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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
i bt

r-

o g



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 .. .
. R . . . . 7 .




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 complete .
Quality, Assur‘ance Procedure IL It took place following approval for -
“benefitssto determine if the document(s) submltted With the applgcatlon ’ "/v,

_f~' o corroborated 1nformatxon on the appllcat”lon.) D '
- I\{.. ocumentatlon After Appllcatlon thh Conslstency Check. Thisf
ot procedure was ‘also performed to detect error and ‘used a sample of -
f"{"" : applicapts “who' 'did nat - undergo Quality Assurance . Pracedure L. ‘THe

sampled- household was required to, provide documentary .praoof .to
“corroborate 1nformatlon on the applicatlon after the appllcatlon was
approved.- S S N , {

. . V. - Parent Telephans Conferénce. Thls procedure was. performed‘\on a sample

LSy - basis to detect error followxng approval for benefits. - It was designed to ~"

, _f, verify ‘income and family 'size information on the - applicatlon by
T g re-thltlng this lnformatlon from the applicant.

VI/.:\~ L.ocal ”Thlrd-PartL Contact (Interagency - Data’ Exch,dn_cé) Followmg x
~ “approval faor benefits, the. income maintenance pr §am eligibility or
earned income of a sample of applicants was verified. a Jetect errar. ’

VII. State Thlrd-PaLy Qontalét (Interaqency Tape Mateh%‘ ollow1ng approval

I§, L for Denefits, . the ! earned income or. income -maintenance pragram
: ellglblllty of 8 sample of apphcants was also \‘/erlfled to detect error, , = ™"
. : » Py Co 7 : "
. ¢ . . ' \
- Af .
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' The first and second procedures were 1mplemented durrng the appllcatlon processf‘il
. appllcants were reqlured to comply with the procedure or the meal appllcatlon :

- would not bes approved, The remalnlng procedures were- lmplemented by . schooln

_ officials later In the school year. Each procedure was deslgned '80. it could be
. lmplemented by staff from either the schaol building or school distrlct. ‘The choice

was left to the 1nd1v1dual school. districts partlcrpatlng in the pllot pro]ecb to . .

,mlnlmlze disruptlon of them admlnlstrative structures caused by 1mplementatlon of
the procedures. kR '

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF' GUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

The ratlonale-for each Ef the seven procedures and a descrlptlon of how each_ . -

was lntended' to;operatea"'i;_ IVPP are. presented below.‘ S

2.2 l Qualil Assurance Procedure It Redeslqned Appllcatlon Form o

To detar mlsreportrng and to support the . analytlc needs of the. pllot pro]ect,

" .completely revised meal benefit appllcatlgn was developed Thls a\bllcation is -
| referred to as the IVPP applicatlon in the remalnder of :the report, and a facsimile' ’
| copy is provrded 1n Appehdxx ‘A, The appllcatlon was desxgned to enhance reportlng '

C accuracy and to provide necessary 1nformatlon and authorization for other quallty E

assurance procedures. It should be noted that there» is* no standard applicatron form
for school meal benefits that all 'school distrlcts must use. The. Food and Nutrrtlon
- Service of USDA issues regulations concernlng the- 1tems that’ must be included on
,}the appllcatlon, and develops ‘a model application form. and accompanylng model ‘
g 'parent letters. States and d1str1cts then use: these model apphcatlons and parentv
letters as the basxs for their own forms. ° ' o
- The form incorporated features to reduce speclﬂc types of mlsreportlng
revealed-in analyses of\reportlng errors, uslng Phase I ‘applicant audit data. The

. redeslgned IVPP applicatlon varied from the apphcatron form recommended by FNS

* for the 1982-83 scHool year (and used by most schaol distrxcts) in the follownng ways. .

e Income Detall. 1t requested applxcants to list all sources of income
' ‘separately for each adult member of the houséhold. . The income ‘reporting
section was expanded because the analysis of. Phase 1 appligant audit data
revealed that failure to report' wages from all jobs and for all adults was a

. common source of mxsreportlng that: led to the award of excess beneflts. .

)




'o:'v“-;.j-»-.-f'\-feriflcation" Waiv'er.v Under prov;sions of‘ state and federal privacy.-"}:‘“"-

- - legiglation, state and local agencies may.not release information  without" w

" speciflc permission. from" the ‘involved individual. Therefore a waiver was )
<~ required for each adult whase income and/or eligibility for an income
- maintendnce ‘program would ‘be ’ verified - through collateral. contact.

_ Furthermore, requesting each adult to sign the walver was expected to be
- a-deterrent because applicants would clearly understand that the accuracy I
-of the information they supplied was subject. to verlfication. :

I Descr_iptlon of Legal Basis .for Information Requirements,” The- 'IVP'PF e

. ‘application provided a complete description of applicable provisions of the -
Privacy Act, the legislative basis for requiring the. mformatlon -sought on "
the -ap lication, ~ and .. the consequences for . not  providing -

- . required/ requested 1nformatlon. (n" additlon; it provrded guldance for
a calculating monthly income.); ' _

N ablllty to discourage (deter) misreporting, (2) its admlnlstrative feaslbility, and (3).
its effects, if any, on discouragin“'"_"‘;f(barring) ehglble 1ndividuals from applylng for.
R v'benefits. Another purpose of the pilot project was to obtaln information ndeded to o

. support subsequent ver,ification act1v1t1es. ‘ ' '

School dlstrlcts that used the IVPP application received English and Spanish |
language versions.“/ Dlstrlcts wers mstructed to follow their usual procedures
. for distributing the rev1sed applicatlons., : Consequently, in  some - distrlcts,-
: ‘,dlstrlbutlon and processlng of appllcations was. handled at the district level, In other" |

‘distrlcts, school burlding personnelperformed these tasks. S

Processlng requlred refvlewers to determine both the completeness of the'._"

The pilot project tested several features of the revised appllcation. (1) 1ts B

_-application and whether the household was eliglble for school meal benefits. s A
‘,complete appllcation was defined as one that 1ncluded the signature of an adult  °

: ‘; household - member, the Social Security numbers for all adult household
";nembers,_/ and 1nformation about household 1ncome and size for the complete ,
month prior to completlon of the: application.6/ If any of these four items 'was " -
missing, the applicatlon was consldered incomplete. Incomplete applications were
returned* to parents with a form explalning what ‘additional 1nformation ‘was.

requnred. 'Eligibility was not determined until'a complete applicatlon was received.-“' '

If the househald. did. not resubmit the applicatlon, a meal beneflt determination was‘ ‘
not made. I ' '



~‘other prlmary sources of - income, See Appendix A for a copy of‘

the
vappllcation ‘and supportlng documentation ‘were recewed, school- offic alaf were
in the .

““ingtructed to’ determine ehglblllty based olely on the 1nformat|on contain
. appllcation. They were 1nstructed not to compare income xnformatlonxon the

- perm|t subsequent detection of m|sreport|ng. e s

Z 2.2 Gualnty Assurance Procedure ll. Documentatlon at the Time of / RN

pplicatign 7/

\ . . S L . . . (

~

g In this procedure, appllcants were requlred to enclose w1th i/:he completedﬂ-'”'
'appllcatlon a document that verlfied’ the prlmary source, of income fdﬂ each adult in -

" the household for the ‘month prior to the submlssion of the agency 3 appllcatlon.',
- This time period was selected because ‘it colncided with the agency's deflnltion})f

current income used to determ’ine englblllty. Jo comply with the equlrement,

: apphcants could pfovnde a document conflrming Bllglblllty for food sta Ps. Adults
with wage mcome were gwen the opt|on of documentlng thelr wages. Adults who S
'_."‘had no wages were asked to document income ma|ntenance beneflts (e.g\, AFDC) or ;

nstructlons

\ regardlng documentatlon for apphcants. The focus on documentlng w ges was a :

B of mlsreportlng and thereby contrlbuted to the improper award of meal be efits.

School or SFA personnel were mstructed not .to process the application unless’)
approprxate income documentatxon for ea’ch adult was submitted, Where

: documentary support was misslng, appllcatlons were returned to the household with
"an explanation of what types of supportlng documentatlon would be. aTj:eptable._
: _Thls procedure had the. potential to delay ellgiblllty determinatlon.

| . appllcatlon to the documentatlon but rather to check the documentation nly to )
ensure that it covered the proper date, the: proper |ndlvidual(s), ‘and acceptable

" review, recomputation, or follow-up. o Lo '_ o - c \

v . ) - \
The procedure mvolwng documentatlon at the t|me of applicatlon ‘was tested--'

. because it placed the burden of proof on the applicant rather than the schaol dxstrlct SR
v 'and because it could be verlfled at the tlme of appllcation. This procedure H

,a compromlse between requestlng and thoroughly reviewing entation ati the '.
" t|me of appllcation and requestlng documentation only after the. appllcatlon had

LTI 5 SR o

”_result of the Phase I’data, whlch indicated that earned |ncome was the major source

.

e evndence. "This check could be performed qulckly and did. not: requira extenslve_‘.g

"resembled those used by other beneflt programs that ‘apply- a"means test" to - -
__Qﬂdetermlne eliglblllty. It did nat require schoo@istrxcts to develop sophiatlcated - -"-"
data‘ or admlnlstrative systems because the appllcant provided the document.- It| w\a‘s": L

_'ibeen apProved. The procedure was expected to both deter fraudulent behawor and'f:



apphcstion process. The: five remaining procedu'
for meal benefits had been determined and in

only a sample of approved"'
applicstlons. e T ‘ '
3 R .

T ' . . .‘_ R
-4 s . ] S, .
2.2.3 OualltY’ Assurance Procedure I Document Consistency Checl(

"

Guality Assurance Procedures’l and Ifwere condu ed as an integral part of the] B
re condu ed after eligibility -

Under this procedure, the determinlng officlal compsred the 1ncome ‘amount o

_indicated on the application with the corresponding amount(s) indlcated on the..
document(s) accompanying the application.q Alternatively, recipients could have .
"':confirmed their eligibllty based ona proxy for need such ‘as_evidence of ellgiblllty_

. for food ‘'stamps. Where the documentatlon diaagreed thh 1nformation on the' h

* '=apphcstion, officlals recelculdted ellgibillty using the informstion from the-_'_i
| ‘documentation._ If the discrepancy was large enough to affect ellglbility status,'- -

households were nothied by mail and asked to explain the difference. If the )
-applicant failed to respond or was unable to explaln adequately the’ difference, _

benefits were changed to reflect, eligibility status based on the document(s) The -
_'_:procedure was conducted uslng a sample of applicants who submitted documents,

"4w1th the applicatlons.. ‘ "-,. TR . . Sl B

. The document consistency check is | verlfication procedure lntended to_detect
-errors reported on the appllcatlon. - This procedpre was tested because it \745; :

' considered a ﬁ‘i%acticsl and relatively simple method by which school personnel could -
validate»«appllcant-prowded information for a. sample of households. The document. a
consistency check was’ performed after applicants were approved to avoid potential' 'I
delays in the annual eligibility determlnation period set forth 1n program regulations. -

2.4 Guallty Assurance Procedure Vs Documentation ,After Application :
‘ w1th Consisten _y Check :

In ;antrast to requesting documentation thh the appllcatlon (Procedure II), th1s
-* procedure was 1mplemented after an applicatlon for- school meals ‘had been -
completed and approved A random sample of appraved applicanﬁs was contacted in g
= ¥riting by the determining officials and required to submit documentary evidence of
~what their income was for the O?Ath prior to application. Recipients were given a‘_'

list of acceptable forms of d

entatlonl This list was similar to the list of

‘e documents used ln Guallty Asaurance Procedure 1L Adult household members wnth»"_"".’,‘

wage 1ncome were required to document their earnlngs. Those with no wage income "

-/

were requnred to document lncome maintenance benefits .such a8’ AFDC or food .

-

stamps (if’ any) or other primary sources of income. '
- 12
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_ of misreporting. _

4
-~ .

. Upon récéiving documentation, schaal or SFA offlciala reviewed the materlals

a8 in Quality Assurance Procedure II to be certain that inforrnation for all- adults'vr :

with reported income was included, that documents coVered the month prior to.

'. application, and that the documents were acceptable forms of evidence. If the

'documentation was incomplete, recipients were notified by mail and told what
‘ "8ddlt10n81 information was needed. If the recipient failed to respond, meal benefits o
- were terminated. If documentation was not consistent ‘with the information on the

application,._ officials recalculated eligibility using information on the.

: __'documentation. If the discrepancy ‘was. large enough to- affect eligibility, the *
_ __household was contacted and asked to explain the difference, If the household didg ,
not respond or could: not adequately explain the discrepancy, llgibillty status was -

altered based on the new household income indicated by the documents.

Dacumentation after apphcation with consistency check was tested because it
was a method of detecting error. The procedure placed the burden of proof on the

~ applicant - and - did not ‘require computers to confirm ‘the - accuracy of

applicant-proVided information. Because the request for documentation was made

" 'rafter the* application ‘had. been approved, it did not’ delay the receipt of ‘meal
" beriefits. ' L

NS
"

Like documentation With application, the procedure tested whether households

maintained records and whether employers and Income- maintenance offices ‘were

.WIIIlng to. supply records to the households. ) Th‘s‘ procedure differed from |
- documentation” w1th application in that it tested whether recipients would cooperate '

with a quality assurance procedure implemented after benefits began. Finally, the
procedure provided an error detection and ‘correction capability by identifying cases '

-, .
> L

o _2.2.'5' Quality' Assiirance Procedure V: Parent Telephone Conference

" This. procedure was also implemented after applications were reviewed and
approved. School district officials contacted a random. sample. of " approved
households by telephone to'determine household size and income in the month prior
to submitting the application. The information obtained over the telephone was .
compared to that on, the appiication. Where discrepancies were found, eligibility
was recomputed based on the corrected information. Households were then asked to
explain the difference. If no. acceptable explanation was offered eligibility status
was changed on the basis of revised household income or household size. Parents .

. 13 ‘ » ‘ = .
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""."' were notified in writing of the correction and lts effect on eligibiiity. If househoids .
- could not be contacted by telephone, a letter wes gent instructing the parent to: et
' contact the achool official N R ST ’

Parent telephone conferepces were a detection procedure designed to identify-
intentional or unintentional errore in reporting household size or income. - The
procedure was tested because it was :a low-cost, low-burden method of verifying ~

" information on the appllcation. S P ; )

. 2.2.6 Quality Assurance*Procedure VI Local Third-Party Contact R

Local third-party contact is_an information exchange between the achool or .

SFA ‘and the loca} .Food Stamp and/or Public Assistance office. For a sample of - o

meal recipients, the local social services office was. asked to indicate whether each '
recipient in the sample had received benefits (and the amount of the benefit in
~instances where AFDC was Verified) for the month prior to ' submitting the.'

\agpllcation- 8/ School officials compared this information with application data.

If discrepancies affecting eligibility were found parents were notified. Where the

N discrepancy could not be explained, eilgibility status was redetermined based on. the
:’ third-party information, and benefits were ad]usted accordingly. I

. o

This procedure was designed to detect misreporting without the direct'._', ‘
involvement of the household. This procedure was selected for testing because it\

- relied on an independenl@édurce of information and eliminated the opportunity for -
applicants to alter documents. F'urther, a relatively low requirement of school
personnel time was expected. F‘inally, the procedure required contact “with thel}
recipient only when the third-party provided information that disagreed ‘with
infor‘mation on the application. '

Phase 1 of the Income Verification Pilot-Project indicated that households who -
" receive public assistance or fooci stamps typic . have incomes low enough to- |
qualify for free school meals, therefore, this procgﬁ a8 not expected to identify
many households ineligible for benefits. HoWever, USDA's Office of the Inspector
neral recommended testing the feasibiiity of local third-party .data exchanges as
a method’ of verifying application information. Further, knowing how ‘many
‘households received benefits (i.e., food stamps) they did not report on the
application was seen as -useful for designing future application procedures and
instructions. The total household income was not verified by these agencies because
of differences in the way income and - household are defined by the school- meal
programs, food stamps, and AFDC 9/ ‘

¢ ) ”
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. 2 2.7 Quality Assurance Procedure VII. State Third-Party Contacts o

[
R

AJV

computerlzed wage, food stamp, and/or public assistance informatian systems and

_},gthe capabllity for computerized data exchanges. The names and Sociel Security

numbers of a sample of household members who slgned a waiver permittingj':
. collateral contact ‘were forWarded to the appropriate state agencies.lU/ State -
employment securlty offices. provlded informatlon abuut wage Income for the ‘
’ quarter mcluding the application month for each listed adult household-member. N
Public: assistance agencles reported recelpt of public assistance and the dollar value" -

*"‘f‘for the month prlor to application. , F'ood stamp offices conflrmed recelpt of N

beneflts for the month prlor to appllcation. Lo

Information was returned to the pilot project evaiuation contractor .who

': 1dentified Cages with discrepancles between the information on the data tape and\_.'.
the application. . Where dlscrepancnes were found, eligibility was recomputed based o

. on the data tape information to ‘determine if eligibility status wauld be. affected.ﬂ""”
B ~Because deflnitions of total household income differ by program and, because this

was only a test of the feaslbillty of automated, state-level tape matching, esults

., were not shared w;th the schools. or SFAs. Meal. benefits were. not corrected ag’ a
. result of the findings from the: state-level collateral contacts.' Rather, the results_"?}'.f'

| were used analytically to investigate the error detectlon capabllity of the
: . ,_l_.‘ .

O procedure, and not the feaslbllity or costs/,l-..];/ e

Tape matching has been used. to. verify income information in a varlety of
federal assistarice programs, including Student anancxal And, AFDC, Food Stamps, ;

and Housing Assistance. The procedure was specifically suggested for examination‘

by Office of Management and. Budget and USDA's Office of the Inspector General as’” -
a potentially effective method to detect misreportnng ln the school meal programs. .'

It was tested a3 part of VPP because “the method was’ expected to be a very

accurate way to detect unreported and underreported mcome. The procedure relied‘
on an 1ndependent source of mformation end did not present the verified household_
thh the opportunity to alter or w;thhold evidence. In addition, the procedure was '
expected to reduce the burden on school officials and thnrd-party agencies by

centralizxng communlcatlons and automating the mafching process. .

-4
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The seventh and last procedure ,was implemented in states w:th statewide
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2 3 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

o " The. IVVP evaluatlon contractor provldad technlcal support to school dlstrlcts '_

_,,for all Phase II procaddres. The caontractor supplled coplas of the VPP application |
‘ and m del letters that could be reproduced and sent to househalds explalning
,apphcatlon requlrements, used to traln SFA and school officials in tha pllot, “
. procedures for processing appllcatlons and' verlfylng lnformatlon, and used. to assist .

o all processlng and verlficatlon tasks. n addition, to assure random selectlon of

) reclplents and conformlty W1th the sampling. and axpernment:al deslgns, the

o vevaluatlon staff drew samples or controlled selectlons for all verlficatlon actlvities. e

It should also be noted that the partlclpatlng experlmental school dls;rlcts were. - '

| ’lnst:ructed to apply appropr1ate sanations: when appllcants failed. to ‘comply with
applncatnon or quality assurance requlrements and when verification revealed the

R N

‘award of excess benefit. Appllcant failure to comply resulted in termination of all ™

~meal benefits.2 2/ anally, lf veriflcation revealed excess beneflts, beneflts were
~adjusted to the approprlate level, i.e., reduced or- full prlce. In all 1nstances,
appllcants and recnpients were permitted td file a formal appeal with the school:
“district in accordance wlth regulatnons set forth in 7 CFR 245.

L
l s
-

. . : ¢

e
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. END'NOTES I R

~ 1/ Chapter 3 explains the study design and how school diatricts: and individual
- schools Wereragldgnedato ‘experimental groups for the purpose of testing the
procedures. ' e . . . -

2/ State agencies responsible for  program administration’ do recelve State

~Administrative Expense (SAE) funds and are allowed to use these funds for -
quality assurance, If done at the State level, . - - L T Co

LRSS PR :

3/ Applicationa from families enrolling “éhil_gireh. later in the sc,h‘obl’"‘year' are
©_processed when the children are enrolled. S - L

=
—

Applications were alao tféhélécéd_':lntaViétnarhese and two Chinese dialects.

(LY
—

‘Adults Were'deflned as p’eraopg 2'14; yééi'#i_pf -,age_kor_ élder.‘

Prograrh,regulétions-ré’dulre Lt‘h}efuseldr,bf“;:hrr'ent incorne ;q‘de’tbetfl_'hin'e 'eliglb_i_l'ity,ﬁ L
“which is defined -as the most recent complete month prior to the-manth:the

* . application is submitted. .-

7/ Documentation of income as used in this report refers to an official document -
prepared by theincome or benefit source (e.g., empldyer or soclal services
agency). - This use differs from 7 CFR 245, which. uses the term documentation
to refer to minimum reparting requirements for an application to be-considered _
complete. ‘ = o RRTE '

- 8/ - In most’ ir\s:i:ances,.the. food jatafnp and AFDC progfarﬁs"wépe administered by the -
-~ -same local ageney. .~ T SRR

9/ -The school meal pfograma only consider income that tould be used to pay for
- meals while other programs also consider the value of; savings accounts-and
assets such as property. ' o S 2 o

LQ/ T-h{is'Waivef‘was‘i'ncorporva_ted in the IVPP appliqétion. g
11/ All ;:tﬁer pr’oced‘u'f‘es were evaluated in’--terms of "eff_ectlvenes?;, féasibilit’y,' énd_- ’
- costs. L ' e L R o

E 12/ ,Ex‘cept.foi':.PrOCedurg VII, State third-pérty .cdnta‘c’ts,; which was conducted by’ )
the evaluation contractor, not the school.districts. : - -

[ i . . ‘ . " .
i - ‘ ’
— b ’ .
l’.
S
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: \ lv'fREfSEARCHpE'SIG_N.

The deslgn used to test the sevan quallty assurance procedures had two prlmaryf |
'. components- a. sampge desln for selectlng a natlonal sample’ of school dlstrlcts- o
fthrough which the quality assurénce procedures would be tested and an perlmenta : _

eslgn for testlng the procedures wlthln the selected school dlstrlcts.

A four-step sample deslgn was used to select a natlonal semple of school_

"5_'distr1cts mcluded ln the experlment. S e -

. 3.11 Stepl Selectlon ofStates :

r

y S

Fourteen states were lnltlally sampled--seven experlmental states and seven‘ o

“ matched control states. . The states were sampled in mat‘chad palrs on the basis of a.
lattice sempllng desxgn that ensured reprpsentatlveness In terms of state population L
- ..and geographic region.. Because state governments have regulatory responsiblllty

for local school dlstrlcts, state government cooperatlon had to be abtained before L

demanstrations could be establlahed in school distrlcts.. Of. the seven experlmental-' "
states: 1n1t1ally selected, two declined to cooperate. The. two. refuslng ‘states were L
. replaced by three to guard against additlonal refusals. _The final deslgn lncluded .

eight experlmental states and exgﬁt matched control states.

