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2 This report preseénts preliminary findings from Phase Iof na Demonstratlon and
| Evaluation of Quality Assurance Procedures for the School Nutrition Prog’rams. |
The project's mandate (contained in PL 97 35) is to deVelop and validate methods of
preventing and detecting the misreporting"of 1ncome and family SlZE information on

. ‘ .. school meal benef1t apphcatlons. The project 1s bemg conducted in- two phases
R correspondlng to the 1981-82 and 1982-83 sc’hgol years.. ‘Ea¢h phase will test @
d1fferent set of q ahty assurance procedures. Phase 'I of the project mvolves an

. experiment carrled out in- 13 School Food Author1t1es (SFAs) deslgne'd to. (1) examine
the effects. of changes in the school meal application process mandated by PL 97-35
(2) assess. the 1mpact of two low-cost quahty assurance procedures, and (3) d1scover
reasons for. apphcant mlsreporting P 11, bemg conducted during fhe 1982-83
school year, will test more complex Yihgomte | documentatlon andv,verlflcatlon
procedures ona large sample of SF As., ‘ by '

Analys1s of the Phase I data has, to thlS point, been d1rected toward prov1dmg

prehmlnary rnd1cat10ns of ‘the 1mpact of &pngresslonally-mandated changes in-the .. )
school meal agplication process and testing two quality assurance. procedures._ Thls\ _ o

. " is one of several reports on Phase I findings. A subse€quent report will. present
f1nd1ngs from 1n-home audit- mterv1ews that were conducted in the spring. of 1982 on

- a sample of program partlclpants in the' Phase I SFAs. The m-home aud1ts assessed
the completeness and veraclty of mcome and’ famlly s1ze informatlon reporteo on

| apphcatlons, e’ftammed reaso,ns for- m1sreport1ng, and developed and vahdated a

. B ‘model’ that predlcts characterxstlc f apphcants ‘who - misreport (an "error-prone

model") The model ‘is s1m11ar to models used by the IRS and other agencles ‘for

targetlng aud1ts and case reV1ews SO . o v

Phase I uses an experlmental design wh1ch allows analysis of the effects withir
part1c1pat1ng SFAs of . the quality . assurance proc@\ and changes in the
rapphcatlon procesé However because the partlclpatmg SFAs were not selected in
"~ 'a manner that assures that the sample 1s representptlve of all- SFAs n, the nation, no
strong inferences can be made concerning . the national, 1mpact of . anges mandated
by PL 97-35 or the two low-cost quality assurance~procedures. SR -
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SR Flndlngs Assocl ted with Applicatlon changes SRR

B Lt 'Phree Co gressionauy—mandated changes In. the appncatlon propedure wer&
: revleWed' re oval ofrthe free meal benefit' guidelines fram' application materlals a -~
- new applicat n- form that,;requires a llst of all’ adult hougsehold members wlth Socia,k‘
Securrty nun} ers’ and a detalled breakdown c&lncome sources' and the enminatlon
'-; of hardship come deductlons. .

t

0 ! o . . B : i

7 A 1980 study conducted by the USDA InSpector General's Offlce, whlch has
. responsrblhy for detecting and preventlng fraud and abuse in- FNS programs.
con;ﬂude/d hat a pOl‘tlon of apphcants adjust their reported income on the basis of -

ehglbihty ,1de11nes to assure themselves of meal beneflts. An 1mportant change in
i the mealbeneflt applicatlon process’ mandated by PL 97-35 was that the apphcatronﬁ‘

ey materlals sent to parents mclude the reduced-prlce income eliglbllity guldehnes;"
a2 only, and not the free-meal guldehnes. Removal of free-meal benefit guldehnes
. ~from ap?)hcatlon materlals resulted in no discernlble change in' the percentage of
progra ehglbles reportmg mcomes on or just under the free—meal e'ilgrbthty cutoff

* .7 .+ point. nzn school year 1980-—81 when free—meal beneflt guldehnes were 1nc1uded 2.2

o percentwof free—meal beneflt reclplents reported annual 1ncomes within $200 or less .

v

Sy

_-" " of the/ free—meal ehglblhty cu ;aff pomt. For school ' ar 1981-82, when the
free-meal guldehnes were ref
rema1/ned constant at 2.2 percenz‘. S .

The new model a phcatlon
Securlty numbers of -adults in the household and mcorhe by source, was shown to
.. . have a varrety of effects oh apphcant 1ncome reportmg, program part1c1patlon, and ‘v
o program costs to ‘the Federal government. Program reapphcants us1ng the new
' apphcatlon form: reported an. aVerage annual increase in income more than $500
greater than program reapphcants ‘using the prior-year (1980-81) model USDA~; '
apphcatlon form. ThlS fmdmg strohgly suggests that the new apphcatlon form has ° :
‘. b/een\tat least partlally slxccessful in preventmg 1ncome from berng*ﬁnder-reported on
S meal beneflt apphcatlons SR

.- : 14

- The number of ehgrbles dpproved to receijve’ meal benef1ts was approxrmately_g '
schools u§1ng the nebw apphcatlon form ‘than 'in schools using the o

' -10 percent lowe'_
/ : »
prlor—year “form. 'larly, reduced-prrce 1unch ehglblﬁty was approxrmately 15

’pe,;j”, nt lower ln'new application ‘'schools than in prior-year application schools../

- 7 /Theb reductlon 1n program ehglblhty assoclated with the new apphcatlon form // .

/ 'tranSlates into lower program costs for. ‘the Federal government In schools using

L SR ;perday S RN ' : : S
,Efucr/-’- yAk RN B T P A

ERTE

bve‘d from the. applicatlon materlals, the figure .. -

'thfa new apphca'uon form, Federal lunch sub51d1es aver,aged 92.5 cents per student '

orm for school year 1981- 82, Wthh requlr 'Socialf. -
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In contrast. the nver age daily per student suissidiea were 66 8 cents for sohools using
. the prlor~ycar application t‘orm.z/ S o c g‘ Co S o

( - . . .
' o R

Another Congressionally—mf‘nduted change in tho application procedure was the -
removal of allowable’ Income deductions i’or apecial hardships when : determining N
f, m eugibility, The special. hardship deductlon as removed In mid'sohooi year f‘ \
0-81 following requirements of PL' 96*499. The hardahip income deductions were
found affect the eligihility status of less than 2 percent of program recipients for .
school year 1980-81 .in' the Phase [ SI‘As. Assooiated with elimination of aie '
, 'hardship deductions in school year 1981—82 was pslight decrease in overall number
', . of program eligibles and & slight increase in the’ pe,;gentage of recipients reporting
1ncomes on or near the reduced—price eligibility guideline. BT '

. 7 .
n . ‘ . v

_"-Findings Associated with the Quality ASsurance Prdoedures

pa

e -

e The two quahty assuranee procedures were (1) a notxce accompanymg program L
:;' < beneflt appllcatlons wamlng that ‘a sample of apphcants. would be audited and 2) a o
otlce accompanying program beneflt apphcatlons speclfymg m deta11 the sources of Co

m—ﬁncom&tqreport—andhow todetermme household srzeﬁ ‘ s
L g ) -

v

. The quahty assurance treatments used in assocmtronﬁnth the new apphcatlons,v'v, :
' ( had the- same impact as the "new apphcatlon alone. However, they ‘had no . 7,-"_ ‘
gdiscoverable . additional effect -‘on apphcant reportmg behavlor, program._‘ftv “
particlpatlon, or program costs in PhaseISFAs. | ' . “-1 .' ' o [/ L
One of the Phase 151tes San D1ego, dld not: adopt /he‘new apphcatlon form. As“_
A result the quahty assurance procedures were used in conjunctlon w1t,h the .
. prior-year form- that did not equnre social security fumbers or. 1temized income. In‘
‘ “’ San Diego the quahty as 'rance procedures (used in conJunction ‘with the’ prlor-year -
" o Lapphcatlon) were_ assoclated w1th lower rates of -program ehglblhty and 1ower‘. o
S "‘Fed,eral program costs. One hypothesis that may explajn thls fmding is that the new "’\L! .
’ o _apphcation form s a stroi1ger procedure than _either of the quality assurance "% :

Yo notices. Therefore, the notices may be-. effectwe when used Wlth the prlor—year
: ";'8ppllc&tlon form bt\f’have no add1t1ve effect when ysed with the new form. S
o '@onclusions | ." o . e ' ‘ /(

While the new apphcatlon form appears to h e been at least partially '
, ‘ successfui in preventmg 1ncome under-reportmg and.preyenting mehgiple mdwrdu%l)s
5 from dbtammg program beneflts two maJor issues have not been addressed fully
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| ’, ol .Pel‘mit the cost—effeerii

+

, 'I‘indings to date do not distinguiah between reduetions in eiigibility due to the”
'. ’prevention oi t’raud -and abuse and reductions due to the new applieation ereating

much oi‘ the problem of applloant misr*bporting remains. "

x 'i‘he experience gained from conducting Phase [ is being usad to improve the
‘design and- exdcution of - Phase II; with speoliui emphasls*on testing. a variety of
quality assurance measures, including.t requir g documentation with the appiication

~ and follow-up verification,procedures. Phage | If wiil go beyond Phase 1-in several .
} f

3 ways. Phase Il will te and refine error~prone models of applicant misreporting to
i‘ire targeting of application verification efforts. Phase II wi1
dpct cdst-benefit qnalyses of quahty assurance procedures ‘and assess the burden
‘ee pr’ocedures may place on, states and iocal’ SFAs. Finally, Phase II will

[
¢

L barrJ.ers to participation by eligible individuals; nor do ‘the findings determino how

dst"rnﬁwah between reductions in program participation due to a procedure.

. preve ting frat?d and abuse and ' redu(,:tions in program participat on due to a .

