 12.7%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 5~ 51,2488 53718 32488 5728.0 31,3355 53653 32483 57218

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation maodel and the CY 2005 and 2008 ASEC data.
Maotes:

1 The simulation assumes that all adults under age 50 who do not have a high school diploma or equivalent obtain 3 GED. For those who are already employed, wages are assurmed to
increase by § percent. there are no new jobs.

I CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; sach CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The altemative poverty definition counts the valus of transfer bensfits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The aliemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
living.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needad fo Iif all families currenily below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apoly to families with children, families
without children but with elderdy members, and other families.

¥ Columns for persons by family type induds both children and adults. Persons in famifies with both children and elderly are in the "families with children® colurn.
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TABLE D&

IMPACT OF INCREASED ATTAINMENT OF GED DEGREES, HYPOTHESIZING HIGHER EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE 1M PACTS
Using 2005 and 20068 Connecticut data 2

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Increased GED Degrees, Higher EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type : Persons by family type :
All Persons | Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In other All Persons | Children | Infams. w | In famzs. wi' | In other
children |person @5+| families children | person @5+ famibies
Mumber poor or low income (thou.)
<100% povery 236 a8 158 as 104 282 a1 148 24 02
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 ] 123 455 120 237 a7 121
Tofal =200% 756 207 400 13 226 737 20 3B5 121 222
% poor (< 100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% 7.5% 2.7% 2.1% B.8% 2.1% 7.3% B.5%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 19.0% 21.2% 24 4% 21.2% 258.0% 18.8%
Poverty gap (millions, 2008 5)° 51,0328 53510 587.8 58937 Foos 4 53245 T4 55825
NAS Poverty definition ® Baseline Increased GED Degrees, Higher EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In cther All Persons |  Children | Infams. w | In fams. wd | In cther
children |person G5+ families children | person @5+ famibies
Mumber poor (thou_)
<1009 povery 333 a0 174 1 154 375 83 180 [:13 150
% poor (< 100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 0.8% 14.0% 12.9% 10.8% 10.1% B.8% 14.0% 12.6%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 5} 51,2488 53718 2438 5728.0 51,3058 33400 52478 7001

Sgurce: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2008 ASEC data.
Mates:

1 The simulation assumes that all adufts under age 50 who do not have a high school diploma or equivalent obtain & GED. For those who are already employed, wages are assumed o
increass by 25 percent; amaong those wha are non-disablad and not working, 10 percent obtain a full-year job working 25 hourswesk for 314/hour.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 20068 separately; each CT estimata is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official paverty thresholds. The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The altemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed o it all families currently below poverty up fo the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
withaout children but with elderdy members, and other families.

® Columns for persons by family type indude both children and adults. Persons in famifies with both children and elderly are in the "“families with children” colurmn.
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TABLE D7

IMPACT OF INCREASED POST-SECONDARY JOB TRAINING, HYPOTHESIZING LOWER EMPLOYMENT AND WAGE IMPACTS
Using 2005 and 2008 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Increased Job Training, Lower EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type : Persons by family type :
All Persons | Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' [ In other All Persons | Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w/' [ In other
children |persom 85+ families children | person 85+ families
Mumbser poor or low income (thou)
<100% poverty 296 88 158 35 104 233 87 157 35 102
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 =] 123 453 116 235 itls] 122
Tofal <200% 756 207 400 131 226 746 203 352 121 223
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% T.5% 7% 2.4% 10.6% 2.8% 7.5% B.5%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 18.0% 21.5% 24.8% 21.8% 25.0% 18.7%
Poverty gap (millions, 2008 §)° 51,0328 F351.0 387.8 55237 31,0265 $346.3 3B7.2 §502.2
MAS Poverty definition ® Baseline Increased Job Training, Lowsr EmploymentWage Impacts
Fersons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. wi' [ In other All Persons|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w/' [ In other
children |persom @5+ families children | person 85+ families
Mumber poor (thou )
<100% poverty 333 a0 174 BE 154 g7 a9 172 &6 149
% poor (< 100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 2.8% 14.0% 12.59% 11.1% 10.8% 5.5% 14.0% 12.5%
Poverty gap (millions, 2005 §)° 51,2488 53718 32488 5728.0 $1.338.8 53664 52488 5723.5

Sgurce: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation maodel and the Y 2005 and 2008 ASEC data.
Mates:

1 Cne-half of the 800,000 CT adulis under age 50 with a high school diploma but no higher degree are assumed to obiain job training. For those who are already employed, samings
increase by & percant. there is no new employment.

¥ CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separatzly; sach CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income fo the official poverty thresholds. The altemative poverty definition counts the value of fransfer benefits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The altiemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needad o 1ift all families currently below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
without children but with eldedy members, and other families.

* Columns for persons by family type incude both children and adults. Persons in famifies with both children and eldery are in the "families with children® colurmn.
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TABLE D&

IMPACT OF INCREASED POST-SECONDARY JOB TRAIMING, HYPOTHESIZING HIGHER EMPLOYMEMNT AND WAGE IMPACTS
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Inzreased Job Training, Higher EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type : Parsons by family type :
All Persgns|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In other All Persons| Children | In fams. w' | Infams. w' | In other
children |persom @5+ families children | person @5+ families
Mumber poor or low income (thou.)
=100% poverty 296 88 158 a5 104 288 86 152 35 102
100<200% poverty 450 18 242 =] 23 441 111 227 itls] 120
Toksl <200% 756 207 400 131 226 730 197 372 121 29
% poor (< 100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% T7.5% 27% 2.3% 10.5% 2.3% 7.5% B.5%
% poor or near-pocr (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 12.0% 21.0% 24.0% 2009% 25.0% 18.8%
Poverty gap (millions, 2008 §)° §1.0328 33510 878 F593.Y F1.074.8 53382 Fare 55007
MAS Poverty definition ® Baseline Increased Job Training, Higher EmploymentWage Impacts
Persons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persgns | Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' [ In other All Persons | Children | In fams. w' | In fams. wi' [ In other
children |persom 85+ families children |person 85+ families
Mumber poor (thou_)
<100% poverty 353 a0 174 1 154 381 86 168 &6 148
% poor (< 100% poverty) 11.3%; 10.8% 2.8% 14.0% 12.9% 11.0% 10.5% 5.2% 14.0% 12.4%
Poverty gap (millions, 2005 §)° F1.2488 5371.8 5248.8 5728.0 $1,317.5 33483 52488 37184

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation madel and the Y 2005 and 2008 ASEC data.
Maotes:

1 Cne-half of the 800,000 CT adulis under age 50 with a high schoaol diploma but no higher degres are assumed to obiain job fraining. For those who are already employed, sarmings
increase by 20 percent; among those who are non-disabled but not employed, & percent cbtain a full-year job for 35 hourshwesk, $18/hour.

2 CT estirnates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; 2ach CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The altemafive poverty definition counts the value of fransfer benefits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expensss. The altemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed iz |ift all families currenily below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families
without children but with elderdy members, and other families.

* Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly are in the "families with children® column.
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Baseline

TABLE D9
IMPACT OF AN 85% PARTICIPATION RATE IN THE FOOD STAMP (SNAP) PROGRAM'
Using the NAS Poverty Definition and 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data *

Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persons by family type *
All Persons [ Children | In families | Infams.w/ | In other
with children| person 65+ | families
Number poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverty 393 90 174 66 154
% poor {(<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 9.6% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $)* $13488 $3719 $248.8 $728.0

85% of FSP-Eligible Households are Enrolled

Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persons by family type
All Persons | Children In families | In fams. w/ In other
with children| person 65+ families
Number poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverty 384 88 169 66 151
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.1% 10.7% 93% 14.0% 12 6%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $)* $1,3152 $356.1 $237 1 $7220
Other key data
Additional FSP h'holds (thou.) 422
Cost of new benefits (mill., 2006 $) 3408
Reduction in pov. gap (all fams.) $336
Pct. of cost that reduces pov. gap 82.3%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2006

ASEC data.
Notes:

I Currently, approximately 62% of households eligible for FSP benefits in CT appear to take those benefits
in an average month. Although higher FSP enrolliment would increase WIC and LIHEAP eligibility due to
automatic eligibility far FSP households, this simulation assumes that there would be no increases in WIC

or LIHEAP caseloads.

? The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts tax liability
and work-related expenses. The alternative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer
expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of living. (This simulation has no
impact on the standard poverty definition.)

* Columns for persans by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both
children and persons 65+ are in the "families with children" column.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to lift all families currently below poverty up
to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families without children but with elderly

members, and other families.
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Baseline

TABLE D10
IMPACT OF AN 85% ENROLLMENT RATE FOR SUBSIDIZED HOUSING, LIHEAP, AND WIC'
Using the NAS Poverty Definition and 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data *

Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persans by family type °
All Persens | Children In families | Infams.w/ | Inother
with children | person 65+ families
Number poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverty 393 90 174 a6 154
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 9.6% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §) ° 51,348.8 5371.9 $248.8 §728.0

Housing Subsidies, LIHEAP, and WIC Enroll 85% of Eligible Households
Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persons by family type
All Persons | Children In families | Infams.w/ | Inother
with children | person 65+ families
Number poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverty 323 54 127 58 138
% poor (<100% poverty) 9.3% T.7% 7.0% 12.4% 11.5%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §) * 51,0749 2417 52190 56142
Other key data
Additional h'holds with subs. housing (thou.) 123
Additional h'helds with LIHEAP (thou.) 899
Additional persons with WIC (thou ) 216
Cost of new benefits (mill., 2006 §) ° 3670.2
Reduction in pov. gap (all fams.) 32739
Pct. of cost that reduces pov. gap 40.9%

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM2 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2006 ASEC

data.
Motes:

1 Currently, CT appears to provide benefits to approximately 40 percent of households eligible for subsidized

housing, approximately 50 percent of households eligible for LIHEAP, and approximately 60 percent of infants and
children eligible for WIC.

The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts tax liability and work-
related expenses. The alternative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are

adjusted for geographic differences in cost of living. (This simulation has no impact on the standard poverty
definition.)

* Columns for persens by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and
persons 65+ are in the "families with children” column.

# The poverty gap Is the amount of money that would be needed to lift all families currently below poverty up to the
poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families without children but with elderly members, and
other families.

* Increased casts for subsidized housing, LIHEAP, and WIC are offset slightly by reduced FSP benefits (due to lower
levels of excess shelter deductions).
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TABLE D11
IMPACT OF AN OVERALL 85% ENROLLMENT RATE FOR MEDICAID/SCHIP'
Using the NAS Poverty Definition and 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data’

Baseline
Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persons by family type

All Persons | Children In families | Infams.w/ | Inother
with children| person 65+ families

Number poor or low income (thou.)

<100% poverty 393 90 174 66 154
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 9.6% 14.0% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §)* $1,348.8 $371.9 $248.8 $728.0

85% Overall Enrollment Rate for Medicaid and SCHIP
Alternative (NAS) Poverty Definition

Persans by family type :

All Persans | Children In families | In fams. w/ In other
with children| person 65+ | families

Number poor or low income (thou.)

<100% poverty 390 89 173 63 154
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.2% 10.9% 9.5% 13.4% 12.9%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $)* $1,324.7 $369.9 $233.8 $721.0

Other key data
New Medicaid enrollees (thou.) a7.0

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2006 ASEC
data.
Notes:

" Currently, CT appears to enroll approximately two-thirds of the individuals eligible for Medicaid or SCHIP in an
average month. However, most of the eligible individuals who are not enrolled appear (in the CPS) to have some
other type of insurance. With the methods being used for this analysis, new public coverage can affect poverty
only to the extent that individuals were previously uninsured.

: The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts tax liability and work
related expenses. The alternative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are
adjusted for geographic differences in cost of living. (This simulation has no impact on the standard poverty
definition.)

® Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and
persons 65+ are in the "families with children” column.

