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Regulatory Impact Analysis 
7 CFR Part 273 
 
Revision of Categorical Eligibility in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP) 
 
I. Statement of Need  
 

The United States Department of Agriculture (the Department) Food and Nutrition 

Service is proposing changes to categorical eligibility regulations to create a clearer and more 

consistent nationwide policy. The Department believes these revisions will maintain categorical 

eligibility’s dual purpose of streamlining program administration while ensuring that SNAP 

benefits are targeted to the appropriate households.  

Section 5(a) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008, as amended, provides that households 

in which each member receives benefits under certain other assistance programs shall be 

categorically eligible for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP).  However, 

categorical eligibility has changed significantly over time because of the replacement of Aid to 

Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 

(TANF) program.  Unlike AFDC, TANF provides States with considerable flexibility in program 

administration, resulting in programs that vary greatly from State to State. While some States 

dedicate more of their TANF and Maintenance-of-Effort (MOE) spending to basic (cash) 

assistance for needy households, others focus on non-cash benefits and services for households 

that may or may not be in need.1  On average, about one-quarter (23 percent) of TANF and State 

                                                           
1 While Federal TANF and State MOE funds must be used for programs that meet a needs test if the program 
furthers TANF purposes one or two, States may spend funds on non-needy populations if furthering TANF purposes 
three or four. TANF 12th Report to Congress, available at: https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/resource/twelfth-report-to-
congress.     
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MOE funds were used for basic assistance in 2017, but this varies widely from State to State. For 

example, Kentucky spent 63.5 percent of its funds on basic assistance; conversely, Indiana spent 

3.3 percent of its funds on basic assistance.  Similarly, State spending on other benefits and 

services varied considerably.2  

While categorical eligibility based on the receipt of non-cash TANF benefits3 reduces 

administrative burden for State agencies and allows households to obtain SNAP benefits in a 

more expedient manner, the existing regulation on categorical eligibility has created several 

inconsistencies in the SNAP eligibility determination process across States. Currently, 43 States 

have expanded categorical eligibility to households that receive non-cash TANF benefits. In 37 

States these non-cash TANF-funded programs have no resource test and in 33 States the gross 

income limit is higher than the SNAP gross income limit of 130 percent of poverty that applies 

to non-categorically eligible households. No State has a limit higher than 200 percent of poverty.  

Further, the broad interpretation of “benefits,” which includes any non-cash or in-kind benefits 

or services, has resulted in some States permitting nominal non-cash benefits or services, such as 

brochures describing social services, to confer categorical eligibility for SNAP.4   

Therefore, the Department proposes revising the categorical eligibility regulations to 

create a clearer and more consistent nationwide policy that limits categorical eligibility to 

households that receive an ongoing and substantial benefit from a TANF-funded program as it is 

                                                           
2TANF and MOE Spending and Transfers by Activity, FY 2017 available at: 
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/resource/tanf-and-moe-spending-and-transfers-by-activity-fy-2017-contains-national-
state-pie-charts.  
3 State programs funded under part A of Title IV of the SSA include programs funded by Federal TANF block grant 
funds, as well as programs not funded by Federal TANF block grants but funded by State maintenance-of-effort 
dollars that allow a State to receive Federal TANF block grant funds.  For simplicity, this proposed rule will refer to 
all State programs funded under part A of Title IV of the SSA as “TANF-funded programs,” and to benefits from 
such programs as “TANF benefits.”  
4 For a complete list of resource and income limits and non-cash programs through which States confer categorical 
eligibility, see https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf.  

https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/resource/tanf-and-moe-spending-and-transfers-by-activity-fy-2017-contains-national-state-pie-charts
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/resource/tanf-and-moe-spending-and-transfers-by-activity-fy-2017-contains-national-state-pie-charts
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf
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the Department’s understanding that programs providing such benefits have meaningful 

eligibility determinations because of the value of the benefits provided. The Department proposes 

defining “ongoing” non-cash benefits as those that are received or authorized to be received for 6 

months or longer; “substantial” non-cash benefits would be valued at $50 or more per month and 

fall into one of the following categories: subsidized employment, work supports (transportation 

or allowances for work expenses), or child care.  “Ongoing and substantial” cash benefits would 

be defined as benefits that a household receives or is authorized to receive for at least 6 months 

and that are at least $50 per month (or any threshold determined by the Secretary of Health and 

Human Services, whichever is higher).  The Department believes the revisions will ensure SNAP 

benefits reach those most in need while balancing administrative efficiency, customer service, 

and program integrity.  

 
II. Summary of Impacts 

 
The Department has estimated the net reduction in Federal spending associated with the 

proposed rule to be approximately $9.4 billion over the five years 2019-2023.  Included in this is 

an estimated reduction in Federal transfers of approximately $10.543 billion over the five-year 

period as well as a $1.157 billion increase in Federal administrative costs.  The Department 

estimates an additional $1.157 billion in administrative costs to State agencies (for a total of 

$2.314 billion in additional administrative costs).  The Department estimates that approximately 

9 percent of currently-participating SNAP households will lose eligibility for SNAP because 

their incomes or resources exceed Federal SNAP eligibility standards (an estimated 1.7 million 

households in FY 2020, containing 3.1 million individuals).  In addition, the Department 

estimates that households that remain eligible for SNAP (approximately 17.2 million households 
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containing 34.7 million individuals) and new SNAP applicants will face additional burden 

associated with the application process, at a cost of approximately $5 million annually.   

As of FY 2017, 91 percent of all SNAP households were considered categorically eligible 

for SNAP.  The majority of these households (69 percent of the total caseload) were 

categorically eligible due to receipt of a non-cash benefit.5  To estimate the proposed rule’s 

impacts, the Department determined how many of those households identified as categorically 

eligible due to receipt of a non-cash benefit have incomes or resources above the Federal limits.  

Because most States currently extend expanded categorical eligibility by means of a nominal 

benefit or service (such as providing a brochure or hotline) and not an “ongoing and substantial 

benefit” as the proposed rule requires, the Department expects that those currently categorically 

eligible households with incomes and resources above Federal limits will lose eligibility for 

SNAP since they would not be eligible under Federal income and resource rules. Households 

that are currently categorically eligible with incomes and resources below the Federal limits will 

remain eligible for SNAP through Federal rules. 

The Federal and State budget and household impacts are summarized in the following 

table; administrative costs and household burden are categorized as costs, and reductions in 

Federal spending on SNAP benefits are categorized as transfers in the accounting statement that 

follows. 

                                                           
5 See Table B-12:  Cronquist, Kathryn, and Sarah Lauffer. 2019. “Characteristics of Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program Households: Fiscal Year 2017.” Alexandria, VA. Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research for 
the USDA Food and Nutrition Service.  Available online:  https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/resource-
files/Characteristics2017.pdf 
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Table 1: Summary of Impacts 
 
In Millions of 
Dollars 

FY 
2019 

FY 
2020 

FY 
2021 

FY 
2022 

FY 
2023 Total 

Impacts on Federal Transfers (nominal dollars) 

Reduction in transfers 
(benefit spending) $0 -$1,444 -$2,953 -$3,031 -$3,116 -$10,543 

Discounted Transfer Impact 

 7 percent $0 -$1,261 -$2,411 -$2,312 -$2,221   -$8,205 

 3 percent $0 -$1,361 -$2,703 -$2,693 -$2,688 -$9,444 

 

Impacts on Federal (50%) and State (50%) Administrative Costs (nominal dollars) 
One-time 
Administrative Costs $192 - - - - $192 

Ongoing 
Administrative Costs - $552 $523 $523 $523 $2,122 

Total 
Administrative 
Costs 

$192 $552 $523 $523 $523 $2,314 

Discounted Administrative Costs 
 7 percent  $179       $483       $427       $399       $373      $1,861  

 3 percent $186       $521    $479  $465  $451  $2,102  

Impacts on Burden of Participating Households (Costs in nominal dollars) 
Household 
Administrative 
Burden 

$5 $5 $5 $5 $5 $25 

Discounted Household Administrative Burden 

 7 percent  $5       $4       $4       $4       $4      $21  

 3 percent $5  $5 $5 $4 $4 $23 
*Totals may not sum due to rounding 

As required by OMB Circular A-4, in Table 2 below, the Department has prepared an accounting 

statement showing the annualized estimates of benefits, costs, and transfers associated with the 

provisions of this proposed rule. 

 



6 
 

 
Table 2: Accounting Statement 
 

 Primary Estimate Year 
Dollar 

Discount 
Rate Period Covered 

Benefits - Qualitative:  Provisions to streamline categorical-eligibility rules are intended to 
simplify regulations for States, minimize variation across States in the eligibility determination 
process, and ensure both program integrity and program access.    