§

1

L)

m subsidy for a month divided both by the number of days in the month
, Wg@’served and by the average da11y attendance for the month. o '
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n procedure crea ing barrxers to particlpatlon by e}xgible indwiduals/ o,
‘ '.I',"* ‘.,ﬁ\- ) v N . .“ i
RO e NQTE,S /j S L
- . ’ . M'l“:’..""xv . . N v » . v \d ‘J
1/ - An "eligible" s eﬁt is defined as/a student who has a cur,rent completed and | \
- appp‘qu}',!eal Fnefxtapphcatlon onfile. : NG . i o
2 - e rage Vdaiiyhstudent lunieh sub51dy was defined as the total Federal lunch - .
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A Y .
! . This report presents flndings from preliminary unaly is addreasing .tha impuct of
'& ' Congressionally-mandated changes A the school mea\l b Qet’lt applkmtlon proenés
. “and of the. low-cost quality assurance procedures implemented in Phase I of. the 4
Income Verifieatlon Pilot Project (v PP) The presentation ‘13 based on an analysls ( ‘
of two of the three data, sources being. used to evaluate the Phase I-quality assurance
,.procedures. meal benefit program eligibility and ‘participation reeords and abstracts
- of meal benefit applications. Later analyses w111 enrich and extend the: evaluation:,
using: in-home auditOdata obtained from apphcants. The report i divided lnto six ) ‘

L . chapters:,

"
(I 4"

. "’ ' s . e S
- !/ . ) ’ ! :
o . e  Areview of the baekground and current status of Phasey'of the, I,VPP
l . : project; : . S
v e An analysis of the effects of - Congressmnally-—mandated\apphvcation
' changes and experimental quality assurance . procedures ) program
- eligibility and program costs to the Federal gOVernment \
- e An amalysis- of the effects of Congress;onally*-mandated apphcatlon
S o - changes and experimental quahty assurance procedures on meal\benefit
o . ' applications; o oy e u'\\ o
s "o Asummary of fmdmgs to date, S N
e A discuséion of the imphcations of the f1nds to date; and L
N ‘\\Appendrces on the statistical methods used in estlmatmg effects, and o
- sample applications.: ; \
. ?‘,f‘ e o . . ; ' ] - ' ' . \ \\
Q. ) ~ ,‘ iV ,
v ’ a . ! ! . \
§ - . . [} r}
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BACKGROUND AND OURRI}N'I‘ S’PA'I‘US oF |
PIIASE I OF.THE SNAPR PROJLCT; a '

' R l‘
e v

‘;
i-b o ? : :
FNS implemented two inexpensive iow-burden quality assurance procedures for v
the free and reduced—price school meal appllcation process on a trlal basis during =
the 1981 -82 school yeur. These procedures were' (1') a. ‘written warning- to
, appllcants that they might be audited, and (2) a guideline that identified income
sources to'be listed and described how family size should be reported on the
‘ applicatlon. In July of 1981 13 school food authorities (SFAs) were recruited to
~ participate as pilot gites'in Phase I Exhibit 2.1 lists the SFAs that volunteered to
- participate in Phase I of, the project. Shortly thereafter (in August), PL 97-35 was
' jenacted by Congress. PL 97-35 introduced significant"changes in the application
procedure for free and reduced—price schoal meals. USDA responded to PL 97-35 by
_mtroduclng a new recommended application form shown in the Appendix B.. This
' " new appllcation differed from previous. apphcatlons in that it required the apphcant
“—““to'llst*totakmonthly fam11y~1ncome_by source (rather ‘than total income only); and
' , required the names .and Social Security numbers of. all adults. Although the,re was .
jot suff1c1ent time to publish regulatlons before the 1981-1982 school year, states

respt Dy modlfymg existing application forms.

i

. 'The Phase [ study deslgn was modified to lnclude these leglslated apphcation\
", changes. The result was the creation of as many as four different applications to be
: used by the Phase Ipilot SFAS:

”

(1) 1981 82 School Year A@hcatlon “only (Treatment. Group - 1) This
. application was similar to applications used by most SFAs throughout the
country for the 1981-82 school year. It requires' that the applicant list,
‘monthly family income by ‘source and the. Social Security number of éach
~adult . family member and prov1de other mformatlon needed to process the
apphcatlon. ' , _ ‘ : L .
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(3) 1981-A2 Sohoal Year Application and Aumt Warnip g (ItaMmem Group )
THIS “appueafion wad 1dentioal to the application desoribad ahays, in
. addition, a warning was atiached advising that a. sample of applicants’
« - would be auditad, 'This is the first of the Ine¥pensive, lc\wﬁ)umen quality
assurance progedures pilot tested by the scudyy (Exhibit 3,3 & 4 aopy of .
the warning notice.)

~(3)  1981=22_Hohool Year Amlmandn and Ineome/Housenold ame Guideline
(Treatment tiroup 3, Again the application was [dentioal to- that -
desgribed in (1), abeve, In addition, guidelines were attaohed that
apeaified income” soutees to he ineludad on the application and the
~ dafinition of the family size.' This i8 the second inexpensive law=burdan -
quality assurance prodsdure pilot taatad in the mmy. (Bxhibit 34 m Ao
aopy 0f tha guideline naties,) .\

(4)  1980=81 Sehool Yaar Applleation (fl‘rqntmam umup 4). l‘hg app!iqau«;n
iged hy Treatment group 4 diftarad feom that used-by treatment groups 1,
4, and 3 in that it did not require Soaial Seourity numbers and an itamized

' hreakdewn of insome, This applioation was identioal to the application -

© . used in- the 1080-81 sohool year iwith two exceptions: the hardship
- deduotlon was removed and 'only redused-prica aligibility guidelines were

provided with the applicationa, (In past yenry applicants were prewded
wlth both l’me and reduged-peloe ellgﬂ)mty guldelmes.) '

‘ - The nppllcattm\a weara then dbtrlbutcd and used In the fau of the LOM»M uonool
;o year In a sample of sehools in anch of the Nmna I80As, In nme of tha ;3 SI'as thar =
procoesd uppllmtlons manually (non~computarized situs), all four nwllcutions wer5
waed In o anmple of elementady schools, ‘Two elémnnuu‘y sehooly were mslgnod ut
- random o mmh ot thu tour trentment groups.’ ‘

Four of the Wy SI‘As use cbmputers in some. uspect ot the free and
reduced-price school meal uppllqatlon/eertlﬂeatlon procoss. Computorued form
processing procodures made it necessary’ for mese four districts to use only the
1981-82 school year upplicntlons. (The use of dw‘ergent application forms would. ‘
have impedod thelr certlflcntlon process) ‘Therefore ail schoals in thu computcrlmd T
distrlets were asslgncd to ong of the three groups that used the 1981-82
applications. ‘As o result, the 1981-82 Application  only, the 1981-82
Application/Warning, or the. 1981- 82 Apphcation Guideline were- distributed to all

v elementary and secondary students, . - = | b ’ o : ‘_-;’}'

i

Due to real WQ/ rid constramts, 1t was not p0551b1e to ;mplement the treatments _

- jumformly in all Phase I SFAs. The treatfhents-as implemented in the computenzed W

SFAs varied SIgmflcantly from the non—computenzed SFAs. In the computerized .

SFAs all schools in the district -participated in the project; in the non-computerlzed .
SFAs, eight elementany schools per district were selected to participate. One'
omputenzed SFA San Diego, mtroduced several changes in the study procedures

-

Q . L o : 47
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EXHIBIT 2.2: - WARNING,NOTICE- '+ B S
bm I B
. . . 4 .
2 - NOTICE TO APPLICANTS -

PLEASE FILL OUT THE 'ATTACHED' APPLICATION FORM-"
VERY CAREFULLY. PURING THE COMING SCHOQL YEAR WE
WILL "CHECK .SOME OF THE APPLICAT‘IONS YOUR-

'APPLICATION MAY BE REVIEWED WE WILL CHECK THE

,CORRECTNESS OF FAMILY INCOME AND FAMILY SIZE
INFORMATION THAT. WAS REPORTED ON THE APPLICATION.

'~ YOU MAY BE CALLED FOR A HOME INTERVIEW TO REVIEW

YQUR APPLICATION- =~ , ("
o . \P\ ,

€~

R
NJ?J .
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" EXHIBIT 23: GUIDELINE NOTICE

-
-

5]

. . " NOTICE TO APPLICANTS

3

THE ATTACHED APPLI.CATIOZI:I FORM ASKS YOU TO REPORT YouR FAMILY -

INCOME AND THE NUMBER OF PERSONS IN YOUR FAMILY. WHEN YOU
REPORT THIS INFORMATION, PLEASE PAY CAREFUL ATTENTION TO THESE

' HELPFUL GUIDELINES: ‘.

FAMILY INCOME

YOU MUST REPORT income .for ‘you anda]l other members of iom' family.' -

Income front the following sources should be’included:

e wages, salaries, e unemployment ‘e disability benefits,
tips, commissions, 3 compensation ‘including workmen's.
or income from L compensation
self-employ ment _ e Supplemental S

C : Security Income e veteran's subsistence

e net farnr income (SSI) or Social benefits
~ ‘ Security = S

e pensions, annuities, Survivor's e . interest or dividend
or other retirement & . Benefits . . %income

_“income including a c , ‘ : .
Social Security - e alimony or - e ~-cash withdrawn

. retirement benefits child support - from savings, =
: - payments . . investments, trusts

e public assistance ' and other resources,
and welfare pay- & . ' © which would be
ments (AFDC) ’ . . available topay

for a child'; meals
_ ) bther cash income
DO NOT REPORT:
° scholarships or other educational benefits
° ‘t_'ood’ stamps

FAMILY SIZE

You should count in your family any person, related or unrelated, who lives in

- your household and who shares household expenses or meals.

F YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALL YOUR CHILD'S
SCHOOL PRINCIPAL. :




N,

% l

San Dlego did not approve the use of m-home audits and used a noncomparable ‘
apphcatlon form that does not require Social Securlty numbers, a listing of aduit

- household members of detalled income sources.  Another computerlzed SFA,

Dayton, a381gned schools to treatment groups in a ‘nonrandom fashion so that two
treatment ggo\ps< consisted almost ‘exclusively of pubhc elementary schools whlle
the third treatment group conslsted of publie high schools, private religious schools ,
and special educatlon publie schools Dayton also modified study procedures -by
-using .an apphcatlon requiring employer name address, & second apphcatlon with
an audit warrung notice, and a third appllcatlon containing ‘income and household

size g'mdehnes.

