
1 
 

          July 18, 2011 

 

Workshop on State Poverty Measurement Using the American Community Survey 

Held at the Urban Institute on April 1, 2011 
Sponsored by the U.S. Census Bureau1 

A Summary of the Discussion 
David Betson, Linda Giannarelli, and Sheila Zedlewski 

Introduction 

This workshop was designed to provide expert advice to the Census Bureau on the development of a 

Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM) at the state level using the American Community Survey (ACS). 

Academics and researchers participated, including experts that have implemented the SPM using the 

ACS for eight different areas (participant names are included as exhibit 1). The Center on Economic 

Opportunity (CEO) implemented the measure for New York City, New York State researchers 

implemented a SPM for NYS, the Institute for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin 

implemented the measure for Wisconsin, and researchers at the Urban Institute implemented the 

measure for Minnesota, Connecticut, Georgia, Illinois, and Massachusetts. While these researchers have 

all generally followed Census Bureau SPM measurement procedures, based on the original National 

Academy of Sciences (NAS) recommendations and subsequent modifications, specific implementation 

procedures differ. Exhibit 2 summarizes key variations. The Census Bureau wants to encourage dialog 

among those implementing the SPM and eventually hopes to develop centralized recommendations for 

the SPM measure to avoid the proliferation of 51 different SPM measures. 

Session 1: Experiences and Challenges with implementing the SPM on the ACS 

The workshop began with short summaries of the biggest challenges faced by researchers implementing 

the SPM at the local and state levels. Challenges ranged from the politics surrounding a new poverty 

measure to technical issues due to missing data on the ACS. Some of the key points were: 

 Mark Levitan, (NYC-CEO), noted the political challenges of communicating and managing 

expectations for the new measure and adopting the measure for policy development and 

assessment.  

 All implementers faced the challenge of imputing housing assistance since it is not captured in 

the ACS. NYC presents unique challenges given its broad array of housing programs and rent 

control. Linda Giannarelli (Urban Institute) also mentioned the importance of getting the 

distribution of housing assistance right – most households with assistance have very low 

incomes.  

                                                           
1
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 Researchers mentioned the challenge of validating imputations against administrative data. This 

is especially a problem for medical out-of-pocket (MOOP) expenses, child care, and 

transportation expenses, where validation data are mostly lacking at the state and local levels. 

 Two groups mentioned the problem of underreporting of benefits on the ACS and that the 

“baseline” data should represent program benefits received that year.  

 Tim Smeeding (University of Wisconsin), acknowledging the numerous analytic decisions that 

must be made to implement the SPM, argued for open source code and the importance of 

moving toward one central model.  

 Linda Giannarelli noted that her team’s experience implementing the SPM in five states 

highlighted the importance of capturing specific state policies to ensure accurate poverty 

measurement. 

The general discussion following these introductory remarks concurred that researchers should 

share implementation procedures to avoid having numerous measures all claiming to be the SPM. 

Researchers also noted the substantial resources required to implement the measure and hoped that 

information sharing could reduce these costs. Many suggested that the Census Bureau develop an 

“authoritative” approach to measuring the SPM at the state and local levels. This could range from 

defining the best methods for imputing various elements of the SPM to imputing these variables on a 

public use ACS file. Some envisioned Census generating a standardized “core” for all states, with the 

recognition that states would need to adapt it to represent unique aspects of policy and other factors in 

their state.  

Bruce Meyer (University of Chicago) remarked that not everyone is on board with the SPM as the 

best measure of well-being. He especially argued that its failure to capture variations in wealth can 

understate well-being among the elderly. Meyer asserted that a consumption-based measure would 

more closely approximate variation in economic well-being. He would like to see more validation of 

alternative measures to assess how well they capture changes in well-being over time and across 

demographic groups. 

Session 2: ACS Measurement Challenges Common to All States 

Common measurement issues include the definition of units of analysis (individuals that should be 

grouped together for program definitions and poverty), underreporting of income and benefits on the 

ACS, and the implications of the ACS’s 12-month rolling interview. 

Defining Poverty and Program Units. Kathy Short (Census Bureau) summarized some of the 

Census Bureau’s work on unit of analysis relevant to the SPM, based on the Current Population Survey 

(CPS). She noted the need to develop economic units consistent with other statistics as well as the 

consumer units in the Consumer Expenditures Survey (CES). To construct the family unit for the SPM, 

the Census Bureau combines all related persons at an address, as well as unmarried cohabiting couples 

and their families, into a single unit. The ACS does not provide as much information on the relationships 

across all individuals in a household as the CPS. Researchers estimating the SPM with ACS data have 

approached this problem in different ways. NYC and NYS begin with “minimal household units” defined 
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by an assignment algorithm written by Jeffrey Passel (a senior demographer at Pew Hispanic Center). 

