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EXECUTIVE S-Y

Expedited service isthe administrative mechanism that allows the Food Stamp Program
to provide rapid assistance to those applicants whose need for food is most urgent. Applicants
processed under expedited service procedures are entitled, if they are approved for benefits, to
receive their benefits within five days of applying, rather than the normal processing standard
of 30 days. Since December 1987, four categories of households qualify for expedited service:

* households that have less than $150 in gross monthly income and $100 or lessin
liquid resources,

¢ households composed of destitute migrant and seasonal farm workers with liquid
resources of $100 or less,

¢ households in which all members are homeless; and

¢ households judged at risk of becoming homeless because their combined gross
monthly income and liquid resources are less than their monthly housing and utility
costs.

The Food and Consumer Service (FCS) of the US. Department of Agriculture, the
federal agency that administers the Food Stamp Program, sponsored a comprehensive study of
expedited service that examined the 1981-1984 period. 1  Over the past decade, legislative
changes and changes in the economic climate have raised concerns among State and federa
officials and policymakers about expedited service provisions. Routine program information
systems do not provide data on expedited service, and thus FCS has little information on how
the patterns and practice of expedited service have changed.

This report presents the results of research conducted by Abt Associates Inc. under
contract to FCS. The study involved collecting data in a nationally representative sample of 59
local food stamp offices, located in 25 States and the District of Columbia. Food stamp
directors and staff were interviewed in each office, as were State-level program officials in each
State. Data were extracted from case files for two samples of cases. The first sample,

1. Linda Esrov, James Hersey, John Mitchell, John Moeller, and Mary Dent. Evaluation of Expedited
Services in the Food Stamp Program. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition
Service, and SRA Technologies, Inc., April 1987.
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Executive Summary

representing all households who applied and were approved for food stamp benefits between
October 1991 and September 1992, includes approximately 4,500 cases. The second sample was
drawn from cases applying and approved in August and September 1993 and comprises about
3,700 cases, casesin this second sample al'so completed a brief survey at the time they applied.
Findings from this study are compared to those from the previous study to examine changes over
the past decade.

Somewhat more than one-third of all food stamp applicant households are designated to
receive expedited service.

During the 12-month period from October 1991 through September 1992, 35 percent
of al households approved for food stamp benefits were given expedited processing.

The observed proportion of expedited service cases is not substantially different from
the 34 percent rate found in the early 1980s by the last national study of expedited service. This
result is somewhat surprising. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987
expanded the criteria under which applicants qualify for expedited service, and many observers
felt that this added a large pool of applicants to the expedited service caseload. Others felt that
the proportion of expedited service cases had grown during the rapid rise in the overal food
stamp caseload during the late 1980s and early 1990s. However, the study does not find any
major changes in the relative number of expedited service cases.

While the expedited service rate has not changed, the study does find that the actual
number of applicants processed under expedited procedures has increased quite substantially.
During the early 1980s, roughly 2 million households received expedited service annualy. A
decade later, aimost 2.5 million applicants received expedited processing-an increase of 22
percent.

Expedited services are provided to a higher proportion of households in metropolitan
than non-metropolitan areas, and the proportion is higher in large offices than small ones. Even
in the small rura offices, however, more than a quarter of all applications receive expedited
processing. Similar patterns were observed in the earlier study.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc.



Executive Summary

About 10 percent of expedited service cases qualify solely under criteria established by the
McKinney Act.

The McKinney Act added two criteria under which households qualify for expedited
service. Thefirst is households in which all members are homeless. The second is households
whose monthly shelter costs (housing and utilities) exceed their combined gross monthly income
and liquid resources, who are considered to be at risk of becoming homeless.

The vast magjority of applicants designated for expedited service processing qualified
because they had |ess than $150 in gross income and $100 or lessin liquid resources, which was
the primary criterion existing before the McKinney Act. About 3 percent of expedited service
households qualified solely because they were homeless, and 7 percent because their shelter costs
exceeded their income and assets.

The McKinney Act is undoubtedly responsible for the relative stability in the expedited
service rate. In the absence of the legislation, the rate would have been lower than observed in
the early 1980s.

Expedited service applicants tend to be in one-per son households, to have no children in
their households, not to be elderly or disabled, and to have very low incomes.

The applicants receiving expedited service. are not a monolithic group, but their
aggregate profile clearly distinguishes them from regularly-processed cases. The most dramatic
difference is that 56 percent of expedited service applicants are one-person households, compared
to 33 percent of regularly-processed cases. A number of other differences are related to this
one, such as the fact that expedited applicants are more often males and more often never
married than regularly-processed cases. The two applicant groups are similar in racial/ethnic
background, however.

Although the overal profile of food stamp applicants has changed somewhat since the
early 1980s, the key differences between expedited and regular cases have remained the same.
For example, female-headed households make up a larger proportion of al applicants in the
current study than the previous one, but both studies show that the proportion of male-headed
households is higher among expedited than regularly-processed cases.

The McKinney Act added too few households to the roster of expedited service cases
to change its general profile. Nonetheless, the larger of the two McKinney groups-the
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Executive Summary

households with high shelter costs-looks quite different from the typical expedited service case.
The households with excess shelter costs are predominantly multi-person households. Most are
headed by women, and most include children.  These households have higher incomes on
average than other expedited service cases, but they have far higher average shelter costs—
higher, in fact, than the shelter costs for regularly-processed cases.

Expedited service cases tend to receive food stamp benefits for a shorter time than other
cases, and once they leave the program they are somewhat less likely to re-apply.

More than a quarter of expedited cases receive three or fewer months of benefits, and
about half close in six months. On average, expedited service cases are estimated to receive
benefits for 12 consecutive months, compared to 20 months for regularly-processed cases.

The data provide no evidence that expedited service cases “recycle” through the Food
Stamp Program more than regularly-processed cases. About half of both groups have received
food stamps at some time previous to their application. Once their cases close, the vast majority
of households do not receive benefits within the next year. The re-opening rate is somewhat
lower for expedited than regularly-processed cases (14 percent versus 18 percent).

Expedited service cases generally face quite severe economic and living situations.

Expedited service households have, on average, amonthly gross income of $154 when
they apply for food stamps, amounting to just 19 percent of the federal poverty standard for their
household size. They have an average of $22 in liquid assets. A third of them have no
permanent place to live. In all of these dimensions, the circumstances of expedited service cases
are substantially more difficult than those of the average regularly-processed case.

Although it is difficult to measure whether an applicant has an “urgent need” for food
assistance, expedited service is generally provided to households with limited ability to provide
food for themselves. Half of the expedited applicants report skipping meals in the past month
because they lacked money, and a quarter obtained free food or meals within the past week.
Many regularly-processed cases, however, are also needy according to these measures. more
than a third skipped meals, and more than a tenth obtained free food or meals.
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Executive Sunmary

Cases that qualify for expedited service under McKinney Act provisions face more severe
circumstances than regularly-processed cases.

By definition, households qualifying solely under McKinney Act provisions do not fall
below the basic income and resource thresholds for expedited service. These households
average incomes are therefore substantially higher than the average for other expedited cases,
but they are till well under the average for regularly-processed cases. Similarly, the McKinney
households report less ability to provide food for themselves than regularly-processed
households, but report somewhat fewer problems than the expedited households falling below
the income and resource thresholds.

Many State and local Food Stamp Program managers feel that the McKinney Act
provisions create inequities by giving expedited service to some households who are not the ones
in most urgent need of assistance. The study findings indicate that this is not a problem on
average-that is, the average McKinney household is more needy than the average regularly-
processed household. However, because there is no simple and universal way to measure the
urgency of a household's need, any expedited service criterion that attempts to approximate need
will allow some inequities.  Since the McKinney households generally. face less severe
circumstances than those who meet the traditional income and resource criteria, it is practically
inevitable that the number of inequities has increased.

Over three quarters of all expedited service cases are authorized for benefits within five
days of applying, a substantial improvement over the last decade.

Of those applications designated for expedited service processing, 76 percent have their
benefits authorized within five days. This represents considerable progress from the situation
measured in the previous study, which found 59 percent of cases processed within the five-day
standard.

Success in meeting the five-day standard is greatest in the offices with the lowest
proportions of expedited service cases, which tend to be the smaller and non-metropolitan
offices. In addition, offices that organize their application processes so as to either conduct
same-day interviews or to screen applicants before scheduling the certification interviews do a
better job than other offices at meeting timeliness standards.  The criteria under which
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Executive Summary

households qualify for expedited service are not closely related to the speed with which they are
processed, however.

Most State and local officials who were surveyed consider it unrealistic to expect that
all expedited cases can be processed in five days, although they support the general idea of a
policy that provides benefits quickly to especially needy applicants. Many advocate extending
the processing period to five working days or seven calendar days, athough the data indicate
that only a small percentage of cases are now processed in six to eight days. The available data
do not indicate the reasons why 15 percent of all expedited service cases currently take more
than ten days to receive their benefits.

Pre-screening for expedited service, same-day certification interviews, and postponed
verification help offices meet the five-day standard.

Although five days is a relatively short time within which to process applications, some
offices use procedures that apparently make the most of that time. Most screen al applicants
before the certification interview to identify cases that may qualify for expedited processing, and
put those cases on a “fast track.” Many have instituted a policy of conducting the certification
interview on the day the applicant first comes to the office, either for all applicants or for those
referred for expedited processing. Offices using these procedures process a higher-than-average
proportion of expedited cases within five days.

The Food Stamp Act alows offices to postpone much of the required verification of
expedited service applicants’ circumstances if this is necessary to provide benefits within five
days. Cases whose verification is postponed are somewhat more likely than others to receive
their benefits within five days.

Although most applicants are correctly assigned for expedited or regular processing, about
18 percent are not.

Based on data extracted from case records, it appears that 12 percent of all food stamp
applicants would qualify for expedited processing, but are handled by regular procedures and
do not receive their benefits within five days. Over half of these are households who do not fall
below the basic income and resource thresholds, but whose shelter costs exceed their combined
income and resources. It is unclear whether workers do not understand this aspect of the
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Executive Summary

expedited service rules as well as others, or whether they feel that these households do not need
expedited processing.

About 5 percent of all applicants are designated for expedited service even though the
information in their case record indicates that they do not qualify. Households with excess
shelter costs are dlightly over-represented in this group. The general pattern appears to reflect
random human error rather than deliberate decisions to provide quick service to cases that
narrowly miss qualifying.

Some verification ispostponed for just under half of all expedited service cases.

In 45 percent of the applications handled through expedited procedures, one or more
items of verification is postponed.2 The use of postponed verification appears to have increased
since the early 1980s, when the previous study found 35 percent of cases to have postponed
verification.

The increase in postponed verification may have contributed to the higher proportion
of cases processed within five days. The gain in cases meeting the five-day standard, however,
IS greater than the increase in postponed verification.

Some offices postpone verification for nearly all expedited service cases, while others
hardly ever use the technique. The offices most often using postponed verification tend to have
smaller proportions of expedited service cases, lower caseloads per worker, and State policies
requiring that expedited services be processed more quickly than the federal five-day standard.

A number of State and local officials argue for eliminating postponed verification
entirely, or for restricting the types of items for which verification can be postponed. They fed
that postponing verification opens opportunities for fraudulent applicants while adding to
administrative cost and complexity.

The study findings indicate that the policy choice involves atradeoff: postponed
verification does help get benefits to households quickly, but it probably also dlightly increases
the payment of benefits to ineligible cases. Postponed verification does also require some

2. Households may receive their initid issuance without completing al required verification. All verification
must be complete, however, before they receive the next month’s benefits.
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Separate administrative procedures that add complexity to office operations, but apparently do
not add significantly to administrative costs.

Cases whose verification is postponed often receive short certification periods.

States are alowed but not required to assign one- or two-month certification periods to
cases whose verification is postponed. It appears that workers apply this policy to about one
casein three. About 36 percent of postponed verification cases are certified for one or two
months, which is 16 percentage points more than the 20 percent rate observed for other
expedited cases and 20 percentage points more than the rate observed for regularly-processed

Cases.

Expedited service does not lead to substantial overpayment error, although some cases with
postponed verification probably receive higher benefits than they should.

While this study did not attempt to measure directly error associated with expedited
service, it did examine several measures that serve as indicators of potential error.

Examining patterns of benefit change in the early months after initial issuance showed
expedited cases that received postponed verification were more likely to experience early
termination than either regularly-processed cases or expedited cases that did not have postponed
verification (16 percent versus 9-10 percent). This suggests that expedited cases with postponed
verification receive somewhat more benefits than they should.

The study estimates that this overpayment ranges between $14 million and $30 million
ayear. While the numbers reflect significant expenditures, they represent between 0.1 and 0.2
percent of total payments made to all active food stamp cases.

Few expedited cases that fail to complete their verification continue to receive benefits
after the initial issuance, suggesting that local offices have established appropriate mechanisms

to terminate cases that never comply with verification requirements.

Expedited service does not affect the Quality Control error rate for regularly-processed
cases.

Some State and local program managers have expressed concerns that providing
expedited service diverts resources from other cases, potentially leading to higher error rates
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Executive Summary

among those cases. To test this hypothesis, data from the Food Stamp Quality Control system
were analyzed for the 59 local offices included in the study. No relationship was found between
the proportion of expedited service cases in an office and the likelihood that a regularly-
processed case from that office received benefits to which it was not entitled.

Expedited service appear sto have only small impactson food stamp administrative costs.

The most direct impact of expedited service regulations is that all applications must be
screened to determine whether they should have expedited processing. Local office workers
estimate that this task requires between 10 and 40 minutes, depending upon how the screening
isdone. This adds significantly to the total time that eligibility workers estimated for handling
applications, which averaged 75 to 100 minutes.

The other notable impact results from the use of short certification periods for
postponed verification cases, which can increase the total number of recertifications that will be
perforrned for a case. Analysis indicates, however, that only 20 percent of cases with postponed
verification (or 3 percent of al applicants) receive an additional recertification because they were
initially assigned a one- or two-month certification period.

Expedited service does not appear to affect the length of the certification interview
(apart from the screening task described above), nor does it substantially increase the frequency
with which applicants’ verification must be completed after the initial certification interview.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. ix



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

Expedited service is the administrative mechanism through which the Food Stamp
Program (FSP) provides immediate assistance to households that have few resources to purchase
food in the month they apply for benefits.  Applicants processed under expedited service
procedures are entitled to receive their food stamps within five calendar days of filing their
application, instead of the normal processing standard of 30 days. Under current law, four
categories of households qualify to receive expedited service:

*  households that have less than $150 in gross monthly income and $100 or lessin
liquid resources,

. households composed of destitute migrant and seasonal farm workers with liquid
resources of $100 or less,

. households in which all members are homeless; and

. households judged at risk of becoming homeless because their combined gross
monthly income and liquid resources are less than their monthly housing and
utility costs.

In order to process applications within the mandated timeframe, the local office is
alowed to suspend many normal requirements for verifying items of eligibility. The minimum
requirement is that applicants must provide proof of identity before receiving their initial
benefits. Workers must attempt to verify all items that can be verified within the allowed time,
but may postpone any remaining items. Applicants must provide all outstanding verification
before receiving a second issuance.’

Households applying after the 15th of the month, if they are entitled to expedited
service, receive a pro-rated initial month’s benefit and a full second month’s benefit within the
five-day timeframe. This provision ensures that households have adequate resources to purchase

1. The one exception to this rule concerns migrants and seasona farmworkers, who are alowed one
additiona month to provide verification from out-of-sate sources. This exception can only be used once each
season.
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Chapter One: Introduction

food the month they apply for benefits. Households applying before the 15th of the month
receive afull or pro-rated benefit, depending on the day they file their application.

There is no limit on the number of times a household may be certified under expedited
procedures.  Before receiving expedited service, however, a re-applying household must
complete al verification from the preceding expedited certification (or have been certified under
normal procedures).

Expedited service procedures were first implemented in 1979. Since that time the law,
and consequently the regulations, have undergone a number of changes. These changes-in the
entitlement criteria, the processing standard, and operating procedures-have been designed to
address concerns about equity and fairness, fraud and error, and administrative burden raised
by officials and policymakers at al levels of government.

The Food and Consumer Service (FCS) published a comprehensive study of expedited
service in 1987 that used data from the 1981-1984 period.2 Since that time, a number of
developments have occurred that led FCS to sponsor the current evaluation of expedited service
provisions. First, the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987 expanded
expedited service entitlement to homeless households and to households that were in danger of
becoming homeless because they lacked sufficient resources to cover their shelter expenses. The
Act aso significantly broadened the definition of a homeless household, to include not only
individuals without fixed mailing addresses or permanent dwellings, but also those living in
shelters and other similar institutions and those living temporarily with friends or relatives.
States have raised concerns that the proportion of approved applicants entitled to expedited
service increased markedly because of the McKinney Act. Many also believe that the groups
added by the Act are more difficult to process accurately than other types of expedited cases.

Second, the economic downturn of the late 1980s led to a 34 percent increase in the
food stamp caseload between 1988 and 1992, and also resulted in State budgetary cutbacks, both
of which affected the local administration of the FSP. Many States have argued that expedited
service policy adds a difficult administrative burden to already over-stretched systems.

2. Linda Esrov, James Hersey, John Mitchell, John Modller, and Mary Dent. Evaluation of Expedited
Service in the Food Stamp Program. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food & Nutrition
Service, and SRA Technologies, Inc., April, 1987. We refer to this as the " 1987 Study” throughout the
report.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Finally, States have been faced with legal challenges for failing to meet expedited and
general food stamp delivery standards, and thus FCS is interested in examining the factors that
affect the timeliness of benefit delivery.

Study Objectives

The overall objective of this study is to provide information to allow FCS to assess
current expedited service operations at the national level. This project updates findings from
previous studies and examines the impact of recent legislative and regulatory changes designed
to improve expedited service. The study also responds to States' concerns with expedited
service and presents the perspectives of State officials, local food stamp officials, and the
advocacy community on the problems they are having with the implementation of expedited
service and suggestions for ways to improve operations.? Specifically, the study:

*  provides information on the number and characteristics of expedited service
households and the nature of expedited service operations,

. examines the impact of the McKinney Act on expedited service households and
operations;

«  evaluates the extent to which expedited service operations achieve the intent of
federal laws and regulations;

*  examines the impact of expedited service on overal FSP administration; and

. identifies ways in which expedited service policy operations may be improved.

Research Approach

The study is designed to provide precise and valid national estimates of the size and
characteristics of the expedited service population and selected subgroups, and to compare key
characteristics and processing outcomes for approved expedited service and regularly-processed

3. In December 1991, FCS canvassed the States, through the Regiond offices, to solicit their opinions on
the strengths and weaknesses of expedited service policy. The States' responses to this unstructured survey
provided insights into issues and concerns that are explored systematically and in more detail in the current
study.
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Chapter One: Introduction

applicants .4

In order to meet these goals, the sampling design involved a two-stage national
probability sample of expedited and regularly-processed households.

In the first sampling stage, we selected 59 local food stamp offices to participate in the
study? In order to select the offices, all local food stamp offices in the 48 contiguous States
and the District of Columbia were stratified along two dimensions.  First, offices were grouped
into three caseload size categories-small, medium, and large-defined so that one-third of al
local offices fell within each category. The second stratifier also divided offices into three
groups.  metropolitan offices with a high concentration of homeless applicants, other
metropolitan offices, and non-metropolitan offices.

Within each stratum, offices were selected using systematic probability proportional to
size (PPS) sampling, with monthly caseload as the measure of size.  Using this methodology,
larger offices within a stratum had a greater probability of being included in the sample than
smaller offices. Data collected within the offices are weighted to take into account the sampling
ratios.

Details of the second-stage sampling, which involved selecting samples of approved
applicants, are discussed below.

Data Collection Activities. The study involved extensive data collection in the local
offices selected for the study, including six related efforts:

. abstraction from client case file records of approved applicants;

. a self-administered survey of FSP applicants;

. a self-administered survey of workers involved in the application process;
. interviews with State food stamp directors or their representatives,

. interviews with local food stamp office directors and staff; and

4. This study includes only those applicants who were approved to receive food stamp benefits. Denied
applicants were excluded whether or not they were initially processed under expedited procedures.

5. Weiinitidly selected and recruited 60 local offices for inclusion in the study. However, one office dropped
out of the study just prior to the start of data collection activities.

6. We excluded offices with monthly caseloads below 300 because they could not support the necessary
cluster sizes of gpplicants. These offices accounted for only 0.81 percent of the nationa total caseload.
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Chapter One: Introduction

o interviews with representatives of client advocacy groups.

All data with the exception of the State interviews were collected by trained on-site field
researchers in the local food stamp offices selected for the study; the State interviews were
conducted over the telephone by Abt Associates staff. Data collection activities occurred
between July 1993 and February 1994.

Exhibit 1.1 shows the types of information provided by the different data sources. It
links the five basic study objectives to a more detailed set of research issues, and then shows
which data sources provide the necessary information.”

By far the most intensive data collection activity involved abstracting data from food
stamp applicant case file records. The case file abstraction provided data on whether applicants
received expedited service, the characteristics of both expedited and regularly-processed food
stamp applicants, and details of the application process necessary to assess expedited service
operations. These data were central to addressing most of the study’s objectives.

Two nationally-representative samples of approved food stamp applicants were drawn
at this second-stage sampling. The first sample includes households that applied for food stamp
benefits between October 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992, and the second sample includes those
that applied during August and September 1993. Both samples are drawn from the 59 local
offices included in the study.

The sampling frame for the 1991-1992 sample included al approved applicants who
applied for benefits in the 59 selected offices. The States (and in some cases, the counties)
participating in the study supplied these data. A self-administered survey of food stamp
applicants (described in more detail below) provided the sampling frame for the 1993 sample.

In order to obtain samples of a size sufficient to conduct the required analyses,
approved applicants were stratified into three categories-homeless, expedited but not homeless,
and regularly-processed. Within each local office, we then drew a systematic random sample
from each category. The fina analysis sample includes 4,497 approved food stamp applicants
who applied during fiscal year (FY) 1992, and 3,695 approved applicants who applied during
the 1993 period. All applicant data are weighted to take into account their selection probabilities.

7. Copies of the data collection instruments and additional information on response rates can be found in
Appendix A.
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Chupter One: Introduction

Exhibit 1.1

STUDY OBJECTIVES, RESEARCH ISSUES, AND DATA SOURCES

Study-Objectives

‘Research. lssues i ..

The number and
characteristics of
expedited service
households and the
nature of expedited
service operations

Compare the characteristics of expedited
service applicants and regularly-processed
applicants

Compare the characteristics of the service
received by expedited service applicants
and regularly-processed applicants

Derive national estimates of the number and
characteristics of applicants and the
characteristics of the services received for
expedited service versus regularly-
processed applicants

Estimate variation in applicant
characteristics and services received for
expedited service and regularly-processed
applicants depending on the local office
characteristics

Case file record
abstraction; applicant
survey

Case file record
abstraction

Case file record
abstraction; sampling
weights

Case file record
abstraction; local office
director interview

The impact of the
McKinney Act on
expedited service
households and
operations

Estimate how the number and
characteristics of applicants vary depending
on expedited service eligibility criteria

Assess the extent to which current policy
targets homeless households most in need
of services

Case file record
abstraction; local office
director interview

Case file record
abstraction; applicant
survey

The extent to which
expedited service
operations comply with
and achieve the intent
of federal regulations
and policy regarding
timeliness and targeting
of needs

Assess the extent to which broadened
eligibility criteria for expedited service
affects timeliness of approvals under both
expedited service and regular processing

Assess the extent to which current
expedited service policy targets the most
needy applicants

Case file record
abstraction

Case file record
abstraction; applicant
survey

The impact of
expedited service on
overall Food Stamp
Program administration

Assess the impact of expedited service on
payment error

Document the staff time required to process
expedited service applicants and regularly-
processed applications

Case file record abstrac-
tion; 1992 Food Stamp
Quality Control Database

Survey of workers; local
office director interview

Ways in which
expedited service
operations may be
improved

Identify the common problems with current
expedited service policy and identify
potential changes in expedited service
policies and procedures to improve the
program

State food stamp director
interview; local office
director interview, survey
of workers; local
advocate group interview
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Chapter One: Introduction

The data collected from the two samples were similar, with two exceptions. First, for
the FY 1991-1992 sample, FSP participation data were collected for each month between the
date of approval and the date the abstraction was completed. Second, households in the 1993
sample completed a brief self-administered survey concerning their circumstances at the time
they applied for food stamps.

The applicant survey served two purposes for the study. First, it provided the sampling
frame from which the 1993 sample of applicants was selected. All persons applying for food
stamps in the small and medium-sized offices, and a sample of persons in the large offices, were
asked to complete the survey, which was attached to the application form. The digibility
workers reviewed the survey during the certification interview and entered information on
whether the household was approved for food stamps and whether it received expedited service
or was processed under normal procedures. Using this information, we selected the 1993 sample
of applicants for the case file record abstractions.