/_

Phase ‘1 SFAs volunteered to partlclpate in, the study and were not selected
randdtmly Therefore, the sample is not necessarlly representatlve of all SFAs in the

' natlon No strong mferences concerning the national impact of the new application

form on the school meal program can be made from Phase I of the IVPP project.
i

/ To test ‘the effects of the new apphcatlon form and the quality assurance

procedures on the participating SFAs, three data collection efforts: were planned. |

P

Flrst for part1c1pat1ng schools ‘in the nine non-computerlzed SFAs, meal benefit
applications for the 1980-81 and 1981-82 school years were abstracted and matched
across the two school years. For all apphcatlons date of application, mcome by
source, and reported family size were recorded. In total, over 35,000 apphcatxons '
were abstracted Once abstracted, the data were keyed, verified, struetured into a
common form across SFAs, aggregated to the school level, and converted to a
computer analysis file. The application data allows an assessment of the impact of

the quality assurance treatments on who applles for benefits- ‘and what - they- report -

on their applications. Analysis. of the apphcatlon abstract data is- reported in
Section 4 of this paper ' '

The second data collection effort involved meal beffefits program eligibility and
partlclpatlon records. To test the effects of the new apphcatlon and the quallty
assurance procedures on aggregate program participation, the following data were '
collected for the months of November 1980 and Nove ber %1 from all

: partlclpatlng schools ih the 13 Phase I SFAs

) number of complete operatlng days for breakfast and lunch service;
¢ number of full price, reduced-price, and free breakfasts served;
e  number of complete full price, reduced-price, and free lunches served;"

15



. 5 present the results of these analyses

o .-o average dally attendance or average da11y me mbersh1p,

° total number of students certified for free meél benefits and tota1 number

of students certified for reduced-prlce meal enefits.
Once collected, the data were keyed ver1f1ed and converted into a computer
analysis file. The analysis was: conducted in two stages varifible .and model
specification and testing; and model computatlon and mterpretatlon Sectlons 4 and

.

The th1rd data collectlon .effort is 1n-home audlts with a sample of program
partlclpants in partlclpatmg SFAs. The audits are currently belng analyzed with an
expected completion date in December, 1982 The in-home audits will assess the -
completeness and veracity of income and family size. mformatlon reported “on
apphcatlons, examine reasons for mlsreportmg, and deve10p and validate a model
that predlcts characterlstlcs of apphcants who ‘misreport (an "error-prong model")

Fmdmgs from the 1n-home audits will be the subJect of a later report EY

[
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RFRECTS OF THE NEK APPLICATION EORM, AND EXPERIMENTAL
PARTICIPATION, AND posrs TKTHE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

QUAQTY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES ON PROGRAM ELIGIBILITY, .~ ! [

This sectlon descrlbes the prehmlw fmdmgs of an analys ~), :Phase ISFA,U

program ehglblhty and partlelpatlon records. There are three subsec 1

.3.’1' The conceptual model used to- analyze ‘the program eﬁglblhty andv ’

part1c1patlon data;

- .
3.2 The effects of the new apphcatlon form and experlmental quality’
assurance procedures on program eligibility and: participation; and -~ -

3.3 The effects of the new apphcatlon form and experimental - quahty .

os

assurance Wres qQn program costs to the Federal govern ment

w R o @ ,2
T ~o . . : . )

. ) wo N o ) ; \f; .
3.1 The Con’ceptualModel R / {4

” . . . - N i - .
The purpose of the school mea1 apphcatlon process is' to make program: -

benefits accessible to, ehglble 1nd1v1duals and to - deny access to in€ligible

1nd1v1dua]s. The Phase I quahty assurance treatments and Co%ressmnally—mandated )

" apphcatlon changes ‘were.’ de51gned to deter apphcants from misreporting” ~
- information used to determine program ehglblhty 1f the procedures are effective,

they can be expected to reduce the total number. of ehglbles cert1f1ed for the

. program and program partlclpants. In fact the’ Offlce of the Inspector General
- estimated that .in school. - year 1979—80 28? percent "of a11 approved free and
_ reduced-prxce School mea1 apphcatlons w\ sufflclently in, error. to altfer ‘true
.eligibility. If this est1mate is correct, the potent1a1 for reductloris in program
,partlclpatlon and Federal costs are con51derab1e.

L : .
Although an effectlve quality assurance procedure will reduce ‘total program

participation, a reductlon in program partlcipatlon associated with a quality
assurance procedure does not necessarily. prove that the procedure has deterred

mehglble apphcants from applying or mlsreportmg the1r eligibility status. E/
th

procedure may instead act as a barrier to ehglble individuals--a barrier
prevents them from applying or motivates them to under-report thexr true e11g1b111ty

> N “ 9
| TS 17
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status Whe“ applylng Both the barrier- and deterrence effects ‘o’f quahty as! ﬁrancef"

procedures reduce overall proér@ partlclpatlon. That 1s, reductlon in, groggam -
partlclpation assoclaz/ed with a quahty surance procedure lS the sum of barrier and
,deterrence. effects.l/ Becausg of thlsaithe inferences possible about effectiveness
of the- Pha%e Iexperlmental quahty assurance procedures on the basis of agéregate .
program partlclpatlon data are asymmetrlcal-no reductlon miprogram '

program partlcxpatxen 1s not d1rect evrdence of slgmflcant deterrence effects.2/ ~— o

“In c‘bntrast, aggregate program partlclpatlon data does prov1de- strong dLrect .
e ev1dence of cost savings assocmted with the quality assurance procedures. Because :
the Federal government relmburses SFAs a fixed amount by b;y'r'\eflt category per, |
meal served, arly reductlon .in number of /meals served has an assoclated cost‘
~ savrngs,/\Although it 1s desrrable to. ‘maximize savings from deterrence and mmlmrze
savy gvs from barriers, totalsavmgs assocrated with a treatment derwe fromtthe sum -
of barrier and eterrence effects and are unaffected by the relative contrlbutlon of
barrrer/_"d dete ence - effects. As a result aggregate px‘ogram partlclqatlon data
“can be'used to e'tlmate cost savings arlsmg from the experlmental treapfnent anql
new appli cation’ for

N

oy e . o\

. Cega .
LT . ' :
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3.2 Effects of the New Apphcatlon Form and Exper\lmental Quanty ASSura?% .
' P—ocedures on Program Participation 'y '

Q .

Effects of the new apphcatlon form 3 quahty assurance procedures were.

‘ estlmated t’hrough tests of three a prlori hyp eses T L e

Q s
1 ) Program partlcxpatlon in the schools employmg the new apphcatlon form*"
is lower- than B}l schools emplpymg prror—year forms. iy '

2 Pnogram parti 1pat10n in schools using both the new applicatlon form witn'
" either the w ning notice or the income guldehne 1s lower than i schools

L " \-using only thenew application form. .
: 3. Program partlclpatmn for schools using the warnmg notlce 1s unequal to'
\ C partlcrpatlon m 'schools’ uslng the income g gy 1del1ne notlce._ S

The f1rst hypotheS1s tests whether t new i q&tjon form aff{ted program .
participation. The second hypothe51s tests whet; he mcome guideline not1ce or _'
v;amlng notice had any additional effect on partlclpatlon Gver and beyond ef fects of .
the new apphcatlon form.: The third hypothesxs tests whether one or- the other of

. the ‘two notices had a greater effect on program partlclpataon. '

All three hypotheses were 1ndependent1y tested to determlne treatment effects -
in the nine non-computerlzed Phase I SFAs for each of sxx partlclpatlon categorles

1
) \
o

10 !

partlclpatlon 1s strong evxdence of treatment meffectweness, .whereas a reductlon in } .



i/ o,y’ember 1981"~£r i ch reduced-price lunch fnll pr1ce lunch free breakfast
ed ced-pnce@ breakfas y: and fulI prlce{reakfast ‘Rate of program partlcxpatlon
‘ f1ned for the Income Verxflcatlon PllOt Pro;ect as. the proportlon of average {
da11y enro]lment rece1v1ng lunch or breakfast benefxts. It should-be noted. that this. -
eflnvltlon of .program partlclpatlon differs from others used by prevjous research.
Imstaneg program part:,clpatmn has. beeh defxned m the: Natlonal Evaluation of -

.

\ e 1unches represent he
gest of the s1x benefit %ategorles and therefore « 1s the cat}9>y in" wh1ch
. atment effects could be most easxly detected e

_ As noted above\ three hypotheses were tested Flrst partlclpatlon data fog,'
r : schools usxng the old apphcatlon form were contrasted w1th partlclpa' on data for .
5schools us1ng the new apphcatlon form. - This contrasg allowed esti atlon of the a2

/effects of addmg Soc1a1 Security" numbers, income . sources, an a hstmg -;gf adult iy

<
Y-

heiSchool N‘utrltlon Programs ag the percent of ehgﬁbles ,egardless of whether they .' ,
i |

. . househo d members to the appﬁcatlon form. Once adJustments were made for thej g ]
ratei of @rogram partlclpatlop in the prxor year, the aVera e free 1unch partlclpatlon v

~rate was approx1mate1y 38 percenk for schdols employmg _‘e pr1or-year apphcatlon -

"_'form and 34 efcent for schools employmg the hew app ication form. 3/ Stated -
_ d1fferently in the Phase I non-computerlzed sites; the' new apphcatxon form ‘was -
. a ,assoclated w1th a reductlon of approxlmately 10 percent in-the number of free'
e - " lunches- served (100 x(1 - 34/38)).4/+ (A d1ffe/ence of th1s magnltude has a_-‘

probablhty of havxng occurred by chance of 1ess than one 1n a thousand.. We can'_ .

P trepresent this fact - by the equatlon p<. 02/1) This stage of the analysxs found no . .-

,' ._ - significant mteractlon between 'SFA and "effect of apphcatlon form.o That 1s, the
| ' - impact ‘of the new apphcatlon form was near1y constant across SFAs except for a

random samphng varlance. T Co S

- Lo~ ‘ E ) .
E . . .
N 3

' Tests of the second and, thll‘d hypoth ses could uncover no add1t10na1 1mpact of -

L}

i . the quahty assurance procedures on prog am partlclpatlon in- free 1unches beyond

the effects o,)f the new apphcatlon form. xh1b1t 3. 1 summarlzes thé findings. “As /J%

_ can be seen, a11 three experlmental groups slng thp new apphcatlon form had lower
l - o than average dily percentages of studen s recelvmg free Lunches than did Schools
usmg the prlor-year apphcatlon form. H wever, the groups us1ncr the experlmental e

tYy
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‘.