4 The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to lift all families currently below poverty up to the
poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families without children but with elderly members, and
other families.
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Table D12

IMPACT OF ONE POSSIELE DESIGN OF A POST-TANF WAGE SUPPLEMENT
Using 2005 and 2008 Connecticut data z

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Post-TANF Wage Supplemesnt
Persons by family type = Persons by family type :
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. we' | In cther All Persons|  Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In cther
children |person G5+| families children | person @5+ families
Mumber poor or low income (thouw.)
<100% poverty 236 88 158 35 104 233 a7 155 35 104
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 el 123 453 121 245 = ls] 123
Tofal <200% 756 207 400 131 226 756 207 400 121 228
% poor (<100% poverty) 2.5% 10.7% 2.7% T.H% 2.7% 2.4% 10.5% 2.5% 7.5% B.7%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 252% 22.0% 28.0% 18.0% 21.8% 25.2% 220% 25.0% 18.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §)° 51,0328 3351.0 587.9 55937 $1.010.5 $328.8 F87.2 55037
MAS Poverty definition * Baseline Post-TANF Wage Supplement
Fersons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons| Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. wd' | In cther All Persons|  Children | Infams. w | In fams. wi' | In cther
children | person @5+| families children | person 85+ families
Mumber poar (thou. )
<100% poverty 333 a0 174 BE 154 330 a9 172 -1 154
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.8% 2.8% 14.0% 12.5% 11.2% 10.8% 2.5% 14.0% 12.59%
Poverty gap (millions, 2003 §)° 51,2488 53718 32458 5728.0 13312 Facd 4 52488 F7280

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulafions using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC data.
Motes:

1 The paolicy should be considered as illusirative of the petential effects of a wage supplement. Details of policy design will impact the anti-poverly effects. The medeled policy provides a
supplement equal fo the diference between the worker's actual wage rate and $10'hour. Workers already 2arning at least 510'hour do not benefit. The policy would apply to the first
year after leaving TAMF; approximately 3,000 families per year lzave TANF in CT with 2arnings.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2008 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the offisial poverty threshaolds. The altemative poverty definition counts the valus of transfer bensfits in income and subtracts

tax liability and work-related expenses. The aliemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic diferences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed io Iift all families currently below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apgly to families with children, families
without children but with eldery members, and cther families.

® Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persans in families with both children and eldarly are in the "families with children® column.
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Table D13
IMPACT OF CASE MANAGEMENT FOR TANF LEAVERS (5 YEARS AFTER IMPLEMENTATION) !
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data :

Standard Poverty Definition ® Baseline Case Management for Former TANF Recipients
Persons by family type : Persons by family type :
All Persons| Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In other Al Personz| Children | Infams. w' | Infams. w' | In other
children |person 88+| families children |person @8+ families
Mumber poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverty 255 ge 158 a5 104 255 Ba 157 35 104
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 =] 23 452 120 243 BE 123
Tofal <200% 756 207 400 131 226 756 207 400 121 226
% poor (<100% poverty) 8.5% 10.7% 2.7% T.5% 2.7% 2.5% 10.7% 2.8% T.5% B.7%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 18.0% 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 28.0% 18.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 §) 51.0328 53510 5878 55937 F1.013.8 §3322 a7 55037
MAS Poverty definition Baseline Case Management for Former TANF Recipients
Persons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons| Children | In fams. wi | In fams. wd | In other All Persans| Children | Infams. wf | In fams. wi' | In cther
children |person 88+| families children |person @8+ families
Mumber poor (thou.)
= 100% poverty 353 a0 174 6& 154 351 a3 173 [ 154
% poor (<100% powverty) 11.3% 10.8% 0.8% 14.0% 12.8% 11.3% 10.5% B.5% 14.0% 12.8%
Poverty gap (millions, 20086 5)° 51,2488 53716 52488 5728.0 $1.331.8 33547 52488 FT280

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation madel and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC data.
Mates:

1 The simulation assumes that case managemeant services are focused on TANF recipients who have sarnings at the point that they leave the TANF program. We assume that the
impacts are similar to those observad in the Riverside, Calfornia "PASS" program — an increase in the employment ratz of 4 percentage points, and an increase in tofal eamings of
approximately 11 percent (iwo thirds of that coming from the employment increases). We assume that the program has been in place for five years, offered to approximately 3,000
families per year, and that the employment efects persist

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2008 separately; sach CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.

* The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The altemative poverty definition counts the valus of transfer bensfits in income and subtracts
tax liability and work-related expenses. The altemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of
livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needad fo Iift all families currenily below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apgly to families with children, families
without children but with eldery members, and other families.

¥ Columns for persons by family type includs both children and adults. Persons in families with bath children and elderly ars in the "families with children” column.
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Standard Poverty Definition *

Using 2005 and 2008 Connecticut data z

Table D14
IMPACT OF FULL PAYMENT OF ALL CHILD SUPPORT AWARDS FOR LOW-NCOME FAMILIES '

Baseline Close Gap Between Child Support Awards and Payments
Persons by family type : Persons by family type :
All Persons|  Children | In fams. w/ | In fams. wi | In other All Persons| Children | Infams. w/ | In fams. wi | In other
children |person G5+ families children | person G5+ families
Murnber poor or low income (thou.)
=100% poverty 296 B8 158 35 104 293 85 154 35 104
100<200% poverty 450 118 242 ] 123 458 118 241 BE 123
Tofal <200% 756 207 400 131 226 752 204 385 121 226
% poor (<100% powverty) 8.5% 10.7% 27% T.5% B7% 2.4% 10.4% 8.5% T.5% B.7%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.5% 25.2% 22.0% 25.0% 19.0% 21.8% 24 8% 21.7% 25.0% 18.0%
Powverty gap (millions, 2006 §)° 51.032.8 53510 sare 55837 F1.070.2 53288 e 55937
MAS Paoverty definition® Baseline Close Gap Between Child Support Awards and Payments
Persons by family type = Persons by family type =
All Persons| Children | In fams. w' | In fams. w' | In other Al Persons | Children | Infams. w/' | In fams. w/' | In other
children | person G5+ families children | person G5+ | families
Mumber poor (thou.)
=100% poverty 333 a0 174 6& 154 387 87 165 [ 154
% poor (<100% powverty) 11.3% 10.68% 0.0% 14.0% 12.5% 11.1% 10.56% B.3% 14.0% 12.5%
Powerty gap (millions, 2005 §)° 51,2488 FIT1.8 52458 5728.0 F1.320.4 $352.5 52488 7280

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the 2006 and 2007 ASEC data.

Maotes:

1 All families sre assumed fo receive the full amaount of child support that they are due. Mo changes ars made to child support awards, howsver. Further, we do not model the potential
impacts on the families of the individuals who pay child support. I an individual pays more support without an increase in earnings, the available income of his'her family would fall; if
that individual obtains a new or better job due to a fatherhood program, the income of the family in which s/he resides could increase, even after subfraction of the child support payment.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 20068 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2008 results.

: The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The altermalive poverty definition counts the value of transfer bensfits in income and subtracts
tax liability and work-related expenses. The aliemative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of

livimg.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed o lif all families currently below poverty up fo the poverty threshaold. Figures apply to families with children, families

without children but with elderdy members, and other families.

® Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly ars in the "families with children® column.
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Standard Poverty Definition *

TABLE D15
COMBINED IMPACT OF (1) GUARANTEED CHILD CARE SUBSIDIES, (2) INCREASED AAs, GEDs, AND JOB TRAINING; AND (3) INCREASED ENROLLMENT IN
SNAP, WIC, LIHEAP, HOUSING, AND MEDICAID *
Including Employment Impacts Due to Child Care, and Higher Assumptions of Impacts of Education/Training Options
Using 2005 and 2006 Connecticut data >

Baseline Child Care, Education/Training, and Progam Participation Policies
Persons by family type ° Persons by family type >
All Persons| Children | In fams. w/| In fams. w/| In other All Persons| Children [ In fams. w/| In fams. w/| In other
children | person 65+ families children | person 65+ families
Number poor or low income (thou.)
<100% poverty 296 88 158 35 104 241 61 109 35 98
100<200% poverty 460 119 242 96 123 439 116 230 96 113
Total <200% 756 207 400 131 226 680 177 339 131 211
% poor (<100% poverty) 8.5% 10.7% 8.7% 7.5% 8.7% 6.9% 7.4% 6.0% 7.5% 8.2%
% poor or near-poor (<200%) 21.8% 25.2% 22.0% 28.0% 19.0% 19.6% 21.6% 18.7% 27.9% 17.7%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $) $1,032.6 $351.0 $87.9 $593.7 $879.8 $220.8 $87.9 $571.1
NAS Poverty definition Baseline Child Care, Education/Training, and Progam Participation Policies
Persons by family type ° Persons by family type °
All Persons| Children | In fams. w/| In fams. w/| In other All Persons| Children | In fams. w/| In fams. w/| In other
children | person 65+ families children | person 65+ families
Number poor (thou.)
<100% poverty 393 90 174 66 154 261 41 84 58 119
% poor (<100% poverty) 11.3% 10.9% 9.6% 14.0% 12.9% 7.5% 4.9% 4.6% 12.3% 10.0%
Poverty gap (millions, 2006 $) * $1,348.8 $371.9 $248.8 $728.0 $912.6 $135.3 $207.3 $570.0

Source: The Urban Institute, tabulations using the TRIM3 microsimulation model and the CY 2005 and 2006 ASEC data.

Notes:

! See section IV of report and notes to Tables D2, D4, D6, D8, D9, D10, and D11 for simulation details.

2 CT estimates were created for 2005 and 2006 separately; each CT estimate is the average of the 2005 and 2006 results.
3

The standard poverty definition compares cash income to the official poverty thresholds. The alternative poverty definition counts the value of transfer benefits in income and subtracts
tax liability and work-related expenses. The alternative poverty thresholds are based on the latest consumer expenditure data and are adjusted for geographic differences in cost of living.

* The poverty gap is the amount of money that would be needed to lift all families currently below poverty up to the poverty threshold. Figures apply to families with children, families without
children but with elderly members, and other families.

5 Columns for persons by family type include both children and adults. Persons in families with both children and elderly are in the "families with children” column.
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Subject: Need to Subtract Spending on Assets for New SPM
Date: 06/23/2010 07:57 PM

Aloha,

| am writing to ask that the Bureau consider subtracting assets such as spending on savings,
education, and health insurance for the new SPM. The truth is that families must have asset wealth if
they are to sustain a life outside of poverty.

Thank you,

Jeff Gilbreath
Honolulu, HI



Subject: New England Consortium Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) Feedback
Date: 06/25/2010 12:00 PM
Attachments: SIPM Feedback with letterhead.doc

Please find feedback on the SIPM attached from the New England Consortium (NEC). Do not hesitate
to contact me for clarification or questions on the feedback provided. Thank you for the opportunity
to comment on this important effort.

Sarah Chasse, MSW

NEC Regional Coordinator

Connecticut Association for Human Services (CAHS)

110 Bartholomew Avenue, Suite 4030, Hartford, CT 06106
(860) 951-2212 ext. 245 work

(860) 690-3627 cell

(860) 951-6511 fax

schasse@cahs.org

www.cahs.org
www.endpovertynewengland.or

w. ¢

NEW ENGLAND
CONSORTIUM

Ry

Click the Icons to join CAHS social media groups


mailto:schasse@cahs.org
http://www.cahs.org/
http://www.endpovertynewengland.org/
https://www.cahs.org/
http://endpovertynewengland.org/
http://www.facebook.com/group.php?gid=58200404591&ref=ts
http://twitter.com/CAHSDOTORG
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Memo to: Robert M. Groves, Director, Bureau of Census


From: Sarah Chasse, NEC Regional Coordinator of behalf of the New England Consortium


Re: Comments on the Development of the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM):


       DOCID: fr26my10-24


Date: June 24, 2010


This memo reflects the collective comments of the New England Consortium (NEC), a six-state collaborative of child research and policy organizations that have come together to develop a common set of priorities to reduce child and family poverty in our individual states and region. The Consortium's mission is to reduce poverty for children and their families, through advocacy on a set of strategic state and federal priorities, with effective implementation across the region.  NEC member organizations are:

· Connecticut Association for Human Services (CAHS)


· Connecticut Voices for Children


· Maine Children’s Alliance (MCA)


· Massachusetts Citizens for Children (MCC)


· Children’s Alliance of New Hampshire (CANH)


· Rhode Island KIDS COUNT (RIKC)


· Voices for Vermont’s Children


For more information about the Consortium, please visit our website: www.endpovertynewengland.org.