It is not possible to compute a response rate as it is generally defined, since we do not
know how many applicants entered our sampled offices during the study period. The number
of forms we received, however, was substantially less than the number that would have been
expected on the basis of the FY 1992 data. We have no way of knowing whether the differences
reflect real changes in the flow of applicants through the offices, or reflect a refusal by
applicants to complete the surveys, or a failure on the part of the offices to attach surveys to
food stamp application forms or return completed questionnaires. We assume that the omissions
were not systematic, and thus do not affect the validity of the sampling frame.

The completion rate of the surveys received was quite high. Ninety-seven percent of
the 10,177 surveys of approved applicants were complete.

The survey also provided information about applicants’ circumstances immediately prior
to applying for food stamp benefits. Specificaly, the surveys asked questions abouit:

. the events precipitating the food stamp application;

. difficulties the household was experiencing providing food for its members; and

. details of the households' living situation, particularly the situation of homeless
households.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc.



Chapter One: Introduction

These data, which are not collected as part of the application process, enable us to
better measure households' need for emergency food assistance.

The survey of workers involved in the application process aso provided data to answer
two distinct research questions. Workers provided estimates of the time required to perform key
tasks in processing expedited and regular food stamp applications. These data are used to
examine whether expedited service increases the costs associated with processing applications
by increasing the amount of time workers are required to spend on certification tasks. The
surveys aso solicited the workers' perspective on the issues and problems with current expedited
service policy and their suggestions for changes to improve the policy.

Sampling the workers to complete the self-administered survey involved first identifying
al workersin the office involved in substantively important roles in the initial certification
process. The sample design involved an initia cluster size of seven workers per office.  All
workers were included in those offices with seven or fewer workers. In the remaining offices,
we stratified workers according to their role in the process, and randomly selected seven or eight
workers to participate in the survey. We sampled 424 workers to participate in the survey. In
total, 417 workers, or 98 percent of the sample, completed the survey: Worker data are
weighted to take into account their selection probabilities.

The primary objective of the interviews with State food stamp directors, local office
food stamp directors, and local food stamp advocacy groups was to obtain the perspective of
these different individuals on the issues and problems with current expedited service policy and
changes that would improve the policy.®  In addition, the interviews with the food stamp
officials collected information on State and local policies and procedures concerning expedited
service. This information was used to measure how differences in office procedures affected
expedited service operations, particularly the timeliness of benefit delivery, and to help interpret
the quantitative findings. All individuals contacted completed the interview.

8. The surveys asked officials to consider a number of specific issues about expedited service processing and
potential changes to current policy. We constructed these lists from the State responses to the 1991 survey,
mentioned above, that FCS conducted through the Regional offices. In the 1991 survey, States reported on
the problems they experienced with expedited service. Their responses, which varied both in content and
intensity, served as the basis for the lists developed for the current study. All State and local officials, food
stamp workers, and advocacy group representatives were asked their views on the same ligts of problems
encountered and potential policy changes.
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Chapter One: Introduction

The 1992 Food Stamp Quality Control (QC) Database provided the data for the analysis
of the impact of expedited service on regularly-processed cases. The analysis sample included
all active food stamp cases in the study sites that were identified as receiving regular processing.
The expedited service rate in each site, computed from the record abstraction data, was attached
to -each individual record to enable us to examine whether regularly-processed casesin offices
with high expedited service rates were more likely to have errors in their initial benefit

determination than similar cases in offices with low expedited service rates.

Organization of the Report

Chapter Two presents the descriptive analyses of the size and characteristics of the
expedited service population.  The chapter examines the demographic and economic
characteristics of expedited service applicants and analyzes how they differ from the
characteristics of regularly-processed applicants. It also examines whether and how the observed
patterns vary depending on the size and location of the local office. The final issue addressed
in the chapter is how participation patterns vary for expedited and regularly-processed applicants.

Chapter Three examines the impact of the McKinney Act on the size of the expedited
service population by analyzing the criteria under which applicants qualify for expedited service.
The chapter also analyzes how households' economic circumstances vary depending. upon the
criteria under which they qualify for expedited service. This analysis includes an examination
of households access to food and their living situations. The circumstances of homeless
applicants are analyzed separately, focusing on differences between those homeless applicants
who aso qualified for expedited service because their incomes and resources were below the
established limits and those who qualified for expedited processing solely due to the provisions
of the McKinney Act.

Chapter Four examines two key indicators of the extent to which current expedited
service operations are achieving the intent of federal laws and regulations-the timeliness of
benefit delivery and the accuracy of applicants’ assignments to expedited service processing.
The chapter also examines the degree to which local offices utilize postponed verification and
the assignment of short certification periods, two special provisions of the expedited service law
designed to enable them to issue benefits quickly and to minimize fraud and error.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Chapters Five and Six examine the impact of expedited service on two specific aspects
of FSP administration: the effect on payment error and the burden expedited service places on
workers, respectively. Chapter Five assesses the likelihood of errors occurring in initia
payments by examining the incidence of benefit changes and terminations within the first three
months of program participation for both expedited and regularly-processed cases. It also
analyzes the extent to which postponed verification has an effect on payment error to expedited
cases beyond the initial issuance, and whether expedited service increases the errors to regular
cases because of the resources that are diverted to expedited processing. Chapter Six measures
the burden on workers by analyzing the relative time required to process expedited and regular’
applications.

The final chapter of the report examines the perspectives of the different groups
involved in providing expedited service-State and local food stamp officials, food stamp
workers, and advocacy groups involved with food stamp issues. The opinions of these different
groups with respect to the problems with current expedited service policy and the changes they
would recommend to the policy are examined in light of the study’s findings.
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CHAPTER TwoO
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EXPEDITED SERVICE CASELOAD

This chapter begins the examination of expedited service by describing the households
that are approved for benefits after receiving expedited processing of their applications. !

Routine national reporting systems in the Food Stamp Program (FSP) do not capture
case-level information on whether applicants receive expedited service* As a result, program
managers have no current answers to such basic questions as how many applicants receive
expedited processing, what kinds of households receive the service, and what happens to them
after they enter the program. The special samples drawn for this study were designed in part
to fill this information gap.

The study estimates that 35 percent of al approved food stamp applications in federal
FY 1992 received expedited processing-only slightly greater than the proportion found in the
previous study that used data from the early 1980s. The households receiving expedited service
tend to be one-person households and households without children, and to have extremely low
incomes. They tend to receive food stamp benefits for a shorter period than regularly-processed
cases and, once ther cases are closed, they are less likely to re-apply for benefits.

The remainder of this chapter presents these and related findings more fully. It begins
with a review of the numbers and locations of expedited service cases, and then considers their
household characteristics and their patterns of participation in the FSP.

1. In this andlysis, approved applicants are considered to have received expedited service if their case files
indicate that they were designated for expedited service processing. Not all cases designated for expedited
service actualy received benefits in five days, and some received benefits in that timeframe without being
designated as expedited service cases. Moreover, case records indicate that the assignments to expedited
service did not dways correctly implement the rules for expedited service digibility. These issues are
addressed in Chapter Four.

2. The Quality Control system, which draws a nationwide sample of active food stamp cases each month,

contains some information on cases expedited service dtatus. State-to-State differences in the procedures for
capturing this information make it difficult to describe expedited service cases accurately, however.
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Chapter Two: Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

Prevalence of Expedited Service Among Approved Applications

In the 12-month period from October 1991 to September 1992, 7.1 million households
were approved to receive food stamp benefits nationwide. Of these, 35 percent, or 2.5 million,
received expedited service (see Exhibit 2.1). In August-September 1993, the percentage of
approved food stamp households receiving expedited service was higher, at 43 percent.
Although the difference between these two estimates appears to suggest that the proportion of
expedited service cases rose between 1992 and 1993, further analysis shows that no important
increase occurred. The August-September period also saw arelatively high expedited service
rate in 1992 (38 percent, as shown in Exhibit 2.2). The difference of five percentage pointsin
the two August-September periods is not statistically significant. It thus appears that no major
change in expedited service rates occurred between 1992 and 1993.

Change in Expedited Service Rates Since 1984. The previous national study of
expedited service in the FSP found that the proportion of applicants receiving expedited service
during the February 1983-May 1984 period was 34 percent. The current study’s estimate of
expedited service rate for October 1991 through September 1992 is 35 percent, which is not
significantly different from the 1983-84 rate. 3

While the data suggest that the percentage of food stamp applicants receiving expedited
service has not increased in the last decade, the actual number of applicants processed under
expedited procedures has increased quite substantially. During FY 1992, approximately 2.5
million households received expedited service. Adjusting the figures from the 1987 Study to
reflect a12-month period, instead of 16 months, shows that during the early 1980s, somewhat
over 2 million households received expedited processing annually. Thus, the number of actual
applications that were processed under expedited service increased by 22 percent during the last
decade. This observed increase reflects the substantial growth in the overall food stamp caseload
and does not, as discussed above, reflect increases in the proportion of applicants receiving
expedited service.

3. Because the August-September 1993 estimate of 43 percent reflects a seasond pesk, it cannot be compared
meaningfully to the rates found in the 1987 Study. We do not have sufficient information to adjust the
August-September 1993 estimate for seasonality, and the data from the earlier study do not allow usto isolate
the August-September period.
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Chapter Two:. Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

Exhibit 2.1

EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANT HOUSEHOLDS

Total number of approved food stamp 7,960,000 7,132,380 794,904
households
Number receiving expedited service 2,710,000 2,485,603 338,744
(standard error) (349,000) (289,184) (30,780)
Percent receiving expedited service 34.0% 34.9% 42.6%
(standard error) (2.5) (2.9) {3.0)
Number regularly-processed 5,250,000 4,646,777 456,159
(standard error) (501,000) (658,916) (47,825)
Percent regularly-processed 66.0% 65.2% 57.4%
(standard error) 12.5) (2.9} (3.0}
Unweiahted N 2434 4497 3695
p
2 SOURCE: 1987 Study; unweighted N refers to sample size for detailed case file abstraction.
Exhibit 2.2
EXPEDITED SERVICE RATE: 1991-1 993
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Chapter Two: Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

Differences by Office Size and Metropolitan Location. A somewhat higher
proportion of applicant households receives expedited services in larger offices than in smaller
ones, as shown in Exhibit 2.3.4 Small and medium offices have expedited service rates that
are 8 to 9 percentage points lower than the rate for large offices in the 1991-1992 sample. Small
offices have lower expedited service rates than both medium and large offices in the 1993
sample. The difference between small and large offices is statistically significant in the 1993
sample, but other differences are not statistically significant.

Exhibit 2.3

EXPEDITED CASES AS A PERCENTAGE OF APPROVED APPLICANT HOUSEHOLDS,
BY OFFICE CHARACTERISTIC

‘| ‘Expedited ‘Cases as-a- | Number of Applicant _

| :. 'Percentage of | :  Households

.. |. Approved ‘Applicant. | Receiving Expedited
.*-Households i ‘Service.

October 1991 - September 1 9922

Large (2,593 or more cases) 37.9 1,676,387
Medium (1,049 to 2,592 cases) 30.1 688,420
Small (300 to 1,048 cases) 28.5 120,796
Metropolitan 36.0 2,169,893
Non-metropolitan 28.8 315,710

Total 34.9 2,485,603

August - September 1 9932

Large (2,593 or more cases) 44.2 218,396
Medium (1,049 to 2,592 cases) 43.6 91,394
Small (300 to 1,048) 31.7" 28,954
Metropolitan 44.4 247,994
Non-metropolitan 38.4 90,750

Total 42.6 338,744

2 Unweighted N = 4,497 for 1991-1 992 sample, 3,695 for 1993 sample.

« Significantly different from large at the 0.05 level, and from medium at 0.10 level.

4. All local offices in the continental U.S. were categorized into three equal groups according to the size of
their average monthly caseload. The third of the offices with the largest caseloads served approximately 2,600
cases or more. The third with the smallest caseloads served about 1,000 or less. The study sample included
27 large, 17 medium, and 15 small offices. Offices serving fewer than 300 cases were not included in the
sample.
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Chapter Two: Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

Similarly, metropolitan offices have somewhat higher expedited service rates than non-
metropolitan offices by 6 to 7 percentage points, though the observed differences are not
statistically significant.

Because expedited service is often provided to homeless or destitute cases, it is not
surprising to find higher rates in the larger offices in metropolitan areas.” In fact, it is
interesting that the difference is not larger. Clearly, the circumstance that most commonly
qualifies applicants for expedited service-having less than $150 in income and $100 or lessin
liquid resources-occurs for a substantial number of households in all types of locations.

The previous study also found similar differences in the expedited service rate in
different-sized offices. The rate in large offices was 11 percentage points greater than the rate
in either small- or medium-sized offices. The study did not examine the effect of office location
on the expedited service rate.

Differences by Region. The estimated percentages of applicants receiving expedited
service vary substantially across the FCS administrative regions, as shown in Exhibit 2.4. Most
of the observed differences are not statistically significant, however, and the regiona patterns
are not consistent over the two study periods.” Although some geographic concentrations of
expedited service applicants may exist, there is no evidence that such concentrations follow the
boundaries of the seven administrative regions.

Characteristics of Expedited Cases

Among approved food stamp applicants, we expect expedited cases to have characteris-
tics that differ from regularly-processed cases, reflecting their differential needs for program
assistance.  To explore these differences, we use the combined sample of October 1991-

5. Among the 59 offices included in the study, 93 percent of the large offices are located in metropolitan
areas. Some medium offices (41 percent) and small offices (20 percent) are aso located in metropolitan aress,
though most of them are in non-metropolitan aress.

6. See Appendix B, Exhibit B. 1.

7. The sample was not designed to provide valid estimates by region; the number of offices within each of
the seven regions is relatively small.
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Chapter Two: Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

Exhibit 2.4

EXPEDITED CASES AS A PERCENTAGE OF APPROVED APPLICANT
HOUSEHOLDS, BY REGION

) :Expedited:Cases as
a Percentage of
Approved ‘Applicant
Households
October 1991 - September 1 9922
Northeast 43.7
Mid-Atlantic 32.4
Southeast 29.7
Midwest 20.4
Southwest 24.0*
Mountain Plains 42.2
Western 52.41
Total 34.9
August - September 1 9932
Northeast 29.35
Mid-Atlantic 53.3
Southeast 43.0
Midwest 37.8
Southwest 52.5
Mountain Plains 50.4
Western 41.9
Total 42.6

a Unweighted N = 4,497 for 1991-1992 sample; 3,695 for 1993 sample.

We have applied a simultaneous significance test across all 21pairwise compari-
sons, with each pairwise comparison having to meet a significance level of A/21,
where A is any given significance level.

Significantly different from Mountain Plains at 0.10 level and from Western at 0.01
level.

t Significantly different from Midwest at 0.05 level and from Mid-Atlantic at 0.10
level.

§ Significantly different from Southwest at the 0.01 level.

September 1992 cases and August-September 1993 cases. Separate analysis showed no
important demographic differences between the two samples.*
Demographic Differences. The typical expedited service household is strikingly

different from the typical regularly-processed case, as shown in Exhibit 2.5. A mgority of
expedited service applicants (56 percent) are one-person households, while most regularly-
processed households include two or more people. Expedited service cases typically include no

8. See Appendix C, Exhibit C. 1.
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Chapter Two: Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

children. Only 38 percent of expedited service householdsinclude one or more children as well
as one or more adults, but 61 percent of regularly-processed cases fit this description.

Given this basic difference in household types, it is not surprising to find a number of
differences in the demographic characteristics of the heads of household. Compared to the heads
of regularly-processed cases, the heads of expedited service cases are:

e more likely to be men;
¢ more likely never to have married; and
« lesslikely to be elderly.

Somewhat surprising at first glance is the fact that expedited cases are less likely to be
disabled than regularly-processed cases. It seems probable that a substantial number of the
disabled cases aready have a source of income (SSI, for example) that is sufficient to disqualify
them from expedited processing.

Despite these pronounced differences between expedited service and regularly-processed
cases, about haf of each group received food stamp benefits in the past. About a quarter of the
expedited service applicants (or half of those with a previous food stamp spell) received
expedited processing in their previous food stamp spell.? This suggests that some expedited
service households may cycle on and off the food stamp rolls with little change in their basic
economic circumstances. Alternatively, some of these applicants may have become savvy about
the rules for qualifying for expedited service, enabling them to receive the service multiple
times. Three quarters of the expedited applicants, however, are experiencing either their first
instance of food stamp participation or at least their first instance of expedited processing.

The factors motivating individuals to apply for food stamp benefits are similar, whether
they qualify for expedited or regular processing. This suggests that all food stamp applicants
are facing similar pressures, though of differing degrees of severity.

The pattern of differences between expedited and regular cases observed in the present
study and in the 1987 Study are very similar.1® Although the demographic characteristics of

9. Information on prior receipt of food stamp and expedited service, as recorded in gpplicants case file.
Reported data may underestimate the true values, particularly for applicants who received benefits in a
different State.

10. See Appendix B, Exhibit B.2.
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Chapter Two: Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

Exhibit 2.5

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY PROCESSED

Expedited Service .| Regularly Processed
Characteristics of Household Head
Gender
Male 45.0 %*** 26.5 %
Female 55.0 73.5
Race
White 55.8 % 55.3 %
African American 31.3 29.6
Hispanic 10.4 12.9
Asian 0.7 0.8
American Indian 1.5 1.4
Other 0.3 * 0.1
Age-mean 33 o ** 36
<18 21 % 23 %
18-24 23.1 21.1
25-34 35.5 32.9
35-44 23.9 21.8
45-59 13.3 12.4
>60 2.2 xx% 9.6
Marital status
Never married 43 3 %** 29.7%
Married 21:0 *** 35.6
Divorced 16.4 14.4
Separated 17.2 14.2
Widowed 2.1 *** 6.1
Disabled 8.3 %*** 15.8 %
Received food stamps previously 449 % 475 %
Received expedited service previously 21.8 %p*** 9.8 %
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Exhibit 2.5 (cont.)

Characteristics of Household

Size of household -mean 1.9 *** 2.6
1 person 56.2 %*** 32.7%
2 persons 20.3 21.9
3-4 persons 19.2 *** 34.1
5 or more 4.4 *** 11.3
Household composition
Single person, no children® 53 6 %*** 30.9%
Single parent with children 27:0 *** 34.7
Married couple/parents with children 7.9 #x* 20.6
Multiple adults, without children 3.4 2.6
Multiple adults, with children 3.1 ** 5.5
Married couple without children 3.3 4.1
Other 1.7 1.7
Female-headed with children 24.4 Y%*** 32.9%
Main reason applied for food stamps®
Work related 47.8 % 46.3%
Household changes 18.5 18.9
Health problems 12.4 13.0
Related to other income sources 115 11.4
Related to housing 6.4 5.8
Other 3.6 4.6
Unweighted N 5307 2885

Missing data on household composition make this category not identical to one-person households.
1993 sample only; data from self-administered applicant survey.

Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.
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food stamp cases as a whole have changed over time, the demographic characteristics of
expedited cases relative to regular cases have changed little. For example, the proportion of
female-headed households has increased over time, reflecting a nationwide trend, but in the
present study as in the previous study, the proportion of female-headed households is
significantly lower among expedited cases than among regular cases. It is likely that marry
female-headed households are receiving enough AFDC that they are ineligible for expedited
service.

Demogr aphic Differences by Office Size and Metropolitan L ocation. L arge offices
tend to have a somewhat different profile of applicants than small offices, and similar profile
differences can be seen between metropolitan and non-metropolitan offices. Within each
category of offices, however, we find the same genera pattern of contrasts between expedited
service cases and those subject to regular processing.

For example, one-person households account for almost half the applicants in large
offices (46 percent), but a much smaller proportion in medium and small offices (34-35 percent),
as shown in Exhibit 2.6. Within all three office sixes, however, the proportion of one-person
households is nearly twice as great in expedited service as regularly-processed cases. Similar
patterns emerge from a comparison of metropolitan and non-metropolitan offices, as Exhibit 2.7
shows.

Differences in Employment Characteristics. The recent work histories of expedited
and regularly-processed applicants are quite different, as is to be expected given the expedited
service objective of serving those applicants whose needs are most pressing. As Exhibit 2.8
shows, expedited applicants are far less likely to be employed at the time they apply for benefits
than regularly-processed applicants (8 percent versus 26 percent). Almost half of all expedited
applicants, however, and 40 percent of regularly-processed applicants worked in the year before
applying for benefits. Thus, around 60 percent of both types of applicants have a fairly recent
attachment to the labor force.

The jobs held by expedited applicants are not quite as good as those of regularly-
processed applicants when measured along several dimensions. Expedited applicants are
somewhat less likely to have:

» worked full-time
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Exhibit 2.6

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VS. REGULARLY PROCESSED, BY OFFICE SIZE

Large Office
Characteristics of household head:
Female (%) 152,0 *** 74.3 65.3
Age (mean) 33 *** 36 . 35
Non-white (%) 52.1 55.9 54.4
Employed (%) 6.4 *** 21.9 15.6
Disabled (%) 7.9 *%* 15.0 12.1
Received food stamps previously (%) 46.3 52.1 49.6
Received expedited service previously (%] 23.1 ** 12.9 17.6
Household composition:
One-person households (%) 60.9 *** 36.5 46.3
Female-headed with children (%) 22,9 *** 36.4 30.9
Unweighted N 3616 1881 5497
Medium Office
Characteristics of household head:
Female (%) 62.0 *** 72.0 68.5
Age (mean) 33 ** 36 35
Non-white (%) 32.3 32.4 32.3
Employed (%) 9.8 *** 30.6 23.4
Disabled (%]} 8.7 ** 14.8 12.7
Received food stamps previously (%) 39.1 38.4 38.6
Received expedited service previously (%) 18.7 *** 5.3 9.9
Household composition:
One-person households (%) 46.2 *** 26.8 33.6
Female-headed with children (%) 28.4 27.9 28.1
Unweighted N 1246 681 1927
Small Office
Characteristics of household head:
Female (%) 55.9 *** 73.7 68.3
Age (mean) 33 *** 37 36
Non-white (%) 13.9 14.6 14.4
Employed (%) 10.0 *** 22.7 18.8
Disabled (%) 9.8 *** 24.3 19.9
Received food stamps previously (%) 55.2 53.9 54.3
Received expedited service previously (%) 23.2 11.8 14.9
Household composition:
One-person households (%) 50.8 *** 28.5 35.3
Female-headed with children (%) 24.2 26.0 25.5
Unweighted N 445 323 768
* Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.
* ¥ Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
bl Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.
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Exhibit 2.7

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VS. REGULARLY PROCESSED,
BY OFFICE TYPE

 Expedited
. Service 17
Metropolitan
Characteristics of household head:
Female (%) 54,4 *** 74.2 66.5
Age (mean) 33 **=* 36 35
Non-white (%) 48.9 50.6 50.0
Employed (%) 6.9 *** 23.1 16.8
Disabled (%)} 8.2 *** 14.2 11.9
Received food stamps previously (%) 42.7 46.0 44.7
Received expedited service previously {%) 21.5 *** 10.1 14.9
Household composition:
One-person households (%) 57.8 *** 34.2 43.4
Female-headed with children (%] 24,5 *** 34.9 30.9
Unweighted N 4134 2048 6182

Non-Metropohn

Characteristics of household head:

Female (%) 57.7 *** 71.1 66.5
Age (mean) 32 *x** 37 36
Non-white (%} 24.3 24.5 24.5
Employed (%) 10.4 *** 30.1 23.4
Disabled (%) 8.4 *** 21 .0 16.8
Received food stamps previously (%) 53.6 52.4 52.8
Received expedited service previously (%) 23.2 *** 9.0 13.6

Household composition:

One-person households (%) 49.4 *** 27.6 35.1
Female-headed with children (%) 23.8 *** 25.7 25.1
Unweighted N 1173 837 2010

Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.

* worked the entire year prior to applying for benefits;
* received health insurance through their employer; and
» worked at their job for more than one year.

The hourly wage, and consequently the monthly earnings received by expedited applicants, are
also somewhat less than those of other applicants, although these differences are not statistically
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Exhibit 2.8

EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY-PROCESSED?®

e —————————————— ———

Expedited Regularly-

Characteristics Service Processed

Emplo yment Status
Currently employed 7.6 %*** 25.5%
Worked in past 12 months but not currently employed 49,1 *** 37.7
Did not work in past 12 months 433 * 36.9
Unweighted N 2208 1218

Job Characteristics®
Worked 11 or 12 months in past year 18.0 %*** 313 %
Job tenure less than 1 year 66.3 *** 51.9
Worked 30+ hours per week 66.4 71 .0
Received health insurance through employer 23.4 *** 34.3
Mean hourly wage $6.54 $6.76
Mean monthly earnings $969 $1,017
Unweighted N 1256 747

@ Data from the self-administered applicant survey and thus available only for the 1993 sample.

