Vol N I S R T

-~ ' DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 246 999 ,
s I B € -
: TITLE j o lncome Ver1£1cat1on P1lot Project (Phase II) Resul s
U ~. of- ‘Quality Assurance Evaluat1on, 1982 83 School
‘ ' - ' Year. :
FNSTITUTION Applled Management Sc1ences, Inc., S1lver/5pr1ng,;
.. MdVo

SPONS AGENGY Food and Nutr1txon Serv1ce (DOA) Wash1ngton, DC.

*,mpua_nqwn- Apr 84 . . B e o o
CONTRACTww»w-~~~53 3198= 153——m-~m~~~ww~ i RS S 4»5~~7~f%f~iv~
<. NOTE . 130p.; For related documents, see PS 014 394 396. o
BUB TYPE.. Reports - Evalu§t1ve/Feas1b1l1ty (142) A e sttt
- ¥, . R NS - .
" _EDRS PRICE . MFOl/PCOG Plus Posta o B o hy
DESCRIPTORS. - Elementary- Secondar Educatlon- *El1g1b1l1ty; *Errorfi

office of Analy51s and Evaluat1on._;d;=. _—

r i

Service; Program Evaluat1on'J*Qual1terontrol
Records (Forms); “School Act1v1t1es School '
‘Districts Yo

-

| IDENTIFIERS Income Ver1f1cat1on- Omn1bus Budget Reconc1l1at1on

~Act 1981; *Qual1ty Assurance,.*School Nutr1t1on'f'
Programs . ( . R VAN

) B ‘\\.
s

>

Incom Verificatien-Pilot Project (IVPR), an 1nvest1gat1on examining
misreporting of applicant income and family size on appl1catfons for

govern ent-sponsored school meal benefits. As reported herei Phase 11
of the ject provided for a. comprehensive ‘assessment: of spec1£1c '

Patterns,J*Fam1ly Income; Federal Programs; *Food !
I

quality ‘asSurance procedures- 1n a national sample of school .districts

during the 1982-83 school year. Participating were 16 states and a

sample of 114 school districts: 29, exper1mental sites where seven

- .quality assurance procedures were tested and 85 control sites, After

.
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‘the first chapter's-"brief introduction, chapter 2 expla1ns the /-

various quality assurance procedures examined. Chapters 3 and 4

- describe the research des1gn and data collection procedures. Chapter

-] presents findings concerning the. £ea51b1l1ty and effects of free,
‘and; reduced~-price school meal appl1cat1ons that were/developed :
’spec1£1cally for use in the IVPP, F1nd1ngs ‘on ieas1b111ty and .effects

of. requiring income documentation with the free and/reduced price
school meal appl1cat1ons are reported in chapter 6 Chapter 7 '

presents findings on the: £ea51b1l1ty and effects of quality assurance‘f

procedures used after s¢hool meal appl1cat1ons are processed
F1nally, results and conclusions of the pilot pro;ect are summarized
in chapter 8. Appendices include the IVPP appl1cat1on for free and
reduced-price school meals, a summary of experimental’ school
districts' character1st1cs, a measurement of qual1ty assurance
procedure costs, and a nonresponse analysls. ARH)
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'/‘ ;. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . .

.Pilot Study BackgLound , o ) L ;‘ ,'?;‘ : C

~ This summary presantg -conclusions frdm a Congressionelly~mandated pilot study o

- of procedyres designed to reduce fraud and abuse- in the fedei‘ally-supported 'schaol

~-meal, prdgrams. It foctuses on the results of a national test of seven dquality
' gdsurance ’ procedures, designed “to prevent and detect misreporting on free and

goduced-price school .meal applications. ’ ,q‘,-;.:‘ S '_ e ey

Prior studies, includlnq .ane conducted in 19Bl by the US Department of
Agriculture's (USDA) Office. of the Inspector - General,;have estimated that

apprpximately‘ one of every four recipients of free and reduced-price chool meals

- was’receiving benefits he was not 'entitled to receive, Durifg the 1981-82 school

year, in asmall sample of schadl districts, the Department tested simple methods to.
' Adeter applicant misx'eporting and reduce the error rate. Thesé methods included a

“slight modification to the free and: reduced-price’ meal application then in use, =
; proyidlng information about income that 'should be reported on the application, and:

- - issuing a warning that the .applications might be verified. Although the:sample of
. ..school districts was not: natlonally representative, these sivhp
-~ the. error. rate. to 17 4 perc _t. ' ~

le procedures reduced

ghationally representativ test gf’seven quality assurance praocedures.: These quality .