Because study 1nvolvement ln the matched control states was llmnted to a mail
questionnaire of sampled SFAs, state ‘cooperation was esgential but not required.
-However, control state officlals were notified of the study. o

TN
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3 l 2 Step 2 - Selectlon of Experlmentel School Dletrlcts

Within the elght experlmentel etetee, five achool dletrlcta per etete were

}aempled. The sempllng frame for experlmentel school districta wes restrlcted to
publlc school districts pertlclpetlng In the, achool lunch program whose enrollment. '
) epenned aKorl through 12 grade range. F’rlvete echools end publlc echool districts’

’wlth a reetrlcted grade range were excluded. The achool dletrlcts were etretlfled by .
total enrollment, and sampled with prababllities proportional to. enrollment. For

| -example, a' school dletrlct with an enrollment of 10,000 had twlce the probablllt>l of

selelction of a echool dlstrlct with an enrollment of 5 000. In the experlmental
states, 30 of the AO sampled school dletrncts agreed to cooperate.

Beceuse of the nearnees of the start of the echool year~ In orie. of the

-‘replacementfstates, it was necessery to. modlf}l procedures. Three experlmental'

. school districts had already committed resources to a non-lVPP appllcatlon. 4
, 4Therefore a modlfled set - of procedures was adopted in those sites that. used the ‘
" - local applicetlon forms’ and did not 1nclude the requirement for documentatlon wlth

appllcatlon (Quality Assurance Pracedure mi/ To assure that this modifled eet.
- of proce ures could be lndependently .analyzed, school dlstrncte with large’-"

: enrollrnents were’ oversampled.

I

3,13 Step 3 - Selectnon of Control Dletrlcts

Wlthln the experlmental stetes, a matched sample of 30 control schaol distrll:ts.

o 'was selected. Each cooperetlng experlmental school district was matched to a-

.-w1th1n-state control school - dlstrict an the "basis of enrollment, enrollment :

percentage in poverty (as a proxy for program partlcipetion), and urbanlcxty. The

"w1thln-state control school distrxcts were requested not to conduct any verlflcatlon -

' efforts and to complete a mall questlonnaire near the end of echool year. All agreed. '

- v3.l.4 Step 4 Selectlon of Naturallsti& Comparlson Groug

In the eight control states, angther matched sample of control school dxstrlcts o

was selected. Each cooperatlng experlmental school district ‘was matched to twg

school dlstricts in- the matched contral state. ‘Matching was accompllshed on the =

'ba81s of - enrollrnent, enrollment percentage in . poverty, and urbanlzatlon. The:
,'control state matchlng school dlstrlcts provided a naturallstic comparlson group.

.. Therefore no requests were made to conduct or not to conduct verlflcatlon efforts."



- ) . ’i e . » . B ,'- : \“mﬁ [ ‘
a 'E’adh Ofltha qontrol atats achoul dlutrlota was notlfled thst It would be lncluded ln a
\_ mall aur\)ey to be conduotad latar ln the achool year, *Exhlblt 3. ahdwa the .
o gsogrsphle dletrlbutlon of the aampla 01' exparlmental and control dlatrlota. : 5
. k ‘ . | 3 (&'ﬁ"!-v

.32 EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN S I,
: | ’ '
‘ Wlthln the experlmentsl school dletrlbte, every school bulldlng was randomly B
_ asslgned to matched treatment groups, E><hlblt 3.2 dlaplays the school treatmant o '
\fgroup asslgnmant ‘method’ used for the wlthln-achool district. School treatmqnt

asslgnment anolved four steps. ' ! R

CL . P

.3, 2.1 Step 1 Asslg'nment/ to Guallty Aesurance Proceduree l and Il s b& -
) . J e
Schools Were statlstlcally matched and: then randomly asslgnad to Group
Group B. The schools were etatlstlcally matched in terms of grg
(elementary, )unior high, hlgh school, special) and enrollment. Referrlngk

. 32, Group A contalned one-thlrd of the schools ina dlstrlct and Group B ontaird

. two-thirds, Both groups used the IVPP- appllcatlon (Quality Assurance ~ " i
However, schools in Group A requlred that the documentatlon accom ny T
. appllcatlcn (Ouallty,Assurance Procedure m, whereas schools ln Group B dl »' n
o . ‘ o » ' » : " ").
3.2, 2 Sgp 2- Assignment to Guallty Assurance Procedures 111 and vV - u ‘;7»'/ o

Vo . 3 !

¢
Group A was subdlvnded into’ tWo matched groups of equal slze, Al and A :
: Group Al, the evaluatlon contractor drew a 10 oercent random sample

‘eopsisteriey)
percent random sample of apphcatlons with whom school offlcla‘ "\@ b
parent telephone conference (Guallty Assurance Procedure V)

M L - . .

o, apphcatnons that school personnel then subjected to a documentatl‘v
" check (Quality Assurance Procedure III). In Group. A2, the contra

{
e

'3 2 3 Step 3- Asslgnment to Guality Assurance Procedures IV and V KR

Group B was subdwnded 1nto two matched groups of- equal slze‘, Bl and B2. In
Group Bl, the evaluatnon contractor drew a 10 percent random sample of
-applications. School offxclals then conducte% a parent telephone conference with
'.sample applicants to vernfy apphcation information (Quality Assurance Procedure
‘V)., In Group B2, the contractor drew a 10° percent random sample of appllcants.' ‘.
'Apphcants in the sample were requnred to- comply with the ‘requirements_of the -
documentatnon after application - with document consnstency check (follow-up
documentatlon) procedure (Guallty Assurance Procedure IV)

‘ 20
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In all eghoole, the - oontreotor drw a mnnd 10 pareent random aemple af -
Epplloanta. The sagond sample’ oonalatad of ‘5 peroant from the firat sample enii 5
- paresnt nab in the ariginal eemple. Applleations In thd second sampla wers nubjegt

“to atate or looal thlrduperty cheoks. . L.ooal third=party ohaoks (Quality Aesurance

Prooedure VD) or state-level ohecks (Quellty Aaaurenoe Prasadure Vu) wera
conduatad depending on whather errengementa ooulrl he mecle wlth tha atate 0
-gonduat a large-anale aomputar verlfloetlon. . | g |

- Exhibit 3.3 aummerlzea the Lreatment aealgnmentn for eeeh of the " four
traatmant groupa. ‘ '

In a number of casea to meet the needa of a gartloular scheol dletrlot, the".
\ anelgnment mathods outlined above were modifiads To reduce the hurdnn In,
* low-afrollment achool dlatrlcts, a amelier number of . treatment. graupa. wea,
lmplomonted. : . . ) - -

Y

~ Ag has been noted, achool dlatrlotu thut had already completed thelr eppllcntlon '
proceaa when they agreed to pertlclpete In the atudy preaonted a apeclel problem. In
" “thesa school diatrlcts, It was not possible to lmplement Gunllty Aanurence
Procedures’ 1 (1VPP oppllcatlﬁ"n), n (documantntion with application), or I '
(documentation connlatency oheck) For thiy group of acHool dlstricts, & modlfied

set of treatments was developed. &choole were etatlatlcelly matched and rendomly -

- easlgned to one of three groupa. - The groups were etetletloally matched In terms of
grade level and enrollmentn Referring to Exhibje 3.4, in Group Cl the evaluatlon
contractar supervleed the drewlng of a 5 pexz. t random sample of appllcetlona.
~ School peraonnel then conducted a parent telephone conference  with aampled
, appllcante to verify eppllcetlon Informatlon (Quallty Assurance Procedure V). In
Group C2, the evaluation contractor euperviaed the drawlng of a 5 percent random

- sample of appllcants. : Reciplente were requlred to provide documentation of Income

'(Gluality Assurance Procedure V). In Group C3, 5 percent random sample was also .
drawn Applicante in this group were requlred to either provlde documentatlon of

income- (Guallty Aeeurance Procedure IV) or to sign a release allowlng third-party .

checks of their reported income (Guality Aseurance Procedure VI).

In summary, an experlmental deelgn was used because of lts capacity to -
determine the true effects of the pilot quelity aeeurance procedures by controlling'
"external factors that could either bias the results or prov1de alternative.'
explanations for, observed outcornes “The design featured'
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Testlng all quality assurance procedures in each school district to~

eliminate the potential for bias due to the interaction of school district

_',-!characterlstics and quality assurance procedures°

v -

‘-;Independent measurement of the posalble deleterious effects cf the
quality assurance procedures on “program partlclpatlon by eligible _

households.

"AIndependent validation of IVPP application information and qualnty
- assurance prccedures through in-home audits; and

Appendix B aummarlzes the site-specnflc characternstics of the expernmental schocl '

districts.

9
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B - NOTE -

School districts that did not use the IVPP applicat an-w,re not able to test
the new application (Procedure I), require documehtation with -the
application (Procedure II), or perform ‘the doclment /
(Procedure III). In these school districts, schools weré divided Into three
groups; one group conducted documentation after ligibﬂity determination

(Procedure 1IV), one group. performed parent telephone conferences .

(Procedure V), and in the last group, sampled household& were given the
option of providing documentation (Procedure 1V) or of signing a waiver to
permit thu‘d-pgrty verification of information . on.’ the apphcatlon ,

' (Procedure VD). L | ;

A
V0.



| PHASE II DATA C}O‘LLECT_ION

Phase 1 of LVPP collected a wide variety of data for use In avaluating the

quality assurance procedures.» Data were collected on the school district, school, -

and 1ndividual applicant levels. ’ IR >

1

The primary data collection instruments were:
. .
School-District Level 3

e Experimental school district question?alre B T e .
® ‘Control school districb questionnaire 4 v
® Experimental school district monitoring visit report v

A

School-Building Level (in Experimental Schaol Districts -Only)

‘s

e *School summary repart on application pracessing
'@ School summary repart on verification procedures- Cw

Applicant Level (in Experimental Schoal Districts Only)

o ! Application e .

\ z 4 . . . ) : - S -

}o Verification outcome report - oL ‘

e In‘home audit™ v
In addition, the evaluation contractor maint‘ained records of communlcatlons with/
“experimental school dlstrict personnel concerning problems “encountered while
_1mplementmg the procedures and . recorda .of steps necessary to implement

o

‘State-level collatsral contacts.s A ' \ - i

This chapter descrlbes the data collection instruments and methods that were
“used. '

a

.
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4, l EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICT OUESTIONNAIRE j_

The experimental school district questionnaire )uas completed by 29 of the

301/ experimental school districts ahd returned by : mail following the completion .' :

. of all verification activnties. The questionnalre obtained data on the following°

e 'Participation in school meal programs by school in School Years 1982-83
and 1981-82; s

)

‘e Administrative procedures used for processm\g applications ‘and conducting -

. verifications; , ,
N Administration and cost lmpact of the. quality assurance procedures- and

s - .Reactions to the quality assurance procedures ahd suggestions for
. Jmprovement. - . :

8.2 CONTROL SCHOOL DISTRICT GUESTIONNAIRE

_ : Tlie control school district questionnaire (Form C) waa completed and returned
by mail by 87 of the 902/ control school districts. The questionnaire obtained

_ data on the following:

. .‘ . Particlpation in school meal programs in school years. 1982-83 and 1981-82'

. Administratlve procedures used for processing applications- )

' *TA,, e bApplication verification procedures used (this section was included only in -

- the nonexperimental school district control state questionnaire),
8. - Administrative costs of application processing and verification; and
. Opinions concerning alternatlve application verifxcatxon procedures.

4.3: 'Ex;PERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICT MON_ITORING VISIT REPORTS

Monitoring visits were conducted to all experimental school districts, The °

momtoring visits had three purposes: assure procedure integrlty and consistent

implementation; ﬁtain anecdotal data on school staff experiences with the‘

‘procedures, and assist school district and school bunldlng staff in implementing the
procedures correctly. - During the monitoring visits intervlews were conducted with

~ the school district directors, individuals who processed applicatlons in schools, and - - |

interested school dxstrict administrators. - Durlng the interviews, the application

processing and verification procedures were reviewed, and problems ‘encountered or

. anticipated were discussed. A sample of applications and supporting documentation
was revxewed. - : o B ' (. ‘

~
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M 4" SCHOOL SUMMARY REPORT ON APPLICATI.N PROCESSING

: ' ,"% The school summary repart on IVPP appllcatlon processing was completed by

& school staff in experimental school dlstrlcts 1mmedlately followmg processlng of the

/ application for school meal b/neflts. Approxlmately 400 Forms were, completed in

-'..,éh of the 251/ experimental school districts that used the IVPP’ appllcatlon. The .

form -obtained data on the time spent processing IVPP appllcatnons, the number of .

. appllcatnons processed, problems encountered, and experiences of schools requnrlng
documentatlon wlth appllcatxon. ' '

O IR IS
® ‘_

l, e

4 5 SCHbOL SUMMARY\REPORT ON VERIFICATION PROCEDURES
. h

LR/

,,--'.'l w q The school summary report on verification procedures was completed thce by

';'," s‘éhool staff in expernmental school d1strlcts. It was completed 1mmedlately
! ‘@llowlng first-stage verxflcatlon actlvltles (document conslstency check, follow-up

‘, .o documfnta’tlon request, or parent telephone conference). The form was completed a
second tlme followlng local third party contact verification. Approxnmately 460

' forms were completed “in the 291/ experlmental school dlstrlcts. The farm:
"';r-f ‘d'v obt?jed data on time spent completlng the procedures, the number of applications
X verlfxed, problems.encountered, comments on the procedure, and suggestlons for

. xmprovements. " |

NSO . |

<4 6§IVPP ANIﬁNON-IVPP APPLICATIONS

\ Twenty-fourl/ of the 29 experlmental school dlﬁtrlcts used the IVPP

= ap;lllcatlon.‘f The other five pilot sltes used their own local appllcatlon form, Every
applicethn that was verified uslng one of the qualxty assurance procedures was
g abetl'acted. pproxnmately 11,600 IVPP apphcatlon forms and 3,800 non-IVPP '
. appllbatlbn}orms were collected and abstracted for analysxs. ' ‘

\<, L e

-

4‘27 @Lﬁl&ALITY/)SSURANCE PROCEDURE OUTCOME REPORTS

Y \ ¥

»_ A‘ verification outcome report was completed by. school distrlct staff every
: * ln)e a verificatlon ‘was conducted:

. :\i‘ P Document conslstency check (Quality Assurance Procedure III), or.
P i . e Follow-up documentation request (Ouallty Assurance Procedure IV),
‘;’w ' ° Parent telephone conference (Quality Assurance Procedure V), |

: . .

: Localth;rd-party check (Quality Assurance Praocedure VI).




.

A total of 539 document consistency checks, 2,695 follow-up documentation

requests, 2,885 parent telephone conferenc y an:ci 3,833 third-party check outcome
, reparts were completed._ The. outcome f ortsfprov1ded data about the type of
procedure performed, verification 1nformatl‘bn obtained, dlscrepancles discovered,
actual time spent completing the verification, and effects on program eligibility

48 IN HOME AUDIT e

t

In-home audits were conducted to validate 1nformatlon on income snd household-
size contalned on the VPP appllcatlons and the non-IVPP" applications used in the -

' experimental school districts. In-home ‘audits - were conducted in 153/ of the 29

experlmental school districts. They were not . conducted in the control school

dlstricts. The in-home audits provide the basis far determining the true error rates. S

) These were used to assess. the deterrent effects of the IVPP application as’ ~well. as

the detectlon ‘effects of the other quallty assurance procedures. In additlon, the

, ln-home audit serves as the basls for validating the actual conduct of. procedures by
. school officials as well as: recipient reactions, to and difflcultles associated with the
“use of each of the quality assurance procedures. "Therefore the In-home" audits had

four functlons--measuring errors associated with deterrence; measurlng errors .

associated with detectlon, validation of the quality assurance procedures, and

: examining the respondent's assessment of feaslbility of the procedures.

To lmprove the quality of - the in-home audit data, respondents were asked to

" sign a statement certifylng that they agreed to provide accurate. mformation. “All -
. ln-home audit respondents were advised that the information they. provided would be.

-used only for statistical purposes and: would not be used by school officials ta change

their eligibllity. Durlng the course of the interv1ew, respondents were asked to .

" supply documentary evidence (such as check stubs, program eligibility certlficates,

etc.) for every source of lncome ldentlfied -during the ‘audit. This . documentatlon '
- was used to validate the income. they reported on - the meal benefit appllcatlon_-

form. Household size was valldated by requestlng the respondent to enumerate all
househdid members. ». , B

- The 1n~home audit survey resulted in 2, 093 completed in-home audits, which

produced verlfication data for 3, 767 meal benefit recipients. Of theae, 1,217 were

completed in school districts that used the IVPP: application. An additional 547
audits were conducted in school districts that did not use the IVPP application.

31



Of the audlts attempted w1th program pertlcnpants, only 3.25 percent reaulted in a
' refusal to cooperate, ' ' o

_ Ustng data from completed 1n-home audits, a model was developed in which
application information. predicted which applicants underreported their income or
~ family slze to recelve beneflts in excess df their true ellgibility. This model was
then applied to applicatlon data from audit refusals to estimate the percentage g
refusals recelving - excess benefits. Comparmon of the estimated excess. benaflt'
‘rates for. respondents "and refusals was: used to estimate refusal retes for those -
- receiving excess benefits and those not receiving excess benefits. (The )
| mathematical details of the analysns are. presented in Appendix C.) This anaysls
. found no slgniflcant .difference for rpfusals - among eliglbles and ineligibles.
Therefore nonresponse did not bias the estimates of error used in this report. |

we 49




"One of the 30 'exp_'erimyénfa'l school districts
study based-on advica.from Its legal counsel.

ENDNOTES

,‘4

discontinued parti.cip‘ation in -t':'h'e“ o

Three of ‘the 90 control districts failed to complv'é'te the @éstionnaire,,even‘

though they .agreed to do so when :they- were recruited to participate in ‘the

study. _ ' : o

~

3 In"-hq‘me audits were conducted in ‘15 of the 29 school districts instead of all

experimental districts to minimize data.cqllectioh costs and logistical problems.




EFZ‘ECTS, OF QUALITY  ASSURANCE PROCEDURE I--THE IVPP APPLIGATION

r

Guallty Assurance Procedure I, the IVPP application, was designed to deters. 2
mlsreporting. The results of a test of this procedUre are reported in this chaptep,’ |
* Similarly, GUG“W Assurance Procedure I, the VPP’ application with documentation,"_:‘_f’f'i i

-reduce:d-pric'e schabl meals at tha-‘. | ach school year. School staff who
act ‘as the determining offlcials (p

’_"'accustomed to rev1ewrng and processing applications at that time.

The Income Verification Pilot Project tested the. effectiveness and fea ibility of; .,

: -using a redesigned free and reduced-price meal application (hereafter rred to as -
“the IvPP apphcation) The qualxty assurance objectives of the v P applicatlon :

were to reduce mcome .misreporting that results in excess benefits!and to obtaln‘. ’

_'detailed information for subsequent veriflcatlon using any of the quallty assurance o

_ procedures dlscussed in Chapter 2. The procedure ‘was tested at 24 experimental o

~ school districts, in 316 schools, and involved approximately 51, UUU apphcatlons. The

: detalled characteristics of the IVPP application are discussed on page 9 of the___;,g:‘

report. A copy of the appixcation is shown in Appendlx A.

34

| 517'

ol. principals and their staff) are
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was -designed to test the additional deterring effect of | requiring applicants to
ravide documentation with the IVPP application° éZhapter 6 presents the’ test*'*a .



. school districts that used the IVPP application. Of these, 166 000 were received by o

Households that were only required by IVPP to complete : the application. The _'

remaining applications were distributed to households -that . were also required to

'»‘_J complete the application andi:o—do ent adult income sources--Guality Assurance -

»Procedures II--the subject of dhapter 6. This chapter presents findings aboué the . :
. feasibility and costs of using the IVPP applicai;ion, the effectiveness of the IVPP
application in deterring misreporting, and the effect of the IVPP application on:
program participation. :

© 5l THE FEASIBILITY OF USING THE VPP APPLICATION _-

‘\..

_ Because the IVPP application was designed to deter misreporting and facilitate
'verification of income -statements, detailed information was requested of
applicants. /School officials who - determined eligibility based upon information on

/the application had to review this information for completeness. -
: o . \

v In addition to distributing applications, responding to applicant . questions, and -
collecting completed applications, school officials were confronted: with new
requirements on the application. It required detailed income by source for each
‘adult in the applying houéehold, contained a detailed and explicit release statement'"
that would permit verification, and requested the signatures of all adults in the
'hoUsehold--features designed to reduce misreporting. Applications used in prior :
years did not contain these requirements.

5. 1 1 Administrative Time and Cost of Processiim the IVPP Application

Determining officials reported that school personnel spent -an average of 16

‘ -'-.'.'minutes reVieWing and approVing ‘each of -the average 150 IVPP applications' -

' :submitted by households; this is an -average time spent by school officials in an
‘_-saverage school, - Overall, the average time per school required ta- process a single-

application varied from a low of 6 minutes to a high of 22 minutes.

: ' ~The types of school personnel involved in processing the IVPP application are -
K ‘_shown in Exhibit 5.1.. Of the total tlme spent prooessing applications, 37 percent
was expended by principals, 46 percent by secretaries, 10 percent by teachers, and

only 1 percent each by administrators and directors of school food services.._/
. . -

¢
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WIBIT 5.1: PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT BY SCHOOL AND SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSONNEL
© . PROCESSING THE IVPP APPLICATION -

. N\ OTHER
Hiy 5 o :
HEE\Y SCHOOL F00D DIRECTORS (1%)
\ , ADMINISTRATORS (1%)
i
' \ TEACHERS
)3
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Based on reporEs frdrn 87 control districts, this pattern of staff involvement lnj
processxng the. IVPP applications was generally repeated in i:he school districts that: "
did-not use the IVPP application. On the -average, ‘28 hours were spent distributing,; _'
reviewxng, and epproving ‘meal . applxcatxons in schools not using the IVPP;
vapplication. The time requlred to process the IVPP application was 52 percent

B greater than the time required to process a non-IVPP application in cornparablef
- school districts.Z./_ B - -

School districts participating in the IVPP project (and ‘mare generally, In the.
, school rneel programs) absorb the cost of reviewing and approving the free and
reduced-price school rneal applicatxon. Currently, there is no direct federal subsidy .

-provided to school districts to offset ‘these costs.}./ In sites using the VPP
application, the unit cost of processing (i.e., djstributing, reviewing, and deterrnining
' eligxbihty) a sxngle IVPP application was $4 53 In rnatched control sites. that did not

use the IVPP applxcation, the corresponding cost was $3.05. These estimates 1nclude

the time and materisls needed by - school districts to distribute the application,

review it, and make the eligibxlity determinatxon. School district funds were used to

e }l, pay for these costs. SFAs that dld not use the IVPP application also used school -
| ,district funds.