University of Wisconsin and Urban Institute researchers begin with the IPUMS version of the ACS that 

includes pointers describing these relationships. Steven Ruggles from the Minnesota Population Center 

described the detailed procedures used to develop the IPUMS relationship imputations and validate the 

results. Researchers noted the need to define tax units, units for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 

Program (SNAP), and families for poverty determination—all of which differ. 

Smeeding mentioned Wisconsin’s work in treating students ages 18 to 23 living off campus 

(those living in dorms are counted with their families). This especially presents a problem when 

attempting to measure poverty at the substate level when students comprise a large share of a local 

area population. Others questioned whether some of these students may indeed be counted as part of 

their family’s unit in another state. Thesia Garner (Bureau of Labor Statistics) noted that the poverty 

thresholds are based on the consumer unit. The consumer unit is whoever lives at an address at the 

time of an interview, so college students living away would be a separate consumer unit, not a member 

of their family’s consumer unit.  

Several participants mentioned the importance of getting the tax-filing units correct given how 

important taxes paid and credits received are to the SPM. While researchers would like to be able to 

validate simulated tax units against actual tax data, the Census Bureau noted that they have not yet 

been able to obtain permission from the IRS to match data against all tax returns, only against the EITC 

universe. 

Many hoped that Census could provide information so that all researchers could define poverty 

and tax units in the same way. Others asked about the validity of individual responses to living 

arrangement questions. Martin O’Connell (Census Bureau) noted the importance of asking multiple 

questions in order to identify unmarried/nonrelative partners. 

Underreporting. Underreporting results when some respondents do not report income sources, 

some misreport the type of income received, and others report the wrong amounts received. Giannarelli 

mentioned the problem of combining several key sources of income for low-income families as one field 

on the ACS. Child support, alimony, unemployment compensation, workers compensation, and veterans 

benefits are all reported in one variable, “other income.” She compared other income responses on the 

ACS to the same group of income sources on the CPS and found shortfalls of 19 to 47 percent in the ACS 

data for three states.  

Government benefits from Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Supplemental 

Security Income (SSI) are also underreported. TANF is reported together with whatever other income 

the respondent views as public assistance. The Urban Institute assigns this income as TANF in units with 

dependent children, and comparisons with administrative data by state showed substantial 

discrepancies. SSI benefits are sometimes reported as higher than the program maximums and should 

probably be reported as Social Security. Meyer, however, noted that his work with the CPS showed little 

confusion between SSI and Social Security benefits.  
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Meyer also mentioned some work using an exact match between ACS SNAP benefit reports and 

administrative data for this program in Maryland. Only one-third of families receiving SNAP reported 

benefit receipt on the ACS. All agreed that more work to validate the ACS data against administrative 

records would be valuable. Ideally, results would support improvements to data corrections and 

imputations. David Johnson of the Census Bureau noted the difficulties in getting approval to use 

administrative data for these exact matches. It can take a long time and requirements for agreements 

across states may differ.  

  The Twelve-Month Reporting Period. There was a general consensus that poverty results based 

on the ACS be reported as representing two years of data. Other participants mentioned that the two-

year time frame creates problems when attempting to line up with administrative data that often 

represent a single, federal fiscal year. 

 

Session 3: Information Required to Compute the SPM  

A considerable amount of information must be imputed to the ACS in order to complete the SPM 

(exhibit 3). Researchers’ imputation procedures, decisions about whether to correct for underreporting, 

and even the thresholds used to measure the SPM differ in some important ways. David Betson 

(University of Notre Dame) noted that procedures include simulation techniques, regression 

imputations, statistical matches to other surveys, and logical imputations. Betson also pointed out that 

most researchers fail to include some of the key government programs in their SPM calculations, such as 

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance for Women, Infants and Children (WIC) and school nutrition 

assistance programs. Researchers mentioned that this omission was simply a matter of priorities, and 

some have included imputations for these programs in some applications. Garner pointed out that 

values for these programs are not reported on the CES. They are not included in the NAS series of 

thresholds, but imputed values for WIC and school lunches have recently been developed and were 

included when calculating the most recent version of the SPM thresholds.  

The group discussion focused on which imputations were most important and where Census 

could be most helpful. The conversation began with ideas for adding survey questions to the ACS that 

would be most helpful to implementing the SPM. Housing assistance in particular was suggested as an 

important addition. David Johnson, however, explained the complex process of adding questions. 