Costs – State administrative costs associated with increased labor costs for eligibility 
certification and one-time changes to State eligibility systems, application forms, and staff 
training.  Additional administrative burden for participating households and applicants. This 
rule may also impact food insecurity and savings rates of low-income Americans.   
Annualized 
Monetized 
($millions/year) 

$424 2018 7% 
FY 2019-2023 

$446 2018 3% 

Transfers – From currently-eligible households  to the Federal government.  Currently-
eligible households with income or resources above the Federal limit will no longer qualify for 
SNAP.  The Department believes the indirect effect on participants in the food supply chain 
will be minimal because of the likelihood that those who no longer qualify for SNAP benefits 
due to their income and/or assets will substitute other dollars for food purchases. 
Annualized 
Monetized 
($millions/year) 

-$2,141 2018 7% 
FY 2019-2023 

-$2,124 2018 3% 

 
 
In the discussion that follows, we provide a section-by-section description of the impacts. 

 

III. Section by Section Analysis 
 
Background 

 
Households that meet the eligibility requirements for certain means-tested programs are 

considered categorically eligible for SNAP. Categorical eligibility policies simplify the process 

of SNAP application and eligibility determination for these households by reducing the amount 

of information that must be verified. Categorically eligible households must still meet SNAP 
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nonfinancial criteria and households must have a net income low enough to qualify for a positive 

SNAP benefit.6    

Prior to the passage of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation 

Act (PRWORA) in 1996, categorical eligibility was limited to households in which all members 

received cash assistance from AFDC, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), or State General 

Assistance (GA) programs (known as pure public assistance households). When PRWORA 

passed in 1996, the traditional AFDC cash assistance program was replaced with a broad-

purpose block grant (TANF) that gives States the flexibility to use funds towards services that 

achieve one or more of four policy goals.7  

The expansion of State flexibility under TANF had implications for categorical 

eligibility.  As noted previously, under TANF States may use Federal TANF and State MOE 

funds to provide a variety of social services (e.g. child care assistance, child welfare services, 

and pre-K/Head Start) to a broader population, in contrast to AFDC’s targeted cash-assistance to 

low-income households. Programs vary greatly from State to State, with some States focusing on 

basic cash assistance for needy households and others directing a larger share of funds to non-

cash benefits and services for households that may or may not be in need. Table 3 shows how the 

distribution of TANF and MOE funds varies across States. While States spend on average 22.7 

percent of TANF and MOE funds on basic assistance, this ranges from a low of 3.3 percent in 

Indiana to a high of 63.5 percent in Kentucky. State spending in other categories also varies 

                                                           
6 Eligible households with one or two members are guaranteed at least the minimum benefit ($15 in FY 2019); 
larger households must have net income low enough to qualify for a positive SNAP benefit regardless of whether 
the household is eligible through Federal rules or categorical eligibility. 
7 (1) Provide assistance to needy families so that children may be cared for in their own homes or in the homes of 
relatives; (2) End the dependence of needy parents on government benefits by promoting job preparation, work,  and 
marriage; (3) Prevent and reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies; and (4) Encourage the formation and 
maintenance of two-parent families. 
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significantly; Kentucky spent 10.9 percent of its funds on Work, Education, and Training 

whereas Indiana spent 35.7 percent.  Some States do not use any TANF or MOE funds for 

refundable tax credits or Pre-K/Head Start, while others dedicate more than half of funding to 

these programs.  

Table 3. Use of TANF and MOE Funds by Category as a Percentage of Total Federal TANF and 
State MOE Funding  

  Basic 
Assistance 

Admin 
Costs 

Work, 
Education, 

and 
Training 

Child 
Care 

Refundable 
Tax Credit 

Emergency 
and Short-

Term 
Benefits 

Child 
Welfare 

Pre-
K/Head 

Start 
Other 

US Total 22.7% 7.2% 10.5% 16.1% 9.0% 4.0% 7.1% 8.1% 15.3% 
Range of 
spending 
in each 
category 

3.3 - 63.5 1.8 - 
23.5 0.3 - 35.7 0 - 40.9 0 - 32.5 0 - 23.9 0 - 53.6 0 - 64.8 0 - 52.0 

Indiana* 3.3 4.6 35.7 22.0 5.7 0.1 3.0 0.0 25.7 

Kentucky* 63.5 5.4 10.9 14.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.8 
 
*IN and KY were included as examples because they spend the lowest and highest percentages on Basic Assistance, respectively.  
Source: The Congressional Research Service, based on data from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (available 
at https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/resource/tanf-and-moe-spending-and-transfers-by-activity-fy-2017-contains-national-state-pie-
charts).  See https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/RL/RL32760  

  
In response to the TANF changes, current regulations require that all States must confer 

categorical eligibility for SNAP to households in which all members receive cash assistance 

from TANF, GA, or SSI and give States significant flexibility to determine what types of non-

cash TANF-funded services and benefits can confer categorical eligibility for SNAP.  Currently, 

43 States have used this flexibility to expand categorical eligibility to households that receive 

non-cash TANF benefits, resulting in significant variation across States in the SNAP eligibility 

determination process and in program rules and operations. For example, of the 43 States: 

• 41 States apply expanded categorical eligibility to all households that do not 

receive cash assistance; 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/RL/RL32760
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• 2 States limit expanded categorical eligibility to a subset of households 

(households with dependents in New Hampshire and households with dependents 

or households with earnings in New York8);  

• 37 States currently have no resource test, although 13 of these States impose the 

Federal resource limit of $3,500 on households with elderly or disabled 

individuals if their income exceeds 200 percent of the Federal poverty guidelines; 

• 6 States apply a resource test for all households; and 

• 33 States use a gross income limit above 130 percent of the Federal poverty 

guidelines.9   

 

Households that are categorically eligible for SNAP are certified for SNAP through 

streamlined procedures that reduce the amount of information that must be verified.  Because 

these non-cash TANF-funded programs are available to most households in States that have 

adopted expanded categorical eligibility policies, more than two-thirds of SNAP households are 

certified for SNAP through streamlined procedures due to receipt of a nominal non-cash 

benefit.    In addition, because many State non-cash TANF-funded programs have financial 

eligibility criteria (i.e., resource and/or income limits) that are higher than Federal SNAP limits, 

expanded categorical eligibility policies mean some households are eligible for SNAP who 

                                                           
8 Although information from New York indicates that only a subset of households are eligible for the non-cash 
TANF-funded benefit, per Quality Control data all households are categorized as categorically eligible. 
9 See https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf.   

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf
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would not otherwise receive benefits through regular SNAP rules.10 The household types most 

likely to benefit from expanded categorical eligibility include: 

• Households with countable resources above the SNAP limits, who would not be eligible 

under regular SNAP rules. 

• Households with gross incomes that exceed the Federal gross income limit, but who have 

extremely high expenses for things like shelter or child care.  SNAP rules provide 

deductions for dependent care and excess shelter expenses, so these households are able 

to reduce their net incomes enough to qualify for a positive SNAP benefit.  Under regular 

SNAP rules, these households would not be eligible. 

• One- and two-person households with incomes above the net income limit. These 

households would not be eligible under regular SNAP rules but would receive the 

minimum benefit ($15 per month in FY 2019) if eligible through expanded categorical 

eligibility. 

The Department proposes updating regulations regarding categorical eligibility for SNAP 

to create a more consistent nationwide policy that limits categorical eligibility to households that 

have sufficiently demonstrated need by qualifying for ongoing and substantial benefits from 

TANF-funded programs designed to assist low-income households and help them move towards 

self-sufficiency.  In addition, the revisions would help ensure that receipt of nominal, one-time 

                                                           
10 Most households must have gross incomes at or below 130 percent of the Federal poverty level and net incomes at 
or below 100 percent of the Federal poverty level to qualify for SNAP. Households with elderly and/or disabled 
individuals do not have to meet the gross income test to be income-eligible for SNAP, but they do need to meet the 
net income test. All eligible one- and two-person households are guaranteed a minimum benefit.  More 
information on how the Federal government defines poverty can be found here: https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-
guidelines.  

 

https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines
https://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty-guidelines
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benefits (such as a brochure) does not confer categorical eligibility.  The Department believes 

these revisions will maintain categorical eligibility’s dual purpose of administrative streamlining 

while ensuring that SNAP benefits are targeted to the appropriate households. 

Discussion: 

To better align categorical eligibility across the States in a way that ensures both program 

integrity and access, the Department proposes the following changes:   

1. Clarifying that benefits that may confer categorical eligibility must be “ongoing 

and substantial;”  

2. Defining “ongoing” as benefits that are received or authorized to be received for 

at least 6 months and “substantial” as benefits that are valued at $50 or more per 

month; and 

3. Limiting non-cash benefits that may convey categorical eligibility to the 

following:  subsidized employment, work supports, or childcare.  

In addition, the proposed rule would require State agencies to inform FNS of all non-cash TANF 

benefits that confer categorical eligibility.   