' .l 2 Processxng Problems and Reactions to the IVPP Application by -
‘School Officials . _

‘A
s

“In schools that used the IVPP application, an average of 150 applications were
received, of which 39 or 26 percent, were returned gecause they lacked the Soclal -
Security nurnbers of all adults, income of all adults, or appropriate signature(s) A

‘ However, school officials reported that an average of less than one applicetxon per:

~ ‘school was demed because the application was 1ncornplete (e.g., rmssing the °
ingnature of an adult mernber of the household, missing household incorne, or missing :
adult Socnal Security numbers or not returned thhin a reasonable time.

il

. ‘Exhibit 5. Zdisplays deterrmning officials' reports of the types of applicants and

staff. difficulties that occurred in- sxtes using the -IVPP application. Overall, 40
percent of the 269 reporting officials that only processed the IVPP application: ‘had
received not even one complaint about the application.2 5/ Sixty percent reported

| 'recei.vin'g one or more complaints. Of these officials, 44 percent reported that at
least vone'parent did not fully 'understand the ap‘piication, and 16 p_ercent repaorted

~ that at least. one 'parent' did _not wapt to 'cornplete.. the application.
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- EMMIBIT 5.2: - SCHOOL DISTRICTS' REPORTS..OF PARENT AND STAFF DIFFICULTIES ENCOUVTERED

~ WHEN USING THE 1VPP APPLICATION -~~~
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‘Twenty-six percent of the determlning officials reported that lncreased staff time
requirements assooiated with the VPP application prevented school staff from
attending to other duties on a timely basis.r Eleven percent reported staff

dissatisfaction with some aspect of. application processing. It should be’ noted that

mcomplaints are- also routinely.recelved about non-IVPP applicetions and these reports

are provided by school off1clals who were processing the ‘more complex IVPP -
) application for the first time. If the application were .used nationwide, the same -
reactlon could be expected during the first year of use. However, they should

W

d1min1sh 1n subsequent years.

Overall, the IVPP application requlres approximately 52 percent more time to

process ,and -approve ‘than an’ appllcation ‘not explicitly designed to deterl :

misreporting. However, the -costs. associated with the IVPP appllcation could be
expected to diminish over time. It should be noted that school district officials
(instead of school staff who process applications) prov1ded time: and cost data in
school districts ‘that did not use the VPP application. Therefore they may have
underestlmated time ‘spent in - the schools. It is ~also evident that the IVPP
appllcatlon caused some adverse reactions among ‘schoal staff who processed the
appllcatlons. However, the degree to ivhlch these reactlons differ from reactions to
o non-IVPP applications is not known. '

V

. 5. l 3 Applicant Reactions to the IVPP Applicatlon .

A sample of program participants who completed the IVPP. applicatlon was
surveyed. The IVPP application represented a dramatic change. from previous years

in the, amount and detail of 1nformation ‘that was required of the free -and

' reduced-price school meal applicant., New requirements included a detailed listing
of all household members and their respectlve 1ncomes for as many. as six adults;
~indication if the household was recelving food stamps~ and a release authorizlng.
verification by school officials. In the prior- year, most appllcatlons asked only for

total hciusehold 1ncome, family size, and the nares ‘and Social Security numbers of B :

all adults and the signature of the adult completing the appllcation.

‘ Households that applied for Jfree or reduced price school meals were asked to
- recall the features of the application that distanulshed it from prior appllcations.
Overall, most applicant households cleatr!ly recalled most of the new features of the

applicatlon. Over 70 .percent notlced each of the follow1ng features' the -

requirement for Socnal Security numbers; the requirement for detailed and current

5
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monthly lncome reparting; the requirement for food stamp benefits reporting, and

the requlrement for Verification authorization. This pattern was true of househoids
~ that wera eligible for benefits (ae independently determined by the In-home audit) as
well-as those that were ineligible. - ~

_Yet when asked if any of these featuree 'of'the IVPP appllcation caused concern ..
among the applicants, the large ma]ority of applicants were not greetly concerned

" about the new application. Specii‘ically, 87 percent were not concerned about being‘

asked to report adult Socia). Security numbers; 86 percent were not concerned about -

'.greporting current monthly income; 86 percent were not concerned about reporting . -
- detailed lncome for each adult household member; 89 percent were not. concerned o
' about signing a release authorizing school officlals to verify information on the
o application, and 87 percent were not concerned abaut reporting the receipt of food

stamps. .

“The IVPP application also apperently presented some difficulties ta the
applicants who were able to recall specific details of the IVPP application. Thirty

© percent reported that the IVPP application took : more time to coi‘nplete than
previous applications, 23 percent found the application mare difficult to complete,

while 21 percent found the . application mare confusing, and 17.5 percent thought .
they were mare accurate when completing the application.: However, only 19
percent ‘of the applicants were less sure that they would qualify’ for free, or

. _ reduced-price school meals. The ‘same general pattern was. exhibited among_:'

applicants who were eligible to receive: free or reduced-price school meels and those
applicants who were lneligible. However, households that received excess benefits
were' less sure they ‘would receive benefits after completing the IVPP application

GM truly eligible households. Eighteen percent of truly eligible households
‘were in doubt of - their eligibility compared to 33 percent of the misreporting

households that were in doubt. While not definitive, this finding does suggest that
the application may deter misreporting among households with incomes exceeding E

P

eligibility limits.

In summary, both determining officials and applicants reported same: difficulty :

' ‘agsociated with the. IVPP applicatmn\chool officials tended to suggest that

applicants had more problems than the applicants themselves reported. It is likely

that some school officials may have inflated the degree of difficulty because they

were opposed to the more complex IVPP application. In contrast, applicants may -
have understated their difficulties because they were asked. to recall an application

3
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" vGeneral, study verxflcations were conducted by thlrd-party wage checks and v1slts to .

R

i they submltted saverel montha ago, Therefore It appeers ressonable to conclude

that the appllcatlon cauaed some difflculty, but that the extent of difficulty Wes not-

- precisely measured. . F’urther, it should be noted that these reports of problems are
~ assoclated with the flrst experlence with'a new appllcatlon. These’ problems should
* diminish " in subsequent years as both school offlclals and parents become ‘more :
~accustomed to the reporting requirements. More lmportantly, the IVPP appllcation‘

had a greater impact _on_ appllcants who misreported income to obtain meal _

erfor rates, suggeating that the IVPP epplication does deter much mlsreportlng.

5.2 EFFECTS OF THE IVPP APPLICATION ON PROGRAM ERROR RATES |

_benefits. As-shown latér In thls chapter, the IVPP appllcetlon signiflcantly reduced :

The IVPP appllcetlon, designed to deter misreporting, is a quallty assurancel

 procedire in its ‘own right.§ 6/ The effect of the IVPP application on overall

program error - rates cannot be evaluated dlrectly because of the lack of a

'sclentifically-selected comparlson group with a known error rate. Therefore the'

best available comparisons for purposes of evaluating the effect of the lVPP

applicatlon on error are past studies and Phase IT sites that did not use the IVPP
applicatlon 1l

b iflve independent samples from three prev1oUs studies and Phases. I and II of the lVPP
o study. The veriflcatlons for both Phase 1.and 1I of the IVPP study were conducted
'through in-home audits 88 descrlbed ln Chapter 4. The veriflcatlon in the Netlonal

v Eveluatlon of School Nutrltlon Programs was based on personal interviews thai: were

L Exhlbit 5.3 presents the error rates found in the school meal program based on

@1 :

n':

not supported with documentatian. In the case of USDA's Office of the ‘Inspector : j‘ "

employers. s

¢

.The flrst three rows of percentages ln Exhlblt 5.3 represent appﬁcants whoée '} S

‘(\»,‘. .

program eliglblllty was- verified as correct. - The fourth‘and fifth rows of EXhlb‘t 5. 3, ¢ e

, (those recewnng reduced-price benefits but eligible for fred meal beneflts) cqnslst of
_households who overreported their income or underreported their famlly slze- they

- through 10) of the exhlblt represent the - groups of primary interest to this
' study--those whose mlsreporting of 1ncome or famlly size meant they recelved

Q

did not receive the full beneflts to whlch they were entitled. The next fwe rows (6 o

o L‘

Yoo

benefits exceeding thase ta which they were legally entitled. - "The flnal rowf(ll) of .

~ -the exhlblt shows the results of the flve sample-based surveys of mlsrepor't,lng ipn K

school meal appllcatlons. - o o - B

4
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The flrst column of figures In Exhlblt 5.3 ahows the results for aites that used".

the IVPP appllcetlon. As can be’ seen, 11 7 pereent of applloante were found by the
n-home audlts to be reoelving excess pragram benefits. Row 11 reveals that this ls
by far the lowest error rate found in the . five samples; the four other samples not
uslng the IVPP application had verifled errar rates of 50 to 250 percent higher than
the error rate assoclated with the/SWPP. appllcatlon.ﬂl Partlcularly * noteworthy

~ are the 237 percent errar rate found in the Phase II sites that did nat use the IVPP
- "application and the 17.4 ‘percent error rate found in the Phase ! sites. The Phase 1

sites used a reviged appllcation that incorporated some - features qf the : IVPP .

application (i.e., rnore defaiied incorne informatlon and a warning of possibie" .

‘verificetlon), but to a iesser degree. Although the 23.7 percent error rate for Phase

11 sites that did not use' IVPP Is based on a limited sample, it represents an error rate

agsaciated .with the typical 1982 83 school meal application and strongly suggests L

" that the IVPP fevisions reduce the error rate substantialiy. ‘This.is corraborated by
‘_the-.lower_Phase I'error rate (17:4 percent) which s also assoclated with a revised

_ appiication.

B

o su’bstantially. .

" .decrease.9/ _ . RS -(.’

The total row for ineligibles receiving benefits also reveals an important effect
of the IVPP application. ‘The verifl/d error rate. for this category aesociated wnth

. the IVPP application is 3 percent, whereas comparable verified error rates are. over-~

determining 1nelig1bility is greater than the cost savings of correcting eligibiiity

- from free to reduced pr1ce. In effect,‘the IVPP appiicatlon 1s best at preventing the
- ‘rnost costly types of rnisreporting. = ’

© 300 percent ‘higher.- This is 1mportant because the cost savings associated with"

. These comparisons constitute strong evidence that the iVPP apphcatnon has. -

'successfuiiy reduced rmsreporting. Because the Phase n design did not include &™

stat1stically matched control group w1th a known errar rate, no definitive estimate
of the magmtude of error reductxon attributed to the IVPP appiication was possibie.

o " ot

53 "EFFECTS.OF IVPP APPLICATION ON PROGRAM PARTICIPATION'

-In SFAs using the IVPP apphcation, participetion in the free and reduced-price

meal program increased by an average of 2.9- percent. Of the.SFAs using the IVPP |
" application, 47 percent indicated an - increase 1n participation and 53 percent 8

0
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«

S 43

61 )

i
r‘@ )

. However, it is ‘evident that the IVPP application does reduce apphcant error 2



The effecta of tha IVPP applleatlon on partlolpetton ean be partlally evaluated

" by comparlaona with pertiolpation In SFAs that did riat uge thesIVPP appileatian, In

~all but one of the. atetlstlcally matched sltes that dld not use the IVPP application,

program pertlclpatlon 1ncreaaed. The average lncreaee in partlclpatlon In those

~ sltes was 8,7 percent. Ccmperlaon of this number with the smaller increase of 2.9

‘peréent In SFAs uelng the IVPP appllcatlon auggeate that the appllcetlon resulted In
a 5.8 percent lower partlclpatlon rate than would ‘have otherwise occurred, In vlew->

~ of the IVPP appllcatlons effectlveneea In reduclng the partlclpatlon of lnellglblea, it

s to be expected that participation. would .be lower in- SFAs using the IVPP'i

appllcation than in SFAs not using the' appllcatlon. It should be noted thet the lower '-

therefore is sub]ect to substantial aampling arrar. The study produced no evidence

that the IVPP eppllcetlon adveraely effected the partlclpatlon of ellglble lndfvlduals. o

rate of partlclpetlcn was' based an reports- from a amall numbele/ of SFAa and



o mb NOTES

ffvThe remalnlng tlms was apsnt by a varlety of lndlvlduala, lnoludlng aohooi food
. service ataff, cafeteria’ workera, and eldas.

Because the Sohooi Food Authority (SF‘A) lnsteed af sohoola In sitée nat uslng

the IVPP applloation provided data about.time to process applicatlons, It ia
possible” that, .school-level’ Iivalvement' may have been -underestimatad and

--SFA-level. lnvolvement overestimated, Also please note that the 52 percent

L increase Intime lg" based on group averages and not lndlvldual achool figures.

-State agencles that adminlster the progr!m are allowed to spend odmlnlstratlve -
'funds for verifioatlon if done at the State leVel. ‘ '

It was possible to: idantify adults on the. vep appllcetion- because the age of
~each household member was requested. L

Reports used to deVelop these estimates were. completed by one offlclal (usually

a school principal) who summarized thé efforts and experlences of schaal staff,

.Because the IVPP application was uniformly implemented in all schools in SFAs -
‘that used the IVPP application, the Phase II design contained. ho within-SFA

comparison groups that' might be used to evaluate directly the effects of the

. IVPP application on applicant misreporting. The ability of the evaluation to
~ analyze effects of the IVPP application within SFAs was sacrificed to achieve a

o quality assurance procedures could be- measured. -

uniform application that provided a basis from which the effects of the other

oo

1/ “Three of the five Phase II sites that did not use. the IVPP application also had _’ ‘. v
- .in-home audits. - Therefore error rates are based on, these three sites, which had'?, -
“a comblned enrollmmt in excess of 160 000. ‘ : -

A comparlson of the error rates in experimentel sites that did not: use the IVPP_ ‘
" application ‘and the error rate in Phase I IVPP sites should riot be interpreted as.
suggesting that program-wide errar rates went up between the 1981-82 and

1982-83 school years. The Phase I IVPP sites used simple error deterring

-procedures not used by the Phase 11 non-IVPP application sites.  Also, the erfor =
- -rate for the Phase T sites must be interpreted carefully because of the limited o

sample upon which it is based. o

. These estimates mclude only schools that .used ‘the. IVPF" appllcation (Quality
*...Assurance. Procedure I). The estimates do not include schools assigned -to-

. Quality Assurance- Procedure IT since documentation could also act as a barrier.

~Changes in school meal participation are.calculated by statistlcally contrasting . . -

participation in the year prior to the study with particlpation in. the study year.
The same month in géach year is used.; .

The analysis was. based on the 15 SFAs that met the followxng conditions: . used
the IVPP. application, reported participatlon rate data, and had a matched

control SFA that also reported particxpation rate data.

n
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EFFECTS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURE I1--INCOME
DOCUMENTATION wm-l THE xvpe APPLICATION

A sacond method to deter misreportlng of lncorne information is. to requirs
appiicants for the free and rstcad-price meals programs to supply documentation

proving household income when the meal bensfit application Is. submitted. lncome' o

documentation submltted with the IVPP application was required of approximately'
27 700 applicants in 142 schools within 17 of the experirnental echool districts.

This chapter describes the test of this procedure in schools that used the IVPP

application. "The procedure--documentation with application--is intended --to -

" increase incrementally the deterrence effect -of the I\7PP appllcation. The

rocedure Is. described on page ll. As the previous chapter demonstrates, when used o
- alone the VPP applic,ation substantialiy reduces error but. increases school district

costs associated with. distributing, receiving,‘and approving applications. The.’

mformation derived from these docurnents was used to detect error(s) later in the

- school year as part of the document consistency check (Guality Assurance Procedure' -

III), and the effectiveness of that procedure is discussed in the next chapter. B

The evaluation of Quahty Assurance Procedure II provides important findings’ |

" _about the feaslbihty of implementing the procedure and its cost to. school districts,

e

the ability of this procedure to improve the error. deterrmg ability of the IVPP L |

applicatlon, and the effects of the procedurp on school meal participation. o
o' ‘i - S "/ R . o ». - . . L) ’ A =
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6, 1 FE‘.ASIBIL!TY OF REQUIRING RCJCUMESNTATION WITH THE lVPP
. 'ARPLICATION i

" This seation addranaea queatlona rolatlng to the feaalbllltx«of re,__ullrlng frae and
' reduoed-prlce achoal meal applloanta to wpply documentatlon with the application .
“verifylng lneome.' 'Unlike “Interim regulatory requirements now In @ffeat, . this
~pequirement was mandatory In the IVPP project. -Fallure to provide dooumentation
. waa deflned as noncompllance with appiicatlon requiremonte, and'the pohool dlatrlot
~ was prevented from determining ellgibility. Detarmlnlng ofllolala and ather aohooi
ataf(t_found it necesaary ta, followp with applicants to enaure that'. documontatlon :
had been submitted and that it was the correet document. The feaalblllty of Ouelity o
Assurance Procedure II la diacuaaed below. -

6.1.1 Admlnlatratlve Tlme and Coat Aesoclated with DocUmentation with
VPP Application

One-third of the schools in each site where ‘the . IVPP application was’ tested

required that all applicants submit documentation with the application; that -

, ,substantlated information provided on- the application. Because .an ‘experimental

design was utlhzed, it was _possible .to’ identify the incremental time and cost_
increases aseociated with. the veriflcation procedures. - R

o The added requirement of the document with the application increased the time

. required to determine eliglbility by an average of 6 minutes per applicant (22 versus ,
16 minutes) This represents a 37 percent increase in time. This increase varied"_’”‘ :
_;,‘»,;from a low of L& minutes to 21 minutes In somewhat compsrable school districts. L |
' Thus in a typical schaol where this quality. aasurapce procedure was In- effect, an.
~average of 61 hours was required to review and approve an average of 140 schaol - |
meal applications. The average number of applications Jeceived, however, Is. 6.7
percent lower than the number of applications received in schools that implemented“‘ ,

o Guality Aasurance Procedure L.

| As noted ”"“_'_I,V',ﬁoUs chapter, principals and secretarial staff were
| 'responsible far revrewing ‘and’ approvmg the IVPP applications. . As shown in Exhlblt'

. 6.1, this pattern was constanf in schools requiring income documentation with the
_ appllcatlon, noting the following differences. there was a 6 percent increase in-
. principals' tlme- a nine percent decrease in secretarial time; a 4 percent increase in

' SFA staff time; and a 7 percent increase in SFA directors' time. relative to schools -

~ that requrred only the iVPH applicatlon. o
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VEXﬂiﬂiT 6,11 PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT BY SCHQOL OFFICIALS REVIENING AND APPROVING THE IVPP APPLICATION
o , ONLY AND THE IVPP APPLICATION PLUS DQCUMENTATION |

\
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“application. -

The reason for these dlfforanoes waa that the dooumsntatlon with: sppllnatlnn
Inoreased the nead for more aenler schoal psraonnei. Prinalpala often found it
nagegeary to Qontant papenta to obtain the dooumsnt, and thay had to- Inspeot '
oarefully ganh, clooument to enaure that It complled with guldsiinsa. SFA staff aleo

- found 1t naounaary to Inorease thelr level of aotlvity In the applloation review and
. approval procosa to anaure that applloanta pmvldecl the raquired dogument.

Tha unit cont of ruviswlno snd approving the dooumentation with applloatlon‘

‘wag greater than reviewing and upprovlng the IVPR appllcation alone, The Increasad

unit  coat. was $1.57, far an average total of $6.10 per. appilontlon with
documentation. Thia cost may be somewhat axaggeratad beoauae it la known that
the doterminlng offloleia (primarlly prlnolpala) are Inclined to uao the document. to
acolet In detefmination of eilgiblilty rather than slmply to meke sure the dacument
had been submltted. Subatltuting income amounts and redetermining total Incame

“and eiigibility, which ‘I8 to be done an the basls of a sampie and only as part of

Quality. Asaurance Procedure 111, wouid require additional time. The degree to which

this incorrect use of the document Increases' the time required to process an
- application with documentation is not deflnitively known, but it is not beiieved to be

a significant increase. o

. 6.1.2 Adminlstrative Problems Asgociated with Processi;q the .

Documentation wlthAppiication o T

-

When reviewing ‘and” approving the application with accompanylng" o
documentation, an average of 65 applications received (or 46 percent of the total):

- were returned to the applicants because the accompanying documentation was

incorrect or missing. In spite of this apparently high number, applicants persisted in |

a securing documents and an average of only twe applications per school (1.4 percent)
. were eventuaily denied benefits'because the applicant failed to provide the fequired

_documente An average of .less than ane application per school was denied because -

the applicaht was .unable. to prov1de the required ,document wrth the application. ..

. The resuit reinforces the finding that more time is requlred to distribute, review,
" and approve the IVPP application when it must be accompanled by. documentation.

On. the - othef hand findings suggest that among appiicants who do submit “an
appllcatlon, v_lrtualiy ali',_.(976 perc_ent) can: provide documentat‘ion with the

e
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An lmpgrtant alemsnl‘. affaating’ the fssslblllty of rsqulrlnq aubmlaalgn of
dooumentatlon with the IVPP appliaatien waa tha reagtien of sghcol ufﬂglsls who

. reviawed and approved meal benafit appllsatlona.‘ Savanty»alqht pamant of. all

dnturmlnlnq offlelala who prooessad the IvPP applluatlm ceportad that - thay
recelvad at least ona complaint from parenls about the dovumentatlon paquiramant.
IHowavaer, whan asked to ldentify diffiaulties encountarad whils prooassing the VPP

appllaation wlth ducumontatlon--l;hat lay obtalning a completa applieation with
 documentation and ravlewlng It to determine conmpllancs: with the documentatlon
requirement and allglbllity based on the . applloatlanmonly 2 peroent of tha{

reporting offlolala. Indlcatad that; appllcants dld not underatand the application end

- documentatlon roqulrementa and 12 peroent Indloated that parents were reluotent to
complcte the application snd_ aupply documentatian, With rogard\tav achool ataff, 17

percent of the offlclals reported: that thelr staff were unable to perform. routine

dutles because of tho extra tlme required to rovlew appllcations. Nlne percent of
the offlclels felt that thg epplloetlon created dlonntlafectlon among achool .ataff,

reaultlng from Increased contact wlth perenta.
A '

. 6. 4 Appllcant Reactlona to Documentatlon Requlrement wlth the lVPP

Egllcatlo ' , o

In-home audlta were conducted wlth households eubjected to the documentatlon R
~ with appllcstlon quallty assurance prmceduro. Elghty-seven percent could not. recall .
any specifle dlfflculty in obtalnlng the document requlred for the IVPP appllcatlon.._'

" Slx snd one-half percent of these househglgs reported that they had to contact &
third-party agency (e.g.; welfare offlce, 'employerl to obtain. 8 copy of the
document. . Among these same households, the documentatlon with appllcatlon. .
requirement did not raise 8 substantial number of concerns. Elghty-three percent of |
these appllcants reported that although they recalled the requlrement, it dld not .
- ~ raise any slgnlflcant concern or problem for them. ‘ i°‘ - B '

b '

615 Typesaf Documents Submitted with the VPP Application

The. types of doduments submitted"with the IVPP application are summarlzed"ln' ’
" Exhibit 6. 2, Wage documents (such as check stubs and pay envelopes) accounted for

45 percent - of the total._ Documentatlon .of varlous unearned income sources

- accounted for 41 percent of the’ ’thcuments and lncluded these types of benefxts' :

" 'ﬁso" N
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EWWIBIT 6.2¢ TYPES OF DOCUMENTATION WITH APPLICATION SUBNITTED BY APPLICANTS FOR FREE AND REDUCED

PRICE SCHOOL MEALS
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Unemployment Compensation (7 percent), and Supplemental Security. Income (6

“Aid to Famllies-with Dependent Children (17 percent), Food Stamps (13 percent),

percent). Five percent of-the applicants provided a written explanation of why they

had reported zero income on the application.