Usually the addition of a question requires legislative justification. He mentioned that the next set of 

new questions is already being tested for the 2013 survey and the next opportunity would be for the 

2018 survey. Nonetheless, Johnson noted that a group petition for a question change or addition can 

sometimes be effective. 

Participants discussed the importance of MOOP, taxes, and housing assistance in measuring 

poverty. Given the difficulty in imputing MOOP, some suggested including it as a “need” in the 

thresholds rather than deducting it from income. Garner reminded participants that the NAS 

recommended subtracting MOOP from income, but the 2004 workshop recommended including it in the 

thresholds. Arloc Sherman (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities) asked whether it would be sensible 
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to develop a generalized MOOP imputation with state indicators as predictors. Chris Wimer (Stanford 

University) mentioned that local variation in health care coverage for low-income families makes this 

imputation even more challenging when developing a substate measure of poverty. Others asked 

whether MOOP reported on the CPS could be statistically matched to the ACS. However, there was 

concern about the quality of such a potential match, especially with the state-specific imputation 

requirement.  

The group agreed that MOOP is critical to the SPM, especially when there likely will be major 

reductions in expenses for low-income families as a result of the Affordable Health Care Act that in turn 

should reduce poverty. There was no consensus about how to measure this expense for the SPM. There 

was sentiment for the Census Bureau to take the lead on this, facilitating the SPM measure in a large 

number of states and local areas. 

Work expense imputations were also raised as problematic. Brian McKenzie from the Census 

Bureau mentioned that travel time to work is measured on the ACS and can be used to develop a 

generalized imputation for transportation expenses. Others noted the difficulty in imputing child care 

expenses given the lack of good data at the state level. 

Interest in substate SPM measures makes generalized imputations even more difficult. 

Smeeding mentioned the importance of using substate administrative data for the most important 

imputations, and George Falco agreed. 

Session 4: Geographic Adjustment in the Thresholds 

Jim Ziliak (University of Kentucky) led off this session and mentioned the forthcoming longer discussion 

on this topic at Brookings on April 28, 2011. Trudi Renwick of the Census Bureau summarized current 

procedures for developing SPM thresholds. New procedures use five years of ACS data on housing 

expenses instead of fair-market rent values to adjust the basic thresholds to the state and substate 

levels. They create geographic adjustments for each identifiable large metropolitan area within a state, 

an adjustment for nonidentifiable metropolitan areas within each state, and an adjustment for 

nonmetropolitan areas within each state. Adjustments are made for three types of housing units: those 

that rent, those that own with a mortgage, and those without a mortgage. She noted that the new 

threshold adjustments increase poverty on the coasts and decrease poverty in the South relative to 

those based on fair-market rents. 

 Laura Wheaton of the Urban Institute explained how her team adjusts these thresholds to 

geographic units on the ACS. The ACS has public use microdata areas (PUMAs) rather than metropolitan 

statistical areas (MSAs). The procedure basically follows the Census Bureau methodology for calculating 

adjustments, but using Super-PUMA as the level of geography instead of MSA (a Super-PUMA may 

comprise only part of a large MSA, may contain multiple smaller MSAs, and/or may include both 

metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas). She asked whether it would be possible for Census to identify 

MSAs on the ACS in the future for consistency. The University of Wisconsin team aggregates PUMAs into 

six regions when developing geographical adjustments, adjusting the housing cost component of the 

thresholds. They noted the strong interest in substate SPM measurement and the need for a consistent 
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approach to the geographic adjustments in the thresholds. David Johnson noted that PUMAs correspond 

more closely to counties than MSAs (and the extent to which PUMAs can be mapped into MSAs varies 

by state). He noted that Census cannot publically identify areas smaller than PUMAs (100,000 

population size) in any single year of the ACS. 

 Various researchers noted the difficulty in capturing substate geographic units. Others reminded 

participants that substate SPM measures require accurate imputations at the substate level. States with 

county-administrated programs are especially challenging. Still others noted that the poverty thresholds 

do not capture the complex interactions between housing and transportation costs or other aspects of 

well-being associated with housing costs such as quality schools and low crime rates. Laura Wheaton 

noted that rents may be low in areas with high concentrations of poverty, leading to lower poverty 

thresholds and thus a lower count of poor individuals. In sum, the cost of living issues within states can 

be just as important as those across states for measuring poverty. 

Session 5: General Discussion 

The final session assessed participants’ highest priorities for moving forward with state and local level 

poverty measurement. Some of the common themes, including points of agreement, were: 

 MOOP—some wanted good estimation techniques so this expense could be deducted from 

income, while others suggested making alternative thresholds available that include MOOP. 