Average Dally Percent of Students Recg;vmg A Free Lunch (Controllkg for Pre

‘h_
L4

'-_New AppllC’dtlQﬂ New gpllcatlon |
With Warningm »leth uideling Appllca‘_

ea Pamcipatlon)ﬁ'
art|0|pat|on is defined as the proportion of chlldren recgiving free Iunches relative to school -
nrollment _n_ as, the proportlon of ellglbles receivmgbeneflts 0 BooTE )

\
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vﬂk’tllfference ‘in vpartlclpatlon ‘rate . is. the opp031te “of that hypothe51zed the\

BE: .
part1c 1patlon rates were h1gher ﬁhthe quahty assurance treatment groups B : J 5

,oroup uslng only the new pphcatlon form Moreover,'the dlrécttdn of the

a ! e

Idegntlcap analyses ‘were ¢o du:zted for the remammg flve program -benefit
categorles@ l‘edUGed-prlce lunch, full prlce lunch free - breakfast reduced~pr1ce

. ,breakfast ang( full pr1ce .breakfast. In only one case were .any of the three 2

- case in free lunch part1c1patlon analy51s no addltlonal effect was dlscovered for t
o exper{mental quahty assurance procedures. _.Nwlflcant treatment differenc
- were found for the remammg four categorles of pr

_ lunch free breakfast reduced—prlce breakfast ‘and t'ull price breakfast

" *]ess than 1unch program part1c1patlon. As a. result treatment ‘effeets il

.. Akron, the. one computertz

I found for schools ustng " the: prlor—year apphcatlon form and a 9s 8 percent
| partlclpatlon rate for schools using the new application form (p < 05) As was the -

,-"breakfast program " Less than half of the Phase I schools are m the breakfast ,

. .“hyp’otheses corfflrmed at a level of statlstlcal 51gmf1cance of . 05 The one case was
“pr‘ogram part1c1patlon in, reduced—prlce lunches After ad]ustmg for 1980 program ‘

N

.partlclpatlon, ‘an average reduced—prlce lunch part1c1patlon rate of 6. 8 percent was

J

ogram part1c1pat10n full pr1ce o

It is not surplslng that no "treatment effects were dlscovered in -the school :
program and in- those schoo]s breakfast program part1c1patlon averages 25 perce

‘breakfast program ‘would have had to have" been much larger than those found,m the
A'lunch program to be detectable by the Phase I exper1menta1 desxgn Therefore 1t ‘

‘-:would\«be false to conclude that the new apphcatron affected partlclpatlon in the

"lunch program and not the'breakfast program The. most that can be concluded 165 ,
that the effects were; only detectable for the lunch- program - B -v‘

The ana'ly51s of part1c1pat1on data - conducted for the mne non-computerxzed k

' SFAs was 1ndependentLv rephcated in two of the four computerlzed SFAs. 5/ In

SFA that fully 1mp1emented the ‘new, application form -
and the_two quahty assuragice procedures, no d1fferent1al effects of the procedures

*on- program partlclpatlon Were disecoverable. Therefore the Akron anaIySLs repeated ‘
. the f1nd1ngs from the nine- non—computerlzed SFAs (lt 1s 1mportant to remember
',that group 4—prlor-year form——was not 1mp1emented 1n thie: computerlzed SFAs,

therefore comparlsons of new form and prior-year. form schools could not be
conducted) However, "in- San Dlego, s1gn1f1cant differences were dlscovered in

: program participation rates across the treatment groups. * v Iy

o P -
'\‘ . .,' B e
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qufahty assurance procedures rl\a:ae only m1nor d1fferences in parnclpatlon rate from o o



'1mplemented 1n San Dlego are R o [

As noted above, San Dlego d1d not use: the new Federally recommended» B

o apphcatlon form 1n any of the three treatment/g'roups. The three treatments as

(A) 1980.-81 ‘School Year Apphcatlon (Treatment Group A) ’I‘hls apphcatlon
required -only total monthly *income and total number . of household
members. It ‘did not require a listing of family income by source, the

' Social Security number of’ each adult family member, or a hstlng of all
adult family members “ )

~ (B). - 1980-82 School Year Apphcatlon and Audit Warning (Treatment Group B).
‘ This application Is - identical " to -the . application described above. In

. addition, a- warning was attached- advising that a sample of -applicants -

- would be contacted by telephone to verlfy reportlng income’ mformatlon

. _(C) 1980-81 School Year Application’ and. Income/Household Size Guideline -
T {Treatment Group C). Again the application is identicalto that described

in (A) above. In addition, a guideline was ‘attached’ spec1fymg in detall_
income sources to report | and the defmltlon of household,mze. o

3

In summary, San Dlego 1mplemented the quahty assurance procedures in’

conJunctlon with’ the prlor—year apphcatlon form rather than in con]unctlon with ‘the
» new Federally recommended form Therefore San Dlego created an opportumty to

test . the effects of the quahty gssurance treatments as separated from. the. new

apphcatlon. L S : _ e .
. ~ . : . ° ° - )
Analy51s of San Dlego school lunch . program partlclpatlon records showed a

3 _' 51gmf1cantly lower rate of partlclpatlon in free lunches’ in treatment groups Band C

than treatment group A (Pt 01). Exhibit 3.2 graphlcally presents this finding. As
can be seen, the warning notice and the income’ gmdelme notice appear to have had
equal and swstantial effects on free lunch part1c1pat10n. Average , frees lunch

. partlcxpatlon in ‘'schools uslng only, the prlor-year form (group A) was approx1mate1y
30 percent whereas aVerage part1c1patlon for schools usxng either the warnmg or ; R
: mcome gu1de11ne not1ce 'was shghtly under 24 percent. No mteractlon was found

between school type-—elementary, junlor high, high school, or speclal education—and

| treatment group. effect. That is, “the effects of the warning and guideline ‘hotices
‘were nearly 1dent1cal for the four ‘types. of schools except for small random

diff erences.5/

- This f1ndmg rases the questlon of why the experlmental quahty assurance‘ '

procedures affected program partlclpatlon in San Dlego but not in any of the other o
vPhase I SFAs._ One poss1ble explanatlon is that the new Federally recommended
apphcatlon form that requlres 1ncome sources and Soclal Securlty numbers is a' _' ,

I "r . o . . ‘.
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stronger treatment than the experlmental quahky assurance notlces and therefore <. |

the not1ces are effectlve when used w1th the

add1t1ve effect when used with- the new. form. At this t1me, avallable ev1dence is N
" insufficient 1o regard this explanatlon as anythlng more than a working hypotheSLS._

3.3 Effects of the New _Application Form -and Experlmental Quallty Assurance.
Procedures on Program Costs to the Federal Government

The Federal government reimburses SFAs flxed amounts per ‘meal served by
program category For example the Federal subs1dy for reduced-prlce breakfasts is
currently 28.5 cents. Because the Federal government subsidizes" md1v1dual school

meals at a f1xed rate, reductlons 1n program partlclpatlon translate d1rectly 1nto

cost sav1ngs for the Federal government 7/

basic unit of -the analysls was "average program costs per student per day."8/
Exhlblt 3.3 presents the results. The Federal government spent.an average of 56.8
cents per student day for the lunch program ‘in schools using the prior-year

application form (p <.0005). Although there were small d1fferences 1n ‘average gally
\ costs among: the three groups us1ng the new apphcatlon form, these d1fferences were

: stat1st1cally 1n51gn1f1cant and in" the opp061te d1rectlon than expected. (The

experlmental quallty assurance procedures were expected to decrease, not increase

program costs) Nd meanmgful d1fferences could be found by contrastlng the four
groups 1n terms of average daily’ costs of the breakfast program (See Appendlx A)..

_ In the computerlzed SFAs, f1nd1ngs from the analysls of program costsf"
: paralleled the findings fgr program partlclpatlon In Akron, rio effect of the quallty',

assurance procedures was dlscovered. In San Diego, average daily lunch program
costs‘for schools using either the warning notice or the income guidelines were
lower .than in schools using only the prior-year application form (p<. 05) Average

daily lunch program subsidies were 47.5 cents for schools in Group A (1980/81

apphcatlon form) 41.1 cents for Group B (1980-81 appllcatlon form w1th warmng

notxce), ‘and 414 cents. for Group C. (1980- 81 apphcatlon form w1th income

guldehnes) Therefore in San D1ego the’ quallty assurance procedures were

assoclated w1th program ‘cost savings. As this f1nd;ng 1s hmlted to a s1ngle SFA -

generahzatlon is not posslble Exhlblt 3. 4 shows these results.

o«
S |

The last stage of “our analysls of the Phase 1 program partlclpatlon records , |
translated partlclpatlon data 1nto subs1dy costs: for the Federal. government. The ’

application form versus. an average of 52.5 cents per ‘day. for schools us1ng the new

1d aPpllcatlon form but have no R



EXHIBIT 3 3* AVERAGE DAILY LUNCH PHOGRAM FEDERAL
" REIMBURSEMENTS PER STUDENT BY
T " TREATMENT GROUP (NONCOMPUTERIZED

Y PHASE | SFAs) |
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1/ "ChangES in rates of program participation can, of course, result from many

~different sources, . including - changes in eligibility  guidelines, price changes, -
» demographic changes, and so on.. The great advantage of the experimental
» - design used in the Phase I evaluation “is that it allows identification of -the :

unique effeets of experimental quality assurance procedures employed:in the , .

- treatment groups. That is, the experimental model permits the evaluation to

account for changes that might naturally affect program . participation: .

‘Therefore in this report, reference to the,impact of quality assurance

_ . procedures on program participation are to- the experimentally .determined -

" unique effects over and beyond any impact of prices, guideline changes, ete.