N\
These fmdings suggest that applicants are able to obtain and provide
documentation with the application. More importantly, ‘wage documents constitute

error-prone ‘source of household mcome. s

6.2, EFF'ECTS OoF DOCUMENTATION WITH IVPP APPLICATION REQUIREMENT
© ON PROGRAM ERROR RATES

In 14 of the 20 school districts that 1mplemented this procedure, applicants

.~ were' sampled for in~home audits. A matched ‘sample of audits of applicants not

- a major portion of these documents. This enables school officials to verify the maost

required to submit documentation with the IVPP application was also conducted. *

The documentation requirement apparently had a relatively small effect on

mlsrepcrting ' B {j‘i
. Exhibit 6.3 displays the results of the {audlts, which identify error rates. This

exhibit shows that applicants required to submit documentation with the IVPP

- application had a lower overall exceas benefit rate than applicants not sub]ected to

the requirement (9.4 percent compared to 11.7 percent, respectively) The observed-

difference in exgess benefit rateis only marginally significant statistically at the .1

level. A comparison of error rates for ineligible households wha received benefits *

reveals that the~IVPP application with documentation resulted in an error rate

' approximately half of the error rate assooiated with the IVPP 'application without

- documentation. The application with documentation does deter misreporting mare

I8
.
wél

' alone.

than the application without documentation. However, the incremeptal effect of

: documentation in reducing errors is small relative to the sffect of. the application

In all districts that included schoofs requiri ..dncUmentation vyith the Né?
; application, schoo}ﬁheal program participation was’ lo/y)er in."docUmentation" sc ols
‘than in "nondocumentation" schools. Dn the average/,yschools requirihg documentlal:ion

—
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ENIBIT 6.3: ELIGIBILITY STATLS BASED OF APPLICATION DATA AYD (A-HOVE-AUOIT OATA FOR APPLICANTS I SCHOOLS THAT REOUIRED
| OOCUPENTATION VITH THE VPP APPLICATION COMPARED YO SCHDOLS THAT DID NOT REQUIRE DOCUENTATION -
E S NI DOCUENTATION - [NCREENTAL,
| © ELIGIBILITY BASED ELIGIBILITYBASED  WITW APPLICATION  WTH APPLICATION - EFFECT OF
EFFECT QN APPLICATION WA REIRD NOT REQUIAED * DOCURENTATIONY
Correct Bénefits - Free “‘ ) CPree ,; . 65.4% | SN -5, 3% )
* Reduced-price Reduced-price 2.8 15, - 1.6%
Deficit Beneflts ~ Reduced-price Free 2.5 2.8 S
Excess Benefits Free . Reduced-price DL i 40K
Inelfgibles free Ieligible o 0.5 B
Recelving | Reduced-Qrice Ineligible L 2.5% <0k -
Benefits - A - TR . IR
Overall Error T R B :
.y L 2%

- Negatlvés indicate that the 1VPP a
hout documentation.
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: schools not requlrlng it (and 145 percant lower than schools not . using -the IVPP
appllcatlon) The overall effect of the documentation ‘requirement on partlcnpatlon'

ranged in extremes from only 2.2 perc,ent to as muchvas 17.0 percent.
~N

The effect of the documentation requirement on program particlpatxon can be
*.seen as the. sum of its deterrence and barrier effects. Deterrence occurs when the
documentatxonprequirement dissuades 1nellg1ble households .from applylng or
misreporting eligibility status. A barrler occurs when otherw 5 'feliglble households do
not apply for program benefits because of the documentation requirement. '

There is strong evidence that- the documentation requnrement resulted in both
"barrier and deterrence effects. As noted abave,  in- schools requiring. gocumentatlon
with appllcation, 1.7 percent of program participants were found to be ineligible by

-the in-home audit. This contrasts with a somewhat higher ineligibility rate of 3 -

percent in schools not requirlng documentatlon. Thl7 reduction in the number of
lnellglble program partlclpants cannot account for most/of the 8.7 percent reductlon in “
program perticipation associated with the documentation requlrement. Even if the

documentatlon requirement had ellmlnated all ineligibles from the programi, this could " -

o account for only a 3 percent reduction in program particlpatlon. Thus deterrence is

estlmated to account for only 1.4 percent of the 8.7 percent reduction in partlclpatlon :
associated with: the documentation .requlrement. The remalining 7.3 percent ig due to
barrier effects. This 'means that for every lnellgib'le househald deterred from
mlsreportlng because of the documentatlon requlrement, more than five eligible
households did not partlcnpate in the program. -

. . K
I . . -
K/\ : N M
1 . N .
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~ EFFECTS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES IIl THROUGH VII--
IMPLEMENTATION AFTER APPLICANTS APPLY FOR SCHOOL MEAL BENEFITS

in:_contrast to the IVPP Application and Documentation with Application
'procedures just reviewed, the IVPP tested - five quality assurance procedures
designed  to detect income misrep'orting' after applications to receive free and
“reduced-price school meals had been approved. Each of-the five procedures differs
on the basls of verified information. The document consistency check (Quality
Assurance Procedure II1) and follow-up documentatlon (Quality Assurance Pracedure
1V) focus on a single document relating to the major source of household income.
Parent telephone conference (Guality Assurance Proc&lure V) is a method of
¥ verifying all’ forms of_,income as well as _househol_d_slze--the determinants of
“eligibility. Third-party checks -at the local level (Gualityv Assurance Procedure VI)
tendm to be restricted to verification of eligibility for welfare, whereas State
third-party checks (Quality Assurance Procedure VID can include wage and welfare
benefit verification. '

& Coe

Phase 1l of the Income Verification Pilot Project tested the feasibility and
| effectiveness . of each . of these five quality assurance procedures. . The-
characteristics of these procedures are described earlier ‘on pages 12 through 17 of :

- this report. Quallty Asgsurance Procedure m was conducted in 70 schools and -

involved 539 recipients. Quallty Assgrance Procedure IV was conducted in- 234
schools 'and involved 2,695 reclplents. Quatity Assurance Procedure V' was
conducted ' in - 315"“schools and " Involved 2,885 reciplents.' Ouality Assurance -
'Procedure VI was conducted for 3,833 recipients, while Quality Assurance Procedure
VIl was conducted for 1,933 recipients. The remainder of this chapter presents
findings on the implementation and administrative feaslbility of the procedures, the
ability of these procedures to detect mlsreporting that results in excess i;enefits,

the cost of conducting these procedures, and thelr lmpact on free and red

school meal program participation. -
s s
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. s e‘g-:- ﬂ',he‘;’fi Qﬁs“about the‘“ ’{{\asibility of conducting vergfication for a, sample ofd
approvecf regipients focus . the r‘vi.vay in. wh1ch the procedures were actually

1mpiemented: and the reactions of recipients. Cost and time findings are treated in |
SBCtlon 7 3 \‘,}5 _Y‘ . y" \l‘;\ .' . ) )
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°'7 l 1 Problems Associated w1th Procedure I _plementation

,'7.‘.;_*training and technical assistance to each experimental site. Manuals were
developed with step-by-step. instructions for conducting the quality assurance
procedures. Sessions were held in all pilot sites to train the school district personnel‘
“who conducted the procedures. Each training session - averaged four hours.
Follow-up monitoring visits were conducted, and toll-free telephone technical
assistance was made . available. The ,quality of implementation was momtored
.throughout the demonstration. Reports were completed and ‘filed on application
processmg, procedure activities, outcomes, and program participatlon. Finally, the
;in-home dudits provided an independent cross-check of the mtegrity of. verification
'.procedure implementation. That Is, applicants were asked to confirm and describe
" the procedure they were selected to underga. Despite these efforts, the verification

procedures were not fully conducted as specified..

| -The most extensive problem ’occrurred with the document consistency check

. procedure (Quality . Assurance Procedure III). The experiment was designed to
separate sharply the procedure of requiring income documentation with * the
applicatlon for all applicants from the procedure of checking mformation :
consistency on the document and application for a sample of applicants followmg
approval for meal benefits. These two activities were separated to permlt distinct
analyses of how well the documentation requirement deterred'misreporting as
opposed to how useful the doi:umentation was itself in etecting misreporting. |
Unfortunately, there is strong evxdence that officials in many schools used the
g documentation supplied with the appiicatlon to change or correct reported income.
The distinction. between the documentation with application procedure (Guality
. Assurance Procedure II) and the document consiste;mcy check procedure (Guality
. Assurance Procedure III) was blurred. The result of this implemen?:ation prablem is ,
that the findings will tend to overestimate the efficiency of the documentation with
apphcation and to underestimate the efficiency of the document—consistency -check .‘ '

)
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procedure.' The implementation'problem'does not explain the high barrier effect
agsociated with Guality Assurance Procedure II’l,"however. - '

The parent telephone conference also experienced implementatlon problems.

" There 13 evidence suggesting that school officials had difficulty verifying income on

the IVPP application. This difficulty manifested itself in various ways. Flrst, some
school - officlals confirmed income reported on the IVPP application rather than
asking the recipients to state their - 1ncome. Second, 1nstead of verifying the

household's income when they applied, school officials asked for the household's o

current income. Each of these problems undermined the procedure's effectiveness.

’They also influence the flndings relative to the time and cost. associated with the

~procedure. Time ‘and cost estimates presented later are probably less than what

would be found if the procedure had been 1mplemented faithfully.

lThe second more’ critical 1mplementation issue is that many of the prescribed

parent telephone “conferences (Quality Assurance Procedure \2] and follow-up

" documentation requests; (Quality Assurance Procedure IV) were never conducted.

F'orty-two percent of households selected for parént telephone conferences reported

' they were never contacted by school personnel, as revealed In the in-home audit.
Thlrty-one percent of those households selected for follow-up documentation_
requests reported they never received a request for income- documentation. .

Undoubtedly some households who re\ported havnng never been contacted may have
slmply ‘forgotten because the audit was conducted several ‘months after the
appllcation perlod., Othefs may not‘have’ wanted to admit _the schools ‘contacted

“them. However, there'Was a very strong clustering of the reports of noncontact by

school district and school. For example, in one school district, 71 percent of those

selected for parent conference veriflcation reparted not havmg reteived a call from N

school d str1ct personnel Inaanother J,~3chool district, the propor ion not reportlng

contact fell ta 3-percent. o . e »f’

F'ailure of the school districts to conduct falthfully many of the prescribed
procedures in spite of extensive ¢ training -and monitoring raises an important
methodological and substantive issue. The methodological issue is-how to measure‘
the. outcome of experimental treatments that were only partially implemented The -
decision was made to measure verification effects using only those cases for which
there were verification outcome reports. Tlgus the findings are measured results ofh

lv verifications actually conducted and not results of veriflcatlons prescrlbed.

N
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Failure of school districts to conduct many of the’ prescribed verifications is an

_,important study flnding. Desplte voluntary cooperation in the study by school‘
districts, extenslve tralning, technical assistance, and monitoring, hlgh levels of -

'.noncompliance were found.. Therefore it is reasonable to expect that federal

regulatory requirements of meal benefit “application. verificatlon are likely to 

experience as high. or higher noncompliancerates if not accompanied by »even more

extensive ‘enforcement, training, ’technical_assistance’, and monitaring’ activities.

Thisv finding must be viewed as"suggest.ive_ rather than conclusive since r?’federal

requireme_nts'Were in place to test compliance.

Vo

7.1.2 Program Partlcipant Reactions to Quality Assurance Procedures

Audits of participatlng households in the sltes that tested the procedures'

included a series of questions deslgned to measure reactions to the followmg income-

v vei-ificatlon procedures. document consistency check, follow-up documentation

request, and parent telephone conference.l/ As shown in.Exhibit 7 1, the findlngs"
1ndicate that the majority of free and reduced-prlce school meal reciplents were not
signlficantly concerned ‘about having thelr applicatlons verified. Specifically, among
verlfled households, 78.0 percent did not express - a slgnificant concern about“ ‘

document conslstency checks, 67.4 percent expressed no concern about the parent

~ telephone conference~ and 63.3 percent. expressed no concern about the follow-up

documentation’ request. Expressed concerns such as "verification was an invasion of
privdcy"” or "confuslon as to why the application requested the 1nformatlon" were

i .
Ce

“cited by less than 10 percent of the verified households.

The in-home audits of free and reduced-prlce meal reciplents suggest that

" provrding documents (either with the application or later in the school year) did not

create an undue hardship for verified applicants. Eighty-seven percent of reciplent :

households sub]ected to document consistency checks and 80 percent of households'

. "subjected to. follow-up documentation stated they had no difflculty obtainlng the
' appropriate ,document that - confirmed -their eligibility to - receive free .or
reduced-price school meals. Four percent of the househalds selected for the

' follow-up documentatioh request reported a problem provid ing the document on a
L2

timely basis.. However, informal interviews - with determining officials - suggest'
sl:rongly that recipients do not comply with the verification requlrement until they '
are confronted with the reality that their children's free or reduced-prlce ‘meals will

B
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EAHIBIT 7.1: PERCENTAGE OF VERIFIED HOUSEHOLDS REACTING TO VARIOUS VERIFICATION PROCEDURES
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come . to an’ end. - While these figures may s0mewhat underestimate the dlfficulty
rec1p1ent households experienced in complying with the verificatlon requirements,
- none of the three procedures were particulsrly problematic to applicants. _

) 7. 2 ERROR DETECTION CAPACITY OF GUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

Samples for the quallty assurance procedures that occur after the meal

- application is approved can be drawn in many. ways.2/ This section reports the
results of the procedures under, two different sample selection methods. random
selection and selection using the ‘error-prone profile (EPP) developed in Phase I of

The EPP is a method of selectlgg applications for review w1th a high praobability -
of having significantly misreported income or family size information. The EPP
developed in Phase I of IVPP is very simple and contains only two Variables. Exhibit

1.2 presents the scoring method used and explanation of how the scoring 1s used.
Exhlblt 73 displays the percentage of sampled applicants ih- Phase 1 of IVPP
receiving excess benefits by the - F_'PP score ‘as determined analytically 3/ As can.
‘be seen, the higher the scare, the greater the likelihood ‘of receiving excess
benefits. In Phase II, the EPP was tested by comparing the dlscovered errars rate
for the various verification procedures both for a random sample and for the subset |
of that sample having EPP scores of 1 or 2. ' '

The veriflcation procedures were implemented in a sample of school districts
usmg the IVPP application and school districts not using the IVPP application. Type
, of application used was expected to affect slgnificantly the outcome of the
e verificar‘ on procedures. On the one. hand, school districts not using the IVPP
- 'application had nearly twice the error rate of school districts using .the . VPP
apphcation (See Exhibit 5.4.). Therefore it is reasonable to expect that veriflcatlon
in these school dlstrlcts would reveal -a higher error rate. On the other hand, the -
| IVPP apphcation was spec1f1cally designed to support the verificatlon procedures.
Detailed 1ncome data were collected on the IVPP application that permltted mare
precise veriflcation ‘than was possible in school distrlcts not using the IVPP

" . application. . ... '

I
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" EXWIBIT 7.2: APPLICATION-BASED SCORING SYSTEM FOR ERROR-PRONE PROFILE °

A, If reported 1ncome is within e _(A)
~ %120 a month of the free or reduced- ' o
Y o price e11g1b111ty cut-off, write '1' on
- Tine A. Otherwise write 0. o }
‘8. " If reported income is within $60 , : (65,
_ a month of the free or reduced- =~ o
price eligibility cut-off, write '1' on
1ine B. Otherwise write '0.' .
N If the applicant reports rece1v1ng o . t ~(C),
: Food Stamps, write '-1'-on 1ine C. 8 .
' 0therw1se write '0.' o B
D. ~ Sum lines A, B, and C, and write: 5 (D)
- fipal score on 11ne D. , - I

:Exp1§nat1on'of the EPP_Scor ing System

An application is g1veo‘one‘po1ot \f 1£\reports an 1ncome"%1th1n $120 a
month of fhe_freefor reduced-price eligibility cot—off. Another point 1s
added 1f the reported income 1s within SGO’Of-the;free'or reduced~price
eligibility cut- off. Finally, a point is subtracted 1f the applicant

,9'] reports receiving food stamps The_resu1t4ng'sca1e_has va1ues‘rang1ng
from -1 to. «2. ' | o T I

[y ' - ‘
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© EXWIBIT 7.3: OETECTION RATE OF ERROR-PRONE PROFILE FROM PHASE I OF IVPP

;

Error-Prone . ' " Percentage Recelving
Score* ‘ . Excess Benefits

T R |
1 T
2 S i3

R .
- : Y
. Error prone scores were der1ved stat1st1ca11y by a weighted least

squares procedure. A l1inear transformation was performed to preserve * o

the re1at1ve welghts and produce whole numbers

e R
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| Exhibxt 7.4 presents ‘the discovered error rate for the various verification'i'-

procedures tested for sites uslng the IVPP application. Two cautions are npecessary "

before revnewxng ‘the . exhibit. Fxrst, when 1nterpret1ng results, an 1mportant-‘

distinctlon must ' be- maintained between 1nternal and external experiment wvalidity.
Internal valldity addresses the question of whethelhthe verification procedures

affected reporting error. ln the specific school districts in Whlch they were tested.f

External validity addresses the ‘question of.the extent that the Phase II results can '

be generalized to the populatlon. In all pllot sites, a strict experlmental design

coupled with relatively large sample sizes acts as &’ strong guarantee of -internal

valldity. A natlonally representative sample of 24 school districts used the IVPP

application, therefore results for this group are generalizable. However, only five . -

school districts in Phase II did not use the IVPP application. The resulting sample -

size is too amall to draw statistically generalizable concluslons. Thus comparison of

- results for non-IVPP application school districts with schaol districts uslng the IVPP'

appllcatlon must be ‘seen as mare suggestive than conclusive. B

.

Also, the verlflcation procedures are not strictly comparable. The document -

conslstency check, by its very nature; could occur only in schools requiring

documentation w1th the IVPP application.’ Therefore this procedure is perhaps‘

better understood as.an adjunct to the. documentation-wnth-applicat1on requirement
rather than a separate procedure. . '

The State third-party check of wages (Guallty 'Assurance Procedure VII)

' procedure was conducted for only four school districts in a single State, Moreover, s

this procedure was conducted solely by the . evaluation contractor, not the school

distrlcts, therefare the results for this procedure represent a case study of the

- potential of State third-party check rather than a nationally representative.
'experimental test. ' S

The first column of f1gures of Exhiblt 7 4 shows ‘that’ the State third-party .

check had the hlghest discovered error rate.” Although the 'tape match was'
performed in only four school distrlcts, in all four it outperformed all the other'
procedures. This flndlng ‘was expected for- two reasons. Flrst, a th1rd-party check .

done by computer precluded the posslbility of an- applicant withholding or distorting

information. Second, the State third party check targeted the primary source of - -

. 'error:  the underreporting of wage lncome. - Phase 1 of VPP found that the

underreporting of wages accounted for 84 percent of excess benefits awarded. ThlS

fact also helps explain why local welfare thlrd-party checks performed 50 poorly.

Misreportlng is concentrated among wage earners "'not welfare reciplents. ,

. e
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EXHIBIT 7.4 ERAORS DETECTED BY VERIFICATION PROCEDURES USlNG RANDOM SELECTION AND SELECTION BY ERROR-PRONE
' PROFILE 8Y TYPE OF FREE AND REDUCED»PRICE SCHOOL MEAL APPLICAT[ON FORM

LI

v ‘ o g s
e mscoveaen ennon W

B EE R | IVPP APPLICAT!ON l/ ' NN lVPP APPLlCATlON o
ewmeno. o N
. PROCEDURE - ) : llRANDOM SELECTlUN EPP SELECTlON N 'RANDUM SELECTION“ EPP SELECTION". R
_lDocunenteConslstency Check 1 z;ex} ‘ _fp 'G.d%.s \. WM L 'Y

(Quality Assurance I11) . ' ‘ S ,

Follow-up Documentation = - "t B TR0 T S VX SUPENN X S
Juality Assurance 1v) -~ fo o B I o
pavent Telephone Conference R B N T Z N S % C 100

(Quality Assurance V) . o : - | S ‘
ocan Third-Party Check 2/ e 0% WM m
‘k‘(Quallty Assurance Yl) as . S I -
~ Jstate Third-party Check 3/ 'e;QﬁZlﬂ“ mes . omA . M M
. (Quallty Assurance vVil) . ST . o o
lchotce of Follow-up Documentatlon wo m af; 10,3y e e
| or Local Thivd Party 4/ N B DR T

NA= Not App]icab]e . ' o \.""f o . S

) o

. N
;’:l/ Includes only incremental effect of verificatlon procedure, and oot the' effects of the IVPP application R

Y h"Thlrd party checks at the local Ievel Were llmlted veriflcatlon of welfare and/or food stamp ellglblll;y

"‘Qf lhe third-party check at the state level reported here were. llmlted to verlflcatlon of earned (uage)
- .. Income. ' A _ ‘ ,

.
]

A/ . Because the non=TVPP- appllcatlon lacked an adequate release for third-part verlflcatlon, Bmogram
participants selected for verlflcatlon were permltted to sign an approprla e release or Sy

documentatlon B _ ., e b o .
‘ '6323.{‘.7' ' .
L , BEST__G l‘ P‘.L LE
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v In interpretlng the effectiv%eﬁnesa 'of Procedures III through VII it Is 1mportant to S

'_ keep in minf that they wers' conducted on & sample of applicant not%(l appllcants.
Thxs 1s in contraat tq! procedures 1 (IVPP applicatlon) and Bii (Documentatnon with

' Appllcetion), which were applied to all a“pﬁrpllcants. Because procedures I throug_h .

B VII we conducted an-.anly” a 10 percent sample of appl;cants, their lmmedlate
effects were llmitedTo this sample. As a result,gthe effeotlf of the- procedures ﬁ’"

_'{-f overall error ‘Tates wéewery small.‘ For. example, using random sample 61 percent

| ‘of the parent telephane conferences resulted in disg’évered errors in districts umng

; the. IVPP ‘application. The: result of these telephone conferend‘es was to lower the -

overall error rate for schools using the procedure i?m 11. 7percent to ll.l percent
(117x.9+(117 - 61)x.1= ok Wt S

- .ﬁ‘.;,}

None of the procedures, when conducted on, a random sample of 1[] percent
resulted in more than: l 2 percent reductlon 1n'the ll 7 percent error rate. When -
used 1n conjunction with error-prone profrle selectlon, the final errer raté varied .
from a low of 8.2 percent yvrth State ‘wage rﬁetches, to a. hlgh of 11 5 percent in th
‘case - of 'local- welfare checks. Smaller samples, such as" the 3-percent sarhpl:> _
recomménded by current regulatlons, would 1nevrtably result m’ smaller« reductiorttf p‘ |
}he fmal error rates. _.__ ey N s ,.

1 . . . .
. - e __;-_ . _o : o
l - U 1%

g

- Comparlng the flrst and second columns of Exhlblt 7.4 revpals that the EPP
> .method of applicatlon eelectlon slgnliicantly outperforme random select;on ln fau_r

of the flve procedures. In fact, for parent telephone copference,~—folloyv-upi .
documentatlon, .document conslstency check, and State thxrd—uparty check, EPPT-_ )

, selectio
'-exceptuZw--’lbcal‘thlrd-party welfa -veri
‘,_‘,selects nonwelfare me?l recxptents for ver. icatron. Consequently 1t mﬁlnh,erently

o 1ncapable of 1dent1fy1ng welfare reclplents wlth a hxgh probabilrty “of misreportlng. g{?