 Geographic adjustments, including at the substate level, should be given a high priority. 

 Ideally, family relationship information would be standardized for poverty, tax, and program 

units. 

 Many would like to improve the questions to the ACS—especially indicators for items such as 

child care expenses and receipt of housing assistance. One participant suggested a follow-up 

survey to a subset of ACS respondents as an alternative. 

 All agreed that validation of imputations on the ACS is important, especially as estimates move 

from the national to the state and local levels. 

 Some supported adding “research variables” to the ACS file that would help researchers 

estimate the SPM at the state and local levels, perhaps through a statistical match with the CPS. 

Others questioned the value of such imputations, especially for individual states.  

 Participants agreed that tax data are critical for the SPM, and ideally these data should be 

obtained through an exact match with tax records. 

 All agreed that standardization of models, accessibility, and an open source code was necessary 

for all imputations, so that researchers can improve on the techniques. 

 There was support for formalizing a committee that would continue to review progress and 

make recommendations for implementing the SPM.  

 Some suggested submitting a request to OMB to mandate that Census publish the SPM 

regardless of other budget pressures; some would go further to mandate progress toward 

developing an SPM at the state level. 
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Summary 

The conversation confirmed that producing state-level estimates of the SPM using the ACS is a 

challenging undertaking. There are no easy shortcuts. Nonetheless, researchers agreed that it is not in 

our collective interests for multiple variants of the SPM to spring up. Most agreed that ideally one 

institution would take charge of creating a common framework for implementing the SPM on the ACS. 

Workshop participants hoped that the Census Bureau would play this role. No other institution has the 

range of expertise, resources, and access to confidential data to undertake this task.  
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ACS Povery Measurement Workshop - Friday April 1, 2011

Name Organization

David Betson University of Notre Dame

Sheldon Danziger University of Michigan, National Poverty Center

Todd Seidel New York City, Center for Economic Opportunity

George Falco New York State, Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance

Thesia Garner Bureau of Labor Statistics

Linda Giannarelli Urban Institute

Shannon Harper West Coast Poverty Center

Linda Hoffman National Governors Association

Julia Isaacs Institute for Research on Poverty (IRP), U. Wisconsin

David Johnson Census Bureau

Jodie Levin-Epstein Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP)

Mark Levitan New York City, Center for Economic Opportunity

Bruce Meyer University of Chicago

Chuck Nelson Census Bureau

Martin O'Connell Census Bureau
Don Oellerich Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE)

Trudi Renwick Census Bureau

Steven Ruggles Minnesota Population Center

Doug Schenkelberg Heartland Alliance

Arloc Sherman Center on Budget and Policy Priorities

Jihyun Shin New York State, Office of Temporary and Disability Assistance

Kathy Short Census Bureau

Curtis Skinner National Center for Children in Poverty

Tim Smeeding Institute for Research on Poverty (IRP), U. Wisconsin

Joan Turek Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation (ASPE)

Laura Wheaton Urban Institute

Conor Williams Community Advocates Public Policy Institute

Chris Wimer Stanford Center for the Study of Poverty and Inequality 

Sheila Zedlewski Urban Institute

James Ziliak University of Kentucky, Center for Poverty Research



Exhibit 2

April 1, 2011

SPM

(Census Bureau) NYC CEO NYS WISCONSIN (IRP) GA/IL/MA (UI) 2

DATA CPS ASEC ACS PUMS ACS PUMS ACS IPUMS ACS IPUMS

THRESHOLDS

STARTING POINT OF THE 

THRESHOLDS

SPM Threshold (Garner, Nov 2010) FCSU-CE (excludes repayment of 

mortgage principal).

Same as CEO. FCSU (includes repayment of 

mortgage principal). 

SPM Threshold (Garner, Nov 2010)

VARIATION BY OWN/RENT/OWN 

FREE AND CLEAR

yes (Garner, Nov 2010) Not in thresholds.  Households in 

non-market-rate housing 

(subsidized, rent-regulated, owned 

free and clear) have the difference 

between housing/utilities portion 

of threshold and out-of-pocket 

housing/utilities expenditures 

added to resources.

Same as CEO. yes,using adjustments based on 

Garner and Betson (2010)

yes (Garner, Nov 2010)

GEOGRAPHIC ADJUSTMENTS TO 

THRESHOLDS

Adjusted by median gross rent for 

two-bedroom unit with complete 

kitchen/plumbing using 5 years of 

ACS data. Factors vary by 

identified MSA, residual metro 

within state, nonmetro within 

state. (Renwick, 2009 and 2011)

Use five-year moving average of 

ratio of two bedroom FMR for 

NYC/Total US.  No variation within 

NYC.