2/ ' In the abstraet, a second pessible interpretation exists. Deterrence effects
. may be positive and barrier effects negative and sum to little or no'impact on
~ total program participation.  This outcome is very unlikely on both theoretical
" and empirical grounds, however. Empirically, such ‘Msuppressor" effects are

very rare in-quality assurance research. Barrier and deterrence effects are -

generally strong and positively correlated.’ In:this particular case -there’is
nothing"in the experimental treatments that could be reasonably. expected to-
increase the application rates of eligible individuals' and “thereby result in
 negative barrier effects. . o : : CRR

3/  Free lunch participation rate for a'school was operationalized as Fé
* " where F is the total number of free lunches served in November 1981, &
- total enrollmeiit, and D is number of days lunch was served.. -

is the

4/ Aguin, it should be noted that this difference is over and beyond any effects on
participation caused by other factors such as price and guideline changes.
[ S I L S : T - )
o §f§ Results for two computerized SFAs have not been presented. In one SFA, the
- ~ number of schools was too small. In the second SFA, schools were not assigned -,

" to treatments randomly, ‘

| - 8/ Analysis “of experimental treatment effects in San D'iego was limited to a

- review of program: participation records. - Applications were not abstracted in
the computerized SFAs. = = =i ’ S ’

7/ Average - Federal reimbursements (including Federal lunch commodit
donations valued at 11¢ per meal) for the period September1, 1981 to June 30,
1982 were: Free lunch—$1.2025, Reduced-price lunch—$0.8025, Full-price
lunch— $0.215, Free breakfast—$0.57, Reduced-price breakfast~$0.285 and

Full-price breakfast—$0.0825,

1
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NOTES (Contlnued)

8/  Average darly Federal re1mbursements per partlclpant were separately defined |
~ for-the lunch :and breakfast programs. For the-lunch program, average a11y
.. Federal reimbursements for a glven school were: operatlonahzed as: _

(F x 1.2025 + R X soes + Px 215)/(E xD)
, o where: . c _
E F is the total number of free lunches served in November 1981, L

R is the total number of reduced-prlce lunches served in November 1981, o
* P is- the total number of full prxce (pald) lunches served m November 1981,
_ E is total enrollment; and : : <
" D is number of days lunch was. served

»Average delly costs of the’ breakfast program were defmed aB

(F X .57 + RXx 285 + P X 0825)/(E X D) e
_ 'v'where F, R, ‘P, and D were deflned so as to refer to the breafast program.

.




EFFECTS OF THE EXPERIMENTAL QUALITY ASSURANCE TREA'I‘MENTS
AND PL;97 35 MANDATED CHANGES ON MEAL BENEFII‘ AgPLICATIQNS

ThlS sectlon presents- the: fmdlngs from analyses of the . meal benef1t
apphcatlons in the nine non-co mputerlzed Phase I SFAs The analysm addresses four-

By

toplcs R ; T , .
..4.1',' The. effects of removmg free’ meal mcome ehglblhty guidehnes from
-~ applications: materlals sent to parents, : : ‘ -
4.2 The effects of the new apphcatlon form;
4.3 The effects of ehmmatlng the hardship income deductlon, v
44 The effects of the exper1menta1 quahty assurance procedures

4, 1_ Ehmlnatlon of Free Meal Ehglblhty Guldehnes from Apphcatlon _ ' )

~Materials -

An nnportant change in the meal benef1t apphcatlon process mandated by PL

- 9738 was that the apphcatxon materlals sent to parent§ 1nclude the reduced-prlce

" ‘income, ehglblhty guldehnes only and not the free meal guldehnes. “This change was

made follow1ng a natlonw1de study conducted by the USDA Inspector General in

. 1980 to . 1nvest1gate allegatlons that a number of apphcants refer to .income
| ehg1b111ty guldehnes and adJust the1r reported 1ncomes to assure themselves of meal -

beneﬁts The study concluded that in. approxlmately 3 percentfof the 5,000

' apphcatxons exammed households may have used the - 1ncome.°‘u1de11nes provxded.

- w1th the a“pphcatlon form to derive thexr reported famlly mcome

" Asa prehmlnary and partlal test of the effects of the ehmmatlon of the free -
meal guidelines from application materials, a comparison was made of. the. ‘

- percentage of free meal benefit. ehglbles who reported an annual income within $200 E

of the free meal ehglblhty cutoff pomt in school year 1980-81 (when. free and

| reduced price. ‘'meal gu1de11nes were supphed with’ apphcatlons) with the percentage :

of free meal ehglbles who. reported an annual 1ncome w1th1n $200 of the free meal

o v 21 - y



eligiblllty cutoff point in school year 1981 82 (when free meal guxdelines were not .
supplied with ‘applications).l/ For school year 1980-81, 2.2 percent of free meal
benefit ellgibles reported an annual lncome on or-less than. $200 under the free’ meal

eligibility cutdff point,  For school year 1981 -82, the figure remamed constant at.

’2 2 percent, therefore the analysis was unable to detect any effect of removal of
the free meal guldelines on the proportlon of applicants who reported meomes on or
very\near the cutoff point in the free meal ehglbility guldehnes.2/

4 2 Effect of the New Apphcatlon Form

In response to: PL 97-35, the Department desxgned a new recommended meal_ >
benefit apphcatlon form. The new form differed from the previously recommended 4

" form in two substantwe ways. The new model form: 4.::.

o required the names and Soc1a1 Securlty numbers of all adult household
members; ’ : :
e requireda reportmg-of mcome by sources.

The changes in the appllcatlon form were motlvated in part, from results of a .
second study by the Offlce of the lnspector General in 1981. This study” concludedg
that 28.9 percent of a sample of meal benefit apphcatxons contained under-reported
income, “Which. resulted 1n students recelvmg meal beneflts that they were not -
,ent1tled to recelve. - - ' ‘

If the new apphcatlon form achleved its ""'purpose “of reducing  the |
"under-reportlng of mcome it is reasonable to, expegt that school year 1980—81 .
program ehglbles who reapphed for beneflts in school ,year 1981-82 ‘using the new
apphcatlon form would report ‘a hlgher average 1ncrease in 1ncome than those who_.
reapphed using the old apphcatlon form.3/ ' : B

To test thlS expectatron, ‘a eomparlson was made -of the average change in
‘reported 1ncome for the three Phase I treatment groups using .the new appllcatlon. ,
‘ form with average change in reported mcome for treatment group 4 that used the
,prlor—year apphcatlon form.4/ Exhibit 4.1 displays the results of this analysis and -
shows tiat, on the average, in ‘schools where the new applicatlon form was used
progrgm reapplicants reported a mean mcrease in income of approxrmately $1 450
This bontrasts with a mean increase ‘of only $900 for schools using the prlor—year'
- application form.5/ ‘Therefore it ‘appears that the new apphcatlon ‘form has been
‘at least partially successful in preventlng the under-reportlng of income on meal .

*  benefit applications..
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f A comparison wes also made of the three treatment groups using the new form -
with the  fourth. group that used  the prior\-year form, I’ termd of retpplication”
' - rate, 8/ percen‘tage of applicants reporting lncomes on or near the elingility.- .
" outoff point change in -reported family size, and Pel‘centage of total Sehool'"_,. v
Jenrollment certified to receive program benefits, o R A}

Average change in reported family size was compared acroSS treatment groups
S to determme whether the new application prevented or reduced the over—reporthfg.,;,
R of the number of family members. ‘The- percentage of applicants reporting incomes
< oeoon or- near cthe free and reduoed~pr1ce eligibility cutoff pomts ‘was, compared to 4,
“?déter mine whether the/ng\w apphoation had deterred applicants from ad]ustmg their - I :
jreported indomes on'the basis of eligibility guidelmes. To evaluate the effects of ;,
- thé new. apphcation on apphcation and reapphcation rates, these two variables were "
‘,compared across the treatment groups. None of these contrasts revealed any i :
substantively or statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant differences between schools using' the old . '__'2,
o 'apphcation form and schoo]s using the new apphcation form.r That 1s, ‘the new 3('
o 'apphcation ""had no - ‘discoverable effects on . family size reportmg. ,program S
reapphcation rates, "threshhold" income reportmg, or total apphcation rate. . . \“
, A word of cautlon 1s necessary here. -The lack of f1nd1ngs should not be
_1nterpreted as 1nd1cat1ng the new apphcation form had no effect on reapphcation*-"_
rate; reported famlly size, total appllcation rate or reporting of income near the Ty
~ eligibility threshhold. The most that can be reasonably mferred is that if the new S
application form did affect these variables, the effect was not of a magmtudemf";:‘
| detectable by the experimental design employed in Phase I Because of the small}j
.number of schools per jreatment group (18) and the substantial random’ variarice . . -
- vbetween schools on all variables of mterest the possxbihty must remain open that
" - the new ?;hcation form has generated 1mportant although undetected effects on ) .
b - . : . L [

avior.

\ . . ' PO
N ) -
. . . 1

e V - C

Another. Congressionally—mandated change in the apphcatlon procedure was the -
removal o?llowable income  deduetions for- specxal hardships when determmmg' o
'program eligibility. The hal‘dShlp deduction was removed in mid-school year 1980—81" :
following requirements of PL 96-439. School year 1980-81 data was composed of
~ applications filed prior to this change. To assess the 1mpact ‘of the removal of the
. hardshlp deductlons, a two-stage ana1y51s was conducted. Flrst a measurement was o a
taken of the effect of hal'dShlp deductions on program ellglbihty and participatlon in" ¢

) BRI w32

' applicant

4.3 Elimination of Hardship Income Deduction '




s F

Iy beneflting from the hardsh1p deductlon in 1980 and the average daily. percentage of .- :

gy

'3
F2

1
1

]

1980 when the deductions were stiil allowable. Second an analyeis was conducted of"
the effects of the removal of the deductions on program particlpation and meall

3 benefit appiications in 1981, UL

The hardship deductlon aftected the program eliglbility of relatively few of

| ~meal benefit eliglbles in the partlclpating Phase I SFAs in 1980. Only 1.6 percent of .

all free me(il benefit eligibles would have been 1neiig1b1e for free’ meals if it were -
not for the hardship deductions. Simllarly, only 1. 5 percent of all reduced-price
meal bene fit ellglbles would have been ineliglble without the hardship deductlons.