P Includes only those who worked in last 12 months.

.

Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.

*
.

*%
.

significant.

Differences in Income and Resour ces. Expedited services are intended to be provided
to those gpplicants in most urgent need of assstance. One would therefore expect expedited
service households to have lower incomes and assets than households receiving regular
processing. The data bear out this expectation. !

Applicants receiving expedited services have an average monthly gross income of $154,
or alittle over one quarter of the average recorded for regularly-processed cases (see Exhibit
2.9). Regular applicants are clearly poor, with incomes amounting to 59 percent of the federal

11. No important differences exist between the FY 1992 and 1993 samples, as Exhibit C.2 in Appendix C
shows.
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poverty level on average; but expedited service applicants are in even more difficult situations,
as their incomes average just 19 percent of the poverty level.

Expedited applicants' lower earnings account for 60 percent of the difference in average
gross income. Differences in Socia Security account for 12 percent and “other” income for 10
percent of the overall difference. Expedited service cases also have lower amounts of income
from AFDC, SSI and unemployment insurance. General Assistance is the only income source
providing similar amounts of income to expedited service and regularly-processed applicants.

Some of the patterns of income reflect differences in the demographic composition of
cases seen earlier.  For example, since fewer expedited applicants are elderly or disabled, it is
not surprising that fewer of them receive Social Security or SSI benefits.  Similarly, with
expedited service cases including a large proportion of one-person households, they are less
likely to receive AFDC and more likely to receive General Assistance than regularly-processed
Cases.

Neither expedited nor regularly-processed cases have substantial assets, with average
total asset values of $60 and $170, respectively (see Exhibit 2.10). Both groups have liquid
resources that, on average, are below the $100 limit for expedited service (under two of the four
criteria). Even if non-liquid resources were included, most expedited cases would still fall below
the $100 limit.

Bank accounts are the largest single source of the difference in assets between expedited
and regular cases. Only 10 percent of expedited service applicants have any bank accounts,
compared to 24 percent of those regularly processed, and the $66 difference in average bank
account holdings accounts for almost two-thirds of the overall difference in assets.

Patterns in shelter expenses differ between expedited service and regularly-processed
households in two ways, reflecting the criteria under which applicants can qualify for expedited
service. First, homeless cases automatically qualify for expedited service, and consequently,
expedited service cases are three times as likely as regularly-processed cases to have no shelter
expenses at al (see Exhibit 2.11). On the other hand, households whose shelter costs exceed
their combined income and assets also qualify for expedited service, and many of these
households have quite substantial shelter costs. When these cases are averaged in with the
others, we find that average shelter costs for expedited service cases are 72 percent of the
average for regular cases, despite their having only about a quarter as much income as regular
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Exhibit 2.9

MONTHLY INCOME RECEIVED BY APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY PROCESSED

Monthly Gross Income

Mean amount $154 *** $532
Percent with zero income 53 9 %*** 14.3 %
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $334 *** $621

Income relative to povertv level 19 Fx .59

Sources of Income

Earnings

Percent receiving 130 %*** 37.9 %

Mean amount (all cases)? $47 **+ $272

Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $364 *** $720
AFDC

Percent receiving 93 % 13.2

Mean amount (all cases)? $27 **+ $41

Mean amount for those reportina non-zero amount $295 $315
General Assistance

Percent receiving 121 % 8.3 %

Mean amount (all cases)® $24 $21

Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $199 *** $250
Social Security

Percent receiving 1.7 Op*** 11.3 %

Mean amount (all cases)? $6 *** $53

Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $387 *** $471
Ssi

Percent receiving 2.4 Y*** 10.5 %

Mean amount (all cases)® $9 *x+ $35

Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $371 $339
Unemployment compensation

Percent receiving §1636 Qpraew 8.1 %

Mean amount (all cases)® $45

Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $452 *** $563
Other®

Percent receiving §2487 % e ¥ 17.3 %

Mean amount (all cases)? $63

Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $270 . ** $363
Unweiahted N 5307 2885

_—

a Averaged across all cases; includes those with no income from this source.
b Includes, for example, child support, worker’'s compensation, veteran’s benefits, money from relatives and friends.

Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.

** Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
® e« * Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.
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Exhibit 2.10

ASSETS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY PROCESSED

Regulatly-
Processed
Total assets
Mean amount (all cases)® $60 . ** $170
Percent reporting zero assets 80.9 %*** 64.6 %
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $313.* $48 1
Total liquid resources fcash, bank accounts, other)
Mean amount (all cases)? $22 #** $96
Percent holding 170 %*** 321 %
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $128 *** $300
Type of assets
Cash
Percent holding 83%** 13.0 %
Mean amount (all cases) (all cases}? $7 $11
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $80 $84
Bank accounts
Percent holding 10.3 %*** 23.6 %
Mean amount (ait cases)® P13 =+ $79
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $130 . ** $334
Other liquid resources
Percent holding 05%*. 1.7 %
Mean amount (all cases)? $2 ** $7
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $334 $385
Vehicle (countable portion)®
Percent holding 33 % 6.8 %
Mean amount (all cases)? $22 . * $68
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $685 $1001
Other non-liquid resources
Percent holding 0.2 %* 0.6 %
Mean amount (all cases)® $16 $6
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $8435 $1032
Unweighted N 5307 2885

8 Averaged across all cases: includes those with no assets from this source.
b value of vehicle in excess of $4,500.

° Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.

o Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
« ¢ o Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.
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cases. Thus, the overall pattern of shelter expenses reflects the inclusion of two quite different
kinds of households in the expedited service caseload. 2

Exhibit 2.11

MONTHLY SHELTER EXPENSES OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY PROCESSED

Expedited | Regulatly
‘Service - -Processed.: :
Total shelter expenses
Mean amount (all cases)® $256 *** $354
Mean amount for those reporting non-zero amount $393 $400
Percent reporting no shelter expenses 347 Yr** 11.2 %
Unweighted N 5307 2885

@  Averaged across all cases: includes those with no shelter expenses.

« « « Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.

The overal pattern of greater income and resources for regularly-processed cases can
be seen in offices of al sizes, and in metropolitan and non-metropolitan offices.! It is
interesting to note, however, that the income gap between expedited service and regularly-
processed cases is greater in the non-metropolitan offices. For example, expedited service cases
in non-metropolitan offices have lower average incomes than those in metropolitan offices, at
$117 and $163, respectively (see Exhibit 2.12), but the pattern is reversed for regularly-
processed cases. Average income for these cases in non-metropolitan offices is $605, compared
to $510 in metropolitan offices. The main reason for this pattern is that regularly-processed
cases in non-metropolitan areas are more likely to be employed and have substantially more
earnings than those in metropolitan offices.

12. Chapter 3 (Exhibit 3.3) examines the shelter expenses of different types of expedited applicantsin more
detail.

13. See Appendix D, Exhibit D.1, for income, assets, and expenses by office size.
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Exhibit 2.12

INCOME, ASSETS, AND SHELTER EXPENSES OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VS. REGULARLY PROCESSED, BY OFFICE TYPE

Expedited -Regularly
Service Processed AN
Metropolitan

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $163 . +* $510 $375

Percent with zero income 540 %*** 16.1 % 30.9 %

Income _relative to poverty level 0.20 « ** 0.57 0.43
Earnings:

Mean amount $49 . ** $258 $176

Percent receiving 121 %*** 35.9 % 26.6 %
Unearned income:

Mean amount $114 . ** $253 $199

Percent receiving 358% .. " 56.5 % 48.5 %
Total assets:

Mean amount $68 . * $139 $107

Percent reporting zero assets 829 %* .. 69.0 % 74.4 %
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $20 o ** $80 $57

Percent holding 14.9 %*** 28.6 % 23.3 %
Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $276 *** $378 $338

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 33.3 %*** 10.9 % 19.66 %
Unweighted N 4134 2048 6182

Non-Metropolitan

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $117 « *+ $605 $438

Percent with zero income 53.5 %*** 8.4 % 23.8 %

income relative to poverty level 0.14 . ** 0.67 0.49
Earnings:

Mean amount $40 o ** $324 $227

Percent receiving 16.6 %*** 44.6 % 35.0 %
Unearned income:

Mean amount $77 o ** $280 $211

Percent receiving 32.7 %*** 61.2 % 51.4 %
Total assets:

Mean amount $66 *** $280 $207

Percent reporting zero assets 72.2 Y%*** 49.3 % 57.1 %
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $30 *** $152 $110

Percent holding 25.9 %*** 44.4 % 38.1 %
Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $174 *** $272 $238

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 40.5 %*** 12.2 % 21.9 %
Unweighted N 1173 837 2010

Significantly different from
Significantly different from
Significantly different from

regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.
regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.
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Benefit Receipt and Casdoad Dynamics'

The differences in case characteristics between expedited and regularly-processed cases
are reflected in their initial allotments and subsequent benefit receipt.  On the one hand,
expedited service cases are smaller, which would tend to decrease their alotments. On the other
hand, they have lessincome, which would tend to increase their alotments. The net effect of
these two factors is that expedited service households receive initial alotments that are slightly
larger than the average for regularly-processed cases-$160 versus $157. On a per capita basis,
however, expedited service cases receive substantially larger initial allotments-$94 per person
versus $66.

As discussed below, expedited service cases differ from regularly-processed cases in
that they have substantially shorter spells of food stamp receipt. Furthermore, they are less
likely to return to the program after leaving. In the months in which they are active, however,
they recelve essentially the same benefit amount as regularly-processed cases.

Length of Spell. > Expedited service cases are substantially more likely to terminate
quickly than other cases. For example, 29 percent of expedited service cases, but only 17
percent of regularly-processed cases, close within three months (Exhibit 2.13). After the third
month, the percentage closing in each month is roughly similar for expedited service and
regularly-processed cases. Only 14 percent of expedited service cases remain open continuously

14. Information on benefit receipt and case status was collected on al sample members for up to 23 months
from the month they were approved until the month the case file record abstraction was completed. Thus,
fewer months of data were available for cases in the 1993 sample than those in the FY 1992 sample. Because
cases applying after the 15th of the month receive an initid alotment that covers both the first and second
months of the certification period, we cannot begin to analyze case activity consistently for all cases until the
third month of activity. Starting from the third month of benefit receipt, we had a (weighted) average of 6.4
months of data for the 1993 sample and a (weighted) averaged of 19.3 months for the FY 1992 sample. For
both subsamples combined, the mean number of months observed from the third month on was 14.1.

15. The distributions of spell lengths were obtained via weighted survival analysis.  As discussed in the
previous footnote, we cannot distinguish between closure after one month and closure after two months.  The
mean spell lengths were calculated based on the assumptions that (a) half of al cases that closed within the
first two months closed after one month, and (b) the hazard rate for Months 24 and beyond was a constant
for each type of case, equd to its average vaue in Months 13 through 23.
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for two years or more, compared with 29 percent of regular cases. The mean spell lengths for
the two groups of cases are 12 months and 20 months, respectively.16

These shorter spell lengths for expedited service cases are consistent with severa
possible interpretations. One possibility isthat a substantial number of these cases are in quite
volatile economic situations, and their need for assistance is short-lived. Another possibility is
that certain cases, such as homeless households, lose touch with the food stamp agency or simply
cannot get themselves suffkiently organized to appear for recertification. A third possible
interpretation is that some cases take advantage of the limited verification entailed in expedited
services, fraudulently receiving benefits until they are terminated for failure to provide
verification. The data do not alow us to know how many cases conform to these various
models.

Case Activity. Aswell as closing more quickly, expedited service cases reopen
somewhat more slowly. The proportion of closed cases that reopened within 12 months of
closure was 14 percent for expedited service cases and 18 percent for regularly-processed cases
(Exhibit 2.14). 17 Negligible differences were seen for reopenings within two and six months
of closure.

16. The digtribution of lengths of completed spells of food stamp receipt was aso caculated in Nancy R.
Burstein, Dynamics of the Food Stamp Program as Reported in the Survey of Income and Program
Participation, Report to the Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, Abt Associates Inc.,
Cambridge MA (1993). Burstein’'s results were based on self-reported rather than administrative data, and
pertain to a much earlier time period (1983-1986). Comparing the last columns of Exhibit 2.13 with
corresponding information in Burstein (1993), we see the following patterns:

SIPP Data Administrative Data

1983-1986 1991-1993
Median length of completed spells 6 months 8 months
Mean length of completed spells 21 months 17 months
Proportion of spells ending within 12 months 67 percent 62 percent
Proportion of spells lasting two years or more 20 percent 24 percent

Burstein's results are broadly similar to those shown here for expedited and regular cases combined, though
there is some suggestion that spell lengths are somewhat longer in the 1991- 1993 period than in the 1983- 1986
period.

17. These proportions were calculated based on those cases that closed at least 13 months before the end of
the observation period.
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Exhibit 2.13

DISTRIBUTION OF LENGTH OF FIRST OBSERVED SPELL OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY-PROCESSED
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Exhibit 2.14

PROPORTION OF CLOSED CASES RETURNING
TO THE FOOD STAMP CASELOAD

| ‘Expedited - |- Regutar ﬂ
- Service | " Cases .
Proportion of closures
lasting no longer than:
2 months 8.6% 8.9%
(Unweighted N} (2915) (1177)
6 months 13.6 14.6
Wnweighted N) (2778) (1101)
12 months 14.4 18.3
(Unweighted N) (2386) (848)

Expedited and regular cases were almost identical in the number of spells of food stamp
receipt that they were likely to experience. The great majority of cases (89.8 and 91.2 percent,
respectively) had only one spell; nearly all of the remaining cases (8.7 percent and 7.4 percent,
respectively) had two spells. Among later spells, those cases that originally were expedited were
substantially more likely to reopen as expedited cases than those that originally received regular
service (6 1 percent versus 21 percent). 18

Because of the shorter initial spell length and the lower rate of recidivism, expedited
service cases were active for relatively fewer months than regularly-processed cases. Expedited
cases were active for 34.9 percent of the time for which they were observed, compared with
49.8 percent for regularly-processed cases. The average (non-zero) benefit after the first two
months, however, was $164 for both types of cases, indicating that for the months they were
active, expedited and regularly-processed cases received similar allotments on average.

18. These percentages are based on those cases for whom status at reopening was known-483 expedited
service and 174 regularly-processed cases. Information on status at reopening was missing for 32 percent of
expedited service and 38 percent of regularly-processed cases.
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Summary

During the 12-month period from October 1991 through September 1992, the study
estimates that 35 percent of all applications approved for food stamp benefits were given
expedited processing. Thisrate is similar to the 34 percent rate estimated by the 1987 Study for
February 1983-May 1984. While the proportion of applications processed under expedited
service rules has not changed dramatically in the last decade, the actual number of households
receiving expedited processing has increased quite substantially due to the overall increasesin
the food stamp caseload. During FY 1992, 2.5 million households received expedited service,
a 22 percent increase from the early 1980s, when an estimated 2 million households received
expedited service each year.

Many observers believe that the McKinney Act, by expanding the categories of cases
eligible for expedited service, substantially increased the proportion of cases receiving expedited
service. Furthermore, with the explosive growth of the food stamp caseload as a whole in the
late 1980s and early 1990s, one might expect some fundamental change in the type of expedited
service cases. It appears, however, that these factors caused no profound change in either the
proportion of applicants who receive expedited processing or the profile of these cases. The
current study finds, as did the 1987 Study, that expedited service applicants tend to be:

¢ one-person households and households without children;
¢ not elderly or disabled;
® in much more severe financial circumstances than regularly-processed cases; and

* somewhat more prevalent in offices located in metropolitan areas and offices with

large casel oads.

After expedited service cases begin receiving food stamp benefits, they tend to leave
the program somewhat more quickly than regularly-processed cases. Once the expedited service
cases close, they are somewhat less likely to re-apply for benefits, at least within the next year.
Thus, expedited service cases have more fleeting contact with the FSP than other cases, on
average, even though they were in more severe financial circumstances when they initially
applied for benefits.
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CHAPTER THREE
EXPEDITED SERVICE ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

One challenge faced by policymakers in designing the laws and regulations concerning
expedited service has been to define the types of households entitled to receive expedited service.
The intent of policymakers is clear-to serve quickly those in most urgent need of assistance.
Defining “neediness, " however, is a more difficult issue.

Under current law, four categories of households are entitled to receive expedited
service:

* households that have less than $150 in gross monthly income and $100 or lessin
liquid resources;

¢ households composed of destitute migrant and seasonal farm workers with liquid
resources of $100 or less;

e households in which al members are homeless; and

¢ households whose combined gross monthly income and liquid resources are less

than their monthly housing and utility costs.

The latter two criteria were added by the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance
Act of 1987 as part of a broader effort to provide needed services to homeless households. The
intent of the Act with respect to the Food Stamp Program (FSP) was to provide immediate food
stamp benefits to the homeless and those households at risk of becoming homeless because they
lack sufficient resources to cover their shelter expenses.

The McKinney Act also significantly broadened the definition of a homeless household
to include not only individuas without fixed mailing addresses or permanent dwellings, but also
those living in shelters and other similar institutions and those living temporarily with friends
or relatives.

Many officias believe that the groups added by the McKinney Act substantially
increased the number of cases processed under expedited service.  In addition, some have
expressed concerns that expedited service is no longer targeted to those households with the most
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urgent need for emergency assistance. In particular, they worry that the broad homeless
definition established by the McKinney Act includes persons who are not truly homeless.’

This chapter examines the effect of the McKinney Act on the size of the expedited
service caseload by analyzing the criteria under which applicants qualify for expedited service.
We aso examine various household characteristics in order to determine whether the households
currently receiving expedited service are indeed those most in urgent need. Chapter Two has
aready shown that households receiving expedited service have less income and fewer resources
than regularly-processed households. The question addressed here is whether households
qualifying for expedited service under different criteria exhibit any differences in their need for
immediate assistance.

Expedited Service Entitlement Criteria

As discussed above, households may qualify for expedited service under any of four
criteria. Exhibit 3.1 shows the distribution of expedited cases, by entitlement criteria for the
1991-1993 period.2

The analyses presented in this section are based solely on the classification(s) recorded
in the case file. The analysis does not “second guess’ the worker’s classification by examining,
for example, the recorded amounts of income and resources. Chapter Four looks more closely
at the accuracy of the expedited service classification.

For over half of all expedited service cases, the case file indicated that the case met two
or more of the criteriafor expedited processing. It is quite possible that some additional cases
met more than one criterion, but that the worker recorded only one in the case file. Thus, the
percentage of applicants shown as quaifying for expedited service under any given criterion
represents a lower bound.

The first column of Exhibit 3.1 shows a duplicated distribution in which some
households appear in more than one category. The total thus sums to more than 100 percent.

1. Survey of State officias conducted by FCS in 1991.

2. We as0 examined the distributions for 1991- 1992 and 1993 separately and found that they were virtually
identica. See Appendix C, Exhibit C.3.
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Exhibit 3.1

APPROVED APPLICANTS RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE,
BY ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

Monthly income/resources below limits 90.3% 90.3%

Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 1.7 0.1
“McKinney criteria”
Homeless 24.3 25
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 55.8 _7Ja
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 5234 5234

The second columnisunduplicated. Each case appears in only one category-the first identified
category in the order listed. The total of this column sums to 100 percent.

Fully 90 percent of all expedited service cases qualify because their income and
resources are below the established limits. Thus, most households receiving expedited service
have very little money available with which to purchase food.

Destitute migrants and seasonal farmworkers comprise a small percentage of the
expedited service caseload-2 percent. Most also qualify for expedited service based on the
income/resources criterion, however.

Of special interest are the households qualifying for expedited service because of the
McKinney Act. Overal, a substantial number of expedited service cases are homeless (24
percent) or appear at risk of becoming homeless (56 percent). Most of these households,
however, also have income and resources below the established guidelines, and thus would have
qualified for expedited service prior to the McKinney Act.

Only 10 percent of those households qualifying for expedited service can be regarded
as "McKinney" cases, meaning that they qualify for expedited service only because of the
McKinney Act provisions. Most of these cases are not homeless (2.5 percent), but are
considered in danger of becoming homeless (7.1 percent) because their shelter costs exceed their
income and liquid resources.
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We conclude that the McKinney Act added a substantial, though not overwhelming,
number of cases to the expedited service caseload. In fact, the McKinney Act is responsible for
the stability in the expedited service rate observed over the past decade. Without the McKinney
Act, the rate would have decreased to approximately 3 1 percent.

Differences by Office Characteristics. The McKinney Act appears to have had larger
impacts in some areas, though none of the observed differences are statistically significant (see
Exhibit 3.2).3 In the Northeast, 21 percent of all expedited cases qualified solely because of
the Act’s provisions. Five percent of the expedited caseload were homeless households that did
not meet the income and resources criterion, and 16 percent had excess shelter expenses. The
Northeast also has an expedited service rate above the nationa average, probably duein part to
the additions to the expedited caseload resulting from the McKinney Act (see Exhibit 2.4). The
McKinney Act also seems to have had a relatively large impact in the Midwest-18 percent of
the expedited caseload qualified because of its provisions. Even though the McKinney Act had
a substantial impact in the region, its expedited service rate remains below the national average.

The McKinney Act had the smallest impacts in the Mid-Atlantic and Western regions.
Only 4-5 percent of al expedited cases can be classified as "McKinney" cases. Despite the
relatively small addition to the expedited service caseload in the Western region, the expedited
service rate is substantially above the national average. In contrast, the expedited service rate
in the Mid-Atlantic is below the national average.

The impacts of the McKinney Act did not vary significantly depending on the size of
the office or whether it was located in a metropolitan or non-metropolitan area (see Exhibits D.2
and D.3).

Relative Need for Expedited Service

Households qualifying for expedited service differ from regularly-processed households
on a number of dimensions, as Chapter Two showed. Program rules mean that most expedited
cases are in worse financial situations than regular cases, and the data show that expedited cases

3. Statistical significance was calculated applying a simultaneous 0.10 level of significance across all 21
pairwise tests.
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Exhibit 3.2
EXPEDITED SERVICE ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA,
BY REGION
Percentage Distribution of Approved:Applicants.
Receiving‘Expedited: Service
Duplicated ~Uﬂﬂu.ﬁli¢é:tgg_j?‘
Northeast
Monthly incomelresources below limits 79.1% 79.1%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 0.0 0.0
“McKinney criteria”
Homeless 21.3 4.5
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 75 .4 16.4
Total >100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 611 611
Mid-A tlan tic
Monthly income/resources below limits 95.7% 95.7%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 0.7 0.0
“McKinney criteria”

Homeless 31.0 2.9
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 48 .3 1.5
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 795 795

Southeast

Monthly income/resources below limits 92.7% 92.7%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 5.3 0.4
“McKinney criteria”

Homeless 13.6

Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 57 .2
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 1368 1368
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Exhibit 3.2 (cont.1

Percentage Distribution of -Approved Apbljcants
Receiving :Expedited:Service
Entitlement Criteria Duplicated Unduplicated
Midwest
Monthly income/resources below limits 81.7% 81.7%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 0.1 0.0
“McKinney criteria”
Homeless 15.8 2.3*
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 54 .3 16.0*
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 641 641
Southwest
Monthly income/resources below limits 91.3% 91.3%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 1.4 0.0
“McKinney criteria”

Homeless 32.2 1.9
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 36 .8 6.8
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 455 455

Mountain Plains

Monthly income/resources below limits 90.6% 90.6%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 0.4 0.0
“McKinney criteria”

Homeless 37.1 5.7

Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 4 . 3 _
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 531 531

Western

Monthly income/resources below limits 94.8% 94.8%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker l.0 0.1
“McKinney criteria”

Homeless 27.3 1.2
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 6 .7 3.9
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 833 833

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. 40




Chapter Three: Expedited Service Entitlement Criteria

have far less income and resources than regularly-processed cases. Severa-fold differences exist
in the average amounts of earned income, unearned income, and assets.

The issue addressed in this section is whether expedited service cases differ on these
measures depending upon the criteria under which they qualify for expedited service. In
particular, we are interested in whether McKinney cases differ from other expedited cases in
ways that would suggest they are more or less needy than other cases.

Although this analysis is intended to provide information on applicants' need for
expedited service, it does not employ an absolute definition of “need. " Rather, we examine a
number of measures that describe the severity of the applicants’ circumstances, including their
financia situation and their own reports of their eating and housing situations. In general, it is
reasonable to assume that people have more need for expedited service when they have lower
incomes, more frequent incidents of food insufficiency, and less stable housing arrangements.
The analysis therefore compares the various applicant groups on these dimensions, but it makes
no attempt to determine whether any particular group does not actually need expedited service.

