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:Pilot Study_ Background

This surnmarY present#conclusiOns frOm a Condreesionally-mandated pilot study
of procedl.res designed to reduce fraud and abuse In the federally-supported 'school
meal, prograrhs. It foeusee on, the results of a national test of seven quality

',,',,assurance procedures designed to pre'vent and detect misreporting on free and

''EXECUTIVE pUMMAR9

xeduced-price school,meal applications.
.

Friar studies, *including one conducted in 1981 by the U.S. Department of
Agrieulture's (USDA) Office of the Inspector General, f have estimated that
appriaximate194'one of every four recipients of free and reduced-price dchool meals
was receiving beoefits he was not tentitled to receive. Durirci the 1981-82 school
year, in a small sample of schodl districts, the Department tested simple methods to

,,deter applicant misreporting and reduce the error rate. These Methods included. a
slight modification to the free and reduced-price meal application then in Use,
pro4iding information about income that 'should be reported on the application, and
issuing a'marning that the ,applications might be verified. /Although thee sample of
school districts was not nationally representatiVe these sirhple procedures reduced
the error, rate to 17.4 perc t. ..

,

During the. 1982-83 school ear, the- Department irpplernented a large- scale,
,pationally representativ test o seven quality assurance procedures. These quality
assurance procedures were signed (1) to reduce the error rate by deterring
household misreporting on th application, and (2) to enable school districts to verify,
information on the applicatiOr and, thereby, ensure that prograni pahiciparits
appropriately 'receive the meals; to which they were entitltd. The major objectives
of this large-scale test, known as Phase II of the Income Verification Pilot Project
(IVPP), were to: _

A., 0 determine the .capability of th quality assurance proced9res to seduce
error rates by eterring and date ting applicant misreporting;

. . .

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

. .
measure the costs to perform and savings that result from each quality
assurance procedure; and ; 1

1/4
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examine the barrfor effects, if 'any, of the prooeidures on program
participantp' and their families. Barriers are the obstacles posed by the
procedures that result in eligible households not receiving bane fits..

If

Quality Assurance Procedures
,

The seven quality aesuranoe, procedures implemented ln,this pilot study were:

I. ifo11221seclapalip.Atiti Form designOd to d er misreporting and to provide

data needed toe appall the legal 'end fOrmational requirements of
subsequent verification procedures. (The applicatioh iS,referred-to as. the

IVPP application.)

Documentationh the IVPP Application to suppot information about
earned income Or other benefit ,prograrn foOd stamps)
r,eportad on the'''43,pPlication. It should be noted that ;:this ''procedure
nVoLved ably submitting the documents, not cross-checking' them with the

epp4atioli, and as such was Intended to deter misreporting. \
.**

Botti''',61rese procedures were implemented. pt the start of the school year when
1 r ,

meal ElOplICE1y0h8 . ire subrnittad and revieOed for. pllgiblhty. Thus they ere
primarily deterrenc procedures In most school districts, ,these two .procedUres

were tested by school tiding personnel (e.g., principals and school ecretaries) and
involved all'stUdenta.'t

Fi,:taddititral em; quality -assurance procedures were. implented later in the
school st: ear after applications had, been approved. T tle, they .were primarily/detection proceddres, ',The procedures were:, / -

III. Document consistency ChePV- folloWing 'approval ,fdr,v benefits to

determine- tilig document initially submitted with the application
corrobarat infcYrnation on,the application.

111 u,* rnentatidn,1? After. Application with Consistency Check to obtain
PO I nfary 'proof of income and other ?benefit. program eligibility

re d tin. the application. (This procedure is also referred to as
fol Ltdocumentation request.)

PEireietelephpne ConferenceNtollowing approval of benefits to Te-pbtain
all application items in order to verify income and family size information
originally reported on the application.

V . Loca ird -Party Checks (e.g., welfare office data exchange) following
a oval of benefits to verify ,earned income or income maintenance

ogram el; ibility information._

-VII,v, State .rd-Oarty Checks, (i.e., computer wage tape match) following
approval ,of benefits to verify earned income or Income ,.maintenance
prograni eligibility in-tOrmation. .4-- ,

,
o

v'' Document con tency check, docUmentation after application with consistency

cheek (or ealipw- :documentation), and parent telephone conference were 'primarily
conducted b uil-din4pificials. Local third-party checks were conduqted by

,
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diutriot personnel and tat th ',puny. cheo(aa 'Were oOndLi(itecl CON eValliation
oontraotor An five of thpne OrOoedlirOollin qpntrnnt to the first tWo prooedurati,
were tented on a narnolliof ntudentu in enoh'nohool

N19V940.1.9qt ,

The implementation and evalUatiOn of th6 quality) asourance pi,oceduren. were
:aoclomplithed using an exOerimental degign. Aimording to this design, °antral whoa!
dIstricta were mato* ;tcl" experimental dintriato, , The °even quality assurance':
pracedures Were then, ',ranclOnly .assigned to :sdhoola each experimental

rklotal of 16 'states-8 experimental and 0' Controland a nationally
rePreoentative sample of 114 school dlotriCto.Rarticlipaied in the pilot prOjeotl!' 29
experimental sites 'where the seven quality assuPance proOedures were tested and
control sites. Overall,,ther experimAintal ikon' conSisted of a. total of 755 sChobl
buildings ..with a total :enrollment of over 379,400 litudents.... Over 78,600, IVPP
applications were proclaimed; of-'which 35 percent a document with the
opplicEition." Ten percent of the applicants In the experimental sites were. subjected
to , one form 'verification': performed: at..tha school level-parent telephone
conference, follow- up'-documentation request with consistency check, or document,.
consistency cheek-and:.elther local or State third-party check filtN\eligIbility!' for
income maintenance benefits or earned InCOm4.

?As procedures' were evaluated on the.basis of data from IV P applications' and.13

_non .outcome reports 7cOmpleted-by-the-achoOl -officials---
who actually coOducted the, procedures, ..questiortnalies completed by school' and
.district Personnii1,andln-horhe' audits' with e:'rendOrn sample of 1,810 applicants in
15; experimentaLsites. Also, questiOnnaires were completed by.each:of the matched

, control,.' school districts. The resulting, data were analyzed,. land the results' are,
aummarized below.

Study conclusions

I Revised. Application Is an Effective Deterrent to MisreportIno. The
revised pilot study applicatiOrt result& in a sharply reduced error ate of
1117 percent. Within this perOentage, the most, serious category of
misreporting (i.e., applicants receiving benefits who are ineligible for fr e
meals) drops to '1/2 of 1 percent as a result of the new applicatlo

,Further reductions in this error category seem unlikely. The'r vised pil
study application does.not present a, discoverable barrier to pa icipat'
for eligible households.

Revised Application wesults in Low Dollar Error Laos. When the 11:7
percent error rate is translated into error costs (i.e., the petcenta'ge iof
dollar& lost to 'misreporting as a function of total program expenditures)
the dollar error rate is low -- approximately 5 percent.,

I
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'Roy sod A 1 n fl 4 Without otate,w,ide adoptipn,0 A revised
appl oatioo, ori to bmment a oomponento, thou) lo nontinuingfavidence of a
aubotantial number of pertiolpanto reoeiving exueou benefito (Lel, about a
2, peroant ono, error ratio).

Sudo! ad 1f mai a atm of Deterre Ll ow It, la aonumed that the
explicit threat d a vertu) (lotion la In part reuponaible for the deterrent

' effoot of the rev Wed+ application', 'However,: betauune the pilot study wee
of limited duration, it la not now podoible to Judge empirlcallY the
suoteined effeotiveneso the application\ over time. Study finding() do
not offer gu)danoe an how wIdeopread intenue income minuet:1mi
detection procedureo need to be.in larder to auetain the,deterront effect of
the application-over time.
I222teatatitatetwIP.,,ieotive. \Requiring income or food
stamp eligibility ,docomentation with applications did not produce a
,i)ignifloant reduction In error. Moregver, Oh) procedure redulted in
Implore to participation for eligible heuaeholde.

Problems Encountered Im lementin Detection Pro eduree'. in.pliat sites,
even with extensive contractor training and technical, assistance, school
'districts .failed to follow through 'with full Implereentation of several
'detection proce,dures. Such 'compliance problems nigy be . encountered
under normal operating ,conditIona. Study findings sqggeat that thia is

. partly dUe to the 'complexity of the verification procedures, requisite
E)6 thht I Eli), administrative disincentlVes to cooperate._

Detection. Procedures Not -Cost-Effective. None of the Income

verification detection procedures save more . money ttikar) they cost.
Moreover, these costa' accrue almost eixclusively to school\ districts and
not to states or to the federal government. The high lAal coats to
conduct verification are due in large 'part to the fact that \higher pitifd
school personnel (e.g., principals) typically conduct verification., In
contrast to the revised ,ppplication, the detectioo procedures, in general,
present high barrier to participation for eligible households. \
Use of Error-Prone Model Makes .Some Dete8tIon Procedur491 Mare.
Effective. Targeting application's for verification Using. the error -prone
mode is more effective In fixating errors than ;random selectIon\i\ Theo
most effective detection procedures were i parent ,Oonfecences\ and
state-wage matches using the error-prone model. However8t:even Whan,4

using the error-prone model, parent confetences were not ;Cost - effective,
at'least in the short run. The study did not produce measures 'of the
-.Ist-effectiveness of state wage matches.
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INTRODUCTION

In response to concerns about income misreporting and subsequent excess

benefits in U.S. Department of Agriculture's (USDA) free and reduced-price' school

meal programs, Congress mandated provisions in Public Law 97-35 to improve meal

application procedures. This law specified a number of changes in the application,

including the requirement that Social Security numbers be reported for all adult,

members of applying households and 'that only reduced-price gu idelinesii be

distributed to applicants. LIS. Department of Agriculture was empowered to

requite applicants to provide proof of eligibility and to require School 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 Incomt Verification Pilot Project (IVPP) in response to that
authorization.

1.1 INCOME VERIFICATION PILOT PROJECT ,

The Income Verification Pilot Project developed and tested a variety of quality

assurance procedur'es to prevent and detect the misreporting of income and family

size information on the school meal application.?/ The following major research
issues were addressed:

determine the capability of the quality assurance procedures to reduce
error rates by deterring and detecting applicant misreporting;

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

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



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

The pilot project was conducted during school years 1981-82 (Phase I) and

1982-83 (Phase Phase I Involved a geographically limited sample of 13 school

districts *Id assessed the effectiveneds of a revised meal benefit application as well

as additional explanatory information to reduce applicant misreporting and error. In

contrast, Phase II was a large-scale test involving
as

total of 120 experimental and

control school districts throughout the countr0 In this phase, a scientific

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

benefit applicetion and six other quality assurance procedures designed 'to .deter and

detect error in reporting income and household size.

1.2 THIS AND OTHER REPORTS OF THE,PROJECTIS FINDINGS

This is the ,fourth repqrt from the 'Income. Verification Pilot Project (IVPP).
/.

. Eviler reports examined specific issues relating to legislative effects and

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

/1)3/ This report presents the results of a comprehensive assessment of specific

quality assurance procedures tested in a national sample of school districts in the

1982-83 school yey (Phase 10.
I

Although the pilot study procedures resemble income verification procedures

recommended in interim regulations by USDA, the pilot project began before the

regulations were implemented.AL While this report is not intended to provide an

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

provide information about the potential impact of some of USDA's interim

verification regulations.

The remainder of this report presents major findings ron, 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. Findin on the

feasibility ands effect of requiring Income documentation with the free and

reduced-price school meal application are reported in Chapter 6. Chapter 7

presents the findings on the feasibility and effects of quality assurance procedures

that take place after school, meal applications are processed. The results and

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



END NOTES

1/ Previously both free and reduced price guidelines were distributed.

2/ Seven quality assurance procedures were tested by the IVPP. Chapter 2
describes each procedure in detail.

3/ Earlier reports include:

Income Verification Pilot Protect: Findings on School Meal Participation and
Legislative Impact, 1981-82 School Year. Applied Management Sciences,
Silver Spring, MD.. December 1982.

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

Income Verification Pilot Project: Development of an Erro'r-Prone Mqdel for
School Meal Programs. Applied Management Sciences, Silver Spring, MD.
August 1983.

4/ 7 CFR, Part /'45.
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THE,QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

The effectiveness of a redesigned meal, benefit application and ifferent
quality assurance procedures was tested 13yAie Income Verification P Project

(IVPP). Most school districts selected to participate as sites in the study tes all
prixedures. In accordance with the experimental design, however, differentischools

in each school district implemenled and tested different combinations of

procedures. No school tested more than three .procedures, arid in some instances. s,

they tested only .ones or two. This chapter describes each quality assurancer
procedure, the rationale cludingoit in the national experiment, and how sit was

expected to operate.1/

2.1 BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT

Quality assurance procedures ores implemented to prevent and to detect erroes

that result in the inappropriate expenditure of -funds. Quality assurance procedures
).-

are used to prevent and detect misreporting by applicants and errors caused by

administrative agencies7 IVPP focused only 0(1 the prevention and detection of

misreporting by applicants, and did not examine adminjatptive errors. ,Many federal

agencies responsible for benefit programs, Including Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC), Food Stamps, Supplemental Sociq Security;and Student-Financial

Aid, use a variety of quality assurance procedures to reduce fraud and abuse by

beneficiaries. Quality assurance in these programs is designed to, assure that benefit

awards are made on the basis of correct informatIcin. Other -agencies such as the

Internal `Revenue Service use similar procedures to ensure that the government

collects the tax revenues each citizen is required to pay.
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Unlike programs, the USDA:feal, and reduced7Pricet School meal program

have only recently begun tQ address the problOm of income misreporting and exce

benefits.ijhere are a numi3er of reasons for this:

Low Bonefit Amount. The school meal programs have a relatively low
per-student dollar benefit rate -- approximately $200 per student annuallg
which Is approximately 10 percent of tiao,average annualfAFDC payment
(federal and state funds). for one child. Efforts to reduce .misreporting are
coat-affective only if the amount saved through prevention and detection
of misreporting is great enough to offset the additional costs associated
with guality,assuranCe.

Historical Reliance on Self Certification by Applicant. Traditionally, the
school meal programs have been permitted to aceept self-reported,
unverified InfOrmation about household size. and income and have based
eligibility determination on these reports. Also, prior)to the 1981 passoge
of Public Law 97-35,, :,school districts were only permitted to verify
app) cations on a 'for 'cause' basis. Ip contrast, many other federal
assistance programs require applicants to submit documents that verify
dusehold income reported: on the benefit application. Because schdol

districts ar accustomed to relatively simple application process, the
imPlementa 'on, of quality assurance in the form of , verification
requirements may initially meet resistance from both parents and sdh)ol
district offici ls. ,

Lack of Spe liz4d Personnel. Applications for meal benefi;s are
processed by SFA \or other school officials who have many other\
responsibilities and limited time, to' devote to the eligibility detergiination
process. Implementing quality assurance requirem nts would place ah
additional burden on these personnel. fn contrast, of er federal assistance
programs have specially trained staff to r e app 'cations ,and conduct
quality assurance procedures.

Absence of Federal Funds Earmarked f uality Assurance. School food
'authorities do not receive any direct federal figiding to(conduct eli 1bility`
determination and quality assurance efforts.2/ Other federal programs
pkvide funding and other incentives to.support,quality assurance. Quality
assurance may introduce additional staff requirements that are not
currently funded, thus inhibiting the ability of school districts to comply
effectively with verification requirements.

Limited. Time" for Application Processing. Families are required:to
reapply annually for meal benefits. Because schools traditionally
.complete administrative paperwork at the begi ning of, the schoopyear,
virtual)y all meal applications are processe efore Oetober\-grf each
school year. In other federal ( Oasis Aprograing, °

determination and verificati'on occur routinel ghout the year.

r="
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To 1:identify quality SAirance procedures that might be appropriate ,to the

:;, , , ,

schooli,)-neal programs application - process, two activities were undertaken. First,
o , ,

quality'essurance- techniques already used in other federally-supported- benefit and

assistanoe'prOgrams were examined. Second; quality assurance proceduresqhat have-,
)4been previoUsly initiated by very few school districts were examined. The research

identified-24 felierally-funded programs that hid iMplesented quality assuranCe

procedures; as part. of either eligibility determination or a quality control ptocess:
;, ,

rFou yr) jor categories of quality assurance were used bythese programs:

741 4ill Income - Documentation. Written or verbal ihformation was used to
confirm applicant's earned and/or unearned income. In virtually all,cases;

) -,,,the original source of the document obtaihed by the applicant or)re iplent
. was another agency or indiyidual (e.g., employer). ;, °

Piggybacking on Another Program's Verification or, igibility
Determination Process. Incdme amounts previoustly, veriftled y another
program or certified ,eligibility to receive that prograrn% benefits are
sought. It is alio possible to request the prograeketc verify appli ation
information as part of its.qualiq assurance prodedur s. ,

'Computer File Matching'. Income and household s ze informat on the
, application was compared to information in the c mputee es of othr

assist,nce programs to confirm eligibility or identify discrepancies. '

Err6r-PronerProfiling. Results of a statistical ,analysis that provides a
profile of applications Most likely to be in error were used. -This
statistical profile was then paid to identify applice- Ions with a high-
likelihood of error,for. verificaion,

Typical methodsOsed in school district that had adopted ,t come verification

prior to IVP'' included: (1.) requests for docurrrentation from all applicants when

° meal benefit applications were submitted, (2) verification after the application was

approved on a random sample of applications, through telepipne conferences with

parents, or (3) contacts with employers or public ssistance agencies to coreirm the

income of a sample of applibations. 'V
Knowledge of quality assurance procedures used by other agencies provided the

4

basis for specifying a' range of potential procedures to, deter or detect applicant

misreporting. However, many of these procedures are very complex and difficult to

implement without' a significant' experience (base. 'In selecting' the specific

proC1/4ures for testing in the pilot project, consideration was given to school
operatihp charactetistics noted earlier and compatibilitj%,Owith the timing of

apPlication-related activities the school Meat programs.' For example, virtually

Ian
households apply ligr free and reduced-price meal beriefiti at the start :of each

schboi, year.3/ School ,or, SFA officials determine eligibility based on the

.4; 61*
k
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application. Oullity assurance, when It is performed, usuaTly,occtirs after eligibility
,

ha% been determined and benefits have been awarded. This sequence of activities is
. 4

followed to avoid delays in providing meal benefits at the start' of the school year
.

when the bulk of applications are.receiwed a,nd)proce sed. 1' It was necessary td ' fius'' os4
select end' modify existing quality. assurance`Pr ceclures t ihqrease their potentialv

Or use by school distrIcts.. Fpr...exampi,e ml benefit programs require that

applicants provide documentatron of all i me. ,CibtiAning and reviewing these
ts 1

douments is very,labor intensive. To add odate the chafateriatic; of school

include on1.1 documentation ofdistricts, this requirement Iias modified ,for'IVPF).,

the primary source of ndusehold income. S. 1 r simPlifications and adjustments

tested in IVPP.1 Were made in all of the .quality..assurarri
. ,

irnately, a'meal Eipp lip aU on e,s4ned specifically for the IVPP and six.

quality ssurande prdced res w ,gnedi'cf testing: "The.,seven'quality assurancd
t 7

procedures are listed") xhibit 2.1.
1..-"

portin'
(11/1-)P A lication). 'This procedure was

designe4 t.,, o provide data 'needed to support the
legal and ,ni '' iiir teen s of subsequent vel'ification activitles.

_'',; ,, r,.1 k....,

thentetiOn'/wi I/ IVPP Application. This procedure was designed
`to\ d er misrepOrAing by requiring, information eboeut.earned income ark'
other frt program eligibili y (e..g., food stamps), This procedure

., involved orlty pitting tip document(s) with the ap(plication,,, not
cross-Checkin ;Information n the document with correspondingt

,.. ,..

infbrmillbiio e applidation.

4

III. Document Co ncy Check. This prdcedure was perA med on a sample
basis to detedt error only for applicants, Who were req ired to complete ,

Quality, Aesu'itnce Procedure It It rook place following approval for
benefits to determine if the documentis) sybmitted with the application
corroborated information on the application.,

IV. Documentation: After Application with Consistency Check. This.
procedure 'was also performed to detect .error l and used as\ samPle of
applicants ,who 'did not ,under9b. Quality Assurance ProcedUre I. iT

'sampled. household was required to provide documentary' proof to
corroborate information on the application after the '.application was
approved.

,Parent Telephone Conference. This prodedge was'perfOrmetton a sample
basis to detect error following approval for benefits. It was designed to
verify income and family size information on- the application by :;"
re-ctliciting this Information from the applicant.

VI.. Local 71 hIrd-Party Contact (Interagency' Data Exchenog). Following
). approval for benefits, the income maintenan9e pr ,§ ,am eligibility' or

ti
earned income of a sample of applicants was verifie ci etect.error.

VII. State Third-Party.cont t (Interagency Tape Match); allowing approval
for benefits, the ear pd income or. income maintenance program
eligibility of e sample of applicants was also ititrified to detect error, "'

7
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.1011BIT 2,1: SMRY OF CHARACTERISTICS Of

4

QUALITY

ASSURAO

JIMMIES

061

i

CHARACTERISTICS

PRIMO ,

NOOSE
,

,
TIRING 1

MIER OF BENEFICIARIES

MUTED, .

UNIT RESPONSIBLE.'

FOB PROCEDORES:',

, ,

,BURDEN FR `

APPLICANT'

BURDEN FOR SCHOOL

POSER.

IVPP ApPlication

'''''''
II , - Decantation with

IVPP Application

III - Document' Consistency

Check

IV Documentation After

App/cation with

Consistency Check

- Parent Telep6e

Conference

VI -1.ocal Bird-,

Party Contact

VII - S,tati Third-

Party, Contact

Poterrencel/

,Paterrence

Deteition

Detection'

Detection

. 'Detection ,

.fleaction

At lbe time of ,' .All applicants

application

Al the time of MI app plicantsg/

application

Af ter approval 10% of benef Iciarie'sY

After approval 10% of beneficiariesY

41/ i ,

Afier apProval 10% of bendiciarleil
., li

After approval IN of benefIciarlisV

After approval 10% of beneficiariegi
.