During the 1982-83 schooyear, the™ Department implemented a large- scale, .
i

signed - (1) to reduce the error rste by deferrlng

~ household risreporting on thé application, and (2) to enable school districts o verify., . -

 information on the applicatio\\jr and, thereby, ensure that: program pafticiparits

- appropriately ‘receive the meals:to which they were, entitlad, - The major objectives
of this iarge-scale test, known as Phase II of - the Income Veriflcation Pilot Pro;ect :

(IVPP), were to:

,,n,; ' . __determine the papabllity of th quality assurance procedures to reduce '

error rates by\deterring and detegting applicant m1sreport1ng,

e  determine if it was feasible ‘for school districts to conduct the quality
~ assurance procedures; : _

] -

. B ‘measure the costs to perform and savmgs that result from each quality

assuranceprocedure, and Y A \ : L
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‘uf{ examlne the bsrrlsr affeota, lf any;- af . the prnoedurea on c[wc)gram
N * pertiojpants’ and thelr-families, Barriera are the' obatacles posed by the -
T proceduras that reault in. ellglble houaaholdn not: reoalvlng heneflta. |

._'. . T ; - I v oo
- C ) . I | ..
5 .

Voo L
ualll‘.y Aunurancs Proosduge Q : t"’, o

Tha aeven quallty assuranae procedures lmplemented in thla pllot study wore: |

1.I. -»A Revlaed Agpllcatlon Form dealgnsd to deger mlsreportlng and to provlde .
‘data needed to’ support the legal” ‘and’ Infarmatlonal requirements -of
~ aubsequent verificatlon- procadures. (The appllcatloh le referred/l;o ag. the

. IvRR appllcatlon.) 1“ o i »

i

. Documentetloh wul\h the IVPP Appllcatlon to support lnformatlon about
&% - earned ,Inccme or other beneflt , program _ aliglblllty(e.q,, food stamps)

"yl teportéd. on the* 1appllcation, 1t “should ‘be noted that this \procedure
x: anqlVed ohly submlttlng the doguments, not. cross-checlﬂng them wlth the '
eppml*l'fetlon, and as such was lntended to deter mlsreportlng. T “

Both‘@lfese proceiures were lmplemented .pt tha start of the school year when '
. meal appllca lons : are submltt%d and revieWed far .fllglblllty Thus ithey are
- primarily deterrenc procedure +4.In- most school dlstr cts, these tw procedures
. were tested By ‘schaol's lldlng personnel (e.g., prrnclpals and school ecretarles) and
1nVolyétj all stUdents. A BRI |
o awT ' ,
Fl\‘) ,additignal ; quehty assurance procedures ‘were " im lemented later in: the ,f.
school( ear after .applications had been approved. T 8- they were prlmarlly
‘detection proced\ires, ,‘Ihe procedures were:, .

‘L, ‘" ! "',.

'_.‘ . v !

L " Document s> ~onsistency Check follow ng approval for@‘beneflts to |
. ‘determine: " document - lnltlé[l? submitted )mth the appllcation 4
: ( 'corrobora& lnf‘ matlon on. the- application. o \ | . ‘

: mentatldnbAfter! Appllcatlon with’ Conslstency Check to obtaln
i rLl:ary "proof of income and other \l;eneflt.program eligibility -

¥ed Mn the appllcatlon. (This procedure is* also referred to. as
} _-uE‘sxdocumentatlon request.) . e T

[
-

R : i "
Ve Pdrent "l'elephone Conference\ollownng approval of beneflts to <re-obtaln ‘

. ‘all application items in order to verify income and family slze lnformatlon -
- ariginally reported on: the appllcatlon. .