Economic and Demographic Characterigtics. Exhibit 3.3 shows the characteristics
of expedited service cases by entitlement criteria.  This exhibit uses the “unduplicated” criteria
shown in Exhibit 3.1. This means that al cases qualifying for expedited service because their
income and resources are below the established limits, whether or not they qualify under other
criteria as well, are grouped together. Destitute migrant and seasonal farmworkers are not
shown separately, because the sample size is too small to provide valid estimates.  The homeless
cases and those whose shelter expenses exceed their income and liquid resources are households
that qualify for expedited service only under the McKinney Act provisions. We also present the
characteristics of regularly-processed cases for comparison..

Households qualifying for expedited service on the basis of their income and resources
comprise 90 percent of all expedited service cases. Their income and resources are extremely
limited. The households average monthly income is $125 and their liquid resources average
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Exhibit 3.3

CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED APPLICANTS RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE,
BY ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

Expedited Sarvice Criteria
{unduplicated)®
T
1~ ‘Monthly N
income/ :Shelter expenseqd ‘Regularly-
resources exceed income/ | processed
‘below limits Homeless| resources applicants
Monthly gross income:
Mean amount $125 $225 $394 . ** $532
Percent with zero income 58.4 % 46.0 % 8.6 %*** 143 %
income relative to poverty line 0.16 0.30 . 0.47 o ** 0.59
{Earnings:
Mean amount $33 $114 ** $139 . +* 5273
Percent receiving 101 %] 293 %** 36.0 %*** 37.9 %
Unearned income:
Mean amount $92 $111 $255 o ** $259
It Percent receiving 33.2 % 27.9 % 60.4 %*** 57.6 %
To tal assets:
Mean amount $57 $76 $77 $170
Percent reporting zero assets 82.2 % 75.2 % 68.7 %** 64.6 %
Liquid resources:
Mean amount $19 $42 $44 ** $96
Percent holding 15.8 % 20.3 % 29.2 %** 321 %
Shelter expenses:
Mean amount $238 $69 *** $543 *** $354
Percent reporting no shelter expense 36.7 % 653 %*** 06 %*** 11.2 %
Mean for those reporting non-zero amount $377 $198 . ** $546 + ** $399
Characteristics of household head:
Female (%) 53.3 % 39.3 %*** 76 3 %*** 735 %
Age {(mean) 33 31 35.* 36
Non-white {%} 43.8 % 46.6 % 47.3 % 44.7 %
Employed (%} 6.2 % |22.7 %* 16.6 %*** 24.7 %
Disabled (%) 78 % 1A9%. . 12.3 %* 158 %
Received food stamps previously {%]} 44.1 % 55.8 % 515 %* 475 %
Received expedited service previously {%) 22.4 % 21.2 % 14.4 %* 9.8 %
Household composition:
One-person households (%) 58.4 % 68.9 % 293 %*** 32.7 %
Female-headed one-person households 19.4 % 18.3 % 17.4 % 18.0 %
Households with children 35.8 % 29.1 % 62.9 %** . 60.7 %
Female-headed with children (%} 22.8 % 18.9 % 42.0 %*** 32.9 %
Unweighted N 4718 147 360 2885

Destitute migrants and seasonal farmworkers not shown separately as sample size (n=9) too small to produce valid
estimates.

Significantly different from monthly income/resources below limits category at 0.10 level.
Significantly different from monthly income/resources below limits category at 0.05 level.
« o * Significantly different from monthly income/resources below limits category at 0.01 level.
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$19.4 Their shelter expenses average $238, which is almost $100 more than their combined
monthly income and liquid resources.

The homeless category includes only those homeless households that were not recorded
as qualifying for expedited service under the income and resource criteria.” Consequently, their
financid circumstances are somewhat less severe than those of the households that do fall below
the income and resource thresholds. Compared to the income/resource group, the homeless:

. haveroughly twice as much total monthly income ($225 versus $125);
» are much more likely to have earnings (29 percent versus 10 percent); and

« aremorelikely to have unearned income from Socia Security and SSI, and less

likely to receive AFDC and Generd Assistance.

Although the homeless group has higher incomes than the income/resource group, these
applicants gtill fall far below the income levels of regularly-processed applicants. The homeless
households' average total income, earned income, and unearned income are al less than haf of
the average for regularly-processed cases.

Homeless applicants and those who meet the income/resource criteria have quite similar
demographic profiles. Both groups have a large proportion of one-person households (roughly
60 percent in both groups, compared to 33 percent of regularly-processed cases). Both groups
include a high proportion of male agpplicants and have relatively few female-headed households
with children.

Not surprisingly, households qualifying for expedited service because their shelter
expenses exceed their income and resources are distinguished by exceptionally high shelter
expenses-$543 per month, on average. This far exceeds the average monthly expenditures of
other expedited service households, and also exceeds those of regularly-processed applicants,
who report monthly shelter expenses of $354.

4. As Exhibit 3.3 shows, 58 percent had zero gross income. Of the 42 percent with some income, 13 percent
have reported incomes of less than $150, and 29 percent have reported incomes of $150 or more. These latter
households should not be entitled to expedited service on the basis of their income, suggesting that they were
erroneoudy classified in the case file records. Some, however, may qualify for expedited service on other
criteria.  Chapter Four discusses these issues in detail.

5. It is possible, however, that some workers recorded cases as qualifying under only the homeless criterion
even though they met other criteria as well.
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The demographic profile of the households whose shelter expenses exceed their income
and resources is quite similar to the profile of regularly-processed cases. Most are multi-person
households, three-quarters are female-headed, and over one-third are female-headed households
with children. This pattern differs strikingly from the profiles of expedited service cases that
qualify because of income/resources or homelessness, most of which are one-person households.

The data suggest that recent job loss may have triggered the food stamp application for
a substantial number of households whose shelter expenses exceed their income and resources.
Although 36 percent reported some earnings in the past month, only 17 percent of the
households were employed when they applied. A quite comparable 38 percent of regularly-
processed applicants reported earnings, but 25 percent of the household heads continued to be
employed when they applied for benefits.

With respect to unearned income, households qualifying for expedited service because
their shelter expenses exceed their income and resources ook more like regularly-processed
households than other expedited service households.  Approximately 60 percent of the
households report receiving some unearned income, and the monthly average of $255 is virtually
identical to the average for regularly-processed cases.

The resources possessed by households whose shelter expenses exceed their income/
resources are quite limited. On average, they report total assets of $77, fairly similar to the
average for other expedited service households, and less than the $170 average reported by
regularly-processed households.

Homeless Households.  As discussed above, homeless households qualifying for
expedited service solely due to the McKinney Act provisions have, on average, monthly income
roughly twice that of expedited service households who meet the income and resource limits.
The income of these homeless households, however, is still far below that of regularly-processed
applicants.  The issue addressed in this section is how these "post-McKinney" homeless
households compare to the "pre-McKinney" homel ess-those who also qualify for expedited
service on the basis of their income and resources.

Exhibit 3.4 shows the characteristics of all homeless applicants, separating those who
qualified for expedited service prior to the McKinney Act from those who qualified only because
of the Act’s provisions. The pre-McKinney homeless are exceptionally poor, with less than half
the income and resources of other households who qualified for expedited service prior to the
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Exhibit 3.4

CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED HOMELESS APPLICANTS,
BY ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

Monthly gross income:
Mean amount $50 *** $225
Percent with zero income 76.8 %** 46.0 %
Income relative to poverty line 0.07 *** 0.30 %
Earnings:
Mean amount $12 *** $114
Percent receiving 50 %** 293 %
Unearned income:
Mean amount $38 * $111
Percent receiving 189 % 279 %
Total assets:
Mean amount $23 * $76
Percent reporting zero assets 09.4 %** 75.2 %
Liquid resources:
Mean amount $5 * $42
Percent holding 8.3 %* 20.3 %
Shelter expenses:
Mean amount $39 * $69
Percent reporting no shelter expense a 1.5%* 65.3 %
Characteristics of household head:
Female {%) 35.2 % 393 %
Age (mean) 32 31
Non-white {%) 47.1 % 46.6 %
Employed (%) 2.4 %** 22.7 %
Disabled (%) 58%** 16.9 %
Received food stamps previously {%) 41.8%* 55.8 %
Received expedited service previously (%) 23.7 % 21.2 %
Household composition:
One-person households (%) 81.7 %*** 88.9 %
Female-headed with children (%) 124 % 18.9 %
Unweighted number 1503 147
Weighted percent 89.8 % 10.2 %
* Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.10 level.
o Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.05 level.
L Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.01 level.
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McKinney Act, and one quarter the income and resources of other homeless households. Few
are employed, and they report average monthly unearned income of $38, approximately half of
which comes from General Assistance. Their total reported assets average $23.

Most of the homeless applicants, both pre- and post-McKinney, report no expenditures
for shelter. Those that do report some expenses have fairly low expenses, on average. Some
of these reported expenses are undoubtedly payment for accommodations in shelters; others may
represent contributions to friends or relatives with whom they are temporarily staying.

The percentage with shelter expenses is lower for the pre-McKinney group: only 19
percent report any shelter expenditures, compared to 35 percent of the post-McKinney group.
This suggests that the housing situation for the pre-McKinney group may be the more tenuous.

In other respects, the pre- and post-McKinney homeless households tend to be more
similar to each other than to any of the other categories of applicants. They are predominantly
one-person households, predominantly male, and rarely female-headed households with
children-and all of these statements characterize the pre-McKinney group somewhat more than
the post-McKinney group.

Accessto Food. A further indicator of a household's need for immediate food stamp
assistance is the degree to which the household is experiencing difficulties providing food for
its members. Because standard application forms provide no information on the adequacy of
access to food, a survey of food stamp applicants was conducted. As discussed in Chapter One,
all households that applied for food stamps in the sample offices during August and September
1993 were asked to complete a brief self-administered survey that asked about their circum-
stances immediately prior to applying for benefits. Several questions pertained to the applicants
ability to provide food for themselves and their families.

Exhibit 3.5 presents the survey questions and responses for expedited and regularly-
processed applicants. It aso presents the responses of expedited households, depending on the
criterion under which they qualified for expedited service.

Overal, expedited service households report greater difficulties in providing food than
do regularly-processed households. Many regularly-processed applicants report some difficulty,
but expedited service applicants are 12 to 16 percentage points more likely to report that:
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ACCESS TO FOOD OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS,
BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS

Which statement best describes the food eaten in
your household in the last month?
Enough of the kinds of food we want to eat 19.7% 16.3% 16.6% 20.2% 12.0%
Enough food but not always the kinds of food 34.7 27.01tt 26.7 26.7 27.9
we want to eat
Sometimes not enough to eat 32.9 32.4 32.1 33.9 35.1
Often not enough to eat 12 .8 244111 24 .6 19 .2 25.0
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
In the last month, were there days when you or
your household had no food or money to buy food?
Percent responding “yes” 43.3% 59.0tt1t 58.6% 53.2% 64.2%
Number of davs this occurred {mean)® 8.9 10411t 10.6 7.2%** 9.3
In the last month did you or anyone in your
household skip meals because there wasn’t enough
food or money to buy food?
Percent responding “yes” 35.4% 50.71t¢ 50.8% 48.2% 52.2%
Number of davs this occurred {mean)€ 8.2 9.41 9.5 7.3 8.7
In the past week, have you eaten in . . . places
serving free meals or . . . gotten free food?d
Percent responding “yes” 12.2% 244111 25.9% 19.8% 6.6%***
Number of days this occurred {mean)® 4.0 4.3 4.4 4.5 31
Unweiahted N 1320 2371 2139 73 129

« O 0O T ®

Self-reports from applicant survey.

Unduplicated criteria; number of migrants too small to present separate estimates.

Mean computed for those saying “yes”.
Excludes free school lunches for children.

Significantly different from monthly income/resources limits category at 0.10 level
« « Significantly different from monthly income/resources limits category at 0.05 level

* « « Significantly different from monthly income/resources limits category at

t

Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at 0.10 level.

tt Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at 0.05 level.
t t 1 Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at 0.01 level.
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« they “often did not have enough to eat” during the past month;
« they had no money to buy food on some days in the past month;

o they or someone in their household had skipped meals because there was no money
to buy food; and

« they had received free food or free meals during the past week.

All of the expedited service groups, including the groups qualifying for expedited
service solely because of McKinney Act provisions, report greater problems of food access than
the regularly-processed cases. The group with the highest incidence of problems, however, is
the homeless applicants who also meet the income and resource criteria (see Exhibit 3.6). These
pre-McKinney households report a substantially higher incidence of problems than any other
group on three of the four measures of food adequacy.

Living Arrangements. Details of the living arrangements of food stamp applicants
provide additional information about their circumstances at the time they apply for benefits.
Thisissueis particularly relevant for homeless households, because some food stamp officials
have raised concerns that some households who qualify for expedited service solely under the
expanded definition of homelessness in the McKinney Act are not urgently in need of emergency
assistance. They cite, for example, households that report living “temporarily” with friends or
relatives for extended periods of time.

The self-administered survey asked food stamp applicants several questions about their
living arrangements at the time they applied for food stamps. The first question asked whether
they had a permanent place to live. The second asked them to report the place or places they
sept during the preceding week, and in some instances, how long they had been staying there.
Multiple responses were permitted to this question, though generally only one response was
given. Exhibit 3.7 presents the responses of expedited service applicants separately for the
different entittement criteria. The responses of regularly-processed applicants are presented for
comparison.

A large maority of regularly-processed applicants (87 percent) report that they have a
permanent placeto live. Most of these have their own apartment or house, though some have
a permanent residence with a friend or relative. Regularly-processed food stamp applicants who
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Exhibit 3.6

ACCESS TO FOOD OF APPROVED HOMELESS APPLICANTS,
BY ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

Which statement best describes the food eaten in
your household this past month?

Enough of the kinds of food we want to eat 14.7 % 20.2 %

Enough food, but not always the kinds of food 21.3 26.7

we want to eat

Sometimes not enough to eat 28.8 33.9

Often not enough to eat 35.2 ** 19.2
Total 100.0 % 100.0 %

In the last month, were there days when you or
your household had no food or money for food?

Percent responding “yes” 63.7 % 53.2 %

Number of days this occurred {mean)® 11.6 *** 7.2

In the last month, did you or anyone in your
household skip meals because there wasn’'t
enough food or money to buy food?

Percent responding “yes” 60.2 % 48.2 %
Number of days this occurred {mean)? 10.5 7.3
In the past week, have you eaten in . . . places

serving free meals or . . . gotten free food?°

Percent responding “yes” 37.0 %*** 19.8 %
Number of days this occurred (mean)® 4.4 4.5
Unweighted number 726 73

3 Self-reports from applicant survey.
b Mean computed for those saying “yes.”
¢ Excludes free school lunches for children.

* . Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.10 level.
* Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.05 level.
ww Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.01 level.
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Exhibit 3.7

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS,
BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS

- Income/
‘Regularly- . . Resources .
Living Arrangaments® _Processed | Al | Below Limits® |
Whether applicant has a permanent place to live
Yes 86.5% 66.7%1tt 64.6% 40.0%** 96.8%***
No 13.5 33.4 35.4 60.0 3.2
If not, months since had permanent place to live 21 121t 12 11 4x**
(mean)
Where applicant slept during past week:
Own apartment, house, or room 76.6% 52.4%ttt 49.4% 25.6%*** 92.2%***
Friend or relative’s place (permanent) 11.8 15.41 16.1 20.0 5.7***
Relative’s place (temporarily) 8.5 15.0ttt 16.1 22.1 2. 7***
Friend’s place (temporarily) 3.3 8.2ttt 8.9 10.8 0.3***
Shelter/welfare hotel 1.0 5.0ttt 5.3 10.9 0.4%**
Outdoors 0.6 8.3ttt 8.9 16.1 0.0***
Other indoors (e.g., bus station, abandoned 0.0 2.0ttt 2.3 0.0*** 0.0***
building)
Total > 100% > 100% > 100% > 100% > 100%
Weeks lived temporarily with relatives (mean) 11 15 15 18 gr**
Weeks lived temporarily with friends (mean) 7 7 7 AR Bl
Unweighted N 1320 2371 2139 73 129

a Self-reports from applicant survey

Unduplicated criteria.

*

*
.

Significantly different from monthly income/resources limits category at 0.10 level
Significantly different from monthly income/resources limits category et 0.05 level

. « « Significantly different from monthly income/resources limits category at 0.01 level

t Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at 0.10 level.
tt Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at 0.05 level.
t t t Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at 0.01 level.
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do not have a permanent place to live generaly report that they are living temporarily with
friends or relatives. Few are living in shelters or outdoors.

Expedited service applicants, in contrast, report a variety of living arrangements.
Approximately two thiids report having a permanent place to live, mostly their own apartment
or house, though some live with friends or relatives. Of the one-third without a permanent place
to live, just under 25 percent report staying temporarily with friends or relatives. Therest live
in clearly temporary situations-5 percent in shelters, 8 percent outdoors, and 2 percent at other
indoor places not intended as residences (e.g., bus stations).

Living arrangements differ substantially depending upon the criterion under which a
household qualifies for expedited service. Households who qualify only because their shelter
expenses exceed their income and resources have very stable living situations-more so than
regularly-processed applicants. Virtualy all of these expedited service applicants (97 percent)
have a permanent place to live. Ninety-two percent have their own apartment or house, and the
rest live permanently with relatives or friends.

The living arrangements of those classified in the case file records as homeless vary
somewhat, depending on whether the applicant would have qualified for expedited service ‘prior
to the McKinney Act, as Exhibit 3.8 shows.

As one would expect, most of the applicants classified as homeless reported that they
have no permanent place to live. Somewhat surprisingly, however, 20 percent of the pre-
McKinney homeless households and 40 percent of the post-McKinney households report that they
do have a permanent place to live. Some report that they have their own apartment, house, or
room; the rest say they live permanently with friends or relatives.

Although severa possible explanations for this finding exist, we cannot be sure of the
reasons. Some case file records may have erroneously classified households as homeless. Some
survey respondents may have been confused about the distinction between permanent and
temporary. The surveys were self-administered, and some respondents may not have paid close
attention to the distinction. Others may have varying ideas about what constitutes a “ permanent”
situation.

Among those applicants without a permanent place to live, the pre-McKinney cases are
more likely to be living outdoors than the post-McKinney cases (29 percent versus 16 percent).
A substantial number of both types of homeless applicants report living temporarily with friends
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Exhibit 3.8

LIVING ARRANGEMENTS OF APPROVED HOMELESS APPLICANTS,
BY ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

| Would Have :Oualified for
~‘Expedited: Service Prior
. to-'McKinney ‘Act

Living Arrangements®* -~ -~ Yes  No

Whether applicant has a permanent place to live:

Yes 212%* 40.0%
No 78.8 60.0
If not, months since had permanent place to 11 11
live (mean)

Where applicant slept during past week:

Own apartment, house, or room a.b%** 25.6%
Friend or relative's place (permanent) 12.5 20.0
Relative's place (temporarily) 24.7 221
Friend's place (temporarily) 19.6** 10.8
Shelter/welfare hotel 17.3 10.9
Outdoors 28.6* 16.1
Other indoors (e.g., bus station, abandoned _7.9*** 0 .0
building)
Total >100% >100%
Weeks lived temporarily with relatives (mean) 14 18
Weeks lived temporarily with friends (mean) 5” 2
Unweighted N 726 73

a Self-reports from applicant survey.

Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.10 level.
Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.05 level.
* « * Significantly different from value for “no” group at 0.01 level.

and relatives. The length of time they have been living with these friends and relatives is fairly
similar for both groups-three to four months with relatives and one month with friends.

The homeless who also meet the income/resources criterion are more likely than the
post-McKinney homeless to lack a permanent place to live and to be living in situations that
clearly fit the common image of homelessness-outdoors or in places like bus stations. Many
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of the homeless meeting the income/resources criterion, however, report living temporarily with
friends and relatives; this type of living arrangement is not solely used by the post-McKinney
homeless.

summary

The analyses presented above consider the impact on the expedited service caseload of
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act of 1987. Some state and local managers of
the Food Stamp Program have expressed two types of concerns about the effects of the Act.
One concern is that the Act has added large numbers of applicants to the expedited service
caseload. The second is that many of these applicants may have less need for expedited service
than some other households who still qualify only for regular processing.

The data indicate that provisions of the McKinney Act added a substantial, though not
overwhelming, number of households to the expedited service caseload. This study estimates
that, nationwide, about 10 percent of expedited service cases in 1991-93 qualified for the
accelerated processing solely because of the Act’s provisions. Of these, 2.5 percent were
classified as homeless and 7.1 percent were deemed in danger of becoming homeless because
their shelter expenses exceeded their income and liquid resources.

A household’s “need” for expedited service is not readily quantified.” In general,
however, we assume that this need is greater among households with less income and resources,
more reported problems of food adequacy, and less stable living arrangements.

Using these criteria, the data indicate that the "post-McKinney" households-that is, the
households that would not have qualified for expedited processing before passage of the
McKinney Act-do have a higher average level of need than the households whose applications
* receive regular processing.

By definition, the post-McKinney households have greater incomes and/or resources
than households qualifying for expedited service under pre-McKinney rules. Not surprisingly,
then, the post-McKinney ‘group falls in between the regularly-processed applicants and the pre-
McKinney expedited applicants in their genera financia situation. For example,
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« Monthly gross income averages $532 for regularly-processed households, $225
$394 for post-McKinney households,® and $125 for pre-McKinney expedited
households.

« Liquid resources average $96 for regularly-processed households, $42-$44 for post-
McKinney households, and $19 for pre-McKinney households.

The adequacy of the household food supply is perhaps the best indicator of whether an
applicant has an urgent need for food stamp benefits. Unfortunately, this is a difficult concept
to measure, and the survey questions on this topic must be considered only rough indicators of
food supply adequacy. Nonetheless, they generally support the idea that the post-McKinney
households have more pressing needs than regularly-processed households. In fact, the data
suggest that the post-McKinney households food needs may be fairly comparable to those of the
pre-McKinney expedited households, athough the results vary somewhat from measure to
measure.

The data also suggest that the two post-McKinney groups represent quite different types
of households.  The post-McKinney homeless, like the pre-McKinney homeless, are
predominantly one-person cases and predominantly male. When they apply for food stamps, a
majority are living with friends or relatives, either on a “permanent” or temporary basis, but
about a quarter are sleeping in shelters or outdoors. About one fifth say that they received free
food or meals in the past week.

In contrast, the households whose shelter expenses exceed their income and resources
are predominantly female-headed, multi-person cases, often including children. Over 90 percent
of these households live in their own apartment, house, or room, and their average monthly
shelter expenses are even higher than the expenses for regularly-processed cases. They are more
likely than the post-McKinney homeless to have skipped mealsin the past month, but much less
likely to have obtained free food or medls.

On average, then, it appears that the applicants who were granted expedited processing
by the McKinney Act do have greater need for this service than the households who receive
regular processing. This does not rule out the possibility-indeed, the likelihood--that some
regularly-processed applicants actually have more urgent needs than some applicants who receive

6. The range of figures represent the two post-McKinney groups. the homeless and those whose shelter
expenses exceed their income and resources.
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expedited service. Because there is no universally accepted measure of the urgency of peoples
needs, however, any policy that identifies particular groups for service will have this limitation.
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CHAPTER FouRr
APPLICATION PROCESSING

The intent of the legidlation authorizing expedited service is to provide immediate
assistance to households with limited resources to provide food for their families. Those entitled
to expedited service receive special processing designed to alow local offices to process their
applications so that clients receive their initial allotment within five calendar days of applying
for food stamp benefits. Local offices aso have an incentive to provide timely benefits-they
are not held liable for payment errors for expedited services cases that are processed according
to policy. Many food stamp officials are concerned with the administrative feasibility of
processing expedited applications within five days. They argue that it is particularly difficult
to meet processing reguirements over weekends and holidays. !

This chapter examines several aspects of the implementation of expedited service
policies. Key questions are:

e To what extent do cases designated for expedited service receive their benefit in

Jfive days? This basic measure of expedited service effectiveness shows that over
three quarters of expedited service cases are processed within the five-day standard,

an improvement over the level found by the 1987 Study using data from the early
1980s.

e To what extent are cases accurately designated for expedited service? Based on
other information in the case file, it appears that just over 10 percent of all
applicants should have qualified for expedited service but did not receive it. About
5 percent of applicants received expedited service for which they apparently did not
quaify. These levels are consistent with the prior study.

e To what extent was verification postponed in order to provide expedited service?
Verification of one or more items was postponed for 45 percent of all expedited
service cases, an increase from the earlier study.

1. In most cases, the local agency has less than five business days to process an application. For example,
a household filing on Wednesday that is approved for benefits must be able to obtain its food stamps by the
end of the following Monday.
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This chapter presents these results in somewhat more detail, examining not only the
overal outcomes but the extent to which office and case characteristics are associated with the

outcomes.