Ongoing and Substantial Benefits in Conferring Programs – In the proposed rule, TANF benefits 

must be ongoing and substantial in order to confer categorical eligibility. One-time or nominal 

TANF-funded benefits would no longer confer categorical eligibility.  For non-cash benefits, this 

means that they are received or are authorized to be received for at least 6 months and are valued 

at a minimum of $50 per month. In the TANF context, this might include a household that would 

be eligible to receive benefits for a period of at least six months, barring changes in financial 

status or compliance.  Six months was chosen as the threshold for “ongoing” because six months 
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is the certification period length for many SNAP households and a mid-point for the most 

common certification period length of 12 months.  The Department believes that six months is 

long enough to be considered ongoing, and would maintain program alignment.11  If a shorter 

timeframe were used, States might need to shorten certification periods in order to ensure that 

households’ circumstances have not changed.   This could negate the positive effects of 

administrative streamlining.   

The proposed rule would also require TANF cash benefits to be ongoing and substantial 

in order to confer categorical eligibility. Like non-cash benefits, to be considered “ongoing” cash 

benefits must be received or authorized to be received for at least 6 months; to be considered 

“substantial” they must be at least $50 per month or a threshold established by the Department of 

Health and Human Services, whichever is higher.  The FY17 SNAP Quality Control (QC) data12 

show that only a small number of SNAP households that receive TANF (about 37,000, or less 

than 0.2 percent of all SNAP households) receive less than $50 in TANF cash assistance. The 

vast majority of these households (about 98 percent) have incomes below 100 percent of the 

Federal poverty guidelines. Therefore, we do not anticipate that including a $50 threshold for 

cash TANF will result in additional households losing SNAP eligibility since they are likely to 

remain eligible under Federal income rules.  

Types of Programs Conferring Categorical Eligibility – Current regulations allow TANF-funded 

programs designed to further TANF block grant purposes one through four to confer eligibility.  

                                                           
11 See Table A-12, Characteristics of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Households: Fiscal Year 2017.  
Available online:  https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/resource-files/Characteristics2017.pdf 
12 SNAP QC data are collected as part of the QC review process and are publicly available here:  
https://host76.mathematica-mpr.com/fns/.  Detailed information on the QC review process, including sampling 
requirements and procedures for conducting QC reviews, can be found here: http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/quality-
control.   

https://host76.mathematica-mpr.com/fns/
http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/quality-control
http://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/quality-control
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The proposed rule would eliminate the link conferring SNAP categorical eligibility by TANF 

block grant purpose and replace it with categorical eligibility based on the type of TANF benefit 

that a household receives from a TANF-funded program. Specifically, the Department proposes 

limiting SNAP categorical eligibility to non-cash TANF benefits that support meaningful work 

opportunities: subsidized employment, work supports, and childcare support.  

Non-cash benefits must be valued at $50 or more per month and would be limited to the 

following types: 

• Payments to employers or third parties to cover the cost of employee wages, or benefits;  

• Work supports, including transportation benefits or vouchers to assist families to 

participate in employment or work activities; and/or  

• Childcare subsidies or vouchers to support working families.    

Because under current certification policy there is no distinction between non-cash TANF-

funded benefits based on programmatic type, value of the benefit, or length of time the benefit is 

received, this information is not collected through the SNAP QC process.  Therefore, the 

Department is unable to conduct separate analyses of the impacts of the definition of “ongoing,” 

“substantial,” or the programmatic type.   

For the same reason, the Department is unable to use QC data to identify whether any 

households in States with expanded categorical eligibility are receiving non-cash benefits that 

meet all three proposed criteria and would thus retain categorical eligibility for SNAP. However, 

based on a previous study, the Department estimates that currently less than one percent of 
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SNAP households receive a non-cash benefit that meets all the proposed criteria.13 It is possible 

that some households in States with expanded categorical eligibility are receiving benefits that 

meet all three proposed criteria.  It is also possible that some households in States without 

expanded categorical eligibility are receiving non-cash benefits that do not meet all three 

proposed criteria, and thus would no longer be categorically eligible for SNAP.  Our analysis 

assumes that none of the 9.0 percent of households with incomes or resources above Federal 

limits would have remained categorically eligible.  However, FNS recognizes that there is 

uncertainty in this aspect of its analysis.  We have provided a sensitivity analysis to bound the 

impacts of this assumption in the “Uncertainties” section of the RIA. 

State Notification to FNS of Conferring Benefits – The proposed rule would require State 

agencies to inform FNS of all non-cash TANF benefits that confer categorical eligibility. Under 

existing regulations, States must inform FNS if they intend to confer categorical eligibility 

through benefits or services provided by a program that is less than 50 percent funded by Federal 

TANF or State MOE and that advances purposes one and two of TANF. Requiring State 

agencies to inform FNS which non-cash TANF benefits are used to confer categorical eligibility 

would ensure appropriate monitoring and transparency, as well as ensure consistency 

nationwide. States would be required to report when this rule takes effect and any time there is a 

subsequent change to the conferring programs.  The Department expects the notification 

requirement would not unduly burden most State agencies because the TANF benefits that 

confer categorical eligibility do not frequently change. 

                                                           
13 See Table 7: Laird, Elizabeth and Carole Tripp. 2014. “Programs Conferring Categorical Eligibility for SNAP: 
State Policies and the Number and Characteristics of Households Affected.” Washington, DC. Prepared by 
Mathematica Policy Research for the U.S. Food and Nutrition Service. Available online: https://www.mathematica-
mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-
policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected.   

https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
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Effect on SNAP Participants:     

The combined impact of these provisions will result in fewer households being 

categorically eligible for SNAP; these households (69 percent of the total caseload) will no 

longer be certified for SNAP using streamlined procedures and will face the SNAP income and 

resource tests. In addition, the Department estimates that approximately 9.0 percent of currently 

participating households (an estimated 1.7 million households in FY 2020, containing 3.1 million 

individuals) will lose eligibility for SNAP because their incomes and/or resources exceed Federal 

SNAP limits. This includes approximately 914,000 households (1.7 million individuals) that 

would fail to meet the Federal income requirements and another 767,000 households (1.4 million 

individuals) that would fail to meet the Federal resource requirements.14 Collectively, these 

households receive about 5.0 percent of total SNAP benefits.  

In addition, applicants and participating households in States that currently have 

expanded eligibility policies will face additional administrative burden at initial application and 

recertification related to verification of resources.  This additional burden is expected to cost 

applicants/participating households approximately $5 million annually.   

Subgroup Impacts 

As noted previously, the flexibility regarding non-cash benefits that can confer 

categorical eligibility for SNAP has resulted in variation across States in terms of populations 

served, eligibility determination, and other program rules associated with these non-cash 

                                                           
14 Households that are not categorically eligible must have gross and/or net income below Federal limits to qualify 
for SNAP. Households with elderly and/or disabled individuals do not have to meet the gross income test to be 
income-eligible for SNAP, but they do need to meet the net income test. In fiscal year 2017, households not 
categorically eligible were permitted up to $2,250 in countable resource or up to $3,250 if at least one household 
member was elderly or had a disability.  
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benefits, particularly when compared to TANF cash benefits.  For example, in the majority of 

States, households not normally served through TANF cash assistance (e.g., households with 

elderly individuals or households without dependent children) are conferred SNAP categorical 

eligibility through non-cash TANF benefits.  Similarly, in most States there are higher gross 

income limits and/or no resource test for these non-cash benefits.  Because of this variation, the 

proposed rule changes affect different household types in different ways.  

While overall about 9 percent of all households currently participating in SNAP will lose 

eligibility under this proposed rule, households with one or more elderly individual(s) and/or 

earned income will be disproportionately affected. Approximately 13.2 percent of all SNAP 

households with elderly members will lose benefits (7.4 percent will fail the income test and 5.8 

percent will fail the resource test), as will 12.5 percent of households with earnings (8.6 percent 

will fail the income test and another 3.9 percent will fail the resource test). Households without 

children will also be disproportionately affected, with 10.1 percent losing eligibility 

(approximately 5.5 percent will fail the income test and an additional 4.6 percent will fail the 

resource test.). 

Households with children and/or with disabled individuals will be affected at a lower 

rate. Approximately 7.4 percent of households with children will lose benefits (4.1 percent will 

fail the income test and 3.4 percent will fail the resource test), as will 4.4 percent of households 

with disabled individuals (3.1 percent will fail the income test and an additional 1.3 percent will 

fail the resource test).  Table 4 summarizes the impacts on SNAP households by subgroup. 
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Table 4. Share of SNAP households and individuals with specified household characteristic 
that fail a combination of the Federal income and resource tests 
 

  ALL 
(n) 

With 
Children 

(n) 

With 
Elderly 

Individuals 
(n) 

With 
Disabled 

Individuals 
(n) 

With 
Earnings 

(n) 

Without 
Children 

(n) 
All SNAP households  (21,482,525) (9,208,625)  (4,675,581)  (4,365,815) (6,894,948)  (12,273,900)  
    Failing the Federal income test(s) 4.9% 4.1% 7.4% 3.1% 8.6% 5.5% 
    Failing the Federal resource test* 4.1% 3.4% 5.8% 1.3% 3.9% 4.6% 
    Total 9.0% 7.4% 13.2% 4.4% 12.5% 10.1% 
All participating individuals (43,464,768)  (29,710,062)  (5,742,431)  (8,017,249)  (19,346,780)  (13,754,706)  

    Failing the Federal income test(s) 4.4% 3.8% 7.6% 2.9% 6.9% 5.8% 
    Failing the Federal resource test* 3.8% 3.4% 5.6% 1.1% 3.7% 4.6% 
    Total 8.2% 7.1% 13.2% 4.0% 10.7% 10.5% 

*To avoid double-counting, households and individuals who fail both the income and resource tests are only 
included in the total for those failing the income test. 
Source: Special tabulations of 2016 SNAP QC data (using August 2009 SIPP data to predict resource eligibility).  
Standard errors for this table may be found in Appendix Table B. 