,. 1.

,
School/SFA Short term/

high intensity

School/SR, Short term/

high intensity

School/SF Short term/

low intensity
,

'School/S A Short term/ .

high intensity

Schil/SFA , Short tont
'' low intensity

Schil/SFA Short teal
low Intensity ,

School/Cant , tor , Not applicable

k

Si6rLAerM/
high intensity

, .Short term/

high ,intensity

Long term/

low Intensity

Long term/

high intensity

Long term/

low Intensity

Short WO
high Intensity

Not applicable

-----.
' IVPP application was also designed to facilitate verification,

1.

?/Procedures were issigny tot schools in the pilot school districts In accordance with an experimental design,
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The first and second.procedures were implemented during the application process:

applicants were 'reqUired to comply with the procedure or the meal application

would not be approved. The remaining procedures were implemented by school

officials later in the school year. Each procedure was designed so: it could be

implemented by staff from either the school building or school district. The choice

was left' to the individual school districts participating in the pilot 'project to
minimize disruption of their administrative structures caused by implementation of

the procedures.

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

The rationale for each' f the seven procedures and a description of how each

was intended to operated' IVPP are presented below.

2.2.1 Quality Assurance Procedure I: Redesigned Application Form

To deter misCeporting and to support the analytic needs of the. pilot project, a

completely revised meal benefit application was developed. This a4lication is

referred to as the ;IVPP application in the remainder of the report, and a facsimile'

copy is provided in Appehdix A. The application was designed to enhance reporting

accuracy and to provide necessary information and authorization for other quality

assurance procedures. It should be noted that there. is' no standard application form

for school meal benefits that all school districts must use. The. Food and Nutrition

Service of USDA issues regulations concerning the items that must be Included on

the application, and develops a model application form and accompanying model

parent letters. States and districts then use these 'model applications and parent

letters as the Basis for their own forMs.

The form Incorporated features to reduce specific types of misreporting
revealed- in analyses of reporting errors, using Phase I applicant audit data. The

redesigned IVPP application varied from the application form recommended ,by FNS

for the 1982-83 school year (and used by most school districts) in the following ways:

Income Detail. It requested applicants to list all sources of income
separately for each adult member of the household. The income 'reporting
section was expanded because the analysis of. Phise I applicant audit data
revealed that failure to report' wages from all jobs and for all adults was a
common source of ,misreporting that led to, the award of excess benefits.
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V
Verification Waiver. Under provisions of state and federal privacy
legislation,> state and local agencies may not release information without
specific per,mission from the 'involved individual. Therefore a waiver was
required for each adult whose income and/or eligibility for an income
maintenance program would be verified through collateral, contact.
Furthermore, requesting each adult to sign the waiver, was expected to be
a deterrent because applicants would clearly understand that the accuracy
of the information they supplied was subject to verification.

Description of Legal Basis for Information Requirements: The IVPP
application provided a complete description of applicable provisions of the
Privacy Act, the legislative basis for requiring the information sought on
the application, and the consequences for not providing
required/requested information. (In- additioni it provided guidance for
calculating monthly income.)

The pilot project tested several features of the revised application: '(1) its

ability to discourage (deter) misreporting; (2) its administrative feasibility; and (3)

its effects, if any, on discouraging ,(barring) eligible individuals from applying for

benefits. Another purpose of the pilot project was to obtain Information ndeded to
support subsequent verjfication activities.

Sc
\
hool districts that used the IVPP application received English and Spanish

language versions.W.. Districts were instructed to follow their usual, procedures
for distributing the revised applications% Consequently, in some districts,

distribution and processing of applications was handled at the district level; in other

districts, school building personnel performed these tasks.

Processing required reviewers to determine both the completeness of the
application 1 and whether the household was eligible for school meal benefits. A

complete application was defined as one that included the signature of an adult
household member, the Social Security numbers for all adult household

4nembers,a/ and information about household income and size for the complete
month prior to completion of the i3pplication.6/ If any of these four items was
missing,'the application was considered. Incomplete. Incomplete applications were

returned' to parents with a form explaining what additional information was
required. Eligibility was not determined until a complete application was received.

If the household did not resubmit the application, a meal benefit determination was

not made.



2.2.2 Quality Assurance Procedure II: Documentation at the Time of
Application 7/

In this procedure, applicants were required to enclose with rthe completed

application a document that verified the primary source, of income f r each adult in

the household for the month prior to the submission of the agenc'yi application.

This time period was selected because it coincided with the,agency's definitionIf
current income used to determine To comply with the equirement,

applicants could provide' a document confirming eligibility .for food statrps. Adults

with wage income were given- the option of dpcumenting their wages. I Adults who

had no wages were asked to document income maintenance benefits (e.ac AFDC) orr
other primary sources of income. See Appendix A for a copy of nstructions

regarding documentation for applicants. The focus on documenting w ges was a

result of the Phase t data, which indicated that earned income was them jor source

of misreporting and thereby' contributed to the improper award bf meal be efits.

School or SFA personnel were instructed not to process the application unless/

appropriate income documentation for eath adult was submitted. Where

documentary support,was missing, applications were returned to the hous4hold with

an explanation of what types of supporting documentation would be a ceptable.

This procedure had the potential to delay eligibility determination. nc?' the

application and supporting documentation were received, school offic alai were

Instructed to determine eligibility based solely, on the information contained' in the

application. They were instructed not to compare income information on the
application to the documentation but rather to check the documentation n1y to

ensure that it covered the proper date, the proper in)ividual(s), and acceptable

evidence. This check could be performed quickly and did not -require extensive

reviewlslrecomputation, or follow-up. II

The procedure involving documentation at the time of application was tested

because it placed, the .burden of proof on the applicant rather than the school district

and because it could be verified at the time of application. This procedure

resembled those used by other benefit programs that apply a "means test ", to

....tadetOrmine eligibility. It did not reqUire schoo istricts to develop sophiatidated

data' or administrative systems because the 'applicant provided the docuMent. It as
a compromise between requesting and thoroughly reviewing entation at the

time of application and requesting documentation only after the appliCation had
o

been approved. The procedure was expected to both deter fraudulent.behavior 'and

permit subsequent detection of misreporting.



Quality Assurance Procedures,' and III were condu ed, as an, Integral part of the

application process. The five remaining prOcedu re condu ed after eligibility
for meal benefits- had been determined and th only a sample of approved
applications.

Zs%

4

22.3 Quality' Assurance Procedure Document Consistence Check

Under this procedure, the determining official compared the income amount

indicated on the application with the corresponding amount(s) indicated on the
document(s) accompanying the application..t Alternatively," recipients could have

confirmed their eligiblity based on a proxy for need such as evidence of eligibility

for food stamps. Where the documentation diaagreed with information on the
. .

application, officials iecelculdted eligibility using the informatioh from the
documentation. If the discrepancy was large enough to affect eligibility Status,

households were notified by mail arid asked to explain the difference. If the
applicant failed to respond or was unable to explain adequately the -difference,

benefits- were changed to reflect, eligibility status based. on the document(s). The

procedure was conducted using a sample of applicants who subMitted documents

with the apPlications:

The document consistency check is a veiification procedure intended to detect

errors', reported on the application. This, procedyre was jested because it was

considered a Actical and relatively simple method by which school personnel could

validate.applicant-provided information for a sample of households. The document

consistency: check was performed after applicants were approved to avoid potential

delaysin the annual eligibility determination period set forth in program regulations.

NT 4

12.4 Quality Assurance Procedure IV: Documentation After Application
with Consistency Cpeck

In y.oritrast to requesting documentation' with the applicatiori (Procedure II), this

procedure was implemented after an application for school meals had been
, ,

completed and approved. A random sample of approved applicants was contacted in

Writing by the determining officials and required to submit docUmentary evidence of ..

0/what their Income was for the m th prior to application; Recipients,were given a

list of acceptable forms of d umentation\. This' list was similar to the list of
,:re documents used in Quality Assurance Procedure II. Adult household members with

wage income were required to document their earnings. Those with no wage income.

Were required to document income maintenance benefits such as AFDC or food

.stamps (if 'any) or Other primary sourced of income.
12



Upon receiving documentation, school or SFA offiCials reviewed the materials

as In Quality AssuranPe Procedure III to be 'certain that inforMation for all adults

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

application, and that the documents were acceptable forms of evidence. If the
documentatioh was incomplete, recipients were notified by mail and told what

additional inforAtion was heeded. If the recipient failed to respontl, meal benefits

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 did

not respond or could not adequately explain the discrepancy, eligibility status was

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

Documentation after application 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

after the application had been approved, it did not delay the receipt of meal

b,erie fits.

Like, documentation with application, the procedure tested whether households

maintained records and whether employers and income maintenance offices were

willing to supply ,records to the households. Thilx procedure differed from
ig"d ocumentation'with applleation 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

of misreporting.

2.2.5 Quality Assurance 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 application. 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 its effect on eligibility, If households
could not be :contacted by telephone, a letter was sent instructing the parent to
contact the school official.

Parent telephone conferepces were a detection procedure designed to identify
".intentional or unintentional errors in reporting household size or income. The

procedure was tested because It was a low-cost low-burden method of verifying
information on the application.

2.2.6 Quality Assurance Procedure VI: Local Third-Party Contact

Local third-party contact .is an information exchange between the 'school or
SFA and the local ,Food Stamp and/or Public Asslitance office. For a sample of
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

-----aRelicaticin.fli School officials compared this information with application data.
If discrepancies affecting eligibility were found, parents were notified. Where the

discrepancy could not be explained, eligibility status was redetermined based on-the

third-party information, and benefits were adjusted accordingly.

This procedure was designed to detect misreporting without the direct

involvement of the household. This procedure was selected for testing because it 'y

relied on an independent ciurce of information and eliminated the opportunity for
iipplicants to 'alter documents. Further, a relatively low requirement of school

procedure
__4, -personnel time was expected. Finally, the procidUre required contact' with the

recipient only when the third-party ;provided information that disagreed with
,

infOOrnation on the application.

Phase I of the Income Verification Pilot Project indicated that households who

receive public assistance or food stamps typic k have incomes low enough tois

qualify for free school meals; therefore, this procturss not expected to identify
many households ineligible for benefits. However, USDA's Office of the Inspector

neral recommended testing the feasibility 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./

14
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2.2.7 Quality Assurance Procedure VII: State'Third-Party Contacts.

The seventh and last procedure,,was impleMented in states with statewide
computerized wage, food stamp, and/or public assistance informatioh systems and

the capability for computerized data exchanges. The names and Social Security

numbers of a sample of household members whd signed a waiver permitting

collateral contact were forwarded to the appropriate state agencies.10/ State

employment security offices provided InfOrmation about wage income for the

quarter including the application month for each listed adult household .member.

Public:assistance agencies reported receipt of public assistance and ,the dollar value

for the month prior to application. Food stamp offices confirmed i.43Ceipt of

benefiti for' the Month prior to application.

.Iriformation was returned to the pilot project evalUation , contractor. who

Identified cases with discrepancies, between the information on the data tape and

the application. Where discrepancies were found, eligibility was recOmputed based

on the data tape information to determine If eligibility status would be affected.

13,ecause definitions of total household, income differ by program and because this

. was only a test of the feasibility of automated, state-level tape matching, results

were not shared with the schools or 5FAs. Meal benefits were not corrected Eli' a

result of the findings from the state-level collateral contacts: Rather, the 1results

were used .analytically to investIgate the error detection capability of the
11/-procedure, and not' the feasibility or costs

Tape matching has been used to verify Income information in a variety of

federal assistance programa, Including Student Financial Aid, 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 misreporting in the school meal programs.

It was tested as part of IVPP because the method was expected to be a very

accurate way to detect unreported and underreported income. The procedure relied

on an independent source of information and did not present the. Verified household

with the opportunity to alter or withhold evidence., . In addition, the procedure was

expected to reduce the burden on school officials and third-party agencies by
centralizing communications and automating the matching' procese.



23 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

The IVVP evaluation contractor provided technical support to school disiricts

for alifhase II procedures. The contractor supplied copies of the 11/PP application

and =Idol letters that could be reproduced and sent to households explaining
application requirements, used to train SFA and school officials in the pilot
procedures for processing applications and' verifying, information, and used to assist;

all processing and verification tasks. In addition, to assure random selection Of
recipients and 'conformity with the sampling and experimental designs, the
evaluation staff drew samples or controlled selections for all verification activities.

It should also be noted that the participating experimental school districts were

instructed to apply appropriate sanctions when applicants %lied to comply with

application or quality assurance requirements and when verification revealed the

award of excess benefit. Applicant failure to comply resulted in termination of all

meal benefits.lai Finally, if verification revealed excess benefits, benefits were
adjusted to the appropriate level, i.e., reduced or full price. In all instances,

applicants and recipients were permitted td file a formal appeal with the school.
"district in accordance with regulations set forth in 7 CFR 245.

16
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Chapter 3 explains the study design and how school districts and IndividWal
schools were assigned to 'experimental groups for the purpose of testing the
procedures.

State agencies responsible for program administration do receive State
Administrative Expense (SAE) funds and are allowed to use these funds for
quality assurance, if done at the State level.

Applications from families enrolling children later in the school year are
processed when the children are enrolled.

../

4/ Applications were alio translated into Vietnamese and two Chinese dialects.

5/ Adults were defined as persona 21 years of age or older.

6/ Program regulations require the use of current income to determine eligibility,
which is defined as the most recent complete month prior to the month the
application is submitted.

Documentation of income as used in this report refers to an official docOment
prepared by the income or benefit source (e.g., employer or social services
agency), This use differs from 7 'CFR 245, which uses the term documentation
to refer to minimum reporting requirements fat an application to be considered
complete.

In most instances the food stamp and AFDC programs were administered by the

same local agency.

The school meal programs only consider income that "Could be used to pay for
meals while other programs, also consider the value of; savings accounts and
assets such as property.

10/ This waiver was incorporated in the IVPP application.

11/ All other procedUfes were evaluated In terms of 'effectiveness, feasibility, and

costs.

12/ Except for Procedure VII, State third-party contacts,, which was conducted by

the evaluation contractor, not the school,dIstrIcts.

17
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The design used to teat the seven quality assurance procedures had two primary

coMponents: a sample design for selecting a national sample' of school districts

through which the quality assurance procedures would, be tested and an experimental,

design for testing the Procedures within the selected school districts.

3.1 SAMPLE DESIGN

A four-step sample design was used to select

districts included'ir the experiment.

a national sample of school

3.1.1 Step 1. - Selection of States

Fourteen states were initially .sampled--seven experimental states- and seven,

matched control states. The states were sampled in matched pairs on the basis of a

lattice sampling design that ensured repmentativeness in terms of state population

and geographic region. BeCause state governments have regulatory responsibility

for local school districts, state government cooperation had to be obtained before

demonstrations could be established in school districts. Of the seven experimental

states initially selected, two declined to cooperate. The two refusing 'states were

replaced by three to guard against additional refusals. The final design included

eight experimental states and eigfft- matched control states.

Because study involvement in the 'matched control states was limited to a mail

questionnaire of sampled SFAs, state cooperation was essential but not required.

However,' control state officials were notified of the study.

18



3.1.2 Step 2 -.Selection of Experimental School Districts

Within the eight experimental states, five school districts per state were

sampled. The sampling frame for experimental school districts was restricted to
public school districts participating in the,school lunch program whose enrollment

spanned a.K or 1 through 12 grade range. Private.schools and public school districts

with a restricted grade range were excluded. The schOol districts were Stratified by

total enrollment, and sampled with probabilities proportional to enrollment. ror

example, ir'school district with an enrollment of 10,000 had twice the probability of

seleiction al a school district with an enrollment of 5,000. In the experimental

states, 30 of the 40 sampled school districts agreed to cooperate.

Because of the nearness of the start of the school year in one of the

replacemeiit, states, it was necessary to modify procedures. Three experimental

school districts had already committed resources to a non-IVPP application.

Therefore a modified set of procedures was adopted in 'those sites that used the

local application forms and did not include the requirement for documentation with

application (Quality Assurance Procedure II).1/ To assure that this modified set

of procedures could be independently ,,analyzed, school districts with large

enrollments were oversampled.

3.1.3 Step 3 - Selection of Control Districts

Within the experimental states, a matched sample of 30 control school distribts

was selected. Each cooperating experimental school district was matched to a

within-state control school district on the basis of enfollment, enrollment

percentage in poverty (as a proxy for program participation), and urbanicity. The

within-state control school districts were requested not to conduct any verification

efforts and to complete a mail questionnaire near the end of school year. All agreed.

3.1.4 Step 4 - Selection of Naturalistib Comparison Group

In the eight control states, another matched sample of control school districts

was selected. Each cooperating experimental school district was matched to two

school districts in the matched control state. Matching was accomplished on, the

basis of enrollment, enrollment percentage in poverty, and urbanization. The

control state matching school districts provided a naturalistic comparison group.

Thetefore no requests were made to conduct or not to conduct 'verification efforts.
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EaCh, of4tir contrOl state aohoai,d10triots was notified that it would be included In

mall 'auci)ey to be oonduated later 'In the school year. Exhibit 3,1 sheir the*geographic distribution'of the dam of experimental and control diatriots. `.S,1

+t

3.2' EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN ly

,1:
Within the experimental school distribts, every .school building was randomly

assigned to Matched treatment groups, EXhipit 3.2 displays' the school treatment

group aseignment method' Used for tlie within-school district. School trestmant

assignment involved four steps.

3.2.1 Step 1 - Asitignmen to Quality Assurance Procedures I and II

Schools were statistically matched' and then randomly assigned to 'Group

Grotip B. The 'schools were statistically matched in terms 'of gr

(elementary, junior high, high school, speciapland enr011ment. Referring k.

. 3.2,. Group A contained one-third of the schools in a district and Group

two-thirds. Both groups used the IVPP application (Quality Assurance Prone

However, schools in Group A required that the docurbentetion socOm an

amilicaticn (QualityrAssurance Procedure II), whereas schools in Group B di

3.2.2 Step 2 - Assignment to Quality Assurance Procedures III and V
r.

Group A was subdivided into two Matched groups of equal size, Al and A2.

Group Al, the evaluation contractor drew a :10 percent random -sample

applications that school personnel then subjected to a, documentati

check (Quality Assurance Procedure III). In Group Aa the contra

percent random sample of applications with whom school officie

parent telephone conference (Quality Assurance procedure V).

3.2.3 Step 3 - Assignment to Quality Assurance Procedures IV and V

Group' B was subdivided into two matched groups of equal size, 81 and B2. In

Group 81, the evaluation contractor drew a 10 percent random sample of
applications. School officials then conducted a parent telephone conference with

sample applicants to verify application Information (Quality Assurance Procedure

V).. In Group B2, the contractor drew a 10 percent random sample of applicants.

Applicants in the sample were required to comply with the requirements of the

documentation after application with document consistency check (follow-up
docum'entation) procedure (Quality Assurance Procedure IV).
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EXHIBIT 3,11 (IBOORAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF THE PHASE II EXPBRIMENTAL AND CONTROL SCI1001, DISTRICTS '

N
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3,2,4 e411919,09,1

In all aohoolop the oontrootor drOi a aficlalld percent ran,dom ample of

lippiloontes', The second nempla.ponainteci of 5 wont from the first simple mill 5
, percent not in the original ample, Appliontione in th4 mond nem* were aubleot
to Quite or Wool third party Onto, Local third party Chooki (quality Annurance

Procedure VI) or state -level °Nolo (quality Agawam@ Procedure VII). were

conciliated depending on whether errangemento could he made with the state to

-concluot a lergeoloale oornputer verification,

Exhibit 34 numMarlien Mr' treatment unaignniento far each of the' four
treatment group.

In a number of cam to meat the needy of a rjartioular 00001 diStrlot, the'
assignment methods outlined above were modified. To reduce the hUrden in,,

low-enrollment school districts, a mailer number of trontment= group was

Implemented.

Ali has been noted, school districts that had already completed their application

process when they agreed to participate'ln the study presented a special prdblem. In

these school districts, It was not possible to implement Quality Assurance
Procedures' 1 (IVPP applicatitin), II (documentatidn with application), or III

(documentation consistency check). For this group of school districts, modified

set of treatments was developed.. Schools were statistically matched anq randomly

assigned to one of ihree groups. The groups were statistically matched In terms of
grade level and enrollment. Referring to Exhitp 3.4, in Group ,C1 the evaluation

contractor supervised the drawing of a 5 percent random , sample of applications.,

School personnel then conducted a parent telephone conference with sampled

applicants to verify application information (Quality Assurance Procedure V). In

Group C2, the evaluation contractor supervised, the drawing of a 5 peicent random

sample of applicants. Recipients 'were required to provide documentation of income

(Quality Assurance Procedure IV). In Group 03, 5 percent random sample was also

drawn. Applicants in this group were required to either provide documentation of

income' (Quality Assurance Procedure IV) or to sign a release allowing third-party

checks of their reported income (Quality Assurance Procedure VI).

In summary, an experimental design was used because of its capacity, to

determine the true effects of the pilot quality assurance ,procedures by controlling

external factors that could either bias the results or proVide alternative

explanations for, observed outcomes. The design featured:
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EXHIOIT 3,5; TREATMENT GROUP SUMMARY

GROUP STEP 1 OTEP

Al 1VPP Application ionsistency Chad

Documentation

A2 IVPR Application Parent Telephone

Documentation' Conference

01 Now*Application Follow -Up

Documentation
Request

Parent Telephone
Conference N

/

02 Now Application

OTfP 3

Third.Party Check,

Third.Party Chock

TOrd.Party Check

Third.Party Chock



EXHIBIT 3.4: SCHOOL BUILDING ASSIGNMENT TO TREATMENT GROUPS IN RE EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

THAT DID NOT USE THE IVPP APPLICATION

SCHOOL DISTRICT
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CORSISTEKI DECK OR

LOCAL THIRD-MY LIECK
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Testing all quality assurance procedures in each school district'. to
eliminate the potential, for bias due to the interaction of school district
characteristics and quality assurance procedures;

Independent validation of IVPP application Information and quality
assurance procedures through in-home audits; and

Independent measurement of the possible deleterious effects of the
quality 'assurance procedures on program participation by , eligible
households.