Timeliness of Benefit Delivery

A central indicator of the effectiveness of expedited service policy is the percentage of
households that receive their initial food stamp benefits within the five days mandated by federal
law. Exhibit 4.1 shows that 76 percent of expedited service cases were authorized for benefits

2 Within ten days, 85 percent were authorized. Most other expedited cases

within five days.
received their benefits within one month of application, though a small percentage were not
authorized for two or more months. The average time between application and authorization
was 5.7 days.3

These data indicate that local offkes are doing a substantialy better job of delivering
expedited service benefits within the mandated time period than they were doing in the early
1980s, when data for the 1987 Study were collected. That study found that approximately 60
percent of all expedited service cases received their benefits within five days. The average
processing time was seven days at that time.

A substantial number of regularly-processed applicants also receive their benefits fairly
quickly, as Exhibit 4.1 shows. More than a third were authorized within five days of
application, and roughly half within ten days. On average, regularly-processed cases were
authorized for benefits 14.8 days after they filed their applications.

Factors Related to Timeliness. Substantial variation exists among offices in the

percentage of expedited applications that are processed within five days. Some offkes processed

2. Information on when benefits were actually mailed out or made available over-the-counter-as
distinguished from when they were authorized-is not consstently maintained in the case file records.
Approximately 25 percent of all records were missing this information, making it difficult to measure
timeliness definitively. Authorization appears to be a reasonably good proxy for availability, however.
Examining the time between authorization and availability of benefits, for cases for which such data are
available, shows that for 70 percent of expedited cases, the date of authorization and availability of benefits
was the same, and for an additional 17 percent, the two dates were one day apart.

3. Comparing mean processing times for expedited service cases in the FY 1992 and 1993 samples shows

a satigticaly significant improvement. The observed difference in the percent processed within five days is
not statisticaly significant, however. See Appendix C, Exhibit C.4.
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Exhibit 4.1

TIMELINESS OF BENEFIT AUTHORIZATION,
BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS

Same day 37.7% 21.7%
1 16.4 4.1
3.5
2.8
2.8
2.0
Wit 36.9"
6-10 9.2 15.0
11-20 6.8 20.5
21-30 6.0 18.4
31-60 1.8 7.5
61+ 0.4 1.8
Total 100.0% 100.0%
Mean 5.7 »xx 14.8
Unweighted N 5,264 2,868

* o « Significantly different from regularly-processed at the 0.01 level.

all of their expedited applications in the sample within five days, while others processed only
30 to 40 percent within this period. Exhibit 4.2 examines how office characteristics are related
to the timeliness of expedited service benefit delivery.

Two characteristics of an office’s expedited service caseload might affect the difficulty
of handling these cases, and therefore the chances of processing them all within five days. The
first is volume:  where expedited cases make up a high proportion of the total applicant flow,
offices might find it difficult to meet the deadline consistently. The second characteristic is the
proportion of homeless among the expedited service caseload. Some local officials have
indicated that homeless cases are more difficult than others because many cannot be located
when re-contacts are necessary.
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Exhibit 4.2

TIMELINESS OF BENEFIT DELIVERY FOR EXPEDITED SERVICE CASES,
BY OFFICE AND CASE CHARACTERISTICS

. Percentage of
Processed -&thin 5 Case¢load with
bays: Characteristic
Office Characteristics
Expedited service rate®
Lower third 77.4% 19.3%
Middle third 79.1 35.8
Upper third 72.7 45.0
Percent homeless?
Lower third 62.6% 22.7%
Middle third 82.4 37.9
Upper third 77.1 39.3
Office size
Small 85.9% 6.5%
Medium 88.0 27.4
Large 69.91 66.1
Office location
Metropolitan 73.3%** 81.0%
Non-metropolitan 87.1 19.0
Caseload per eligibility worker?
Below average 76.1% 81.6%
Above average 74.6 18.4
Structure of application process
Same day certification interview 86.5%*** 47.8%
Screening done prior to certification interview 73.3 75.7
Structure of office
Separate intake unit 70.6% 51.4%
Separate expedited service unit 53.9 16.6
Separate homeless unit 78.6 16.3
Case Characteristics
Case received postponed verification
Yes 81.1% 45.1%
No 71.2 54.9
Eligibility criteria (duplicated)’
Income/resources below limits 76.1% 88.6%
Destitute migrant/seasonal farmworker 80.8 1.7
Homeless 84.1 * 23.8
Shelter expenses exceed income and resources 79.5 54.7
AH expedited service cases 75.9% 100%
Unweighted N 4241 530'7
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Exhibit 4.2 (cont.)

NOTES:

a The expedited service rate and homeless percent are calculated for all cases in a given office. Offices are then ordered

by their rate and then grouped so that one-third of the offices are in the lowest group, one-third in the middle group
and one-third in the highest group.

Data from the Local Office Director Survey. Ratio calculated for each office and then compared to the average across
all offices.

Applicants may qualify under one or more criteria.

Significantly different from the omitted category/other category listed at the 0.10 level.
« « Significantly different from the omitted category/other category listed at the 0.05 level.
*** Significantly different from the omitted category/other category listed at the 0.01 level.

t Significantly different from medium at the 0.01 level and from small at 0.05 level.
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The data suggest that the overal volume of expedited service cases may affect offices
success in meeting the five-day deadlines (though the observed differences are not statistically
significant), but that the proportion of homeless casesis not a factor (see Exhibit 4.2). Offices
with the highest proportions of expedited service cases approve 73 percent of expedited
applications within five days, compared to roughly 78 percent in other offices. Offices in which
a high proportion of expedited applicants are homeless, however, meet the five-day deadline
about as often as the offices with fewer homeless cases.

Large offices and offices in metropolitan areas tend to have above-average proportions
of expedited service cases, as shown in Chapter Two. It is therefore not surprising that these
offices process relatively fewer of their expedited service cases within five days. The highest
five-day processing rates are found in medium-sized offices and offices in non-metropolitan
areas.

Several aspects of office and workflow organization might be expected to affect the
office’s ability to process expedited cases within five days. Two practices in particular seem to
yield positive results:

. Same-day interview. Some offices conduct the certification interview for expedited

cases on the day that the applicant first appears at the office. These offices

authorize benefits for 87 percent of their expedited cases within five days.
Beginning the certification process quickly seems advantageous for these offices.

o  Preliminary screening. Offices that screen applicants to determine their eligibility
for expedited service before scheduling the certification interview are also more
likely than other offices to meet the five-day standard for expedited cases. These
offices identify expedited cases quickly and place them on a “fast track” for
processing.*

Somewhat surprisingly, the size of eligibility workers caseloads seems not to be closely
related to the proportion of expedited cases processed in five days.> Although one might expect
that bigger caseloads would impede a worker’s ability to process cases quickly, the fraction

4. The bivariate relationships presented in Exhibit 4.2 do not show this relationship. Multivariate analyses,
however, which control for al variables listed in Exhibit 4.2, do show that screening does have a positive
impact on timelines. This difference between the bivariate and multivariate results occurs because offices with
same-day interviews tend not to do preliminary screening.

5. Eligibility worker casdload is defined as the number of food stamp cases in the office divided by the
number of food stamp digibility workers.
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authorized within five days is amost the same in offices with above-average and below-average
caseload ratios. The analysis does not reveal, however, whether the offices with large worker
casel oads have found ways to be more efficient, or whether the large caseloads detract from
other dimensions of performance.

Some offices designate special unitsto handle intake in general or expedited or homeless
applicantsin particular. None of these practices appears to create any strong advantage for
processing cases within five days. In fact, only offices with special homeless units had above-
average processing rates. None of the observed differences were statistically significant,
however.

In addition to office-level characteristics, the analysis aso considered two case-level
processing characteristics: whether verification was postponed, and the criteria under which
the case qualified for expedited service.

The policy regarding postponed verification is intended to allow offices to meet the
processing standard for expedited cases that could not otherwise be authorized within five days.
It appears to fulfill this intention. Postponed cases are somewhat more likely to receive benefits
in five days than the cases for which verification is not postponed (81 versus 7 1 percent), though
the difference is not statistically significant.

Applicants are somewhat more likely to be processed within five days if they qualify
for expedited service under more than one criterion. Those qualifying under one of the special
criteria (destitute migrant, homeless, or high shelter expenses), in addition to the income/
resources criterion, are more likely to be processed within five days than those qualifying only
under the income and resource limits.% Perhaps cases qualifying for expedited service under
more than one criterion are particularly likely to be noticed and thus channeled more quickly
than others into the expedited process.

6. Examining the unduplicated distribution shows that those quaifying only under the specid criteria are less
likely to be processed within five days than those qualifying under the income and resource limits.  Some of
the cases qualifying under the specid criteria in the duplicated distribution quaify only under that one
criterion, and some aso qualify under the income/resource criterion. The percentage of cases processed
within five days in the latter group is very high.
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Accuracy of Expedited Service Designations

Food stamp applicants' case file records contain information on whether or not they
were identified as being qualified to receive expedited service. Thus far in this report we have
used this designation to identify expedited service cases, as these are the cases that the office
considers subject to the special procedures.

The issue considered in this section is how accurately the determination is made. Using
other information from the case file record, including income, resources, and housing expenses,
we independently define the expedited service status of all applicants and compare this to the
status designated by the food stamp worker.

The expedited service status of 74 percent of all applicantsis correctly determined, as
the top panel of Exhibit 4.3 shows. Few who receive expedited processing are not actually
qualified to receive it (6 percent of all applicants). Nevertheless, 20 percent of all applicants
appear qualified for expedited service but were shown in the case record to be subject to regular
processing procedures. ’

The 1987 Study, cited earlier, produced similar results. That study found that 4.5
percent of all applicants received expedited service though they did not meet the entitlement
criteria, and that 15.7 percent qualified for expedited service but received regular processing.

Applicants who qualify for expedited service but do not receive it are, potentially,
subject to undue hardship. Before concluding that one fifth of applicants do not receive the
service to which they are entitled, however, we need to consider how many of these applicants
receive their benefits within five days and therefore, in effect, receive expedited service.
Caseworkers may be less concerned about the designation a case receives if, for example, they
know that the case will have its benefits within five days, regardless of designation.

The case file data show that 40 percent of the regularly-processed applicants who appear
qualified for expedited service received their benefits in five days or less.  If we count these
cases as having received expedited service, the percentage of applicants who qualified for but
did not receive expedited service drops from 20 percent to 12 percent of all applicants, as the
bottom panel of Exhibit 4.3 shows.

7. We aso examined the accuracy of screening for the 1991- 1992 and 1993 samples separately, and found
no sizeable differences. See Appendix C, Exhibit C.5.
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Exhibit 4.3
ACCURACY OF EXPEDITED SERVICE SCREENING
""""""" | Qualfied for Expeditad:Service
Yes |- No | Total
Received Expedited Service?
Yes 32.4% 5.6% 38.0%
No 20.2 41.8 62.0
Total’ 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%
Received Expedited Service-Adjusted
Yes® 40.5% 5.6% 46.1%
No 12.1 41.8 53.9
Total’ 52.6% 47.4% 100.0%

As designated in case file.

For applicants qualified for expedited service, includes cases designated as expedited of
cases that received benefits within five days. For applicants not qualified for expedited
service, refers only to case file designation.

Unweighted N = 8,192.

Workers might incorrectly fail to designate applicants as expedited for several reasons.
Workers might not be fully aware of the criteria for expedited service. They might be aware
of the criteria and of an applicant’s eligibility, but feel that particular applicants are not in urgent
need of benefits and therefore neglect to designate them for expedited processing. Or the
workers might simply make mistakes.

The data suggest that some systematic misunderstanding or neglect of the expedited
service criteria exists.  Of those regularly-processed cases that should have qualified for
expedited service, 54 percent would qualify solely because their shelter expenses exceed their
income and resources (see Exhibit 4.4). In contrast, such cases account for less than 10 percent
of the applicants that are designated to receive expedited service. Either food stamp workers
are substantially less likely to understand the criteria related to high shelter costs, or they are
more likely to ignore the criteriain the belief that these cases do not urgently need assistance.

Apart from thisissue, the data suggest that random human error accounts for much of
the remaining misdesignation. Examining the situations of regularly-processed applicants who
would meet the basic income and resource criteria for expedited service shows a pattern of need
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Exhibit 4.4

REGULARLY-PROCESSED CASES QUALIFIED TO RECEIVE EXPEDITED SERVICE?®

Quality for Expedited'Se
Monthly income/resources below limits 40.9% 40.9%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 13 0.9
Homeless 8.6 3.8
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 79.1 54.4
Total >100% 100%
Unweighted N 594 594

2Includes only cases designated as regularly-processed that did not receive their benefits within five days.

Exhibit 4.5
INCOME, RESOURCES, AND EXPENSES:

REGULARLY-PROCESSED CASES QUALIFIED TO RECEIVE EXPEDITED SERVICE?

Resources Below
Limits

Gross income
Percent with zero income

72.1% 25.6%
Mean $29 $281
Liquid resources
Percent with zero 90.9% 81.4%
Mean $3. $20
Shelter expenses
Mean NA $526
Shelter expenses less gross income and liquid NA $225
resources (mean)
Unweighted N 307 400

Includes only cases designated as regularly-processed that did not receive their benefits within five days.

Cases may qualify under more than one criterion.
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that is quite like the pattern for cases that actually received expedited service (see Exhibit 4.5).
Thus there is no reason to suspect that workers considered these cases less needy than the ones
they designated for expedited service.

With regard to the cases that receive expedited service for which they were apparently
not qualified, human error seems to be the main explanation. Hardly any cases are erroneously
designated for expedited service on grounds of homelessness or migrant status, both situations
that are fairly easy to ascertain (see Exhibit 4.6). The erroneous designations were based on
income, resources, and shelter costs-factors that not only require verification and computation,
but whose values often change between an applicant’s first report and the conclusion of
certification. It is possible that a number of these apparently misdesignated cases receive
expedited service on the basis of information that the applicant initially provides but that is
subsequently revised.

In any event, the data do not suggest that these are “marginal” cases whose
circumstances narrowly missed qualifying under the expedited service criteria.  The income,
resource, and shelter cost averages shown in Exhibit 4.7 are closer to the figures for regularly-
processed cases than to the average for expedited service cases (see Exhibit 3.3).

Administrative Practices

Households applying for food stamp benefits must provide documentation verifying their
circumstances. Verification is required for arange of items covering the applicant’s identity,
household composition, financial circumstances, and expenses, as shown in Exhibit 4.8.
Regularly-processed households must supply all required documentation before receiving their
initial issuance.

In order to meet the mandated timeframes for providing assistance to expedited service
cases, workers are allowed to suspend the normal requirements for verifying items of eligibility,
and local offices are not held liable for any payment errors that result from postponing
verification. The minimum requirement is that applicants must provide proof of identity before
receiving their initia benefits. Workers are required, however, to verify al the items that can
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Exhibit 4.6

CASES RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE THAT DID NOT MEET
THE ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA

Monthly income/resources below limits 88.7% 88.7%

Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 0.2 0.1

Homeless 14 0.3

Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 58.2 10.9

Total >100% 100%

Unweiahted N 565 565
Exhibit 4.7

INCOME, RESOURCES, AND EXPENSES:
CASES RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE THAT DID NOT MEET ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA?

Gross income

Percent with zero income 5.3% 3.7%
Mean $465 $465
Liquid resources
Percent with zero 75.7% . 71.0%
Mean $89 $122
Shelter expenses
Mean NA $331
Shelter expenses less gross income and liquid NA -$257
resources (mean)
Unweishted N 495 319

a2 Cases may qualify under more than one criterion.
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Exhibit 4.8

DISTRIBUTION OF EXPEDITED CASES WITH POSTPONED VERIFICATION,
BY ELIGIBILITY ITEM POSTPONED

Personal
Identity 4.4
Household composition 24.7
Residence 341
Alien status 2.0
SSN card/number 13.1
Financial
Earned income 20.5
Unearned income 20.2
Vehicle 8.6
Bank statement 12.8
Other resources 3.8
Expenses
Rent/mortgage 37.3
Gas/fuel 18.6
Electric 18.3
Water/sewage 9.0
Telephone 13.7
Dependent care 1.8
Medical 6.6
Other requirements
Job termination 20.0
Citizenship statement 1.9
Work reaistration L 10.5

The numerator of this percentage is the number of cases for which information on the indicated item was not supplied at
the certification interview but was required after the interview in order to verify eligibility; the denominator is the total
number of cases for which the initial month’s benefits were issued with postponed verification and where the postponed
item could be identified {n=1,602). The total sums to more than 100 percent because of multiple items postponed.

be verified within the allowed time, and only postpone any remaining items. Any items that are
postponed must be verified before receiving a second issuance.’

On average, 45 percent of all expedited service cases are issued their initial benefits
with postponed verification. The use of postponed verification has become more prevalent since

8. The one exception concerns verification from out-of-state sources for migrants. These items need not be
verified until the third month.
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the last study of expedited service, which found that during 1983-1984, 35 percent of all
expedited cases received postponed verification. The greater use of postponed verification may
have contributed to the improvement in the timeliness of benefit delivery over the past decade,
but it does not account for al of the improvement. While an additional 10 percent of expedited
cases had their verification postponed, an additional 16 percent were authorized within five days.

The items for which verification is postponed vary quite substantially: no single item
is involved in more than about a third of all postponed verifications (see Exhibit 4.8). The most
commonly postponed items are shelter expenses and residency, each occurring in slightly over
one-third of postponed verification cases. Other frequently postponed items include household
composition, earned and unearned income, job termination, and expenses for utilities.

The use of postponed verification is not closely related to the demographic characteris-
tics of cases (Exhibit 4.9). Within all of the subgroups examined, the proportion of expedited
cases receiving postponed verification lies within a few percentage points of the overall rate of
45 percent. Postponement appears somewhat more likely for households with elderly or disabled
members, and households receiving social security income-presumably many of the same
people. Households with children and those receiving AFDC-also many of the same people—
are also somewhat more likely to have their verification postponed. Verification may be more
readily postponed for these households because of a desire among caseworkers not to burden
them unduly by asking them to return to the office with additional documents before issuing
initial benefits.  Those with earnings are also somewhat more likely to receive postponed
verification. Pay stubs or other proof of earnings are not always easy for applicants to locate,
and may require the digibility worker to contact the employer.

The use of postponed verification does vary substantially by office, however. Some
offices postpone verification on virtually all expedited service cases, and others postpone
verification on less than 10 percent.  While offices vary in their use of postponed verification,
the observed differences are only loosely related to the size of the office or its location.
Postponed verification is somewhat more frequent in medium-sized and non-metropolitan offices,
though only the latter difference is statistically significant.

In addition to office size and location, several administrative characteristics of’ the local
offices are associated, to a limited extent, with the use of postponed verification. The use of
postponed verification tends to be higher in offices that:
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Exhibit 4.9

POSTPONED VERIFICATION AMONG APPROVED APPLICANTS
RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE

Overall
By Case Characteristics
With elderly or disabled 49.9
One-person households 43.1
With children 48.1
Female-headed with children 47.6
Non-white 47.9
Foreign citizen 46.1
Previous FSP recipient 44.3
Households with earnings 48.7
Households with AFDC 47.4
Households with Social Security 47.2
Households with Unemployment Compensation 41.5
By Office Characteristics

Office size

Large 42.3

Medium 51.5

Small 46.9
Office location

Metropolitan 43.0”

Non-metropolitan 55.4

Expedited service rate

Lower third 48.2

Middle third 43.9

Upper third 44.7
Caseload to worker ratio

Below average 46.8

Above average 38.3

Percentage of expedited cases processed in less

than 5 days
Below average 36.2**
Above average 52.3

State requires processing in less than 5 days

Yes 60.71%**
No 38.4
Unweighted N 2311

* Significantly different from non-metropolitan at the 0.10 level.
. * Significantly different from “below average” category at the 0.05 level.
« « « Significantly different from “no” category at the 0.01 level.
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*

Have relatively lowerproportions of expedited service cases. With comparatively
few expedited service cases, these offices may not have faced a need to design
general procedures for completing verifications quickly.

« Have lower-than-average worker caseloads. The offices with relatively large
numbers of caseworkers, like offices without high proportions of expedited cases,
may not have been forced to design procedures for completing verification quickly.

o Process an above-average proportion of their expedited cases within five days.
This result is expected, since we have already seen that cases with postponed
verification tend to be processed more quickly.

* Face a State requirement to handle expedited cases in fewer than jive days,’
which reduces the time available for completing verifications without postpone-
ment.

States have the option of assigning expedited service cases with postponed verification
one- or two-month certification periods. This provides a full review of the case when complete
verification is available, and becomes the point of termination for cases that cannot be fully
verified.

Expedited cases with postponed verification are indeed more likely to receive one- or
two-month certification periods than expedited cases without postponed verification (36 percent
versus 20 percent), as Exhibit 4.10 shows. Expedited cases without postponed verification are
about as likely as regularly-processed cases to be assigned one- and two-month certification
periods, but they are less likely to have long certification periods (six months or more). This
latter difference presumably reflects an expectation that the expedited cases have less stable

circumstances, on average, than regularly-processed cases.

Summary
One important indicator of the extent to which expedited service policy is meeting the
intent of federal law and regulations is the number of expedited cases processed within the

mandated five days. Just over three quarters of expedited cases currently receive their benefits

9. Some states have established policies that expedited service cases must be processed in shorter periods than
the five days specified in the federal regulation. Of the 26 states and the District of Columbia included in this
study, six have such a policy.
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LENGTH OF INITIAL CERTIFICATION PERIOD

Exhibit 4.10

BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS

1 24 1% 9.4%** 16.0% 10.0%**

2 11.4 10.3** 11.4 5.3**

3 12.5 18.5 15.6 8.5

4 11.7 9.6 10.7 8.7

5 3.8 3.9 4.0 8.3

6 15.1 18.6 16.5 19.0
7-11 7.1 10.6 9.4 14.1

12 12.2 15.0 13.1 20.4
13+ 2.3 4.2 3.2 5.8
Mean 4.8 .71 5.2 6.81

Unweiighted N 2269 2515 5130 2779

Percent receiving one- or two-month certification period significantly different from verification postponed: at 0.10
level for verification not postponed; at 0.05 level for regularlyprocessed.

t Significantly different from verification postponed: at 0.05 level for verification not postponed; at 0.01 level for
regularly-processed.

within five days. The number processed in a timely manner has increased substantially since
the early 1980s, when only 60 percent were processed within five days.

Some types of offices are more successful than others at processing expedited cases in
atimely manner. Small- and medium-sized offices and those with average or below-average
volumes of expedited service cases tend to meet the five-day standard more often.

Five days is arelatively short time within which to process applications. Those offices
that start quickly, for example by conducting certification interviews the day applicants first
come into the office or by screening for expedited service entitlement, have an advantage in
processing applications within five days.

Eligibility workers may postpone verification for expedited service cases in order to
issue benefits in a timely manner. Workers often take advantage of this provision. Currently,
45 percent of all expedited service applications are processed with postponed verification. These
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cases are somewhat more likely to receive their benefits within five days than cases that do not
receive postponed verification.

The use of postponed verification has increased since the mid-1980s, when only 35
percent of expedited cases were processed without full verification. It seemslikely that the
improvement in the timeliness of benefit delivery is due, in part, to the increased use of
postponed verification.

In general, applicants are accurately screened for expedited service-82 percent are
designated correctly. Twelve percent of all applicants are qualified for expedited processing but
do not receive it, and the other 6 percent receive expedited service even though they do not meet
any of the entitlement criteria.

Most of these misdesignations seem to result from random human error. Some evidence
suggests, however, that workers are most likely to overlook cases that meet the expedited service
criterion of having shelter expenses that exceed their income and resources. Additional training
may be needed on this point.
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CHAPTER FIVE
THE EFFECT OF EXPEDITED SERVICE ON PAYMENT ERROR

Since expedited service policy was first implemented in 1979, officials and policymakers
a al levels of government have been concerned about the effect of the provisons on program
integrity, particularly the potential for error and fraud. The laws and regul ations have been
changed over the last 15 years, in part to respond to these concerns. In addition, FCS has
conducted studies to examine the degree of fraud and error associated with expedited service.
The most recent study, completed in 1987, found that expedited service did not lead to more
payment errors.

The longstanding concerns about program integrity, however, were triggered again by
the passage of the McKinney Act. As discussed earlier, many officials have been concerned that
the McKinney Act substantially increased the expedited service caseload and that the groups
added by the Act are particularly difficult to process accurately. As aresult, they have been
concerned that error rates have risen.

The most accurate way to estimate issuance errors associated with expedited service
would be to measure the errors directly. This would involve conducting quality control reviews
on expedited service cases applying the same standards used for regular cases, instead of the
more lenient standards currently applied to expedited service cases. This approach would be
quite costly, however, and would require extensive federal-State planning.