These estimated impacts are consistent with earlier studies on SNAP participants, 

income, and resources. Previous studies, such as the 2016 report on Asset Limits, SNAP 

Participation and Financial Stability,15 and program data indicate that elderly participants tend 

to have higher income and resources than other SNAP households.  In 2017, the average gross 

monthly income for SNAP households with an elderly individual was $763 per person, while the 

average gross monthly income for SNAP households with children was $319 per person.16 The 

2016 Asset Limits study determined that nearly two-thirds (62 percent) of low-income 

households with resources above the Federal limit contained an elderly individual, compared to 

37 percent of households below the Federal resource limit. Likewise, elderly households were 

                                                           
15 Ratcliffe, Caroline, Sara Armstrong, Emma Kalish, Signe-Mary McKernan, Christina Oberlin, Catherine Ruggles, 
and Laura Wheaton. 2016. “Asset Limits, SNAP Participation, and Financial Stability.” Washington, DC. Prepared 
by the Urban Institute and Orlin Research for the U.S. Food and Nutrition Service. Available online: https://fns-
prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf. 
16 See Table A.18: “Characteristics of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Households: Fiscal Year 
2017.” Available online: https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/Characteristics2017.pdf.  

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/Characteristics2017.pdf
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more likely to have resources above the SNAP limit, even taking into account the higher 

resource limit for these households.   

Similarly, the results showing that the income test has a greater impact on households 

with earnings are consistent with prior studies.  A 2014 study17 on SNAP categorical eligibility 

found that more than two-thirds of households that would become income ineligible received earned 

income (69.0 percent). Almost 92 percent of the reduction in benefits due to the lower income limits 

came from households with earnings. In addition, the 2016 Asset Limits study found that households 

with earned income were less likely to have resources above the SNAP limit. 

The Department’s ability to determine the impacts of the rule by race is limited by its 

lack of data on race and ethnicity. Race and ethnicity is unknown for approximately 13 percent 

of the SNAP caseload, and without complete data, the Department is unable to accurately 

estimate the effect of the proposed rule by race. With that understanding, the Department 

conducted an analysis of the SNAP QC data to reach its best estimate and determined that the 

proposed rule is likely to have a slightly greater impact on households with a white head of 

household. Approximately 9.5 percent of white households will lose eligibility (5.0 percent will 

fail the income test and 4.4 percent will fail the resource test). Households with an African-

American head of household will be slightly less impacted, with 7.3 percent losing eligibility 

(4.0 percent will fail the income test and 3.2 percent will fail the resource test). Households with 

an Asian, Hispanic, or Native American head of household will not be disproportionately 

impacted, with about 9 percent of these households losing eligibility. 

                                                           
17 “Programs Conferring Categorical Eligibility for SNAP: State Policies and the Number and Characteristics of 
Households Affected.” Available online: https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-
findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-
characteristics-of-households-affected.   

https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
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Impacts on Resource Holdings of Low-Income Households 

The reimplementation of Federal resource limits may lead to reduced savings among low-

income SNAP households, as some households may spend down their savings to cover expenses, 

such as food, or to regain eligibility for SNAP. As noted in the Asset Limits study, SNAP 

households living in States with expanded categorical eligibility policies tended to have higher 

resources than those living in States without such policies, although resource holdings were still 

quite low for both groups. 18  The study found that SNAP households in expanded categorical 

eligibility States were more likely to have bank accounts and more likely to have at least $500 in 

emergency savings compared to households in States without these policies. 19  In other words, 

families living in States without expanded categorical eligibility policies are more likely to lack a 

savings cushion when income disruptions occur and may therefore be more likely to tap into 

public welfare programs.20  

Impacts on Churn 

Limiting the types of benefits that would confer categorical eligibility may increase 

churning in SNAP.  Churn is defined as a break in SNAP participation of four months or less 

before the household reenters the program.  The proposed rule will likely increase churn because 

households that were previously categorically eligible will face changes in the application 

process that will require them to provide additional verification at certification or recertification. 

                                                           
18 See page 38: “Asset Limits, SNAP Participation, and Financial Stability.” Available online: https://fns-
prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf. 
19 See page 38:  “Asset Limits, SNAP Participation, and Financial Stability.” Available online: https://fns-
prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf. 
20 McKernan, Signe-Mary, Caroline Ratcliffe, Breno Braga, and Emma Kalish. 2016. “Thriving Residents, Thriving 
Cities: Family Financial Security Matters for Cities” Washington, DC: The Urban Institute. Available online: 
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/thriving-residents-thriving-cities-family-financial-security-matters-
cities.  

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/thriving-residents-thriving-cities-family-financial-security-matters-cities
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/thriving-residents-thriving-cities-family-financial-security-matters-cities


20 
 

Underscoring the relationship between expanded categorical eligibility policies and churn, the 

Asset Limits study found that living in a state without these policies increased the likelihood of 

SNAP churn by 2 percentage points. With 7 percent of expanded categorical eligibility recipients 

churning per year, this 2 percentage-point increase represents a 26 percent increase in churning.21   

A previous USDA study found that churn imposes costs both to participants and to State 

Agencies.22  For States, churn increases costs by requiring States to process additional 

applications (State administrative costs are discussed elsewhere in this analysis); for households, 

costs include the loss of benefits they otherwise would have received as well as administrative 

burden associated with the recertification process.  The Churn Study also found that most churn 

occurred at the time of recertification or a required interim report. 

Impacts by State 

The proposed rule will also have varying impacts by State. By nature of standardizing 

guidelines for all States, it will disproportionately affect SNAP households in States that 

currently have more expansive categorical eligibility policies. As of October 2018, all but 10 

States use some form of non-cash expanded categorical eligibility.23 An analysis using FY 2016 

QC data found that the percentage of SNAP households that would become ineligible in States 

that currently use expanded categorical eligibility policies varied from a high of 17.6 percent in 

                                                           
21 See page 47: “Asset Limits, SNAP Participation, and Financial Stability.” Available online: https://fns-
prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf.   
22 See page 98: Mills, Gregory, Tracy Vericker, Heather Koball, Laura Wheaton, Key Lippold, and Sam Elkin. 
2014. “Understanding the Rates, Causes, and Costs of Churning in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP).” Prepared by the Urban Institute for the U.S. Food and Nutrition Service. Available online:  
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/understanding-rates-causes-and-costs-churning-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-
program-snap.  
23 The States that will not be affected by the proposed rule are Alaska, Arkansas, Kansas, Louisiana, Missouri, South 
Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, and Wyoming.  

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/understanding-rates-causes-and-costs-churning-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/understanding-rates-causes-and-costs-churning-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap
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Wisconsin to a low of 3.1 percent in Mississippi.24 The seven States in which more than 15 

percent of SNAP households would lose eligibility (Delaware, Iowa, Maine, Nevada, North 

Dakota, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin), all have relatively high gross-income limits 

(between 160 and 200 percent of the Federal poverty guideline) for the benefit or service 

conferring categorical eligibility. Of these seven States, only Maine has a resource limit.25    

The States that would be most strongly impacted by the income test include Wisconsin 

(12.3 percent would lose eligibility due to income limits) and Texas (11.0 percent would lose 

eligibility due to income limits). In an additional seven States, between 8 and 10 percent of 

SNAP households would lose eligibility due to income limits (Delaware, Iowa, Maine, 

Maryland, Massachusetts, Nebraska, and Oregon). 

The resource test would also have disparate affects across States, given the differences in 

State resource policies. North Dakota would be most strongly impacted by the resource test, with 

12.5 percent of SNAP households losing eligibility, and Washington State would be second, with 

9.0 percent of SNAP households losing eligibility. Neither State currently has a resource limit for 

the non-cash benefit conferring categorical eligibility. In all other States with expanded 

categorical eligibility policies, between 2.9 percent and 7.6 percent of SNAP households would 

lose eligibility due to resource limits.   

Methodology for Estimating Household and Benefit Impacts 

                                                           
24 Note that in 2016, Indiana was among the States that did not use any expanded categorical eligibility policies. 
Since then, Indiana has begun using categorical eligibility for households that receive a TANF brochure if the 
household gross income is under 130 percent of the federal poverty guideline and if their resources are below 
$5,000. 
25 Maine’s resource limit is set at $5,000 for all households. See Broad Based Categorical Eligibility. Available 
online:   https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf.  