Use two bedroom FMR compared 

to national average for NYC and 34 

other NYS counties and county 

clusters identified  in ACS PUMS.   

Adjust base threshold using 

weighted Census Bureau 

urban/rural adjustments for WI. 

Incorporate within-state variation 

for six regions based on ACS 

median rent for renters within the 

28th to 38th percentile of the 

income distribution.

Calculates adjustments following 

approach used in Census Bureau 

SPM (Renwick, 2009 and 2011), 

but uses 3 years of ACS data and 

SuperPuma as geographic area 

(because MSA not identified on 

public use ACS)

THRESHOLD ADJUSTMENT FOR 

MEDICAL COSTS

N/A.   CPS-ASEC includes medical 

expenses starting with spring 2010 

survey; medical costs subtracted 

from income.

N/A.   Medical expenses imputed 

and subtracted from income.

Same as CEO. Add MOOP to threshold by 

multiplying medical portion of 

FCSUM  (with state-level WI 

geographic adjustment) by 1996 

MEPS-based factors varying by 

insurance, health, and elderly 

status and size of family (Short 

2001). Uses ACS reported 

insurance status. Health status is 

inferred.

Add MOOP to threshold by 

multiplying medical portion of 

FCSUM-CE (with no state 

adjustment) by 1996 MEPS-based 

factors varying by insurance, 

health, and elderly status and size 

of family (Short 2001). Uses ACS 

reported insurance status. Health 

status is inferred.

Efforts to implement the SPM concepts with ACS data

IMPLEMENTING THE SUPPLEMENTAL POVERTY MEASURE USING DATA FROM THE AMERICAN COMMUNITY SURVEY 1

Page 1
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SPM

(Census Bureau) NYC CEO NYS WISCONSIN (IRP) GA/IL/MA (UI)
 2

DATA CPS ASEC ACS PUMS ACS PUMS ACS IPUMS ACS IPUMS

Efforts to implement the SPM concepts with ACS data

DEFINITION OF POVERTY UNITS

DETAILED FAMILY RELATIONSHIP 

DATA

CPS-ASEC provides most of the 

information needed.

ACS data augmented via Passel's 

Minimal Houshold Unit (MHU) 

methodology.

Same as CEO. ACS data plus IPUMS relationship 

imputations.

ACS data plus IPUMS relationship 

imputations.

FOSTER CHILDREN AND OTHER 

UNRELATED CHILDREN

Included in the primary family if 

age less than 15. Will add foster 

children ages 15-21 but only other 

unrelated children under age 15.

Now includes foster children and 

other unrelated children under age 

15.  The latter group joins the 

poverty unit of the reference 

person if they have not been 

linked to another parent by the 

MHU method. Foster children are 

always in the reference person's 

poverty unit.

Same as CEO. Included in the primary family. Included in the primary family.

COHABITORS Combines cohabiting partners (and 

their families to the extent they 

can be identified) into same 

poverty unit. Weights the unit 

using female cohabitor's weight.

Combines household reference 

person and his or her partner (and 

their children) into the same 

poverty unit (ACS does not identify 

other cohabiting couples). All 

poverty rates in CEO work are at 

person level using ACS person level 

weights.

Same as CEO. Combines household reference 

person  and his or her partner (and 

their families) into the same 

poverty unit (ACS does not identify 

other cohabiting couples). Weights 

unit using female cohabitor's 

weight.

Combines household reference 

person  and his or her partner (and 

their families) into the same 

poverty unit (ACS does not identify 

other cohabiting couples). Weights 

unit using household reference 

person's weight.

UNRELATED SUBFAMILIES CPS identifies as head, spouse, and 

minor children <18. Older children 

are linked with parents using 

parent pointers. Other 

relationships (e.g., two brothers 

unrelated to householder) are not 

captured.

Identifiied using Passel's Minimal 

Household Unit method. (Data do 

not allow identification of all 

unrelated subfamily relationships; 

e.g., two brothers unrelated to 

householder)

Same as CEO. Identified using IPUMS 

relationship imputations. (Data do 

not allow identification of all 

unrelated subfamily relationships; 

e.g., two brothers unrelated to 

householder)

Identified using IPUMS 

relationship imputations. (Data do 

not allow identification of all 

unrelated subfamily relationships; 

e.g., two brothers unrelated to 

householder)

COLLEGE STUDENTS/ GROUP 

QUARTERS

Students are included as part of 

their parent's family if their parent 

includes them in their ASEC 

response. (Some may be in GQ.) 