The approach taken in the current study has been to examine measures that serve as
indicators of potential error. Specifically we examine three indicators:

« Patterns of benefit change in the early months after initial issuance (if expedited

cases are more likely than regular cases to experience early terminations or

decreases in their benefits, this would suggest that expedited cases may be more
error-prone than other cases).

« The overpayment resulting from continuing payments to expedited service cases
who never complete al required verification.

«  Whether the error rates of regularly-processed cases are affected by the proportion
of expedited cases processed by the local office, which would suggest that
expedited service detracts from other dimensions of local office performance.
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We conclude that expedited service does lead to some errors in initial payments for
those cases that receive benefits with postponed verification, though in the aggregate these errors
are not large when compared with other overpayment errors in the program as awhole. The
evidence suggests that only rarely do cases with incomplete verification continue to receive
benefits after the initial issuance. Finally, there is no indication that the error among regularly-
processed cases is affected by expedited service.

Benefit Change After Initial Issuance

Benefit reductions and terminations can reflect either changes in households
circumstances, correction of error in determining households allotments, or procedural
terminations (e.g., for not providing all verification). If a group of cases experiences a high rate
of change in benefits in the months following application, we may infer that the group either had
especialy unstable circumstances, or was especially likely to have been approved for an
incorrect benefit amount, or had particular difficulty complying with program requirements (or
a combination of all three). The likelihood of error at the time of initial certification can be
affected both by the cases's inherent error-proneness (i.e., some types of cases, such as those
with earnings, are particularly likely to be in error), which is related to its characteristics, and
by variations in administrative practices-such as the use of postponed verification. To the
extent that we can control for the inherent error-proneness and likelihood of subsequent
circumstantial changes by statistical means-based on the case’'s measured characteristics at the
time of application and the caseworker’s subjective judgment as reflected in the assigned
certification period-any remaining difference in rates of benefit change may be considered a
plausible indicator of differences in case error associated with administrative practices.

Using this logic, we compared the incidence of early termination or benefit reduction
for three kinds of cases. expedited cases with postponed verification, expedited cases without
postponed verification, and regularly-processed cases. As will be seen below, expedited cases
as awhole are substantially more likely to experience such changes than regular cases.  When
household characteristics are taken into account, expedite& cases without postponed verification
are no more likely than regular cases to experience an early reduction or termination of benefits.
Those with postponed verification, however, are significantly more likely to experience a

termination or reduction in benefits. "McKinney cases, " defined as cases that qualify for
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expedited service because they are homeless or have shelter expenses that exceed their income,
but whose income and resources would not qualify them, exhibit similar patterns as other
expedited services cases. We infer that expedited service cases with postponed verification may
be more likely to be approved in error or overpaid than regular cases with Smilar characteris-
tics. This concluson must be qualified by the consideration that the models we estimate may
have omitted important determinants of inherent error-proneness and circumstantial change that
may be associated with the use of postponed verification.

Termination Rates for Expedited Service and Regular Cases. Expedited service
cases in general are much more likely than regular cases to close within three months of initial
certification.” The three-month closure rate-or early termination rate-is 8.1 percent for
regular cases, but 16.0 percent for expedited service cases (Exhibit 5.1, last column). For those
cases for which verification has been postponed, the rate is still higher-21.4 percent.
McKinney cases are somewhat more prone to early termination than expedited service cases in
general (19.1 versus 16.0 percent).

Most cases with postponed verification did eventually complete al required verification.
Of the expedited cases with postponed verification that closed by the third month, 57.8 percent
never completed their verification. Thus, of al cases with postponed verification, 12.4 percent
(= 0.214 X 0.578) closed within three months without completing their verification. In
contrast, expedited service cases with postponed verification that do not terminate early nearly
always complete their verification (91.7percent).2

Part of the observed difference in termination rates may be due to a higher likelihood
of changing circumstances among expedited service cases. The dligibility worker assesses the

1. In this andysis, which uses case file data from 199 1- 1993, we examined patterns of benefit change among
approved applicants by comparing the firs-month and third-month alotment amounts. We expressed the first-
month benefit amounts on a full-month basis, to remove the effect of any pro-rating based on the date of
application.  We used the third rather than the second month because for many expedited cases the initial
issuance combines the firgt- and second-month benefits, which means terminations or benefit changes will not
become evident until the third month. Therefore, in order to treat al cases equdly, we examine changes
between the first and third month’'s benefits.

We examined patterns of benefit change separately for the 1991-1992 and 1993 samples, and found no
substantial differences (see Appendix C, Exhibit C.5).

2. See section below on continuing payments made to expedited service cases with incomplete verification
for an estimate of the overpayment error associated with incomplete verification.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. 77



Chapter Five: The Effect of Expedited Service on Payment Error

Exhibit 5.1

EARLY TERMINATION BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS AND LENGTH OF
CERTIFICATION PERIOD

L | . certification| * Certification . -
Percent of Cases Terminated by Third Period:" One or Period Three or |All Certification -
M o n t h afterApproval . E r w o Months ‘More 'Months ~Periods®

Expedited service cases

Verification postponed 36.1%** 13.6%" ** 21.4%***
Verification not postponed 34.1 7.1 12.1*
All 35.1%* 9.4** 16.0***

Expedited service cases: McKinney only

Verification postponed 38.9"" 18.0"“" 30.0%**

Verification not postponed 32.6 5.8 11.2

All 34.2 9.5 19.1**
Regular cases 21.7 5.9 8.1

@& These percentages differ slightly from those shown in Exhibits 5.2 and 5.3 because data on the length of the certification

period was missing for some cases.

Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.10 level.
« * Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.05 level.
« « « Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.01 level.

likelihood of such a change in assigning the certification period. Thus, from the dligibility
worker’s viewpoint, the financial circumstances of an expedited service case that is &signed a
longer certification period presumably are expected to be about as stable as those of a regular
case that is assigned a similar certification period.

Controlling for the certification period does not eliminate the disparity in termination
rates, however. Among cases that are assigned certification periods of three months or more,
the early termination rate remains higher for all expedited service cases than for regular cases
(9.4 versus 5.9 percent). The disparity is even larger for cases with postponed verification. In
fact, the three-month termination rate for cases with postponed verification is more than twice
the rate for regular cases (13.6 versus 5.9 percent). A large although not statistically significant
difference is aso seen for cases assigned one- or two-month certification periods (36.1 versus
21.7 percent). McKinney cases follow the same patterns as other expedited service cases.
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Given these patterns, one cannot rule out the possibility that expedited cases with postponed
verification are more likely to be certified erroneoudly.

Changes in Allotment for Expedited Service and Regular Cases. Considering all
kinds of benefit changes-terminations, increases, and decreases-expedited service cases are
only dlightly more likely to experience a benefit change over the first three months than regular
cases.  As Exhibit 5.2 shows, 64.3 percent of expedited service cases and 66.8 percent of
regular cases experience no change or achange of $5 or less. The similarity of these two
numbers masks two countervailing differences, however. On the one hand, as discussed
previously, expedited service cases are 8 percentage points more likely to experience a
termination. On the other hand, these cases are 5 percentage points less likely to experience a
benefit increase (13.8 versus 9.2 percent). The lower probability of a benefit increase
presumably reflects the fact that expedited service cases have less income than regular cases at
the tune of application, and often have no income at al. Cases that are already receiving the
maximum allotment for their household size, or close to the maximum, are unlikely to
experience a benefit increase.

Expedited service cases with postponed verification experience significantly more benefit
changes of al types than the expedited cases without postponed verification. The postponed
verification cases are 9 percentage points more likely to terminate, 5 percentage points more
likely to have their allotment reduced, and 3 percentage points more likely to experience an
increase in benefits than cases without postponed verification. All of these differences except
for benefit increases are statisticaly significant.

Expedited cases without postponed verification resemble regularly-processed cases in
their frequency of terminations and benefit reductions. Both groups are much less likely than
the expedited cases with postponed verification to experience terminations or benefit reductions.

McKinney cases exhibit patterns similar to those of all expedited service cases, with two
exceptions.  First, McKinney cases are more likely to experience an increase in benefits than
expedited cases in general. In fact, McKinney cases are similar to regular cases in this respect.
This reflects the fact that McKinney cases have more income than other expedited cases, and are
thus less likely to receive the maximum allotment in the initial benefit calculation. As a result,
changes in their circumstances can lead to an increase in monthly benefits.  Second, McKinney
cases with postponed verification are particularly likely to terminate within three months. Thirty
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Exhibit 5.2

CHANGE IN MONTHLY BENEFIT AMOUNT BETWEEN FIRST AND THIRD MONTHS OF
INITIAL CERTIFICATION, BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS

. Termination or Benefit:Decrease . |

© Benefit ,
“Either  Jncrease- | No:Change| Total

[Expedited service cases

Verification post- 21.3 %*** | 13.3 % 34.6 %*** 10.6 % 54.8 %** 100%
poned

Verification not post{ 12.0 * 8.7 * 20.7 8.1 *** | 71.2 100
poned

All 16.0 *** 10.6 26.5 ** 9.2 ** 64.3 100

[Expedited service cases:
McKinney only

Verification post- 29.8 **=* 15.1 44,9 *** 16.4 38.7 *** 100

poned

Verification not post-| 10.9 3.8 *** 146 13.6 71.8 100

poned

All 19.1 ** 9.6 28.7 14.5 56.8 * 100
IRegular cases 8.1 11.3 19.4 13.8 66.8 100

*  Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.10 level.
« « Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.05 level.
« « « Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.01 level.

percent of McKinney cases with postponed verification terminated, compared to 21. percent of
all expedited cases with postponed verification: This difference is not, however, statistically
significant.

Multivariate M odels of Termination and Benefit Reduction. As discussed above,
benefit changes or terminations can reflect either changes in households' circumstances or the
correction of an error in eigibility or benefit amount that occurred during the certifkation
process. We do not have data on the circumstantial changes actually experienced by households
after their initial certification, and thus we cannot eliminate observed benefit changes that reflect
areal change in the household's situation.  We do, however, know that some types of
households are more likely to experience changes than other households. Furthermore, even if
we were able to eliminate circumstantial changes, and if we still found postponed verification
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cases were more likely to be in error at time of approval than regular cases, the difference might
be due to a greater inherent error-proneness (i.e., some types of cases are more likely to be in
error than others) rather than to postponed verification per se. We have therefore estimated
multivariate models of the likelihood of early termination, and of early termination or benefit
reduction, that control for case characteristics. Thus, we take into account compositional
differences between the expedited and regular caseloads that might be associated with inherent
error-proneness and with the likelihood of a change in the household's circumstances.

The models we estimated contain four types of explanatory variables-indicators of
expedited service status, certification length, household characteristics, and site indicators. The
actual models are presented in Appendix D, Exhibit D .4. The coefficients were used to estimate
the adjusted termination and benefit reduction rates shown in Exhibit 5.3. The unadjusted rates

presented earlier are reproduced here to aid in comparisons.

Exhibit 5.3

EARLY TERMINATION AND BENEFIT DECREASE RATES BY EXPEDITED SERVICE
STATUS: UNADJUSTED AND ADJUSTED FOR CERTIFICATION PERIOD, HOUSEHOLD
CHARACTERISTICS, AND SITE

Expedited service cases
Verification postponed 21.3%*** 34.6%*** 16.2%*** 29 5% **
Verification not postponed 12.0’ 20.7 8.6 19.0
All 16.0*** 26.5%* 12.0** 23.8***
Expedited service cases: McKinney
only
Verification postponed 29.8"“” 44.9%** 19.8"“” 29.8""”
Verification not postponed 10.9 14.6 9.4 14.9*
All 19.1%* 28.7 15.2*%” 23.2
Regular cases 8.1 19.4 10.3 21.1

Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.10 level.

*. Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.05 level.
« « « Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.01 level.
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The differences in the adjusted rates of termination and benefit reduction between
expedited service and regular cases are substantially smaller than the differences in the
unadjusted rates. This supports the hypothesis that at least some of the observed variation in the
overal rates reflects the differing characteristics or composition of expedited and regular cases.
That is, the expedited cases are inherently more error-prone and/or their circumstances are more
unstable than regular cases, and because of this, expedited cases are more likely to terminate or
experience a decrease in benefits by the third month of program participation.

Nevertheless, even after controlling for case characteristics and characteristics of the
local food stamp office, expedited service cases are still significantly more likely to experience
early termination or benefit reduction than regular cases. Approximately 12 percent of expedited
cases terminate after three months, compared to 10 percent of regular cases. Examining rates
of termination and benefit decrease combined, 24 percent of expedited cases versus 21 percent
of regular cases experience one of these types of change.? These observed differences are
statistically significant.

The differing results for expedited and regular cases stem entirely from postponed
verification. Expedited cases that did not have postponed verification had in fact dightly lower
adjusted rates of termination and benefit decrease than regular cases. It is the expedited service
cases with postponed verification that are especially prone to early termination and early benefit
reduction. Approximately 16 percent of expedited cases with postponed verification terminated
within three months, compared to 10 percent of regular cases. Thirty percent of expedited cases
with postponed verification either terminated or experienced a decrease in benefits, compared
to 21 percent of regular cases.

The patterns for McKinney cases are fairly similar to those observed for expedited cases
in general, though the McKinney cases are somewhat more likely to experience an early
termination (15.2 versus 12.0 percent). These results suggest that the additional cases qualifying
for expedited service under the McKinney Act are only somewhat more error-prone than
expedited cases in general.

3. Rate of benefit decrease is obtained by subtracting termination rate from rate of termination. and benefit
decrease. -
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The evidence presented here is consistent with the hypothesis that expedited service with
postponed verification |eads to error at the time of application. The evidence does not support
the hypothesis that expedited service without postponed verification leads to error. The evidence
IS suggestive rather than conclusive, however, because we cannot be certain that differences in
inherent error-proneness and stability of case circumstances-the alternative explanations for
higher-than-usual rates of early termination and benefit reduction-are adequately captured in
the regression models. For example, if applicants with low coping shills-an unmeasured
characteristic-are both inherently more error-prone and more likely to require postponed
verification, then the models would show an association of termination rates with postponed
verification, even though there was no causal relation.  The possible existence of other
unmeasured determinants of inherent error-proneness and circumstantial change requires us to
treat our findings with some caution.

Impact on Overpayment Error. Given the evidence that expedited service with
postponed verification leads to at least some payment error in initial issuances, it would be
useful to know the magnitude of the error involved, to gauge whether this presents arelatively
large or relatively small concern for expedited service policy. We can use the rates of
termination and benefit decrease calculated in the previous sections, along with our estimates of
the expedited service rate and the postponed verification rate, to estimate the potential national
overpayment error attributable to postponed verification. We refer to this as * presumptive
overpayment error, " as it represents our best estimates of the dollar value of the additional error
that results from the use of postponed verification. Currently, states are not held liable for any
payment error to expedited service cases that are processed according to policy, nor do these
payment errors count in the calculation of quality control error rates.

Our calculations show that the amount of error attributable to postponed verification is
fairly small *  For expedited cases with postponed verification, the estimated national
presumptive overpayment error ranges from $14 million to $30 million per year. These
estimates may appear large when viewed in absolute terms, but relative to the amount of food
stamp benefits issued, the error isfairly small, comprising only 0.1 to 0.2 percent of tota
Issuances to all active cases. This compares to the national overpayment error rate for FY 1992

4. See Appendix E for details of the calculations.
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of 8.2 percent. The presumptive overpayment error, when expressed as a percentage of benefits
issued to approved applicants in the first and second months of initial certification, ranges from
0.8 percent to 1.8 percent. This compares to an overpayment error rate for such cases of 6.9
percent.

Continuing Payments Made to Expedited Service Cases with Incomplete Verification

Thereis arisk that some cases, through administrative oversight, may fail to complete
their verification and yet continue to receive benefits for more than the one or two months
allowed by regulation.® The data suggest that such errors do occur, but only quite rarely.

Among expedited service cases with postponed verification, between 18 and 25 percent
of the case records contain no indication that the verification was completed.® This corresponds
to around 10 percent of the expedited service caseload. Some cases may of course have
completed their verification even though it is not recorded in the case file. In any event, those
cases for which verification is not known to be complete tend to terminate or to have a
recertification very quickly.

The great majority (71 percent) of these cases are closed or recertified before issuance
of athird month of benefits. For al cases in which verification was not completed, the mean
length of benefit receipt up to their time of recertification is only 2.4 months. If we assume that
cases should have been authorized for 1.5 months, on average,7 then the cases without complete
verification received an average of 0.9 months of benefits beyond the intent of the regulation.

Impact of Expedited Service on Case Errors for Regularly-Processed Cases

The fina hypothesis to be tested in this chapter is that expedited service, by absorbing
administrative resources, detracts from other dimensions of local office performance, in
particular its error rate for regularly-processed cases.

5. Households that apply late in the month are authorized for both a (partial) first month and a second month
before their verification must be completed.

6. A rangeis necessary due to lack of information on completion of verification of 7 percent of these cases.

7. This assumes that half of the applicants arrive in the second half of the month and are authorized for two
issuances.
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It is important to note that while an added administrative burden may lead to a higher
error rate, this result is not automatic. The error rate for regular casesis determined by a
multitude of factors, some of which must be taken as given by the local food stamp agency (such
as case characterigtics), and some of which are decided by the local agency (such as certification
procedures). The policies and procedures in an office are in part a reaction to its environment.
For example, offices with large proportions of expedited service cases may adapt their
procedures so as to handle them more efficiently. Furthermore, extra resources used may not
affect the error-related handling of regular cases, administrative costs may rise instead, or cuts
may be made in other aress.

These relationships are depicted in Exhibit 5.4. The error rate for regular casesis
shown as being influenced by both controllable factors (office policies and procedures) and
uncontrollable ones (population characteristics). These two sets of factors affect administrative
costs as well. Office policies and procedures are determined jointly by the environment and the
office philosophy.

Exhibit 5.4
EFFECTS OF EXPEDITED SERVICE ON ADMINISTRATIVE OUTCOMES

> Error Rate for
Regular Cases
Population Chosen Office
Characteristics, |__, Policies and
including Percent Procedures
Expedited Sarvice
l A
v
Office Philosophy Administrative
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To examine the impact of expedited service cases on the likelihood of payment error
in other cases, an extract was taken from the 1992 Food Stamp Quality Control (QC) Database.

The analysis sample consisted of active food stamp cases in the 59 study sites, with the following
omissions :

« cases that were identified as having received expedited service;

« cases in States in which expedited service cases were not clearly identified in the
QC data (Mississippi, Nebraska, New Jersey, New Mexico, and Wisconsin).®
The analysis sample contained 2,279 cases in 51 sites.’

The dependent variableisan indicator of whether a QC-reviewed case was found to
be overpaid or ineligible. Thus, underpaid cases were grouped together with correctly-paid
cases for this anaysis.

The explanatory variables included:

. the estimated proportion of applications in the site that receive expedited service,
based on the case file abstractions in the study sites;

» case characterigtics, as they appear on the QC case record-presence of earnings,
number of adults in the household, number of case members, presence of an alien
in the household, an excess shelter deduction, zero income, receipt of AFDC,
presence of any liquid assets, presence of any medical expenses; and

* anindicator of whether the site was in a metropolitan area.

One of the drawbacks of the QC public use file is that the data on case characteristics are based
on information provided by the applicant during the application process. Thus, if the QC
reviewer detects an error, the correct information is not included in the QC file. The case

8. In New Jersey and Wisconsin, QC reviewers do not identify a case as having received expedited service
if the case has no postponed verification. In Mississippi, Nebraska, New Mexico, and Wisconsin (and aso
in Alaska, Maine, South Carolina, and Utah, which were not included in our study), QC reviewers do not
identify expedited service cases whose most recent action was an initia certification that occurred more than
two months before the review month.

9. Inaddition to the seven sites that were dropped because they fell in one of the above-mentioned five states,

one additional study site with a small food stamp caseload (Lampasas, Texas) had no cases in the 1992 QC
database.
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characteristics included in the model are therefore incorrect for somecases.!? The model was
estimated using unweighted logistic regression. 11

Data were also available from the survey of local office directors on a variety of office
characteristics that might be hypothesized to affect the likelihood of error (e.g., the caseload per
eligibility worker). These factors were excluded from the model, however. As noted above,
we believe that local agency policies are likely to be affected by such environmentd factors as
the expedited service rate. Thus, it is not meaningful to speak of the effect of an increase in the
proportion of applications that recelve expedited service, holding office procedures constant,
because the procedures would not remain constant.  Regional indicators were likewise
intentionally excluded from the mode, for two reasons. First, while case error rates may vary
systematically across regions, the differences are at least partially due to systematic policy
differences. Second, the handful of offices included from each of the seven FCS regions are not
necessarily representative of the regions as a whole.

The expedited service rate in the local office had no effect on the likelihood that a
regularly-processed case was found to be in error. The coefficient on the expedited service rate
IS close to zero, and Satigticaly insignificant. The likelihood of error was significantly higher
for cases with reported earnings, with more case members, and with excess shelter deductions.
Other case characteristics, as well aslocation in a metropolitan area, were not found to have
sgnificant effects.

This negative result is not particularly surprising-indeed, it would have been more
surprising to find a substantial effect. All of the previous analyses have suggested that expedited
service generates no more than a small amount of pressure on payment error.  Evenif the
pressure were substantially greater, it might not lead to higher error rates because, as discussed
above, offices would likely modify their procedures to deal with the increased volume of
expedited service cases.

10. Thiscould potentially affect the coefficients of the explanatory variables, including the expedited service
rate, though the effect is likely to be small in this model.

11. The mode is presented in Appendix D, Exhibit D.5.
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Summary

In this chapter, we examined severa indicators of the likely error-proneness of
expedited service cases. We concluded that none of the indicators suggests that expedited
service leads to substantial overpayment error.

The evidence does suggest that expedited service cases issued initial benefits with
postponed verification do receive somewhat more benefits that they should. Our estimates are
that this may result in overpayments of between $14 million and $30 million ayear. While in
absolute terms these numbers may appear high, they represent between 0.1 and 0.2 percent of
the total payments for the program as awhole in FY 1992,

Few expedited cases that do not complete their verification continue to receive benefits
after the initial issuance, indicating that the local offices have established appropriate
mechanisms to terminate postponed verification cases that never comply with verification
requirements.

Finally, the evidence indicates that the error rate of regularly-processed cases is
unaffected by the proportion of expedited service cases processed by the local office.
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CHAPTER SIX

THE EFFECT OF EXPEDITED SERVICE ON STAFF TIME
REQUIRED TO PROCESS APPLICATIONS

The use of expedited service can be hypothesized to have three effects on the amount
of worker time required to certify cases, potentially increasing the time required for these tasks.
First, the process of screening all cases for expedited service status consumes some office
resources. Second, because eligibility workers may issue the first month’s benefits to expedited
cases without complete documentation, additional staff time may be required to process
information that is provided after the certification interview. Finally, because cases may be
given shorter certification periods by virtue of receiving expedited service, additional resources
may be needed for extra recertifications.

In determining the extent to which expedited service leads to these consequences, it is
important to distinguish between observed differences in administrative resources for expedited
service and regularly processed cases, and impacts of expedited service per se. Asnoted in
Chapter Two, expedited service cases differ systematically from regularly-processed cases in a
variety of dimensions. Such factors may themselves contribute to the amount of time required
to certify a case. For example, because expedited service cases tend to be one-person
households, the certification task might be simpler. The average time required to certify these
simpler cases might be less than the average time for regularly-processed cases, even if the
expedited service procedures per se tended to increase the time required.

This chapter presents the results of analyses addressing the three hypotheses listed
above. These anayses indicate that, with the exception of the need for screening, the impacts
of expedited service per se on administrative outcomes are quite small.

Resour ces Used for Screening Cases for Expedited Service
The most obvious impact of expedited service on office administration is that all
applicants must be screened to determine whether they should receive expedited processing.

This appears to be entirely an addition to the application process; that is, the screening does not
save time at any later certification steps.
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Office staff involved in processing food stamp applications were surveyed to determine
the amount of time required to certify expedited service versus regularly-processed cases. The
application process was broken down into six steps:

* screening to determine expedited services entitlement;

certification interview (including scheduling the interview);

» veification activities occurring after the certification interview;
« calculation of food stamp eligibility and benefit amount;

* issuance activities, and

» other steps.

Staff were asked to report how long it took them to carry out these steps for various
types of cases. expedited services, food stamp only; expedited services, with public assistance;
regularly-processed cases, food stamp only; regularly-processed cases, with public assistance;
and cases with various special circumstances. A total of 417 individuals in 59 offices completed
the survey, including supervisors, eligibility workers, assistant dligibility workers, and clerks.

This analysis considers just the time spent on screening applicants. Nearly al offices
(94 percent) rely on eligibility workers for screening-either alone, or in combination with
supervisors and clerks (Exhibit 6.1). The remaining offices use clerks alone. Supervisors are
involved in the screening process in 37 percent of offices.