Appendix B summarizes the site-specific characteristics of the experimental school

districts.
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END NOTE

School districts that did not use the IVPP applicat'cinAv: re not able to test
the new application (Procedure I), require ocume tation with the
application (Procedure II), or perform the doc ment consistency check
(Procedure III). In these school districts, school wer divided into three
groups; one group conducted documentation after ligibinty determination
(Procedure IV), one group performed parent telephone conferences
(Procedure V); and in the lest group, sampled households., were given the
option of providing documentation (Procedure IV) or of signing a waiver to
permit third-pFty verification of information , on.. the application
(Procedure VI).
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4
PHASE II DATA COLLECTION

r

Phase II of (VP!) collected a wide variety of data for use in evaluating theI equality assurance procedures. Data were collected on the school district,' school,

and individual applicant levels. ....---

The primary data collection instruments were:

School-District Level s),

Experimental school distribt questionnaire

*Control school district questionnaire 1

Experimental school district monitoring visit report

School-Building Level (in Experimental School Districts Only)

School summary report on application processing

School summary report on verification procedures

Applicant Level (in Experimental School Districts Only)'

) Application
40,1> a' Verification outcome report

In-borne audit

In addition, the evaluation contractor maintained records of communications with if/

experimental school district personnel concerning problems encountered while,

implementing the procedures and records of steps necessary to implement

State-level collateral contacts.

This chapter describes the data collection instruments and methods that were

used.
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4.1: EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICT QUESTIONNAIRE.

J

The experimental schaol district questionnaire Ins completed by 29 of the

3011 experimental school, districts returned by :mail following the completion

of all verificatio activities. The questionnaire obtained data on the following:

Participation in school .meal, programs by school in School Years 1982-83
and 1981-82;

Administrative procedures used for processing applications 'and conducting
verifications; e.)
Administration and cost impact of the quality assurance procedures; and

Reactions to the quality assurance procedures ,and suggestio9s for
,Improvement.

is

4.2: CONTROL SCHOOL DISTRICT QUESTIONNAIRE

Tle control" school district questionnaire (Form C) was completed and returned

"by mail by 87 of the 903,./ control school districts. The questionnaire obtained

data on the following:

, Participation in school meal programs in school years. 1982-83 and 1981-82;

Administrative procedures used for processing applications;

Application verification procedures used (this section was included only in
the nonexperimental school district control state questionnaire);

Administrative costs of application processing and verification; and

Opinions concerning alternative application verification procedures.

4.3: EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICT MONITORING VISIT REPORTS

Monitoring visits were conducted to all experimental school districts. The

monitoring visits had three purposes: assure procedure integrity and consistent

implementation; t tain anecdotal data on school staff experiences with the

procedures; and assist school district and school building .staff in implementing the

'Procedures correctly. During the monitoring visits interviews were conducted with

the school district directors, individuals who processed applications in schools, and

interested school district administrators. During 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 reviewed. t .4 4.
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i4.4:::SCHOOL SUMMARY REPORT ON APPLICATION PROCESSING

, \ The school summary report on IVPP application processing was completed by

school staff in experimental school districts immediately following processing of the

iapplication for school meal bynefits. Approximately 400 Forms were completed in

'j .14 of the 251/ experimental school districts that used the IVPP application. The

forml-,,pbtained data on the time spent processing IVPP applications, the number of

- ,applications processed, problems encountered, and experiences of schools requiring

documentation with application..

, ,,
4.5:' SCHOOL SUMMARYREPORT ON VERIFICATION PROCEDURES

fl
,' ' the school summary report on verification procedures was completed_twice by

.
sthooF staff in experimental school districts. It was completed immediately

1.

tfqlowirig first- stage; verification activities (document consistency check, follow-up

dotunientation request, or parent telephone conference). The form was completed a

;second time following local third party contact verification. Approximately 460

:' forms were completed in the 291/ experimental school districts. The form
" t. .obqi: ed data on time spent, completing the procedures, the number of applications

os, verited, p'roblems encountered, comments on the procedure, and suggestions for

imptovernents.

4.t6IVPP AN
a

ON-IVPP APPLICATIONS

Twenty -bfburY of the 29 experimental school districts used the IVPP

aqiiCatioii:'1-The, other five pilot sites used their own local application form. Every

that was verified using one of the quality assurance procedures was

'abstfracted: pproximately 11,600 .IVPP application forms and 3,800 non-IVPP

applibatron)orms were collected and abstracted for analysis.
%,fr ;okra'

24,

Q5ALITY OSSURANCE PROCEDURE OUTCOME REPORTS
/

A^,verification outcome report was ,completed by, school district staff every

orin)e a verification was conducted:

Follow-up documentation request (Quality Assurance Procedure IV);

Parent telephone conference (Quality Assurance Procedure V);

Local third-party check (Quality Assurance Procedure VI).

Document consistency check (Quality Assurance Procedure III); or

30
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A total of 539 document consistency checks, 2i695 follow-up documentation

requests, 2,885 parent telephone conferenc , arid 3,833 third-party check outcome

reports were completed. The outcome ,r, = =arts 'provided data about the type of

procedure performed, verification inforrdatron Obtained, discrepancies discovered,

actual time spent completing the-verification, and effects on program eligibility.

4.8 IN-HOME AUDIT

In-home audits were conducted to validate information on income and household

size contained on the IVPP applications.and the non-IVPP applications used in the

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

experimental school districts. 'They were not conducted in the control 'school

districts: The in-home audits provide the basis far determining the true error rates.

These were .used to assess the deterrent effects of the IVPP application as`, well, as

the detection 'effects of the other quality assurance procedures. In additien, the

in-home audit serves as the basis for validating the actual condUct of procedures by

school officials as well as recipient reactions to and difficulties associated with the

use of each of the quality assurance procedures. 'Therefore the in-homeaudits had

four functionsmeasuring errors associated with deterrence; measuring errors
associated with detection; validation of the quality assurance procedures; and

examining the respondent's assessment of feasibility of the procedures.

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

sign a statement certifying that they agreed to provide accurate information. All

in -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 to change

their eligibility. During the course of the interview, respondents were asked to

supply documentary evidence (such as cheek stubs, program eligibility certificates,

etc.) for every source of income identified 'during the audit. This documentation

was used to validate the income they reported on the meal benefit appliCation

form. Household size was validated by requesting the respondent to enumerate all

househijid members.

The in-home audit survey resulted. in 2,093 completed in-hoMe 'audits, which

produced verification data for 3,767 meal benefit recipients. Ofthese, 1,217 were

completed in school districts that used the IVPP .ipplication. An additional 547

audits were conducted in school distriets that did not use the IVPP application.



Of the audits attempted with program, participants, only 3.25 percent resulted in a

refusal to cooperate:.

Using data from completed in-home audits, a model was developed in which

application information predicted which applicants underreported their income or

family size to receive benefits in excess their true eligibility. This model was
then applied to application data from audit refusals to estimate the percentage gf

refusals receiving excess benefits. Comparison of the estimated excess benefit

rates for, respondenti and refusals was used to estimate' refusal rates for those
receiving excess benefits and those not receiving excess benefits. (The

mathematical details of the analysis are presented in Appendix C.) This anaYsis

found no significant difference for *fusels among eligibles and ineligibles.

Therefore nonresponse did not bias the estimates of error used in this report.



One of the 30 experimental school districts discontinued participation in the
study based on advica.from Its legal counsel.

Three of the 90 control districts failed, to complete the questionnaire, even
though, they agreed to do so when they were recruited to participate in the
study.

3/ In-home audits were condudted in 15 of the 29 school districts instead of all
experimental districts to minimize data collection costs and logistical problems.
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A

FECTS. OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURE ITHE IVPP APPLICATION

Quality Assurance Procedure I, the :IVPP applicationi was designed to deter,

misreporting. The results of a test of this procedUre are reported in ,this chapter.

Similarly, Quality Assurance Procedure II, the IVPP application with documentation,
,

was designed to teat the additional deterring effect of requiring applicants to
provide documentation with the IVPP application; Fhapter 6 ptesents the test

results of this procedure. In contrast, Quality dasurance Procedures HI through VII

ere designed to detect misrepoitthg-error after the application was approved. The

effects of these prokedures are reported in Chapter 7.

7'

Virtually all- scholbl districts require households to apply for fre

reduced-price schobl meals at the beginning'of each school year. School staff who

act as the determining officials (primer' principals and their staff) are
accustomed to reviewing 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 application). The quality assurance objectives of the IV P application
were to reduce income ,misreporting that results, in excess benefits and to obtain

detailed Information for subsequent verification using any of the quality assurance

procedures discussed in Chapter 2. The procedure was tested at 24 experimental

school districts, in 316 schools, and Involvedapproximately 51,000 applications. The

detailed characteristics 'of the IVPP application are discussed on page 9 of the
report. A copy of the application is shown in Appendix A.



,

ApprOximateiy 251,000 IVPP applications were distributed to students in the 24

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

ffouseholds that were only required; by IVPP to complete the application. The

remaining applications were distributed to households that were also required to

complete the application anctoftnent adult income sources--Guality Assurance

Procedures II7-the subject of Orhapter 6. This chapter presents findings abouty the

feasibility and costs of using the IV/PP applicaOon, the effectiveness of the IVPP

application in deterring misreporting, and the effect of, the IVPP application on

program participation.

5.1 THE FEASIBILITY OF USING THE IVPP APPLICATION

Becausii-the IVPP application Was designed to deter misreporting and facilitate

verification income statements, detailed information was requested of

.applicants.-.;School officials who determined eligibility based upon information on

application had to review this Information for completeness.

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 houdehold, contained' a detailed and explicit release statement'

that would permit verification, and requested the signatures of all adults in the

householdfeatures' designed to reduce misreporting. Applications used in prior

jeers did not contain these requirements.

5.1.1 Administrative Time and Cost of Processing the IVPP Application

Deterrnining 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

average school. Overall, the average time per school required to 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

shown in Exhibit 5.1. Of, the total time, spent prooessing applications, 37 percent

was expended by principalst 46' percent:by secretaries, 10 percent by teachers, and

only 1 percent each by administrators and directors of school food services1'



KHIBIT 5.1: PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT BY SCHOOL WID SCHOOL DISTRICT PERSONNEL

PROCESSING THE IVPP APPLICATION'
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Based on repOrEs frdm 87 control districts, this pattern of staff involvement in

processing the IVPP applications was generally repeated' in the school districts that
did not use the IVPP application. On the average, 128 hours were spent distributing,

reviewing, and approving meal applications in schools not using the IVPP
application. The time required to process the IVPP application was 52 percent
greater than the time required to 'process a non-IVPP application in comparable
school districts.2/ '1

School districts participating in the IVPP project (and more generally, in the
)school meal programs) absorb the cost of reviewing and approving the free and
reduced:price school meal application. Currently, there is no direct federal subsidy
provided to school 'districts to offset these costs 3/ In, sites using the IVPP
application, the unit cost of processing,(i.e., distributing, reviewing, and determining

eligibility) a single IVPP application was $4.53. In matched control sites that did not

use the IVPP application, the corresponding cost was $3.05. These estimates inciLiaa.

the time and materials needed by school districts to distribute the application,
review it, and make the eligibility determination. School district funds were used to

pay for these costs. SFAs that did not use the IVPP application also used school
district funds.

5.1.2 Processing Problems and Reactions to the IVPP Application by
School Officials

.

In schools that used the IVPP application, an average of 150 applications were

received, of which 39, or 26 percent, were returned ircause they lacked the Social

Security numbers of all adults, income of all adults, or appropriate signature(s)S
However, school officials reported that an average of less than one apPlication per

school was denied because the application was incomplete (e.g., missing the

signature of an adult member of the household, missing household income, or missing

adult Social Security numbers or not returned within a reasonable time.

Exhibit 5.2.displays determining officials' reports of the types of applicants and
staff difficulties that occurred in sites 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 5' Sixty percent reported

receiving one or more complaints. Of these officials, 44 percent reported that at
least one parent did not fully understand the application, and 16 percent reported

that at least one parent did not want to complete the application.
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-EXHIBIT 5.2: SCHOOL DISTRICTS' REPORTS OF PARENT AND STAFF DIFFICULTIES ENCOUNTERED

WHEN USING THE IVPP APPLICATION

60
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3'- staff were unable to perform other functions

4 - staff dissatisfaction
1!7



Twenty-six percent-of the determining officials 'reported that Increased staff time

requirements assooiated with the IVPP application prevented school staff from

attending to other duties on a timely 'basis. Eleven percent reported staff

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

complaints-are-also-routinely_ received_about norOVPP applications and these reports

are provided by school officials who were processing the more complex IVPP
, .

application for the first time If the application were used nationwide, the same

reaction, could be expected' during the first year of use. However, they should

diminish in subsequent years.

Overall,, the IVPP application requires approximately 52 percent more time'to

process :and approve than an application not explicitly designed to deter

misreporting. However, the costs associated with the IVPP application could be

expected to diminish over time. It should be noted that school district officials

(instead of school staff who process applications ) provided time and cost data in

school districts that did not use the IVPP application. Therefore they may have

undetestirnated time spent in the schools. It is also evident that the IVPP

application caused some adverse reactions among school staff who processed the

applicaticns. However, the degree to which these reactions differ from reactions to

non -IVPP'applications is not known.

5.1.3 Applicant Reactions to the IVPP Application

A sample, of program participants who completed the IVPP, appliOation was

surveyed. The IVPP application represented a dramatic change from previous years

in the amount and detail of information that was required of the free and

reduced-price school meal applicant. New requirements included a detailed listing

of all household members and their respective incomes for as many as six adults;

indication if the household was receiving food stamps; and a release authorizing.

verification by school officials. In the prior year, most applications asked only for

total hausehold income, family size, and the names and Social Security numbers of

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

Households that applied for jfree or reduced-price school meals were asked to

recall the features of the application that disiinquished it from prior applications.

Overall, most applicant households clea?ly recalled most of the new features of the

application. Over 70 percent noticed each of the following featuresi the

requirement for Social Security nuMbers; the requirement for detailed and current
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monthly Income reporting; the requipment for food stamp benefits reporting; and

the requirement for verification authorization. This pattern Was true of households

that were eligible for benefits (as independently determined by the in-home audit) as

wells those that were ineligible.

Yet when asked If any of these features of the IVPP application caused concern

among the applicants, the large majority of applicants were not greatly concerned

about the new application. Specifically, 87 percent were not concerned about being

asked to report adult Social-Security numbers; 86 percent were not concerned about

reporting current monthly Income; 86 percent were not concerned about reporting

detailed Income for each adult household member; 89 percent were not ,concerned

about .signing a release authorizing school officials to verify information on the

application; and 87 percent were not concerned about reporting the receipt of food

stamps.

. The IVPP application also apparently presented some difficulties to the

applicants who were able to recall specific details of the IVPP applYcation. Thirty
,

percent reported that the IVPP application took more time. to coMplete than
previous applications; 23 percent found the application more difficult to complete,

while 21 percent found the application more confusing; and 17.5 percent thought

they were more accurate when completing the application.. 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 meals and those

applicants who were ineligible. However, households that received excess benefits

were' less sure they would receive benefits after completing the IVPP application

than wee 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

eligibility limits.

In summary, both determining officials and applicants reported some difficulty

associated with the. IVPP applicat-i-en,School 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
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they submitted several months ago. Therefore it appears reasonable to concliide

that the application caused some difficulty, but that the extent of difficulty ,Was not

precisely measured. Further, it should be noted that these reports of problems are

associated with the first experience with a new application. These 'problems should

diminish in subsequent years as both school officials and parents become more

accustomed to the reporting requirements. More importantly, the IVPP application

had a 'greater impact on applicants Who misreported ,income to obtain meal

benefits. As shown later in this chapter, the IVPP application significantly reduced

error rates, suggesting that the IVPP application does deter much misreporting.

5.2 EFFECTS OF THE IVPP APPLICATION ON PROGRAM ERROR RATES

The IVPP application, designed to deter misreporting, is a quality assurance

proceddre in its own right.1 The effect of the IVPP application on overall
program error rates cannot be evaluated directly because of the lack of a

scientifically - selected comparison group with a known error rate. Therefore the
best available comparisons for purposeS of evaluating the effect of the IVPP
application on error are past studies and Phase II sites that did not use the IVPP

application71,

Exhibit 5.3 presents the error rates found in the school meal program based on,

five independent samples from three previous studies and Phases i and of the IVPP

study. The verifications for both Phase I and II of the IVPP study were conducted,.

through in home audits as described in Chapter 4. The verification' in the National

Evaluation of School Nutrition Programs was based on personal interviews that were

not supported with documentation. In Ehe case of USDA's Office of the 'Inspector'

General, study verifications were conducted by third-party wage checks and visits to

erhployerS.

The first three rows of percentages in Exhibit 5.3 represent..appPants vihoSe

program eligibility was verified as correct. The fourth:end fifth rows of Exhibdit

(those receiving reduced-piice benefits but eligible for fred meal benefits) cqnsist of

households who overreported their income or underieported their family ,suer; they A

did not receive the full benefits to which they were entitled. The next fiVe.,,rowS (6

through 10) of the exhibit represent the groups of primary interest to this,
study--those whose misreporting of income or family size meant they .receivid,

benefits exceeding those to which they were legally entitled. The 'final row <11)

exhibit shows the results of the five sample-based surveys of rriisreioorking

school meal applications.
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EXHIBIT ,5,3: COMPARATIVE ELIGIBILITY ERROR AATE),,S FOUND,IN. FREE AND REDUCED-PBleFE'SilOOL14EALS QUALTU AgiORA
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The first column of figures in Exhibit' 5.3 shows the results for sites that used

the IVPP applioation. As can be 'seen, 11.7 percent of applicants were found ,by the

in -,home audits to be receiving excess program benefits.- Row la reveals that this is

by far the lowest error rate found in the five samples; the four, other samples not

using the IVPP application had'verified error rates of 50 to 250 percent higher than

the` error rate associated with theNPP apPlication.81 Particularly' noteworthy
are the 23.7 percent error rate found in the Phase II sites that did not use the IVPP

application and the 17.4 percent error rate found in the Phase I sites. The Phase I
A

sites used a revised application that incorporated some features 9f the IVPP
application (i.e., more detailed income information and a warning of possible
verification), but to a lestker degree. Although the 23.7 percent error rate for Phase

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

associated ,with the typical 1982-83 school meal application and strongly suggests

that the IVPP revisions reduce the error rate substantially. This is corroborated by

the lower Phase I error rate (17.4 percent) which is also associated with a revised

application.

The total row for ineligibles receiving benefits also reveals an important effect

of the IVPP application. The verified error rate for this category associated with

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

300 percent higher.- This is important because the cost savings associated width'

determining ineligibility is gr,eater than the cost savings of correcting' eligibility

from free to reduced price. In effect,`the IVPP application is best at preventing the

most costly types of misreporting.

These comparisons constitute strong evidenCe that the IVPP application has.

successfully reduced misreporting.-- because the Phase II design did not Include a V",

statistically matched control group with a known error rate, no definitive estimate

of the magnitude of error reduction attributed,to the IVPP application was possible.

However, it is evident that the IVPP application does reduce applicant error
substantially.

5.3 EFFECTS OF IVPP APPLICATION ON PROGRAM PARTICIPATION

In SFAs using the IVPP application, participation' 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 in participation and 53 percent a

decrease.9/
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The effects of ,the. IVPI? applioation-on partiolpation can be partially evaluated

by comparisons with participation In SFAs that did hot use theAVPP application. In".

all but one of the statistically' matched sites that' did not use the IVPP application,

program participation increased. The average 'increase in participation in those

sites was 8.7 perccint.. Comparison of this number with the'smaller increase of 2.9

percent in SFAa using, the IVPP application suggests that the application resulted in

a 5.8 percent lower participation rate than would have otherwise occurred, In view

of the IVPP application's effectiveness in reducing the Participation of ineligibles, it

Is to be expected that participation would be lower ''in SFAs using the IVPP

application than In SFAs not using. the applicatiOn. It should be noted that the loWer

rate of participation was based on reports from a small numbe410/ of SFAs and

therefore is subject to substantial sampling error. The'''study produced no evidence

that the tVPP application adversel), affected the participation of eligible individuals.
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ENO NOTES

/ The remaining time was spent by, a variety of Individuals, inoludinq school food
service staff, cafeteria 'workers, and aides.

2/ Because the School, Food Authority (SFA) instead of schools In Bites not using
the IVPP application provided data about, time to process applications, it is
possible that achool-level`, Involvement' may have been underestimated and
SFA-levelinvolvement.overestimated. Also please note that the 52 percent
Increase In time is based on group averages and not individual school figures.

3/ State agencies that administer the progrlm are allowed to spend administrative
funds for verification If done at the State 'level.

It was possible to 'identify adults on the IVPP application- because the age' of
each household member was requested.

/ Reports used to develop these estimates were completed by one official (usually
a school principal) who summarized the efforts and experiences of School staff.

Because the IVPP, application was uniformly implemented in all schools in SFAs
that used the IVPP application, the Phase II, design contained no 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
uniform application that provided a basis from which the effects of the other
quality assurance procedures could be measured.

7 Three of the five Phase II' sites that did not use. the IVPP application also had
in-home audits. Therefore error rates are based on, these three sites, which had
a combined enrollment in excess of 160,000.

A comparison of the error rates in experimental sites that did not use the IVPP
application and the error rate in Phase 1 IVPP sites should not be Interpreted as
suggesting that program-wide error 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 II non-IVPP application sites. Also, the error
rate for the Phase sites must be Interpreted'carefully because of the limited
sample upon which it is based.

These estimates include only schools that used the IVPP application (Quality
Assurance Procedure I). The estimates do not include schools assigned to-
Quality Assurance Procedure II since documentation could also act as a barrier.
Changes in school meal participation are calculated by statistically contrasting
participation in the year prior to the study with participation in the study year.
The same month in each year is used.

10/ The analysis was based on the 15 SFAs that met the following conditions: used
the IVPP application,. reported participation rate data, and had a matched
control SFA that also reported participation rate data.
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EFFECTS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURE IIINCOME
DOCUMENTATION WITH THE IVPP APPLICATION

A second method to deter misreporting df income 'information is to require
applicants for the free and, reduced-price meals programs to supply documentation

proving household income when the meal benefit application is submitted. Income

documentation submitted with the IVPP application was required of approximately

27,700 applicants in 142 schools within 17 of.the experimental school districts.