. °VI ,,_Locaﬁﬂurd-PaU Checks (e.g., welfare offxce data exchange) followmg
O gﬁal of benefits to verify earned mcome or income maintenance
4“)0 '\é@gram e_15 lbllnty 1nformatlon. ‘ - :

-

T JVII,h S@ate _rd-ljarty Checks (1.e., computer wage tape match) followlng
¥ ‘epproval ‘of benefits to verify earned income or 1ncome ,malntenance
B -prograr %llglbllity mformatlon. e e o
S i K _ :
t&‘ Document coné'gstency check documentatlon after app.llcation wnth consxstency
check (or mlljaw- % Hocumentatlon), and parent telephane conference were ‘primarily
conducted b lunldmg offtclals.‘ Local thxrd-party checks were' conducted by ..

g A . 4
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'dlatrlot pemnnnal ancl atate clﬂﬁ’ pam:y qheoka wera - qonclunted hy*the.- avaluatlon
" nantractar, ~All flve of these prooedurks,’ In: qantraet to. the flrat uw«:; prooaduraa,
L ware teatad an a aample'of atudnncq ln anoh aohool. . :
o . . E '.' ‘ L T ».‘.

by o e c o '

| Methodology S T '1"‘ L . o R B
~The Implamentation und evaluat:lan of the quullty agBurance prooedurea were

:acqompllahed uslng an experimental dealgn. According ta thia deslgn, control schaol

- distrlcts were matghed to: experimental dlatrlote, , The saven quality assurance’.

- -pracedures were: then: .randomly assigned to adhgola within each experimental |

! _dlatrlot,. A’total of 14 atateu-—B experimental and 8 OQntrol--and a nutlonully !

' representatlve dample of 114 school dlatricts: ertlclpaﬂed In the pllot praject:’ 29 \

' experimental sites wheré the seven quallty assurance pragedures were tested and:85*
control sltes, Ovarall,,the axperlrnéntal ‘altes’ conslsted of a total of 755 schabl

: bulldings -with a tatal enrollment of over 379,400 -students.. Qver 78,600. IVPP
~applicationa, were procesged, of-which 35 peroent Included a documant with the " -
applloatlon. Ten percent’ of the applicanta In the experimental sites were subjected

" to.one form of verlficatlon' performed at-.the school level--parent telephone -
conference, follow-up -documentation request with conalstency check, or document .
-condistency cheek--and elther ‘local or state thlrd-party check /ﬁ?\ellglb[llty forj-'-
'lncome malntenance beneflts or earned lncomﬁ

_ e proeedur 3 were evaluated on the' baais of cfata from IVPP appllcatlons and 2
. _.non! LVEP “applicapions,-detalled outcome repaorts- completed -by-the-school officials—
who actually cghducted the procedures, questlonnalrea completed by school’ and .
‘district’ personngl, .and. In-horne’ audits' with a'random sample of 1, 810 ‘spplicants in- -
15 experimental: sites. Also, questionnalres were completed by each-of the matched
. control, 'school distrncts. The resultlng deta were analyzed iand the results’ are = -
’ 'summarlzed below.

L . : v

N N

; Stuc_lx Conc lusxons

4

.. Revlaed Application Is an Effective Deterrent to Misre_porting The. .
_revised pilot study application results in a sharply reduced -efrdr rate of -,
~ . . 117 percent. Within this pertentage, the most.- serious category\of
~ " mjsreporting (l.e., applicants: receiv1ng benefits who are ineligible for frde -
, fneals) drops to 1/2 of 1 percent ‘as a result of the new. application.
: -, Eurther reductions in this error category seem unlikely. The revised pilgt
““~ " study application does, not present a discoverable barrler to participatjon
" . * foreligible households. o NS

" w ' Revised Apphcatnon Results in Low Dollar Error Losa. When the 11.7 - »

-7 .percent error rate is translated into error costs (i.e., the percentage of °
‘dollars lost to mlsrepo\‘tlng as a function of total program expendntures) .

the dollar error rate is low -- approximately 5 percent. T

+
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" Applloatlon, ory1ta sesential campanants, thare la continulng“avidengs af a~
subatantlal number of partiolpants recalving exorss benafits (lay ghaut a
23 percent oase, errgr vatp). . SN c C gt