The Consortium welcomes this opportunity to provide feedback on the Administration's efforts to develop a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).  Such a tool has the potential to provide valuable information to advocates and policymakers -- information that more accurately reflects the number of families in poverty. We do, however, have a number of concerns about the measurement as currently proposed.


Our first, over-arching concern is that the threshold on the SPM definition of poverty should be raised to better reflect the true state of poverty across the United States.  Although Census has not provided estimates of poverty thresholds using the proposed methodology, utilizing most recent Census data and a methodology similar to that proposed in the SPM formula, the anticipated result would be only slightly higher than the current federal poverty level (FPL) formula. The SPM will almost certainly remain less than half of the amount that budget-based approaches suggest is needed to maintain a “safe but modest” standard of living.  (The Economic Policy Institute has determined that a family of four needs roughly $50,000 to get by at a basic level – found at http://bit.ly/9qLOQf.)  We believe it is essential for the new measurement to more realistically define poverty.  

We ask you to ensure that the new measure doesn’t continue to “define poverty down,” as has happened with the FPL over the past four decades.  When the FPL was established in the early 1960s, it was equal to nearly 50 percent of median income. Because it has only been adjusted for inflation since then and not for increases in typical living standards, it has fallen to just under 30 percent of median income. To be counted as officially “poor” in 2010, you have to be much poorer, compared to a typical family, than you had to be in the 1960s.  Without revisions, it appears unlikely that the proposed SPM will address this “too low” problem. 

· Recommendation: The SPM should better reflect the amount of income needed for a basic standard of living that is at least as high, when compared to the typical living standards of today, as the official poverty measure was in the mid-1960s.  Furthermore, annual adjustments to the measure should accurately take into account increases in typical living standards.

Another concern is that the proposed geographic adjustments to the supplemental measure, while producing sensibly higher poverty thresholds for some states, could also result in thresholds that actually fall below the current ones for many states. (See the Center for Law and Social Policy’s analysis -- http://bit.ly/bw8ZC9.)  


Using the National Academy of Science (NAS) measure with regional differences in housing costs or geographic price difference adjustment (GPDA) increases the threshold for most states with concentrations of poverty in urban areas, but does not adequately address the financial reality of poverty in rural areas where, without access to public transportation, families rely almost exclusively on cars, not just for employment but also for food shopping, medical appointments and child care.  If two adults work, two cars are almost always essential, with the related costs of gas, repairs and insurance.  The cost of heating oil and natural gas is volatile and heating aging, poorly insulated rural housing stock is expensive.  Additionally, the cost of gasoline and food staples in rural areas is usually disproportionately high.

· Recommendation: The SPM should not result in poverty thresholds for states and localities that are lower than the current official poverty thresholds and should take into account the real cost of non-discretionary expenses in rural, as well as urban, areas.  


The proposed SPM formula does not consider educational expenses (e.g., transportation, education-related child care, books, student loan repayment) and basic savings (e.g., for retirement or emergencies) as necessities (non-discretionary spending).   Additionally, the cost of adequate health insurance that families cannot afford to purchase is not taken into account in the SPM threshold.

· Recommendation: The SPM should treat education related spending and basic savings (including those indicated in the narrative above) as non-discretionary expenditures. The SPM threshold should also be adjusted to reflect the cost of adequate health insurance when the family cannot afford it.

In the current proposal, “cohabitors and their children” are included in the definition of the “family unit.”  While this makes sense for compiling standard Census data to determine who lives where, it is a disturbing definition when determining the income to which a family has access.  Many “cohabitors” are under no social or legal obligation to provide support to the family.  They may be friends seeking short-term shelter, extended family members who are simply sharing living space, or other individuals who do not provide financial assistance to the family.  This overly broad and inaccurate definition of a family unit will result in an under-count of the number of families who live in poverty.


· Recommendation: Only related individuals who co-mingle funds should be considered members of a family unit for purposes of the SPM.

 Thank you.  We appreciate this opportunity to comment.


Submitted by:


Sarah Chasse, MSW

NEC Regional Coordinator

Connecticut Association for Human Services (CAHS)

110 Bartholomew Avenue, Suite 4030, Hartford, CT 06106

(860) 951-2212 ext. 245


schasse@cahs.org

www.endpovertynewengland.org


Subject: Public Comment on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/25/2010 05:05 PM
Attachments: New America Foundation SPM Comments.pdf

On behalf of Reid Cramer, please find enclosed public comments in response to the Department of
Commerce notice and solicitation of comments on developing a supplemental poverty measure.

Please direct any questions to Program Director, Reid Cramer: cramer@newamerica.net

Thank you.

Alejandra Lopez-Fernandini
New America Foundation
1899 L Street NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036
202-596-3357 (direct line)
lopez@newamerica.net


mailto:cramer@newamerica.net
mailto:lopez@newamerica.net

Reid Cramer, Ph.D.

Director, Asset Building Program
New America Foundation
NEW 1899 T. Street, Suite 400

AMERICA Washington, DC 20036
FOUNDATION

June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Rd., Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

spm(@census.gov

Re:  Request for Public Comment on the Approach to Developing a Supplemental Poverty
Measure (SPM)

The New America Foundation’s Asset Building Program is pleased to submit this letter in response
to the May 26, 2010 Census Bureau request for public comments on its approach to developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) presented in a report entitled “Observations from the
Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.” We
commend the Census Bureau’s dedication to developing an accurate measure of poverty in the
United States. Household poverty is an issue that affects Americans of all ages, ethnicities, races and
backgrounds. Establishing a solid rubric to measure household poverty is a key first step towards
promoting economic prosperity for all working families in America.

The current formulation of the federal poverty measure, while serving an important purpose by
determining eligibility for public assistance programs, is outdated and no longer relevant in today’s
society and economic climate. When the current poverty measure was developed over four decades
ago, families spent approximately one-third of their income on food and thus it was logical to
multiply an estimated emergency monthly food budget by three and consider this a baseline poverty
measure. Today however, families spend somewhere around one-seventh of their income on food.
And as costs of essential goods and services, such as child care and transportation costs, continue to
rise, the original poverty formula no longer captures the real income needs of 21" century American
families.

The development of a supplemental poverty measure that will include real cost-of-living expenses
families face every month is an extremely timely issue as national unemployment levels continue to
remain high and many more families are experiencing poverty. The report and findings from the
Working Group have provided an excellent starting point for the development of a new
Supplemental Poverty Measure.





This letter begins with two comments on the Working Group’s methodology and then discusses the
merits of the “asset poverty” lens to measure economic well-being. The Working Group should pay
close attention to the impact of location on cost, and the unique consumption and income needs of
senior citizens. With respect to alternate or supplemental assessments, “asset poverty” is a measure
that more fully considers assets and liabilities than today’s poverty threshold.

Geographical Differences in Cost-of-Living Fxpenses

As noted by the Interagency Working Group, cost-of-living expenses for families of all sizes and
compositions vary greatly by geographical location and the characteristics of one’s residential area.'
For urban residents, for example, housing and food costs may make up a substantial portion of a
family’s budget while conversely, for rural residents, housing may be relatively affordable but
transportation costs and commuting to and from work may make up the majority of the monthly
budget. Those living in the suburbs may find their food costs are relatively low but their child care
expenses are high and their transportation needs may also be costly. Thus, when developing a model
for calculating a more inclusive measure of American poverty, geographical location and
metropolitan composition must be considered to ensure that families’ measure of need is
appropriate for their living situation.”

Other social insurance programs have noted the importance of accounting for geographical
differences. Medicare incorporates a geographic cost-adjustment into its physician reimbursement
rates in recognition that physician costs vary by geographic location and because these are not costs
that individuals control. To the maximum extent possible, a supplemental poverty measure should
account for variations in costs and services by geographic area.

Elder Poverty

Elderly adults have unique self-sufficiency needs. To better understand an older adult’s income and
expenses, attention should be devoted to medical, housing, and food expenses as a share of the total

fixed budget.

Poverty among elderly and senior populations, those over age 65, is a troubling and often
underreported problem in our country. In 2008 nearly one in six older adults was poor or near poor,
and one in three lived dangerously close to the poverty line.” Poverty disproportionately affects older
adults of color, those with limited formal education and single individuals.' Senior populations,
especially those who earned low- and moderate-income wages during their working years, often have
very little in the way of retirement savings and rely almost exclusively on their Social Security
benefits for income.

Though most seniors have access to health care through Medicare, the insurance program does not

cover 100% of medical expenses or medications. As a result, many seniors find themselves having to
pay a significant portion of their medical expenses out of their own pocket. Medical-Out-Of-Pocket
costs for seniors then may be substantially higher than for the rest of the general population and this

! http://www.ibrc.indiana.edu/innovation/reports/sections/appendix_IV.pdf

2 http://www.ers.usda.gov/publications/err26/err26 _reportsummary.pdf

> AARP Public Policy Institute. Older Americans in Poverty: A Snapshot. April, 2010.
4 Ibid






should be taken into consideration when developing a supplemental poverty measure in order to
adequately measure the income and resource needs of senior citizens.

Housing costs are also a large portion of older individuals’ monthly incomes. A growing number of
poor and extremely poor older adults also struggle to afford adequate food. Many seniors too, for a
variety of reasons, do not participate in all federal and state assistance programs for which they are
eligible.

The Importance of Measuring Asset Poverty

A poverty measure that only assesses a family’s cash income (be it from assistance programs,
employment, or other sources), captures only a brief snapshot of a household’s economic situation,
not a holistic picture of financial well-being. In contrast, “asset poverty”” measures a household’s
ability to live for at least three months without income. Such a measure would inevitably reveal high
levels of asset poverty among American families of all income levels and would highlight the need
for thoughtful public policies that encourage saving for the near, mid, and long term.

Despite the insights that will come from establishing a new poverty measure as described above, a
supplemental poverty measure that does not include a measure of household asset holdings will fail
to capture the true nature of poverty among American families. Assets are savings and investments
that families accrue over time and are able to leverage during periods of financial need or to advance
their economic well-being. Households with a pool of resources that can be tapped to meet
unexpected expenses or to cover a cash flow gap that results from job loss are better able to weather
negative financial events than households without savings to fall back on. Those households may be
forced to turn to their networks for assistance or to leverage credit or seek public assistance to make
ends meet. Assets too can be employed productively to purchase a home, pay for a child’s college
tuition or start a small business. These types of investments often lead to greater levels of financial
stability.

Incorporating a measure of asset poverty into the supplemental poverty measure will provide a more
complete picture of households’ financial well-being. Coping with low-income work or a temporary
lack of income is a difficult problem but it becomes more acute in the long-term. Furthermore, low-
income households have varying needs and moments of instability across their lifetime. Some may
have a temporary income gap due to illness, job change or because they have chosen to pursue
further education while others may have to attempt to support their families on a minimum wage
salary or disability assistance payments. This type of economic hardship, prolonged poverty with
little chance of financial advancement, is far more devastating. Endemic poverty eliminates a family’s
opportunity to save and build assets that can be leveraged for short- and long-term needs.

Recognizing that the Supplemental Poverty Measure will effectively be a resource threshold-based
determinate of poverty as discussed above, incorporating a measure of asset poverty could present
some methodological challenges. Other countries however have successfully employed such
assessments and the Census Bureau could gain insight from examining how countries such as the
United Kingdom have incorporated an assets measure into their poverty assessment tools.
Developing a tool that effectively gauges a household’s asset holdings may require some trial and
error. However, an exploration of the data sources and assessment tools necessary to effectively
measure household asset holdings would be a productive next step towards developing an asset-
based poverty measure. The benefit that will come from establishing such a measure will far
outweigh any initial development costs.