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

application. The proceduredocumentation' with applicatio--is intended to

increase incrementally the deterrence effect of the ..PPP application. The

procedure is deicribed on page 11. As the previous chapter deMonstrates, when used

alone the IVPP appliqation substantially reduces error but increases school district

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

information derived from these documents was used to detect error(s) later in the

school year as part of the document consistency check (Quality Assurance Procedure

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

The evaluation of Quality Assurimce Procedure II provides important findings

.about the feasibility of implementing the prdcedure and its cost to school districts,

the, ability of this procedure to improve the error deterring ability of the IVPP
application, and the effects of the procedura on school meal participation.



FEA8 iE3ILITY OF REQUIRINO fiDCLIMENTATION WITH THE IVPP
APPLICATION.
This section addreacee questions relating to the faasibilit4.of requiring free and

reduoed-price school meal applitiante to aupplY documentetion with the applioation

verifying income.. 'Unlike 'interim regulatory requirements now In effect, , this

requirement was mandatory in the IVPP project. -Failure to provide documentation

was defined as noncompliance with application requirements, and',the pahool'dietriat

was prevented from determining eligibility. Determining officials and other school

stiff_found it necessary to followup with applicants to ensure that documentation

had.been submitted and that it was the Correct document. The feasibility of. Quality

Assurance Procedure II le.discUssed below.

6.1.1 Administrative Time and Cost Associated with Documentation with
Y App cation

One-third of the schools In each site where the IVPP application was tested

required that all applicants submit documentation with the application, that

substantiated information provided on' the applicatiOn. Because an experimental

design was utilized, it was possible to identify the incremental time and cost

increases associated with the verification procedures..

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

required 'to determine eligibility 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 1.4 minutes to 21 minutes In somewhat comparable school districts.

Thus in a typical school where this quality aisurapce procedure was in effect, an

average of 61 hours was required to review and approve an average of 140 .school

meal applications. The average number of applications .eceived, however, is 6.7

percent lower than the number Of applications redeived in schools that implemented

Quality Assurance Procedure I.

As noted in the previous chapter, principals and secretarial staff were

responsible for reviewing and' approving the IVPP applications. As shown in Exhibit

. 6.1, this pattern was constant in schools requiring income documentation with the

application, noting the following differences: there was a 6 percent increase in

principals' time; a nine percent decrease in secretarial time; a 4 percent increase in

SFA staff time; and a 7 parcent increase in SFA directors' time relative to schools

that required only the IVPP4pplication.
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EXHIBIT S'il PERCENTAGE OF TIME SPENT AY SCHOOL OFFICIALS REVIEWING AND APPROVING THE IVPP APPLICATION.
ONLY AND THE IVPP APPLICATION PLUS DOCUMENTATION
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The reason for these differenoes was thet the documentation with- pplioetion

inareeeed the need for more senior school personnel. Prinolpele often foUnd it

mammary to content merits to obtain the. document, end they had to inspect

carefully each, document to ensure that it aornplied with guidelines. SPA staff else

found It necesiary to Increase their level. of activity In the application review and

approval proceen to annum that applicants provided the required document,

The unit cost of reviewing and approving the documentation with applioation

was greater than reviewing and approving the IVPP application alone, The Increased

unit. oast wee $1.57, for. en average total of $6.10 per. application with

documentation. This oast may be somewhat exaggerated because is known that

the determining official° (primarily principals) era inclined, to use the document- to

assist in detelimination of eligibility rather than simply to make sure the document

had been submitted. Substituting, income amounts and redetermining total income

and eligibility, whiah 'is to be done on the basis of a sample and only an part of

OualitY.Assurance Procedure III, would 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 definitively known, but it is not helleved..to be

sibnificant increase.

6.1.2 Administrative Problems Associated with Processing the
Documentation with Application

When reviewing and approving the application with accompanying.'

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

securing documents and an average of only two applications per school (1.4 percent)

were eventually denied benefits because the applicant failed to provide the required

documentt An average of less than one application per school was, denied because

the applicant was unable to provide the required !document with. the application.

The result reinforces the finding that, more time is required to distribute, review,

and approve the IVPP application when it must be accompanied by documentation.

On the other hand, findings suggest that among applicants who do submit an

application, virtually all 2,(97.6 percent) can: provide documentation with the

application.
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40113 6ciminietretly a,lieenOorr of eterrniningcifficiale to
OCOMent4tittli` the IVPPRI_Rialtt9s1

An important element effecting the feneibility of requiring aubmionion of
documentation with the IVPP application wee the reaction of ochool offloiela who

reviewed end approved meal benefit opplioatione. Beventyreight percent of all

determining ,offloiele who promoted the IVPP eppliontion meported thet they
received at lent one complaint from parent§ about the documentation requirement,

However, when linked to identify diffloultlee encountered while cramming the IVPP

application with documentation...that leo obtaining a coMplete application with

documentation end reviewing it to determine ooMpliance with the documentation
requirement end eligibility belied on the epplioetIon.,onlY 24 percent of the
reporting offloiele indicated that appliaante did not understand the application and
documentation re4ulrements and'12 percent Indicated that parents were reluctant to

complete the application and supply documentation. With regard\tolachool staff, 17

percent of the officials reported that their staff were unable to perform. routine

duties because of the extra time required to review applications. ,,Nine percent of

the officials felt that th application created diseatisfaction among school .staff,

resulting from increased contact with parents.
S

6.1.4 Applicant Reactions to Documentation Requirement with the IVPP
Application 4

In-home audits were conducted with households subjected to the documentation'

with application quality assurance procedure,' Eighty-seven percent could not.recall

any specific difficUltY in obtaining the document required for the IVPP appliCatian.

Six and one-half percent of these households reported that they had to contact

third-party ageAcy (e.g., welfare office, employer) to obtain, a copy of the
document. Among these same households, the documentation with application.

requirement did not raise a substantial .number of concerns. Eighty-three percent of

these applicants reported that although they recalled the requirement, it did not

raise any significant concern or problem for therri.

6.1.5 Typesof Documents Submitted with the IVPP Application

The types of documents submitted with the IVPP application are summarized in

Exhibit 6.2. Wage documents (such as check stubi and pay envelopes) accounted for

45 perceht of the total. Documentation of various unearned income sources

accounted for 41 percent of the'Acuments and Included these types of benefits:



EXHIBIT 6.2: TYPES OF DOCUMENTATION WITH APPLICATION SUBMITTED BrAPPLICANTS FOR FREE AND REDUCED

PRICE SCHOOL MEALS

w
rn

U

a.

so

36

30 -046.6.41



Aid to Families with Dependent Children (1.7 percent), Food Stamps (13 percent),

Unemployment Compensation (7 percent), and Supplemental Security. Income (6
percent). Five percent of.the applicants provided a written explanation of why they

had reported zero income on the application.

These findings suggest that applicants are able to obtain and provide

documentation with the application. More importantly, wage documents constitute pt

a major portion of these documents. This enables school officials to verify the most,

error-prone source of household income.

6.2, EFFECTS OF DOCUMENTATION WITH IVPP APPLICATION REQUIREMENT
ON PROGRAM ERROR RATES

In 1.4 of the 20 school districts that implemented this procedUre; applicants

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

required to submit documentation WM the IVPP application was also conducted.

The documentation requirement_ apparently had a relatively small effect on

misreporting.

c'Exhibit 6.3 displays the results of the -audits, ,which identify error rates. This

exhibit shows that applicants required to submit documentation with the IVPP
application had a lower overall excess benefit rate than applicants not subjected to

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

difference- in excess benefit rate)is only marginally significant statistically at the .1

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

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

approximately half of the error rate associated with the IVPP application without
documentation. The application with documentation does deter misreporting more

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

documentation in reducing errors is small relative to the effeCt of the application
4

alone.

6.3 EFFECTS OF DOCUMENTATION WITH IVPP .01P

PARTICIPATION

In all districts that included school's reqUirindpcumentation with the NV'
application, schOoyfneal program participation was layer in,"dOcUmentation" sc 'oleo,

than in "nondocumentation" schools. On'the average/schools requiring documenthfioyi

with the IVPP 'application .experienced 'an 8.7 -perOnt lower participation ,rqte

pf*GFiAm



EXHIBIT 6.3: ELIGIBILITY STATUS BASED ON APPLICATION DATA AND 1N-HOME AUDIT DATA FOR APPLICANTS IN SCHOOLS THAT REQUIRED.

DOCUMENTATION WITH THE IVPP APPLICATION COMPARED TO SCHOOLS THAT 010 NOT REQUIRE DOCUMENTATION

EFFECT

ELIGIBILITY BASED (PGI8ILITY,11ASED

MW APPLICATION ON AUDIT

DOCUMENTATION DOCUMENTATION INCRERNTAL

WITH APPLICATION WITH APPLICATION EFFECT OF

REQUIRED NOT REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION!)

Correct Benefits Free Free

Reduced-price Reduced-price

Deficit Benefits IReduced-price Free

65.4%

22.8%

111171

70.7% -5,3%

7.6%

2.5% 2.3% .2%.

73 U 7
4,-

Excess Benefits Free leducedlrice
I

7.7% 6.7% -1.0%

, 73 1173 -rd

Ineligibles Free Ineligible '0.0% 0.5% -.5%

Receiving Reduced- rice Ineligible 1.1% 2.6% -.0%

Trf 1:11 .1:11

verall Error

Rate
9.4% 11.7% .2.3%

Negatives indicate that the IVPP application with documentation has lower error.per entages.than the IVPP application

without documentation. . 7i.
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schools not requiring it (and 14.5 'percent lowe7r than schools not using the IVPP

application). The overall effeCt of the docamentation requirement on participation
ranged in extremes from only 2.2 percent to as much,es 17.0 percent.

The effect of the documentation requirement on program participation can be

seen as the sum of its deterrence and barrier effects. Deterrence occurs when the

documentationnrequirement dissuades ineligible households ,,from applying or

misreporting eligibility status. A barrier occurs when othervrieligible households do

not apply for program benefits because of the documentation requirement.

There is strong evidence that the docUmentation reqUirement resulted in both

barrier and deterrence effects. As noted above, in schools requiring pocumentation

with application, 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 requiring documentation, Th19, reduction in the number of

ineligible program participants cannot account for most of the 8.7 percent reduction in

program participation associated with the documentation requirement. Even if the
do'cumentation requirement had eliminated all ineligibles from the program, this could

account for only a 3 percent reduction in program participation. Thus deterrence is
estimated to account fOr only 1.4 percent of the 8.7 percent reduction in participation

associated with the documentation requirement. The remaining 7.3 percent is due to

barrier effects. This means that for every ineligible household deterred from

misreporting because of the documentation requirement; more than five eligible
households did not participate in the program.
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EFFECTS OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES III 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 misreporting after applications to receive free and
reduced-price school meals had been approved. Each of the five procedures differs

on the basis of verified information. The document consistency check (Quality
Assurance Procedure III) and follow-up documentation (Quality Assurance Procedure

IV) focus on a single document relating to the major source of household income.

Parent telephone 6onference (Quality Assurance Proc#dure V) is a method of

verifying all forms of income as well as household size--the determinants of
eligibility. Third-paky checks at the local level (Quality Assurance Procedure VI)

tend to be restricted to verification of eligibility for welfare, whereas. State
third-party checks (Quality Assurance Procedure VII) can include wage and welfare

benefit verification.

Phase II 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. Quality Assurance Procedure III was conducted in 70 schools and

involved 539 recipients. Quality Assyrance Procedure IV was conducted in , -234

schools and involved. 2,695 recipients. Quality Assurance Procedure V' was

conducted in 315 schools and involved 2,885 recipients. Quality Assurance

Procedure VI was .conducted for 3,833 recipients, while Quality Assurance Procedure

VII was conducted for 11933 recipients. The remainder of this chapter presents
findings on the implementation and administrative feasibility of the procedures, the

ability of these procedures to detect misreporting that results in excess Onefits,

the cost of conducting these procedures, and their impact on free and redrti-grice

school meal program participation.
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M151-.Etv,IENTATION ARCE.FEASI LITY OF QUALITY ASSURANCE

(
,PROCEDVRES HL TI-1149U I

4 the fi 9ijael?out, the.-,',I.easibility of conducting verlfication for a,sample of

1.7i, 6'rovei'reolpientR 'focus ,,,r9r.i"the..,Vay . in -Which the procedures were actually

Irrplemente,ii-Ind the ieaAions of' recipients. Cost and time findings are treated in

Section 7.3. - , .1 ,, '

47.14. Problems' Associated with Procedure Implementation
.'I

,

In Phase II of 'the pilot project, the evaluation contractor provided substantial

-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 traln 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 monitored
throughout the demonstration. Reports were completed and filed on application

processing, procedure activities, outcomes, and, program participation. Finally, the

in-home audits provided an independent cross-check of the integrity of .verification

procedure Implementation. That is, applicants were asked to confirm and.describe

the jrocedure they were selected to undergo. Despite these efforts, the varification

procedures were not fully conducted as specified.

The most extensive problem occurred with the document consistency check

prodedure (Quality Assurance Procedure III). The experiment was designed to

separate sharply the procedure of requiring income documentation with the
application for all applicants froen the procedure of checking information

consistency on the document and application for a sample of applicants following

approval for meal benefits. These two activities were separated to permit distinct

analyses of how well the documentation requirement deterred misreporting as
opposed to how useful the dobumentation was itself in detecting. misreporting.

Unfortunately, there is strong evidence that officials in many schools used the
documentation suPplied with the application to change or correct reported income.

The distinction between the documentation with applicAlon procedure (Quality

Assurance Procedure and the document consistency check procedure (Quality

Assurance Procedure III) was blurred.. The result of this implementation problem is

that tha findings will tend to overestimate the efficiency of the documentation with

application and to underestimate the efficiency of the document-consistency-check

gee
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procedure. The implementation problem does not explain the high barrier effect

associated with Quality Assurance Procedure Illitowever.

The parent telephone conference also experienced implementation problems.

There is evidence suggesting that school officials had difficulty verifying income on

the IVPP application. This difficulty manifested itself in various ways. First, some

school officials confirmed income reported on the IVPP application rather than

asking the recipients to state their income. Second, instead of verifying the

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

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

They also influence the findings 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 implemented faithfully:

The second morel critical implementation issue is that many of the prescribed

parent telephone , conferences (Quality Assurance Procedure V) and follow-up

docur:nentation requests (Quality Assurance Procedure IV) were never conducted.

Forty-two percent of households selected for parint telephone conferences reported

they were never contacted by school personnel, as revealed in the in-home audit.

Thirty-one percent of those households selected for follow-up documentation

requests reported they never received a request for income, documentation.

Undoubtedly some households who rIzTorted having never been contacted may have

simply forgotten because the audit was conducted several" months after the

application period. Othel's 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 verification reported not having re eived a call from

schoOrdlstrict personnel. In,another .chool district, the propor ion not reporting
R.;

contact fell to 3 percent.

Failure of the school districts to conduct faithfully many of the prescribed

procedures in spite of extensive o 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 Oases for which

there were verification outcome reports. Tus the findings are measured. results of

verifications actually conducted and not results of verifications prescribed.
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Failure of school districts to conduct mariy of the prescribed verOications is .an

important study finding. Despite voluntary cooperation in the study by school'
districts, extensive training, technical assistance, and monitoring, high levels of

noncompliance were found. Therefore it is reasonable to expect that federal
regulatory 'requirements of meal benefit application verification are likely to

experience as high or higher noncompliance rates if not accompanied by even more

extensive enforcement, training; technical assistance, and monitoring activities.

This finding must be viewed as suggestive rather than conclusive since Wederal

requirements were in place to test compliance.

7.1.2 Program Participant Reactions to Quality Assurance Procedures

Audits of participating households in the sites that tested the procedures

included a series of questions designed to measure reactions to the following income

verification Procedures: document consistency check, follow-up documentation

request, and parent telephone conference1' As shown inr8 hibit 7.1, the findings

indicate that the majority of free and reduced-price school meal recipients were not

significantly concerned about having their applications verified. Spedifically, among

verified households, 78.0 percent did not express a significant concern about

document consistency checks; 67.4 percent expressed no concern about the parent

telephone conference; and 63.3 percent eicpressed no concern about the follow-up

documentation request. Expressed concerns such as "verification Was an invasion of

privacy" or "confusion as to why the application requested the information" were

cited iv less than 10 percent of the verified households.

The in-home audits of free and reduced-price meal recipients suggest that
providing documents (either with the application or later in the school year) did not

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

households subjected to document consistency checks and 80 percent of households

subjected to follow-up documentation stated they had no difficulty obtaining the
appropriate document that confirmed their eligibility to receive free or

reduced-price school meals. Four percent of the households selected for the

follow-up documentaticin request reported a problem providing the document on a

timely basis. However, informal interviews with determining officials suggest

strongly that recipients do not comply with the verification requirement until they

are confronted with the reality that their children's free or reduced-price meals
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EXHIBIT 7.1: PERCENTAGE OF VERIFIED HOUSEHOLDS REACTING TO VARIOUS VERIFICATION PROCEDURES
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come to ,an end. While these figures may somewhat underestimate the difficulty

recipient households experienced In complying with the verification requirements,

none of the three procedures were particularly problematic to applicants.

7.2 ERROR DETECTION CAPACITY OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

Samples for. the quality 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 terror -prone profile (EPP) developed in Phase I of

IVPP.

The EPP Is a method of selectIO applications for review with a high probability

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

7.2 presents the scoring method used and explanation of how the scoring is used.

Exhibit 7:3 displays the percentage of sampled applicants" in Phase I of IVPP

receiving excess benefits by the EPP score as determined analytically3/ As can

'be seen, the higher the score, the greater the likelihood of receiving excess

benefits. In Phase II, the EPP was tested by comparing the discovered errors rate

for the various verification procedures both for a random sample and for the subset

of,that sample having EPPscores of 1 or 2.

The verification procedures were implemented in a sample of school districts
using the IVPP application and school districts not using the IVPP application. Type

of application used was expected to affect significantly the outcome of the
verification procedures. On the one hand, school districts not using the IVPP
application had nearly twice the error rate of school districts using the .NPP
application (See Exhibit 5.4.). Therefore it is reasonable to expect that verification

in these school: districts would reveal a higher error rate. On the other hand, the

IVPP application was specifically designed to support the verification procedures.

Detailed income data were collected on the IVPP application that permitted more

precise verification than was possible In school districts not using the IVPP

application.
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EXHIBIT 1.2: APPLICATION-BASED SCORING SYSTEM FOR ERROR-PRONE PROFILE

Step

A. If reported income is within
$120 a month of the free or reduced-
price eligibility cut-off, write''1' on
'line A. Otherwise write '.0.'

B. If reported income is within $60
a month of the,free or reduced-
price eligibility cut off, write '1' on
line B. Otherwise write"'0.'

C. If the applicant reports receiving
Food Stamps, write '-1' on line C.
Otherwise write 'O.'

D. Sum lines A, B, and C, and write
final score ,on line D.

a

(A)

(C),

(0)

.Explanation of the EPP Scoring System

An application is given one point if it reports an income within $120 a

month of the.free:or reduced-ptiCe eligibility cut-off. Another point is.

added if the reported income is within $60'of the -,free or reduced -price

eligibility cut -off. -Finally, a goint.is subtracted if theapplicant

reports receiving food stamps. The resulting scale has valUes ranging

ftom -1 to +2.

WI

eiWi1i,



EXHIBIT .7.3: DETECTION RATE OF ERROR-PRO/4E PROFILE FROM PHASE ,I OF IVPP

Error7Prone
Score*

Percentage Receiving
Excess Benefits

2%
20%

40%
71%

* Error prone scores were derived statistically by a weighted least

squares procedure. A linear transformation was performed to preserve °
the relative weights and produce whole,numbers.



Exhibit 7.4 presents the discovered error rate for the various verification

procedures tested for sites using the IVPP application. Two cautions are necessary

before reviewing the . exhibit. First, when interpreting results, an important

distinction must be maintained between internal and external experiment validity.

Intet.nal validity addresses the question of whetheirlthe verification procedures

affected reporting error in the specific school districts in which they were tested.
External validity addresses the question of the extent that the Phase II results.can

be generalized to the popUlation. In all, pilot sites, a strict experimental design
coupled with relatively large sample sizes acts as a' strong guarantee of internal

validity. A nationally 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 small to draw statistically generalizable conclusions. Thus comparison of

results for non-IVPP application school districts with school districts using the IVPP

application must beseen as more suggesthie than conclusive.

. Also, the verification procedures are not strictly comparable. The document

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

documentation with the IVPP application. Therefore this procedure is perhaps

better understood as.an adjunct to the documentation-with-application requirement

rather than a separate procedure.

The State third-party check of wages (Quality Assurance Procedure VII)
procedure was conducted for only four school districts in a single State Moreover,

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

districts, therefore the results for this procedure. represent a case study of the

potential of State third-party check rather than a nationally representative

eiperimental test.

The column of figures of Exhibit 7.4 shows that the State third-party
check had the highest discovered error rate. Although the 'tape match was

performed in only four school districts, in all four it outperformed all the other
prOcedures. This finding was expected for two reasons,. First,' a third-party check

done by computer precluded the possibility e'en applicant withholding or distorting

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

error: the underreporting of wage income. Phase I of IVPP found that the
underreporting of wages accounted for 84 percent of excess benefits awarded. This

fact also helps explain why local welfare third-party checks.performed so poorly.

Misreporting is concentrated among wage earners, not, welfare recipients.
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EXHIBIT 7.1: ERRORS DETECTED BY VERIFICATION PROCEDURES USING RANDOM SELECTION AND SELECTION BY ERROR-PRONE

PROFILE BY TYPE OF FREE, AND REDUCED - PRICE. SCHOOL MEAL APPLICATION FORM

VERIFICATION .

PROCEDURE

.. ... , .

DISCOVERED ERROR RATE.

IVPP APPLICATION li .

RANDOM

.