Elimlnatlon of the hardship deductlon appears to have resulted in a small

‘ reduction in overall program eligibility- in 1981. This reduction was ‘observed by a

negatlve correlatlon between ‘the percentage of program part1c1pants in.a school-

students recemng meal beneflts in the sehool in 1981 (r =-.35,p<. 005) 7/ -

v

There was also a statistlcally 51gn1flcant and. p051t1ve relatlonshlp between the

' 'percentage of apphcants in a school who benef1ted from the .hardship deduetion in_ -~

'1980 and the percentage of applicants who in 1981 reported a change in 1ncome or A
famllyalze that p061t1ve1y affected their ellglbillty status (r = .25, p<. 05) One'

. . possmle 1nterpretatlon ‘of this flndlng is that the ehmmatlon of the hardshlpgr

deductiSm may have resulted in a nu mber of 1nd1v1duals under-reporting their income
in 1981 to reta1n program benef1ts. “Thiis mterpretatlon is suppor ted by the discovery -

' of a posmve correlatlon between the percentage of apphcants in" a school who

* ~ benefited from the hardship deductlon in. 1980 lmd the percentage who, in 1981,

reported an annual income. on or w1th1n $200 of the yearly reduced-\orlce eligibility -
guldehnes (r=.28, p< 02) Therefore it would appear that some of the beneficlarles -

of the hardsh1p deduction in 1980 lowered their reported mcome in 1981 to\contmue
receiving program bene f1ts.8/

.
J . - E ]

4.4 Experimental Quallty Assurance Procedures ‘

The last step in. the analy51s of the Phase.I school apphcation data was an
4analy51s of the effects of the two experimehtal quahty assurance procedures. Group
1 (new apphcatlon form by itself), Group 2 (new form w1th income gu1de11nes), and
Group 3 (new form with an audit warnlng not1ce) were contrasted in terms of '

o '. . ( . e " average change 1n reported income for program reapphcants,

¢ average change in reported fam11y size for program reapphcants,

s gg e
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e percentage ot applicants reporting incomes on ° or*'near botp the
* W s reduced-price and free mealeligibility cutoff point ST '
- " e application and reappllcaticn rate- o S Lo

. .'I‘he first four contrasts

'varlables (sueh as 1980 ‘average - income applicatlon rate, and perc

'statistically constant across treatment groups. R ‘_r"-\ -

'magmtude detectable by the. PhaseIexperlmental desxgn Ly e

2" The operatlonahzation of "threshhold" 1ncome re ort1n’

e v'--average number of income sources reported on. applications. ﬂi

_lleled the analysis of ‘the effects of the’ new application'. '
form. In additioh, a fif contrast was conducted that compared the tm"ee groups in |

_terms of average number «of inctme sources reported to determine whether, the

experimental quality assurance procedures eliclted a wider range of rep.orted types '

of income. . < TR | . ; o '.“)
Where: it was approprlate to increase the precision of the contrasts.' rior-year.

applicants reporting incomes near the' eligibility cuto’fr § pelnts) W

apphcation data. revealed no effects of the. warning and gur ;,-.-= n.tic_é’si on
apphcant reportlng behavior.: Again, it should be n,bted that these fln&l( B B

| indicate that the experlmental quality assurance treatments héd no*’("effect on - ‘
'apphcant behav1or, but rather: that if- there were any effects they were not of a

f
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_ \N}hln $200-of the

_annual‘income of the eligibility: cutoff peint-is asedjon, the. resylts. of prior
. studies-ineluding those by USDA's,Office of: Inspectc
operaticnalization  would have produced a different per
© who report "threshhold" mcomes. U o

= Z/ - ,The percentage of reduced-price meal benefit rec1p1ents who *?eported annual..‘ D
-, incomes. within $200 of -the cutoff point.in the reduced-price- guidelines ..
v 1ncreased from 2.5 percent in school year 1980 81.to 4.7 percent 1n school year C

1981~ 82 (p< 001)

3/ .Measm'lng the effect of the nejtv apphcatlon form on income report1n in terms

. of reported tncome change from prior year is superlor to measuring the’ effect

Csooins terms of . absolute differences in. reported - income because program. -
IR ehgibiiity requirements truncate-the recipient’ income distribution so that the

-mean income cf recipients who' under-report their income  cannot be assumed
-to be lower than that of reciplents who reportl‘chelr total income. -

e .

ntage of

\s,_-_.l‘;,‘: ~A different .
4- of apphcants o
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© NOTES (Contlnued - '
v Q; o ;

" The atgtistﬁica‘i;bfécedupgs used are deseribed In .Appen_‘dik' A

“The difference between the groups s statistically significant at the p = .2
‘level, which means: that there is approximately’ a one~in-five. chance the

i

~ difference ‘Is due to random sampling error, To-rule out this possiblity will

require further atalysis, - , |

. Reapplication rate was operafiohali‘Zéd as RFg

“where R-ls the reapplication rate, B the number of 1980-81 school year

program recipients in school i who applied for benefits in school year 1981-82, |

+and C' Is the total number of 1980-8'1"schdo.1 year program recipients in school {." -

"".;Bécé'uéegthe} cot"rellatibn‘ {s based ‘on égéregéte."séhooli'leyél data and not

individual applicant level data, its magnitude exceeds. the expected individual

" level correlation (See L. I Langbein and A. J. Lichtman, Ecological Inference,
‘Sege, Beverly HIllS; 1978 o o

o ‘ N .

The conelusion presented here must be viewed with caution because it'is based
on an "ecological inference." That -is,- conclusions about individual - behavior
were based on aggregate school level data and not.on direct observation of
particular individual applicants who lowered.their reported income.to maintain -
program benefits. - To tést for- spuriousness at the aggregate level, controls
were introduced for school year '1980-81. average income and percentage:
reporting income ‘near the" guideline.” The relationship between school year

11980-81. hardship deductions and both school year’1980-81 income change and -
~ threshhold reporting remained constant when school year 1980-81 average
~income-and average threshhold reporting were held statistically constant. -



‘SUMMARY‘OF PHASE | F_‘mn’mcs DR

Analysis of the Phase I data has tQ this point been directed at prowding

' preiiminary indlcations of ‘the impact of Cpngressionally mandated changes 1n the , bR

A\

b

school meal application piocess and testmg ‘two experimental quality assurance
*f’procedures. ' o SR

Three changes m the applicatlon procedure made by FNS in re3ponse to
Congressional requirements were reviewed. removal of the free meal benef1t

| - guldelmes from -application materials, a new application form that requires a hsting
of all adult household ‘members with’ Soclal Securlty numbers and a listmg of income

sources, and the ehmlnatlon of hardship mcome deductlons. "

s

. Re moval of free meal benefit guldelines from apphcatlon mater1als resulted in
. no dlscermble change in the percentage of pr0gram ehglbles reportmg incomes on or
* just under the free meal ehglbllity cutoff point. " In school year 1980—81, when free

meal benefit guidehnes were dlstrlbuted to parents, 2 2 percent of. free mea1 benefit -

eligibles reported annual 1ncomes on or less than $200 under the free meal ehgiblhty
cutoff pomt FOr school year. 1981-82 when the free meél gu1de11nes were removed
‘ from the apphcatlon materlals the flgure remalned constant at 2.2 percent. ‘

The new apphcatlon form was. shown to have a var1ety of effects on apphcant

" income reportmg, program ehgibility and particlpation, and program costs to the

Federal government Ehgibles usmg the new apphcation form reported an average -

increase in income of more ‘than $500 greater 'than program apphcants usmg the
‘prior-year apphcation form, Ths f1nd1ng strongly suggests that the new apphcatlon
-form has been at least partlally successful in preventmg under-reportmg of 1ncome
on meal beneﬁt apphcatlons. S ' ‘

‘e



. The proporton oi’ children reéoiving i’reo iunches reiative to sohooi enrollment
was approximatoiy 10 percent lower In sehools using the new eppiioation form than
‘In schools uaing the prior~year form. Simiierly, the proporiion of roduced~prico .
~ lunch beneflelaries was approximately 18 peraent lower in now applieation sehools -
" than In prior-year appiication schools;. The reduction In program purtioipution
agabelated with the new application form translates Into lowor Pederal subsidies, In

sehools using the .new application form, Federal lunch program subsidies averuged; :

" §%.5 cents per student enrolled per day. In contrast, the average daily Fedoral lunoh |
: subsidy per student was 56.8 cents for schools using the prior-year appncation formei

The hardship income deductions were. found to afi’ect the eligibllity status of
“less than 2 percent of. program eligibles In school year. 1980-81 in the Phase I SFAs. |

~ Assoclated with elimination of the hardshlp deductions was a slight decrease in”l' |

overall program participation and a slight- incr\ease in the percentage of. eligibies
reporting incomes on or near the reduced—price eligibility guideline. o

The two experimental quality assurance procedures had no additional impact on
application repor ting behavior, program eligibility or participation, or. program costs _
in the Phase I SFAs where they were used in conjunction with the new- application o

form. However, in San Diego, when the quality assurance procedures were used in - |

- '_ ~conjunction with the prior-year form, the. procedures were associated with’ 1ower s

rates of program eligibility and lower Federal program costs. .One hypothesrs that
" may explain this finding is that the new application form is a stronger treatmentv |

than the quahty assurance notices and therefore the notices are effective when used

with the prior—year applicatron form but have no additive effect when used wrth the

new form | ,
LA i ’ : R
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‘Phase 1 analysls s been dléest}d}‘d/war'd analyzlng the usefulness of the new
 Qongresslonally-mandated application form, waening notloes, and Income guidelines
" as quallty assyrance procedures, The, analysls to date has produced useful
inform,gtlop§ " _M’é'hylguestions,_"hcﬁéﬁq,nf; j‘g";;»"‘ujg'ln'._ o ' ' |

. .

"¢ " The new application:form “appears :to: have been  at 'least partially
- Successful In preventing Inéome under-reporting and preventing ineligible
~ individuals from obtainin frb ram benefits. This success is evidenced by

- ° anincrease. in Alncg‘me reported by ‘applicants and a lower program

- leligibility - and - partieipation” rate assoclated with the new application

© ' form; Available dats is:insufficient for determining how mueh of the

“-, " reduction. in-program eligibility and’participhtion resulted from the new

" form deterring ineligible individuals from ‘applying or misreporting
: - information on the' application and how much of the reduction was the-

N result of the new form 30%8 as a barrier to -eligible "individuals. - Until \
.{this issue is effectively addiessed; the central question of whether there
is still a significant problem of applicant misreporting will be unanswered.