Noninstitutional group quarters 

included, institutions excluded.

Excludes all group quarters Same as CEO. Excludes all group quarters.  (For 

2008, performed sensitivity 

analysis that also excludes college 

students age 18-23 not living with 

parents or family members. For 

forthcoming report on 2009, final 

model excludes individual 

attending college, ages 18-23, not 

living with parents/unmarried 

partners/other relatives, who 

worked 0-13 weeks in last year, 

usually worked less than 20 hours 

per week, and earned less than 

$5,000 in the previous year.)

Excludes all group quarters

Page 2



Exhibit 2

SPM

(Census Bureau) NYC CEO NYS WISCONSIN (IRP) GA/IL/MA (UI)
 2

DATA CPS ASEC ACS PUMS ACS PUMS ACS IPUMS ACS IPUMS

Efforts to implement the SPM concepts with ACS data

ELEMENTS OF RESOURCE 

DEFINITION NOT REPORTED IN 

ACS DATA

TAXES (federal, state, payroll) Simulated Simulated (also includes NY city 

taxes))

Simulated federal, state and NYC 

taxers using CEO method.  Added 

city of Yonkers income tax to 

simulation.    

Simulated Simulated with TRIM3

TAX FILING UNIT, DEPENDENCY 

DETERMINATION, AND FILING 

STATUS

Assigns head of household to 

unmarried primary/subfamily 

heads.  Uses qualifying child AGI 

tiebreaker rules to assign children 

to mother or father.  Does not 

strategize to maximize credits.

Assigns head of household status 

to unmarried parents with 

children. Children of unmarried 

parents are split among them for 

EITC claims. Treats children as 

shared resource within household; 

if parents can’t claim all children 

for EITC, children may be assigned 

to grandparents or other relatives, 

but assumes no additional 

strategizing to maximize benefits.

Same as CEO. Assigns head of household to 

unmarried primary/subfamily 

heads. Initially assigns children to 

family/subfamily head, but if head 

would not likely file a return, 

children are assigned to other 

household members. Enables 

householder to be dependent of 

other household member.

Head of household status assigned 

only to unmarried householder 

with qualifying dependents. 

Applies qualifying child and 

dependent rules to first see if 

person can be claimed as 

dependent of parent; if not, then 

of householder. Does not model 

sharing of children for EITC or 

dependency.

TAX FILING DECISION Assumes all units submit return. Assumes all tax units with income 

above filing threshold, or who 

have dependent children, submit 

return.

Same as CEO. Assumes all units submit return. Assumes all units submit return.

TAX DEDUCTIONS Includes match to IRS SOI data to 

allow simulation of itemized 

deductions then uses large 

deduction, itemized or standard.

Assumes all filers use the standard 

deduction.

Same as CEO. Estimates interest deduction as 

80% of mortgage payment; 

property tax deduction is 

calculated using ACS reported 

property tax; state tax deduction 

simulated using calculated state 

taxes.

Mortgage interest deduction set 

equal to 80% of mortgage 

payment (based on WI); property 

tax deduction obtained from 

reported ACS value; state tax 

deduction based on greater of 

state income taxes (from 

preliminary state tax simulation) 

and state sales tax deduction 

(from IRS look-up table); average 

charitable contributions assigned 

based on IRS data (by AGI level and 

state). State taxes recalculated 

based on final Federal Tax 

simulation.

Page 3
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SPM

(Census Bureau) NYC CEO NYS WISCONSIN (IRP) GA/IL/MA (UI)
 2

DATA CPS ASEC ACS PUMS ACS PUMS ACS IPUMS ACS IPUMS

Efforts to implement the SPM concepts with ACS data

SNAP FILING UNIT N/A Splits household into maximum 

number of food stamp units. 

Splits household into maximum 

number of food stamp units 

(following CEO). 

Simulated with TRIM3. Splits 

households containing TANF or SSI 

recipients into maximum number 

of units. Households with 

unrelated subfamilies or 

individuals are also split into 

maximum units (but partners file 

together). All other households file 

as entire household.

SNAP ELIGIBILITY AND BENEFITS Benefits reported in ASEC data; 

pro-rated across poverty units in 

household.

In addition to reporters, eligible 

non-reporters who receive public 

assistance or SSI are assigned to 

participate. Assigns an annual 

value to participants based on a 

predicted mean match with 

administrative data.

Same as CEO. Family assumed eligible if annual 

income <150 percent of poverty. 