'NON IVPP APPLICATION-

RANDOM SELECTION EPP SELECTION SELECT1OR -EOP SELECTION

Document=Consistency Check

(Quality Assurance III)

Follow-up Documentation

(quality Assurance IV)

. .

Parent Telephone Conference

(quality Asturance V)

Local Third-Party Check 2/

(Quality Assurance VI)

State Third -Party Check 3/ ''''

(Quality Assurance Vii)

Choice of Follow -up Documentation.

or Local Third Party,4/

2.8%

5.4%
4

.6.1%,

0.7%.

11.61.

NA

6.4%.

16.4%'.

13.0%

0 3%.

35.2%

NA
.

.

NA

12.8% ,

1.9% .

1111.

NA

11.3%

\

V

38.9%

19.0%

NA
.

31.8%.

NA . Not Applicable

'I/ Includes only incremental effect OfVerificatiOn Procedure,And not theeffects of the up application

2/ Third-party checks at the local level were limited verification of welfare, and /or food stamp.Oigibillty

The third -party check.at the state level reported here were:liMited to verificatibn of earned (wage)

income.

Because the non=1VPP apOlication.licked-an adequate release for third-party verification, program

participants selected for verification were permitted to sign an appropriate release or submit

documentation.-



In interpreting the 'effectiveness of Procedures III througn VII, it is important to

keep in.rniAlhat they were conducted.on "a arsample of applicant-not all applicants.
--

This it in Contrast to':procedures I (IVPP application) and II (Documentation with
fi

.Application), which were applied to all applicants. Because procedures III_ through

VII Wert Conducted on onl y 10 petcent sample of appljcants, their immediate;

effects were denited-ro this sample. As a result,,the effeat46f the procedures 'il
- -

overall "error rates was -very small. For examplei using random porno's 6,1 percent

of the, parent telephone conferences resulted in cilseivered errors in districts Using
-v

the, IVPP application. The result. of ,these telephone confererigs was to loWer the

overall error rate for schools using the procedure.fir 11.iperCent to 11.1 percent
0.1.7 x .9 + (11.7 - 6.1 ) x..1= 11.09): .a a::

!... 0 :' .. N

None of the procedures, when conducted On a random sample of 10 percent,

resulted in more than 1.2_percerit reduction. in the 11.7 percene.errOr. rate: When

used in conjunction -with' error-prone profile selection, :the final error. reteiVaried

'frtifii a low of 8.2. percent with' State wage rhatChekta a High of ilS pe.rCent' in th

' 'Case of lOcal Welfare ;'cheas. Smaller samples, such as the 3 percent 7satilple'

recommended by Current regulations, would inevitably result ksrnallelis ieduCtio 7

, Jibeiinal error rates. ,. ..)-. . . . ,; . ,.; _:.',....,,,. '.i.'
1 AC'

CcimOaring the first and second columns of exhibit 7,4 revpa!s that the EPP

imethod oe-appliCation selecpOri signi!icantly outperforms randOM,,selectjam in faq

of tne five procedures, . In , fact, for parent telephone, copference,--follow-pp-,-

'documentation, document consistency,' ,and ,.State:...-thirdOarty che6k, 'EPP:a .'il
;

:dhad more than twice the: discovered' .rate' Of random se bont
?.

Ttle..';'
C b 1:'

excepti --local' third-party welfaifYveieibatfan7=Was expected. TheE It%.explicitly ;

selects-riOnvielfare meal recipients for erifibEition. : Consequently lt Le fintlerently _I
incapable of identifying welfare recipients with a.

-
high probibilitY"otyniereporting.

.. . ...

:The, EF/P., performed: eqUally well in khObt districts, not being the WPR1.
abplicatiori. > For all quality assurance tprocedures, used in sdhobi districta,'that

-

markedly'not use' IVPP .appliCation, selection by EPP was arkedy superior to random
..

aelectiop. ,It is interesting to note that diachered error rates in the school districts'

not using IVPP application are-eignificantl igher than in school" u3irig the

aPpficatiOn. The. higher rate appe rs to be largely a function' of a higher

overall error rate. When the...schoolcliitriCt verall error rate, as discovered by the

in-home audits, . is held statistically constant,. no clear pattern exists betWeen

disCovered error ;ate and use 'the IVPP application. . ,
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PF'LICA,
,i?ASSURANCE PROCEDURES PERFORMED FOLLOWING
PROVAL

Costs associate

basis--that is, cost

.t

With the procedures were measured on an 1Verage unit costop
ed only for the nrr'Tnedlate costs to sites 'of

conducting each p 4.-.7,This-rnSasure excluded all start-up and traliiipg costs,

all coats to applicantit; plying with the verification requirements, and all costs

to local and- state govern menumen assisting with third-party checks. These cost
a_ rc

comporients were excluded on the purely pragmatic grounds':,that reasonable'- ,

estimates, were r2ot. available. In the Phase II sites, much of the training and

start-up costs were absorbed by the co.nttractor. *TAerefore no reel-world estimates

are available for what it would cost a siteto,implement and monitorinderiendently a

program of application verification. ", As a'1 result, the costa' presented are

optimisticilly low and reflect solely unit costs borne by sites of condUating each

,indlyidual verifIcatiori: Appendix C explains the technical methods used to, develop

the cost estimates.

;7.3.1 Costs of Quality Assurance Procedures Performed After Applications
. Are Approved in School Districts Using the IVPP. Application

,;..
Exhibit 7.5 presents the final menSures of verification costs, cost per error, and

.
cost savingi ratios of leach of theQuality Assurance Procedures performed. after

IVPPapplications were "approved.- The follow-up documentation requirement, takes

an average of 44 minutes to conduct. This requiiement needed almost twice as

'muchischool staff time as.any of the other procedures. Parent telephoneonference

took '22.7 minutes to coMplete, and document consistency check , and lac welfare

verlfloatiori took 17.3 and 10 minutes,': respectively. It is important to keep ind

that the measures includ&only time required by schodl district personnel to cond ct

the verifiraiiionst and not the time spent processing the 'IVPP applicatiOn. The t'irne

devoted by local welfare personnel as 'well as the time spent by` households are not

included in these time estimates.

Costs per verification include time, materials, and indirect costs expended, by

school districts to perforrn verificatiOn. They include only, costs to school distk!rets

and do not include costs to applicants or other agencies involved in 'verification.A As

such, the costs to school districts are understated because they do not include, costs

for start-up,,and training, which are substantial, no; do they include the costs of lost

opportunities to school districts: Asa partialadjustment for this,underestimate, the

numbers in parentheies in Exhibit 7.5 show costs per verifidation, including costs of



EXHIBIT 715: Tltt,SPENT

0

S' FC(It-t.VERIFICATION PROCEDURES USING RANCON SELECTION.AND SELEglOti 13Y, ERRtil.PRONE PROFILE.AND USING THE IVPP APPLICATION ,

COST P.IR TIISCrinEini1R

VERIFICATION,: PER COST.PER.

PROCEDURE, 7VERIF I CATIONY .VERIF I CATIOlgt

RANDOW EPP

SELECTION seam

SAVINGS TO.

FEDERAL

GOVERRIff

PER DISCOVERED

ERROR

SAVINGS/COST RATIO y

'RANDOM EPO'

SELECTION SELECTION

Document ,

Conststency, Chetk' 17.3

(Quality Assurance (33.2)

Procedure411),
I

Follm-Up 44.1

DocunentatIon' (60.1)

(Fullty',Aittrance
Procedure TV)

Parent Conference

(Quality AssUrance

Procedure, Vi

Local Welfare

Verification

(Quality.Assurance

Procedure VI)

$7.25

($13.99)

525,86.

(135,24) M ,

$258.87 $13J.25

(099.68). ($20.40),

tfj

$478,99 $157.11;

($652.77) (3214.99)

0.34 0.78

(0,18) (0.34)

$88.31 0.18 0,56

(0.13) (0.41)

0.39 0.83

(0.23) (0.49)

c ,

Li Time in minutes for performing yerificatiorprocedure; excludes time to process IVPP application. timbers in, parentheses represent time estimates

that include, training of school personnel to perform verification, These estimates are based on school-based verifications,la 10 percent verification
.
semipleiandcfour hours of training per school,,,,A.lower smpling rate,,such as 3 perceDL would resultIn more time (and cost) per verification. a

4 ' ,0f% ) fj

Costs reflect. only incremental increases for each procedure and exclude costs of processing the IVPP application. Numbers in parentheses include

verification'training costs, as described ip the prior note.. See Appendix C for a discussion of verification costs.
.,

t. V `the federka saving assumes that;

tc,f

I) , Error is ,distributed across the free and cedprice catesorles'ailhown In Exhibit 5.3;

lir An average of 1.8 children per householdiarticipate in the program;

iii) Eighty-five.percent of the eligibles participate, on, any given school day; and

,_(1v)'' Verification Is completed by ianuary 1 of the school year, If verification is'Completed,earlieP,tiaVings..would

increasi._
t.._ ... ______ __________

.. , _.

.

b Y Valuet lesi than one Indicate that costs of conducting 'the verification exceed savings. Values greater than one'indicate that savings exceed coils.
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riOn100 school pprsonnel. Meet' achool, diiirrIcts.thar pertjciPated "e orbed these

coats s indicates that they made.' a Justments in thelD resource allocations to

ocCii rimc5date the study,lor that they have,some degree, of ,:excess cepacity, or both.-4'

There4orer, it Is appraPria coats comparatively rather than absolutely.'

A more 'detailed diedqi3OiOnT 0.inAp
1

OCIIN C.

,.,. ,
...,-' The Costs per, VarlflqatlOn:e 0v0i Oil'ijarne ranking by 'procedure as the

`:time per verlfloptilon, The.'-oneinaykeddif eretiCe;ls that local Welifare Verifications

.- cost slightly more to conduct than docUment' consistency checks ,even though they. ,

take less time to coMplete:- ;This reversal iti;'-due to the fact that `focal third-party
, -

welfare :Checks are commonly - conducted by senior SFA administrative ,staff,
wherea&docurhent consistency checks are usually condUcted by clerical personnel.

Dividing the cost' per verifiCtitIOfF:169-the7dIsOovered_error. rates presented

earlier in EXhIbIt 7.4 results in measures': of costs per discovered errer. These costs

are shown :In the'. fourth and fifth column's of Exhibit:7.5. Examination of these costs'

shoiisthat, per error diricovered, parenetelephone-conference Is the least expensive

procedure if random selection is used.
'.c

Comparlson of the costs per discovered .error using' error-prone profile selection -

, as opposed to rando selection 'shows that substantial savings can be accrued if thern'
. ,

erroo-pr6 e profile is. used. The one 'exception 1p local welfare verification beCauee
,

the erior-prOneprofIle explicitly, On-wegfare meal.recIpients.
.. .?,...

The fifth column of figures in it -7., savings to '..teilerit2.60..lierorpept:;.
4.,,' . : ':44 .;.-0, ,i: : .-:._,-

per discovered error, Is presented as e,benchmark front which. ostettectiveness

of the procedures can be evaluated. , The samings were notoMea! direCtly but

estimated using several empirically-based assumptions. FIst, the patterns of excess

benefits shown in Exhibit 6.4 reflected the pattern .qr. dIscoVered

Approximately three-quarters of all excess benefits went to applicants who receiAd

free-meal benefite but should have received reduced-prICe benefits. For this q'oup,

error discovery srings. were restricted to the difference between federal

teimbursernenta for free and reduced -price meals. Next, the savings estimate was,

based onlindings from both the Phase I and Phase II arways: an .average -of 1.8

student& was covered by each 'applIcetion, and studehts' on the average ate free or

reduced-price meals 85 percentof the time they are offered. Finally, the effective
, .

0 e date of eligibility changes based on verification' procedures was assumed ,:to be

JanuarY 1, or about four. months after the start of the school year.ti rEarlier



toy

Verification would prodtoe gg, . and later verification lesset;,e0Vingeo

',Collectively, these egau ptions produced an eetinitted eaving's per discovered` error -

gf $99.33.51

The last. two. columns of Exhibit 7.5 are simply the ratio, of savings per
discovered arior-0 ike.feideral gOVernment to sts borne by school districts. 'A

ratio greater than one indicdteS-savings. How art-a ratio Oleos than one means'

that the -cost of Verificatidn'exceede the say ngsIto the .federal government. For

example, the upper left-hand 'figure of .34 me s that for every dollar Speht by loca

school districts on document consistency check verifiCations, $.34 was saved by the

federal government and none by school districts.
4,11

Note that several factors complicate the savings (kat analysis. First', costs and

sayings occur to different governmental units. All ii#ential savings accrue, to the

federal government. Moreover, cost savings for the federal government represent
.

revenue loss for' local school districts. As eresult, when judged stqctly, from the

federal perspective, am quality assuranae> prOSedure is likely to be aostIeffective

because requiring the procedure Wou10 involve, no direct costs to the federal

governMent and is likely to result in at legst nominal cost savings. Conversely, from

the .school distriCts! perspective, no procedure, could theoretically be cost-effective

since' any quality assurance efforts are likely to involve additional ,school district .

costs. the procedure discovers or deters Misreporting, the monetary effect on

local eChool districts would-be revenueless.4

Therefore, to.,relj/: solely on savings -cost ratios to evaluate t

would be mislegAig. HOwever, careful analysis of the costs and eaV,

empirical.'expliCation of these Issues and could form the 91

system that would Make quer y. assurance procedures attractive tebot
,government and local sahocil dis Ctsi Alt6rnativelyitbe saVings-costratios can be

seen .ficri, e taxpaiers',perspeo Va where it snakes little difference whether the

saviqcosts accrue ':on the federal or local level.

All the sevings-cost set* fOr verification procedures in school districts using
fj

thug application... all-telow ...one. Therefore -It costs more to conduct the,
. .

gerifIC tions than issayad -through error discoVerw. ,If costs to school distr cts of

tra g, .start-up, rnocitoring, as well as costs to applicants and state' a localf.
governments are inClued an the figures, the savings -cost ratios would be much

lower.



The sample size of school dlabriots nat,mairlg' the IVPP ap011batlon was too small

and the acrose-site variance in' costs too large to stabilize statistically adequate

estimates of verification Costs. The :greet across-site'' veriation In costs per

verification for school districts no,i4ning the IVPP application was a.resulk

of some sitegrin this group conducting verifications centrally at the school disOleti

level end others conducting the Verifications at the Individual school,,levelt fate

verification procedures were much more cost-effectIve when conOcted centrally at

c"- the district levelt The following section discusses this important distinctiont

7.3.2 The Costs of Centralized and Decentralized 'VerifIcetton .

With the eXception ofone site,local thir party Welfare checks were conducted

by SFA personnel,, not by personnel in,.the. Individual schools, For the other

procedures, the, pattern was reVerSed. With few exceptions, parent conferences,

" document consistency ,checks, and follow-up' ,documentation requests were all

conducted by individual' .school personnel and with little involvement by central
.,.

district personnel. N t)
,TP , ..

Thii finding railgted the general -structure of program application processing

in school dia:itiptS::!''fmhe,large Majority 4f:experimental,' (and control). school

districts, 'C011ected,. and Ordceised. in

individual schools. TherefOre2.it-ivas 'not iurprising that the majority of sites in the

Phase seenpla ,chose to.,,4bridUct the procedures at the schoolAevel; ost Sehoo
.

r ,

distr ctesimp not hiscr."Antrel staff resources- to unCliirtake, the t.ask.

00. L'odal thIrd=partY.4liareChaCks were ':Ein exception only because of the necessity of ,Ke.

centralized cOOrdinatton with local .iVelfere agencies.: For this ; procedure, -the

eValuation contractor provided support services by creating computerized lists '441

applicant households to be verified. The evaluation contractor also wOrkedtlIrecflY,;;,,,

with many lOcal agencies to ,explain the verifiCation'oneedi of the experimental',

sites. It is doubtful that many of the school districts could have completed this

rocedure on a timely bats without such support.

.clec en tr dllz t on of ,quelity9 assurance implementation, which appears

cnherent in the current structure, of the publiC eduaatiOn system, resulted, in

su&tantlaf diseconomies of scale- -that is, the relatively low 'nuMbei-AV rifications

per school generated high,training and start-up costs relative to 'th costs of 4

performing the actual verifications. Atah the Phase II 10 'percept



yerifIcation sample an iaverage of feWar than 15applicationa were verified, per

school. Training of school personnel to conduct the procedures required

approximately 4 hours each. In addition;.' substantial technical assistance .'was

provided. The result was that more time was spent, in training and assistance than in

actually conducting the verifiCations.

A second important diseconomy of scale involved labor costs. When conducted

IA the ichdol level, 56 percent ,of the labor time Involved Principals and 44 percent

all other labor categories;-primarily secretarial end clerical. The relatively high

salaries of principals resulted in high labor coats for verifloation.

The third diseconomy of scale concerned, the time required to learn .13

procedure. Generally It takes an individual longer to perform task the first time
than for subsequent performances. The small number of Verifications per school

prevented such,routiiiipttbn. Average time required per Verification at the School
level was unnecessarilyjghigh.

e diseConorples'of scale inherent in decentralized income,verificatfin cen.be

n by tontrastihg.;the performance of three:experimental sites-located in the same

State. All .the '"sites Were located In large; cities with siMiler' diernograChic and

economic characteristics.. AU three used netteldentiCal:applIcatiehs: However,

. these were not IVPP'aPpiteaclons; they more approximated the USDA-recommended.

application for the 1982-83 schOgl year. ;'The three sdhooll.districte had nearly

Identicarprogranerthr rates,, ,and all three Implementef,Ltheseme let of quality'
,assufance prcicedurro.6/ :14Otfievets in one-of. the'-,three sites the procedures \were

...conducted at the iChool4eyel...,In tbe-remaining school districts, verifications :Were

Conducted centrally by SFA cleric0 personnel. The results of the verifications were

dramatically,different0 "
. `

verification
;

Exhibit 7.6- compares the, per ,veriflo4 er n for
; '...

6.66- three ichool di ricts. hi the ex.pibit, school distridia, 25 ark] 27 conducted
.,...... '. 1:.-.:. ' ' . : _..._, ,,,x, . .
centralized verifications and school district 26 we --e,"decentralized. The time and

cost. flOtires:,;,ehown represent .5t.kiiiy unit, measures f conducting the actual

verificationsjraining .star up times and costs ha been excluded. Because of

an expOnerilallyillir
.

ber,of individtjals:conducting the verifications in school ,
.-..._ .

, .

disti:kt 2'6, the..acttiol,tdtel time,and..iiceoliffereritials are much larger than those9 .. . .X'''.`""r
Shown in the exhibit. . ee. Append tiailler*discussIon of how costs were measured

and Appendix :a. for More detail 'brirthe, characteiistics of thesis districts.) The

.enormousrs4 In ''''iimeYend costs. required are indicative of the inherent
I

ineffloleQces df,Colidutting verifications at the school level..



COMPARISON OF THE PER VERIFICATION TIME AND COSTi\QF compi,griNc4
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Parent Telephone Follmeu0oCtimeOtation Follow -up Documentation
Conference Request OR Third-Party

4W.
:Verification'

$40

3

2

ro

24

20

.16

0

1

6.

,

.,.

.ffm,

WM
.

f41134
fhlly

N lip

.

oxosco

4134
%MR

;1;1M
LH Ilp

,,,,,: -,.. 414x4x 4
x4x4x x

h "
litioxiy

Li
(0X0X

tki;;
X0X g

+X X0

.

I:

Virf.* x 4
p VOX

0X+X XI.
4:11a

lq 1100 IIX
0%0X0

1 Ogr010
X1X+10X

tql3N

.',14. .

fi,..:

er

,

X.X0Xt

i Ngtf
0%0X0XtX, .oil..

XIX %II:.
OR Of
zeal Xi", ::::::::::::::::,

XfiltoX04 X WW1
leitxom

911X4X Xf IX

... i
.... ::::;.;:::.: 1011P+XiX

.:,:
::::. .

.

. . ...

Parent Telephone
Conference.

Follow-up Documentation Follow-up Documentation
Request Request Ok.Third-Party

Verificatio

District'A -c Verification, Performed Centrally..by the SFA

Verificatio Performeentrally,bythe SFA .

District C-TVerification Performed by Offitial in Each School Building

72 BEST COR AlIPAPOS LE
A



If

7,4 EFFE&S Or QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES ON PROGRA
PARTICIPATION

The most °bylaw] effect the procedure!) hedon program participation was that

,..applicants' found to be Ineligible were removed from the program. For aeVerel'of
the procedures, the effects on participation were limited to the removal of
ineligible ,persons. thirdrparty welfare check; State third-party wage cheoks,

and document consistency .check, procedures were generally. conducted without

direot applicant. knewledge or cooperation.. Theneprocedurstraffected paracip'ation

only if errors were discovered and benefits adjusted.

The three other verification procedures testtdparent telephone conference,
followrup documentation , requirement, and 'choice of third-party Verification or

folloW-up docueberiteil,lonr-all required applicant cooperetton. Failure to cooperate
4

resulted In hie denial of meal benefits. In the case of parent telephone conferences,

nearly percent cooperation was achieved. Only 1 percent of applicants
contacte az a parent telephone conference;pe.OSPd-P3 cotOPerge9ndrware removed

),'s;4t
from the program. The number of noncoopeitting apPlIcanteln the satnplewas too

small to develop,a meaningfUl.estimate of what proportion was eligible for benefits. ,a,?? .

Compared with parent telephone conference, a much higher percentage of

applicants did anot comply wjth the follow-up docurrientation request. In sites using

the IVPP application, the noncooperation rate was 8.3 percent and the 5ooperation

rate was 91.7 peicent. When given the option of providing a document or signing a
A4-'4

release,allowi glthird-party income verification, 14 percent failed to comply and 86

percent cooperated. (Note that this` procedure was only used in itterknot employing

the-IN/PP applications.)