‘e Audit warning "hdti‘ées."_,‘wheﬁ'l;us'édﬁfwith ‘the new- application form and
~ without supporting enforcement action, appear ineffective,

o  Income guideline ‘notices accompanying the new application form (used in

‘Phase 1) appear Ingiiective.. However, the possibility .exists that an ..
effective guideline nétice could be developed based on an empirical study:. -
of “reasons for 'applicant misreporting, The “in-home -audits' to be -
- . conducted later, in-'Phase I' will provide necessary background data on ° )

I o y

reasons for applicant misreporting., -
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' | T APPENDIX A | R
sia'rta'ricni,'rnoc’anunss DI /!
", This appendix presents a summary of the statistidnl procodurcs used to estimate i
trentment group effeots. ‘Treatment group effeots were modcled through a system |
of, contrast codes defining. effeots assoclated with the three a_priorl hypotheses -
- specifled In seatlon 3,2, The General Linear Modol (GLM) procedure of the
 Statlstical Analysis System’ (SAS) computer program was erﬁployed to estimate thc

. ‘normal equations. L

Models of treatment group ei’feots were estimated through a six-step process.
First in the ‘non-computerized ‘SFAs, values of variables. to be included ln the .
models were computed and their distributions examined to identify ‘outliers and '
distributional irregularities that oould violate underlying assumptions of the models. ’

_ All outliers were examined for potential coding errors, and in several cases school
district authorities were “econtacted to conflrm reported ‘valiles. ~Second, 1980/81
‘data’ for dependent variables to be estimated far 1981/82 were examined ‘by
treatment group to identify potential sampling anomalles that could bias treatment
group effect. estimates. “No -anomalies were found._ Distributions of prior year

“ .program particlpation and eligibility- variabies are . compared across treatment

| groups to detect. any anomalies created by assignment of schools.to treatment :
groups. On the b&SIS of 51mp1e chl-square and f-ratio tests, all prror year. variableS-
available to-the study were unrelated to treatment group Table Al shows the -
results’ of these tests. As can be seen, there were no pre-exlstlng statlstically
srgmflcant dlfferences betWeen ‘experimental groups on key- ‘variables. Third,

- rdlnary least squares (OLS) models were estimated and the residuals examined to
detect’ technlcal pathologies and outhers. When slgnlflcant heterogenerty of
variance . ‘was found in the resxduals of the program partlclpation variables, ‘an . -

"angular distr‘ibutron transform was performed Fourth, the models were then
- "_reestlmated remov1ng;covar1ates and lhteraction terms that made no discernible

e . . '." v'_Al U ,“,, '




TABLE A1t TREATMENT ASBIGNMENT RANDOMNESS TEsT

e

T e A S e T T T — koSS ST

* Analysis of Varianoe of Prior Year "
. (November 1080) Variabies Across
Treatment Groups

t

' -, Variable o ot P Bignitioanoe ;g *

"
- o zet

| "‘O'paré:lné ddys | L 3/68 | 083 A
Pull prioa breakfasts 9/ bW
Rédu_q?d.prlqé'l;r‘agkf&a_ts . yes o Loed R A .
- Uree bienkfasts - /08 531 I | R
Full price lunehes  ~ /08 (\ 085 .88
* Reduoad pr‘lcé lunches e N T
Froolmohds 3 . AW 04
Avepﬁgé dally atbexméahco o 3/68 465 L . _

" Total certified for treo /e 082 98
“meals . o . . o Sty . .

Total certified for reduced  3/68 - 000 99
- price meals - I - . :
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3
contr1butlon to the model and were not of substantwe 1nterest. Reslduals were
reexamined and at this point no technical pathologles were found af pathologies

" had persisted, an additional step would have been added to the analysis usmg'

Jack-kmfe estimation procedures to minimize bias and. 1ncrease estimate stabllxty)
Fifth, models were independently “estimated using welghted-least—squares (WLS)
estimators deriyed under a finite population samphng model. (The OLS estimators
Were derived under classical, asymptotic sampling models) ‘Results of the WLS and

OLS estlmates were compared and no statistically or substant1vely 51gn1f1cant -

d1fferences were discovered. Sixth, steps one through five were rep11cated for the

computerlzed SF As.

-

A.l. The General Model

| The four treatment groups in Phase I bFAs were compared through a system of
' orthogonal linear contrasts as def1ned by the equation

S v L .
- C = 2‘.aiyj - . ‘ . \l)
subject to the condition e '
where: o : . '_
.8 isa value code for experimental group j;
o ©
- yj is the mean. value of dependent varlable y for exper1mental

group j;

\\The magnltude and direction of C's' devxatlon from O is a measure of .the

hypothesized effect. For a nond1rectlonal hypothes1s, stat1st1cal slgmflcance is a
function of P(C # O). ‘For a dlrectlonal hypothesis, stat1st1cal 51gn1f1cance is .
funetion of either P(C<O) or P(C >0), depend1ng on the expected d1rectlon oféhe
effect. Three linear contrasts were conducted corresponding to the three
hypotheses spec1f1ed in S@ctlon 3.2. Table A.2 defines the cod1ng structure used As

can be seeh thet‘;}sum of all the columns in Table A 2 is zero and the covariance of '

the eolumns is zero.

Contrast cod1ng has several 1mportant advantages -over classical: ANOVA
procedures in ‘the present case. . Contrast coding handles problems of unbalanced
‘designs (as- oceurs in . estimates ' 1nVolv1ng breakfast program partlclpatlon) more
easily than does ANOVA. Contrast coding produces greater est1mate preclslon in
dlsaggregatlng effects of the new apphcatlon form from the quahty assurance

procedure , effects. Finally, contrast codlng allows use of & prlorl hypotheses ‘and -

directional s1gmf1cance tests that are often d1ff1cult with ANOVA

A3 :41



“TABLE A2: CONTRAST CODES. -~

'Hypothesis Contrast

Treatment Group o o H;y ©  Hs | _H3
1 1981/82 Application . R | SV -1 0
2 1981/82 Application 1 with Warning SR V- RS V) B
3 1981/82 Application with Guideline /3 . 1/2
4 1980/81 Application - e 0

Effect parameters associated with the hypothesmed dbntrasts v were estlmated o

by the normal least squares ‘equation:
, e |
‘A4 ‘ . , E

, Bz (XX) XY \ - (3)

where : ’ .

A : '
- Bis a vector of coefficients associated with an intercept term and a set of o

independent varlables, including the three contrasts codes;

X is a'data matr1x having all 1's as its first column and 1nd1V1dua1 valuest-

of the 1ndependent variables as its remaining commns, and

Y is & data vector of values of yj, " 3

L]

The normal equations were estimated using the GLM procedure of SAS.

: As an exploratory measure, "an alternative finite population sampling model was o
estimated.  Under a f1n1te pOpulatlon model, variables describing the populatlon

under study (in this ¢ase program applicants in Phase I schools) are seen as random' .

realizations of a process operating in a larger super population. Therefore even if a
complete census of-program applications were studied in all participating schools,

the total school value for any glven variable is regarded as a random rather than a =

fixed value.. As a random varlable, the sum of a given variable, 'Y' ina school is
subject to an error varxance 1nverse1y proportlonal to the size of the finite
population from which it was drawn. For some of the variables estimated, the
population base was total school enrollment; for others, total applxcants. To
‘account for this error variance and thereby increase parameter. estlmate precision, a,

Ad
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' welghted least squares approach was used 1n wh1ch Zw (y- y)2 is mlmmrzed and w

is proportronal to the populatlon base. The resultmg normal equatlon is:

- .

B- (xwx) "L o (4)

-,where Wis a dlagonal matrix of populatlon base values. Comparlsons of parameter :

( est1mates for werghted and unweighted models showed only margmal varratxons and.
‘no clear superlorlty of e1ther model. For s1mpl1c1ty, the results . of ‘the unwelghted

. models are presented.

/-‘:*“4 L

A 2 Program Partlcxpatlon )

Rates of program partlclpatlon for an 1nd1vrdual school 'i' and program category
'j' were defined by the equation ' '
1] = (Ku)/(Ex X Dl) R ~ (5)

| where Ku is the number of meals served in program cat gory i in. sehool '1' in
November 1981, :

E{ is enrollment in school i in November 1981; and s
Di is the number'of days meals were served in sehool i in November 1981 o

Program partlclpatlon was defmed in this way to standardlze for variations in
school size and number of operating days. Problems of bias commonly assoclated
~ with sample-based ratio ‘estimators do not occur in thxs. case because by defrmtron
‘the expected value. of the number of meals served is zero if either enrollment or

-l._operatmg days is zero and the ratlos are calculated on the basis of a census’ of the -

" revealed no t

' total relevant populatlon and not a sample.

- Because initial analysls revealed heterogenelty in model residuals, an angular

' (arc sin). transform was performed on- partrcrpatlon rate variables. That is, in the

_ analysrs rather than using 'P; jias de fined above the follo?vmg variant was used:

Pl]-arc sin . («/l;a) A . | (6)

-Pq has the ‘advantages of an asymptotlc normal dlstrlbutron, greater stability than

P‘] and .a gnance that is mdependent of le 2/ Subsequent residual analysis
chnical patholog1es. ‘
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A3 Vamable Deﬁmtlons R
. Rer

Table A.3 presents the vanable mnemomcs and tltles qud in the prehmmary

' '_analyms. ' : o » Y
Final Models S o B
- Table A4 presents results of the final models in terms of the statistical

mgmfxcance of. parameter ‘estimates. Without elaborate mampulatxons, the raw.

_parameter estimates and decomposed sums of square are uninterpretable, therefore

| they have been excluded from the table. Confrast 1 and Contrast 2 correspond to
hypotheses that predict direction treatment effects, thus except where indicated, -
'one-taxledyt-tests were used to determme statxstxcal S1gmf1cance. Contrast 3
;corresponds to a non-dn'ectxonal hypothesis and as a result two-talled t—tests were

used. .

.NOTES

4
Lo

. I/ s. Cohen and P. Cohen. Applied Multiple Regression/Correlations Analysis for . -
‘ the Behavioral Sciences. V\%i ey & Sons, New §orE, 1975, pages 199-206 prese'nf'__ _

the basic rationale and denvatlons for contrast: coding of experlmental data. -

2/ For an introductory discussion of angular transforms, see Y.M. Bxsth S. E
Fienberg, and P.W. Holland. Discrete Multlvarlate Analysxs, MIT Press,

Cambridge, 1975, pages 366~368.