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf
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As noted previously, in FY 2017 91 percent of all SNAP households were considered 

categorically eligible for SNAP and 69 percent of all households were categorically eligible due 

to receipt of a non-cash benefit.  To estimate the proposed rule’s impacts, the Department 

determined how many of those households identified as categorically eligible due to receipt of a 

non-cash benefit have incomes or resources above the Federal limits.  To estimate how many 

households would lose eligibility, the Department determined how many of those identified as 

categorically-eligible due to receipt of a non-cash TANF-funded benefit have incomes or 

resources above the Federal limits.  These households would not be eligible for SNAP without 

expanded categorical eligibility; under current regulations, categorically eligible households are 

not subject to income or resource tests, although they still must qualify for a positive benefit in 

order to participate in SNAP.26 

To identify households with incomes too high to qualify for SNAP benefits under the 

proposed rule, the Department used FY 2016 SNAP QC data to determine the percentage of 

households in States with expanded categorical eligibility policies who have incomes above the 

Federal gross and/or net limits and were not pure public assistance households. The Department 

estimates that approximately 4.9 percent of households participating in SNAP in FY 2016 would 

have failed the Federal gross and/or net income tests. Categorically eligible households that 

would fail the Federal income tests receive lower than average SNAP benefits due to their higher 

household incomes; together, these households received about 1.1 percent of all SNAP benefits 

in FY 2016.   

                                                           
26 Households in which all members received cash assistance (“pure public assistance” households) and 
categorically eligible households in States without expanded categorical eligibility policies were excluded from this 
analysis as those households would remain categorically eligible for SNAP.   
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The process for identifying income-eligible households with resources above the Federal 

limits was more complex. Because the QC review form only collects information necessary for 

eligibility determination – and not all States require a resource test for eligibility determination 

under their expanded categorical eligibility policies – the Department was unable to use the QC 

data to estimate the number of individuals in households with resources that exceed Federal 

limits.  Rather, the Department based its estimates on data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 

Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP).   

Unlike the QC data, SIPP contains information on household resource holdings.27  This 

data was used to identify households in States with expanded categorical eligibility policies that 

were income-eligible for and participating in SNAP, but whose resource holdings were above the 

Federal SNAP resource limit.  Based on the characteristics of the identified households, an 

algorithm was used to predict the probability that income-eligible households in the QC data that 

were not pure public assistance would fail the Federal resource test.   This is the same process 

used to derive annual estimates of SNAP participation rates.28  Using this algorithm, the 

Department estimates that approximately 4.1 percent of households participating in SNAP in FY 

2016 were income eligible but would have failed the Federal resource test.  Collectively, these 

households are estimated to have received about 3.9 percent of all SNAP benefits in FY 2016.    

                                                           
27 While the SIPP collects resource data through a topical module, resource information is imputed for some 
households.  Previous analysis of the SIPP data used to estimate resource ineligibility found that about 19 percent of 
participating SNAP households had at least one type of countable financial resource imputed.  Most of these 
households reported having a resource type but did not report the value.  More information about the SIPP can be 
found here:  https://www.census.gov/sipp/  
28For more information, please see https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/SNAP-participation-rates-FY-2010-2016.  For a 
full list of characteristics and their regression coefficients, please see Appendix A. 

https://www.census.gov/sipp/
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/SNAP-participation-rates-FY-2010-2016
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Households applying or recertifying for SNAP benefits will face additional 

administrative burden associated with providing verification of resources.  To estimate 

household burden associated with this rule, the Department first determined the number of 

applications and recertifications processed in FY 2018.  There were a total of 17.3 million 

applications (approvals and denials) and 13.9 million recertifications (approvals and denials) 

processed that year.29  Based on QC data, we estimated that approximately 22 percent of those 

households would be categorically eligible due to receipt of cash assistance, and thus would not 

be subject to additional administrative burden.30  As this rule impacts 43 of 53 State Agencies31, 

we also assumed that only about 81 percent of those applications and recertifications were 

processed in the affected States.   

As described in the Proposed Rule, the Department collected information from States that 

do not currently have expanded categorical eligibility policies and determined that half verify 

resources when resources are close to the resource limit, about one-quarter only verify resources 

when questionable and the remaining States verified resources at all times.  Using these 

assumptions, the Department estimates that 22 of the 43 affected States would adopt a policy to 

verify a household’s resources if close to the resource limit (for the purposes of this discussion, 

“High Limit States”), 10 would verify resources only when deemed questionable (“Self-

Attestation” States) and 11 would verify resources for households at all times (“Always” States). 

In “High Limit” and “Self-Attestation” States, only a certain percentage of SNAP applicants 

                                                           
29 FNS National Data Bank data from FY2018, FNS 366-B, Total Initial Applications and Total Recertification 
Applications.   
30 See Table B.12: “Characteristics of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Households: Fiscal Year 
2017.” Available online: https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/Characteristics2017.pdf. 
31 State agencies include the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Guam, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/Characteristics2017.pdf
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would meet the criteria (e.g. substantial resources or questionable information) that would 

necessitate the caseworker undertaking resource verification. Using data from the Asset Limits 

study, 32 FNS estimates that States that verify resources near the limit (22) would have to verify 

about 27% of the time; FNS rounded up to 30% to take into account caseworker discretion to 

verify when questionable. For the States that verify only when questionable FNS assumes that 

resources would be verified 10% of the time. The estimated number of households for the 13 

“Always” States would be all SNAP applicant households in those States. 

Based on these assumptions, the Department estimates that approximately 4.8 million 

applicant households and 3.8 million recertifying households will need to provide documentation 

of resources.  Burden estimates from an approved data collection (OMB Control Number 0584-

0064; Expiration Date 7/31/2020) indicate that providing verification would take 4 minutes 

(0.0668 hours) per household at application and 6 minutes (0.1002 hours) per household at 

recertification.  Multiplying those estimates by the minimum wage ($7.25) results in an annual 

cost to households of approximately $5 million associated with this burden.  The Department 

invites comment on whether these burden estimates are reasonable.  In particular, we recognize 

that the expected impact on State agencies (State administrative costs, including increased 

administrative burden) is much greater than the estimated household burden.  Therefore, the 

Department also welcomes comments on potential refinements to these estimates with regard to 

the relationship between the state impacts and the household costs. 

                                                           
32 See Table 8: “Asset Limits, SNAP Participation, and Financial Stability.” Available online: https://fns-
prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf.   

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf
https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/ops/SNAPAssets.pdf


26 
 

Table 5.  Calculation of Household Administrative Burden 
 

 
Applications Recertifications 

Total, FY 2018 (millions) 17.3 13.9 

  Not categorically eligible due to cash assistance 13.5 10.8 

    In current BBCE States 10.9 8.8 

       Verification required:    

“High Limit” States (22 States; 30 percent of households)  1.7 1.4 

“Self-Attestation” States (10 States; 10 percent of households) 0.3 0.2 

“Always” States (11 States; all households) 2.8 2.3 

      TOTAL 4.8 3.8 

Hours required per case 0.0668 0.1002 

Total Cost in millions (TOTAL x Hours x $7.25) $2.3 $2.8 

 

Effect on Federal Spending:  

The Department estimates that the proposed rule will reduce Federal spending by 

approximately $9.386 billion over five years.  This reflects the net impact of increased spending 

for the Federal share of State Administrative Expense (SAE) 33  of about $1.157 billion and 

reduced spending on SNAP benefits (transfers) of $10.543 billion.    

Impacts on Benefit Spending (Transfer Payments) 

To estimate the change to SNAP benefits, the Department applied the percentage of 

benefits paid to households that would fail the Federal income and/or resource tests 

(approximately 5.0 percent of all SNAP benefits in FY 2016) to projected SNAP benefit 

spending.34 The Department assumes that the rule provisions would go into effect in FY 2020 

                                                           
33 State administrative expense is split evenly between the State and Federal governments.  
34 Each year as part of the process of developing the President’s Budget, the Department produces estimates of 
expected SNAP participation and benefit spending over a ten-year period.  Estimates in this Regulatory Impact 
Analysis are based on Department Estimates for the FY2020 President’s Budget. 
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and that the change would be implemented at recertification. Since the average certification 

period is about 13 months, these estimates assume that only half of households are impacted in 

the first year of implementation. Table 6 below provides additional detail. 