Sugtalned Effactivaness of Datbrrenas Unknown, 1t 18 ageumed that the
axpliolt threat of adyerss aotion la In‘part responalble for the detervant
. affact of the revlead applloatian, ‘Fawaver,:because the pllat atudy was
“of lmited duration, it lo nat- now posglble to Judge emplrically the,
_ sustalned effectivenesa of the application over time. Study findinga .do
« nat pffer gujdance on how widespread or intense Incoma verification
+ datectlon pracedures naed to ba In order to dustaln the daterrent effect of
i~ the application over tima, LA N s
Documentation_with. Appllcation Ineffeotlve. \Requiring Income or food
_ atemp ellglbllity docymantation with applicatlons did net protuce a

. dlgnificant. reduction In error,  Moreaver, thll\ procedura redultad In,
 bagrlers to partieipation for eliglhle houssholdg, S S

ady Without atata-wlda adqptlgiﬁ"’;df‘a“rqvlaed-}' ’

s
Yo
"\

' f .

-, Problems Encountered Implamenting Detectlon Protedures. In.pllat sltes, . -
« @ven with extenalve contractar tralning and technlgal asslstance, achaal -
. districta “falled to follow through ‘with full implementation .of several
" detectlon procedures. Such 'compilance problems may be.encountered -
under normal operating .conditlons, Study findlnge 'sﬁ{gge_nt that this la
~.partly due to the complexity of the veriflcatién progedures, requisite -
,..;,;..‘,Iollowup'#tivltleg, and bullt-In adminlstrative dlsincentives to cooperate.. - |

a

I . N
Detectlon #rocedures. Not -Cost-Effectlve. None of  the Income = )
verification detectlon procedures save mare .money then they cost. -
Moreover, these costs accrue almost exclusively to schaol dlstricts and
not to states or to the federal government. The high ‘1d%al costs to
conduct veriflcatlon are due In large part to the fact that\higher pald
school personnel (e.g., principals) typleally conduct verlf\l atlon. 'In
cantrast to the revised application, the detectlop praocedures, In general, -
“present high barrler to participatlon for eligible househalds. SN\ :

' Use  of. Error-Prone ‘ Model Makes .Some Detedtion Procedurés’ Mare _
' Effective. Targeting applleations for veriflcation using the ‘error-prone
mode] Is more effective in locating errors than random- selection: The - .-
most effective detection .procedures - wére ‘parent .confegences’ and @ |
) ‘state-wage matches using the error-prone model. However,»even when;
“using the error-prone madel, parent conferences were not cost-effective,
. at’least In the short run. The study did not produce measures of the .
. g\ost-effyect_:iveness of state wage matches. - o S S
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. issues were addressed:

Cwmoouemon -

In response to concerns about income misreporting and subsequent ‘excess

" benefits in U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) free and reduced-price schaool
meal programs, Congress mandated provxsions in Publxc Law 97-35 to improve meal

application procedures. This law specified a number of changes in the application,
lnc]iuding the requirement that Social Security numbers be reported for all adult

'\members of applyxng households and "that only reduced-price gu1delines._/ be
distributed ta applicants. uis. Department of Agrnculture was empowered to

require applicants - to provide proof of: ellgibility and to require Schoal’ Food
Authorities (SFAs) to verify eligibility. - In addition, the Secretary of, Agriculture'

.was authorized to conduct a pilot study to verify data on. sample applications.

USDA initiated the Incom}g Verification Pilot Project (IVPP) in response to that
authorization. _ _ J

1.1 INCOME VERIFICATION PILOT PROJECT .

/

‘The Income Verification Pilot Praject developed and tested a variety of quallty -
assurance procedures to prevent and detect the misreparting of income.and family
size information on the school meal application.2/ The following major research .

8

e  determine the capability of the quality assurance procedures to reduce
_error rates by deterring and detecting applicant misreporting,

o_' determine if it was feasible for school districts to conduct the quality
assurance procedures;

L) measure the costs to perform and savings that result from each quality
assurance procedure; and,

- Vo
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P “examine. the barrier effects, if any, of the procedures on program
- participants and their families. -

L]

The pilot project ‘was conducted during school years 1981- 82 (Phase I) and
1982-83 (Phase II).: Phase I Involved a geographlcally limited sample of 13 school
: districts ehd assessed the effectiveneSs of a revised meal benefit application as well
as additional explanat{ary information to reduce applicant misreporting and’ error. In

“contrast, Phase Il was a large-scale test involving a total of 120 experimental and -