The time spent by supervisors, eligibility workers, and clerks has been tabulated
separately, on the assumption that these three types of staff perform distinct functions. It is
unclear, however, whether a particular application would be screened by all three types of
workers. If this assumption is erroneous, then, for example, supervisor time should be thought
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Exhibit 6.1
STAFF CONDUCTING EXPEDITED SERVICE SCREENING

Off ices use:
Supervisors 37.3%
Eligibility workers (EWs)/assistant EWs 93.5
Clerks 61.9
Offices use:
Only EWs/assistant EWs 21.8%
Only clerks 6.5
EWs/assistant EWs + clerks 34.4
EWs/assistant EWs + supervisors 16.3
All three 21.0
Total 100.0%

of as a substitute for, rather than a complement to, the time spent by eligibility workers and their
assistants. !

Averaged across al offices (i.e., including the offices where supervisors spend no time
in screening), supervisors take 8 to 10 minutes to screen a case. Eligibility workers take 9 to
13 minutes, and clerks take 12 to 14 minutes (Exhibit 6.2). If we assume that the staff involved
in screening all perform different functions and participate in screening each application, then
the time required for screening cases is, on average, 30-40 minutes. If, on the other hand, we
assume that only one staff member is involved in screening each applicant (even in offices that
report severd different staff members are involved in the screening process), then screening
takes, on average, 10-15 minutes. These estimates can be viewed as upper and lower bounds
on the time required to screen applicants for expedited service.?

1. The surveys asked respondents whether they were involved in screening applicants and, if so, how much
time screening generadly required. We do not have information on whether, in offices where different types
of staff are involved in the screening process, each type of staff is involved in screening every applicant, or
whether some amount of substitution is involved. We do know, however, that the screening process is
structured differently in various offices. Some simply have applicants check off boxes on the application
form, while others conduct a screening interview with each applicant. It seems likely that in some offices,
multiple staff are involved in screening, while in other offices, the staff act as substitutes for each other.

2. These estimates are based on workers’ reports of the time they spend screening applications. As reported
in a study Abt conducted for FCS on food stamp certification costs, self-reports generally overestimate the
time actually spent, by as much as 50 percent, on average. (William Hamilton et al., Factors Affecting Food
Stamp Certification Cost, vol. 1. Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates Inc., November, 1989.)
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Exhibit 6.2

WORKER TIME FOR EXPEDITED SERVICE SCREENING
(in minutes)

In offices in which worker type is

involved:
Supervisor 13.4 15.7 16.4 17.2
EW/asst. EW 10.6 15.0 11.0 13.0
Clerk 15.7 18.8 16.2 18.8

In all offices:
Supervisor 8.0 8.4 9.6 9.0
EW/asst. EW 9.5 13.4 9.3 11.7
Clerk 12.4 14.1 11.9 12.9

The more complicated cases (Public Assistance versus food stamp only, regularly-
processed versus expedited service) take a minute or two longer to screen than the ssimpler ones.
These time expenditures represent the most direct administrative cost of expedited service, and
probably the largest cost.

Impact of Expedited Service on Verification Activities Occurring After the Certification
Interview

Because expedited service cases have the option of bringing in verification documents
after they are initially authorized for benefits, it has been hypothesized that the expedited service
process creates extra work for staff who must incorporate new information into benefit
calculations for these cases. While regularly-processed cases may bring in verification
documents after the certification interview as well, one might expect them to do so less
frequently, because the certification interview is less likely to happen on the applicant’s first visit
to the office.® Thus, if applicants do not have the required documents with them at the time of
their screening, the regularly-processed cases might have an additional opportunity to obtain the

3. The difference is that regularly-processed cases are not authorized for benefits before the verification is
complete, while expedited service applicants may be authorized immediately after the interview. This
difference by itsalf is not hypothesized to affect administrative costs.
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documents before the certification interview. Nonetheless, in this section we present several
pieces of evidence indicating that the effect of expedited service in this area is negligible.
These include analysis of time spent by workers in post-certification verification activities;
examination of workers' responses to a direct question on the subject; consideration of the
proportion of applicants with same-day certification interviews; and review of datafrom a
previous study on the food stamp application process.

The amount of time required of digibility workers for verification activities after the
certification interview was no higher for expedited service cases than for other applicants.
Although this step took about five minutes more for Public Assistance (PA) than for food stamp
only cases, expedited service cases in fact took a few minutes less on average than regular cases
(Exhibit 6.3). Similar results were seen with regard to the total time required for al steps: PA
cases required about 20 more minutes in total, but expedited service cases required alittle less
time than regularly-processed cases.

The time required for verification activities refers to the amount of time required for
this step when this step was recessary. 1t is still possible that a greater proportion of expedited
service cases required this step.

Exhibit 6.3

MEAN ELIGIBILITY WORKER TIME REQUIRED TO HANDLE APPLICATIONS,
BY CASE TYPE
(in minutes)

‘Expedited:Service

15.3 171 21.2

Verification activities that occur
after the certification interview
All activities 74.6 98.1 79.7 99.8

NOTES: Includes eligibility workers and assistant eligibility workers only.
Averages based on those workers who handled both expedited service and regularly-processed cases.
Means calculated within each office, then averaged across offices.

The statistics in Exhibit 6.3 should not, of course, be interpreted as indicating that
expedited service reduces the amount of time required to perform certification activities.
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Instead, the workers are indicating that the typical expedited service case (with its comparatively
simple characteristics) takes less time to certify than the typica regularly-processed case. This
analysis cannot rule out the possibility that expedited service cases would take even less time if
they were processed as regular cases, but it at least eliminates the possibility that the smpler
cases take more time to certify than regular cases due to the extra work created by the expedited
Service process.

Workers were also explicitly asked their opinion as to whether, for those cases which
currently receive expedited service, it would require more or less time to certify them under the
regular procedures. This question seems to have generated some confusion, with regard to the
distinction between calendar time (which obviously would increase under regular processing) and
worker time. Among €ligibility workers and assistant eligibility workers, 52 percent said it
would take the same amount of time. The reasons given for this answer were typically: “You
still require the same documents;” “Same process involved;” “ Same time involved, but at
different points in [the] process; " and so on. Another 28 percent said it would take longer to
process these cases by the regular procedures; but their reasons suggested that they were either
thinking of calendar time or else excluding from their baseline measure some of the work that
would eventually have to be done on the expedited service cases (e.g., “All factors would have
to be verified before issuance; * "It would take more time because of verifications’). Fewer than
20 percent said that time could be saved by using the regular procedures on currently expedited
cases.  “You could combine steps;” “All cases could be worked asready . . . [rather than]
t‘expedited timelines.

We now turn to the question of the impact of expedited service on the likelihood that

constantly shuffling to meet

an applicant makes a trip to the food stamp office after the certification interview to bring
required documentation. For the most part, one would expect that an applicant who fails to
bring documentation to an expedited service interview would also fail to bring the documentation
to aregular certification interview. This might not be true, however, if the expedited service
interview occurs during the applicant’s first visit to. the office but the regular certification
interview occurs some days later, giving the applicant an opportunity to assemble the needed
documentsin the interim.

The data suggest that same-day expedited service interviews have little potentia for
adding to administrative cost. In the survey of local office directors, the great majority indicated

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. 04



Chapter Six: The Effect of Expedited Service on Staff lime Required to Process Applications

that the flow of the application processis the same for regular cases as for expedited service
cases. Thiswould imply that either all applicants are interviewed on the day they comein to
apply, or (less frequently) no applicants are interviewed on the day they come in to apply.*
Combining. these responses with case-level information on postponed verification reveal s that
only 3 percent of expedited service applicants meet the two conditions of (a) being in an office
that provides same-day interviews for expedited but not regularly-processed cases, and (b) having
their verification postponed. Hence these data suggest that extra verification work might be
created in a maximum of 3 percent of expedited service cases.’

Confirmatory evidence of a minimal impact was found in a study of application
procedures in two States.® Record reviews of applications in five offices indicated for each case
whether it was approved or denied, whether it received expedited service, and whether each of
24 potentialy required verifications were provided before, during, or after the certification
interview. Among the 206 approved applications, at |east one verification document was brought
in after the certification intérview by 37.5 percent of expedited service cases, and by 35.8
percent of regularly-processed cases-a very small difference.

We conclude that no more than atrivial amount of work appears to be created by the
postponement of verification for expedited service cases.

Impact of Expedited Service on Length of Certification Period

Although expedited service cases tend to have shorter certification periods than other
cases, thisis not necessarily a consequence of expedited service per se. Those cases that
complete their verification before certification are required by regulation to be assigned “normal”
certification periods. These certification periods may be shorter than those for most regularly-

4. 1n 34 percent of offices, expedited cases have to come back on a later day for their certification interview.
Respondents who said that the application process is the same for expedited and regularly-processed cases
were not separately asked about same-day interviews for regularly-processed cases.

5. Thisis an upper bound estimate because some of these postponed verification cases might not have brought
all the necessary documents even if they had been interviewed on a later day.

6. For a general description of the study and its results, see Susan Bartlett, Nancy R. Burstein, Gary
Silverstein, and Dorothy Rosenbaum, The Food Stamp Application Process: Office Operations and Client
Experiences, Abt Associates Inc., Cambridge, MA, April 1992. The figures cited above come from an
additional analysis of the data collected in this study, and are not available in the report cited.
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processed cases, however, because of the less stable circumstances of the typical expedited
service case. Furthermore, cases with postponed verification may, at State option, be assigned
normal certification periods as warranted by their circumstances, or else one- to two-month
certification periods. Thus, shorter certification periods are alowable but by no means required
for cases by virtue of their expedited service status.

In the absence of postponed verification, then, expedited service has no effect on
certification period length. Therefore, we assume that eliminating expedited service would have
no effect on the certification periods assigned to those expedited cases whose verification is not
postponed. We can then infer the impact of postponed verification by comparing certification
periods for expedited service cases with and without postponed verification.

To estimate this impact, a linear regresson model was estimated of assigned
certification period length usimg data from the case file record reviews. The sample was limited
to expedited service cases, and the covariates included an indicator of postponed verification and
a set of case characteristics (including food stamp household size, presence of earnings, presence
of AFDC income, homelessness, and the applicant being disabled).

The model indicates that postponement of verification per se shortened the initia
certification period by 1.2 months for the average expedited service case.  The average
certification period for cases with postponed verification is 4.8 months. It can therefore be
inferred that if their verification had not been postponed, they would have had certification
periods of 6.0 months on average; and this is presumably the length of their subsequent
recertification periods. Thus, because of postponed verification they are typically recertified in
months 5, 11, 17, and so on(("Schedule A"), while if their verification had not been postponed
they would have been recertified in months 6, 12, 18, and so on (“Schedule B").7 An
additional recertification occurs for a case with postponed verification (Schedule A) relative to
a case without postponed verification (Schedule B) for that fraction of cases that loses eligibility
in one of the intermediate periods between the Schedule A and Schedule B recertification dates.

We assume that cases become ineligible at a constant rate over the certification period,
and thus, among cases with postponed verification, an estimated 20 percent (1.2/6.0) would have

7. For ease of presentation, we rounded the recertification months. Schedule A is actually 4.8, 10.8, and
16.8.
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an additional recertification over the course of their spell of food stamp receipt because of
having an initial short certification period. This 20 percent of postponed verification cases
corresponds to 9 percent of the expedited service caseload, or 3 percent of all food stamp
applicants.* The added cost per applicant is clearly smaller than the cost added by the need for
screening.

Summary
In this chapter evidence has been presented on the size of three potential administrative

effects of expedited service of the worker time required to process applications. The results

were as follows:

« Screening cases for expedited service status adds a significant amount of worker
time to the application process: between 10 and 40 minutes per case.

. Littleif any extra work is created for caseworkers in the application process by
alowing postponement of verification.

« While States have the option of using shorter certification periods for cases with
postponed verification, not all of them use this option. Overall, use of shorter
certification periods increases the average number of recertifications done on
expedited cases by about 0.1.

Thus, except for the resources required for the screening process itself, the impacts of expedited

service on worker time appear quite minor.

8. These numbers are calculated as follows: Postponed verification cases comprise about 45 percent of
approved expedited service cases, and about 17 percent of al approved food stamp cases (postponed
verification rate times expedited service rate, or 0.45 x 0.38 = 0.17). Thus, 0.20 X 0.45 = 0.09; and 0.20
x 0.17 = 0.08.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
MAJOR ISSUES IN EXPEDITED SERVICE POLICY

Previous chapters of this report describe the patterns of case flows and local office
activities associated with the provision of expedited service to food stamp applicants. That
information is intended to provide a backdrop against which policy makers consider possible
modifications of either the general expedited service policy or the practices through which it is
implemented.

To help provide a policy perspective on the descriptive data, this chapter draws on
information gathered in surveys of severa groups. State-level program officials in the States
where the study was carried out; office directors and workers in the 59 local offices included
in the study; and representatives of client advocate groups in the local areas. The surveys asked
respondents for their opinions about issues and problems associated with current expedited
service policy and practices. Respondents were also asked to suggest changes that would, in
their opinion, improve the current policy.

Analysis of the survey responses identified several main themes in the respondents’
suggestions for policy changes.! These concern the entitlement criteria, the five-day processing
standard, the postponed verification policy, the monitoring of expedited service assignments, and
the potential for fraud and error.

This chapter reviews the descriptive data relevant to each of these general issues.
Empirical analysis by itself cannot resolve the issues; resolution will require policy decisions
about how to balance competing objectives. The purpose here is to organize the background
data that can inform those judgments.

Entitlement Criteria
State and local food stamp managers expressed many concerns about the currently
legislated criteria for providing expedited service. Their suggestions for change fell mainly into

1. The survey responses are presented in Appendix D, Exhibits D.6-D.9.
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two types. restrictions of the “specia population” criteria (i.e., those involving factors beyond

income and resources), and raising the income and resource thresholds.
Most officials would like to see some changes in the expedited
service entitlement criteria. Approximately 35 percent would
eliminate the criterion allowing applicants whose shelter expenses
exceed their income and liquid resources to receive expedited
service.  Between 20 and 25 percent would exclude destitute
migrants and seasonal farmworkers. While only 12 percent of the
local officials and 25 percent of the State officials would entirely
eliminate the homeless criterion, most would narrow the definition
of a homeless household in some way. In contrast, the advocate
groups generally do not want the current criteria changed-only 5-
20 percent support restrictions on any given criterion.

The program officials expressed several general concerns regarding the criteria
providing expedited service to these special populations. Many felt that the criteria dilute the
effectiveness of expedited service because they include households whose needs are less urgent
than those of some applicants who do not qualify for expedited service. They also expressed
concerns that the homeless definition in particular was too broad and not well-defined, so that
some households that most would not consider homeless were qualifying under the current
criterion. Some officials focused on the administrative difficulty of screening applicants under
multiple criteria to determine whether they qualify for expedited service.

The present study provides severa kinds of information relevant to thisissue. It shows
the number of people affected by the various criteria, and provides at least some limited
indications of their neediness and of the difficulty of administering the criteria

Fully 90 percent of all applicants currently receiving expedited service qualify under
the basic income and resource criterion, athough many of these households would qualify under
one of the other criteria as well. The remaining 10 percent qualify only because of their
membership in one of the' three special populations-migrant and seasona farmworkers,
homeless households, and households with excessive shelter expenses. Most of these (7.1
percent) are households whose shelter expenses exceed their income and resources.

The available data cannot measure definitively the extent to which households who do
not meet the basic income and resource criteria are in urgent need of food assistance.

Nonetheless, they suggest that households who qualify for expedited service solely under the
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homel essness criterion have needs comparable to those of households who meet the in-
come/resource criterion. There is no reason to doubt the view of program officials that some
individuals qualifying as homeless are not actually in urgent need. On average, however, the
homeless group clearly has greater need than regularly-processed households.

The picture is somewhat less clear for the households judged at risk of homelessness
because their shelter expenses exceed their income and resources. These households have
substantially higher average incomes than other expedited cases, though not as high as regularly-
processed cases. Their distinguishing feature is their high shelter costs, which are well above
the average even for regularly-processed cases. The high shelter costs clearly place pressure on
the food budget: these applicants are more likely than other expedited or regularly-processed
cases to say that they have recently skipped meals because of insufficient funds, although they
are less likely to have sought out free food or meals.

One way to assess ti)e administrative difficulty of the various expedited service criteria
IS to consider the extent to which expedited services are provided to the “right” cases, based on
information in the case record. The analysis found that 82 percent of all applicants were handled
appropriately. Of the remainder, 12 percent were qualified for expedited service but did not
receiveit, and 6 percent received expedited service but did not meet any of the qualifying
criteria

The data suggest that the basic income/resource criterion is more likely to be correctly
applied than the special population criteria.  Problems seem particularly concentrated on the
criterion of shelter costs exceeding income and resources, which accounted for nearly half of the
instances in which qualified applicants were not given expedited service.

Almost three quarters of the local officials, about half of State
officials, and practically all advocacy group representatives would
like to see some broadening of the income and asset limits. Many
want the limits tied to family size, though others would simply
increase the limits so that more households are entitled to expedited
Service.

Although the respondents mentioned many different possible revisions of the income
and resource criteria, atypical suggestion was that both the income and the asset limits be raised
to $300 while eliminating the entitlement for the special populations. The data provide some
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perspective on the number and types of applicants who would be affected by such a policy
change, as indicated in Exhibit 7.1.

Exhibit 7.1
EFFECT ON CURRENT EXPEDITED CASELOAD OF CHANGING ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA

' Hypothetical Expedited
‘Seivice:Definition:
Income:and qudeesources -
Each $300. or'Less; Eliminate Special:
Populations
Current ‘Rules® " Expedited” |- Regular | . Total
‘ 42.4 | 100% 52:6%
Income/resources below limits 34.5 0.0 34.5
Migrant/seasonal farmworker 0.1 0.4 0.4
Homeless 1.0 1.1 2.1
Shelter expenses exceed income and resources 7.1 8.5 15.6
Regular: 4 . 5 42.9 -47.4
Total™ 474% 52.9%| 100:0%

8 As calculated from data in the case file record, not as designated by workers.

Increasing the income and resource thresholds to $300, while also eliminating the
criteria concerning specia populations, would potentially affect nearly 15 percent of al food
stamp applicants. About 5 percent of applicants do not meet the current income and resource
criteria but would qualify at the $300 level. Ten percent of applicants meet one of the current
specia population criteria but have monthly income or resources exceeding $300; the bulk of
these (9 percent) are households whose shelter expenses exceed their income and assets. The
overall size of the population qualifying for expedited service would be reduced by about six

percentage points.?

2. Note that this analysis is based on cases whose circumstances as recorded in the case file would qualify
them for expedited service, not on those who are actually designated for such service. The net effect of the
policy change would be to reduce the number of households qualifying for expedited service from 52.6 percent
to 47.1 percent of the applicant population.
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Five-Day Processing Standard

Almost three quarters of the local officials and 60 percent of the
State officials want more time to process expedited service applica-
tions. They argue that the current five calendar day standard does
not always give them sufficient time, especially over weekends and
holidays.  Most would like either five working days or seven
calendar days to complete the process.  Not surprisingly, the
advocate groups would like to have expedited application processed
in less than five days. In addition, many respondents in all groups
suggested extending the processing deadline in individual cases in
response to factors out of the office’s control, such as applicants
missing appointments.

The view of State and local officials reflects concerns about the administrative feasibility
of five-day processing, not about the value of rapid processing for selected cases. Most officials
consider the expedited service policy to be successful because it does, they believe, quickly
aleviate the problems of people with inadequate access to food. Indeed, a quarter of the local
officials as well as many client advocates feel that five days is too long for some households to
wait. Nonetheless, most program operators believe that it is unrealistic to expect that all
expedited cases can be processed in five days.

The study shows that over half of all expedited service cases have their benefits
authorized on the same day they apply or the following day, and that 76 percent are authorized
within five days. This overdl five-day completion rate represents a substantial improvement
from the early 1980s, despite expansion of the entitlement criteria and dramatic increasesin the
food stamp caseload, raising the possibility that still more progress may occur.  And in some
offices, all or nearly all of the expedited cases drawn for the sample were authorized within five
days-15 of the 59 study offices processed at least 95 percent of the sampled cases within five
days.

The study does not, however, answer the question of why almost 25 percent of the cases
take over five days to process, or whether any feasible procedure could handle them within that
period.- No demographic group accounts for a disproportionately large share of the slow cases.
Weekends and holidays do not appear to be the mgjor obstacle, as only 5 percent are processed
in six or seven days. Although some offices have very high five-day processing rates, no single
characteristic or administrative procedure is common to all of them. When offices are grouped
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according to administrative procedures or other characteristics, no office group processes as
many as 90 percent of the expedited cases within five days. Postponing verification is clearly
not an automatic solution: 19 percent of the cases whose verification is postponed still take
more than five days of processing.

The widespread concern expressed by program managers suggests that further
examination of this issue would be desirable. A promising approach might be to focus on a
number of offices that process a very high percentage of their cases within five days, to learn
more about how five-day processing can be accomplished as well as the situations in which it
cannot.

Postponed Verification

A number of officials and advocate groups (10 to 20 percent) and
almost half of the eligibility workers would like to require that all
verification be provided prior to issuing expedited service benefits..
Another group would still allow verification to be postponed for
some items, but would increase the number of items that must be
verified before issuing any benefits. Verification of income,,
residence, and receipt of other benefits (particularly in offices near
State borders) are the items respondents consider most needed to
prevent fraud. Only some advocate groups propose eliminating the
requirement to verify identity prior to initial issuance in order to
process applications more quickly.

In addition to their desire to prevent fraud, some program managers consider postponed
verification to be an undesirable administrative complication. They argue that the special
procedures required for postponed verification (such as tracking postponed verification cases to
make sure they are terminated if the verification is not completed on schedule) add to costs and
reduce the overal efficiency of office procedures.

The study indicates that 45 percent of all expedited service cases have some items of
verification postponed, with income and residence among the more commonly postponed items.
Thus any major curtailment of the postponed verification policy would affect a substantial
fraction of expedited service cases.

The intended benefit of postponed verification is that needy households receive food
stamps more quickly. The study indicates that postponing verification does indeed serve that

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. 104



Chapter Seven: Major Issues in Expedited Service Policy

purpose. The cases receiving postponed verification are presumably the ones most likely not
to be authorized in five days under normal procedures. With postponed verification, the five-
day processing rate for these cases is actually somewhat higher than the rate for cases whose
verification is not postponed. The data do not indicate, however, how much longer these
households would have waited if their verification had not been postponed.

The study provides no firm measure of the extent of fraud associated with postponed
verification. Analysis indicates that cases with postponed verification are somewhat more likely
than other cases to terminate or have their benefits reduced within two months of approval. If
these “extra’ terminations represent fraud, the dollar value of the fraud would be equivalent to
an increase in the national food stamp overpayment rate of one or two tenths of a percentage
point. In other words, postponed verification may be allowing some fraudulent receipt of
benefits, but its overall magnitude is probably quite small.

Regarding administrative cost and complexity, the data also suggest that postponed
verification has only a small effect at most. It appears that nearly all cases with postponed
verification would in any event require a verification step after their certification interview. The
main difference is that postponed verification cases have their benefits authorized first, and then
are adjusted if necessary when the verification is complete; with regular procedures, the
verification is used to adjust information in the case file before benefits are authorized. Thus,
athough any separate procedure may add complexity, it does not appear to add significantly to
administrative cost. The only significant impact of expedited service on administrative cost
appears to stem from the need for determining whether cases qualify for expedited processing.

Screening for Expedited Service

Many client advocates urge that the determination of whether cases
qualify for expedited service be monitored more closely and
formally. More than half believe that many clients who currently
qualify for expedited service do not receive it.
The study indicates that, while the vast majority of cases are appropriately assigned to
expedited or regular processing, 12 percent of al applicants apparently qualify for expedited
service (based on information in the case record) but do not receiveit. Just over haf of these

cases would qualify by virtue of having shelter costs that exceed their income and resources.
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The proportion of cases assigned incorrectly varied substantially from office to office,
suggesting that management attention might lead to an improvement in overall accuracy.
Although local offices were not explicitly asked about such procedures, it appears that few if any
routinely analyze the accuracy of their screening efforts. Thus the study can provide no direct
information on how much such procedures might increase the effectiveness of expedited service
policies.

Fraud, Error, and Abuse

Since expedited service policy was first implemented, policymakers
and officials have expressed concerns about the policy’s potentialfor
increasing fraud, error and abuse in the Food Stamp Program.
They argued that because households can obtain benefits with little
verification of their circumstances, this would lead some to deliber-
ately misrepresent their situation, and thus receive benefits to which
they were not entitled. They also argued that it would be easier for
expedited households to obtain benefits in more than one jurisdic-
tion, as local offices would not have time to check for duplicate
issuances. The potential for error increases, according to some,
because local offices must process cases in a relatively short
timeframe, and as a result, workers may become careless. Process-
ing expedited cases could also potentially detract from the office’s
efforts to process regular cases, potentially causing more error in
that portion of the caseload.