Select additional participants from 

eligibles to match control targets 

by subgroups. Assigned annual 

value based on OLS estimated on 

administrative data. 

Simulated with TRIM3.  Eligibility 

and benefits simulated using 

program rules on monthly basis; 

benefits for ineligible reporters set 

to 0. add'l eligibles added to 

eligible reporters to reach control 

targets by subgroups.

LIHEAP Reported in ASEC data (does not 

capture cooling assistance or 

heating assistance received after 

Feb/March/April interview). New 

question for 2011 ASEC will 

attempt to capture all assistance in 

previous year.

Omit Currently omit (likely to include in 

2011 estimates based largely on 

state administrative data).   

Recipient units selected randomly 

from income eligible households.  

Benefit equals average benefit 

amount in a household's PUMA.

Omit in GA/IL/MA study. Include 

imputation for MN/IL/WI.

WIC Recipiency reported in ASEC data; 

assign average benefit amount 

from admin data.

Omit Omit. Omit Omit in GA/IL/MA study. Include 

imputation for MN/IL/WI.

SCHOOL LUNCH Recipiency reported in ASEC data.  

Use average benefit for free and 

reduced price lunch.  No value for 

regular lunch.

Assign receipt to all children 

eligible for free or reduced price 

meals. Uses Census Bureau dollar 

value for free and reduced price 

lunch. No value for regular lunch.

Same as CEO. Omit Omit.

Page 4
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SPM

(Census Bureau) NYC CEO NYS WISCONSIN (IRP) GA/IL/MA (UI)
 2

DATA CPS ASEC ACS PUMS ACS PUMS ACS IPUMS ACS IPUMS

Efforts to implement the SPM concepts with ACS data

PUBLIC AND SUBSIDIZED 

HOUSING 3
Recipiency reported in ASEC data.  

Value based on gross rent from 

statistical match to PIC/TRACS 

HUD data minus household's 

required rental payment 

(maximum of 30% of adjusted or 

10% gross income). Set to zero if 

negative.

Uses NYC Housing and Vacancy 

Survey statistical match to identify 

beneficiaries.  Subtract rent paid 

(taken from ACS or stat match) 

from housing portion of the 

threshold to get subsidy amount.  

Similar adjustment for renters in 

rent-regulated units & owners 

without a mortgage. Cannot be 

negative.  

Used detailed administrative data 

received from HUD on subsides 

and subsidy value in NYS by 

county, income, household size 

and other demographic 

characteristics.  Assigned subsidies 

to households within cells formed 

by HUD data using logistic 

regression from CPS data. 

Subsidies assigned proportional to 

probability of subsidy receipt as 

determined by regression and 

equal over all households in cell to 

total subsidies for cell.  Subsidy 

value assigned using HUD value 

data  by detailed geographic and 

household characteristics (15,360 

cells).  

Randomly assign to income eligible 

renters to reach control totals by 

PUMA.  Valued at FMR minus 30% 

of adjusted income. Set to zero if 

negative.

Randomly assign to income eligible 

renters that are eligible for a 

positive subsidy so as to reach 

control totals by income level and 

other demographic characteristics; 

reported rent used for clues.  

Valued at FMR minus household's 

required rental payment 

(maximum of 30% of adjusted or 

10% gross income).

CAP APPLIED TO HOUSING 

SUBSIDIES COUNTED IN 

RESOURCES

Housing subsidies capped at 

(housing portion of threshold 

minus household's required rental 

payment).

N/A (subsidy is calculated as 

housing portion of threshold - 

tenant outlay).

2007 and 2008 estimates not 

capped.  2010 estimate (in 

process) and 2011 estimate will be 

capped.

Subsidy capped at housing portion 

of threshold.

Housing subsidies capped at 

(housing portion of threshold 

minus household's required rental 

payment).

WORK-RELATED CHILD CARE 

EXPENSES

Included in CPS-ASEC data 

beginning with spring 2010 ASEC. 

Capped at earnings minus other 

work-related expenses of the 

lowest earner in family.

Estimated based on data for urban 

families in 2001 and 2004 SIPP. 

Tobit regression used to create 

predicted mean match of 

observations in SIPP to those in 

ACS. Not allowed to exceed the 

earnings of the lowest earning 

spouse or unmarried partner.

Same as CEO. Assumes all families with children 

under 12 and no non-working 

parent have child care expenses. 

Multiplies "base amount" from 

SIPP (85 percent of median 

expenses, by children greater and 

less than 5) by weeks worked by 

worker with fewest weeks, subject 

to cap of annual earnings of 

worker with lowest earnings.

