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Dear Mr. Feltner

In response to a congressional inquiry, we have been looking into
various proposals to strengthen the food stamp program's identification
requirements {or recipients These proposals include (1) using photo
1dentification cards for food stamp recipients, (2) signing and
countersigning stamps, (3) punching or perforating stamps with a recip-
1ent's identsfication card number, and (4) using photo adentafication
cards in conjunction with stamp countersigning or perforsation.

Food and Nutrition Service officials informed us that the Service
plans to conduct tests of photo identiiication cards ir thrce project
areas beginming in the fall and lasting ¢bout 3 wonths. States would
run these tests but any costs over ard above tnose normelly incur.ed
would be paid by the Service The tesis vould begin after finalization
of Department of Agriculture regulations es{ablishing demonstration
project authoraty for the food siamp program erd publication an the
Feaeral Register of notices (1) requiring the possession ol an approved
photo identification card as a food stamp eligibilaty criterion in
the three test areas, and (2) describing the specafic guidelines under
which States would conduct the tests.

As you know, i1n late 1975 and early 1976, the Service solicited
comments from the States and from representatives of the retail food
industry on the four identification proposals described above. Service
officials told us that the negative reactions of the States and food
retatler representatives to the countersigning and perforation proposals
prompted the Service to limit its planned tests to photo identifaication
cards only. The food retailer representatives and wost States characterized
countersigning, in particulai, as a procedure wanich woula be costly and
excessively time consumning for both i1ssuance offices and food stores.
Many States also were conceined that stawp perforaticon would require
spec1al equipment and proceaures that would be enpensive and burdensome
to issuing agents and food stores,
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During our work Lo date, we have revieved the responses of the
‘States and have contacted a food advocacy group and food retailer
representatives. Much of the criticism directed at countersigning
and perforation was b-sed on broad, initial estimates of what their
impacts would be. YNone of the States had data or studies on
perforation and only o—-e State had previously tested countersigning.
This one State (I'ississippi), in November 1975, conducted a l-day,
30-houselhiold tect of the time involved in signing food stamp of
all denomainations al ep issuance office. TFrom the results of that
test, the State concluded that processing times would be increased
signifacantly. Some States also said that the Service did not have
enough data on the unauthorized use of food stamps in the respective
States to justafy the use of any of the proposed procedures,

A photo identification requirement alone may curb certain types
of unauthorized use of food stamps, especially the 1llegal rederption
of lost or stolen authovrization-to-purchase cards Four jurasdictions
(Delware, New Harpsliire, the District of Columbia, and St. Louis,
Missouri) nov use photo identification cards in the food stamp
program on a voluntary basis. Data should be available from these
Jurisdictions on the procedures, benefits, costs, and problems
assocrated with starting up and operating this type of identification
system for food stamp recipients., The District of Columbia, for
example, started 1ts food stavp photo identification program in 1973.
Also, some States issue photo identification cards to public
assistance recipients or either a voluntary or nonvoluntary basis.

Service offacizle told us that evaluation of the evisting food
stamp photo 1dentification svstems was rejected in favor of hew
tests in three differeat project areas because the responses by the
four jurisdictions to the Service's inquiries in 1975-1976 were limited
and indicated the absence of any ongoing review of the impact of photo
1dentification procedures. We believe that the Service has not made
a sufficient effort to obtain needed data from the projects that are
using photo identification cards. Should the needed data already be
available, further demonstration tests of this procedure may not be
necessary

In comparison with the use of photo 1dentification cards, there
aie little or ro data or studies available on countersigning, stamp
perforation, or the co:bination of these measures with photo iden~
tification cards. Stewo perforation seems particularly worthy of
further study because a0 jucec—ent would be required by the retail
food store clerk-~erthc. the perforated number would match the
iadentification czrd nunber or i1t would not. The perforated number
of an entire book of stamps could be quickly erxamined 1f the perforated
number vere punched into the bool at one time., Also, the food



tidvocacy group we contacted recommended the use of a nonphoto iden-
tifacation card bearing an adentification number that would be
punched into the recipient's stamp book as a way to combat 1llegal
food stamp traffaicking.

In the one limited test of countersigning referred to above,
every stamp in every stamp book had to be signed and countersigned.
Additional tests of this procedure would seem warranted--~particularly
tests where only the large- denomination stamps (85 and $10 stamps,
or just $10 stamps) would be signed. Our calculations indicated that
requiring signatuies and countersignatures on only the $5 and $10
stamps would reduce the number of stamps to be signed by about 50
percent.

Another possibility which might warrant testing 1s to use a
combination of photo identificaticn cards and perforated stamps.
A variation of thig combination vould be to require that the person
whose photo appears on the adentification caird——either the head of
the household or his authorized representative--must purchase the
stamps, but to permit anyone with the identification card in his
possession to use the stawps to obtain food~~as long as the perforated
number 1in the stamps matched the number on the i1dentification card.
This procedure (1) has the potential advantages of reducing the use
of stolen authorization-—to-purchase cards and the use of food stamps
wmproperly obtained by unauthorized persons, and (2) avoids the
disadvantage of limitaing the use of stamps to only one person per
household. R

In summé?y, we belicve that the Department of Agriculture and the
Food and Nutrition Service should inquire further into the possibility
of obtaining data from the project areas already using photo iden-—
tification cards before funding additional tests of this procedure.
We also belaeve that the Department and the Service should consider
sponsoring tests of other procedures that may strengthen the food stamp
1dentification requirements, including but not limited to the proposals
discussed above.

We appreciale the cooperation extended to us by the Service's Food
Stamp Division during this inquiry. Please advise us of the Department's
decisions and actious regarding the study and testing of food stamp
1dentification proposals,

Sincerely yours,

Sl SSomd
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Brian Crouley
Assistant Diiector