Cf
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TABLE A.3: VARIABLE MNEMONICS

"]

Mnemonjc . . Variable "I‘i,tle.ﬁ'
FL1180  Rate of free lunch participation 11/1980 o
FL1181 Rate of free lunch participation 11/1981 . :

'RL1180 - Rate of reduced-price lunch participation 11/1980
RL1181 . Rate of reduced-price lunch participation 11/1981

* PL1180 ° Rate of full price lunch participation 11/1980
PL1181 - - Rate of full price lunch participation 11/1981
FB1180  Rate of free breakfast participation 11/1980 -
FB1181 -  Rate of free breakfast participation 11/1981
RB1180 ‘Rate of reduced-pri¢e breakfast participation 11/1980
RB1181 Rate of reduced-price breakfast participation 11/1981 -
PB1180 . Rate of full price breakfast participation 11/1980
PB1181 .  Rate of full price breakfast participation .11/1981
SFA - School Food Authority ~_ b - : :
CSTLS80 Av;arage daily per student Federpl subsidy of the lunch program
11/1980 : ‘ Cea ' ‘ .
CSTLS81 Average daily per student Federal :-s,upgigy.,of/:’ the lunch program
T upe - Fl T .
CSTB80 Av;:rage daily per student Federal subsidy of the -breakfast program
CSTB81 Av;arag{a daily per student Federal subsidy of the breakfast program ,
: 11/1981 . : S g ‘ ' o
INC80 Average annual reported income for 1980 applicants
INCs81 Average annual reported income for 1981 applicants . o .
INCHG ‘Average annual change in-reported income for 1980 applicants who

reapplied in 1981 = , :

SOURCE Number of income sources reported on 1981 application

_REAPPLY Proportion of 1980 program applicants who are also 1981 applicants in
the same schqol o S : '

THRS8OF Proportion of 1980 free meal recipients reporting an annual income on
. | _or less than $200° under the free meal eligibility cutoff point
’ THR81F Proportion of 1981 free meal recipients reporting an annual income on
A ~ “or.less than $200 under the free meal eligibility cutoff point
THR80R Proportion of 1980 reduced-price meal recipients reporting an annual
" income 6n of less than $200 under the free meal eligibility cutoff point
THRS8IR Proportion: of 1981 reduced-price meal recipients reporting an annual
: income on or less than $200 under the free meal eligibility cutoff point
APR80 ' Proportion of students enrolled approved for meal benefits in-1980
APR81 " - Proportion of students enrolled approved for meal benefits in 1981 - .-

CONTRAST1 Treatment Group Coding corresponding to Hypothesis 1 in Section 3.2

CONTRAST2 Treatment Group Coding corresponding to Hypothesis.2 in Section 3.2

>

CONTRAST3 Treatment Group Coding corresponding to Hypoth_esis 3in Section 3.2

P
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TABLE As STATISTICAL SIGNlFlCANCE oF ESTIMATED EFFECT PARAMETERS FOR FINAL Sy

MODELS (NONCOMPUTERIZED SFAS) o . ) S / 3
Y A CWAIN EFRECTS 'r L e
o e — B P TAOTR. L/ [ S |
MOEL  DEPENDENT . ) W (3) (3 MGEROF  RSQMRE.
- NUMBER  VARIABLE - SFA cdntrast'l COntrast 2 Contrast M COVARIATES'Y) " CASES OF MODEL . )
L Rne . ad 000 () G L o000 T, W6 o b
| S SRt 1111 U ST
2 - oRMEL 29 .09 0 gm0 e oW 7 ne
| e FLIG0 302 O
,, . | pLIBD .55 U
. pLel o0l LIS L6 (5) s plugy 000 72 S R
- ‘ | - B 11 R | - CL
Lo FBBL L6481 13 (4) :mr_'lfmr A\l 000 3 (6) L N
5. CRBlIL L0064 9 (4) .03 (4) o1 il 000 % (6) oMl Ny
A o : T felle) 3826 T

6. ppual 24 8 (5)  a2L(5) A5 PplBD L0005 W6 T2 -
S , . FBLLBD , 550 | A

o cSTel L0001 L0004 L1749 a9 e oo o Ll
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13. ®  THRGIR(9)  .0080  .7503 (4).  .0625 S 1)) THROOR (9) 0698 - n
| - I : ~ THROOF {9) ,3060
| | . ) - \
(1) Test based on F Ratio for type IV sums-of-squares breakdown. B R )\
(2) Unless otheruise indicated, probability based on one- tailed tatest. S | | ‘

(3)  Probability based on two-tailed t- test. :
(4) Estimated effect in opposite direction predicted by hypothests, two taned t-test ured
(5) Hypothesis does not predict directional. effect two~tailed t-test used. SRR -

(6) Three Phase [ SFAs do not have breakfast programs and 13 schools in the rematning b SFAs do not have breakfast
prograns . S .

(1) Treatment Group 1 not 1ncluded in the model S | ‘
(IEKCI and 1981 appications | ould not be matched in three schnols : BEST CUW AWME’E | | v ~ |
(SP==rgzLer child applicants’ i(f%ome not used in making estinates. | 450 T
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L R f APPLICATION
PARENTS To. apply;for free and ‘reduced price meala for your children, fill out thia fora . end recura it :o
the school office., .,ﬂ .

. . . - ‘ A . ’ . " ! . ) ! q
R CHILDREN Vames and Gradea of Childran for Whow Applicacion ts Made e
DU UNRE e e Sbﬂ°°b T : S cmee
e ' . D L :
ALL OTHER aousx-:now HEMBERS B . ' ’ /o

_i . . A t

HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS. Lis: all relat%d or unrelated persons vho live in your houaehold and share 1lving axpenaea ! »
‘or meals. (Dén't include children lis:ed above) : ;

SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER. Lia: :he Social Security number of all adul:e. Adults are fanily'membera 18 years or
older. ST . . . R :

¢

R housruom'ﬁbq?zxs-. P | " SOGIAL SECURITY NUMBER

L

vaOTAL: To:al number of Houaehold Membera.

_—.—'——— -

HOUSEHOLD INCOME En:er amount of current incCome before deductions, luch as taxes and Social Security, in Lo

appropria:e ca:egory. 1If, you receive more- than one check from any one of these sources, please indicate the

total mon:hly amoun: recelved. i .
. TOTAL PBR MONTH . . ; . : N

- . e . . fe

f,-”h‘ 'Hagea,‘Salary : ) - . : Child Suppor: (Alimony)
T Social Securi:y : S ' ‘Pension or Retirement - -
Public Assistance (Welfqre) S i ’ o::her
E Unemploymen: S |
. ' =

»

©T0TAL MONTHLY mcour.

LS

L%

FOSTER CHILDREN: In cer:aln cages foa:er children are ellgible for free or. reduced price meals regardless of |
their family's {ncome. - If yoy have foster children living’gl:h you ane'vish to apply for auch meals for :ham”
_please check here. . {___l - _ . o ’

SIGNATURE/ADDRESS: T hereby certify :hat all the above information is true and correc:.» I understand that

this information is being given in connection with the receipt of Federal funds; that school officials may - ;
verify information; and that deliberate miarepreaen:a:ion may be subject to prouecu:ion under applicable s:a:e
and Federal criminal s:a:u:ea. . L ;

’ . . .

T STONTURE OF ADULT FAhILY WEMBER - = BATE ' TELEPHONE
', — —PRINT WM — _ T ADDRESS
¥OR SCHOOL TSE ONLY . — — = -
a T Approved Frée“ i“ ST

WA Approved Reduced - oo - o,
v o . .

C T Denied Reason for Denial . c , <

/=7 Parenrs No:ified » - ) Da;el' ' C A )

. ‘Determining Official : . ’ : ) :
ol IR oo "~ Signature o Date - - .}:1'-;

Q ST L an 48 B"STG J'AILABLE;.;.- I O
[EIQ\L(: hR N _ o - O ) S S P f

. . . . B e . - . . N .
e y : S L Ten e o Lo x i




Dear Parent: ' - ) o EYE . : o
The schoo! which your child attends participates In the National Sehool Lunch Program. ' All students. are
encournged to enjoy this nutrittons lunch euch school day. Students may. ' purchase lunch for:

Elementary, 85¢; Secondary $1.00 JaQEﬁf

W

Extra mllk may be purchnned for:

)

If your school par:icipacea in the SchooL Breakfaat Program, atudenta mny purchase breakfast for:

Studencs from families vhose income -is at or below the level shown on the income guidelines acale mAy be-
eligihle for either free meals or maals at a reduced price ‘of 80 cents for lunch and 30 cents for breakfasc.

ra apply for. free or reduced price\meals for your children -at_any .time during the year, conpl te cheéit:ached
application and return it to the school. If, Jduring tQF school year, there are changes in your fanily size or
substantial changes in your incowe, plesse report these chsnges to the aschool’s deternining official in order
for appropriace eligibilicy’ ndjustmnncs to be: made. o
0 Verificacion of Current Family Incoue ~ The applicstion now requirel the naae and Soctal Security
number of all adulc family meabers and specific {ncome information. ' Adults without Social Security
numbers muat indicate that they do not have one. .School officilals asy verify che source and amount of
lncom. as well as hounehold compoaicion. o ’ - s

»

" ? Foster Children - In cercain cages foster children are also eligtbla for these benefits- 1t you'huve
toster children living with you and: you wieh to apply for such ‘meals for thea, pleaae notify us or.
indicate it on the application.

° Nondiscriminncion = All students are treated the sage regardless of ability to pay. In the’ operation’
' of child feeding programs, no chtld will be diecriminaced against because of Yace, sex, crned. color
or nationdl origin. g .

* Fair Hehring - Wichin 10 days o£ receiving your application, the school will aotify you whechcr or not
your children are eligible. If you do not agree with the’ ‘school's decision on your application, you
' aay wish to discuss 1c with cthe school official. If you wish to review the deciaion turth.r, you have
ﬁ a right to a fair hearing- This can be done by calling or vriting.

.

(WA OF RE{RING OFFICIAL) T oS C o w00 ~ -

4

INCOME ELIGIBILITY GUIDELINES, Schgol Year 1981-62 L

FAMILY SIZE

v §7,970 : ) .
10 530 . ’ ' ) ' a
13,080 .
15,630 . ) .
18,190 . . -
20,740 - ’ i
23,290
25,840

NV E LN

’

Zach addictonal family cember ' 52, 550

e I: ve can be of further qsaiscance, plelle do not hesicaca to concacc ua-

N

_Sincerely.

\ NAME )
Food Service Director

TITLE
(Rev. 3-Bl) .

SFL/16 |
o o | : | . . \‘:' ' 49 m\\] F‘SF !Mm..u
ERIC' | Ve e B“'-’S,}_S
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