TRIM3 identifies likely subsidy 

recipients and assigns copay.  SIPP-

based equations impute likelihood 

and amount of expenses for other 

families; aligned to targets from 

SIPP and NSAF data.

OTHER WORK-RELATED 

EXPENSES

Set equal to 85 percent of median 

weekly expenses (from the SIPP), 

multiplied by weeks worked, for 

each working adult, and 

constrained to be less than or 

equal to the annual earnings of 

each working adult.

Use data from ACS on commuting 

methods and data from other 

sources for cost per trip of 

commuting in New York City. 

Multiply estimate of trips per week 

by weeks worked.

Same as CEO. Start from Census-SPM weekly 

expense, but increase for rural and 

decrease for metro areas to reflect 

difference (relative to national 

average) in distance of average 

commute.

Use Census Bureau methodology.
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Exhibit 2

SPM

(Census Bureau) NYC CEO NYS WISCONSIN (IRP) GA/IL/MA (UI)
 2

DATA CPS ASEC ACS PUMS ACS PUMS ACS IPUMS ACS IPUMS

Efforts to implement the SPM concepts with ACS data

MOOP (subtraction from income) CPS ASEC new questions 

(considering whether or not to 

make adjustment for the 

uninsured)

Use Tobit regression for predicted 

mean match of observations in 

Medical Expenditure Panel Survey 

to ACS.

Same as CEO. N/A.  Medical expenses are 

reflected in adjustments to the 

thresholds

N/A.  Medical expenses are 

reflected in adjustments to the 

thresholds

Child Support payment 

(subtraction from income)

CPS ASEC new questions Omit Omit. Omit Omit.

CAPITAL GAINS Omit Omit Omit. Omit Omit.

CASH RESOURCES REPORTED IN 

THE ACS DATA

Earnings, asset income, Social 

Security

No adjustments, use CPS-reported 

data

No adjustments, use ACS-reported 

data

Same as CEO. No adjustments, use ACS-reported 

data

Generally use ACS data, but some 

very high SSI amounts classified as 

Soc. Sec.

SSI Omit. Omit. Omit. Omit. Simulate eligibility and benefits, 

including state supplements.  

Assign reported SSI if eligible.

TANF Omit. Omit. Omit. Omit. Simulate eligibility and benefits 

using state rules.  Assign reported 

"welfare" if TANF-eligible.

Other welfare Omit. Omit. Omit. Omit. Use ACS reported values unless 

reassigned to TANF.

Unemployment compensation, 

child support, other income

No adjustments, use CPS-reported 

data.

No adjustments, use ACS-reported 

data.

Same as CEO. No adjustments, use ACS-reported 

data

"Other" income identified as UC, 

CS, or other-other.  UC income is 

augmented via simulation to come 

closer to actual benefits.

Notes:
1 An earlier version of this chart was developed by Trudi Renwick for a session on poverty measurement at the fall 2010 APPAM meetings.
2 The Urban Institute also implemented an SPM measure for Minnesota, but some details differ from this more recent work.
3 Model procedures also vary in the housing programs that are included in the control targets.
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Exhibit 3 

THE SPM RESOURCE DEFINITION AND THE ACS 

Required Element Available in the ACS Data? 

Cash Income  

Wages, salaries Yes, as one field 

Self-employment income Yes, as one field 

Interest, dividends, rents, trust income Yes, as one field 

Social Security and Railroad Retirement Yes, as one field 

Supplemental Security Income 
Yes (under-reported; also, apparent confusion with  
Social Security) 

TANF Combined in one variable; total amount is higher than 
sum of TANF and GA in some states Other public assistance 

Retirement, survivor, disability pensions Yes, as one field 

Unemployment compensation 

Single “other income” field captures all items not 
collected separately; sum of “other income” is 
substantially below total reported across these items in 
the CPS-ASEC data 

Veterans benefits 

Child support 

Alimony 

Workers compensation 

Other cash income 

Non-Cash Benefits  

Food Stamps / SNAP 
Receipt is reported (under-reported); value is not 
reported 

Other nutrition (WIC, school meals) No information 

Value of public or subsidized housing 
No information (but housing tenure and rent are 
reported) 

LIHEAP No information 

Taxes, Expenses, Other  

Payroll taxes No information 

Federal income tax liability (incl. credits) No information 

State income tax liability (incl. credits) No information 

Child support payments No information 

Child care expenses No information 

Other work expenses (transportation) 
No information (but commuting method and time are 
reported) 

Capital gains income No information 

Medical out-of-pocket (MOOP) 
No information (but there are questions on health 
insurance status and activity limitations) 
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