Asset poverty is widespread in the United States. Nearly one quarter of the entire population is asset
poor, according to one estimate.’ Asset poverty disproportionately describes minority and female
headed households. Children are also more likely to live in households that are asset poor.” The need
to include an assessment of household asset poverty in the development of a supplemental poverty
measure is acute because such a measure will provide us with a more complete understanding of the
financial realities of American households and lead to the development of public policies and
programs that promote more meaningful economic stability.

Sincerely,

Reid Cramer, Ph.D.

Director, Asset Building Program
New America Foundation

1899 L Street, NW Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036

¢ CFED 2009-20010 Assets & Opportunities Scorecard
http://scorecard.cfed.org/financial.php?page=asset poverty rate
7 CFED 2009-2010 Assets & Opportunities Scorecard Special Report: The Financial Security of Households with

Children. http://cfed.org/assets/pdfs/a o special report houscholds with children.pdf






Subject: Public Comment on Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/25/2010 04:35 PM
Attachments: PublicComments SPM from NC Justice Center.pdf

Dear Mr. Johnson,

Please find attached our comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to
developing a supplemental poverty measure.

Sincerely,

Alexandra Forter Sirota

Public Policy Analyst
North Carolina Budget and Tax Center
A Project of the N.C. Justice Center

alexandra@ncjustice.org
919-861-1468


mailto:alexandra@ncjustice.org

NC Justice Center

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

via email spmidcensus.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)

The letter is submitted on behalf of the North Carolina Justice Center in response to a request
from the Bureau of the U.S. Census on May 26, 2010 for public comment on the development of
a supplemental poverty measure. The stated goal of the Bureau of the U.S. Census in undertaking
this work is to provide an additional measure of the economic well-being of American families.

The North Carolina Justice Center is a statewide, non-profit advocacy organization dedicated to
securing opportunity and prosperity for all North Carolinians. The mission of the Justice Center
is to address poverty by ensuring that low-income individuals and communities have the
resources, services and fair treatment needed to achieve economic security. In order to improve
the ability of low-income families to access opportunity and share in the state’s prosperity, the
Justice Center pursues a broad policy agenda around the issues of affordable housing,
transportation, workforce development and training, public education, supports for working
families, consumer protections, immigrants” rights, access to health care, state budget allocations
and state tax policy. At the foundation of this policy agenda is rigorous analysis and research
into the conditions for poor families in our state.

Since 2001, the North Carolina Justice Center has developed and published a living income
standard to document the true economic need that families in our state face. In our most recent
analysis in 2008, the Center found that a family would need to earn on average $41,184 to afford
the costs of seven essential expenses: housing, food, childcare, health care, transportation, other
necessities and taxes. Thirty seven percent of families fall below this statewide standard.’ Just
10.8 percent of families are considered poor by using the current poverty threshold. In North
Carolina, like the nation, it is clear that the poverty measure has little value as a statistic that can
inform the public and policymakers of the true economic need families face.

' Quinterno, John with Meg Gray and Jack Schofield. 2008. Making Ends Meet on Low Wages: The 2008 North
Carolina Living Income Standard. N.C, Justice Center: Raleigh, NC.





We commend the Bureau of the U.S. Census, the Obama Administration and members of the
Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure for their
commitment to developing a rigorous measure of economic need that is relevant to diverse
geographies. The N.C. Justice Center fully supports the development of this supplemental
measure and urges the full funding of the departments charged with its implementation.
However, we would like to present some concerns with the design of the supplemental poverty
measure that we think have the potential to undermine its ability to truly capture the resources
needed by families in today’s economy.

1. Adjust Measure for Geographical Variation

Early modeling of this measure suggests that it reduces the estimate of the number of families
facing economic hardshlp in the South, Appalachia and the Southwest, all regions plagued by
deep and persistent need.” This is troublesome that poorer states could face lower poverty
thresholds. While housing costs may indeed be lower in these regions, it is also true that workers
are caught in a low-wage economy that when compared to living costs still creates significant
pressure on a household budget. Further, in states such as North Carolina where housing costs
are relatively low in comparison to Northeastern states, work-related transportation costs can be
higher than average. Employment opportunities in our state are increasingly separate from
residential centers and some 80 percent of North Carolina workers commute to their jobs. We
therefore urge the Administration to allow states to provide public comment on the initial state
level data released in order to contribute to the ongoing improvements to the measure of
economic hardship.

2. Develop a “Make Ends Meet” Measure

Measuring economic hardship no longer can be limited to income adequacy but requires a
measure of what is necessary for an individual to be a full participant in the economy. The
national threshold for 2008 of the Supplemental Poverty Measure as calculated by the Burcau of
the Census was $29,654, nearly half of the estimated resources needed for a basic family budget
at the national level as calculated by the Economic Policy Institute. An improved threshold for
deprivation requires expanding the definition of necessary expenses—beyond what is established
in the Supplemental Poverty Measure—to include additional items that allow a houschold to
have a safe, healthy and productive economic existence. Below we mention three key needs that
a household in today’s economy must invest in if they are to meet a minimal standard of living
now and in the future. In setting a threshold that fails to establish the full costs associated with
living in today’s society, we are missing an opportunity to understand the challenges families
face and articulate a clear picture of poverty today so that policy can more effectively combat it.
Through the development of the Living Income Standard in North Carolina, we found that our
ability to identify the significant costs in a family budget--child care, health care, transportation
and housing costs—brought renewed attention to these issues in the state while also
demonstrating the tremendous diversity of struggling families from workers to homeowners to
two-parent families. We urge the Administration to consider developing a “make ends meet”
measure that could be used alongside the SPM starting in Fall 2011.

* Smith, Dorothy. November 2009. Measure by Measure: The Current Poverty Measure v. the NAS Measure. Center
for Law and Social Policy: Washington, DC. North Carolina’s poverty measure would drop from 14.1% (2005-
2007) under the current measure to 13.1% under the NAS measure with the geographic price difference adjustment.





3. Include Education, Health Insurance, and Savings as Necessities

We need a measure that includes education-related expenses, health insurance and savings as
necessities rather than luxuries. In North Carolina by 2018, nearly 60 percent of jobs will require
some post-secondary education.” The ability to earn a sufficient income to support a family’s
most basic needs has increasingly required households to invest in education in order to gain the
skills to compete. Similarly, heath insurance costs, in addition to out-of-pocket medical
expenses should be included as necessities. Recent analysis by Families USA found that health
insurance premiums grew 5.3 times faster than wages in North Carolina, which is higher than in
California, llinois and Rhode Island, for example.” Finally, savings provide a cushion in
economic downturns and allow for the minimal investments that are needed to ensure children’s
development and education. As such, savings are needed to navigate today’s economy, take
advantage of opportunity and potentially move beyond economic hardship and into the middle
class. We urge the Administration to include education-related expenses and savings in their
measurement of economic need.

Regardiess of income, most families depend on the wages earned from jobs for almost all of their
financial resources. A measure of economic hardship must get our country closer to
understanding that a growing majority of households work but live in poverty. As such, they are
facing a myriad of basic costs and needed investments to ensure that their families can get by and
get ahead in the long-term. To understand and respond to these economic challenges that face
these families and our broader economy, we need a better statistic to inform our programming
and policy development. We commend the Bureau of the Census for taking on the development
of a Supplemental Poverty Measure and would welcome the opportunity to contribute further to
its improvement and implementation.

Singerely/
Dl veve.
."H{Z;hé{{:{r\f:ence /{%2/&@’

Executive Director
N.C. Justice Center

* Carnevale, Anthony P., Nicole Smith, and Jeff Stroll. JTune 2010, Help Wanted: Projections of Jobs and Education
Requlrementi; through 2018. Georgetown Center on Education and the Workforce: Washington, DC.
* Families USA. August 2009, Costly Coverage: Premiums Outpace Paychecks in North Carolina.






Subject: RE: Comment Letter on Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 06:01 PM

Thanks for cc’ing me Karen!

From: Karen Harris [mailto:karenharris@povertylaw.org]

Sent: Tuesday, June 22, 2010 1:50 PM

To: spm@census.gov

Cc: Susan Ritacca; Hannah Weinberger-Divack; Jennifer Brooks
Subject: Comment Letter on Supplemental Poverty Measure

Karen Harris

Sargent Shriver National Center on Poverty Law
50 E Washington

Suite 500

Chicago, IL 60602

karenharris@povertylaw.org

General: 312-263-3846

Direct: 312-368-2007

karenharris@povertylaw.org


mailto:karenharris@povertylaw.org
mailto:karenharris@povertylaw.org

Subject: RE: Mayor Otis Johnson
Date: 06/24/2010 12:41 PM

Received, Sharonte.
Thank you again for your effort. We appreciate Mayor Johnson’s comments.
Most sincerely,

Suzanne

Subject: Mayor Otis Johnson

Good Morning Mr. Johnson,

Mayor Johnson asked that | forward you to you. The original has been placed in the mail. Please
confirm receipt.

Thank you,
Stharonte Turner

Udministrative Ussistant to Mayor Otis S. Johnson
City of Savannak

PO Boax 1027 (31402)

912-651-6444/651-6805 (fax)

sturnen@s avannafiga.gov



To: spm@census.gov

Subject: SPM Comment Letter

Date: 06/21/2010 04:07 PM

Attachments: FINAL Comment Letter to Census on SPM - 6-21-10.doc

Dear David Johnson,

On behalf of CFED (the Corporation for Enterprise Development), | am pleased to submit the attached
letter of comment on the proposed Supplemental Poverty Measure. We appreciate your consideration
of these suggestions for treating some level of savings and insurance as “necessary expenses”. We
would be happy to provide more detail or to discuss this with you, should you wish.

Sincerely,
Steve

Stephen Crawford, Ph.D.
Vice President for Policy & Research, CFED
Nonresident Senior Fellow, Brookings

1200 G Street, NW, Suite 400
Washington, DC 20005
202.595.2691 (direct); scrawford@cfed.org

CFED Invites You to the 2010 Assets Learning Conference

Join us for The Assets Movement at Its Moment: Creating the Save & Invest Economy
September 22-24, 2010, in Washington, DC

Register now, early bird rate ends June 30!


mailto:spm@census.gov
http://www.assetsconference.org/
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June 21, 2010


David Johnson


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


Census Bureau 

via email spm@census.gov

Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)

Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, the Corporation for Enterprise Development (CFED) submits the following comments.


CFED is a national nonpartisan, nonprofit organization dedicated to expanding economic


opportunity to all Americans by facilitating savings and asset building. Collaborating with diverse partners at the national, state and local levels, CFED works to combine community practice, public policy and private markets in new and effective ways.


CFED commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure. We applaud in particular the inclusion of in-kind and tax benefits in the definition of income and the deduction from income of such “necessary expenses” as those for child care, child support paid, commuting, and out-of-pocket medical payments. We also applaud the thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in the cost of living and for differences among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage, and own a home without a mortgage. 

For all its virtues, however, the proposed SPM falls short of capturing the full range of financial vulnerability that destabilizes low-income families.   A more complete measure of poverty would also recognize that a certain level of basic savings and insurance are necessary to help families weather financial shocks, smooth consumption, and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for future needs such as the education of one’s children and retirement.   CFED regards such savings and insurance as vital and even necessary expenses because research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits. 


The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds upward. 

The United Kingdom has developed specific ways to incorporate savings and assets into its measures of poverty. CFED encourages the Interagency Technical Working Group to build on United Kingdom’s work, applying to it the same thoughtfulness that it has shown in developing the supplemental income poverty measure. We would be happy to assist in any way we can, and thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,


[image: image2.png]Dfed

expanding economic opportunity






Stephen Crawford, Ph.D.