Table 6:  Calculation of Benefit Savings 

 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 
Estimated* SNAP 
participants (millions) 38.213 37.751 37.537 37.397 37.282 
Estimated* SNAP benefits 
(millions) $56,734 $57,492 $58,830 $60,392 $62,099 
Reduction in Benefit 
Payments (millions) $0 -$1,443 -$2,954 -$3,032 -$3,118 
Reduction in 
Participation (millions) 0 -1.546 -3.075 -3.063 -3.054 

*Internal USDA data 

Impacts on Administrative Costs 

To estimate how these provisions would affect administrative costs, the Department used 

data from a recent study that analyzed factors influencing variation in State administrative costs 

from FY 1999 to FY 2016.35  The analysis examined how State economic conditions, caseload 

characteristics, and policies affect SAE cost per case and found that the introduction of expanded 

categorical eligibility reduced State administrative costs per case by 7.1 percent.  Therefore, the 

Department estimates that the proposed rule will increase administrative costs by a similar 

amount in those States that have used existing flexibilities to confer categorical eligibility to the 

majority of their SNAP caseload. The study used a State and year fixed effects model as the main 

modeling approach: 

                                                           
35 Geller, D., J. Isaacs, B. Braga, and B. Zic.  2019.  “Exploring the Causes of State Variation in SNAP 
Administrative Costs.”  Alexandria, VA.  Prepared by Manhattan Strategy Group and the Urban Institute for the 
U.S. Food and Nutrition Service. Available online: https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/exploring-causes-state-variation-
snap-administrative-costs.  

https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/exploring-causes-state-variation-snap-administrative-costs
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/exploring-causes-state-variation-snap-administrative-costs
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𝑌𝑌st = 𝛽𝛽1𝑋𝑋st + 𝛾𝛾s + 𝛿𝛿t + 𝜀𝜀st 

where: 

𝑌𝑌st = SAE per case in State s and year t 
𝑋𝑋st = explanatory variables in State s and year t 
𝛾𝛾s = State fixed effects 
𝛿𝛿t = year fixed effects 
𝜀𝜀st = error term 

 
and 𝛽𝛽1 is a set of estimates representing the coefficients of interest, i.e., the marginal effect of a 

given variable (such as expanded categorical eligibility) on the outcome (SAE cost per case).   

State fixed effects account for differences in unobservable determinants of SAE per case 

that are constant within States over the years.  Year fixed effects account for nationwide changes 

in SNAP and macroeconomic conditions during the period of analysis.  Multiple regression 

analysis may suffer from omitted variables bias due to unobserved variables that are constant 

within a State over time.  Fixed effects modeling offers a possibility of eliminating this bias. By 

using State fixed effects we essentially compare SAE costs in a given State before and after the 

introduction of a new SNAP policy, netting out any State characteristic that is constant over 

time.    

Four basic models were estimated in which the dependent variable is total SAE per case, 

rescaled using logarithmic transformation.  In the preferred model, SAE per case is regressed 

against three measures of State economic conditions, three measures of caseload characteristics, 
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and five State SNAP policies.36  Other models included an expanded model,37 which looked at a 

fuller set of SNAP policies; a model that collapsed six policy variables that were not found 

significant in the expanded model into a SNAP policy index;38 and a model without State fixed 

effects.  Estimates in this regulatory analysis are based on results from the preferred model.  This 

model is preferred because it is the simplest, explaining SAE variation with a relatively small set 

of key variables.  The preferred model found that implementing expanded categorical eligibility 

policies resulted in a 7.1 percent reduction in SAE cost per case.  These results were significant 

at the 10 percent level of confidence.   

The total increase in administrative costs is calculated as the increase in administrative 

cost per case multiplied by the number of households in States that currently have expanded 

categorical eligibility policies (after adjusting for the reduction in caseload).   Approximately 89 

percent of SNAP households currently reside in the 43 States that use non-cash TANF benefits to 

confer categorical eligibility to most or all SNAP households. Table 6 shows the projected SNAP 

caseload overall and in the current States with expanded categorical eligibility policies after 

adjusting for the caseload decline.   

                                                           
36 State economic measures included average wages of public welfare workers, revenue per capita, and 
unemployment rate.  Caseload characteristics included number of people per household, share of SNAP households 
with earned income, and share of SNAP households with TANF.  SNAP policies included expanded categorical 
eligibility, simplified reporting, waiver of face-to-face interviews, fingerprinting requirements, and length of 
certification period. 
37 The expanded model included the following additional SNAP policies:  exclusion of all vehicles from the resource 
test; operation of call centers; use of online applications; operation of Combined Application demonstration Projects 
(CAPs); waivers of the time limit for Able-bodied Adults without Dependents (ABAWDS); offer of transitional 
benefits to households leaving TANF; and Medicaid expansion under the Affordable Care Act.  This model also 
included additional economic and caseload factors, such as average housing prices and the share of SNAP 
households living in rural areas. 
38 The policy index combined the following six SNAP policies:  exclusion of all vehicles from the resource test, 
operation of call centers, use of online applications, waiver of face-to-face interviews, fingerprinting requirements, 
and operation of a CAP. 
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SAE cost per case is calculated as total SAE spending divided by total households.  The 

baseline average annual Federal share of SAE cost per case is thus projected to be approximately 

$246 in FY 2020, the first year of implementation ($4.618 billion in Federal SAE spending 

divided by 18.74 million households).  A 7.1 percent increase in cost per case equals 

approximately $17.50 per household in FY 2020, increasing to about $17.70 per household by 

FY 2023.  Thus, the increase in the Federal share of administrative costs in FY 2020 is $17.50 x 

15.788 million households = $276 million.  Table 7 below provides additional detail: 

Table 7:  Administrative Expense Calculations 

Administrative Cost 
Impact FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY2023 
Projected SNAP households 
(thousands)* 18,970 18,740 18,643 18,565 18,508 
Projected Federal Share of 
SAE (millions)* 4,618 4,618 4,618 4,618 4,618 
Estimated baseline annual 
Cost per Case (Federal 
share) $243.44 $246.42 $247.82 $248.75 $249.51 
Increase in Federal Cost per 
Case 0 $17.50 $17.60 $17.66 $17.72 
Caseload in affected States  
(thousands)** 16,832 15,788 14,863 14,808 14,763 
Total Federal cost 
(Caseload x increase in 
Cost per Case)(millions) $0 $276 $262 $262 $262 

*Internal USDA data.  See footnote 34 for more information.  
**The 43 States that confer categorical eligibility through a non-cash TANF-funded program. Household numbers 
reflect projected caseload decreases due to the proposed rule. 

 
In addition, the Department anticipates one-time costs related to changes to application 

forms, staff training, and modifications to State systems. The Department has limited data on the 

potential costs of these changes, particularly the system changes.  However, based on discussion 

with FNS’ State Systems Office, the Department’s best estimate is that these changes will cost 

approximately $192 million, half of which ($96 million) will be incurred by the Federal 



31 
 

government.  The Department invites comment on whether these estimates are reasonable.  Costs 

were derived as follows: 

• No system changes:  One State (New Hampshire) limits categorical eligibility to only a 

portion of the SNAP caseload.  Therefore, we assume that no major system changes will 

be needed as the State’s eligibility system is already capable of making the eligibility and 

benefit determination using regular rules.   

• Gross income test:  33 States apply expanded categorical eligibility to their entire 

caseload and have a gross income limit that is higher than the Federal SNAP 

limits.  These States will need to make one-time changes to the gross income limit; 

however, the Department believes these changes can be made as part of the normal 

process of making annual cost of living updates to SNAP eligibility parameters.  Thus, no 

additional cost is anticipated for this activity.  

• Net income test:  While all States with expanded categorical eligibility calculate a 

household’s net income for purposes of determining the household SNAP benefit, 33 

States do not include a net income eligibility screen.  In these States, a step will need to 

be added to the eligibility/benefit determination process to determine whether the 

household passes the net income test.  Estimated cost:  $1 million per State. 

• Resource test:  37 States apply no resource limit when determining household eligibility; 

the remaining households have a higher limit than the regular SNAP resource limit.  For 

the six States that have a resource test with a higher limit, the Department believes these 

changes can be made as part of the normal process of making annual cost of living 

updates to SNAP eligibility parameters.  Thus, no additional cost is anticipated for this 
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activity.   For the 37 States that do not have a resource test, major system modifications 

will be required.  States will need to add fields to collect data on households’ countable 

resources, add a step that totals the countable resources, and add a step to determine 

whether the household passes the resource test.  For States with online applications, 

changes would also need to be made to the online application to collect resource 

data.  Estimated cost:  $4 million per State. 

• Training and other changes:  Changes to handbooks and other reference materials, 

updates to public-facing websites, and training of eligibility workers regarding the new 

process will be required in all 43 States.  Estimated cost:  $250,000 per State. 

System costs include the cost of requirements gathering, design, development, testing, and 

implementation.  The Department invites comment on whether these estimates are reasonable.   

Total Federal costs (administrative cost per case plus one-time costs) are estimated to be $1.157 

billion over five years. 

Effect on State Costs: 

As noted previously, expenditures for administrative costs are shared equally between 

Federal and State governments.  Therefore, 43 State agencies will incur additional costs related 

to SNAP case administration, as well as one-time costs associated with changes to SNAP 

application forms, staff training, and eligibility systems. The Department estimates that the 

administrative costs to States will be about $1.157 billion over five years. 

The proposed rule includes the additional requirement for States to report which non-cash 

TANF benefits they are using to confer SNAP categorical eligibility. While this is a new 

reporting requirement, the Department does not expect this requirement to impact the cost to 
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States.  All States will need to report initially which non-cash TANF-funded benefits they are 

using to confer SNAP categorical eligibility, but the on-going burden is expected to be small as 

we do not expect TANF-funded programs to change frequently.   