‘control school districts throughout the countr)w In this phase, a scientific

experimental design was used to test the effectiveness of a redesigned school meal

S

- benefit applifation and six-other quality assurance procedures designed to deter and

K
\

detect erroi‘ in reporting income and household size.
\,f‘ :

1.2 THlS AND OTHER REPORTS OF THE PROJECT'S FINDINGS

]

This is  the fourt,h repqrt from the Income Verification Pilot Project (IVPP).

y Eardier reports examined specific issues relating to legislative effects and

misreporting based largely on data: .collected in the 1981-82 school year (Phase . |

/ I) 3/ This report presents the results of a comprehensive assessment of specific
7 -quality assurance procedures tested in a national sample of school districts in the

1982 83 schoal y egr (Phage 1), -

- Although the pilot study procedures resemble income verification procedures
. recommended in Interlm regulations by USDA, the pilot praject began before the

regulations were implemented.£‘./ While this report is not intended to provide ‘an

assessment of the USDA's recommended pracedures,-the - findings. reported here do ...

provide information about the potential impact of some of USDA's interim
' verification regulations. : N

The remainder of this repaort presents major findings from Phase II of the pilot.
project. Chapter 2 explains the ‘various. quality assurance procedures tested, . and
‘Chapters 3 and 4 present research design-and data collection. Chapter 5 presents
the findings on the feasibility and effects of the free and reduced-price %ool meal

. application developed specifically for use in the IVPP project. Findings- on the
feasibility and effects{ of requiring income documentation wlth the free and
reduced-price school mesl application are reported in Chapter 6. Chapter 7
presents the findings on the feasibility and effects of quality assurance procedures
that take place a_ft_e;. schooL meal applications aré processed. The results and

conclusions of the pilot project_ are.summarized in Chapter 8.




ENP NOTES / .

'l/ Prevxously both free and reduced prlce guldelines were dxstrlbuted.

2/ Seven quallty assurance procedures were tested by the IVPP. ChapterZ
‘ descrlbes each procedure in detall. _ .

@ . . . A - S
3/ Earlier reports include: o ' ' - '

Income Verlflcation Pilot Project: Findings on School Meal Partlcnpation and -

Leqislative Impact, 1981-82 School Year. Applied Management Sciences,
Silver Spring, MD..  December 1982. . . coe

Income Verification Pilot Project: ‘School Year 1981-82 In-Home Audit
Findings. Applied Management Sciences, Silver Sprnng, MD. Aprlf 1983

" Income Vernficatnon Pilot Project: Devel opment of an Errdr-Prone quel for
School Meal Prog'ams. Applled Management Scxences, Sllver Sprlnlj, MD.
August 1983 S N . o L
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' '\ THE.QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES *
_,_/ The effectiv_eness';of a ’redesign'ed_'meal, beneflt application 4 =.'*lf?-" -
‘quality assurance procedures was tested B’yfe incom'e-Verification' Py |
(IVPP). Most school districts selected to participate as sites in the study tes ed ail

prbcedures. In accordance wnth the experimental design, however, differentischools
"~ in each ‘school- district implemenged - and t%sted different combinations of .
. _procedures. No school tested mare ;than three procedures, and in ‘some instances S
. they tested only .one_ or two. . This chapter describes -each- quality assurance '

:procedure, the_rationale Wdlng it in the national experiment, and how.it was
expected to operate._!-_/ - G - L :2 o

N

2.1 'a'ACKGRou[\lD AND DEVELOPMENT- .~ = "7
" Quality assurance procedures are- im}pler'nented to prevent and to detect errors
: that result in the lnappropriate expenditure of funds. Quality assugance procedures ,
are used' to prevent and detect misreporting by appiicants and errors caused by-
administrative agencies7 VPP focused only on the prevention and’ detection of |
misreporting by applicants, and did not examine adminjstrpt1Ve errors. Many federal -
- " agencies responsible for benefit programs, lncluding Ald to Families ‘with Dependent .' :
Children (AFDC), Food Stamps, Suppiementai Sociaé Security, and Student F inanciai '
Aid, use a variety df quality assurance procedures to reduce fraud and abuse by
bene ficiaries. Guality assurance in these programs is designed to assure that benefit-
awards are made: on the basis of correct 1nformatlon. Other agencies such as.the |
Internai‘Revenue Service use simllar procedures to ensure that the government"