Vice President for Policy & Research, CFED


Nonresident Senior Fellow, Brookings


CFED – Expanding Economic Opportunity

1200 G Street, NW, Suite 400


Washington, DC 20005


202.595.2691 (direct); scrawford@cfed.org



To: David Johnson
Subject: SPM Comment

Date: 06/04/2010 06:41 PM
David

I am leaving the country for the rest of the month. So, even though Ive only been through the SPM
paper once, I am going to share a couple of impressions. First, I found it odd and incongruous
that a poverty level should be conceived of in relative rather than absolute terms i.e. relative
to median family income. As with the establishment of the first threshold, a person needs an
absolute level of nutrition to survive, not an amount relative to the median income. A relative
level, of course, avoids a certain number of political problems. And really, if you read the
Orshansky history the idea that Census and BLS are somehow operating in an apolitical environment
is absurd.

Second, the whole discussion of medical costs seems out of touch. In 2014 this country is going to
start insuring somewhere between 10-14% of the population that has never been insured before. One
of the consequences is that employers will dramatically shift the compensation package from direct
to indirect compensation and slow the growth of direct compensation substantially. MOOP needs to
be treated in terms of both cost and total compensation.

The third thing that struck me is the total absence of substantive purpose for this exercise.

Luck

Tom


mailto:spm@census.gov

Cc: spm@census.gov

Subject: SPM Letter

Date: 06/11/2010 11:47 AM

Attachments: US Census Bureau David Johnson 061010 Ltr (HW, DL).pdf

(Ms.?) Stacey Gillett,

The attached PDF will be forwarded to the US Census Bureau with a hard copy
of the letter mailed to David Johnson as addressed.

Hershell Warren

Senior Advisor

Office of the Mayor

From: Goins, Angela (Mayor's Office)
Sent: Friday, June 11, 2010 9:31 AM
To: Warren, Hershell (Mayor's Office)
Cc: Lance, Diane (Mayor's Office)
Subject: Correspondence


mailto:spm@census.gov

. : G
- METROPOLITAN GOVERNME3 “.\ EE AND DAVIDSON COUNTY
KARL F. DEAN ! OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MAYOR METROPOLITAN COURTHOUSE

NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37201
"PHONE: (615) 862-6000
FAX: (613) 862-6040

Mr. David Johnson ,

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
U. 5. Census Bureau
4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

June 10, 2010

Dear Mr. Johnson:

As Mayor of Nashville, Tennessee I would like to commend the U. S. Census Bureau for its efforts to
develop a Supplemental Poverty Measure that will provide supplemental information regarding how
family expenditures have changed during the last four and a half decades. By considering additional
factors such as the high cost of housing, medical expenses and other necessities, information available to
researchers will be meaningful. -

An area of concern that I would like to bring to your attention however is that by exclusively using state
ievel data will be extremely limiting given that many services are designed and delivered by either local
cities, counties or multi-county regions. With only state level data, service needs will be difficuit to
accurately identify.

‘While county level data (or census tracts) will show the magnitude of poverty in specific areas, it will not
reflect county differences. For example, in the 2006-2008 American Community Survey 3-year average
“report for 2006-2008, the poverty rate for Tennessee was 15.7%. However, this statewide figure does not
further show that there is a 4.7% poverty rate in Williamson County, Tennessee and a 24.5% poverty rate

in Lauderdale County, Tennessee.

As a Mayor, I believe that it is essential that local government entities be a part of the conversation to
identify the types and causations of poverty in each locale and respectfully request that the U. S Census
Bureau gather and provide the Supplemental Poverty Measure information for geographic areas no
smaller than counties. '

Respectfully Submitted,
/ < 1+l
Karl F. Dean -

- Mayor







Subject: SPM_Census_Bureau_Comments_6_25_10_FINAL
Date: 06/25/2010 10:07 AM
Attachments: SPM Census Bureau Comments 6 25 10 FINAL.pdf

Please find attached comments on the proposed Supplemental Poverty Measure submitted on
behalf of Wider Opportunities for Women.

Susan Rees

Director of Policy and National Projects
Wider Opportunities for Women

1001 Connecticut Ave., NW, Suite 930
Washington, DC 20036

202-464-1596

srees@wowonline.org
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\, ;'l Wider Opportunities for Women

June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
U.S. Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

spm@census.gov

Dear Mr. Johnson:

On behalf of Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW), | am pleased to submit comments on the
approach to a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) presented in the March 2010 report,
““Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental
Poverty Measure,” by the Interagency Technical Working Group.

WOW believes the proposed SPM as described in the Working Group’s March report makes
certain improvements over the existing poverty measure. Most important, the Working Group
explicitly compares basic expenses to resources. In addition to eliminating the notion that the
poverty line is simply three times the cost of a minimal food budget, the methodology also is
geographically specific and distinguishes among the housing costs of renters, owners and
mortgage holders.

Since 1994, WOW has, in conjunction with various scholars and research institutions,
contributed to the study and application of income measures through our Family Economic
Self-Sufficiency (FESS) Project and our more recent Elder Economic Security Initiative (EESI).
Both rely on measurements of basic income needs described in more detail below, the Self-Self-
Sufficiency Standard® and the Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index (the Elder Index). 2 Itis
from this perspective that we have some concerns on the Working Group’s heavy reliance on
the 1995 National Academy of Science’s (NAS) report issued fifteen years ago. The world of
work, particularly women and work, has changed greatly in these years and the expenses of

The Self-Sufficiency Standard was developed by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University of Washington, who at the time
was Director of the Women and Poverty project at WOW

’> The Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index (the Index) was developed by WOW and the Gerontology Institute
at the University of Massachusetts Boston.

1



http://www.wowonline.org/ourprograms/fess/index.asp

http://www.wowonline.org/ourprograms/fess/index.asp

http://www.wowonline.org/ourprograms/eesi/index.asp



part-time workers, caregivers and workers without health insurance are not reflected well
enough in the proposed methodology. The NAS study considers only the costs of food, shelter,
utilities and clothing in the poverty threshold. Other essential expenses, such as child care,
transportation, out-of-pocket medical costs and net taxes, are considered only on the resource
side of the ledger used to calculate the number of people in poverty and the poverty rate, not
the poverty threshold. Excluding these expenses results in a threshold that is artificially low.
WOW believes it would be better to include all essential expenses of working-age families in
the calculation of the threshold, Including dependent care, not just for children but for ill or
disabled family members. Calculating these costs and health care only as part of the poverty
rate diminishes the extent to which health care is a realistic expectation in modern society.

WOW believes that actual market-rate prices are a preferable indicator of the cost of
household necessities. Data on essential costs collected within the Consumer Expenditure
Survey includes families who rely on substandard or inadequate goods and services, thus
minimizing what it actually takes to make ends meet. Families with latchkey children, for
example, receive the same weight in the survey as families whose child care meets certain
health, safety and developmental standards. The same can be said for health care and housing,
and to a lesser degree, food and transportation. WOW realizes that using market prices will be
burdensome, and will require the clear definition of standards of consumption. However, a
clear definition of standards may be superior to selecting a more opaque 30 or 33 percent of
median income as a de facto consumption standard.

Methodological Recommendations for Developing the SPM

If the SPM is developed in accordance with NAS recommendations, the Census Bureau should
consider the following to create a measure that properly reflects expenses faced by Americans
of all income levels and ages.

Geographic Adjustment

The Census Bureau should consider calculating the SPM at the county level in addition to the
Metropolitan Statistical Area. If 5-year ACS data is, as recommended by the Interagency
Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure, to be used as
housing expense data, data would be available for most U.S. counties. The county is a more
relevant political and administrative area than the Metropolitan Statistical Area, and using the
county would make poverty rates more relevant, relatable and useable.

The SPM should measure interarea prices for as many of the FCSU prices as possible, as soon as
possible. While doing so may increase the cost of creating the SPM, such prices can be collected
by strengthening existing surveys. While housing will account for the majority of variance
among thresholds, such data would allow greater understanding of, in particular, urban/rural
price distinctions, and would be of benefit beyond the SPM calculation.

Medical Out-of-pocket Expenses





The Census Bureau should be cautious in capping medical expenses. Medical expenses are
unique among SPM expenses, as they reflect risk in addition to market rates and rational
choice. Risk is integral to medicine, health insurance markets and medical expenses, and
capping medical expenses at too low a level would be to improperly separate risk from market
factors. Capping medical expenses at too low a level could misrepresent the markets faced by
unhealthy citizens who, as a demographic group, are at a greater risk of poverty. Medical
expenses should be capped only in accordance with established, “standard” statistical
procedure for eliminating data outliers.

Allowing a more liberal cap for medical expenses may obviate the need to adjust data to
account for those lacking health insurance. A large enough sample may sufficiently capture high
out-of-pocket expenses of those without insurance who pay more for health care in the long-
term after forgoing preventive and other less costly care.

Capping medical expenses would most influence the expenses of seniors. The Census Bureau’s
definition of medical expenses should be properly broad, and should include long-term care.

Equivalence Scales

Choice of equivalence scale may affect new poverty thresholds significantly. It has been
suggested that the NAS equivalence scale was too low for small households such as single
adults, childless couples and elders. The use of a 3-parameter equivalence scale seems to be an
improvement on the NAS’s original 2-parameter equivalence scale, but the accuracy of
equivalence scales will continue to be an issue.

The Census Bureau should consider developing more than the proposed two-child reference
family, as this decreases the importance of equivalence scales. In addition, the consumption
patterns of a family with children may not properly represent the consumption patterns of
smaller or older households. In developing a new measure, the Census Bureau should consider
age-based differences in consumption as directly as possible.

Budget Standard Methodologies that Should Inform the SPM—the Self-Sufficiency Standard
and the Elder Income Security Index

Both the Self-Sufficiency Standard and the Elder Index measure the level of income needed to
make ends meet with no public or private support such as welfare, health benefits or
babysitting provided by a family member. Both measures use most recent, real world,
geographically-specific costs. The Self-Sufficiency Standard distinguishes between 70 family
sizes and configurations based on age of child. The Self-Sufficiency Standard, thus, presents the
minimum income needed to cover the basic costs of seven items, including food, housing
(including utilities), transportation, child care, out-of pocket health care costs under an
employer-based program, net taxes and miscellaneous expenses (such as telephone and
clothing costs). The Self-Sufficiency Standard includes child-care costs we assume that each
adult in the family works full-time and does not have access to informal sources of care. The
standard assumes employer-provided health coverage but typical out-of-pocket costs for
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deductibles and co-pays. The “miscellaneous” item is assumed to be a modest ten percent of
other costs that allows for no recreation, eating out or major purchases. Taxes include the
payroll tax, state and local income taxes, the Earned Income Tax Credit, Child and Dependent
Care Tax Credit and Child Tax Credit.

The Elder Index establishes a similar measure of the income required by adults age 65 and over
in order to maintain their independence and meet daily expenses, including affordable and
appropriate housing and health care. The Elder Index uses similar data as the Self-Sufficiency
Standard, but different measures are published renters and those who own their homes with
and without a mortgage and those who are in good or poor health. Costs of home- and
community-based long-term care are also included in the Elder Index.

Both the Self-Sufficiency Standard and the Elder Index use government publicly available and
reliable private data sources. Data sources include HUD’s Fair Market Rent, the USDA Low-Cost
Food Plan, sub-state child care market rates published by state TANF agencies, local public
transportation fares where public transportation is widely available, the IRS mileage allowance
where automobile ownership is required, and, for out-of-pocket health costs, the Medical
Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS), and the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and
Kaiser Family Foundation data on Medicare premiums. Home and community-based long term
care costs for seniors are determined using a methodology designed by the Gerontology
Institute at the University of Massachusetts Boston in consultation with leaders in the aging
field. Long-term care costs consider four different levels of need.

The following table illustrates the two measures against the current federal poverty level
LaSalle County, lllinois. Generally, the Self-Sufficiency Standard and the Elder Index
approximate 200 percent of the current poverty level except in very high cost housing markets
and for seniors with poor health status.