_ apphcatxon. The higher discovery rate api rs to be . largely a function of a higher a
' overell error rate. When tbe school dlstrxc 4 verall° error rate, as. dlst:overed by the




1.3 QUSTS.OE-QLY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES PERFORMED FOLLOWING :
v IPROVAL ," - - - . - . T . ) - !

With the Procedures were measured on an e\ierage unit cost-
ed only for the 'mdiate costs to sites 'of
This measure excluded- all start-up .and tralnipg costs,

Costs associate
| —vbasis--that Is, cost :
conductlng each
_4 all costs to applicents pl‘ing wlth the verification requirements, and all costs_ ,
-4 "; to local and state govergi entqg asslsting with third-party checks. These cost,'
: components ‘were excluded an the purely pragmatic grounds that reasonable"
estimates were qoh' available. In the Phase II sites, much pf the: training and “

’ start-up costs were abaorbed by the contractor. Therefore no: real-world estimates

" arg available for what it would cost a slte to implement and monitor 1ndependently a8’

s ’program of applicatmn verification. ‘ As s/ result, ‘the costs presented are'_

; ’optimlstlcally low and reflect solely unit costs borne b)b sites of conductlng each
j_lndiyldual verification. Appendix c explains the technlcal methods used to develop /

' the cost estq'nates.‘ e R L € N B '

g 3.1 Costs of Quallty Assurance Procedures Performed After Applications
Are Approved in School Dlstrlcts Using the IVPP. Appiication :

Exhibit 1.5 presents the final measures of verificatlon costs, cost per errar, and
_ cost savnngs ratios of ; each qf the* Guality Assurance Procedures performed after W
~s~—-IVPP epplications were appraved.. The follow-up documentation requirement, takes
.an: average of- 44 minutes to conduct. “This requirement needed almost twnce as ,
4 "'much;school staff time as any of the other. procedures. Parent telephone«conference

- took 22.7 mlnutes to complete, and document conslstency check and loc welfare

lverificatxgn took l7 3 and 10 minutes, respectlvely. It is important to keepf" 1nd

o that the measures includespnly time required by schaol district personnel to cond 'ct
I the verifiéabions, and not the time spent processnng the IVPP applicatlon. The Fime

A

oy . devoted. by local welfare personnel as well as the tlme spent by households ere no
e lncluded in these time estlmates. " ‘/. By O e !}_ i
z\ / . ot ”, »ﬂ ! - Q - : N . “\ B

Costs per verificatlon ‘include time, materials, and 1ndirect costs expended by

school districts to perform verlfication. They in‘clude only. costs to school dist{f‘ cts

'_ and do not include ‘costs to’ applicants or other agencies involved in verification.4 As

- 'such, the costs to school dlstricts are understated because they do not include: costs
- far start-u:*""'and trainlng, which are substantiai nbp do they include the costs of lost
- ’opportunitles to school districts. As 3 partial,, adjustment for this underestlmate, the .

* numbers in parentheses in Exhlbit 7.5 show costs per verificstion, 1ncluding costs .of
. . , : g e
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| n scnrple, and four hours of tralnlng per. school Aloner sunpllng rcte, suclu as3percent would result n nore, ‘time (and cost) per verlffcctfon T
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QZ’ Costs reflect only fncrenentcl increases for eoch orocedure end exclude costs of processing the 1vPP opplfcatlon Nunbers 1n porentheses fnctude

o tralnlng costs, & descrfbeo in the prtor note -See Appendlnﬁforudlscussfon of verlffcotlon costs._ I |

_3’ 'fhe federi&ksevfng assumes thﬁtie n;ﬁr“ - S
, {) . Error fs distributed across tne free onur jced- prfce cotegorles ¥ shoun in Ethhlt53 .
i) Anavera?e of 1.9 children per household ‘Darticipate fn the program;. © \.\
{11), ‘Edghty-lve-percent of the eligibles participate.on-any glven school. day, and- A

L (Iv)“ Verlffcotlon Is conpleted by Jonuary 1'of the school year. if verlffcatlon 1s conpleted ecrller\ gtuvlngs uould
R |ncreose R : e
' o L e . T et ﬁ?f T R, B

o 4/ Velues les% than one Indlcote thot costs of conductfng the verlffcotlon exceed savlngs Vntues grccter thun one Indlcate that suvlngs exceed tos‘ts.- 3
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cost sllghtly rnore to conduct than document consistency checks even t:hough they :
take less tlme to complete. This reversal 1s due to the fact that local thlrd-perty
welfare checks ere commonly conducte& by senior SFA adminlstratlve -gtaff,

.
.

,whereas document conslstency checks are uauelly conducted by clericel peraonnel.

Dlvidlng the cost per ver:;icatlo by: the dlscovered error rates present:ed

. Il_'earller ln Exhlbit 7 4 results in. measures of cost:s per. dlscovered error. These cost:s
;- are’ shown ln the’ fourth’ end fifth columns of Exhlbit 7 5 Examlnation ‘of these costs
S _shows that, per er#ror dlscovered, parent telephone conference is the least expenslve

: ‘procedure if random selection Is used.

_ Comparison of the costs per dlscovered error usmg error-prone profile selectnon -
‘ 'as opposed to random selection shows thel; subst:entlal savlngs can be eccrued 1f t:he

' estlmated usnng seVeral emplrically-based assumptione. Flrst, the pette“f?ns of excess _;;“i
_benefits - shown in Exhibit - 6. 4 reflected the pettern c;f‘ dlscovered errgr.._-,."'."'-‘ |
’,Approxlmately three-querters of all excess benefits went t:o appllcents who recel\iﬁd

S free-meal benef:ts but should have recenved reduced-price benefits., For: thls group,
" error discoVery SQV"‘QS were restrlcted to the. difference between. federel:v,
_,_-.‘_"..relmbursement*s for free and reduced-prlce meals. Next, the sev1ngs estlmate was
7. 'based on

1.

mdlngs from bOth the Phase I and Phase II surveYsr an average of 1, B','A}Tl*

Wil s

was covered by each appllcation, and studehts ‘on the average ate free ora;f
ective

- : st udents

reduced-prlce meals 85 percent’ of the time they are offered. Flnelly, the
0 ,f? dete of eliglbllity changes based on veriflcatlon procedures was . essume .
January 1, or . ebout four months after the start of the school yeer / il Earher' .
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Veriflcetlon would prod%ee great ” - nge end later verlflcatlon leaaer, eevlngs.
Collectlvely, thase aaau ptions produced an eatlnﬂed eavinge per dlscovered error-

o $ae.33.5/

The last two columna of Exhlblt 7.5 are slmply the ratlo of savlngs per

discoVered error to the federal government to stts borne by sohool dlstricts. Am

example, the upper left;hand flgure of .34 me 18 that for every dollar gpent by local1 e
~ schaol dlstricts on document consistency check verlfications, $. 34 was saVed by the o

(.
h

'Q

' revenue loss for/ local school dlstricts. As

‘ govei‘nment and local school dis

ratlo greater then one indlcetee savlngs._ How ery 8 ratio of lesa than one meane :
that the cost of variflcatlo exceeds the sav ngs¥to - the federal government._ For

¥

Lo T
.\l

oy
federal government and none by school districta. &

v AN _
Note that several factors complicate the savlngs cost analysis. First, costs and

.Lr
e,

p‘ ,,ential savings accrue to the

93"1“99 DCCUI‘ to different: governmental units. All pj
federal government. Moreover, cost savings for the’ federal government PePrese ft 8
a:redult, When judged strictly from the "

federal perspective, ____y quality assurance proc‘edure is llkely to be oost-effective
because requlring the procedure woul,d lnvolve 'no dlrect costs to the. federal,

goVernment and is llkely to. result in at least nom1nal cost savnngs. Conversely, from
the school districtsi perspective, no procedure could theoretically be cost-effectWe- '.~ |
since any quality assurance efforts are llkely to 1nvolve addltlonal school dlstrlct' .-,

costs. Jf the procedure discovers or deters mrsreporting, the monetary effect on
local school distrlcts woulcl“be reVenue loss. R ' ',.p.; ' g '

G y
‘seen’ fr@m tﬁe taxpayers’ pers_pe%Ve where it makes little dmcrence whether the S

for verificatlon prq:cedures in school dlstrlcts USI._;I %

a

' How -one. Therefore Aqt costs more ‘to conduct the
J -through error discovery. If costs to school disi:Lc\ts of
local -
governments are 1ncluded dn the figures, the savings-cost ratios would be" much
lower. coo : ‘

A
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| The sarnple slze of aohuol dlabrlcta not uelr%g the lVPP qppllootlon wae too emall o
and the ecross-alta varlance ’ ln costs too large td stablllze stabiatically adequate o
- eetlmetes of verlfloetlon oosta.‘ -The . greet aoroaa-elte VBrlatlon In costs per
. verlflcation for school diatrlcts not ualng the lVPP appllcatlon was prlmarlly a; resglt -
~ of some ‘sltegrin thie group conduotlng verlfloatlons centrally at the school dlal;fﬁlctf
- level and” others ; conducting the’ verlflcstlons at the lndlvldual sohool level. The L
verlflcatlon procedures were much mora coet-effectlve when conduﬁcted centrally at
o tha district level, The followlng section dlscuasee thls lmportant dlstlnctlom !

7.3 2 'llhe Costa of Centrall2ed and Decentrallzed Verlfication ,;’ M |

. Wlth tha e>tceptlon of ane SIte, local third-party welfare ghecks were conducted

4"-’by SFA- personnel, not by personnel ln the: indlvldual schools.. For the other L
» procedures, the, pattern was reVersed._ With few exceptions, parent conferences, ,

fdocument conslstency checics, and’ follow—up documentation requests were all
' _conducted by lndlvidual school personnel and with llttle involvement by central

' _d1str1ct personnel. >

181‘99 'Tiajority"' Qf experlmental (and control) school 4
) pllcqtion& were distrlbu/ted, collected, and procesged ,n e

\na on with local Welfare agencies. "

o Lk ‘\‘*1.

For th1s procedure, the o

appllcant households to be verifled. The evaluation cog:‘?tractor also worked dlrect »
. with many- local’ agencles to explain the verificatlon ‘needs” of the experlmental
- .sntes. It is doubtful that many of the School distr1cts could have completed th1s

N - :

g rocedure on a tlmely ba@is w1thout such support. c
o’ . . v :

- Tw decentrélizatlon o_f quallty assurance lmplementatxon, which appears" P
mherent 1n the current structure of the publlc educatlon systbm,_;_resulted 1n :

’ su@stantlal dlseconomles of scale--thet 1s, the relstively low numbe rlficatlons

o Xh o
per school generated hlgh tralnlng and start-up costs - ‘relative’ to “the costs of 4
‘perf\ormlng the.l actual verificatlons. Mh ”.t e Phase - lI', 10 perce‘ht '

¥
B
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v.{','verlflcathn aample. ani. average of fawer than 15 applloatlone wera verifled par

: achool. _ Tralnlng of achool peraonnel to conduot the prooeduraa requlred
: "j'approxlmately 4'_'.h‘oura eaoh. in addltlon, aubetantlel teohnical aaelstance ‘was -
‘provided. The raauit waa that rnore tlme was spent in’ tralnlng and aaslstenca than ln '
- :-"actually conductlng the. verlficatlona. RN o

~
[

A aecond lmportant dleeconomy of scale invoived labor costs. When conducted

_ 'at the sehool leval, 56 percent of the labor time anolvad prlnclpala and a4 percent
/ all other labor categorles--prlmarily secretarlal and’ clerlcal., The relatlvely high

&'7 salaries of Princlpals reeulted In hlgh labor Coats for verlfloatlon- , L

procedure. Generally it takes an lndividual longer to perforrn a task the firet tlrne :
'~’~then for subsequent performances. The small number of Verifications per school

f lovel’ was ”““PC"”G"]})QQigh, ok

-

- ’l]],e diseconomles“of ‘scals ; o
sd@n byzcontraatlng the performance of three experlmental sitee located in the' sam,e

State. All the sites were iocated in large cities with slrmlsr dt/arnographlc and |
. """;‘economic characteristics Ai,l three Used ne%%ly ldentlcal applications. However,

“eonducted. centrally by s.

' "dramatically different. % « :

f conducting the actual
gbeen excluded. Because of
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.4 EF'F'ECT S QF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROQEDURES CJN PROGRAM _\;; ;
- PARTICIPATION '

The most obvloua effaot the prooeduren hed an- program pertlclpatlon wasg that
applloanta found to be lnellglble wera remaved from the program. Faor several of
the procedurea, the effects on partlolpetlon were limited to the removal of
ineligible peraona. "l.ocal thlrd-perty welfare chsck, Stata third-party-wage ohecka,.
and dacument conalstency cheek. prooedurea were gefterally oonducted wlthout
_direct appllcent knowledge or cooperetlon. _Theee proceduree ‘affected pertlcipetion

' only 1f errors were dlacovered end beneflts sd]usted. o ; : i

R o 'l"".

The three' other verificatlon procedures testq‘d--parent telephone cenference,

. - follow.-up documentatlon requlrement, and choice of third-perty verlflcatlon or
follaw-up documentet;lon--all required applgcant cooperatlon. Fallure to ‘cooperate
resulted In ;},“e denlal of meal. beneflte. In l:he case of parent telephone conferences,

percent cooperation was achieved. Only 1 percent of appllcants '
3 ..for a perent telephone conference remsed to---oqpp'erate ndf_were’ removed‘ -
from the program. "The number of noncoope’"ret"lng appllcants in the emple ‘was too

' small to develop a meamnngl estimate of whet proportion was ellglble for benefltgs...,

Compared w1th parent telephone conference, a much hlgher percentage of
apphcants did not ,gcmply w&th the follow-up docum’entatlon request. In sites uslng L
the IVF’P appllcatlon, the noncoope!‘ef.ion rate was 8. 3 percent and the ccoperatipn T

_ _' rate was 91. 7yercent._ When given the option of prov;dlng a docurnent or signing.a. L
\ release alloWlﬂ&g;thlrd-party 1ncome verificatlon, 14 percent falled to comply and 86 \

percent cooperated. (Note that this procedure was only used xn sxte

s*not employlng
the IVPP applicatlons) T

: beneflts.v If barrier 1s deflned as- the pereentf'.ot noncooperatlng apphcants who are ™ o
truely elxglble, then this procedure has a strong barrler effect. vae out of s1x of .. b

the noncooperatm_,__applxcants were truely eligible to. recewe beneflts. f  barrier "'s’ b _
deflned as the percent of all applicants sub]ected to the procedure whdfall to?'__ '
' comply .and are. truely ehgible, then this procedure has- 8 modest barrgr effe&ct

Overall, seven out of every 100 apphcants who were asked to submlt docum§




“beocause - prhgraf pertlelpenta were- contacted dnly -If: the resulto of the

.,‘END’NQTE‘S, e E

e "'v
" )

Quaatlcna gbout thlrd-perty quallty aaaurenae procedurea ware: nm: aked

: ’;thlrd-l:arty vertfloation rev% ed mipreporting that would teault In a'change In

e

~ found to have misreported due to the fact that food atamp qllglbllwy and AFDC . “
: beneflta were verlﬂed ret:her than wage Incarhe,

3 .Tha ErrnroProne F’roflle wee only used analytlcally, Tt wee notw used th
“experimental school districta to select reclplenta for Verlﬂcation beceu% th
- would have blesed the reaulta of the study ,ﬁ{ AR v;}‘ .

KZA f'oui'-menth period was used because it closaly- epproxlmetee the perlodb of
ot time under lnterlm verlflcetlon reguletlona for completlng verlflcetlon. T

aliglbllity status, -Only a very small proportion af the verlfled householda were.

L .
The - quellty eaaurence procedurea dlchesed in thle o.hapter ere deslgned to .

detect“etror among.“approved applicants. Quality .assurance’ procedures
":dlccusaed In Chaptpra 2 end 6 were deelgned to deter mleregprtlng. »

3 It ahould be x{ marked how. relatlvely low this flgure la. One telllng cont:reet: is

-the savings per discovered error in Soclal Security Disabllity Allowancess For a

" recently completed error-detection ‘system' that was deslgned by the evaluation :
contractor for the Soclal Securlty Adminlstretlon'a Offlce of -Hearings and -

- Appeals, average expected. savjngs per’ discovered ‘errar were $30,000, or 340

o .t:imee a8 much as. the savinga per disc

c)/,ered errar In the school lunch program.

_ }Theae procedures were | very e;mllar to those tested ln sites uaing the IVPP«T
< applxcation, All progedures::were . coq,ducted ‘after-the application:had been. . ;.
approved.- §T he- procedures were foifow-up documentation queet, .parent. -

- telephoné . .conference, . ‘and _an- applicent-exercised opt:ion of follow-Up
jdocument:ation or thlr&-party check. -
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"""hs results and oonolusions of Phase ll of the lnooma

ssauranoeﬂ proosdures for the free snd reduoed~price sohool meai programa were
teated in a national semple of school distrlcts. The summary provldes:

B T A review of the problem of error In the free and reduced-prics,vschooi i
_'meal programs and.factors - that will shape ' the - quality" assura'nce '
procedures intended to remedy the problem '

e A descrlptlon of " the :seven quality’ assurance procedures that were - -
2 - implemented  on a- pilot basls’ and methods used to evaluate their
oL feasibillty, costs, and effects , S

s A summary of. findings on the feasibility, costs, and effects of each ;
procedure, and “ : !

e A discussion_’?‘?ha conclusions reached about the resuits and impllcations

_ - of Phase li of VPP, G e' S ' , o
o s.1 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN THE FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE SCHOOL MEAL S
' PROGRAMS - o

‘?; N o 3

o obtain f?'ea oi‘

The probiem of misreporting income and household

| reduced-prlce‘ schooi meais has been—documenged in.a ‘pumber
pSDAg& Correcting the . problem through’f 3 “ﬁ'@ﬁi@ﬂqption df quaiity assuranc
procgdures was vaUthorlzad by the Congress in.l99i thh the passage of Public GL‘ew

T N
'_ l\:,97-35 ‘As this- repdrt demonstrates, successful quailty assurance implementation by %

school dlstricts that participate in the free and reduced-prlce school meal prOgrams

7 _'factors are discussed brlefly
R

f@ Wxthin the pubiic educatxon system, there is a lack‘



e :
Jl

olsttvsly lqngsr hlatory of ualng quauty snwronoo proooduraa k0. raduoa d"vlg .ﬁff g
“arrors, Ropaated studlea and vsrlflootlon domonatrstlono hovo been oonduoted to
raduce . thp mlarsportlng of- ellglbllltyurelated lnformatlon- Unlike , food stamps,
~-there lo no admlnlatratlvo abruoture op. gxpertla’ In publle (and prlvsto) prlmory and

| seoondory sduootlon syatema “that 1§ prepsrd 0. lmplsmont : Vty’ asauronos
prooodurea. Sohool dletrlots muat start wlth s boneﬂt of the exporlenoo and

o training: that fogd: stampe and other progrsma hava devaloped. In sddltlon, there lg = .
no apeolﬂo source of local aol]ool dlstrlot funding deslgnated ror qusllty assuranqs |
+ (although program requlations allow states to uee ndmlnlntratlve funds for = -
_wverifloation If dono at the state 1evel). At the SF‘A lavel, rsgular program meal -
relmburaementa may be applled to veriflootlon, although no funds are apeolﬂonllyf .
ssrmsrked for verlﬂoetlon. RY) quallty agsurance procedurea are to/be lmplsmented o

.-

dll\gently, fundlntj from- fedsral or stats gources or- ohongsa ln the use of °Xl°tkﬂg]
funds may. be necosssry. -." IR L

_ The potentlal for savlnga resultlng from qusllty ssaursnce ln the . free and o

W redUced-prlce .achool meal programs is lnheréntly small. The average annual savings
lr\ federal funds for each -Wousehold determined to have mlsreported ls -about $88. ’
Thls amount I3 a fractieh of the savlngdm’ per beneflclary aohleved through quellty.
assurance in' other federally supported asslstance* programs, Moreover. school
distrlcts do not directly benefit from the seVlngs because It Is likely that they would
be responslble for ‘the cost of the quality assurance procedure but would' nor. share lnr
“the savlngs.f Unless costs were recovered from the lnellglble mlsreporting
households, school dlstriots would lose the federe )

gmbgrsements that( would have
4 rograrn.ll : '

L
M 0 ;‘ ‘ 4'-"“‘ ' I >
I' ! : '

been used to offset the frxed costs of operating thy

METHODS USED TO TEST THEM

The seven quallty assuréhce pmcedUtes"f--:

¢

LA Revised Apghé'ation Form desngned'to deter misreporting and to provide )
» ' “'data .needed .to support. the legal and informational requirements of
‘subsequent verification procedures. {The apphcatxon is referred to as the”
) .IVPP apphcatnon.) AT : S
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ANEATION . WIEN ENe AYET _ oaklon m wprcrt lnfarmatlcn about
RN ) ane pragram allgiblliy
:raported onthe applloablan- lt should be nota rhat this progedurs

, appllaatlon. and ae auoh waa lntandad tc detsr mlarepcrtlng.

Beth thaea prncadurpa wene lmplemantm:l at the ntart of the aahool yaar when ,‘

| ngu foqd- ﬂtﬂmpﬁ) e
2 Invalved only submitting the doouments, not arogs=o écldng tham with the

mnal sppllcatlcna aro aubmltmd,.and revlawod fai ellglblllty. *Thua..they «are o

prlmarlly detarrancq prbcedurea. !n moot aohqnl dlwrlow thase two proeacures |
.. were ta,ated_bvy achool bglldlng peruonnel (a.g., prlnnlpalu ancl achgol uecretarlea) and,,'_ L

) eduraa..The procadurea weret S

LR

L

corroboreted lnformetlon on the appllcatlon. .
) I‘ l"\ ' v

. '.'l

“e. .. reported on- the applicatlom. (This procedure ls &
L follow-up documentatlon requebt)

'V,  Parent Telephone Conference followlng approval of beneflts to! obtain all
7% application items:in ofder to verify lncome end famlly aize lnformatlon E

orlglnally reparted bn the eppllcatlon.

“‘prograrn ellglblllty lnforrnatlon. . ‘- SR

N

VIL ': Sta.te Third-Party Checks (1.e., cornputer wage tape rnatch) following

v *approval of;- béneflts‘ to. verify earned lncome or lncome maintenance -»".'

prograrn ehglbility lnformatlon. ‘ ' 1‘

..... R W L,

dltlonal qusllt;y ;aawhma;’ prooedurea wm lmplemented lawr ln the‘. Ll
raftar, applltgat:tong .had, baen approved. Thua thay ‘were " Pl‘lmﬂl‘lly oo

‘Document Conolatengy Check folloMng approval ¢ - beneflts ta”
datermine If the document Initlally submitted wlth “the eppllcatlon .

VL, Local Thlrd-liarty Checke (e.g., welfare offlce data exchange) following
_+ . apptoval of benefits to verlfy ‘earned lncome or lncome malntenence‘.