AN

collects the tax revenues each citizen is required to pay.
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,' Unllke hese programs, the USDPA. f@ and redUced-prnce school meal pmgramf #3;

have only recently begun address the problem of i 1ncome m1sreport1ng and exce
benefits. J here are a nqu/o '

er of reasons for this:
\ o Low gpneflt Amoun’t. _The school meal programs haVe a relatively low
per-student dollar benefit rate--approximately $200 per student annuallﬁ'
~which is approxlmately 10 percent of tha average annualf,AFDC payment .
- - (federal and state funds) for one child. Efforts to reduce .misreporting are
. cost-affective only if the: amount saved through prevention and detection
) of mlsreporting is great enough to offset the addltional costs assoc1ated —
NES w1th qQuality assurance. : » : N

* Histarieal Reliance on Self Certlfncatnon by Applicant. Tradntlonally, the:
" schoal meal ‘programs have been permitted to aceept ' self-reported,

, unverified information about household size. and income and have based . .

. eligibility. determlnation on these reports. Also, prior,to the 1981 passgge, - -
. *. of Public Law 9735, schaol districts. were only. permltted to- verify
! -ap cations on a 'for- cause' basis. In. contrast, many -other  federal
- asslstance prograr'ns require applicants to submit documents that verify
)hdusehold income reported: on the benefit application. Because schdol
dlstricts ar accustomed to.a relatively simple applicatlon process, . the
NN implementatign, of ‘quality assurance in the form of. verification
# . requirements Jmay 1n1t1ally meet res1stance from both parents and sdh ol
district officials. . o '

” o Lack of Spedi lxzéd Personnel. “Applicatjons for meal benefit,s are
~ processed by SFA ~or other school officials - who have - many ° other\ '
responsibilities and limited time. to devote to the eligibility deterg'unatlon .
process. - Implementing ‘quality ‘assurance requirem§nts would place an

addltlonal burden on these personnel. In contrast, otNer federal agsistance

pregrams have specially trained staff t app 1cations and conduct .
quallty assurance procedures. . § i

- * Absence of Federal Funds Earmarked f uality Assurance. School food P
‘authorities do not receive any direct federal funding to{conduct elitﬁfbillty
determination and quality assurance efforts.2/ Other federal programs
pfovide fundlng and other ifjcentives to. support, quality assurance. Quality

;. assurance may introduce- addxthnal staff requirements that are not
currently funded, thus inhibiting the ablllty of school districts -to comply
Vo effectwely w1th vernficetnon requirements. X

‘e Limited Time  for' Application %Processlng. Families are requiredt to
‘reapply “annually -for meal benefits. "Because schools tradltionallyf =
A .. .complete administrative paperwork at the begipning of. the school/year,. .
' -virtually - all meal applications are process efore Oetober-gf each ;,.“’
school  year. In other federal / ‘assisty gprograms, . el gibility a
determlnatlon *and veriflcatlon occur routinely@n olighout the year.

L
oy ,\".




; entlfy quallty a%grance procedur( hat mlgi'ﬁ be approprlate Lo the' |
' ,d? a‘i programs appllcatxomprocess, two actmties were undertaken. F'lrst, |
quahty aasurance‘ techniques already used 1n other federally-supported benef1t and
N .asslstance programs were examlned. Second quality assurance proceduresvthat have‘j" o

been prevxodsly initiated by very few school districts. were examxned. The research
d 24 f'Berally-funded programs that he?d 1mple@,ented quahty assurance' :

Income Documentation. ertten or verbal mformatlon ‘was used to -
~ confirm applicarit's earned and/or unearned 1ncome. In virtually all cases,\, '
“; the original source of the document abtaihed by the appljcant or}re |pient e
'was another agency or individual (e.g.y emplayer). - Nyt o

‘Piggybacking on Anotfher Program's Verlficatlon or'.-

igibllitv

\ - Determination Process. ' Incdme amounts previously verxvfaged tby another
~.program or certified eligibility to receive that program's benefits .are " *
-sought. It is al posslble to. request the prograg, to verify appli atlon'

/

. v";,:lnformation as perthof its: quallty assurance procedurps. . | ‘
&7 ‘Computer File “Matching.  Income and household s[:e informatipr”on the
o apphcatlon wag compared to information in the computer fifes of othﬁr

., assistanee programs to confirm eligibility or ldentlfy discrepancies M '_‘? '

Errér-Prone” Proflling. Ressults of a- statistical analySIs that provndes a.
-sprofile. ‘of ‘applications most likely to be in error were used. -This
staffistlcal profile- was then used to identlfy applica ions with a h|gh'
llkelihood of error-for verlflcxion, ’ .