Table 1: Selected Standards of Economic Well-Being for LaSalle County, IL, 2007

2 Adults +
1 Adult+ 2 School Elder Elder
Standard Infant age Individual Couple
Self-Sufficiency
Standard* $15,718 $26,599 $37,936 - -

Elder Economic Security
Standard Index

Federal Poverty Level $10,210 $13,690 $20,650 S$10,210 $13,690

] ] - $18,701  $27,596

Sources: Pearce, Diana, Brooks, Jennifer, The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Illinois (Washington,
DC: Diana Pearce, Wider Opportunities for Women, and Women Employed, 2001). Figures
inflated to 2007 using the CPI for the North Central/Midwest region; Russell, Laura Henze,
Bruce, Ellen A., and Wider Opportunities for Women, The Elder Economic Security Standard™





Index for Illinois (Washington, DC: Wider Opportunities for Women, 2008); Federal Register,
Vol. 72, No. 15, January 24, 2007, 3147-3148.

Note: Self-Sufficiency Standard figures assume all adults are working and incur work-related
expenses such as childcare and work-related transportation. Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder
Economic Security Standard Index figures are for renters.

Numbers Above and Below Calculations

Like the poverty rate, the percentage of population beneath the Self-Sufficiency Standard is
calculated by some of our state partners in “Overlooked and Undercounted” reports. These
studies use income data from the Decennial Census, American Community Survey and Current
Population Survey to show the share of the state’s population that is unable to meet basic living
costs determined in their most recent updates of the Self-Sufficiency Standard. We recommend
that partners update their Self-Sufficiency Standards at least every three years, using Current
Price Index updates in intervening years.

The following table shows the percentage of households with incomes below the Self-
Sufficiency Standard in selected states. Deeper analysis yields interesting observations. In
California, “Households maintained by women raising children alone—of all racial and ethnic
groups—have high levels of substandard incomes, yet some of the highest levels of income
inadequacy are also found among Latino and African American married-couple and male-
headed families.”

Table 2: Total Households with Incomes Below the Local Self-Sufficiency Standard, Selected
States

% Below

the Self-

Sufficiency

Standard
California 30% 2003
Washington 21% 2007
Colorado 20% 2007
Connecticut 19% 2007
New Jersey 20% 2008

Another way that income is considered once the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Index have
been established in a state is to model the impact of work and income supports such as food
stamps, low-income prescription drug assistance, SSI, TANF, state and federal health programs,
child care for families and energy assistance.

* “Overlooked and Undercounted: a New Perspective on the Struggle to Make Ends Meet in California,” Diana
Pearce, Wider Opportunities for Women and the National Economic Development and Law Center.
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Table 3 shows how federal assistance programs interrelate to affect the degree to which a
senior reaches economic security (federal programs such as food stamps and the federal
prescription assistance Low Income Subsidy are frequently supplemented and renamed at the
state level). Even with housing assistance and an array of other supports, an older woman living
on the average Social Security payment falls short of economic security by $154 a month.

The Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Index Are Widely Used by Government Agencies

Advocates, policymakers and direct service providers demonstrate great interest in not only an
improved basic measure of poverty, but a decent living threshold. The Self-Sufficiency Standard
and the Elder Index are employed in various ways across the country by governors’ offices,
elected officials at all levels, state and local administrators, community-based direct service
providers, private industry, advocates, and individual citizens. They welcome the Standard and
the Index after years of frustration with policy driven by the outdated federal poverty measure.

The Self-Sufficiency Standard has been calculated for 37 states and the District of Columbia. The
Elder Index has been developed in 12 states to date. Most are sponsored by WOW'’s nonprofit
partners who form coalitions in their states that today represent more than 2,000 state and
local organizations nationwide and comprise WOW'’s national Family Economic Self-Sufficiency
(FESS) network. They have in common a clear desire and need for a decent living threshold
while they design, conduct, advocate for and evaluate programs and policies that move low-
income families toward economic independence.

In conclusion, this body of research suggests a great desire for a measure of poverty that
reflects today’s current economic and social conditions. WOW is concerned that the SPM will
be represented in the media as a significant increase in the poverty linewhen it actually is well
below the real costs of making ends meet., the proposed measure can be used by those who
would argue that it is alright to keep wages low and reduce public supports. Treating work
expenses as part of the threshold and not just a subtraction from income, or negative resource,
would help mitigate this effect. Cash and cash-like transfer payments could still be counted as
income.

To address the issue of a threshold less than the total cost of basic necessities, we would
suggest that in announcing the new alternative poverty rate the Census Bureau also points out
that other measures of income adequacy exist, such as those published by Wider Opportunities





for Women, the Economic Policy Institute and the National Center on Child Poverty, and that
these take into account other basic expenses beyond only housing, shelter and clothing.

_,MM

Joan A. Kuriansky
Executive Director

Sincerely,

Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW) leads two national networks promoting economic security within the United States:
the Family Economic Self-Sufficiency Project (FESS) focusing on the needs of low- income working families and the Elder
Economic Security Initiative, addressing what income seniors require to age in place. WOW works in 35 states, the District of
Columbia, and at the federal level to promote programs and policies that accurately measure the income and assistance needs
of families and the elderly. For more information, please visit www.wowonline.org.

1001 Connecticut Ave.,, NW B Suite 930 B Washington, DC 20036 B (202) 464-1596 &
Fax (202) 464-1660



http://www.wowonline.org/




To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure comments from Women's Law Project
Date: 06/25/2010 05:24 PM

June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division
Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson,

In this letter, the Women'’s Law Project respectfully submits comments about the
Census Bureau’s development of a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).

The Women’s Law Project is a 501(c)(3) organization with offices in Pittsburgh and
Philadelphia, PA. Our mission is to advance and protect the rights of all women
throughout their lives through litigation, advocacy, and public education. We have
worked on poverty issues throughout our history, with particular emphasis on the
intersection of poverty and gender. Our work, individually and through coalitions,
has resulted in increased child support payments for Pennsylvania children whose
custodial parents receive TANF, eliminating state residency requirements for
receiving TANF which had a disproportionate impact on women leaving violent
relationships, and restoring TANF eligibility to Pennsylvania residents who had drug
felony convictions, which affected many women who had experienced years of
domestic and sexual abuse.

Current poverty measures do not adequately capture the reality of the poorest
families in the United States. We urge the Census Bureau to develop an SPM that
addresses the following:

Education-related expenses and basic savings should be treated
as essential or non-discretionary expenses. In Pennsylvania, 93.8% of TANF
recipients are women, who are usually caring for one or two children.[1] Education
expenses for school-aged children, as well as tuition, books, or other necessary
costs for women to advance their education (including child-care expenditures) are
essential for these women and should be recognized as such. Not recognizing these
costs as necessities included in the SPM blatantly ignores the realities of single
mothers struggling to provide for their children’s education and their own. Basic
savings — for an emergency fund, retirement, or other uses — should also be
recognized as essential expenditures. A recent report by the Closing the Gap
Initiative of the Insight Center for Community Economic Development found that,
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during their prime working years, single African-American women'’s median net worth
was $5.[2] This shocking information reinforces the fact that basic savings should be
considered essential expenditures in the SPM. Saving for retirement, for emergencies
such as car repairs or for an apartment security deposit are not optional for the
poorest individuals and families in the United States.

Adequate health insurance should be treated as an essential or non-
discretionary expense. We support the proposed SPM’s guideline that would
subtract out-of-pocket expenditures on health care from family income, but urge the
Bureau to adjust SPM thresholds to include the cost of adequate health insurance for
those families or individuals who lack it. Some families and individuals who are
underinsured or lack health care coverage completely will hopefully find new,
affordable coverage under the federal health care reform legislation passed earlier
this year, but the Congressional Budget Office projects that roughly 21 million
nonelderly Americans will remain uninsured in 2016.[3] And many low-wage workers
will continue to face barriers in obtaining health care coverage — namely affordability
and adequacy of coverage — even after the new legislation takes full effect. We have
seen, throughout the health care debate, how women'’s health is affected by health
care policies, from denying survivors of domestic violence health insurance because
of their “dangerous lifestyle” to the removal of essential reproductive health care
services, namely abortion, from state insurance plans. Women tend to have higher
health care expenditures than men because of the high monthly cost of effective
hormonal contraception and the necessity of visiting a doctor each year to obtain a
prescription for this contraception. Women’s health care costs are also elevated
because they are more likely to see a doctor for preventive health care, for which
individual insurance plans penalize women by charging them a higher rate than their
male counterparts.[4] These expenditures are necessary expenses and should be
recognized as such by the SPM.

The Supplemental Poverty Measure should reflect the amount of
income needed to maintain a minimally adequate standard of living. The
financial needs of families and individuals have changed dramatically since the
1960s, when the official poverty measure was adopted. Americans spend
proportionally more on housing, transportation and child care, for example, and less
on food than they did fifty years ago. The SPM should use the Self-Sufficiency
Standard, which "measures how much income a family of a certain composition in a
given place needs to adequately meet their basic needs—without public or private
assistance.”[5] In Pennsylvania, one adult with two young children needs $47,857 to
live in Pittsburgh — 261% of the federal poverty guidelines. In Philadelphia, that
family needs $54,705 to live, which is 299% of the federal poverty guidelines.
Current poverty measures obviously do not accurately portray what is needed to live
in the United States, and the SPM should truly reflect what a family or individual
needs to make ends meet in the United States in the twenty-first century.

We applaud the Census Bureau’s commitment to more accurately describing poverty
in the United States. We believe that a properly delineated SPM will present a fuller
picture of what it takes to survive in today’s society, and has particular applications
to the realities faced by all women in making ends meet.

Please contact us if you have any questions or concerns. Thank you for the
opportunity to weigh in on developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.

Sincerely,
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Carol E. Tracy Susan Frietsche

Executive Director Senior Staff Attorney
125 South Ninth Street #300 401 Wood Street Suite 1020
Philadelphia, PA 19107 Pittsburgh, PA 15222

[1] Pennsylvania Department of Public Welfare Characteristics Report:
http://www.dpw.state.pa.us/ServicesPrograms/CashAsstEmployment/003673735.htm

[21Insight Center for Community Economic Development, “Lifting as We Climb:
Women of Color, Wealth, and America’s Future.”
http://www.insightcced.or loads/CRWG/LiftingAsWeClimb-InsightCenter-

SprngOlO pdf

381Congressional Budget Office, “Payments of Penalties for Being Uninsured Under
the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act,” Revised April 30, 2010,
http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/113xx/doc11379/Individual_Mandate_Penalties-04-

30.pdf

141 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, “Roadblocks to Health Care:
Why the Current Health Care System Does Not Work for Women,”
http://www.healthreform.gov/reports/women/women.pdf

[s]Pathways PA, “The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Pennsylvania 2010-11,"
http://www.pathwayspa.org/10-11_SS_Standard.pdf

Susan Frietsche

Senior Staff Attorney

Women's Law Project

Western Pennsylvania Office

401 Wood Street Suite 1020
Pittsburgh, PA 15222

ph. 412.281.2892 || fax 412.281.3054

www.womenslawproject.org
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To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure Letter of Support
Date: 06/25/2010 01:39 PM

Attachments: SPM Comments HSA 6 24 10.doc

Please see the attached letter of support regarding comments on the Interagency Technical Working
Group's approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM).

Stephanie Perrier

Executive Secretary to the Agency Director
San Mateo County

Human Services Agency

1 Davis Drive

Belmont, CA. 94002

phone: (650) 802-7509

fax:  (650) 631-5771

sperriey@smchsa.org

WWW.smchsa.org

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of intended
recipient(s) and may contain confidential and protected information. Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by
reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.

rﬁave Paper. Think Befare You Print.
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June 24, 2010

David Johnson 


Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division


Census Bureau


via email: spm@census.gov


Re: Comments on the Interagency Technical Working Group’s approach to developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)


Dear Mr. Johnson,


Pursuant to the Census Bureau’s request for comments, published May 26, 2010, the County of San Mateo Human Services Agency submits the following comments. Located in one of the highest cost counties in the United States, the Human Services Agency provides residents with access to public assistance, child welfare services and safety net services. In total, our services impact one in seven county residents. In San Mateo County, residents frequently spend well over a third of household income on housing costs, leaving them with reduced resources for basic necessities such as food, child care and transportation. 