Document conslstency check, documentatlon after appllcatlon wlth consxstency'. ‘

v_", ® | :

Documentatlcn After Agpllcatlon wlth Conslatency Check .to obteln
© . documentary ‘proof ‘of Income ‘arid other beneflt r 3ram -eliglblfity
80 referred to as'-?

chieck. (or follow-up docurnentatlon), and parent telephqne conference were, prrmarlly
cqnducted by school buxldlng offlclalg. Local thlrd-party checks were conducted by -

-" -dlstr1ct personnel and state thu‘d-perty checks were conducted by the evaluetlon-"_\

: contractor. All. five! @“ﬁ*theee procedures, in contrast to' the flrst two procedures,

~were ltested ona sample of students in eachlschcol. A > R
RERRRYA i A R
B l. ' :'.. : ) o "‘_
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There was, in. addition(n lmportant: Variatlon ln 41e lmplementatlon of \

o

procedures.- In a select number of large school. dlstrlcts, the VPP appllcatlon was

ot used. Rather the appllcatlons deve10ped by the state ar school distrlcts
-themselves were used In these districts the verlficatlon proced)Jres included
follow-up documentation request, parent telephona conference, and applicant optlcn -
of follow-up documentatlon ar local thlrd-party contact. . '

L

. The rmplementatlon and evaluatlon of the quality assurance procedures were

. . v
s .

accomphshed using an experm’lent?deslgn. Thrs deslgn featured-“ e

- A ',5"‘
d-control states; _ ' L

v

--& Matching experlmental 1

. . Sampling experlmental school/t{lstrlcts (where’ the verlflcatlon pro‘cedures
' were implemented) in the experimental states and matched control school /
: dlstrlcts in bath the experxmental and control states; and . : !-

] . Statlstlcal matchlng ‘and random assignment - of *all schools 1n thg
- ' experlmentalschool distrlcts lnto experlmentalgroups. '

Key matchlng varlables mcluded poverty level locatlots, and school enrollment. A

tal of 16 states--8 experlmental and 8 control--and a natlonally representatlve i

P S

sample of 120 schoul dfstricts were selected ta_participate in N the pllot pl‘D]ect. 30
: experlmental sltes and 90 control srtes. Through attrition durlng the course of the '
) ro;ect, thetflnal study sample included 29 pllot.sltes and 85 control sites. /

_ rall, a total of 755 schaol bulldnngs with & total enrollment of over 379, 400
: 'vstudents partlclpated in the experlmental school districts. Over /7B 600 VPP
- apphcatlons ‘were processed, of which 33 percent lncluded a document. Ten percent’ v
of the apphcants in the experimental su:es were sub]ected to .one form of‘
' verlflcatlon performed at the school level--parent tetephone conference, follow-up
¢ documentatxon request and conslstency check, or document conslstency check. A
o second 5 percent sample“ from the flrst sample and another 5 percent sample not in

- the ariginal sample were sub jected to elther a local or state thlrd-party check.2/
/

The procedures were evaluated on the basis of data from IVPP apphcatlons and -,
non-IVPP appllcatlons, ‘detailed outcome reports completed by the school offlclals
. who actually conducted the procedures, questlonnalres completed by school and SFA
_personnel and in~home income audlts with a random sample of 1,810 applicants in
15 pllot sltes. Also, questionnaires were completed by each of the matched control
school dlstrlcts. The resulting data were analyzed, and the results are summarlzed
here. | ST i .
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_ Oul:corrlas of the lncome vérification depend, ln large part, gon wh‘ich
i appllcatlong are selected fqr vartfﬁation. The. qualnty assurance procedures that P

d1fferent selection methods: .random selection and selection uslng an error-prone
profile’ (EPP) The EPP Is a method of selecttng appllcatlons Bhat have vy hlgh
probablllty f si nlflcant mlsreportlng errors~-errors that. result in the recelpt of*

occurre'd after appllcatiuns were procasse) and approved were analyzed uslng tv@o\

meal benefjts to whlch the appllcant Is not antltled. DeVeloped as parh-of Phase I of
“IVPP, the P targets appllcatlons ‘that have reported income near; l’.gg elnglblllty
cut-o‘ff ponnt and that report the housahold does not recelxg food starnp eneflts. /

: % = . s L '/_“'
83 PRINCIPAL QUATTTY ASSURANCE PROCEDU Pﬂ\JDINGs v

The pl‘lOClpal fnnqhngs of the. test of ‘each. of the seven quallty assurance
procedures gre provnded Exhlb't 8.1 summarlzes many of the flndlngs described 1n

‘ prev1ouschapters..'." L ' o e {

QuahtyAssurance Procedurel IVPP Amallcatlon ,:' ,A" : R o

Among schools that used the IVPP apphcatlon, an ave age of 150 appllcatlons

‘were recelved, of. whlch 39, or 26 perceht, were returned hecause, they lacked the

~

S/oclal Securlty nurnbers of all adults, household 1ncome, or approprlate signatures: '
¢ However, an :average of less than one applicatlon per school was demfd becaq§9~the

" application wasatherwise incomplete or nat returned within a reasonable tifne. ‘ ;'“
Schoolg\»persoﬁ"'el spent’ an average of 16 mlnutes processlng each IVPP !
application, or 42. 5 heurs fpr all appllcatlons received.by the school. .;Fhe average _ /
. time requnred to process a slngle appllcatnon varied from 6 rmnutes to 22 minutes.
| The aver%ge estlmated cost to school dl tricts of processlng 4n IVPP applicatlon was ‘-_. |
$4.53, whlle the estlmated cost of procisslng a non-IVPP appllcatlon wab $3, 05. The
d1fference jn cost is attrlbutable to increased tlme rat&%r ‘than dlfferent J;ypes of
- schoaol staff processxng apphcatlons. These coéts do nat 1nclude costs borne by the s

»

appllcant nor do they include tralnlng costs. : .

st

one complalnt about the IVPP. apphcatlon. Forty-four percent of the. determlnlng
officials -reported that’ at least’ | one parent did not fully understand the appllcatlon, .

School personnel(ln sites umng the IVPP apphcatlon reported a hlgh degree £
contact with applicant households. Slxty percent of these offlclals reported at legm

K and 16 percent reported that at least one parent did not want to cornplete the
'apphcatron. In an 1ndependant survey of applicants, few households reported any .
tanglble d1ff1cult1es in cornpletlng the IVPP apphcatlon. ‘ ' |

w?
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U Ichudes ttne'oprocess te appllcatlen. s il nbtatn dncunentatlnn. . } . -

y tosts d(,,t not lnelude costs tttr set W antl tratnlng. whtch ney be subs antlal (see Tnhle 7 5)

Excludes e to proces te app]tcatton. nnly tncludes tee to perfon each detectten procedure. I s'/

. Deterrence pracedures are a?plted to ell applicants Iherefore totsl costs to schonl dtstrtcts are greeter than total costs. fer cletectton prueedures :
o _apptted o sanple of ‘appl | ' : .

cants. o ¥
R n ,

T

,l For procedures 1] - il the ftgures shown. are thev?ﬁﬂ' om dtscnvered error rate. The dtscnvered error rate that tan be abtatned wlth the errnr prnne
X 'proftle ts shovtn n parentheses o | L
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In sohooi dlstrlcts uslng the IVPP applloetlon, l.l.7 percent of ell program
pertlelpante rece‘lved ‘beneflts in exceus of- thosefto whloh they WBPB legelly
entltted. "Of these perticlpants, 8,7 pex‘cent recelved free "meal- beneflt’s but were.
entltled to reduced-prlce ‘bene flts, Another three. percent of ‘the eppllcsnts were
lneliglble‘ to receive any beneflte. Among this group, one-half of one percent
Tecelved free meal beneflts but were not ent‘.ltled to\any beneflts and 2.5 percent
fecejved reduced-prlce benefits but were ne t entltled tt} any benefits. In contrast, :

oo 237 percent of the applicants In Phaee I SFAs not Uelng the IVPP applicatlon .
' ', recelved excess beneflts. Phase I of IVPP,

Netlonal Evaluatlon of’ School Nutrltion Progr' ms found a21,8’ perbent error rate in

'\

' 1981-82; ard the- USDA Offlce of the Inspector\ General found a, 28.8 percent rate’ lnﬁ
1990—91. Thus four samples not uslng the VPP epplicatron had verrfled e;? rates

‘.1" of 50 to 250 percent {gher than IVPP apphcetlon sample error rate. ‘Moré¢dver, the

©errar rate among meligibles uslng the IVPP ap licatlon was between one-thlrd and

v

-

: one-flfth of the: error rate’ among lnellglbles ln the four samples not; uslng the IVPP

appllcatlon. L f ; .q. : ..“'.

:"w

. These comperlsons constltute s Qg evidence that the I@DP application

su essfully reduced mlsreportlng, esp ally among lneligibles. Because the Phage .

i design. did not 1nclude a statlstlcally matched control group with a known error
rate, no deflmtwe estxmate of the maémtude of error rdductlon attrrbuted to the

IVPP GPPI'CGUO“ was POSSIbIE?- / However, it is evident that the IVPP apphcatlon
does reduce error substantlally at the start of the school year. ' '

leen the applicatlon's effectlveness ln reducmg the number of the lnellglbles' o
y recewmg beneflts, a decreese in program ,partncnpatxon 1s to be- expected School a
dtstrlcts us1ng the’ IVPP had a 5.8 percent lower ‘rate.of program participation 'than :

matched contrdl sites. Thls estlmate té sub]ect to slgnl“hcant samplnng varlance’, and
‘it 1s not kpown how ' much of. the reduced partlclpation is attrlbutable tod errence
and how much, if any,. is due to the applicatron qreatrng a barrler to households ‘who
.are ehglble far program pal‘thlpatlon- ' '

whlch used a rudlmentary form of the .
IVPP epplxcathp, found an excess beneflt rate of 17.4 _peregnt dn 1991 -825" the - -
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Glua'llty Aaauranoe Prgcedure lI lgoorne Documentatlcn wltlf’ the IVPF’
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N ey

of 65 appllcatlona recclved (46 percent) were refurned. by each achool beceuse th

When revlewlng and approvlng the appllcatl n with dccumentotlon, an averef{‘ '

accompenylng dooumentatlon wqb lncorrect or mleelng.. In aplte of this: apparent

' hlgh number, an averege of only two appllcatlono per school (4 percent) were

fled heneflts becduse the applicant refused to. provide the required docurmant, An.
average of less than one appllcatloh per sohool was denrled because the appllcent was;
unable to pr7vldb the“requlred document. fr/ . '

rneal beneflts lncreased the time requlred to revlew and approve ‘an VPP appllcatlon
by an average of 3 mlnutes.. This represents a 37 percent Increase In. times This
- Increase varled from 1 & mlnutes to 21 mlnutes. Thus Ina typlcal schaol where this
appllcatlon requlrement was in effect, an average of 61 hours was required td:'
review’ ‘and: approve an average of lllO school tmeal appllcatlons. The? average '

estlmated'cost to school dlstrlcts of processlng a document and the IVPP appllcatlon o

, Addlng the document to the IVPP appllc’"tion as a condltlon for applylng for . ’_

nearly tw1ce the cost (97 percent) of processlng non }VPP applicatlons. ,

Seventy-elght percent of all determlning offlclals who processed thefe.

documentatlon with IVPP apphcatlon reported that they recelved at least. one :”'.' .
. complalntx from appllcants about the documentatlo requlrement. However, ln-hoT’e o

audrts conducted wnth households sub]ected t6 the documentatlon with IVPP .

' appllcatlon req rement revealed that 87 percent of appllcants could not recall any

specxflc dlfflc )1ty mobtalnlng the requlred documentatlon. Six and one-half

percent of ,these hayseholds reported that they had to cogtact a third-party agency

Lo

(e.g., welfare off ce,\,pmployer) to. obtaln a copy of the document. Elghty-three o

percent of these appllcants reported that although they recalled the requlrem%
dld not 1‘8188 ‘any slgnlflcant concern or problem for them. DR 7%

The documentatlon ‘with IVPP appllcatilon requlrement appears to- have had a

relatQ/ely sriﬁall effect on- mlsreportlng. Appllcant{ requlred to- submit o

documentation w1th the IVPP appllcatlon had a slightly lower excess benefgt rate Sy
than apphcants not Sl.bject to the- requlrement (94 percent compared to 1.7
percent) . e / | - - o
AR /" - : L ' 8
R 2 ‘
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- househqlds,ﬁld not partlcipate ln the program. . : tf N

_ _of the procedure W,

' ',conslstency checks, the federel gover\i'nent saved $0. 34 it random selectlon was o

~ ' rose to 17‘/4

7 ’u o ]. ?t

. ».i,.'w

3 B I
r Wy
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ln au aohoola requlring dooumehtetion‘ wltl) tha -WPP appuoatlon, nohool lunoh
progrem partlolpatlon ‘was lower. in "doaumsntatlpn" ’ aohnola. than. ln-
j | "nondooumentatloﬁ" achools,. _On the avsnﬂga; sshoola vequlrlng dnpumsntatlon wlth
~the vep applloatlon experlenoedl an 8‘7 peroent lower portlolpntion rafe than

uohools not: requlrlng Ity The overall effpot o{ the ¢
partlclpatlon ranged from 2. 2 percqnt at, thé low nt t;o, 17, 0. percant at the hlgh end.

' Deterrenoe--rsductlon of mlsreportlng--ls ‘estlmated to ,-ecoount for: onty 14[
_percent of, the | 87 percent reductlon ln pertlcipatlon assoclated wlth the‘ .

docu&mentstlon requlreme,n ' The remeining 73 percent ls due l:o barrler effects.

\ -

\ i )
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Quaiity Assurance l?rocedure IIT.i Document Consistency Check //;v,: I

‘.
Jp schoola reqb\ng lncome documentatlon with” the IVP

-

applic.%nts. This procedure took place after approval of the

\sto detect’ errors on the: IVPP ,pplicatlon. The dogument

B N .
conslstency check,‘u ocedure detected a Z.B/peéen' excess bene;fit rate when

.‘»l

' a plications were se‘ cte t randorn and 6. A{ercent when, selected Uslng the EPP. R
P . .

oumentation requirgmant on '

appllcation. The inteni: '

( The average \:ument conslstency check. took 1 minutes and cost $4,76, .

However, wign the tlmé and coat of obtainlng the document is added, these numbers
"usgf#and $7.25 per, consistency check. The resulting totals 1ndicate

that for ;.ig_)el“y tgollar spent by SFAs: on - obtaining docdnlents and conducting

uged and $0. 7’8 if EPP’ selectxon was used. ""

D

| not’use the IVPP: eﬁplication. TR A
i Ry |

"'f . Destte ext]

'.
K

federal re%.l_atory requxrement of follow-up documentation would llkely experlence'
: . R ]J_.

g v . i d R . . . .
A 33 ¢ = R
o . . 3 oo ' N

",:n'/e traming, t‘échnlcal assistance, and monitoring efforts, 31

"',lent‘”s selected for this procedure reported never hav:ng rkceived Do

application, the’
' 'mcor.pevsdocument was: compared with- information on the ap i ation'for a sample; of -

. h ) o N
' districts that’ used’ the IVPP' appiication are contrasted w1th school distncts that did E

ome d°cum°“t8t10n- Thel‘efore‘ it is reasonabie to expect that a .
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| au‘ hlgh or hlgher nonoo np, lanoe raﬁen If ndt eooompenled by even mara lextenalve
‘; enforeément, tralnlng, nloal analatenue, end manltorlng aatlvltzlea. '

F‘lghty parqent of hpuaehulda eubjeoted £0 Lhe requlrament at:ated ‘they-had no §
dlfllculty obtalhlng the epproprlate dooumdnt t;hat confltmed thalr ellglblllty to .
tecelve free on reducadwprloe schaal meals. Only faur peroent & the houaeholdn B J
ueleotad for the' follow-up doeumentlon requeat reportad a. problem provldlng the , 7~

o document on tlme.?../ However, informal  Interviews with uoh‘ool offlolald suggest -

al:rongly that - reclplente only complled with the verlrlcatlon requlrement when © *

o confl'onted\ wlth the reallty that. thalr ohlldren g free*f reduced-prlce meols would
_come ta an end. Therefore theae flguré\e may underaetlmate the dlfflculty reoiplent

' hdusehalds experlenced in cormplyin with t:he requiremfm e
L 3
When aeleoted at random, S5, 4 pl rcent of follow-up documentatlon requlrements .
‘conducted revealed _af “exceta be fit award. then reciplents were selected for .
. verification using the error-prone profile, the discovered excess-beneflt rate roae to o
Iﬁpercent. e L. ‘ oo L

/ Eech follow-up documentation requiremént taok school offlciais an average of
m—23~minu és—to conduct. Thmverag&follow uMocumentatlon_requirement~ cost-~— e
g SFAs $ 5. 86 to conduct. Thls translates into $47B 99 per discovered error using

random selection and $157. 71 using EPP selection. The average discovered error ,

* saves the federal government $BB 31 In meal reimbursements. ’Fherefore for evpry
dollar -spent by school dlstricts on follow-up documentation requirements, the ‘
federal government saved $U.lB wﬁ random selectlon was used and $0 56 when o

#/ EPP selectlon was used. o '. L S T v '

)An estlmated B.3 perceqt of. all applicants sub)ected to the followet'Jp"

documentatlon requnrement dnd not cooperate and were subsequently re
“the program. W If the procedure operated effectiVely, then thns group
cbmprleed largely of 1nellgibles.' Héwever, most .ofP t

) iy

noncooperatlon (7.1%. out of B.3%) were actually ehglble’ far program-befiefits.  This
' .means that for everyt 1nehglble household reenoved from the program for-
noncooperatlon wnth ‘the procedure, néarly six ehglble households were removed for
' noncooperatlon. prever, sxnce ‘mare than 90 percent' cOmphe w1th the’ request,‘
" averall only 7.1 percent of the apphcants sub)ected to this’ proc%dure were eligible”
» ~and were also barred “from partlclpatlon because they did not cqmply wnth th&

s N . . : -

.. _fdocumentatlon request.

F 1nd1ngs m school dnstrxcts not uslng the IVPP appllcatlon dlffered from those
uksmg the IVPP apphcatlon in two u'nportant aspects. Flrst, the dlscovered excéss
84
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. '4 baneﬂt rataa wars mimh hlaher. Whon random aelaotlon waa uaad. g 12 A paroanr '_ ;
ITOP PALA Was fmind. Wh9n EPP aa}sqtion wal’ uasd. A 39 peroantr arror rate was, o

foune, ‘;ecnnd, the - t!mo naoaaaary to oongliict the . prooedura and the ncat p@l‘
varlﬂoarion weva mllQh lowar. Thln was clua to two faotors.. Tha overali orror rﬂta,

was muoh hlgher ln achocl dlniriota not utlng the VPR appllcatlon. Alﬂo, the -
ma]’orlty of aghoal dlstrlotm not unlng the * lVPP “applloation - oonduotad tha

x vorlfloatlona imlng ‘gantral SFA ntnﬂ, wharooa anmmt all the ncihuoi diatrigts’ ualng
~( the IVPP appllootlon,oonduoted the vorlflmitlunn ori tha Indlvldusl aohnol laval |
Centrnlizntlon of tha verlﬂootlon procmm i‘oaultsd \In subatantlal agonomlea of. '
aoale. Waga coiita were muoh lower becauge clorloal ataff rsthsr t:hsn schoal

-’

- ,pring lpalu conductad. the procedUi‘B. Tralnlng and utart-up costs weve lowar'beoouna

fewor indlvlduala were Involved.. Tlmo per verlflcatlori was lower beosusa of graatg) K

routinizatlofiofaction. < \

- ~»."4. Do RN N Y

‘ Quaiitv Assurance Pr-ocedure Vs Paront Telophone Conference '."-.

‘

. the lVF’P appiication.q L : - R

b
4

Forty-two percsnt of reciplents selected for parent telephone\\conferences_ ‘

. o The results of the parent telephone conference are presen ed by contrasting' .
. school diotricts tha} used the'l IVPP application with school districto that dfd not use .

f reported hevef having been contacted. As with the” follow-up ddcdm’entationl~

. requiremenﬂ this finding suggests that without extensiva enforcement training,_ .

" technical assistance, and monitoring, a federal regulatory requirement \of parent

conference verifioation would also experience a high noncompliance rate. \

Of the recipients contacted for parent telephone conferences, less than 1

S percent refused to cooperate. The average parent conference required 23 minutes,

including time - for call-backs and outcome report completion. 3 .The average
conference cost for school districts was $13 Bl. - ‘

Using‘\\ random selection, parent conferences rev'ealed a 61 percent

6 o

T

L excess-benefit rate. Under EPP’ selectton, the discovered excess-benefit rate rose. o

to 13 percent. Given average saVings to the federal government of $BB 31 per

b discovered error, it cost local school districts $1.00 to save the federal government .

$0 39 in excess-benefit paymentd when random selection was used and $0.83 wi/'ien
"EPP selection was used ' N S -



Two types of thirdeparty varlfiaatinn prpoarluraa wara unnduntadi varl fioatinna
thrsuqh loal walfars offlces and wags lpaome matahag wlth eomputerized atats
wage Niem Reoalise auah third=parky. ghepka raqulred algnei itzhorlzationa hy
appllaaﬂta.rthey oauld anly be eandugtad In. aghaal cllatrlatn that uaad the VPP
| ‘applluatlnn bupauae It Ineluded’ sudh an authoylzation, The irmal welfare
varifloationa were qnndueted osntrally by SFA . staff bepause of the need- to
ooorcllnete contaat wlth loaal walfare nfflnen. The atate wage tape matoh was
canduoted hy the svaluatlon oontruutpr ln ane atate for four pllot school dintrlota,
- 'There fore: the wage tapa matoh reaults muet be 686N A8 8 0ADY atudy and shauld not
be generallzed. Further, beoeune ‘the evaluatlon contraotor oonduoted the wage
‘match, coat figures are not. avallable. Aalde from aet‘.-up, ‘these \mata uhouid by

.slmliar tocoats for local level third- purty‘ tatchea, - n

FE

Local third-party welfars oheckn hsd a discoverad excoua'beneflt rate. of laus
' than 1 percent, In half the achooi dlntrictn using thig procedure, not a slngie arror

fwaa discovered. This reauit was expected because local welfare offices Jhave -
informatlon oniy on individuels that partlclputa In the food stamp or welfare ' |
programs, and prior- analysls by iVPP ahowed such lndividuula to have a very iow rats'

of excesa benefits.