» .

Typical msthode}t{sed in school distrlctg that had- adopted j come ver1f1catlon »v
prior to IVP'i" 1nc1uded- (l) requests for docurnentation from all apphcants when .

" meal; benef1t applications were submltted, (2) verification after the appllcatlon was

“4.
- T

approved on a random sample of appllcations through t?ﬁapl;idne conferences wnth»’ ,
parents, or (3) contacts with employers or pubhc ssistance agencies to confirm the .
. .'incame of a sample of apphcatlons. f ‘ ‘

-~

- Knowledge of quahty assurance pracedures used by other agencies prov1ded the -

basns for speclfylng a'range of potentlal procedures to. deter or detect apphcant L
4 mlsreportxng. However, many of these procedures are very complex and difficult to
| 1mplement w1thout a slgnlficant experience - base. ‘In selecting the spec1f1c
.proc Jg\ures for testlng in the pllot project, conslderatlon ‘was given to school
- operating.- characte'i‘istlcs noted e@rlier and compatibllity fdwith the tlming of
-‘appl}catlon-related activities.in the schodl mieal’ pro%rams. For sxample, virtually ‘
| all households “apply #gr free and reduced-prlce meal benefits at the start ‘of each
schﬁ&\ year._/ School sor_ SFA offlcxals determlne ehgiblhty based on the

. » %05 &> . . : i .. .
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application. Ou!lity assurance, when it is performed, 'us\ually,occurs after eliglbllity .
"'!.v'ha‘s been determlned and baneflts have been awarded. Thls sequence of actlvrtles is
’ 'followeﬁ’ to avoid delays 1n provxding meal benefits: at the start of the'*schaol year' o
| , when the bulk of appllcatlons are recewed and)proces/sed. Thus it wasQnecessary to‘ L :
. select and modlfy exlsting quallty\ assurance prd'%edures t9/ ihqrease thelr potential ‘ ".' .
;6r use by school)districts. F'br\exampd,e ma benefit proa rams require that
applrcants provide documentatlon of all'i ﬁne. ,Obtéimng and rev1ew1ng these
odate?’/the charac\teristlcs of school T
dlstrlcts, this. requlrement was modlfled for IVPRt&anlude onLy documentatlon of o
- the prlmary source of" household 1ncomf;.‘ Simil rzslmpgflcatlons and adJustments |

vdo}uments is very, labor - lntenswe. To ac‘c

(- ‘Were made m all of the quality assuran%f_"’ prgc d.’(x%s?rtested in IVPP. SR &
Ul 1mately, a meel applxcatlon £orr ',d,eslgned speclfically for the IVPP and 8ix .

i ”ed“fi:ﬁftemng. The.seven quallty assurancd
n‘Exhlblt 2. 1. 7 e e .

: }F(IVPP LAppllcation) This grocedure was ;
' q\td Eo/provide data needed to’ support the y
h.s of subsequent vef‘iflcatlon activities. | -

).' quallty ssurance proced rés wardg >
™ TR A
:_procedures are llsted bel&y_,, A9t

(l

II. \ "‘“hcation. _This procedure was. deslgned
-7 'to deter mlsrepor‘mg by requiring. information. abot _earned incomie. oré

S “other. fit program éligibility (e.g., food ‘stamps), pﬂls précedure

L.t invalved _gly imitting .t j:locument(s) with the. application, not

L cross-checkln ‘,;;inform tion the” document w1th correspondtngt
1nforma\t“loh;oj"' he application.. = ° ~ R ;

a 7 /'
“ . 1. Document Coyéls ncy Check. This procedure was’ perfb med an a sample
, - basis ta deteet erraor only for ‘gpplicants- whe were reqyired to com