The Human Services Agency commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed SPM is a vast improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds. We applaud in particular the addition of shelter, clothing, and utilities to food as part of the basic set of commodities that all families must purchase. We also applaud the thoughtful approach to adjusting for regional differences in the cost of housing and for differences among those who rent, own a home with a mortgage, and own a home without a mortgage. 


Despite its improvement over the Federal Poverty Thresholds, the proposed SPM falls short of capturing the full range of financial vulnerability that destabilizes low-income families. A more complete measure of poverty would: 


· Include the actual cost of, rather than the amount expended for, the basic set of commodities because many low-income individuals and families do not have adequate income to cover all the commodities that households must purchase for a minimum standard of living. For example, a low-income family may spend a very small amount on housing because they fit two households into a two bed-room apartment. Therefore, considering only expenditures and disregarding actual need results in a substandard measure.


· Include, rather than exclude, the basic commodities of health care, transportation, and child care, since these are very basic needs that people need to live a productive, healthy life. 


· Adjust for differences in cost and consumption patterns based on age as the SPM is designed to identify poverty in families with children and does not include that of older adults. The needs of family units are different than those of older adults, where health care is usually the second highest expense for older adults whereas child care is usually the second highest expense for younger adults. 

· Adjust for regional differences in the cost of all commodities and not only housing since food, utility, child care, and health care costs vary significantly depending on local costs of living.


· Recognize that a certain level of basic savings and insurance are necessary to help families weather financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for future needs such as the education of one’s children and retirement. 


Over the last eight years, the Human Services Agency has tracked the Family (single parent, two children) Self-Sufficiency level for our county and the resulting figure is more than 400% of the Federal Poverty Level.  This figure is regularly used in local planning documents such as “Sustainable San Mateo County”  and the county’s “Quality of Life Survey”. We are also engaged in the equitable distribution of services based on household size, composition and other demographic factors that  are impacted by the Federal Poverty level and its role in determining eligibility.

Produced by Dr. Diana Pearce of the University of Washington and the University of Massachusetts Boston, respectively, the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index are county-and-family specific measures of the minimum income necessary to purchase the basic commodities that all families need to make ends meet; these measures, and others like them, provide an improved basic threshold of need.  


In 2009, Representative Jim McDermott and Senator Chris Dodd introduced the Measuring American Poverty Act (HR 2909 and S 1625), which would require the development and publication of a “decent living standard threshold”, that would not only account for cost differences by geography and family type, but also provide a measure of income adequacy reflecting the resources necessary to meet basic needs and live beyond deprivation. 


Representing a coalition of over 500 organizations, the Insight Center recommends that the Interagency Technical Working Group:


Build upon the Self-Sufficiency Standard and Elder Economic Security Standard™ Index, and the legislatively proposed “decent living standard threshold”, so that the SPM reflects what it actually costs to pay for basic commodities. We need a measure that reflects a minimum standard of living versus a measure of deprivation. 


If it is not possible to review the SPM according to the principles outlined above, we then recommend that the Working Group:


Develop a “decent living standard threshold” in addition to the SPM, recognizing that one measure may not fit all needs: in reality, families move along a continuum from poverty to economic stability. For example, the White House Task Force on Middle Class Working Families, chaired by Vice President Joe Biden, recognizes the importance of assessing the impact of new and existing policies across the board to determine if they are helping or hurting the middle class. 


Policymakers and the general public need to understand the effectiveness of our public policies in not only lifting people out of poverty but also helping Americans reach true economic security in today’s economy.


Thank you for taking leadership on this important issue. We would be happy to assist in any way we can as you consider these comments. 


Sincerely, 
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Beverly Beasley Johnson, JD

Director






To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 03:58 PM

Megan Kiesel
1207 Chestnut Street, 5th Floo
Philadelphia, PA 19107

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Megan Kiesel
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 05:53 PM

Kay Hixson
1250 4th sSt., SW, W-500
Washington, DC 20024-2339

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Kay Hixson


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 06:38 PM

Timothy Cole
157 Whitney St, Apt. 2
Hartford, CT 06105-2268

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Timothy Cole
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 01:23 AM

Richard Tonsing
4742 Bamboo Way
Fair Oaks, CA 95628-6041

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Richard Tonsing
916 436 1403
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 10:08 AM

Ross Yednock
1000 South Washington Avenue, Suite 101
Lansing, MI 48910-1647

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

I am the director of the Asset Building Policy Project at the Community
Economic Development Association of Michigan (CEDAM). In this capacity, I
coordinate the work of the Michigan Asset Building Coalition, a group of
advocates, practitioners and concerned citizens dedicated to helping
ensure all Michigan families have access to opportunities that help them
achieve financial security through savings and asset building.

CEDAM commends the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced
the recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward. This is critical, as it would make for a more accurate accounting
of how best a family can break the reigns of cyclical poverty!

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty in the
United States. If you have any questions regarding this, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely, rhy

Ross H. Yednock
5174853588
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 11:53 AM

Joel Larson
301 Industrial Avenue
Lakeport, CA 95453-5643

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Joel Larson
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 12:48 PM

Malgorzata Tomaszewska
20 Linden St.
Allston, MA 02134-1711

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Malgorzata Tomaszewska
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 01:13 PM

Kate Brewster
The Poverty Institute, 600 Mt Pleasant Avenue
Providence, RI 02908

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty in the
United States.

Sincerely,

Kate Brewster, Executive Director, The Poverty Institute
401-456-8239
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 03:03 PM

Colleen Dailey
904 Jackson St. NE
Washington, DC 20017-3412

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty in the
United States.

Sincerely,

Colleen Dailey


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 07:08 PM

Denise Walker
15226 Ingleside
South Holland, IL 60473-1152

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Denise Walker
7732602876


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/22/2010 09:13 PM

david bohn

1 Tholho Place, #310A
wahiawa, HI 96786-2388

June 22, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

david bohn
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To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 04:03 PM

Kevin Kelly
901 S. Highland St.
Arlington, VA 22204-2400

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Kevin Kelly
703-685-0510


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/23/2010 01:08 PM

Laura Paulen
120 Sixth Ave N
Seattle, WA 98109-5002

June 23, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

In my work with the Seattle Asset Building Initiative at Seattle Housing
Authority, I see first hand how a lack of assets (savings, good credit,
etc) traps people in the cycle of poverty. While many of the low-income
public housing residents that I work with are making a concerted effort to
improve their lives, they don't have any assets to weather emergencies so
one life event (like getting laid off or receiving a bill for emergency
care without health insurance) can set them back, erasing any progress
that they had gained. Assets are an integral measure of one's ability to
build wealth and move up the economic ladder and a poverty measure should
include such an indicator.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Laura Paulen


mailto:spm@census.gov

Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/23/2010 06:31 PM

Assets such as savings health insurance and money for education are vital if families are going to
achieve any economic success in the United States. Please let families keep these assets and not
punish them for their hard work. Mahalo, Mary Hyslop

Mary Hyslop, Executive Director
Neighborhood Place of Puna
PO Box 2020

Pahoa HI 96778

Phone 965-5550 Fax 965-5109

www.neighborhoodplaceofpuna.org

To Nurture, Strengthen and Celebrate 'Ohana

Confidential: This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed
and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If the reader of

this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution
or copying of this communication is prohibited. Thank you.

Hotmail has tools for the New Busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Learn more.


http://www.neighborhoodplaceofpuna.org/
http://www.windowslive.com/campaign/thenewbusy?ocid=PID28326::T:WLMTAGL:ON:WL:en-US:WM_HMP:042010_1

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/24/2010 11:53 AM

Haley Richards
1110 North Reus Street
Pensacola, FL 32501-3021

June 24, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Haley Richards
850-438-4214


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/24/2010 07:01 PM

Amy Fidelis
50 Clarkson St. Apt. 105
Denver, CO 80218-3755

June 24, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Amy Fidelis


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/24/2010 08:56 PM

Sandra Boone
2501 Lowry Ave. NE Lot I-27
St. Anthony Village, MN 55418-0049

June 24, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Sandra D. Boone
612-782-6813


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/25/2010 07:46 AM

Lorraine Brower
1410 asbury ave apt 2w
Asbury Park, NJ 07712-5702

June 25, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Lorraine Brower
8484689045


mailto:spm@census.gov

Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/25/2010 05:03 PM
Attachments: spm letter.pdf

Please see the attached comments to the Census Bureau from the City of Newark, New Jersey
relating to Supplemental Poverty Measure methodology.

Thank you.



Newark g o

Department of Economic & Housing Development Stefan Pryor
Deputy Mayor

920 Broad Street, Room 218 Adam Zipkin, Esq.

Newark, New Jersey 07102 Chief of Staff

Tel: 873-733-6575
Fax: 973 733-4855

June 25, 2010

David Johnson

Housing and Household Economic Statistics Division, Census Bureau
4600 Silver Hill Road, Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson:

The March 2010 Observations from the Interagency Technical Working Group on Developing a
Supplemental Poverty Measure suggests that the Census Bureau, in conjunction with the Bureau
of Labor Statistics (BLS), will create a Supplement Poverty Measure (SPM). Development of the
SPM is a worthwhile venture that will assist communities to better understand the poverty rate
and its many implications for governmental programs that offer financial assistance to
individuals and families.

In regard to the call for commentary on specific methodology in the adoption of the SPM, 1
would recommend that the Census Bureau and BLS explore the possibility of creating
measurements within the American Community Survey (ACS) to develop annual state and sub-
state SPM poverty rates.

The New York City Center for Economic Opportunity, the Urban Institute, and the University of
Wisconsin’s Institute for Research on Poverty have (or soon will have) published studies that use
the ACS to estimate SPM-style poverty rates for New York City, Minnesota, and Wisconsin,
respectively. SPM information on a local level would be useful to identify and serve those
citizens most in need in a given locality.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,
s @—)ﬂ
Stefaw Pryor

Deputy Mayor for Economic and Housing Development
City of Newark






To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/26/2010 12:56 AM

Dory Rand

29 E. Madison, Suite 1710
Chicago, IL 60602-4566

June 26, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

Woodstock Institute is a leading nonprofit research and policy
organization focused on fair lending, wealth creation, and financial
systems reform at the state and federal levels on behalf of lower-wealth
persons and communities of color.

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Dory Rand
312-368-0310


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/28/2010 01:51 PM

Ferol Beer
6440 Hillcroft #411
Houston, TX 77081-3104

June 28, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Ferol Beer
713-776-4700


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 04:08 PM

Kathryn Goulding
355 20th Ave., #3
San Francisco, CA 94121-2204

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Kathryn Gwatkin Goulding


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 04:18 PM

Renee Getreu
403 Berry St.
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067-2502

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty in the
United States.

Sincerely,

Renee Getreu
530-926-6670


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 04:48 PM

Robert J. Ransom, Jr. - ChFC

820 Cindy Ln.
Petaluma, CA 94952-2004

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty in the
United States.

Sincerely,

Robert J. Ransom, Jr. - ChFC


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 05:08 PM

Marcia Shobe
4184 W Mossy Rock Drive
Fayetteville, AR 72704-6392

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Marcia Shobe
4798791761


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 05:18 PM

Donna Gallagher
P. O. Box 27386
Raleigh, NC 27611-7386

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Donna Gallagher
919-341-6418


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 05:23 PM

Lisa Gabbard
P.0. Box 356
Frankfort, KY 40602-0356

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, education and health insurance from income (something that is
currently done for work-related child care), and adjusting the thresholds
upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of povertyin the
United States.