AlthoLiW most epplicants did cooperate, it was important to ,examine""the-,

applicants who failed to booperate. If the pSOCegUre was effective prevented-,

ineligible; from applying, then most of thes,14i3Pftants should ,be inelible. Based,
,

upon the in -home ,auditsi most (7.1% out of,8,0%)"Were,actually'',ellgible'for Prograrn!-,-
. .

benefits. If barrier is defined as the per ant. nonceopetating applicants who
-

are

eligible, then this procedure has a strong barrier effect. Five out of six of

the`noncooperatingapplicants were truely eligible to receive 'benefits. If barrier'l
defined as the percent of all appliCants subjected to the procedure who Tail ;to-
comply ,,and ere. truely, eligible, then this procedure has 'a- modest barripr effept.-.0

. _. .
Overall, seven out of every 100 applicants who were :aske to submit documents

were eligible, but were barred from the program because they,lailedto comply with



ENO NOTES

were not' askedQuestions bout thirdlerty quality assuranoe prooedwrou
because pr rani participants were contacted only if the results of the
third -party ver !cation reveeled misreporting that would result in a change in
eligibility status. Only a voill small proportion of the verified households were,
found to have misreported due to the fact that food stamp eligibility and AFDC
benefits were verified rather then wage income. ,

/ The quality assurance procedures &abased In this 'chapter are designed to
detect error among approved applicants. Quality ;assurance procedures
'discussed in Chapters 5 and 6 were designed to deter misre)Ortirig.

The Error-Prone Profile was only used analytically. Was,, not, use,00. the
experimental school districts to select recipients for ,verificEktion
would have biased the results of the study. o-

. . . .;

A touts -month period was, used because it closely approximates the period of
time under interim verification regulations for completing verification. .

r .

It should be innarked how. relatively low this figure is. One telling contrast is
the savings p r discovered error in Social Security Disability Allowances, FOr a
recently completed error-detectioh system' that was designed by the evaluation
contractor for the Social Security Administration's Office ,of Hearings and
Appeals, average expected, savings per discovered .-error were, $30,000, or 340
limes as much as.the savings per discovered error In the school lunch program.

These -procedures were :very ,similar to those tested In sites' using the IVPP
appliCation,:i All procedures were , conducted after-4tie applifiSten ,-..had been,.,
approved. The 'procedures were dodOinentation quest; .parent
telephone ..confe_Fence, -end an ,applicant-exerclsed option' of follow-up
documentation or third-party check.



SUMMARYAND CONCLUSIONS
,

Th Is chapter summarizes the results ,and conclusions of Phase lyof the Income

VerificAlon Pilot Project:, Seven error-reducing and error-praVanting quality
assurance, procedures for the free and reduced-price school meal programs were

tested in a national sample of school districts, The summary provides:

A review of the problem of error in the free and reduced-pricaxachool
rneal programs and factors that will shaPe the quality . assUrdnce
procedures Intended to remedy the problem

A description of the :seven quality assurance procedures that were
implemented on a pilot basis and methoids . used to evaluate their
feasibility, costs, and effects

A summary of findings on the feasibility, costs, and effects of' each
procedure, and

A discussicin of he .conclusiOns reached about the, results and implications
of Phase:11'6f IVPP. 1

8.1 QUALITY ASSURANCE IN THE FREE AND REDUCED-PRICE'SCHOOL: MEAL.
PROGRAMS

The problem of misreporting income and household size-, to obtain Iree' or

redUced-price school meals has tieen-IdoCumenped:in a number Ofitudies initiated by

JSDAp Correcting the :probleM through:;,;tt0*Nption assurance

' procedures was atithorized by the Congress in 1081 with the paSsage of Public tiii%;/
"'lat°5 ii4Z)

,97-35. As this rep:* demonstrates, successful quality assurance implementation by 7

school districts that participate in the free and reduced-price school meal programso

Must, recognize end accommodate_ factors that charapterize the Progrgri

'factors are discussed briefly.

Within the public education system, there is a facki.ifkegperier0

;,t.:ality assurance .for the school meal programs as applied. to , the AI_
applicant household income and size. Other programs, such as food stamps have a



rolotivoly longer: nietotiyaf using quality tiegprancO prdof*tru to,eaduce.0

Orrgrth 1 iaPiNt4d oa and verification demonetretione have been oondUateW

re(luoe the miere0orting of 'airtjibilitY;raiatedlinformetiiiri; Unlike ,;fond etampe,

there le no adminietrative etructure ci!tpertle In pub lia7(endg:Private) .primary,

peoondary 'ecluoation 'eyetenic diet " 'le d to implement-:iqualitY..asourence

prooidurea,' .School (1101,104 must .atart with ut benefit of the eicperienoe lend

* training that foO.Stampo,and other programa h ve clevelOped. In addition, there In

no apeolflo source of local ectrol distriot Pundit g denignated for quality atiourance

(although ,program regulations alloW states to use odMInlatratiVe.tfunds for

:verification if done at the state level). At the SFA level, regular program meal

eimbursements may be applied to 4erifioation, although no fund() are opeolficallY,

earmarked for verification. quality aaeuranoe prooedurea are to the implemented

diligently, funding from ,federal or date ,sources or'Ohangea in.the use of axialtng

funds may be'

, The' potential for 'savings resulting from quality assurance in the free and
reduced.price.school meal programs is inherently small. The average annual savings

.trig 'federal funds for each -Ausehofd determined to have miereported, is .about $88.

This amount is a fractroiC of the' saVingner beneficiary achieved through quality

assurance in other federally' supported assistance programs. Moreover, school

districts do not directly benefit from the saVingi because it is likely that'they would

be responsible forthe cast of the quality assurance procedure but would'not share in

the savings./ Unless costs were recovered from the ineligible misreporting

households, 'school districts would loaf) the feder.41,'01 rsements that would have

been !Jeer] to offset the fixed costs of operating the*, 44rOgram.1/

-8.2 QUALITY ASSURANCE METHODS IMPLEMENTED' IN PHASE II AND THE
METHODS USED.TO TEST THEM

The seven quality assuraite procethlres iMilement41 in tilis pilot)stuCly,were:

1. A Revised Application Form designed to deter misreporting and to provide
datja .needed to support the legal and informational requirements of
subsequent verification procediires. KThe application, is referred to as the
IVPP application.)



n
11, a9-9WARntati9l1:,' . p If .P1 .1' to support InforMation about

earned moons or o eflianotit program eligibiliq (et go, food stamps)
reported . on , the ' tfo-epplioptiontIt should he norhat this procedure
involved oniy, submitting the doouments, not, crosswohisoking them with the
upplioetion, end as Suoh.wee intended to dater misreporting

r`o. 1'

Both these prooedures,wire implemented at the start of the 'ilohoor year when

IreaLapplicatione are 7#1,6mIttidoind reviewed for eligibility. l'hua..-they .arts

prim rlly diterrenoe prtioadures. 'in 'mast abhoojdistriii'tsj, these' two procedures

ware tested by school bilcling personnel (e.g., principals and school' Secretaries) and

involve ,rail students.

0ditkinal ,9uatity piociedUrOil were Implemented later In .the..

bicr,,aftbr. apP110ttonti .had, been ,approved. Thus . they were primarily
or prObidures. The procedures were*

lit, g ',k, 1 i bi

.1 t' Docum t Conaleten Ch. ok follmiving approval Mr benefits to''
:4 V. "`1 determine If the document initially submitted with the aPpileation
,,.,1 , corroborated information on the application. .,-

IV. ' Documentation After Applicatian with Consistency Check to obtain
documentary "proof' of income 'and other benefit pirogrem aligibliity
reported on the application: .(This ,prooedure is also preferred to as
follow-up documentation requelit.) ,

. Parent Telephone Conference following approval of benefits t o obtain all.
applicatiaii Items in oFger to verify income,. and family size information
originally reported bn thejapplication. ft. .

-,. .

VI. Local Third-Party Checks (e.g., ,welface office data exchange) following
approval of benefits to verify earned income or income maintenance
program eligibility information.

VII. State , iThird,-Party Checks (Le., computer wage tape match) foliciwing
. approval at-benefits' to 'verify earned income . or income maintenance
program 811031116/Information. 11;'-

Document .consistency .check, dobilmentation after application with consistency

check (Or, follaw-up documentation), and pprent telephilne conference were primarily .

airduated by school building officials. Laeal third=party Ohecks were conducted by
.

-district personnel, and state third-party chedks were conducted' by .the evaluation

contractor. All fivieOthase procedures, in contrast to the first two *deduces%

were tested on a sample of students in each.school. ,

'4 .



There was, in addition an important varjation-rn the implementation of
procedures. In a select number of large school districts, the IVPP application was

1 . .

notused. Rather the applications developed by the state or school districts
, .

themselves were used. In these districts the verification procedOres. Included

follow-f up documentation request, parent telePhone conference, and applicant option
I

Of follow4up documentation or local third-party contact.

The implementation and evaluation of the quality assurance procedures were

accomplished using an experinienta design. This design featured:
"

Matching experimental nd-control states;

. Sampling experimental school - districts (where' the verification prddedures
were Implemented) in the experimental states and matched control school /
districts in both the experimental and control states; and

StatistiCal matching 'and random assignment of all schools in th#
experimental school districts into experimental groups.

O

I

Key ,matching variables included po-verty level, location., and school enrollment. A

tai of 16 states - -8 experimental and 8 control- -and a nationallyirepresentative"
4

sample of 120 school districts were selected to_participate in'the pilot proje'cu. 30

experimental sites and 90 control sites. Through attrition during the course of the

roject; theifinal study sample included 29 pilot.sites and85 control sites.

0 = rall, a total of 755 school buildings with a total enrollment of over 379,400

students participated in the experimental school districts. Over /78,600 IVPP

applications were processed, of which 33 percent included a document. Ten percent

of the applicants in the experimental sites were subjected to one form of
verification performed at the school levelparent telephone conference, follow=up

documentation request and consistency check, or doCument consistency , check. A

second 5 percent sample from the first sample and another 5 percent sample not in

the original sample were subjected to either a local or state third-party check.2/

The procedures were evaluated on the basis of data froM IVPP applications and

non-IVPP applications, detailed outcome ieports completed by the school officials
z

who actually conducted the procedures, questionnaires completed by school and SFA

personnel, and in-home income audits with a random sample of 1,810 applicants in

15 pilot sites. Also, questionnaires were completed by each of the matched control

school districts. The resulting data were analyzed, and the results are summarized

here.

78 /
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Outcorries o of the Income vdrIfication depend, In large part, on

applications, are selected NI. verifkation, The quality .assurance.procedures that

obcurred after applications were prQcessed) and approved were ,analyzed ualog too
different selection methods: .randorri selection and selection using an error -prone

profile (EPP). The EPP is a method of selecting applications .1hat have
°

high

probability f (significant misreporting errors -- errors that result in the receipt of '

meal benef s to which the applicant is not entitled: Developed as parkof Phase I of
'IVPP, the P ',targets applications that have repqrted income near, e eligibility
cut-off point and that'report the household does.not recei food stampr enefits.

-s.
irp d,

8.3 PRINCIPAL QU TY ASSURANCE PROCEDU DINGS

The principal., findings of, thee test of each. of the seven quality assurance
procgd1;res ore' provided. -Exhibit 8.1 summarizes many of the findings described in

previous chapters,

Quality Assurance Procedure I: IVPP*Application

Among schools that used the IVPP application, an aye age of 150 applications

were received, of which 39, or 26 perceht, were returned Ocause,they lachd the

dial Security numbers of all adults, household income, or appropriate signatures:

HoWever, an average of less than one appbcation pgr school was denitd becaLlle-the;

appliCation wasootherwise incomplete or not returned within a reasOrlable time.

School perscrhner ipent an average of 16 minutes processing each IVPP
application, or 42.5 I-yaurs "fbr all applications received.by the schdol. ,the average

time 'required to process a single application varied from 6 minutes to,-22 minutes.

The avehge estimated cost to school dlistricts of processing-in IVPP application was

$4.53, while the estimated cost of proc6ssing a non-IVPP application wah, $3.05. The
'r ,

differ'ence in cd'st is attributa6le to Increased time raer 'than different ,types of.

school staff processing applications. These coats do not indlude costs borne by the

applibant, nor do they include training costs.

School personnglrin sites tieing the IVPP application; reported a high degreefof

contact with applicant households. Sixty percent of these officials rep9rted at letast

one complaint, about the IVPP. application. Forty-four percent of the determining
officials reported that at lease'one parent did not fully understand the application,

0 and 16 percent reported thatat least one parent did not want to complete the
application. In an independent survey of applicants, few households reported any

tangible difficulties in,,completing the IVPP application.

79,
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S11,114111 OF illE FINDINGS ASSOCIATED WITH THE llUALI1,V ASSURANCE PROCEDURES TESTED OV 111E INCOME VERIFICATIO

. co

93

14

QUALITY

ASSURANCE' PROCEDURES

or

'501f11111s( OF rioonits

1111,..
I

DINNER°

PRIMARY IIPE PER . COST PER ERROR

PURPOSE .
VERIFICATION VERIF I CAT 10q/1/4

RATE

SAVINGS/COST RATIO

RAND011 SELECT (ON' EPP SELECTION

.

-. IVPP ?plientIon

I .,.! Documentation with

i!, IVPP Application

DocUment Consistency

's.,Check'

I . Documentation.After

Application with

'ConsistencyCheck

V Parent Telephone

Conference

- Local Third-

Party Contact

Deterrence 16 min, $1,53 NA

Deterrence 22 min, 1, $6)10 NA'

,Dptecilrin 17,3 min.?) $1,25 , 6147

DetectIon 41,1 min $25.86.

t
(16,1P °

I

Detection 22.7 mi.n.1/ $13,81 6.1(

(13,3)

Detection 10,0 min. g/ L$6;33

(UP,

VII State Third " Detection NA i NA 11,6%

Party Contact

1/ Includes time tO process the application,' as well'as' obtain documentation.

ExclUdes time to process tlie aPplication; only includes time to perform each detection procedure.

31 Deterrence procedures are applied to all applicants. Therefore total costs to school districts are greater than total costs .for detection procedures

applied'ppl I ed' to a sample of appl icaAts,
1

,

(35.3)

NA

NA

NA

NA

0.34 0,10

0.18 0,56

0,39 0,83

0.14 0.06

NA NA

'1/ Costs dO not Include costs FOr. setup and training, which may be subs intial (see Tahle'7.5),:
o

5/ FOr.prOCedures III -III the figures' shown are. theAndem discovered error rate. The discovered' error rate that can' be obtained with the errorprone
. ,

profile Is'sh011ti in ,parentheses.



In school districts using the IVPP --opplioation;11/7 percent all program
II' ..

,participants received 'benefits in eX9eas 'Of thou to Which ttley were lagally
,

entlaed. Of these. particlpqnts, 8,7 pefr:.fcent ,recelvi0 free'meal beneTs. but Were
entitled to reduced-price 'benefits. Another three ,p p rc e n o'f " the aPpliCants. were

ineligible, to receive, any benefits. Among this group,' one- half., Of one percent

'received freepeal,benefits but were not entitled 'td \any., benefits-and 2.5 percent

feceived reduced:price beneflta but were nCt entitied to any benefits. In contrast,

23.7 percent of the applicants in Phase I SFAs:not using' the IVPP application

received excess benefits:' Phase I of IVPP, which used ,a rudimentary form- of the

IVPP applicativ, found an excess benefit rate of 17.41 percent In 19E11:82; the

National` Evaluation of School Nutrition Progr ms.found a, 21.8 perbent error Tate in

1981-82; and the USDA Office of the Inspector,General found a 2E1.8 percent-rate in

19804E11., Thus four samples not using the IVPP application had verified ern) rates

of 50 to 250 percent higher than IVPP applicationsample error rate. Mor66er, the
. ,

error rate among ineligibles using' the IVPP arcation was between one-third and.

one-fifth of the error rate among ineligiblesin the four samples mit. using the IVPP

application.

These comparisons constitute kg *evidence that the RiPP application

suorcess.Hfully.preduced misreporting, esp ially among-ineligibles. Because the Phase

II design did not include a statistically matched control group with a known error

rate, no definitive estimate of the ma nitude of error pg,cluction attributed to the

IVPP application was possib123./ However,' it is evident that the IVPP application
does reduce error substantially at the start of the school year

Given the application's effectiveness in reducing the number of the ineligibles
. ,

receiving benefits, a decrease in program participation . is to be- expected'' School

districts using the IVP.P had a 5..8percent lowerrate.of program participatibn' than

matched contrdl sites. :This estimate, is` subject to signeficant sampling variance, and

it, is not kpown how.much of the reduced participation isattributable to deterrence
t,

arid much,uch, if any, is due to the application creating a barrier to households who

are eligible for program participation.



6uality Assuranoe ProcedUre..11Inoome Documentation with the IVPP
Application *. , t

When reviewing and apProVing the applicati n with'dccumentation, an avora e

of 65 applications received (46 percent). were re urned ,by each school becausp th .
'acCompanying documentation wati incorrect :sor missing.' In spite of this apparently

high number,' an average of only two ap011bstIona per school (1,4 perCent) were

died benefits beciUse the appilbant refused to iirovide the required docurnint. An

average of less than one application per sohCol was denied because the applican,t was)

unable to pryvide thwrequired document. /
Adding the document to the IVPP appilaalon as a condition for applying for

mealbenefits increased the time required to review and approve an IVPP applicatioh

by An average of 6 'minutes., This represents a 37' percent increase In time: This

Increase variedfrom`61.4 minutes to 21 minutes. Thu6 in a typical school where this

application requiremerit was in effect, an average of 61 hours was required td

review and approve, an average of 14Q school Meal applications. The' average

estimated'cost to school districts of processing a document and the IVPP application

was 46.10, or 35parcent 'higher "than processIng the' IVPPar#

nearly twice the cost (97 percent).of processing non-JVPPepplications.

Seventy-eight' percent of all determining officials who prOcessed thei

documentation with IVPP application reported that they received at least, one

complaint from applicants about the documentatio9 requirement. However, in-horte

audits conducted With' households subjected t the documentation with IVPP

application req rement revealed that 87, percent of applicants could not recall any

specific diffic lty 'in obtaining the required documentation. Six and one-half

percent of 3these ho °holds reported that they had to coptact a thfrd-parfy agency

(e.g., ' welfare off cd,,,Aamployer) to obtain a copy of the document. Eighty-three

percent of these' appdCants reported that although they recalled the requireM'ervi.4Le.

did not raise any significant concern or problem for them. -)1

The ,documentation with IVPP application requirement appears to have had a

relatively sr411 effect on misreporting. Applicant( required to submit

documentation with the IVPP 'appliCaion had a slightly lower excess benefit rate

than applicants knot subject to the requirement (9.4 percent compared, to 1 .7

percent).
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In all erihooie-requiring .decUmeiitetiVri., with the 19rP, application, 'achcOl lunch

program; participation -Wee levier 111. "doeumeni:atipn" ' lahccia. 'than; in

"nondocurnentt3tiofio schools. On the aventigei achoola eclUiring doOdmentation with

the IVPP application 'experienced an 8.7, peroent loWer..participation rate than
schools not .requirpg it. The overall effot the documentation requiremint on ,

participation ranged from 2.2:perOnt at-41,111 104,:en\ to 17. percent at the high end.°

Deterrencereduction: estimated to Ocoount for only 1.4,

percent of the 8..7; fieroerii reduction 'in '.'participetlorf. associated With.' the
docUmentationrequirerne4, The remaining 7:3 1pedent is ',clue to barrier effects.

eons that for eveiNY,, hogsetiolct. deterred. frorn rellareporting becaufl'e

'documentation with IVPP appliCatlon.,''reqUirernent'..mcire- than fiVe eligible
househOld4Fl.not participate in the prograM.-:

Ouaiit assurance
; 4,4;

rocedure bocurnent/COnsistenc Check

schools requ g,' Income .docurnentation with" the IVP application, the

incomes document was compared with inforMatIon on the app a samp,le:of

applicMts. Thi's peocedure took place after approval OT, t e.appllcation. The intent
l.. i ,

of the' procedure to detect errors 'on thee IVPP; prilication. The document

consistency check', ocedure detected a 2:8 cercen 'excess benefit rate when
6

applications were;s6 e t random and 6.4rcent when selected,Using the EPP.

( The average,' tym'entObbilifency check. took 11 minutes -and cost $4.76.

However, n ,the',time and cost Of Obtaining the document is added, these numbers
1PaY'

rose to 171 Levand $7.25 per consistency check: The resulting °totals .indiCate

that for e_y oiler spent by. SFAs, on obtaining docUrrtents and conducting
,)

consietenci,,Checks, the feaeral:governl.nent.savdd $0.34 if random selection was

used and $0.78 if EPPeelection`Was used.

Quaky Ass _nee Procedure IV: Documentation Follbwino Application. with
COrisiste heck ,

In prelen r he' results of this follow-pp documentation procedure, school

districts that used' the IVPP' application' are contrasted with school districts that did
'.'.

not Use the IVPP giplication.
%

,, - Des9jte ex ' we training, ttchnical assistance, and monitoring effoits, 31
,

pe'rcent of z...,?1,Aent-i.ielected for this,procedure reported never having',4ceivedr
44P

west for7i ome documentation. Therefore% it is reasonable to expect that a
--federal re atory requiremerit of follow-up documentation would likely experience



aS hidi or higher noncomillienao yi4ept if nOt epoompenied by even 'more lexteholve

enforctiMent'l training. tOgnicel ausistanoe, and Monitoring eCtivIties,

Eighty percent o househeidly sUbjeated the , regOirement Stated 'they- had no

difficulty obtelfling the appro011ate document that confilmed their eligibility to

receive free on reduced.prioe-school meals. ;Only four peicen di households

aeleoted for' the' follow-up documentiOn reilues4 reported a problem providing the

document on ttme.21. However; informal interviews with achobi offloiale suggest
Strongly that reciplents only compiled with the -verification reqUirement when

_At
oonffontekwith the reality that their children's freemr reduced- price, meals Would.

coMe to On end. TKerefore these figur4. tnay% underestimate the difficulty recipient

households experienced in complyln with the reoulrem
I

When selected at random,.5.4 rcent of follow-up documentation. requIrem'ents

4 conducted revealed ,an ' excess ben fit, award. When ,,recipients were -selected for

. verification Using the error-prone profile,:the discovered ekcess-berieflt rate rose to 4.

r6 percent.
. : ,.1el Each ifollow-up docUmentation requirement took school officials an average Of ..,,

2-3 niinu la--toconduct.Theaverage_follow,,uvdocumentatIonrequirement--dost
4, SFAs $ 5.86 to conduct. This translatei Into $478.99'per discovered emir. using

4 .

random selection and $157.71 using EPP selection. The average discovered error

saves the federal government $88.31 in meal ,reimbursements. fherefbre for everyc

.dollar,,spent by school districts; on follow-up documentatloh requirements; the

federal government saved $0.18 wh-ef; random seletction was used and $0.56 when

,iEepeelection Was used.
. .

i
) An estimated 8.3 percerit.. of all applicants subjected to the follow-,up

. ,, .