" The state wage. tape match was much more successful With a discovered excess .

benefit rate of 11.6 percent under random selection and 35 2 percent when EPP'

| selection was ueed. , -
. N

“The findings colleotlveiy suggest ‘that quality agsurance procedures can be

implemented in the free and. redueed-price school meal programs and that it Is

: ,possible to reduce misreporting. Phase II of the Tncome Verificetion Pilet Project
. suggests that the most successful quality aasurance strategy relies . primarily on
deterrence. A.carefully designed meal benefit application produced the greatest




L T ‘ L ' ' , ' ,
radugtion [n errar with the Jasst onst and ‘,tt.wtmfsnps tn housahalds and schaal
dlstriota, Vaerification of recipleita aftep they ware appraved to vecaive nieal |
- henafits was meat affsqtlvaly accqmpllshsd by first saleatlnq appuoatmna with a
high likelihaad af arrar uaing an arrars. prnns prnfua. The varifiestion m@thqd used .
must ba sbls to detect sarnad lnm;ma.\ﬂf tha mathoda tastad by, lVPPx third=party .
| shsak wu;h sganaiaa Ehat malntaln waqa and aarnlnqs rennrds showsd the maost
promise, ; S T A
l v.‘ . : ‘ k"‘ : ?'
B CONCLUSIONS L o e ]

Phaas I of tha hoome Varlflustlnn Pllot i’mlem; weu Y nsth}nul axparimant that ‘
" twatad saven quality aaaurqnoe ) ooaduras deslgnad to raduod appllaunt arrar In the
~ achpol msal _programs, Thsns saven prossdures 'wera davelopad by adapting
prnuedurea usad In athar. fsderslprngl‘smn and In soma sohool diatriots, Danausa tha
pnr-rsalplsnt banefits lavals are low (5200 rmr ct;\llcl par yaar), thsm mlaptsnnna'
focused on mlnlmlzlng tlms and sl'fort to tmplement the pmnmlurns. 1hs Agvan
:'procsdureo consiated o? two detsrrsnt procedurea that were qxpeoted to pravent
- errora. before henefits were awurdsd and five detactlon proesdures that were
' expsctsd to detaqt orrora after benefita were awarded, (“'onclUslonu about ail of the
~procoduras : aro - uummurlzsd in Exhibit 8.2 and cliucunued _belaw, The exhiblt
'dcmcriboa a variety, of quullty pasurance Implementation and. effectivmmun fﬂotoru

- N relati’ve to each of the procsdurea tasted by the VPP, -

s
CONCLUSION 1@ THE REVISED VPP’ APPLICAT[ON EF'F'ECTIVELY REDUCES
S MISREF’ORTING .

~]VPP Applicationﬁubstantially Reduces Program Error Rste. B

The rsvised IVPP applicstlon, whlch requests detailed income
: .reporting -and informs- applicants. that they ‘may be subjected to
, .. verificatlon, reduces the programerror rate to 11.7 .percent, as
‘ » compared with 23 percent for non-IVPP. applications. The
application virtually®prohiblts ineligibles from receiving benefits,
with only 3 percent. of all ‘benefits dlstrlbuted to - ineiigibles.
. Further reductions in this error category woyld be very. difficult to.
. - achleve. _

.,

IVPP Applicatlon Reduces Error Dolldr Llosses. .

. When the 11.7 percent error rate is translated lnto error costs (i.e.,
"s.o. 7 the percentage of dollars lost to fraud and abuse as a function of
"~ " total program expenditures), ' the dollar error rate is low, -
approximately 5 percent. Relative to other procedures tested, the
IVPP applicatioh produces the greatest savings because it prevents

- the misallocation of rneal benefits for the entire school year and it
'affects all, not a sample of applicants. '
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There Is No Evndence to Suggest That the IVPP Applicatlon Acts As - ¢

. 3y, A8Barrier. . _ LT ~

i

" In view of the removal of vlrtually all lnelgnbles from the program,
<" the IVPP application ‘was associated with reductions in program
’  participation. However, the revised study application ‘does not
o present’ a discoverable. barrier to participation for eliglble N
: households. N § , ' .

IvPP Appllcation Is the Least Exgensive PrScedure for Schbol | °
Dlstrlcts to- Implement. v :

Although it costs school districts about $1.50 mare. to process thes
~ IVPP application than nan-IVPP ‘applications, the IVPP application
“was much less expensive for school districts to implement than any - -
‘ of the other quahty agsurance procedures tested. Further, this cost
should diminish in subsequent yearg as both schools and paremts
‘become more accustomed ta the IVPP application’s reporting
requlrernents and forrnat.

.i'
'

. CONCLUSION 2: SUSTAINED EFFECTIVENESS OF THE IVPP APPLICATION 15
- -. UNKNOWN

It is believed that the IvPpP appllcation reduced unintentional
- misreporting by clearly indicating the types of income to be
: report@d for each adult in the houselbld, and reduced intentional

misreporting with’ the explicit threat of possible verification.

However, because  the pilot study was of limited duration, it is not
§ . ' now possible to ‘estimate. the continuing effectiveness of the
' applicatnon. It is likely that verification will have' to be carried out

\;ome degree to deter intentional and careless misreporting.
ever, ‘study findings do not offer guidance on how widespread or

. lntense income verification procedures need to be in order to sustain
the deterrent effect of the applicatxon over time. : e -

CONCLUéION 3 DETECTION PROCEDURES ARE NOT COST-EF’FEC‘TIVE s

None of the ‘tested income verification detectlon procedures save

, mare money than they cost. Mareover, these costs accrue almaost

: exclusxvely to school districts and not to states or to the federal

. ‘government. The high local costs to conduct verification are due.in

. - large part' to the fact that higher-paid school personnel CX:M

: . principals) typically conduct verification. Detection procedures do
not produce substantial savings because they are implemented after
applications are approved. In contrast to .the revised application,
the detection procedures, in general, present a barrier to
participation far eligible househalds. . : e '

[ =
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. Procedures Involving Documentation Are Le/ st Feasible. '

.. j

.‘Documentat;on requested w1th the application and after - the'.

application; was approved produced barriers, thereby - barrin"g
eligibles ffom the program. Dacument requests were expensive for
school districts to process, and the document did not achieve

substani:ial errar reductions over and above the application.

LocaiThird-Part_xWelfare Checks Are Ineffective. - q

'Although less expenswe for school districts to implement because
of 'economies of scale, third—part checks with welfare offices did

- not- detect errors. This is probab¥Pbecause welfare recipients are
- often eligible for meal’ benefits. v - eg/

Q

State Third-Party Wage Matches Appear EfoectiveJ But Would Be
4 Difficult To Implement, - . :

A wage match was.conducted by the contract’dr for school districts
in one state. The match was highly ‘successful in discovering
errars. However,-it’is probably not feasible for all school districts
to conduct wage matches. Matches require\the cooperation of the

.state emplgyment security agency. Severdl states do not possess

the data and others have.legislation and policies preventing them
from participating in wage nfatching. It would be very burdensome
and, therefore unlikely for state agencies to deal- independently
w1th the numerous schaol districts in their state. 7

Parent Conferences Are More Cost-Effective Than\v Other

_ Verification Pracedures, But Are Still Highly Ineffective,

Of all verification procedures ’tested, parent conferences were-
most cast-effective. However, the parent. conferences were often
not implemented properly and did not identify very many instances
of misreporting. :

--Use -of - Error-Prone - Profile Makes Detection Procedures Moare

Effective.

Targeting applications for verification using the er;or-prone profile
is mare effective in locating errors than random selection. The
mast effective detection procedures weresparent conferences and
state wage matches using the ertor-prone profile. However, even -
using the error-prone profile, parent conferences ‘were not cost-
effective, at least’in the short run. :

CONCLUSION 4: /I,EMENTATION PROBLEMS ARE ENCOUNTERED BY

)

SC‘I-IOOL DISTRICTS

In pilot sites, even with extensive evaluation contractor training
and technical agsistance, school districts failed to follow through
with full implementation of several detection procedures. Such

AN
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. school year, and

-~ matches are not feasible.

e

‘-compliance problems may be encountered under normal operatlng
.conditions. ‘Study findings. sugges ‘that this is partly ‘due’ to the -
complexity "of the quality assurarjce procedures, requisite “followup .
-activities, and built-in admin/istrative disincentives to correctly
» 1mplement quality assurance procedures.

CONCLUSION 5: * COSTS AND OTHER FACTORS ACT AS STFiONG
DISINCENTIVES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO: IMPLEMENT

OUALlTY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES .

. N
As 1mplemented in the pilot study, all costs for qu"ality gssurance
_‘were borne by school dxstricts, 'local and state agencies, and by
parents, yet all savings*'are accrued to the federal government..
Further, school districts.are typically not structured. to carry out
f quality assurance procedures efficiently and they sometlmes do not

"~ view it asarale appropriate for educators. P :

Taken tog'{/ether, these results suggest that deterrence procedures, -and m.f
particular an improved appllcatlon such as the lVPP applicatlon, would result in-
substantial cost savings w1th the least dlsturbance ‘to schools aﬁd rec1pients.

'

Because the IVvPP application is so effective in reducing .costly errars . associated '

with ineligibles recexvxng beneflts (versus eligibles receiving free meals instead of-

dlscounted meals), subsequent detection procedures will not be very cost effective. _

It must be kept i

rmatxon is avallable on its long-term effectlveness.

in addition to providing more direction to applicants on how to correctly report

' income, the IVPP application clearly indicated that the application informatlon

would be subject to ‘'verification. WltH‘out subsequent verification and public‘ity of,
the results, it is likely that the deterrent effect of the application would diminish.
To maintain the deterrent effect of the application, the logical next step would be

that the use of the error-prone model in conjunction with state wage matchlng

evaluation contractor and.the study ‘does not provide guxdance on feasibillty of
1mplementation by school districts. However, there would be costs to the schoolk

. districts apd state agencies//uvolved. Clearly, careful plannlng and further testing

Ry md, however, that the IVPP appllcation was tested in only one "

~ to implement a limited ver1f1cation progran;. Based on study findings, jt appears o

K would be the most cost-effective tool. State wage matchlng was carried out by the

would be \’arranted before such a program is implemented. Based on study findings, .

parent conference would be the second choice for a verificatxon method if wage
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o <, ,°'_:f:f: END NOTES i , AR \
Households det:ern'uned through vernfxcatrd’r‘m to b lneligible for free or.
reduced-prnce school meals*can. elect xb~pfay full price for school meals. .Thus
‘when households ‘elect to pay full price, the schaol district will céntinue to
receivp income. - However, when the ineligible households completely withdraw
from participation in the school meal programs, the school district will suffer
an mcome r.eduction that makes it more drfflcult t:o mebt fixed program costs,

In thre ge .school districts that did net use the IVPP apphcation, abd percent: C
s’ample approved.applicagions was used. Although the design 1ncludes control
sites, veef)cation wag not nducted m, these school distrxcts. : . :

The rem 1n1ng 46 percant of particxpants sub]ected to the dbcumentation" B
following applieatxon with consxstenC\check were unable to descrxbe single ~ .7

_specific problems. e *
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APPENDIX A

IVPP APPLICATION AND INSTRUCTIONS ,"N
10 APPLICANTS REGARDING THE .
PROVISION OF DOCUMENTATION:
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l

AP.PLICA'};ION -Fof FREE AND REDUO'@D PRICE SEHOOL MEALS-SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83"v |

i . -r\"

. . X
\'},PARENT o GUARDIAN puu. compm. ono uppﬂuunn lor EACH nqhoo bllds ipl lpplludon must have the names of all ho\&uhold
. 21 years older, all houuhold lncomo. and the application must be signed by an adult .
: ﬁ,,hmmhom member such as 8 parent, Conuct your school if you have foster’ dnn pqd wish to apply for them. Please PR neacly. Usa a ball point penor -
'Benci] and press firml mungeopm.mmALmepuudm t e
o preas y~you are ) . Lo ’

“'),‘.v - . ® NE . 1 .

= . R s . C
,12 NAME OF THE SCHOOL THE CHILDREN ATTEND: LR ML
2 mu. NAM;:\ AND GRADE OF EACH CHILD ATTENDING THE sc;pon YOU PRINTED IN NUMBER 1: _
' /' GRADE WP e GRADE

FIRST NAME +  INSCHOOL LASTNAME | FIRST NAME * . INSCHOOL -
ES ' ' ©— __ » T . o
oL B “ e, - . N : ’ . . a

- , : o = 2 S

BEGINNING WITH 'I'HE ADULTS IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD prin: zho full name in column A of ALL related and unirelatad petsons llvingi
" housebold. Be sure to include uMhQuudon‘z.Prln:ud:pcm'olg‘inwlumnn.Noxt.ineolumnC‘pnnnhnSocnl
Number of each adult person who lyunoro lhnldnledoanothnvniSocidSocuntyNumb.rpnnnhawurdNONElnthospm
tlutpmonnnum('l'bommwbyyoumbdmukcdtouupplySoddSocuﬂtyNumbmlnprlnudouthabukonhhlppuc-don). :

.,NEX'I' print the total amount of income each person was ACTUALLY PAID OR HECEIVED’.muLMONTH from each of omrces abown below e’
pcmnncdvodmonthmomchockormhpnymnchmnmnahnmon:h.llwwmwm llnpenondldnoe

thapu-oonmundnrthug‘ollb.ptintthcwordNON’Einthuppropﬂluupmlhpmon-lncomh-tmonchm-
ClRCLEtluudmnudlmpmonthlym@thnpuwnumtonedwlmmthﬁmdnﬁnzthom ey &

LataodFiee 7 0 Ty S , R ,' RN
Nage'of « - C . Social' -. © Earnings o Social -+ Cl employ- " - .« Selt. ' :
Houuho{d . Security : From.lob(s) Welfare Security, Suppory ment - . Employ: * 1l Other
Member' Age Number Before .Payments.  {Green or - andlor ° Compen- ' . . ment -{Income -
©dA) . B SR (o 'Withholdlng) (AFDC) .- Gold Chedkl o Alimony ¢ sation / Incoms . ={Ses Note)
. st [ s 5 .-
Lo “.‘IJ . S : )
- 3 — s s, s
,G)‘»‘;’ ; P . .
5 Ut . A .'
) 4 e U ] [} .8 -
: e r U 4, s s
Fa 1 T s s
4 ¢ S . a
—— | . L}
v , R s v
- T = :
- . f * TOTAL Momm];qoussnow INCOME s
‘ . N
'NOTE: (I]L(%tlm income mcludn pena:onl and retirement pay, disability, strike benafits, or any othu uah amount racuv-d. Y I ) N
. 12} You do not hlv‘toindudl income teceived by children for oécasional or casual jobe such as lawn work or bnby-oudng. s o ° o
' o W Hyoumadtocnmpuuomon:hlylneommount.minnmcdomonﬁhnblckolthnlppliuunn. " ‘ R _
4 CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX: (Your answer,ia voluntary, Houmbolds that recive /fodmmp-mnmfeq{u school meals,) ' '
'\ } ' ] Myhouuholddmnmtmnﬂymdwloodlumw. ) My hoﬁnho%cumndymﬁs food stamps, v
-8 ADULTS 21 YEARS OR OLDER IN YOU'R HOUSEHOLD READ 801'2 STATEMENTS PLACE AN X" IN THE BOX TO SHOW THAT You
UNDERSTAND THE SECOND STATEMENT, AND SIGN THE APPLICATION, \ 2 "

UWo- omuy that all the above infarmatipn is true and correct and all houehold income has been reported; undu'sund that doubeme mistepresentation of
information on the application may subject maius to prosecution under a ble state and federal statutes; understand that this information u%g given
in connection wi:h the moipt of federal hmds and understand that officials may verify tha infdrmtion on the npphcaziou. .

- D IIWe: agree thnt information pfwlously provided to md oontdnad in Food Stamp Amcy Welfare Agency. or Suu Employmenc Agency ﬁln may be
_used to vcrify the informuon providod on this application lor free or reduced priu school meal ben.ﬂt.u; . . o

o

SIGNATURE OF ADULT ) < . . ; :
» _"HOUSEHOLD MEMBER © . SIGNATURE OF OTHER. SIGNATURE OF OTHER - *SIGNATURE OF OTHER '
. WHO commrn:o APPLICATION  ADULT'HOUSEHOLD MEMEER  ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER ~ "ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER
L I : i
- DATE: » . ” . ‘\ DATE: DATE:
K HOME ADDRESS, AND TELEPHONE mmuszn OF THE ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER WHO compumm THE APPLICATION.
NJHO awom-:ss'“ ) S, d g i
;.  DAYTIMETELEPHONE: ____ . - ‘ — A S —_— ' - : '
’ 2 "’ e : - . v "‘ ‘-'-n : . '. ’ 5, N . ¢ N ' -
t{ . ', 7 .. FORSCHOOLUSEONLY = '
TOTAL MONTHLY Housx-:nowmcomz mmmoau S W I _
\"p TOTAL HOUSEHOLD sm& (Total Numbez of Nimes rmmosr- - _ - . - — —
| C.APPROVALSTATUS: - M CApprovedFreeMeals . Ol Approved Reduced Price Meals = Denied Explain Balow)
\, - D. DATE PARENTS NOTIFIED: Dmnmmna ontc/ AL i — L : DATE: , v
E. REASONFORDENIAL: " ~ . .
Q : o o e . & R ] ) '_ . . “

A Co s e o5 SMADLE
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BT DOCUMENT PROVING HOUSEIIOLD ELIGIBILITY .

" /qan provide. The document you provide' will b kept

You must sumet a copy of the document for the largest source of household income. , . = ¢ 7o "
|- 1F THE LA}‘&(}EST SOURCE oF HOUSEHOLD et E s S .
. | INCOME IS! -~ YOU. MUST PROVIDE

) i. -

In ordé for your applIcatIon to be- consxdered compiete. Y(/U ARE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT A COPY
OF’AT LEAS'RI ONE OFFICIAL DOCUMENT that confirms or prdv s the eligibility of your house(hold B
to receive free or reduced price-meal benefits.-The ms:&tmns below tell you exactly what document you
idential and mll\be used to assist In provmg your ;
household;gthbIht “for ﬁ'ee or reduced pnce meal nefitsj 4 v . o

-3

ym YOIJR HOUSEHOLD RECEIVES FOOD STAMPS Jf%u can acta\ch ONE of the fonowmgf .
documents If you do not want to do thIs, dp 2or 3 or'4 ﬂbelow A _ ,

‘ o ) - _f‘
e F°0d Stamp Cz'tlfic}ation NotIce sent to od yf@ ood %tamp Ofﬁce' OR Lo T
" ¢ Aletter fromt Food Stamp Ofﬁce ting thaf, ‘recewe Food Stamps ) : SN
f\ﬁ\t : - '° " .'.ﬁ’, / g ‘ "", i - | :Q .‘”'v

- - PR Y TP - caidiad , E ” : - “‘_ ,‘ T ,. _. — X l K :i. - : :
2 IF YOUD0 NOT DO #1, AND, {OULIS 1N-YOWR HOUSEHOLD ARE EMPLOYED: Yo must subs|
“ ‘mit one of&he followmg' euprients/foy éachefin rson. |, - SN

: Unemployment compensatxonx o5 " % . Your notice of eligibility fyom the State

3. IF-YOU DO NOT. DO #l«OR #2; AND NO ADULTS IN YOUR HOUSEﬁOLD ARE EMPLOYED B

L4

Public assistance (welfarévAFDC) o o . Your benefit notice from th; welfare‘a é'ncy 2 .

- . R N Employment Secunty Office . -+ e
Socxal Secunty vl FOUS Your SSI ethbIlIty letter or. your Socxal secunty
I -\'> - Retirement benefIt letter (s : " :
AlImony pr ChIld Support AR ’ . A copy of the court decree or, agreement § f
DIeabIlIty or Workman s Compensatxon : R [\copy of the dIsabIlIty award lettér, or check ;o
B . o stub v ?.'
;Veteran s Reneﬁts ~ o ! A copy of tlre benefujno&ce from the VA
| ) 7 or ﬁ/./
A{ IF YOU.DO NOT DO # OR #2 QR #3<AND OU REPORT NO INCOIJIE ON YOUR _
'{, APPLICATION: \ o~
' You must attach a: bnef note explammg in. ert" g how your household pays for food clothmg, and
, : h0usmg, and whe ou expect to have mcame - L ‘ L
Submlt Yoar Docament Wzth Your Applzcatwn A
% . ERENY
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o uﬂjk"rudMMruwuummum(u ;j‘smr”;dd;j\ e 2m1 4wsd" o
R e | W () (9)_:_(29‘)- (i~ (9 ) e

| SIJTALSIA . I00HIS TVAINIWINIIXKT SRR EERS
3HL J0 SOIISIYILDOVAVHI AAVWWAS ooy
’ .8 XION3ddV L ST

wo 19 ‘Appucatuon Oan BT "16325 I R Ul 1,806 - o6
o lQuality Assurance Procedure l) W) ‘u‘(17) (21) . (B3): (26) ') S

U gttt Wt ettt W LAY W W pE 95 LR
u -NMMmemmWWWMPn | (W 8 /(6 - ﬂn "18)

:"rf‘rmmwuowmmmmmew«h f:ﬂ7 Moo P | ”ﬁgh.”m'J““ 's;;‘. -  d;
PR Performed (Quality Assurance . (Nd)¥‘ ; (Nd) E -.(3) . (9)' Ul . s

C . B6
o+

L

e o Procedure 1)

:"‘::i ' . | .Number of Ddcument After Applicutlon ‘ ‘.d 3 4{‘."PHP:‘ ";(18 D PR R Y K . S
= . With Document Conslstency Check Perforned (3} ﬁ',(NA)M. 8 () e ) 8 e
"1 (Qualfty Assurance Procedure IV) S * S R

R ‘M&PMNM&HWMMWMWMH M 22"$P-r-L‘ ¥R | R
;o Perforned: (Quullty Assurance Procedure V) (NA) (9) '« (13) (lo) s ( 0),. (21)- : (26)s .

T A Monber of Lol Thid oty s Pl WU 43‘5 oW
IREIC NMHUMWMWWMMWVU S (M) (” ~ (H) 'W# “” (“y'ff

medsn&mmwuwmuMhﬁmw 1 ms_ 1 PN
meWAswmmwMMweﬂn (M) (% ﬂﬂ (ﬂ)-‘ﬂ”u (M) M%g_;'n. S

.o

(ngmmﬁsmwummmwMérﬁnnMdmmm&dfﬁmddm@MdmewwMHWPumeWW@um_f

'\) | | b ;","vd L ld“’ ' :?7 ;s““ 'f‘;u BEST CBP: hﬁﬁ% W [ o ‘é““ R
e O S A L T




" SELECTED, CHABACTERISTICS OF EXPERIWENTAL SOOL DISTRICTS,

] ¢

SChoOL ISTRICT CMRACTERISTIC TS B(2) S 9 S0 SAIL Iz SIS

:, FingReglonl T sty South/  South/  South/ south]  South/
' | o | ) East  East”  East. East - East.  West

| Enrollment e CoR00 0 3% 1M 270 202 - 6,60
Percent of Students neceiling Heal Benefits IR TR X S T G X3 (R 603 |
'Nunber of School Buildings - "‘ ,': - "x. - B | 12‘:°‘_B~120H A_' 44f u,l :13 o 16 e'}

erNMMWMMMMmdeAﬁfsmM Schoo! mm umn RMI‘Mmﬂ}irﬂjdr,jf
S , ‘ S ”~_Bullding Building Building. : (SFA) Building Bullding - =" e

School  School School “Sehoal  Schaol :‘.l;"?i"lij filae:‘l' e
Building Building Butlding Building Buldding . .

.'.‘.