Uncertainties: 

Because resource information is not collected during eligibility determination in States 

that have eliminated the resource limit through expanded categorical eligibility policies, the 

Department is uncertain how precise its estimate is for the number of households that would 

become resource-ineligible under the proposed rule. In the absence of reliable resource data, the 

Department has estimated resource ineligibility using self-reported data from the SIPP. While the 

Department is confident in its quantitative methods, it is less confident in the accuracy of the 

survey data. Self-reported data tend to be unreliable due to poor recall and/or reporting bias. As a 

result, there is some uncertainty regarding the accuracy of the Department’s estimate for how 

many households would lose eligibility due to the resource test.  

Further, the Department is uncertain how changes to State TANF-funded programs may 

affect eligibility and participation. The Department is unable to predict the extent to which States 

might adjust their TANF-funded programs to provide benefits to low-income households that no 

longer meet the Federal resource or income requirements under the proposed rule. If some States 

modify their TANF-funded programs to provide applicable benefits to a higher number of needy 

households with income and resources slightly above the Federal thresholds, then more SNAP 

households may retain eligibility than the Department estimates. Consequently, this analysis may 

overestimate the actual reduction in the SNAP caseload. 

There is also some uncertainty related to the types of non-cash benefits States are 

currently using to confer categorical eligibility to households.  Based on available information, 
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most States convey categorical eligibility to all or most of their SNAP population through a 

brochure, 800 number, or similar non-cash benefit that would not be considered “ongoing and 

substantial” under the proposed rule.39  However, it is possible that a small percentage of those 

individuals identified as not meeting the Federal income or resource limits are receiving a non-

cash benefit that would meet the proposed rule’s definition of ongoing and substantial and would 

fall within the allowable categories of non-cash benefits.40   

The estimates presented in this regulatory impact analysis assume that all those 

households identified as losing eligibility due to income and/or resources in excess of Federal 

limits are receiving non-cash benefits that would no longer confer categorical eligibility under 

the proposed rule.  Table 8 shows how these estimates might change if instead a portion of these 

households receive non-cash benefits that continued to confer categorical eligibility.  For 

purposes of this sensitivity analysis, we examine the impact on the estimates if 3.5 or 7 percent 

of households retain SNAP eligibility.41  As Table 8 illustrates, benefit savings (transfers) are 

lower (fewer participants lose eligibility) and administrative costs are higher (the higher cost per 

case applies to more households) in either of these scenarios.   

                                                           
39 https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf. 
40 Based on previous analysis, the Department estimates that less than 1 percent of all SNAP households may be 
receiving such services.  These households may or may not meet Federal eligibility guidelines.  For more 
information, see page 21:  “Programs Conferring Categorical Eligibility.” Available online: 
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-
eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected.   
 
41 “Programs Conferring Categorical Eligibility” (page 21) indicates that the share of “other categorically eligible” 
households (those that are neither eligible through expanded categorical eligibility policies nor through the receipt of 
cash assistance) ranges from less than one percent to about 3.5 percent of all categorically eligible households.  
Therefore, 3.5 percent is used for the sensitivity analysis.  Because this study looks only at income eligibility, and 
because the income and resource tests have similar impacts on the number of participating households, the 
Department has also doubled that percentage to 7 percent for the sensitivity analysis. Available online: 
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-
eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected.   
 

https://fns-prod.azureedge.net/sites/default/files/snap/BBCE.pdf
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
https://www.mathematica-mpr.com/our-publications-and-findings/publications/programs-conferring-categorical-eligibility-for-snap-state-policies-and-the-number-and-characteristics-of-households-affected
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Table 8:  Sensitivity Analysis  

 
FY 

2019 
FY 

2020 
FY 

2021 
FY 

2022 
FY 

2023 

Five-
Year 
Cost/ 

Savings 
Estimated* SNAP participants (thousands) 38,213 37,751 37,537 37,397 37,282 n/a 
Estimated* SNAP benefits (millions) $56,734 $57,492 $58,830 $60,392 $62,099 n/a 
Impacts in RIA:       

  Reduction in Benefits (millions) $0 -$1,443 -$2,954 -$3,032 -$3,118 -$10,543 
  Reduction in Participation (millions) 0 -1.546 -3.075 -3.063 -3.054 n/a 
  Administrative Costs (Federal share, millions) $96 $276 $262 $262 $262 $1,157 
Impacts at 3.5 Percent:       

  Reduction in Benefits (millions) $0 -$1,393 -$2,851 -$2,926 -$3,009 -$10,174 
  Reduction in Participation (millions) 0 -1.492 -2.967 -2.956 -2.947 n/a 
  Administrative Costs (Federal share, millions) $96 $277 $263 $263 $263 $1,160 
Impacts at 7 Percent:       

  Reduction in Benefits (millions) $0 -$1,342 -$2,747 -$2,820 -$2,900 -$9,805 
  Reduction in Participation (millions) 0 -1.438 -2.860 -2.849 -2.840 n/a 
  Administrative Costs (Federal share, millions) $96 $277 $264 $264 $264 $1,163 
*Internal USDA data 

The Department recognizes that there may also be uncertainty in its estimate of the 

administrative costs of the proposed rule. The statistical model that examined factors affecting 

administrative costs (discussed previously) included all relevant observable factors such as State 

wages, SNAP reporting requirements, and economic conditions. However, there may be 

unobservable or difficult-to-measure factors that impact administrative costs, such as 

organizational culture or program performance. As such, administrative costs may ultimately be 

higher or lower than the Department’s best estimate.  

 

IV. Alternatives 
 

The Department considered several alternatives that ultimately were not adopted.  These 

alternatives, and their impacts on SNAP households, SNAP benefit savings, and administrative 

burden, are described below and in Table 9.  The narrative below also discusses the extent to 
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which these alternatives meet the policy goals of this proposed rule, namely, whether these 

alternatives lead to a more consistent nationwide policy and whether they ensure that 

categorically eligible households receive benefits from TANF-funded programs whose benefits 

are ongoing and substantial.  

Income Test Only.  The Department considered better targeting categorical eligibility 

policies to needy households by establishing an income limit for all TANF-funded programs 

with benefits that confer categorical eligibility, but still permitting States to establish their own 

resource limits for these programs. In this scenario, the Department would not require benefits to 

be “ongoing and substantial,” nor would it require that these programs provide subsidized 

employment, child care, or work supports.  Instead, all non-cash benefits used to confer 

categorical eligibility would need to establish an income limit below a certain threshold.  

The Department considered setting gross income limits for programs with benefits that 

confer categorical eligibility at two thresholds: 130 percent of poverty and 185 percent of 

poverty, common thresholds currently used by States that have broad based categorical eligibility 

policies.42 By establishing an income test only, fewer SNAP participants would lose benefits 

than under the rule as proposed.   

If the income limit for these TANF-funded programs were set at 130 percent of poverty, 

an estimated 4.9 percent of SNAP households would lose eligibility; these households currently 

receive 1.1 percent of all SNAP benefits. Over five years, this alternative would result in $2.3 

billion in benefit savings. If instead the income limit were set at 185 percent of the Federal 

poverty level, most households would retain their categorical eligibility.  Only about 0.23 percent 

                                                           
42 The other commonly-used threshold is 200 percent of poverty; however, in the absence of changes to the resource 
limit, using a threshold of 200 percent of poverty would not be a change in current policy.  
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of current SNAP households would lose eligibility.43 This portion of the SNAP caseload receives 

an estimated 0.05 percent of all SNAP benefits. Over five years, this would result in $105 

million in benefit savings.  

Both of these alternatives would result in lower administrative burden when compared to 

the proposed rule.  This is primarily because the majority of households would still not face a 

resource test (the source of the additional burden).   

Ultimately the Department did not adopt either of these alternatives as they did not fully 

address the policy concerns behind the proposed rule.  First, without requirements that non-cash 

benefits provide on-going and substantial benefits or fall within certain defined categories of 

services, States could continue to confer categorical eligibility for SNAP through programs that 

provide only a nominal, one-time benefit to the household that is neither ongoing nor substantial.  

Second, because States could continue to set their own resource limits for these programs, 

inconsistencies in the eligibility determination across States would remain.  In addition, income 

eligibility limits for cash and non-cash TANF-funded programs vary from State to State.  

Therefore, selecting an appropriate income limit threshold could be seen as arbitrary to the extent 

that benefits from similar programs in different States may confer or not confer categorical 

eligibility based on the income limit rather than the benefit provided.    