,documentation requirement did not. cooperate and were subdiaquently re ved from

the program. If the *procedure operated effetileiy,'then this group hould be

ctimprised largely of ineligibles. However, most .of t se re yea for
t ...

;noncooperation (7.1% out of 8.3%) were actually' eligible' for progra efits. This
, ,

means that for every ineligible household removed from the prOgram for

noncooperation with the procedure, ,nearly six eligible, households were removed for

noncooperation. ,However, since more than 90 percent, compliecy with the request,

overall only 7.1 percent of the applicants subjected, to thiaproc%dure were eligible

and were also barred' from participation because they did not cOmply with' the
.

; docuMentation request. ;,

Findings in school districts not using the IVPP application differed from those

using the IVPP application in two important aspects. rirst, the discovered excse
84,



benefit, rates were much higher, 'When random selection was used, 0:.,:tg.11 percent .
error rate ',was Pound. Wh9n I Pl se)eotion wee used, a 39 peroenii,'eribr rate was,
found, ,.5edpncli' th'e 'time neCessery to oonOuct,. the proo,edure and the COW 'per

verification were much lawer' This we clue :14 two Urntrara. The overall ONO' rate

Wee higher In (Ord dintriats dot Uking the IVPP application; .,Also, :the
majority of school, (Mitigate,. not iisinO, the ''typp. application Cenducted the

'verifications uninO central SFA ()Ulf!!, wherein eiliioat all the aohodi dietriota'uainq
,( the IVPP applipationconducted the verifications .en, the Individual tiohool level;

. C.entrallistion of the verification..'procetia resulted\ln subtiantial eoonorillee of

..aciale, ': Wage dents were much, lower because clerical 'staff rather than. school
A

J3rirripala conducted, the procedure. Training end start -up costa Were lowor'bepouse
, .

.feWerindividuals were Involved..'Time per verification wasewer because, of grealk

routinizatio6 of actiOn. \ \ ,

Quality\ Assuranae Procedure V: ParentvT;elephPne Conference
\

The results .of the parent telephone conference are presen ed by contrasting
1.

school diatricta that :used the IVPP.,application with schciol districts.that dfd not use

the IVPP'
;

Forty-twO, percent . of recipients selected for parent telephon yonferencea.
(... reported hever having been contacted. As with the' follow-up d4c4rifentatiOn

requireme4, this finding suggests that without extensive enforcemen, training,
technical assistance, and monitoring, a federal regulatory requirement \of parent

conference verifloation would also experience a high noncompliance' rate.
,

Of the recipients bontacted for parent telephone conferenCes, lede than 1
\

`per'cent refused to cooperate. The average parent confeqence required, 73 minutes,
44

including time for call-becks and outcome :report completion. The, average
.

conference cost for school distriCts was $13.81.

'Using\ raAdoin selection, parent ,conferences revealed a 6.1 percent'

excess- benefit rate. Under EPP selectton, the discovered excess-benefit rate rose,
,

to 13 percent. Given average sayings to the federal goverhment of $88.31 per

discovered error, it mist local school districts $1.00- to save the federal government

$0.391n excess-benefit .paymentd 'when random selection was used and $0.83 .wheri
/

' EPP selection was used.
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I

Two types" of thirdlarty verification prOoe4ires were' condOtedi' veriflootions

thrOugh loCel welfare offices iiiid,WOQO 113091110 Mlitc1110i with p7ittwized litate
1.0

wage Mese- BoaatIlie tiaird.party, checks required signed , ,Ahorlzations by
,

n011(14140* could only be ooniducted In. school districts that used the IVPP
,

application bootiuse It Included' sii(')11. an aisithoOztitIon. The local welfare

verifloationo were londucted centrally by` SFA staff because of the need. to
coordinate contact with local. welfare of Moo. The state wage WO match WM' .;
ponducted by the evaluatloh contractor In one state for four pilot school disCriots.

'Therefore. the wage tape match results must be seen' no a case .(toady and should not

be generalized. Further, because the evaluation contractor donduated 'the' wage

match, cost figures are not:available. Aside from set-up, 'thane 1-losta should be

similar to costs for local level third- portyqratahes.

Local third-party welfare,phecka had a discovered 'excess-benefit rate. of less

than.l. percent. In half the achool districts using'this procedure, not a single error

:wan discovered. This result was expected because local welfare offices have.
Information only on individuals that participate in the food stamp or welfare.'
programs, and prIor,analysIs by IVPP showed such individuals to have tivery.low rate

of excess benefits.

The state wage. tape match was much more successful with a discovered excess

benefit rate of 11.6 percent. under random selection and 3,5.2 percent when 'EPP

selection was used. :

The findings collectively suggest that quality assurance procedures can be

implemented in the free and reduced-price school meal programs and that it is

,possible to reduce misreporting. Phase II of the Income Verification Pilot Project

suggests that the most successful quality assurande strategy relies primarily On

deterrence. A carefully designed meal benefit application produced the greatest



rdditntidn in aryar vith thu Omit goat and itortmianoo Ito hooaaholda and aohool
dlottints, Vorifipatinn of roolpionta after they ware approved to roogive
hanarlto Wii4 11100,4 fiffOgtiVdly EIPPApifiliqhmi by flrat, adlaOting aoplioationa with

high ilkallhood,of error doing an arror:. prong Orofila. Thu vorifloatIon method used

able to 0atoot darnad ingornat\of thu rhethoda tacitad by, IVPP, thirdlaarvy

ohook with aganoiaa that maintain ,wago and aorningo roonrda ohoWan thu ninat
prnrniaa,

.0.4 C,1,1NclIfilt11\11

Phase U of the Inoorna Varl floation Prglant Wdd ti 914011111 41(1101111MA that .

tested tinvon quality assuroncepioceduroS daalood 1.6 vadhati applicant error' in tho

school moat prournms Those, sovon praceduros dovalopad by .adaptinu

procedures used in otharrfodorolvograms and In 1101111/ aohoul dla.triota. tionatina thu

per-roolplont beinnflta !ovoid ore low ($200 par ,c01ld par your), thotio, adaptations

focused on minircUing time and effort to implement' the procedures.' ma seven.

procedures consisted a? two dete,rrent procedures that were oxpected to prevent

errors. before benefits Were awarded and five detection procedures that were

expected to dategt errors after benefits' were awarded. CcinclUsions about all of the

procedures , are ,sunimarlzeci In Exhibit 8.2 and discusood below. 'The exhibit .

describes a variety, of quality assurance implementation and.effectivenens factors

relatfve to each of the procedurei tested by the IVPP.

CONCLUSION 1: THE REVISED IVPP. APPLICATION EFFECTIVELY REDUCES.
kSREPORTING

..IVPP A licatior2, ReducesEron Error Rate.

The ,revised IVPP application, which , requests detailed income
reporting 'and informs. applicants, that they may be subjected to
verification, reduces the program , error rate to 11.7 ,percent, as
compared with 23 percent for non-IVPP, applications. The
application virtually' prohibits ineligibles from receiving benefks,
with only 3 percent. of all benefits distributed to ineligibles.
Further reductions in this error category would be very, difficult to
achieve.

IVPP Application Reduces Error Dollar Losses.

When the 11.7 percent error rate is translated Into error costs (i.e.,
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 application produces the greatest savings because it prevents
the misallocation of meal benefits for the entire school year and it

'affects ail, not a Sample 'of applicants.

-87,
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bHIBIT 8.2; SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS(Continued)

4 ,

. -

4 4

7
.

.,

,,

1

7-----------------
, QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

.

.

.

I.

APPLICATION

III

APPLICATION 14711

- PLUS ,FOLLOW-UP

II DOCUMENTATION DOCUMENTATION ,VI . 4VIt1

APPLICATION;, PLUS . PLUS V LOCAL "'STATE

, , PLUS " 7 CONSISTENCY CONSISTENCY `PARENT' WELFARE 'WAGE

DOCUMENTATION 1/ CHECK 2/ CHECK CONFERENCE CHECK MATCH.
..,

Cost/Burden to Applicants

.

Cost/Burden to Third Party.
. 0. , .., .

Barrier to Participation

Desirable School Configuration

Amount of Assistance'to

School Districts Needed to

AssUre 'Success of Procedure

Requires Updates/Modifications

to Sustain Effectiveness

Requires' Applicant Cooperation

Requires External Agency

Cooperation

low

None:

Low or'None

Any Configu

ration'

Low, or None

Essential

Yes

No

Medium None Medium Low Ode None

Low or .None' Low or None low or None. None, JOw Low .

High , None High Cow or None None .None

Any Configu- Centralized Centralized Centralized 'Centralized Centralized

ration Preferable Preferable lmeferable Necessary Necessary
,

Low or Medium Medium Medium Medium High High
-

,

Desirable Desirable Desirable Oes,irable Desirable Desirable
,

Yes : No Yes . Yes -.- No No ..

Occasional Occasional Occasional Ne Yes Yes

..

'

I/ Refers only'to incremental effects of documentation, even though application is necessary. and also has effects#
.

2/. Refers only to incremental effects of consistency check, even though application and documentation are necessary and they also

have effects,

ti Sri
t,plE

UL,O1 w
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There Is No Evidence to Suggest That the IVPP Application Acts As
a Barrier. , .

In view of the removal of virtually all inelgibles froin the program,
the IVPP application was associated with reductions in program
participation. However, the revised study application does not

gpresent a discoverable, barrier to participation for eligible
households.

IVPP Application Is the Least Expensive Pr6cedure for Schbol
Districts to Implement.

Although it costs school districts about $1.50 more, to process the''!
IVPP application than non-IVPP applications, the IVPP application
was much less expensive for school districts to implement than any
of the other quality assurance procedures tested. Further, this cost
should diminish in subseqUent' yearg as both schools and parents
become more accustomed- to the IVPP application's reporting
requirements and format.

a

CONCLUSION 2: SUSTAINED EFFECTIVENESS OF THE IVPP APPLICATION IS
UNKNOWN

o

It is believed that the IVPP application reduced unintentional
misreporting by clearly indicating tOe types of income to be
report0 for each adult in the houseiibld, and reduced intentional
misreporting with the explicit threat of possible verification.
However, because i the pilot study was of limited duration? it is not
now possible to estimate the continuing effectiveness of the
application. It is likely that verification will have' to be carried out
to ,,onie degree to deter intentional and careless misreporting.
HoOever, study findings do not offer guidance on how widespread or
intense Income verification procedures need to be in order to sustain
the deterrent effect of the application over time.

CONCLUSION 3: DETECTION PROCEDURES ARE NOT COST-EFFECTIVE

None of the tested income verification detection procedures save
more money than they cost. Moreover, these costs accrue alMost
exclusively 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 (e.g.,
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 for eligible households.

4? '0 90



Procedures Invcilvin Documentation Are Least Feasible.

Documentation requested with the application and after the .

application" was approved produced barriers, thereby ,barrineb
eligibles ffom the program. Document requests, were expensive for
school districts to process, and the document did not achieve
substantial error reductions over and above the application.

Locallhird-Party Welfare Checks Are Ineffective.

Although less expensive for school districts to implement because
of economies of scale, third-party checks with welfare offices did
not detect errors. This is probabirbecause welfare recipients are
often eligible for meal' benefits.

State Third-Part We e Matches A ear Effective But Would Be
Difficult To Implement.

4

A wage match was conducted by the contractor for school districts
in one state. The match was highly 'successful in discovering
errors. However,4Vis probably not feast e for all school districts
to conduct wage matches. Matches require the cooperation of the

,,state emplRyment security agency. Seve states do not possess
the data and others have legislation an policies preventing them
from participating in wage matching. It would be very burdensome
and, therefore unlikely for state agencies to deli( independently
with the numerous school districts in their state.

Parent Conferences Are More Cost-Effective Than'" Other
Verification Procedures, But Are Still Highly Ineffective.

Of all verification procedures tested, parent conferences were
most cost-effective. However, the parent, conferences were often 1,

not implemented properly and did not identify very many instances
of misreporting.

Use of Error-Prone- Profile- Makes Detection Procedures More
Effective.

Targeting applications fo? verification using the error-prone profile
is more effective in locating errors than random selection. The
most effective detection procedures were.parent conferences and
state wage matches using the error-prone profile. However, even
using the error-prone profile, parent conferences were not cost-
effective, at leastin the short run.

CONCLUSION 4: IMP.EMENTATION PROBLEMS ARE ENCOUNTERED BY
SCHOOL DISTRICTS

In pilot sites, even with extensive evaluation contractor training
and technical assistance, school districts failed to follow through
with full implementation of several detection procedures. Such

91
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compliance problems may be encountered under normal operating

complexity ce procedures,
conditions. Study findings,sugger

requisite follOwup
hat this is partly clue to the

omplexity 'of the quality assure
activities, and built-in administrative disincentives to correctly
implement quality assurance procedures.

CONCLUSION 5: COSTS AND OTHER FACTORS ACT AS STRONG
DISINCENTIVES FOR SCHOOL DISTRICTS TO .IMPLEMENT
QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURES

As implemented In the pilot study, all costs for quality, assurance
were borne by school districts, 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
quality assurance procedures efficiently and they sometimes do not
view it as a role appropriate for educators.

Taken together, these results suggest the deterrence procedures, and in

particular an improved application such as the IVPP application, would result in

substantial cost, savings with the least disturbance to sctiOols ad recipients.
Because the IVPP applicatibc is so effective in reducing costly errors associated

with ineligibles receiving benefits (verstis eligibles receiving free meals instead of

discounted meals), subsequent detection procedures will not be very cost effective.

It must be kept j ind, however, that the
oft
IWP application was tested in only one

.

school year, and rmation is available on its long-term effectiveness.

In addition to yroviding more directi6n to applicants on how to correctly report

income,. the IVPP ,application clearly indicated' that the application Information

would be subject to verification. Witliout subsequent verification and public/It) 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

to implement a, limited verification program., Based on study findings, it appears

that the use of the error-prone model in conjunction with state wage matching

would be the most cost-effective tool. State wage matching was carried oUt by the

evaluation contractor and the study does not provide guidance on feasibility of

implementation by. school districts. However, there would be costs to the school

districts apd state agencies,volved. Clearly, careful planning and further testing

would be Iarranted before .such a program is implemented. Based on study findingi,

parent conference would be the second choice for a verification method, If wage

matches are not feasible.
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\if
Households determined through verifiCaticrn to b ineligible for free or
reduced-price school mealevan. elect ,CD -pIy full price for school meals. Thus
when households elect to pay full price, the school district will continue to

it,raceivit income. However, when the ineligible households completely withdraW
from partIcipation In the school meal programs, the school district will stiffer
an income reduction that makes it more difficult to'rneet fixed program costs.

2/ In thre ge,school distric s that did not ue the IVPP' applicatiOn, a 5 percent
sample approved applica ions was used. Athough the design includes control
sites, veCcation was not nducted in these school districts.

3/ The remaining 16 percent of participants sUbjected t'o the dOcumentation
following application with consistenc check were unable to describe single
specific problems.
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APPENDIOL.

IVPP APPLICATION AND INSTRUCTIONS
'JO APPLICANTS REGARDING THE

PROVISION OF DOCUMENTATION=

.

.1)



REDUCED SIZE- -NOT AdTUAL SIZE

t

.APPiICATION1016REE AND REDUCeilY7 PRICE SCHOOL MEALS SCHOOL YEAR 1982.83

),
t.il i' 1

---7, ,
(

, .

?ARENT or GUARDIAN: Please complete ono applIcstion for EACH school your children intend. A complete application must have the names of all householdif marabers. tha
ohm'

Security Numbers of all household members 21 years and older, all household lOCOOle, and the application must be signed by an adult', household, MOD such as a parent. Contact your school if you have foster dren end wish to apply for them. Please PRINT neatly. Use a ball point pen orirctik and press firmlyyou are making copies. Return ALL completed copiesto the school,

tip. NAME OPTHE SCHOOL THE CHILDREN A/ITEND: 's

2. FULL NAME AND GRADE OF EACH OHL/ATTENDING THE SC,IDOL YOU PRINTED IN NUMBER 1:

GRADE erg
IN SCHOOL LAST NAMELAST NAME . FIRST NAME

'I. 1. 11/ .

1Wil ID)
,,,,

$.1i f BEGINNING WITH THE ADULTS IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD, print the full name in column A of ALL related andinrelatedpersons living i
,

1 ;.,,: household. Us Wry to include yam& and children listed in-.Question 2. Print each person's age in column B. Next, in column C'print the Social
Number of each adult person who Is 21 years or older. If an adult does not have i Social Security Number. print the word NONE In the Space
that person's name. IThe reason' why you are being asked to supply Social SecurityNumbers is printed On the back of this apjilication).,

11 ',' 5'NEXT, print the total amount of income each person was,ACTUALLY PAID OR RECEIVED'LAS MONTH from each of
person received More than one check or cash payment from a satires last month, show the total amodnt, If a person,aid not
the person was under the age of '16, print the word NONE in thsapproprista space. If a person'. Income last month was
,clitcLE. the estimated average monthly amounii5thet person expects to retelvii from that source during the year. ' /.--'-;- .ts

Last and First 4...Nagle of - Social Earnings Social CHousehold Swink), From Joblei Welfare Security' Suppo
Member' Age

C. ICI Withholding) (AFDC) , Gold Chegkl,e41), Alimony

Number (Before .Payments (Green or sacUcir

...

IC)

FIRST NAME

4'

GRADE
IN SCHOOL

s 1

I

3

.

s

TOTAL MON71-1-1--c.YOUSEHOLD INCOME S

gnNOTE: 114 011ie: income eludes pensions and retirement pay, disability, strike benefits, or any other cash amount received.
121 You dnot have to include income received by children for ocksagnal or casual jobs such as lawn work or baby-sitting.
13) If you need to computes monthly income !minor. see instructions on the back of the application.

4. CHECK THE. APPROPRIATE BOX (your answetia voluntary. Households that receiveigsd Stamps-can also rceive school meals,)
My household does not currently receive food eternise. My household currently receives food stamps.

\5. ADULTS 21 YEARS OR OLDER IN YOUR HOUSEHOLD: READ BOTH STATEMENTS, PLACI AN VX" IN THE BOX TO SHOW THAT YOU
UNDERSTAND THE SECOND STATEMENT, AND SIGN THE APP CATION. \ .

certify that all the above informatiOn is true and correct and all boss hold income has been reported; understand that deliberate misrerpreeentation of
inforniation on the application may subject meius to prosecution under a ble state and federal statutes; underetand,that this information io rug givenin connection with the receipt of federal funds; and understand that officials may verify the information on the application.

.

rt 1We agree that information previously provided to and contained in Food Stamp Agency. Welfare Agency,or State employment Agency files may be
used to verify the information provided on this application for free or reduced price school meal benefits.

SIGNATURE OF' ADULT
-HOUSEHOLD MEMBER ' SIGNATURE OF OTHER, , OF OTHER SIGNATURE OF OTHER'WHO COMPLETED APPLICATION ADULT'HOUSEHOLD MEMBR ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER 'ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER

sources shown belois If
vs income from a source or

ypical. you must print and
,

employ- Self.
meat " EMplOY! XI Other

Compen- Meta jIncome
saint' Income "(See Note)

3

3

3 3

3

'DATE: DATE' DATE: DATE.

HOME ADDRESS. AND TELEPHONE NUMBER OF THE ADULT HOUSEHOLD MEMBER WHO COMPLETED THE APPLICATION.

HO SAI)DRESS 41
4,,

u-

DAY TIME TELEPHONE:
4

I.

cn (

A. TOTAL MONTHLY HOUSEHOLD INCOME: IFInm .3) S

. TOTAL HOUSEHOLD S17: OW Number of Nimes From 131.8

C. APPROVAL STATUS: ;.: u4#ppraved Free Steals C Appro-ved Reduced Prins Meals

D. DATE PARENTS NOTIFIED: DETERMINING OFF4AL:

= Below).0
...

E. REASON FOR DENIAL: .---

...

3 95 .

1.15 E.F6T CZ'''.'i ?A'allitiriE

FOR SCHOOL USE ONLY



. ' I X' 4
In order for your application to be-tonsidered complete, YOU ARE REQUIRED TO SUBMIT A COPY

to receive free or reduced price meal benefits..The inst ctions belhw tel you exactly what document you

OF'AT ,LEAS% ONE OFFICIAL DOCUMENT that pr priivt3s the eligibility of yolk hotisqhold

yvuot provid& The doctunent you P_ roVide' will brkept qo 'dential and wilNbe used td assist in proving yourhouseholds eligibilitY for free or reduced Price Meal

DOCUMENT PROVING HOUSE114D,ELIGIBILITY

.1IF*YOUR,BOUSEHOLO,1 ECEIVES FOOD STAMPS:,
document& If You dp not want to do this, do 2 or "3 01.4

I'

-0

u can attach ONE of the following",
low.

,Food Stemp C ifieatian Notice sent to oti- hod Office,- OR00

A letter'from the Food' Stamp Offices receive Food Stamps.

tr

i 1R HOUSEHOth ARE EMPLOYED: Toil rpus Ail:b-
lond person.

;Pa

fr 'A letter-fro the employe: ftitating your total gross wages, OR
,

1..

Self-employed persons inuet 'provide cop( a recent, sales tax statement, or FICA form, or,lastquarterly tax'estimate*

0'

3. IF-YOU DO NOT DO, ,014OR #Z AND NO APULTSIWYOUR HOUSEHOLD ARE EMPLOYE:
You must submit a copy of the document for the largest sonice Of houiehOld income.

IF THE EST SOURCE OF HOUSEHOLD
INCOME IS.