. Hhere Quality Assurance Procedures Here
: Processed Lo

™
ﬂ'- 1

;ﬂNumber of IVPP Appllcations Processed ;;;fdll=:~ d‘_-. i

Total Wuer of VPP Applications 50250 ”7‘814 0 30 PR RS
| (39) gy ) (44) 1 e

"'- WPPAPPlicatioanly 0 B ,s,oso L5 «noz , noo 1775 m @
- ;(Quality Assurance: Procedure l) - (38) (5) (14) (29) o9 \\ (10) : LA

© 9P Application With ——— mo b 0w 3ms L3 3354
..‘(Quality Assurance Procedure il) - (NA) (n (6) (15) (4 (6)
\. e ; . R . ) , [
Nunber of Document Consistency Checks . M~ 881 8§ ' B R T N '
~ Performed (Quality Assurance o w ) (3) Mm@ (3) o
Procedure ll) T EUEE o B
KMWMMMMMWMWMM "B=MHUM '@;luh ) S !
.+ With Document Copsistency Check Performed L I {7 B V) R O U A ) BN ) R
- (Quality Assuran Procedure lV) C T .v"'fi S
‘Number of Parent Telephone Conferences ‘ .f,{ M w6 ’“"_172 oM 65'_ S
wuPahmﬂ(%ﬂﬂthmmewmmweﬂ~e (W) () () (a6

Number of Local Third Party Checks Performed N 16 385 A9 1§ A2 e
A(WMWMwmmWMMem | :AM)'%ML#(@) (Miginy (16). - K 11 |
umber of State Third Party Checks Performed UM LUeL s ome . M 0o 9_
. (Quality Assurance Procedure Vll) T (NA) (12).._“c (20) “if4) > - {13) ,_3(NAi-=_ AT
' ‘e " ' - T ' v ) H A . ' ! t o ' . ‘ :

i" ) lers shown in parentheses reprei ent the nunber oi schools involved in each Quality Assurance Procedure.

- (= school district was unable to fulfill the Quaiity Assurance Procedures.‘ ’



S I R CIE R R
407 SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

“ - i L

e
4 S

. SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTIC - SFA ii - S 15 SFA 15 CSFA17 SFAIB T SFA 19

FNSReglon - . 7 South ' North North. North  Mid  Mid
R . ‘ S West - East . East  East  West Hest

CEwollment. ' 5,200 1649 2,686 6,305 1,36 2,859
.PumMofMMWhRaﬂﬂwMulhmﬁu SM0- 32 T30~ 2.2 0.8 46
 Munber of School Buildings B N ZEE T TR S B I

\\ Nhere Applications Nere Processed . ‘Central | School - Schol ~  School Cedtral Scheol
A\ - T (SFA) Building Building Building ~ SFA) Building o

Hhere Quality Assurance Procedures Here o Central Central School Central‘ Central School

- Pocessed . (SFA) . (SPR) Buflding . (SFA). - (SFA) Bufjding ',
ﬁ:iNumber of iVPP Applications Processed » S f-'." ?J';_ ,]1j‘.(J: ‘_. | | |
| Total Number of IVPP Applications oS58 10810 940 2790 308 1?5
, o | ‘ -(5) (5)“‘ | ( ) (8) (§) - 5i-'
Ve Application Only MM .90 f:E 279 W 13
(Quality Assurance Procedure l) e (NA) (NA) R (6) - | (8) (NA) o (5) -
iVPP APplication,Hith Documentation 558 1;151‘ UMW ;> 08 NA
. {Quality Assurance Procedure ll) . ,(5) ~(5) (NA) (NR) '(5) g (AA)
| Number ofkuocument Consistency Checks - 15 M M2 N \
Performed .(Quality Assurance : , ,':(3)- - {3) “(NA) . (NA) (3) . (NA)
Procedure ) o o . | . L
- Humber of Document After Application 1 - M W 6 M (13
.~ .Mith Document Consistency Check Performed (3} .- - (NA}- (N) . Q) (NA) (5
{Quality Assurance Procedure 1V) o o
SNumber of Parent Telephone Confere ces ."ll“fj.l"'.a .58 ... 5 NA NA
Performed (Quality Assurance Pro éHure V) ._A,.‘(P) | ‘_:(2) e (a) >_(NA) ©(NA)
; Number of Local Third Party Checks- Performed IANA' M j"56"‘i'i B JEEERS | I &
. (Quality Assurance Procedure oo (NA) ("A):‘ :_;_(5),- -‘,("A)-' ‘(5) (5)
‘¥:Number of- State’ Third Party Checks Performed M 'iNA“' N S S | 13
(Quality Assurance Procedure Vil) (NA) (NA) - C("A);‘-fa,(NA) . (5) (5)

-,(ll"Numbers“shoun;in>parentneses:renresent the number‘of_schools'inrolueddin each Quality’Assurance'Procedureﬁ

.15 ari aiiimui oL



< SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EAPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

o SOOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTIC * * .'SPR20 SFAZL S22 A2 SA M A2

CPNSRegln . Mid® South  South . South  South - Mid
o R - (e’ West  Mest - West West ~ MWest . West \
. . By . N . . . “ . ) .é . . } . N -. . L : " L ) [
Ewollnent - COUN T 0 s 6 8,09 T 3813 40,000
ny .

| Percent of Students Recelving Menl Benefits CO165 @9 %7 A6 39 %6

‘ Number‘of School Buildings o h:"; AR S I BRI AN 60

Hhere Applications'Nere‘Processed _ - f,f‘-'Scnool School  Schoo) - Schood fSchoql lentral o
R | I . Building Building - Building -Building Building_'. (SFA). -

Hhere Quallty Assurance Procedures Nere ~ Central ~ Scheo!. School School School ‘tentra],.
*Processed : o (SFA) Building Buildlng Building Building ,,(SEA) '

Number of lVPP Applications Processed | e - . | ‘
! T S

o 1‘.loeal Number of lVPP Applications C L WA 3,005 l 664 1 318 N S
| e mA) us) “(6) mm .

WP Roplfeation Only - 15' "77'“ B M L 318.' o v
(Quality Assuranqe Procedure 1) - -(NA) E (N ) fl.j.'(g)‘:n‘ (6) . (NA)

PP Aplication With Docunentation M. 856 M W
‘ (Quality Assurance Procedure ll) | (NA) " fr(S) (NA) | _(6)",¢2](NA)V (NA)

N

Humber of Document Consistency Checks M oM 'f10 Mmoo
Pwhmm(wﬂuthnme S (vA) (2) (” B (VR I
,; Procedure I11) ‘ : : , e AN

Nunber of Document After Application S M- 85 M k| t NA 7;- 30 ': % | “"f(
With/Document Consistency Check Performed () .6) . (N (8) (N 19) L
(Quality Assurapce Procedure- lv) S e

 Nunber of Parent: Telephone Conferences g if"‘i. 15 . ,95 B R 1 o 102 ‘f 1:4219:
Performed (Quality Assurance Procedure V) (2)' - (8) - (NA). - c(9) . (6) " (20)?,.;

Nunber of Local Ihird Party Checks Performed M 1, NAA = 1027 246. i ‘L
(Quality Assuran e Procedure Vl) B (NA) (16) B ) R (VI Coe) ().

Nunber of State Ihird Party Checks Performed 15 M MM MM
(Quality Assurance Procedure Vll) _ (2)$ (NA)-  (NA) . (NA)_j\‘.;(NA);c:;y‘(NA) ‘

'
. : T .
. . D .
: R R . o e
. VoL ' . Do - . o " S .
. B R K T R . 'R 4 -
Tr— - — - ' e . ]‘ -
. . N e r . .o . .
-

‘(1)‘ Numbqrs‘shown‘in:parentﬁeses'represent the numberfof sdhools[involved in each Quality.Assurance Procedure. .+ .- -

i,

: ' e : : . R c e . ‘_ B
Q , : o L . ' : Somerdl M S . -
- v : : ' ‘ anTil R R I C : PR

\ : ; \ . o l, : \ﬂlailf-i 'l ; (DJ "'v .t ' o L oo
: ' . x Yidi b A A
. ¢ ‘ N . ) . . h‘“j‘a w\ d o L : ‘ T

. f ' ' . . . .
N e N N R L e 4




 ‘SELEQTED -CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

g — — g

. . PR
N I

' SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTIC. -~ - . SFA 26 SFA 27 -SFA 28 SFA 29  Total.
Ly A - v e e : v ,

.FNS Region - > o . Mdo - Mid .. Nid Nid
L _ ' - . P West = . West _'Nest . West
,Enrollment - .. 51,083 70,516 7,128 - 41 775 379,463
Percent of Students Receiving Meal. Benefits j ‘}36.3” 41,17 l?.A v 45,9 ";. .
Number oflSchool Buildings - %. S s 123 . 13 .65, o755
Nhere Applications Were Processed T s Central - School .-School School‘ . ; ' ’ .'i
*\\ _ o (SFA) Building Building’ Building™ . . o
Where Quality Assurance Procedures Here _ CEntral SChOO]fv School;iSch06$ AR PR
Processed R T x:- (SFA} ‘Building Building - Central: . 1\
[ ' E [ -“c' " '4"_ 7'"“’». . . ':' 4 \;‘
Number of lVPP Applications Prodessed , A T R kY
qumumwuwwmmmm ~];W¢PM*Jmf1Mm‘mm7'f
1 N (7 N | N (BN L B
N Application iny o e HA TN 13187 11,872 < 50,94 -

,"

< vep Application With Documentation R UM UNA Lt 499 o 6,386 . 2T, 7

‘v T(Quality Assurance Procedure ) o (NA)- L (NA) ;(4) o (22) - (142)

. e
R

. Number of Document Consd stegcy Checks - .‘,'~ R RS S P SUE R P SRENNTY S I
. Per formed (Quality Assurance ST M) (NR) 2y (1;) S (10)

Procedure lll)

Number of Document After Application oo .o Bl 809 v -39 . -213 ?.%

With Document Consistency Check Performed . (39). - (a1) - (5) ‘..o(21) ;“~é
. (Quality Assurance Pﬁgcedure V) o R N -
,Number of Parent Telephone Conferences © 378 - a79 "~ 24 3r 2,885
Performed (Quality Assurance Procedure v) O (31) - (41) 0 (6)f'-' (33). (315)-{
'Number of Local Third Party Checks Performed " 601 ‘143 g2 312 ' 3,833
(Quality Assurance Prpcedure Vl) . (35) (41); NI ¥ &) I (QF) - (473)-:
,Number of State Third Party Checks Performed NA : oy . NA O MA 1,933
(Quality Assurance Procedure Vli) . - (NA). -~ (NA) . (NA) . . (NA) (561),,
..{ . _,.(v S T T oo ,,,": o '_ s

~.(Quality Assurance Procedure 1) _'(NA)_g'\-“(NA)J. (9)ﬁf- (43) (315) B

(l) Numbers shown in’ parentheses ﬁepresent the number of schools involved in each Qu%lity

S Assurance Procedure o N , . , .
. _ - ‘ .f, s ' S '.ZE’ poomy e ’
Bwiani eic 12'2'



APPENDIX Co T o
"EAS”RE"ENT OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURE COSTS

T
b

It 1s 1mportant to note: that severa1 factors comp11cate the cost

'I’sav1ngs ana1ys1s and the ca1cu1atton of'? s1mp1e 1nd1cator of cost .
. sav1ng F1rst costs and sav1ngs occur to. d1fferent governmenta] units.

‘ “In the schoolameaI programs allk sav1ngs resu1t1ng from apab1cant error;l
. reduct1on accrue to the federa1 government Horeover. cost* sav1ngs for :

- 'the, federa1 government represent revenue loss. for Ioca1 SFAs. That 1s,
 the tota1 re1mbursement received by the SFA decreases because there are
feuer free' and- reduced-pr1ce mea1 part1c1pants As a resu1t when Judged :

str1ct1y from the. federal perspecttve any qua11ty assurance procedure s

~11ke1y to be cost—effecttve because requ1r1ng the procedure would involve

no tosts to. the federa1 government and is 11ke1y to result in at 1east ‘
nom1na1 cost. sav1ngs Converse1y. from the SFA perspect1ve no. procedure
could be cost-effect1ve Any qua11ty contro] effort 1s 11ke1y to invoive
additional costs. If the procedure d1scovers or deters m1sreport1ng. the
monetary effect on 1oca1 SFAs would be revenue Toss. Therefore. to re1y

: so1e1y on cost sav1ngs rattos to eva1uate the procedures would be

adm1n1strat1ve1y naive. However. careful ana1ys1s of ‘the costs and

o savings. aT1ow5"emp1r1ca1 exp11cat1on of these Assues and can form the
"l-foundat1on of an 1ncent1ve system that wou1d make free and reduced- pr1ce l
"schoo1 mea1 app11cat1on qua11ty assurance procedures attract1ve to both

the federa1 government and 1oca1 SFAs ) ; - P

Second there are stgn1f1cant prob1ems in measur1ng tota1 costs

ESFAs do not have recordkeep1ng systems that perm1t 1dent1f1cat1on and

costs assoc1ated w1th'the 1mp1ementat16n of quality assurance procedures
An. extens1ve rev1ew of the account1ng systems used by SFAs concluded that

n,the ‘only re11ab1e measure of costs wou1d be to have school officials _

maintain records of 1abor time required to 1mp1ement the procedures This
information, in turn, was used to estimate a crude measure of average -
costs of conduct1ng a qua11ty assurance procedure:

Rt Py 3
" %3
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. where:’

f“ij & Average cost of 1mp1ement1ng procedure 1 1n SFA J

P

t = Tota] t1me staff meTbers in 1abor category k spend 1mp1ement1ng

] 1Jk procedure‘1 1n SFA 4
, .P M Avera e tota om ensatton rece1ved b staf m bers 1n b |
. qk categgry k- 1% gFApJ _ y f en ér ‘ 1a or‘

Sy = Number of procedure n 1mp1emented in SFA )
Ay sTotal admtntstrattye costs for SFA § |

o

_PJ.‘-a Tota] cost for adm1n1strat1ve personne] compensatton An SFA J

‘Thevcost measure descr1 ed above develops an aVerage‘cost'esttmate
through ‘the use of ‘measurgs of staff time needed to implement the
procedures. number ‘o ap 11cat10ns ver1f1ed. staff compensatton rates. and
“the tota] adm1ntstrat1ve costs:  The cost’ measure 1ncorporates nonlabor ‘

- costs assoctated with a procedure by multiplying labor costs of, a

’procedure by the ratto of total admtntstrattve costs for an SFA over tota1-4

X

admtntstrattve personnel compensatton Th1s is a common- bookkeeptng
procedure that avotds the necess1ty of deta11ed breakdowns of SFA direct -
and overhe,d costs. A11 ptlot site SFAs had these data ava11ab1e

A Timi at1on;Qf the cost measure used 1s that 1t measures only
'average edsts. 5§H ‘cannot address issues related to marginal costs.

'f“Because of admtntstrattve overhead and other start-up costs, it is 11ke1y
. that the first year of ver1f1cat1on 1s'%ﬁe most expensive and ‘that the.

costs assoc1ated wtth conducttng ver1f1cat1on in ‘subsequent years will”’
progresstvely dec11ne to a certain m1n1mum ‘Knowledge of margtnal costs

" would potentially perm1t esttmatton of the optimal verification rate .
' -where margtnal costs equal margtnal beneftts At such an opt1mum, total

savings assoclated with the procedure would be maxtmtzed Because SFA
records permttted est1matton of on1y average costs, all
cost-effectiveness measures will be 1mp11c1t1y indexed to the 10 percent
verification rate used 1n the ptlot sttes ‘ e '

The average cost measure. addresses on]y per ver1f1catton costs of
conducttng a procedure; 1t does not address costs assoc1ated wtth

S 105
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. 1mp1ement1ng procedures such as staff tra1n1ng. forms deve]opment

A,techntca] ass1stance and so. on. ‘In the Phase IT. p11ot sttes, the

maJortty of these costs were borne by the contractor and w1th feu

?excepttons d1d not accrue to SFAs. If ‘adopted 1ndependent1y, SFAs would'

.. be faced with 1mp1ementat1on and deve]opment costs not captured in the

~—

. bookkeeping reality of SFAs A]though .the model measures the val:e/of
d

D average cost. mode]. Houever. such 1mp1ementatton and deve]opment costs

would occur pr1mar11y in the f1rst year of operatton and dec11ne as a

‘ percentage of tota] costs 1n subsequent years

By focustng so1e1y on SFA admtntstrattve costs, the average cost -

’mode] also does not measure. costs to app11cants the t1me and’ effort

’fnecessary for app11cants to comply with qua11ty assurance procedure ,
; requtrements is. not: 1nc1uded in ‘the tota] Nutrtttona] costs also are

TV"nOt measured Hhen a student 1s exc1uded from part1c1patton ‘there are o
: potent1a1 nutr1t10na1 costs to the student a1ong wtth assoctated cost

savings to ‘the. federa1 government Thé nutr1ttona1 advantages of the

f'schoo] mea1 program are not necessar11y 11m1ted to ‘thosée part1c1pants who '

are. 1ega11y e11g1b1e " The Phase II destgn uas 1ncapab1e of measurtng

‘ -these costs. Therefore, measures of cost were necessart]y 11m1ted to

‘_average admtnf”trattve costs accru1ng to SFAs assoc1ated w1th operat1ng a
qua]tty assurance procedure N ﬂ . AREI ‘e R [

Measurement of costs so1e1y 1n terms of average SFA adm1n1strat1ve

.expenses could result in-a d1storted 1mage of the re1at1ve ‘cost

effect1veness of -the procedures ‘The compartsons of average cost measure'v"

- are blased by mak1ng procedures that shift the burden of ver1f1cat1on

from- SFAs etther to parehts (as- 1n the documehtatton requtrement) or to |

: other agenctes (as 1in state—]eve] th1rd-party ver1f1cattons) appear more ‘

cost effecttve ‘than procedures (such as parent conferences) that p1ace
the burden on SFAs ’

L

F1na11y, the average cost model may not adequa&e]y represent the

adm1n1strat1ve resources absorbed in conducttng the procedures oes':

not necessar11y measure total add1t1ona1 administrative costs.  In most
. p11ot SFAs, the costs of the procedures were borne by 1ncreastng the

labor requtrements for existing staff and/or cutttng back on other staff

o B 3
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activities.. In only three SFAs. total paid staff time was 1ncreased as a
‘resu1t of the procedures. Forms f11%ed out by school staff attempted to -
’ determ1ne whether other activities had suffered as a result. of 1mpos1t1on
f- the procedures ‘However, a rev1ew of forms returned suggested that
schoo1 personne1 are unab1e to articulate the “opportun1ty costs" of the

' procedures . v i o
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APPENDIX O o
- NONRESPONéE‘ANALYSIS -

-
[

Th1s append1x presents the method used to detect nonresponse b1as
~ with respect to: recetpt -of excess beneftts The problem addressed 1s
‘that resu1ts of the survey cou1d potent1a11y be blased 1f households that
; vm1sreport the1r 1ncome or .family size to receive excess benef1ts have a
htgher probab111ty of refus1ng to subm1t to an “in-home aud1t than’
househo1ds not rece1v1ng excess benef1ts ~The' potent1a1 for refusal

:'b1as however. s relatively. small because the survey . exper1enced on1y a v

| 133 25 percent refusal rate v ‘"“?;»4,;,:7

R Index var1ab1e of response status. R a Respondent R = Refusa1

[ S Index var1ab1e of excess beneftts. B = No excess benef1ts,- .‘f‘“,fj.

B = Excess beneftts : o
:J ;c Index var1ab1e of group membershtp where’ groups are constructed

to maximize the across group var1ance’of 8 and minimize the
variance w1th1n group o

 stabidstical Procedures

5 P(B) is to:be'esttmated However ‘because of potent1a1 nonresponse
~ bias, E(P(BIR)) { P(B) Therefore P(B) was esttmated 1nd1rect1y by the
,‘equat1on ' : i

p(s) P(BlR)P(R) + P(BIR)P(R). R ;fsﬁﬁ&fff,::"i(rs-,

'.~’;'/'//: ‘ . / R R
‘ i/
‘where P(R) and P(R) are the- observed response rates for the survey ‘and -

P(B[R) 1s to be esttmated H?i_ o N

oo A vetghted—jeast—squares steputse_dtscrtminate"runctton procedure was;x”w

" employed to d1v1de'the survey respondents into 'J' groups, which maximize
across group variance on excess'beneftts on -the basis -of application
variables. The 'J' groups were constructed by assigning a value 'Q' to
each househo1d sampled based on error-prone prof11e (EPP) score presence

Y
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- or absence of reported wage 1ncome and presence or absence of reported
'welfare 1ncome. ’ )

y i ',‘-':__, ‘ o ’ ‘._.' S “‘ﬁ* "..,‘
The sample was d1v1ded Anto 10 groups (J) based on 1nterva1s of Q.: hue'yd_
. make the assumptton that L , N Vot uﬁ;”n
- ' o o o . "’I%w‘j _
P(RIB J) » P(RIB) e s @Es
o . ’ B and r- . ’ ) "',:l . :-‘ . ':‘»I l’-.
: ‘ P(RIB = P(RIB) IS -j"(3)__

17 That 1s. the re]atton of R and B 1s COnstant across categortes of J.-
o Because B and B are mutua11y exc]ustve and. exhausttve categor1es

__lf P(Blj) S1- p(ah) Lo (4)
"‘and therefore. \ _f S R ‘r(g .

‘ ] . P—!BI,'H' . s : _ LT
v S . . ] [ . ‘ -
B {12 T S (5) .
‘Mu1t1p1y1ng both stdes by P(RIB)/P(R]B) resu1ts . - B '
P(R]E)/P-(_Rla) . (8)
from ASsumptton’é:pj N 4 v
P(RIB) x P(B13) = P(RE]Y) and‘- | ,
P(RIB) x P(BI1) = PRB]3). o e,
*-Substttuttng these values 1nto Equatton 6 obtatns L k %'
ol B /pR 1R Y P(R]Bl - P(Reln | .
P(RIB)/P(_R]B)= P(RBlj) - T . (8

3 vSo1v‘Ing for P(RBIJ)

‘ P(RBIJ\) =P(R|B) - JB-‘%H(RBIJ) B - ‘.. TR

H



“ “v'

).
Thus. there ‘ls a Hnear re1at10nsh1p between P(RBI 'J)‘ and P(RB | J) that |
'{15 a function of P(R|H) and P(RlB) This relatiopship can be expressed -
1n standard notat1on- S L S '

',R(Ruln)r.-a,tg(nija); ‘»f IR ~(10)
~ ‘where: | d ‘i' | . o o T
T aa P(RIB) _ "
5' : :(g g) ’ | " |
;,a and ﬂ was est1mated us1ng OLS methods and assumpt1ons.
| Yj - d + bxj + e, ) o : ‘:' - :‘(11)' g
_ where. - | , ‘ - -. - - § M’i.; .

.= ¥y{ 1s P(R8]1) and

" 2 15 P(RBlj) ) |

| The obtatﬁed va]ues of aand b were used to obta1n esttmates of P(R]B)

and P(R]B) from Equat1on 9: ~v,,»: - N o

| P(R|B) =a_ | | | (12)

P(RIB) " -'—;,'

.. The ana1ys1s revea1ed no strong, conststent or stat1st1ca1]y s1gn1f1cant
refusa1 bias. In fact househo1ds with low EPP scores (1nd1cat1ng a 1ow

probab111ty of rece1pt of excess beneftts) were s11ght1y more 11ke1y to refuse

-an 1nterv1ev than househo1ds wtth medtum or h1gh EPP scores. We conc1ude from
th1s ana1ys1s there 1s no ev1dence of. response b1as 1n the 1n home audit data.
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1/ Refusals are-defined as households selected for in-home, audits who = -
~ ‘refused to participate in an intérview. :There were 83 fsuch refusals. .
" Households that could not be located because they had.moved from the -
" arads where the in-home- audits were conducted.were not considered -
+ refusals. oo oo
2

. 3 Y " .L"{’

[ . . . _ , . B . ( )

. ¢ R « ‘v . . \ ."v .. . “
K

S




