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Low-Income Michiganians Face Food Assistance
Cut in November
In Michigan, 1.8 million low‐income people will see their
food assistance cut when a temporary boost to the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly
known as food stamps) expires Nov. 1, new data from the
U.S. Department of Agriculture show.1 SNAP benefits will
average less than $1.40 per person per meal after the cut.
The cut will affect more than 47 million Americans, including
22 million children, who receive SNAP, known as the Food
Assistance Program in Michigan. For a family of three, that
cut will mean a reduction of $29 a month. That’s a serious
loss given SNAP’s already low benefit levels and the very low
incomes of SNAP participants — more than 80% of SNAP
households live in poverty.
In Michigan, the benefit cut through October 2014 will total
$183 million, slowing economic growth by reducing overall
consumption. Nationally, the cut will total roughly $5 billion
in federal fiscal year 2014 and an additional $6 billion across
fiscal years 2015 and 2016.
Despite continuing high poverty and unemployment, Michi‐
gan has cut programs aimed at helping families through hard
times. Lifetime limits on cash assistance and an asset test on
food assistance have resulted in lower caseloads while a

reduction in the Michigan Earned Income Tax Credit means
working families are having a more difficult time making
ends meet. Michigan also shortened its traditional period of
unemployment from 26 weeks to 20 weeks yet the state’s
June unemployment rate of 8.7% remains above the
national rate of 7.6%. Michigan’s poverty rate of 17.5% is
also above the national average.

BENEFIT INCREASE DESIGNED TO BOOST
ECONOMY AND EASE HARDSHIP
Congress enacted the benefit increase as part of the 2009
Recovery Act to deliver high “bang‐for‐the‐buck” economic
s mulus and ease hardship. The Recovery Act boosted
SNAP’s maximum monthly benefits by 13.6% beginning in
April 2009. It provided that SNAP benefit levels would con‐
nue at the new, higher amount un l SNAP’s regular annual
infla on adjustments to the maximum benefit exceeded the
Recovery Act amount. But Congress has since voted to
accelerate the sunset of the benefit increase to Oct. 31 of
this year.
The scheduled benefit cuts are especially painful in light of
the inadequacy of exis ng benefit levels. In a report issued
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by the Ins tute of Medicine and the Na onal Research
Council, nutri on experts iden fied several shortcomings
with the current SNAP benefit allotment and recommended
evalua ng ways of changing the benefit calcula on to be er
ensure that households have enough resources to purchase
an adequate diet.2

BENEFIT CUTS WILL
INCREASE HARDSHIP
These cuts will likely cause hard‐
ship for many SNAP par cipants,
who will include 22 million
children in 2014 (10 million of
whom live in “deep poverty,”
with family incomes below half
the poverty line) and 9 million people who are elderly or
have a serious disability. In Michigan, 1.8 million par cipate
in the program — that’s one in six residents.
USDA has found that the Recovery Act’s benefit boost
reduced the number of households in which one or more
persons had to skip meals or otherwise eat less because they
lacked money — what USDA calls “very low food security” —
by about 500,000 households in 2009.3 More recent research
finds that boos ng SNAP benefits during the summer for
households with school‐aged children who don’t have access
to USDA’s summer food program cut very low food security
among these households by nearly 20%.4
Given this research and the inadequacy of current benefit
levels, we can reasonably assume that a reduc on in SNAP
benefit levels of this size will significantly increase the
number of poor households that have diﬃculty aﬀording
adequate food this fall.

EVIDENCE DOESN’T SUPPORT ARGUMENT
FOR CUTTING SNAP
The Obama Administra on and some members of Congress
have proposed delaying or cancelling the Nov. 1 cut, but
Congress has taken no ac on on these proposals. Moreover,
some in Congress have called for deep cuts in SNAP on top of
the scheduled cut. The House of Representa ves, which
recently defeated legisla on that would have cut $20 billion
from SNAP — elimina ng food assistance for nearly 2 million
people — could reconsider these or even deeper cuts in the
coming weeks.
Supporters of large SNAP cuts claim that because SNAP
enrollment hasn’t declined in tandem with the unemploy‐
ment rate over the past few years, the program’s enrollment
growth in recent years is largely unrelated to the poor
economy. In reality, however, the recent reduc ons in the
unemployment rate overstate the improvements in the labor
market, as Federal Reserve chair Ben Bernanke has
observed.5 The propor on of the adult popula on with a
job — the employment rate — has barely improved since the
recession bo omed out.
In addi on, the number of unemployed workers not receiv‐
ing unemployment benefits — the group of the unemployed
most likely to qualify for SNAP because they have neither
wages nor UI benefits — has con nued to grow and is higher
now than at the bo om of the recession. Also, the historical
record shows that declines in poverty and SNAP enrollment
typically lag behind declines in the unemployment rate
following recessions.
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