Public assistance (welfarerAFDC)

Unemployment compensation

Social Security

Alimony pr Child Support

Disability or Workman's Compensation

;Veteran's Benefits

YOU .MUST PROVIDE:

Your benefit notice from th) welfare,atcy
YOur notice of eligibility f;omithe State
Eniployment Security Office

Your SSI ehgibility letter,Or Your Social security
Retirement benefit letter
A py of the court decree or agreement
A, copy of the disability award letter, or check
stub .

Jr'
A copy of the benent 'Puce from the'VA

)
4. IF YOU DO NOT DO #1 OR #2 IR # AND

APPLICATION:

You must attach: a brief note explaining in wri
housing, and whe

OR

OU REPORT NO INCOME ON YOUR

hovi your housi3hold pays for food, Clothing, and
ou expect to have income.

Subitiit Ydar Docament With Your AppliCation
96

136116

Ng.



SELECTED,CHARACTENISTICS Of EXPERINENTAt SCHOOL DISTRICTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT IIARACTERISTIC SFA 1 .SFA 2 SFA 3 ',SFA, 4--,JIB 5 SFA .6, SFA 1,

FNS Region' West West Weit Mid/Atl Mid/41

T EnrollMent 600 51,017 15,000 5,27,', 8,200,

ir.

Percent of Students Receiving Neal Benefits fS 15.2

Number. of School Buildings 3 9 25 ,21 5 "19 ,

m0
X C
*03

:0 >Nid/Atl Mid/ Atl

H ZI

10,588 111390 m
-<

z
22.6 21.9 AA >

43 49 . ,LOC)
13
m
z

Where Applications Were Processed. School', Central Seheol Schaal School School School .

(SFA).,Building' 'BuildingBuilding Building 1411ding. Building

k k

Where Quality AssUranCe Procedures Were School Central School School, School SChool

Conducted Building (SFA) 9(111(114 Bondi Building Building,

Number.of:IVIT Applications Processed

' Total Number. of IVPP.Applicatiohs (1)-' 2161' 3,021. 576. 24 2,162. 2,761 '.4 498..

ftrap . (NA) (9) (26) . (19) (43) (49)
)

... IVPP Application Only: . 216 ' 1,632 241 524 677 1,826 - , '2,916,

(QUalityAssurance Procedure I) (NA) ,' (4) (11) (21). .
(13): (26) (33)

IVPP,,ApplicatIon With Documentition .. . NA 1,389' : 329 NA BS . 935 1,582

,

(Quality Assurance Procedure II) (NA) (5) (8) (NA) (6) (17) (16).

.Numbeof,DocdirehtConsistency.Chicki. NA ', NA .. NA 9 '28 '-14

Perforied (Quality Assurance ' (NA) (NA)' 33.c.. (3)

'Procedure.III) :
;

., (9) . (7)

,

.NUmber of Document After Application 1 BA: ' :(18) . 60 37'': 41 . , 18

With Document Coniistency Check Performed,' (3)' (NA), (8) (11) (6) (13)' (16).

(quality Assurance Procedure IV):
la

) .' . 4 : , ,

Number of. arent TelephOne Conferences NA 83 .', 29' '. 57' 1---' .66 . 113

Performed: (Quality'Assurance Procedure. V) (NA). . .0)24 13 (10) (0) (21) ., (26),

o 1?+

'Number of local Third Party Checks Performed NA' 81. . (13) 129 149 255

(quality Assurance Procedure VI) : (NB) (9).,, (25) (21);. ) (43) (49)

Number Of State Third Pa'rty Checks Performed NA 81 ,43 '129 105 149 255

(Quality Assurance Procedure VII) ' (NA), (9) (25) (21) (19) 4 (43) (49)

T

(1) Numbers shown in parentheses represent the.number,Of schools *jollied in each quality Assurance Procedure.

t07,1



SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

SCH00011STRICT CHARACTERISTIC SFA 8(2) SFA 9 SFA, 10 SFA 11. SFA

FNSiegion South/' South/ South/ South/ South /

East East East East East .

Enrollment . 22,000 3,959' 11,244 22;770 7,212

Percent of Students Rece4ing Meal Benefits 26.0 47.9 54.1 33.4. 34.7

Number of School Buildings 38 12 20 44 13

Where Applications Were Processed

SFA 13

South/

West

6,600

60:3

16

-.:School, School .'..Schoo1' 'Central -:-School School

Building luilding Building, (SFA) Building Building

Where Quality Assurance Procedures Were

Processed

NA SChool khool 'School': School School

Building Building Building`' Building Building

'NUMber 4app Applications Proceised

Total Hu0er 'of IVPP Applications

IVPP Application Only

(Quality Assurance Procedure

IVPP Application ,With Documentation'

.
(Quality AssurancOrocedure II)

NUmber of Document Consistency Checks

Performed loiiity AsSurance

Procedure

Number of Document After Application

With Document Co sistency. Check performed

(Quality Assurance ProCedure10.,

Number, of Parent Telephone Conferences

PeefOrmed (Quality Assurance Procedure 0):.

Number of: Third Party Checks Performed,

(Qoalittfissurance Procedure VI).

,
, ,

Number of-State'Third party°Checks Performed

(Quality AssuranCeIroCeduri VII)

51950 2,540 7,814 10,608 3,109 5,366

(38).
° (12) (20)

,(44)
(13) (16)

5,950 1,579 4,782 . 7,100 1 776 2,002

(38) (5) (14) , (29) (9) (10)

NA 9614 3,032 3,508 1,333 3,364

(NA) (7) (6) .(15) (4) (6)

NA 51 57 ' 61 26 34

(NA) .(4) (3) (7) (2) (3)

NA

(NA) (NA) 12()

RA 176 - 61 .79

(14) (5) (4)

NA A, 65 172 240 65

(NA) (8) (10) (23) (6)

NA.. 126 385 497 157. 212

AN,A) (12) (20) (44) (13) (16)

NA . 176 522 736 249. 0

(NA) (12) (20) (44) (13) (NA)

112

(9)

(1) Numbers shown in parentheses represent the number.of schools involved in each Quality Assurance Procedure.

(2) This school district was unable to fulfill the Quality Assurance Procedures.

P



SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHDOL.DISTRICTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTIC SFA 14 SFA 15 SFA 16 SFA 17 SFA 18 SFA 19

ENS Region South North North North Mid Mid

West East East. East West West

:Enrollment, 5,700 1,649 2,686 6,305 1,336 2,859

Percent of Students Receiving Meal, Benefits 11.0 31.2 2.2 20.8 4.6

Number of School Buildings

Where Applications Were Processed Central School Schol School Central School

(SFA) Building Building Building SFA) Building

5 5 6 8 5 .5

t

here Quality Assurance'Procedures Were Central Central School Central' Cekral School.

Processed

Number of. IVPP Applications Processed
1

Total NUmber of IVPP Applications

\ IVPP. Application Only

(Quality Assurance Procedure I)

IVOP ApOlication, With Documentation

(Quality Assurance Procedure II),

(SFA) (SFA) Building .(SFA). (SFA) Buiping

558 1,151 940 279 308. 1n)

(5) (S) (6) (8) (;)

NA NA .940 279 NA 135

(NA) (NA) (6)° (8) (NA) (5)

558 1,151 RA NA 308 NA

(5)' (5) (NA) (NA) (5) (NA)

Number of Document Consistency Checks 7 15 NA NA 22 NA

Perfo ed.(Quality Assurance (3)
.(3) (NA) . (NA) (3) (NA A

Procedure III) -.
.4

Number of DOcument After ApOilcatiOn 15 NA 'NA 6

'..'.. With Document Consistency Check Perfprmed (3). (NA) A4)
(Quality Asiurance Procedure IV)!

Number of Parent Telephone ConferencesConfere ces 11 '" ..8 51 , 5 NA NA

Performed (Quality Assurance PrOure V) (2) ' -:(2) . (6) (4) . (NA) (NA)

Number,:of:LOcii. Third PartyChetkrilerformed TA NA 56 "NA ' 11 13

(Quality Assurance ProcedUre .$11)' ; (NA):., (NA) (6). (NA) . (5) (5)
. , .
:.... ,.

, 'AuMber bUStateThird PartY Checks; Performed NA NA NA . , NA ._ 11 .13

(00 tty. Assurnce ProCeddre'lal)
:

(NA) (NA) (NA) ,(NA) (5) (5)

(1) NuMbers thown.in-parentheies represent the number of schools involved in each Quality Assurance Procedure.
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTIC

ENS Region

Enrollment

kiFA 20 SFA 21. SFA 22 SFA 23 SEA 24 SEA 25

Mid South South . South South Mid

',4 West West West West West West

6604 7,550 .767 8,029 ' 3,813 40,000

Percent of Students Receiving Meal Benefits' 16.5 42 9 26.7 21.6' 31.9 25.6

Number-of School Buildings 2 16 4 15 , 6 60

Where Applications Were Ordcesed

'Where Quality Assurance Procedures Were

.,.Processed

Number of IVPP Applicatilins Proceised

ToiarMumber of IVPP Applications

School School School School Schaal Central

Building Building Building Building Building (SFA)

Central School .School Schobl School -Central

(SFA) ',Building Building Building Building, (SFA)

IVPP Application Only

(Quality. Assuranq Procedure .1)

IVPP Application With Documentation

(Quality Assurance Procedure II)

Number of Document Consistency Checki

Performed `Quality 'Assurance'
7 Procedure III)

Number of Document After Application

WithiDocument Consistency Check Performed

(Quality. Assurance Procedure IV).

Number of Parent, Telephone Conferences

Performed (Quality Assurance Procedure.V)

Number of Locallhird Party Checks Performed'

(Quality Assurake Procedure VI)

Number of State Third Party Checks Performed

(Quality Assurance Procedure Vii).

NA.

(NA)

NA

(NA)

NA

3,045

(16)

2,16
(11) .

856

NA

,(NA)

NA

(NA)

NA

1,664

(15)

1,190

(9)

414

1

1

(NA) (5) (NA) (6)

NA 24 10 10

(NA) (2) (3) -(2)

NA 85. NA 31

(NA) (6) (NA) (4)

15' 95 -NA .55

(2) (8) (NA) . (8)

NA 222

(NA) (16)

15 NA

(2),1 (NA)

12

(4)

NA

(NA)

318 NA

(6) (NA)
,

318 NA

(6) (NA)

NA NA

(NA) (NA)

NA ' 'NA

(NA) ( A) .

NA 30

(NA) 19)

102 .219

18) (20)'

NA '102,

.(NA) . (6) j: 121) .

MA' NA NA

(NA) INAY- (0A)

)

'(1) Numbers shown in parentheses represent the number of schools, involved in each Quality Assurance Procedure. .
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SELEOTED 'CHARACTERISTICS OF:EXPERIMENTAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS

, '

SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTIC.
r.

SFA 26 SFA 27 SFA 28 SFA 29 Total,.

.
,

.FNS Region

.

Enrollment :

Mid Mid . Mid Mid
West , West West West

51,083 70,516 7,128 41,775 379,463

45,9

65 755

Percent of Students Receiving Meat-Benefits

Number off School Buildings
.

36.3

105

47.7

123

17.4

13
,

Where Applications Were Processed

Where Quality Assurance Procedures Were
Processed

Central School , School School

(SFA) .Building Building'

dentral .School. School, :School SI

(SFA)' Building Building' : CegOal
.

Wilber of IVPP Applititions .Podressed.

. Total Number of 1VPP..Applicatiolis

:IVPP Applicatio'n 'Only

1Quo lity AsiOrance Procedure I)
.

IVPP APplication Nab DocUmentatiOn.
(Quality Aisitranti Procedure 11)

Number of Document Consistency Checks
Performed (Quality AssUrance

:. Procedure" III):

Number of Dotument. Af ier7 App 1 i cati on

With Document. Consistency Check. Performed:
(Quality Assurance 1pcedure IV) :

Nitmber of Parent Telephone Conferences

Performed (Quality Assurance Procedure V)

Number: of. Local Third. Party Checks ierformed

(Quality Assurance Prpcedure VI)

tiOmber' of Sette Third Party Checks Performed

:(Quality AtsUrance Procedure VII)

.

NA NA .1,817 18,258 .° 78,618

NAY , (NA) , (13) (65)- (45B)

NA NA 1,318 11,872 - 50,994

(NA) (NA) ,(9)' (43) (316)

NA NA ° 499 6,386

(NA) (NA) (4). ° (22)

NA NA 12 126

(NA) (NA) (2) (11)

. .

27,474

(1t2)

539

(70).

511 809 39 - 273 2,695
(39). -(41) (5) , (21) (234)

378 479 24 3B7° 2,885

(31) ply (6)' (33). (315)

601 143 82 312 3.1133

(35) (41) (13) (65) (473)

NA 1,933

(NA) (NA)" (NA) (NA) (267)
NA

.

(1) Numbers shown in'Oarentheses .irpresent the number of schools .itivolied in each Qu lity,

Assurance Procedure..



APPENDIX C

MEASUREMENT. OF QUALITY ASSURANCE PROCEDURE COSTS

It is important to note:that several factors complicate the cost

savings analysis and the calculation of 7 simple indicator of cost

First,costs ind.Savingsfbccur:to4Ifferent governmental. units.

In the scgoOl-meal:prograMs,:aWsaVingS resulting frOm applicant error.

reduction accrue to the federal governMent.- AbreoVer, cost'savingsjor

thejederal government represent, revenue loss.for local SFAS. ,That 'is,.

the total reimbOtemeni received by the SFA decreaseibecause there are

feWer free:and'refted-priOe,meal participants* As a result,When judged

strictly from the federal perspectiVe, guAuality assurance-procedUre is

likely to be cost.4ffectiVe because requiring the procedure would involve

no 'costs to_thelederal gOVernment and is likely to result in at least

nominal cost.: savings. Conversely, from the SFA perspective, no procedure

Could be Cost-effeCtive. Any quality control effort is likely to involve

additional costs. If the procedure discovers or deters misreporting,, the
.

monetary effect on local SFAs-Would be revenue loss. Therefore, to rely

solely on cost savings.ratios to evalnate the procedurei would be

administratively naive.. 'However, careful analysis.of the. costs and

saviogt.aTlowttmOirixal explication of tbete issues and can form the

foundationan incentive systewthat.wOuld:make free and reduced -price

schoOl Meal'apOliCation--quality.assurance proceduret attractive to both

the federal government'..and:loial SFAS. r

'Second, there-ate significant probleMs in measuring total,costs*

SFAsfdo not have recordkeeping systems,that perMit identification and

costs associated with.the impleMentatibn of quality assurance procedures.

An.extensive.review of the accounting, systems used by SFAS concluded that

thi^only reliable measure of costs would be to have school officials

maintain. records of labor. time required to implement the procedures. This

information, in turn, was used to estimate a,crude:measure of:average

costs of, conducting a quality assurance OrocedUre:

E tiik .1Sik A.

n
ij

P.

t

104

'1.23



where:

Gii ,Average cost of -iiIpleMenting procedure i in SFA j

t =- Total time staff members in labor category k spend implementing
ijk procedure 1 in SFA j

P- . Average-total compensation received by .staff members in labor
jk category,k in SFA.

.nii a-Number ofprocedure i implemented in SFA

A 'Total administratiye'-costs for SFA j
vid

Pi Total cost for administrative personnel compensation

The cost measure descri ed above develops an average cost estimate

through the-useefleasur s of staff time heedetto:implement- the

procedures., number o ap licationsyerified, staff compensation rates, and

thetotal:administratiVe The cost Measure incorporates nonlabor

costs associated with a proCedure by multiplying labor costs of,r:a

'procedure by the ratIo'of total administrative costs for. an SFA over total

administrative personnel compensation: This is a common bookkeeping

procedure that avoids the necessity. of detailed breakdowns of SFA direct

and coverhe d costs. All pilot site SFAS had these data, available.

A limi ation:0 the cost measureoised is that it measures only

average c sts.allOttannot address issues related to marginal Costs.

Because of administrative overhead and;other start-up costs, it is likely

that the first year of yerification-ft-thest eXpensive ancrthai the

costs associated with cond4ting verification in subsequent years will

progressively decline to a certain minimum. Knowledge of marginal costs

would potentially permit estimation of .the optimal verffication rate

where marginal costs equal marginal benefits'. At such an optimum, total'

savings associated with the procedure would be maximized. Because SFA

records permitted estimation of only average costs, all

costeffectiVeness measures will be implicitly indexed to the 10 percent

verification rate used in the pilot sites.

The average cost measure addresses only per verification costs of

conducting a procedure; It does not address costs associated with



implementing procedures: such as staff training, forms development,

technical assistance, and so on.- In the Phase II.Pilot sites, the

majority of these costs were borne by the contractor and with few

.exceptions did, not accrue to SFAs. If adopted independently, SFAS would'

be faced with implementation and developmenfccists notcaptured in the

average cost,model. ,HOwever .such implementation and, development costs

would occur primarily in the first year of operation and decline as a

percentage of total costs in subsequent.years.

By foCusingsOlelyon SFA administrative costs,.the average cost

model altoAoesnot meatureceststt apOlicants: the time and `effort

necessary for applicanttlo cemply, with quality assurance procedure

requitementsisnotincludediiin:the total. Nutritional ceSts..41ware

notMeasered.WhenastUdentisexcluded:from participation, there are

potential nutritional costs to the student along with associated Cost-

savings:to the federal government. The nutritional' advantages of the

school:meal program are not necessarily limited to-thoseparticipants who

ate:legally eligible. The Phase II detign was incapable of measuring

these costs. Thetefore, measures of cost were necessarily liMited to

average administrative costs accruing.to SFAs associated with.operati6g a

quality assurance procedure.

MeaSurement of costs solely interms of average SFA administrative
,

expenses could result in a:distorted image of the relativecbst

effectiveness of the procedures. The comparisons of average: cost measure

are biased by making procedures that shift the burden of verification

from SFAS either to parents (as in the documentation requirement) or to

other agencies (as in state-level third-party verifications) appear more

cost-effective than procedures (such as parent conferences) that place

the burden on SEAs.

Finally, the average cost model may not adequately represent the
1

bookkeeping reality of SFAS. Although the model measures the value of

administrative resources absorbed in conduCting the procedures,,,Aedoes

not necessarily measure total additional administrative costs.. most

pilot SFAS, the costs of the procedures were borne by increasing the

labor requirements for existing staff and/o cutting back on other staff



activities...In only three SFAs, total paid staff time was Increased as a

result of the prOcedUres. 'ForMi filled outby_schOol staff attempted to

determine' Whether other activities had suifered as a result of imposition

lofjhOrocedu'res.. -However, a review of forms -returned suggetted that

school personnel are unable to articulate'the "opportunity costs" of the

procedures.

r

4
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APPENDIX` 0

NONRESPONSE ANALYSIS

This,Appendix peesentsf,,,the'method used to detect nonresponse bias ,

with respect to receipt of excess benefits. The problem addressed 1S

that resultsof thetUrvey could pbtentially be.biased if households that

misreportAheikr,income,orfamily size to receive excess benefiti have a

higherprobabilityjif refusing to submit:to an in.ionieaudit than

households not receiving excess benefits-. The potential for refutal

is relatively. small becauseithe.'Surmey experienced only a

3.25 percent refusal rate)'

Notation

R Index variable of response, status; R = Respondent, R = Refusal.

B Index variable of excess benefits; B = No excess benefits,
B . Excess benefits.

Index variable of group memberihip where groups are constructed..
to maximize the across group vaeiance-of B and minimize the
variance within group.

Statistical Procedures.

P(B) is to be estimated. However,' because of potential nonresponse"'

bias, E(P(BIR)) P(B). Therefore, P(B) was estimated indirectly by the

equation:

P(B) =. P(B111)P(1) + P(BIR)P(R),
/ 4

where P(R) and P(R) are the-observed response rates forjhe survey and
/

P(BIK) is to be estimated.

A weighted-least-squares stepwisediscriminate function procedure was;

employed to divide the survey respondents into 'J' groups, which maximize

across group variance on excess benefits on the basis of application

variables. The 'J' groups were constructed by assigning a value 1()' to

each household sampled based on error-prone profile (EPP) score, presence



or absence of reported wage income, , and presence or absence,of reported
,

welfare'income.,
Ar

.,

The sample was divided into 10'groups (3) based on intervals of Q. f?le

make the assumption that:

P(8(8)

and ,

P(RIL))=P(Rlif)..

That is, the relation of R and B is constant across categories of, 3,-

Because B and if are mutually exclusive ind.exhaustiye categorieS:

P(Bjj) = 1 - P(ifij)

sand therefore,

1
1. P(BIJ)

P(Bli)

Multiplying both sides by P(R,11)/P(RJB) results :

(5)

P(RITI)/P(RtB) =, P(RIB) - PIRIFIJ x
P(R1B) x P(IIIj)

from Assumption 3:

(6)

P(RIB) x P(ED) = P(RET1j) and

P(RIB) x P(BIj) = P(RBij)

Subititutihg these values into Equation 6 obtains:

P(Riii)/g(RIB)". P(814) - P(Rill)
P(RB1j)

Solving for P(RBIJ):

P(RBII) P(RIB) - Ppa P(Rii J)

('7)

(8)

(9)



Thus, thercyls a linear- relationship between P(RINI:j):and,P(ROI j) that

is 'a function of P(R16) and. p(RIB), This relationship can be expressed

in standard notation:

,R(R1111)...a+p(Rifj),.

'where:

a. P(RIB)

ELIFLI
P(R B)

'1.

and 0 was estimated using OLS methods and assumptions:

yj . a + bxj + e,

Where.:

Yj is P(RBIj) and

xj is p(Rilj).

The obtaded values of a and b were used to obtain estimates of.P(R1B)

and P(RIB) from Equation 9:

,

P(R18) . a

A
1(111e)

The analysis revealed no strong, consistent, or statistically significant

refusal bias. In fact, househOds with low EPP scores (indicating a low

probability of receipt of excess benefits) were slightly more likely to refuse

'-an interview than households with medium or high EPP scores. We conclude from

this analysis there is no evidencOf response bias in:the in-home audit data

(12)



END NOTES,

Refusals are. defined as households selected for in-horMOudits who

refused to, participate in an interview., There were 83 Uch refusals.

Households that could not be located because they hadmOved from the

areas where the in-home.audits were conducted.were not considered

refusals.
0 '