Sincerely,

Lisa Gabbard
502-209-5382


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/21/2010 05:48 PM

Kristen Zehner
118 Blue Spruce
Marshall, WI 53559-9207

June 21, 2010

David Johnson

4600 Silver Hill Road
Stop

Washington, DC 20233

Dear David Johnson:

We commend the work of the Census Bureau, BLS, and others who produced the
recently released report: Observations from the Interagency Technical
Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure. The proposed
SPM is a vast improvement over the official poverty measure.

Yet, it would be even better if it recognized that a certain level of
basic savings and insurance is necessary to help families weather
financial shocks and set aside a limited amount of prudent savings for
such future needs as their retirement and the education of their children.

Research shows that when confronted with job loss and other adverse
events, families with lower levels of liquid assets experience greater
hardship and are more likely to resort to public benefits.

The measure could account for these needs by subtracting spending on basic
savings, catastrophic rent payments, education and health insurance from
income (something that is currently done for work-related child care), and
adjusting the thresholds upward.

We thank you for your leadership to improve our measures of poverty relief
in the United States.

Sincerely,

Kristen Zehner
6086554573


mailto:spm@census.gov

To: spm@census.gov
Subject: Supplemental Poverty Measure
Date: 06/02/2010 04:27 PM

| would suggest that the census consider work completed by the Center for Neighborhood
Technology on the real cost of housing when transportation costs are added. Their study indicates
that the increases in the cost of fuel have had as much impact on foreclosures as too many “drive
until they qualify” for a mortgage and then the cost cannot be sustained as fuel costs rise. The
study can be found at www.cnt.org.

Terri Blackmore, Executive Director
Washtenaw Area Transportation Study
705 N. Zeeb

Ann Arbor, MI 48103

734-994-3127

734-994-3129 fax
blackmoret@miwats.org

Subscribe to the WATS Blog


mailto:spm@census.gov
http://www.cnt.org/
http://feedburner.google.com/fb/a/mailverify?uri=WATSBlog

To: spm@census.gov.

Subject: Comments on the Obama Administration's proposal for a "Supplemental” income poverty measure
Date: 07/09/2010 02:22 PM

Attachments: PTE Ltr CensusBureau FPL 070810.pdf

July 9, 2010

To Whom It May Concern:

The Women’s City Club of New York is a nonprofit, nonpartisan, civic organization
founded in 1915 that works to shape public policy that improves the lives of all New
Yorkers. We are pleased to comment on the proposal to institute a “supplemental”
income poverty measure and appreciate the Obama Administration’s recognition
that the economy of the United States has changed remarkably since the mid-1960s
when the existing federal measures were established.

While the supplemental income poverty proposal begins to address the issue of
poverty in today’s society, we point out that to be counted as officially poor today, a
family must be much poorer, in relative terms, than those of nearly 50 years ago.
This must be corrected by raising the overall poverty threshold. We also believe it is
imperative that regional differences in cost of living be factored in the determination
of poverty. Clearly, the cost of living in urban centers such as New York City is
considerably higher than in rural areas, even within New York State itself.

Based on our research regarding poverty reduction in the United States, the
Women’s City Club recommends the following changes to the federal poverty
measure:
Take into account regional differences in cost of living
Reduce the weighting of the cost of food in the formula, as household spending
on food has shrunk from one-third to one-eighth of total expenditures over the
last few decades
Consider the increased percentage of income paid for housing costs
Account for out-of-pocket medical expenses, including the cost of health
insurance premiums
Include costs associated with employment, such as transportation and childcare,
and
Eliminate counting as income government benefits such as food stamps and
housing vouchers.

As you may know, New York City developed a new method of calculating poverty
using findings from the 2006 Center for Economic Opportunity study. New York
City’s method is based on guidelines developed by the National Academy of Sciences
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July 9, 2010
To Whom It May Concern:

The Women’s City Club of New York is a nonprofit, nonpartisan, civic
organization founded in 1915 that works to shape public policy that improves
the lives of all New Yorkers. We are pleased to comment on the proposal to
institute a “supplemental” income poverty measure and appreciate the
Obama Administration’s recognition that the economy of the United States
has changed remarkably since the mid-1960s when the existing federal
measures were established.

While the supplemental income poverty proposal begins to address the issue
of poverty in today’s society, we point out that to be counted as officially
poor today, a family must be much poorer, in relative terms, than those of
nearly 50 years ago. This must be corrected by raising the overall poverty
threshold. We also believe it is imperative that regional differences in cost of
living be factored in the determination of poverty. Clearly, the cost of living
in urban centers such as New York City is considerably higher than in rural
areas, even within New York State itself.

Based on our research regarding poverty reduction in the United States, the
Women's City Club recommends the following changes to the federal poverty
measure:
« Take into account regional differences in cost of living
« Reduce the weighting of the cost of food in the formula, as household
spending on food has shrunk from one-third to one-eighth of total
expenditures over the last few decades
 Consider the increased percentage of income paid for housing costs
 Account for out-of-pocket medical expenses, including the cost of health
Insurance premiums
« Include costs associated with employment, such as transportation and
childcare, and
« Eliminate counting as income government benefits such as food stamps
and housing vouchers.

As you may know, New York City developed a new method of calculating
poverty using findings from the 2006 Center for Economic Opportunity study.
New York City’s method is based on guidelines developed by the National
Academy of Sciences that say poverty measures should reflect the cost of food,
clothing, shelter and utilities, out-of-pocket medical expenses and costs
associated with employment. New York City’s guidelines have resulted in
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. identifying about twice as many people living in poverty in NYC as the federal
BOARD OF DIRECTORS measure does, and many of these impoverished are women and children.
President Unfortunately, these guidelines only address New York City and have no
Ruth E. Acker impact on eligibility for many federally generated benefits and entitlements.
Vice Presidents As a result, the City acknowledges that people are living in poverty, but its
Eva-Maria Tausig hands are tied in actually giving them any relief. It is only through changes in

Sharon Yakata the federal guidelines that this will occur.
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that say poverty measures should reflect the cost of food, clothing, shelter and
utilities, out-of-pocket medical expenses and costs associated with employment. New
York City’s guidelines have resulted in identifying about twice as many people living
in poverty in NYC as the federal measure does, and many of these impoverished are
women and children. Unfortunately, these guidelines only address New York City
and have no impact on eligibility for many federally generated benefits and
entitlements. As a result, the City acknowledges that people are living in poverty, but
its hands are tied in actually giving them any relief. It is only through changes in the
federal guidelines that this will occur.

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment and look forward to your
response.

Sincerely,

Barbara Zucker, Vice President for Public Policy

Elizabeth Lubetkin Lipton, Chair, Poverty Task Force

Women's City Club of New York | 307 Seventh Avenue, Suite 1403 | New York, NY
10001 | p: 212.353.8070 | f: 212.228.4665 | info@wccny.org

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended
recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any
dissemination or use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized. Unless
otherwise stated, opinions expressed in this e-mail are those of the author and are not endorsed by the author's
employer.



To: spm@census.gov

Subject: Poverty Measure Letter to Census_ss.doc
Date: 07/20/2010 06:04 PM

Attachments: Poverty Measure Letter to Census_ss.doc

Mr.. Johnson,

| am submitting comments on the Supplemental Poverty Measures in behalf of the Center for
Neighborhood Technology. If you would like further information you can either contact me or our
President Scott Bernstein. My number is 773-269-4033 and Scott is 773-269-4035.

Jacky Grimshaw


mailto:spm@census.gov

David Johnson

Housing and Household Statistics Division

Census Bureau

4600 Silver Hill Road

Stop 8500

Washington, DC 20233-8500

Dear Mr. Johnson,


Enclosed please find the Center for Neighborhood Technology’s response to the Census Bureau’s notice and solicitation of comments on the approach to creating a Supplemental Poverty Measure presented by the Interagency Working Group on Developing a Supplemental Poverty Measure.  We applaud the Census Bureau’s development of a new poverty measure and believe that it will offer new insights that will allow federal, state, and local governments to better address poverty.  We apologize for submitting these comments past the posted deadline of June 24, 2010, but hope you find these suggestions useful.  Our suggestions are based on our research regarding housing and transportation costs which culminated in the development of the Housing and Transportation Affordability Index.


Sincerely,




Scott Bernstein




President and Co-Founder


Center for Neighborhood Technology

Response to Request for Comments on SPM


The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) believes The Supplemental Poverty Measure will provide a great and necessary stepping stone in reducing our nation’s poverty levels. The National Academy of Science’s (NAS) 1995 recommendations will be the basis for the new measure.  The SPM will more accurately measure poverty in a way that the official measurement does not by better evaluating a family’s ability to meet its basic needs and setting more realistic thresholds. 

Our response to the request for comments on the Observations from the Inter-Agency Technical Committee is based on CNT’s research on housing and transportation affordability.

The SPM needs to have a greater emphasis on transportation costs. The true cost of housing can only be found when transportation costs are factored in. While the National Academy of Science recommends the new poverty measure take into account transportation expenses to work, only 20% of trips taken are work related.  This means that approximately 80% of transportation costs are ignored in The Supplemental Poverty Measure as based on the NAS report.  These unaccounted transportation needs include trips to school, shopping centers, medical offices and recreation. 

Where an individual lives greatly influences transportation costs. An individual’s housing location determines his or her access to public transportation and ability to walk or bike to needed destinations, and influences how many vehicles the household owns and their amount of fuel consumption.  Controlling these costs impacts an individual’s ability to afford other necessities such as food, clothing, or shelter, and thus should be accounted for in the new poverty measure. 

Please consider the following:

· The amount of housing considered affordable drops dramatically in most regions when the definition of affordability shifts from a focus on housing costs alone to one that includes housing and transportation costs;

· Families who pursue a “drive ‘til you qualify” approach to home ownership in an effort to reduce expenses often pay more in higher transportation costs than they save on housing, thereby placing more, not less, stress on their budgets;

· Residents of “drive ‘til you qualify” zones are most sensitive to jumps in gas prices because of the distances they must drive; and 

· The longer distances associated with sprawl also translate into more congestion on our
highways, less leisure time with families as workers spend more time in their cars getting to and from jobs, and higher greenhouse gas emissions.

CNT has developed a tool for addressing this shortcoming called the Housing + Transportation Index (www.htaindex.org). Most people, from public officials and bankers to renters and homeowners, define affordability by suggesting that housing costs should consume no more than 30% of a family’s income. Expanding on that rule of thumb, CNT has identified 18% of Area Median Income (AMI) as an attainable standard for transportation affordability and 15% as an appropriate goal. By combining this 15% level with the 30% housing affordability standard, CNT recommends that 45% of AMI be established as the affordability target for combined housing and transportation costs in the U.S. In almost every metro region of the U.S., the number of communities affordable to households earning the AMI shrinks when the conventional definition of housing affordability at 30% of AMI is replaced by the H+T benchmark of 45%. Seven out of ten communities (69%) are considered affordable under the traditional definition of housing costs at 30% of income. That number, however, drops to four out of ten (39%) when housing and transportation costs are combined and a 45% affordability benchmark is applied.
 

Transportation costs are the second largest household expense category (more than three times the cost of health care) and thus need to be given greater consideration in the creation of a new poverty index.
 In 2008, the average American household spent 17% of their income on transportation—up to $8604 per family annually.
 This spending could be captured by the new SPM.

Again, we are very supportive of the development of a new poverty measurement.  Our suggestions are meant to help guide the Census Bureau in creating the best possible measurement.  Please do not hesitate to contact CNT for more information.

� Choca Urban, Maria, Penny Wise Pound Fuelish: New Measures of Housing +Transportation Affordability, Center for Neighborhood Technology, March 2010. http://www.cnt.org/repository/pwpf.pdf







� � HYPERLINK "http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2006/01_affordability_index.aspx" ��http://www.brookings.edu/reports/2006/01_affordability_index.aspx�







� Report 1023,  Consumer Expenditures in 2008, U.S. Department of Labor



U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics March 2010 



http://www.bls.gov/cex/csxann08.pdf   
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