Resource Test Only.  The Department also examined an alternative in which non-cash 

TANF-funded programs must have a resource test in order for their benefits to confer SNAP 

categorical eligibility.  The resource limit could be set at a variety of levels (equal to the Federal 

SNAP resource limit, $5,000, etc.). Under this alternative, States would retain flexibility 

                                                           
43 Based on data from Programs Conferring Categorical Eligibility (Table 10.1) approximately 4.6 percent of 
households that would fail the income tests have gross incomes above 185 percent of the Federal poverty level (.046 
x .049 = .0023).   
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regarding the income limits for these non-cash programs.   As with the income-test only 

alternatives, the Department would not require benefits to be “ongoing and substantial,” nor 

would it require that these programs provide benefits limited to child care, work supports, or 

subsidized employment.   

The impact of this alternative is more challenging to estimate for a number of reasons.  

First, as noted earlier, States do not collect resource data for SNAP households that are 

categorically eligible, as those households are considered to have met the SNAP resource 

requirements.  Therefore, the Department must use other data sources to estimate the resource 

holdings of currently categorically eligible households.  Second, the Department cannot predict 

whether States will modify existing non-cash TANF-funded programs to add a resource limit or 

create new non-cash TANF-funded programs with an acceptable resource limit.  Third, States 

operate a wide variety of programs (beyond the programs currently used to convey categorical 

eligibility for SNAP) using their TANF block grant, which have eligibility requirements that 

vary from State to State and program to program.  The Department does not have enough data on 

these programs to estimate whether any of them have resource tests that would permit them to 

convey SNAP categorical eligibility. 

However, if the SNAP Federal resource limits were used and if we assume that all of the 

non-cash TANF-funded programs adopted equivalent resource tests, we estimate that 

approximately 4.1 percent of current SNAP households would lose eligibility due to resources in 

excess of the limit.  This portion of the SNAP caseload receives approximately 3.9 percent of 
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SNAP benefits. Over five years, this alternative would result in at least $8.2 billion in benefit 

savings.44 (The benefit savings would be lower if a higher resource limit were used.)    

Under any alternative in which a resource test is required for non-cash programs whose 

benefits confer categorical eligibility, there would be no additional administrative burden on 

SNAP State Agencies and SNAP households.  However, this does not necessarily mean that a 

resource-test-only alternative is less burdensome than the rule as proposed.  This is because the 

resource test would be part of the TANF eligibility determination; therefore, any additional 

burden related to the resource test would fall on the TANF State Agency and on households that 

apply for the non-cash TANF-funded program.45   

This alternative was not adopted since it does not fully address the policy goals of the 

proposed rule.  Inconsistencies in eligibility determination would remain due to different income 

limits across States, and States would still be able to confer categorical eligibility through non-

cash programs that provide only a one-time, nominal benefit to the household that is neither 

ongoing nor substantial.  In addition, this alternative could prove administratively complex, 

given the variety of TANF-funded programs States currently operate. 

                                                           
44 In the Department’s analysis of households that would fail the Federal resource test, resource eligibility was 
modeled only for those households that met the Federal income tests.  As a result, these estimates likely understate 
the impact of a resource test only; an unknown number of households identified as income-ineligible may also fail 
the resource test. 
45 The Department does not have estimates of the burden to State TANF Agencies or TANF households associated 
with requiring a resource test. 
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Table 9. Estimated impacts of alternatives to the proposed rule 

  

Impact on: Increase in  Burden:  (hours) 

Households+ 
Benefits  
(5-Year) State Agency Households 

Proposed Rule 
 -1.67 million -$10.5 billion 3,622,736 698,247 
Income limit set at 130% of the Federal poverty guidelines; no resource test 
 -913,000 -$2.3 billion 177,555 34,214 
Income limit set at 185% of the Federal poverty guidelines; no resource test 
 -42,000 -.1 billion 8,375 1,606 

Resource test only (SNAP Federal limits); assume all non-cash programs qualify 

 -764,000 -8.2 billion * * 
+Estimated impact in the first full year of implementation (FY 2021). 
*burden associated with the resource test would accrue on households who apply for the non-cash TANF-funded program and 
to the TANF State Agency; there would be no additional burden on SNAP households or SNAP State Agencies.  

 

Other Alternatives.  The Department considered additional alternatives which were 

unlikely to affect the impacts on administrative costs or SNAP benefit savings, but may have 

increased administrative burden or had unintended consequences.  These include the following:  

 
1. The Department considered restricting eligible non-cash benefits to only those 

that furthered TANF purposes 1 and 2, without identifying particular program 

types that would convey categorical eligibility.  This alternative was considered 

as a means to better target categorical eligibility policies to needy households 

because, while Federal TANF and State MOE funds must be used for programs 

that include a needs test if the programs further purposes one or two, States may 

spend funds on non-needy populations if furthering TANF purposes three or four.  

However, through consultation with the Department of Health and Human 

Services, the Department learned that States with the same types of TANF-

funded programs may ascribe them to furthering different TANF purposes. For 
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example, if two States provide a similar benefit, one State may link it to TANF 

purposes 1 and 2, whereas the other may link it to purposes 3 and 4.  With this 

understanding, the Department decided to propose linking SNAP categorical 

eligibility to TANF benefits, rather than to TANF purposes. 

2. Initially, the Department considered defining “on-going and substantial non-cash 

benefits” as benefits that are received on a re-occurring basis and make a 

substantial contribution to the household.  However, internal discussions made it 

clear that the term “re-occurring” could be interpreted in many different ways 

and would likely undermine the objective of creating a clear and consistent 

nationwide categorical eligibility policy.  In addition, there were concerns that, 

absent a threshold for determining what qualifies as “substantial,” States would 

face additional burden associated with determining whether a non-cash benefit 

made a substantial contribution to a household.  As a result, the Department 

added language to specify that benefits must be received for at least 6 months in 

order to be considered “ongoing” and that the benefit must be at least $50 per 

month in order to be considered “substantial.” As noted previously, six months is 

the certification period length for many SNAP households and a mid-point for 

the most common certification period length of 12 months.  The Department 

believes that six months is long enough to be considered ongoing, and would 

maintain program alignment.  However, the Department invites comments related 

to this six-month standard. 

3. The Department also considered eliminating the distinction between programs 

that are funded with more or less than 50 percent Federal TANF or State MOE 
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funds.  Under existing rules, non-cash benefits that are more than 50 percent 

funded with Federal TANF or State MOE dollars must convey categorical 

eligibility, but States have the option to confer categorical eligibility when the 

non-cash benefit is funded with less than 50 percent Federal TANF or State MOE 

funds.  While eliminating this distinction might improve consistency across 

States, the Department believes that more information is needed in order to 

determine whether any changes in current regulations are warranted.  Therefore, 

the Department instead is seeking comments to better understand current State 

funding mixes for TANF-funded programs through blends of Federal TANF 

funds and State MOE funds, and to learn whether these funding distinctions and 

practices have a meaningful impact on the type and scope of benefits provided to 

households. 

4. Finally, the Department considered limiting the definition of “ongoing and 

substantial” only to non-cash benefits.  However, given the substantial variation 

across all TANF State programs, the Department is proposing that, for purposes 

of alignment across all types of TANF benefits, these thresholds be set for both 

cash and non-cash benefits.  As with non-cash benefits, setting thresholds for 

cash benefits will ensure that receipt of nominal, one-time benefits does not 

convey categorical eligibility for SNAP.   
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APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Standard errors of share of SNAP households and individuals with specified household characteristic that fail a combination of the federal income and asset tests, 
FY 2016 

  Standard errors for SNAP households 

  
All With children 

With elderly  
individuals 

With individuals  
with disabilities 

With earned  
income Without children 

  Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

All SNAP households 14,044   87,398   57,226   54,667   81,772   86,478   
Failing the Federal income test(s) 30,133 0.1 19,459 0.2 18,997 0.4 11,857 0.3 23,234 0.3 25,540 0.2 
Failing the Federal asset test 11,187 0.1 6,886 0.1 8,998 0.2 2,618 0.1 5,191 0.1 10,661 0.1 
Failing the asset or income tests 31,355 0.1 20,178 0.2 21,012 0.4 12,043 0.3 23,509 0.3 27,087 0.2 

All participating individuals 36,888   97,112   84,740   131,258   186,358   90,538   
Failing the Federal income test(s) 63,086 0.1 58,658 0.2 24,784 0.4 24,972 0.3 57,669 0.3 31,177 0.2 
Failing the Federal asset test 23,121 0.1 21,113 0.1 11,122 0.2 5,084 0.1 14,245 0.1 11,972 0.1 
Failing the asset or income tests 64,346 0.1 58,979 0.2 27,411 0.5 25,424 0.3 56,611 0.3 32,709 0.2 

All SNAP benefits to participants 
($000) 7,306   17,741   10,102   14,959   25,706   16,210   

Failing the Federal income test(s) 3,264 0.1 3,116 0.1 795 0.1 220 0.0 3,151 0.2 1,039 0.1 
Failing the Federal asset test 2,832 0.1 2,573 0.1 1,359 0.2 536 0.1 1,693 0.1 1,665 0.1 
Failing the asset or income tests 4,134 0.1 3,892 0.1 1,574 0.3 574 0.1 3,576 0.2 1,916 0.1 

Source: SNAP QC data for FY 2016             
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