This study provides some evidence, both qualitative and quantitative, concerning these
hypotheses. The data suggest that expedited service probably introduces some error and abuse,
though the potential for either appears fairly limited.

The surveys of local office directors and eligibility workers asked respondents about the
incidence of three types of problems that might suggest applicants were fraudulently obtaining
benefits, or at least not in urgent need of emergency assistance. The questions concerned the
degree to which expedited service applicants:

e recelved benefits in multiple counties,
e recelved benefits for only one month; and

. faled to pick up their initia issuance.
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Most local office directors and workers (85-95 percent) did not think any of these were problems
in their offices.

Expedited applicants who receive their initial benefits without completing all required
verification either supply the outstanding documentation or are quickly terminated from the
program. Thus, continuing payments to expedited cases with incomplete verification occurs
rarely. This indicates that local offices have developed mechanisms to terminate cases that do
not comply with verification requirements.

As mentioned above, cases issued benefits with postponed verification terminate more
quickly than other cases, suggesting that some error may occur at certification. The data
provide no insight on whether these terminations represent deliberate fraud on the part of
applicants or simply eligibility worker error. In any event, the overall magnitude of the problem
is estimated to be quite small relative to the general food stamp error rate.

Some applicants do apparently attempt to take advantage of expedited provisions to get
their benefits quickly. According to both local office directors and workers, a substantial
number of applicants misrepresent their circumstances to appear eligible for expedited service.
Presumably, most of these applicants are determined ineligible for expedited service at the
certification interview. By virtue of being put on the “fast track” for processing, however, their
certification interview will have taken place within a few days of filing their application, and
thus they probably receive their benefits relatively quickly.

We find no evidence that expedited applicants attempt to “play the system” by applying
for benefits in the last half of the month, thereby obtaining up to one and one-half months
benefits in their initial issuance.

Overdl, the data suggest that expedited service does introduce some additional error
and fraud into the Food Stamp Program. The available evidence, however, indicates that the
magnitude of the problem is relatively small, and thus does not pose a problem of substantial
proportions for the program as a whole.
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE SIZES, RESPONSE RATES, AND
DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS

The study involved six related data collection activities:

abstraction from client case file records of approved applicants,

a self-administered survey of FSP applicants;

a self-administered survey of workers involved in the application process,
interviews with State food stamp directors or their representatives;
interviews with local food stamp office directors; and

interviews with representatives of client advocacy groups.

The sample sizes and response rates of these data collection activities are discussed in
the first section of this appendix. Copies of all data collection instruments follow.

Sample Sizes and Response Rates

As discussed in Chapter One, two nationally-representative samples of approved food
stamp applicants were drawn for case file record abstraction. The first sample includes
households that applied for food stamps between October 1, 1991 and September 30, 1992, and
the second sample includes those that applied during August and September 1993.

The participating States (and in some cases counties) provided the sampling frame for
the 1991-1992 sample. We asked them to provide a list (machine-readable or hard copy) of all
approved food stamp applicants in the relevant time period and to indicate whether the applicants
received expedited service and whether they were homeless. Our sample was drawn from these
lists.

The self-administered applicant survey provided the frame for the 1993 sample. During
the certification interview, eligibility workers reviewed the completed survey and supplied
information concerning the expedited status and homeless status of the applicant household and
the disposition of the application (approved, denied, pending).

Exhibit A. 1 shows the size of the initial sample drawn and the number of completed
case file record abstractions.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. A-|



Appendix A: Sample Sizes, Response Rates, and Data Collection Instruments

Exhibit A. 1
SAMPLE SIZES: CASE FILE RECORD ABSTRACTION

, Sample

_ t{‘fggfw):ct'obgi' 1991 ;:_ "'Augﬁgt;gépiemberi g

| - .September 1992 | - . 1993 -

- | ‘Number:: { -of Sample- | Number } of.Sample
Number sampled 9335 100.0% 4915 100.0%
Casefile not located 1567 16.8 322 6.6
Above auota 1819 19.5 NA | NA
Ineligible 1353 14.5 813 16.5
Incomplete 99 11 85 1.7
Full analysis sample 4497 48.2% 3695 75.2%

The 1991-1992 sample included 9,335 cases and the final analysis sample included
4,497 cases or 48 percent of the initial sample.

Many of the States could not provide information on the expedited service status and
homeless status for households applying during 1991-1992. This meant that we had to draw a
much larger sample in order to ensure that we obtained the targeted number of completed record
abstractions. The 20 percent of the cases listed as “above quota’ reflect this effect.

The field interviewers also experienced difficulty locating 17 percent of the FY 1992
sample. These older records are often not accessible, particularly for cases that are no longer
active.

Ineligible cases include primarily those that were recertifications and not initial
applications, and households that were denied benefits.

Theinitial sample for the 1993 sample included 4,915 cases, and the final anaysis file
included 75 percent of these or 3,695 cases. Locating case files was less of a problem, since
the abstraction took place within several months of the application. For most applicants we
knew their expedited service status and homeless status, which made the sampling task more
straightforward.  The final disposition was known for most expedited applicants, though only
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Appendix A: Sample Sizes, Response Rates, and Data Collection Instruments

about 40 percent of regularly-processed applicants, and thus 17 percent of the initial sample, was
ineligible for the study, mostly because they were denied benefits.

The self-administered applicant survey was completed by households applying for food
stamps during August and September 1993 in the 59 offices participating in the study. All
persons applying for benefits in the small and medium-sized offices, and a sample of persons
in the large offices, were asked to complete the survey, which was attached to the application
form.

Exhibit A.2 shows that 11,509 persons completed the survey. We were only interested
in approved applicants, and thus we excluded the 11 percent who were denied benefits. Most
surveys had sufficient information to be included in the sampling frame.  As a result of these
two factors, 86 percent of the initial sample, or 9,891 applicants, were included in the 1993
sampling frarne for the case record abstraction. As mentioned above, we sampled 4,915 of these

applicants.

Exhibit A.2
SAMPLE SIZES: SELF-ADMINISTERED APPLICANT SURVEY
of
R umk mber Received::
Number of surveys received 11,509 100.0%
Duplicates 39 0.3
Denied food stamp benefits 1,293 11.2
Insufficient information for sampliﬁg 286 25
Number in sampling frame 9,891 85.9
Number sampled 4,915 42.7%

The response rates on the remaining components of the data collection activities were
extremely high, as Exhibit A.3 shows. All the State food stamp directors and local office
directors in the participating offices completed the interviews. A sample of food stamp workers
involved in the application process were asked to participate in a self-administered survey, and
98 percent completed it. Finally, all representatives of local advocacy groups contacted for the
study agreed to be interviewed.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. A-3
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Exhibit A.3

SAMPLE SIZES: STATE OFFICIAL, LOCAL OFFICIAL,
FOOD STAMP WORKER, AND ADVOCACY GROUP INTERVIEWS

~ . -] ‘“Number Completed °
Number. Selected - | -interviews/Surveys

State officials 26 26

Local food stamp directors 59 59

Food stamp workers 424 417 Il
" Advocacy aroups 58 58 Il

Data Collection Instruments
Copies of the six data collection instruments can be found as follows:

. Case file record abstraction form-pages A-5 to A-14,

Applicant survey-pages A-15 to A-18;

Worker survey-pages A-19 to A-29;

State food stamp director interview-pages A-31 to A-54;

Local food stamp office directors interview-pages A-55 to A-92; and
Advocacy group interview-pages A-93 to A-103.

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. A-4



CasE FiILE ReEcorD REVIEW FORM

Abt ID Site ID

Food Stamp Case Number (Al) Date of Record Abstraction

SECTION A: SCREENING INFORMATION

AlaIsthe Case number the same as the applicant’s Soctal Security Number?

Alb.  Socid Security Number:

A2. Month Sampled

I | . | MONTH | Il YEAR
ALAST; AFIRST; AMIDDLE.

Head of Household's Name:

Last: First: Middle Initial: ___

Aj. Is the case under the jurisdiction of this office?

Y S o it e e e e 1
No ...... e et et e 2
DOt KNOW . . .. 8

A4, Is there an initial certification in the case file for any of the following months?

October 1, 1991 - September 30,1992 ................ ol
August 1, 1993 . September 30,1993 ... ... ... iiiaL.. 2
NO toeeee et (REJECTCASE) .......... 3
Don't know .............. (REJECT CASE) .......... 8

AS. Initia certification

APProved.. . ... 1
Denied. ..........co.... (REJECTCASE) .......... 2
Dont know .............. (REJECT CASE) ........ .. 8
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SECTION B: HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

B1.

B2.

B3.

B4.

BS.

B6.

B7.

Sex

Femde

Race
African-American. not Hispanic

American Indian or Alaskan Native . . .. -« oo ov e iv it

Asian or Pacific Idander .. ...

Hispanic

Other (Specify

White, not Hispanic . . .... ...

Don’tKnow ..............

Citizenship

United States . ............
Other .......... .. ...

Don’tknow

Marital status
Nevermanied

Don’'tknow

Disabled

No ............... e

Employment Status
Employed

Not employed . ............

Don’tknow

Received food stamps before current application’

NO....... ..

B7a.  End date of most recent spell

I I I | ] ! ]
MONTH DAY YEAR

Married .................
Separated .. ..............
Divorced ................
Widowed ................

........................

SKIPTOQCI..........
SKIPTOQC1..........

B7b. Received expedited Service before this application

No ...... ... .
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SECTION C: HOUSEHOLD COMPOSITION

Cl.

NUMBER IN FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLD: |____ |

c2.

Members of Food Stamp Household DATE OF BIRTH

MONTH DAY

YEAR

C2A

HEAD OF HOUSEHOLD

C3B

c2C

C2D

C2E

C2F

C2G

C2H

C2

C

C2AY. If C2A Blank, Why?

c3.

c4.

Cs.

C6.

Not Available ........... P
NOL KNOWN .o e e e et e e

Type of household

Single parent with children . . .. ........... e
Married couple/parents with children .. ..... ... .. oLt
Married couple without children ........ ... ... . ...
Single person, no children ... ... ..
Multiple adults, with children . ........... e
Multiple adults, without children . ... ... e
Other (Specify MC3A] . .

Anyone in household disabled

NO o

NO o

NO o




SECTION D: INCOME, ASSETS AND EXPENSES « MONTH OF APPLICATION

D1 MONTHLY INCOME
Earnings D1A
AFDC DIB
General Assistance DIC
Social security DID
SSI DIE
Unemployment Compensation DIF
Other, SPECIFY
DIG1 DIG
Other, SPECIFY
DIHI DIH
. ___________________________________________|
DIl
TOTAL MONTHLY GROSS INCOME [AUTO-ADD]
_ - ]
D2 ASSETS
Cash D2A
Bank accounts (checking and savings) D2B
Other liquid resources D2C
Veh| Cle (countable poruon) D2D
Other non-liquid resources D2E
- _________________________________________________|
D2F
TOTAL ASSETS [AUTO-ADD]
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D3 SHELTER EXPENSES

Rent/Mortgage D3A
Are any or all utility expense amounts for this case D3STAL N DK
standard allowances?
Is there one standard allowance that includes all utility D3STALI N DK
components?
TOTAL UTILITIES: STANDARD ALLOWANCE
(SKIPTO SECTION E) D3STAL2
AMOUNT. STANDARD ALLOWANCE
D3B1
Telephone D3B 3B v N DK
D3C1
Gas/Fuel D3C v N DK
. D3D1
Electric D3D v N DK
D3E1
Water/Sewer D3E v N DK
i D3F1
Other (Garbage and Trash, Indtallation Fee. etc.) D3F Y N DK
Actual D3G [AUTO-ADD]
TOoTAL ITIES Standard allowance
D3H [AUTO-ADD]
TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSEY D31 [AUTO-ADD]
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SECTION E: APPLICATION PROCESS
El. Application date

l ! I | il ! |
MONTH DAY YEAR

E2. Expedited service status before certification interview

Expedited service . .. ... i e l
Regular . ... 2
Not determined before certification interview . ...oo oo ovot . 3 SKIP TO E4
DONMtKNOW .ottt e e e e 8

E3. Expedited sex-vice screening date

1 1l l 1l l l
MONTH DAY YEAR

E4. Certification interview date

| I Il I Il I I
MONTH DAY YEAR

E5. Expedited service status after certification interview

Expedited sarvice . ... 1
Regular .................. SKIPTOQ.E®9 .......... 2
DOMtknow .. ... 8

ES. Expedited service criteria

E6A. Monthly income/assets below guidelines . ................. Y N DK
E6B. Destitute migrant/seasona farmworker . ................... Y N DK
E6C.  Sheter expenses exceed income/resources . ..........vvn.n. Y N DK
E6D. HOMEESS . ... Y N DK

IF "HOMELESS" IS CIRCLED, ANSWER Q.E7 AND Q.E8, OTHERWISE SKIP TO Q.E9

E7. Where does applicant usually seep

E7A. Shdter/wdfarehotel .....cov v e 1
E7B. Hafway houses ......coiuiiiiiniii it i, 2
E7C. Another individual's residence . .........cuvevieenennnn.. 3
E7D. Otherindoors . ....ovoveeon ettt it iieteennnnn 4
E7E.  OUdOOIS . ..o i it e e 5
E7F. DoOnNtknOw . ...t et 8
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E8. Note any information concerning homeless situation. If living in another individual’s residence, describe the applicant’s
relationship to the individual and the length of time the applicant household has stayed there.

E8A.
Supplied & . - .
o interviaw Required After Interview Date Supplied Don't
Verification Items 5o Dot Know
MON/DAY/YR
Yes No know Yes No Know
E9 A. Identity 1.1 2 8 [u1 2 8 % I N 8
- B. Household
<Z: Composition 11 2 8 1 2 8 3% I N I 8
‘zé C. Residence 11 2 8 |1 2 8 e 1 L1 8
=  DAlenSaus 11 2 8 |n1 2 § n_1 1 1 8
E SN cadinumber(11 2 8 |1 2 8 8 T R B 8
EIO A. Income (earned) (1.1 2 8 (.1 2 8 3.1 I | I 8
on|
< B Income 11 2 8 |21 2 8 [n_1 1 1 8
5 (unearned)
<Z: C. Vehicle 1.1 -2 8 |21 2 8 .0__ | | | 8
E D. Bank statement 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 s 1 1 |1 8
E. Other ‘
oo Cog aSSets 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 3.1 | 1 1 8
Ell A. Rent!Mortgage | 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 3.1 Pl 8
B. Gas/Fudl 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 0 T R 8
% C. Electric 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 31| 1 1 8
E D. Water/sewage | 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 3.1 I I I 8
& E. Telephone 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 3.1 | L 1 8
R F. Dependent care | 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 311 | 1 8
G. Medica 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 311 | |1 8
Er2
-, A Jobtermination | 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 3.1 | L1 8-
zg B. Citizenship
= = Statement 1.1 2 8 [2.10 2 8 31 | | 8
55
g’ c. work
2  Registration 11 2 ‘8 |21 2 8 31| I 8
El A. Specify
i 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 31| I 8
=
E B. Specify
) 1.1 2 8 |21 2 8 31| | 8

' If mote than one piece of documentation neede to verify an item, record yes only if all supplied.

2If more than one piece of documentation needed to verify an item, record date last doumentation ‘supplied.
A-11



El4.

ElS.

E16.

El7.

Were initial month’s benefits issued with postponed verification

No

NO ...

Case received 2nd month’s benefits

Yes (includes cases that received combined first and second month’s payments)

No, verification not complete

No, had one month certification period and did not reapply

No, verification complete and determined indligible;
should not have received first month’s benefits

No, verification complete and determined ineligible in 2nd month

due to change in circumstances since first month

E18.  Duplicate payment check complete

NO ...

Don'tknow ............ ... ... ... ...
Not Applicable . .....................

E19. Address CIRCLE CODE FOR "YES","NQ", “DON'T KNOW”

......................................

ADDRESS

IYTS No Don't

Know

A. Locd office address given

B. Coupons or ATP picked up at office

C. Mailing address. not where client stays

D. No address given at al

O] | o] oo

E20.  Date approved/authorized

l 1l l -1 d

MONTH DAY YEAR

A-12
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MONTH DAY YEAR

EI18A
—> 1 - r-n -l

MONTH DAY YEAR
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E21.

E22.

E23.

E24.

E25.

E26.

E27.

E28.

Initial certification period

From IV I [

MONTH DAY YEAR

To | Ll

MONTH DAY YEAR

Monthly allotment amount

$i I

Date initid month’s benefits were:

Mailed out:
Y S . o e
NO o
DON't KNOW  coovitie e i e e e et eeannanns 8
Not applicable ........ e P 9

E23A. s 1l | 1l | |
MONTH DAY YEAR

Available over the counter
0=
NO o
Dontknow . . . ..o
Not applicable . ..... ...

E24A. I R | I T | N

MONTH DAY YEAR

Initid month’s ATP picked up

NO ... e

E26A. Date coupons received

MONTH DAY YEAR

Amount of initidl month’s benefits

$i i

Combined first and second month's payment

..............................

SKIP TO E24
SKIP TO E24
SKIPTO E24

SKIP TO E25
SKIP TO E25
SKIP TO E25

SKIP TO E27
SKIPTO E27
SKIP TO E27
SKIP TO E27



Section F: Food Stamp Participation History

Complete for a8 many months as data available

! I i l | DATE SAMPLED (THIS IS THE SAME AS “AZ")
MONTH YEAR

mhg:;ﬁfmﬁz d Momgear Stamus* | Reason for closure** Mo":;’ yser;g;);ung Benefit amount
Ist F1A [AUTO-ADD] |FIB Fi1C FIDY N F1E
2nd F2A [AUTO-ADD} | F2B F2C F2DY N F2E
3rd F3A [AUTO-ADD] | F3B F3C FiDY N F3E
4th  F4A [AUTO-ADD] | F4B F4C FAD Y N FAE
Sth F5A [AUTO-ADD] F5B F5C FSDY N FS5E
6th F6A [AUTO-ADD} |F6B F6C F6DY N F6E
Tth F7A [AUTO-ADD] | F7B FIC FIDY N FJE
8th F38A [AUTO-ADD] |F8B F8C F8D Y N F8E
9th F9A [AUTO-ADD] |F9B F9C F9D Y N F9E
10th F10A [AUTO-ADD] | F10B F10C F10DY N AFlOE
11th F11A [AUTO-ADD} {Fi1B F11C F11DY N F11E
12th F12A [AUTO-ADD] | F12B F12C F12DY N F12E
13th FI3A [AUTO-ADD] |F13B F13C F13DY N F13E
14th F14A [AUTO-ADD] | F14B F14C Fl4DY N F14E
15th FISA [AUTO-ADD] |F15B F15C F15DY N F15E
16th FI6A [AUTO-ADD] |F16B  |F16C F16DY N F16E
17th FI7A [AUTO-ADD] | F17B F17C - F17DY N FI17E
18th FI8A [AUTO-ADD] | F18B F18C FI18DY N FI18E
19th F19A [AUTO-ADD{ | F19B F19C F19DY N F19E
20th | F20A[AUTO-ADD] |[F20B - |F20C | F20Dv N F20E
21st F21A [AUTO-ADD] |F21B F21C F21DY N F21E
22nd F22A [AUTO-ADD] |F22B F22C F22DY N F22E
23rd F23A [AUTO-ADD]|F23B F23C F23DY N F23E

Status* Reasons for closure**

A = aaive, month of initial certification; did not receive expedited service A - over income

B = active, month of initial certification; received expedited service B - over resources

C = aaive, month of recertification C - voluntary termination

D = active. no cenifications this month D - household moved

E = closed (did not receive benefit this month) E - did not apply for recertification

F - did not complete verification
G - did not complete program requirement
(other than verification)
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OMB Number: 0584-0444
Approval Expires: January 1995

Food Stamp Applicant Survey

The purpose of this:survey is to collect information-that will help the Foad end Nutrltlon Sewlce to learn
more about the experlences -of people who appiy for food: stamp pensfits. -

Your participation: i this study. wﬂlnotaffectyourabtnyto rece:ve!aadslampsorthe anmzmtofthe
‘benefits. Al information you provide is voluntary and strictly canfidential.

Please read- each question carefully and-follow the. instructions for how to mark your answers. Thank you
for your cooperation.

1. Is this the first time you have ever applied for food stamps? (Circle only one answer)

1 Yes
2 No (Answer a and b below)

IF NO: a. When was the fasttime you received food stamps? (Circle only one answer)

1 Within the past 12 months
2 More than 12 months ago

b. Where did you make your kst application for food stamps? (Circle only one answer)

| At this office
2 At a different office in this state
3 In a different state

2. Why did you apply for food stamps at this time? (Circle ALL the reasons listed below that apply to you
‘or to someone in your household)

Lost my job or cannot find a job

Work hours cut back on my job

Don’t earn enough money on my job

Loss of income or benefits, such as AFDC, child support payments, or unemployment benefits
Used up my savings

Serious health problem

Lost my housing

Rent, mortgage or utilities payments went up
My spouse or partner left

10 A child was added to my household

11 1 moved here from another state or county

12 ljust found out about the Food Stamp Program

© 0O N o O »h w00 N —

3. Which one of the answers you circled in Question 2 is the most important reason that you decided to
apply for food stamps today?

Write the number for the most important answer here: {1

A-15



4. Did you work’for pay in the past 72 months? (Circle only one answer)

I Yes How many months did you work for pay? (Write in number) || l
2 No PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 10

If you had more than one job during the past 12 months, think about the job that you held the longest.
5. How long did you work at this job? (Circle only one answer)

Less than 1 year
Between 1 and 2 years
Between 2 and 3 years
Between 3 and 5 years
5 years or more

A 0O N 42 O

6. In general, how many hours a week did you work at this job? (Circle only one answer)

1 30 or more hours per week
2  Between 20 and 29 hours per week
3 Less than 20 hours per week

7. What was the highest salary that you were paid at this job?
(Enter amount and circle the appropriate time period)

$ per Hour / Week / Month / Year <= (Circle one)

8. Were you able to get health insurance through your employer at this job? (Circle only one

answer)
1 Yes
2 No

9. Please briefly describe your job title and the kind of business or industry in which you worked.
(For example, “I was a typist for a company that makes running shoes,”)

A-16



10. As of today, do you have a house, apartment, or some other permanent place to live?

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

(Circle only one answer)

1  Yes

2 No How long ago was it that you had a home or other permanent place to live?
(Write in number of months or years) | I | Months OR'J__Yl e a r s

Over the past 7 days, where did you sleep or rest at night? (Circle ALL that apply)

1 My own apartment, house, or room
2  Friend or relative’s place where | stay permanently
3 Relative’s place where I'm staying temporarily
How long have you lived with this relative? (write in number ot days, weeks, or months)
| | Days OR |__ ] | Weeks ORJ__ Mo nths
.4 Friend’s place where I'm staying temporarily
How long have you lived with this friend? (write in number of days, weeks, months)
|1 | Days OR | [ Weeks OR ] Months
5  Shelter or welfare hotel
6  Outdoors, on the street, in a park, in a tent, under a bridge, in a car
7  Abandoned building, bus station, subway, all-night movie, hallway, lobby, other indoor space

Over the past 7 days, have you or others in your household eaten any meals in a shelter, soup kitchen,
or other place serving free meals, or have you gotten free food from a food bank or from someone
else? Do not count free school lunches for children. (Circle only one answer)

1 Yes On how many of the past 7 days did you do this? __ D A Y S
2 N 0

Which of these statements best describes the food eaten in your household i the last month?
(Circle only one answer)

1 Enough of the kinds of food we want to eat

2 Enough food but not always the kinds of food we want to eat
3 Sometimes not enough to eat

4 Often not enough to eat

In the fast month, were there days when you or your household had no food or money to buy food?
(Circle only one answer)

1 Yes How many days did this happen during the past monti?? || DA Y S
2 No

In the Cast month, did you or anyone in your household skip any meals because there wasn't enough
food or money to buy food? (Circle only one answer)

Yes How many days did this happen during the pastmonti?|__ DI A Y S
2 No

Thank you for your he/p with this survey!
A-17



For Office Use Only

OFFICE USE ONLY
CONTROL NUMBER.

NAME OF APPLICANT: | Last. First Mi:

SOCIAL SECURITY
NUMBER: | I l -l I | I | | |

DATE OF BIRTH: MONTH | - | -| DAY | - | -] YEAR|__|

|

OTHER IDENTIFYING
NUMBER,
IF APPLICABLE: I | | | | | | l | | | |

1. At screening, was this applicant identified as being entitled to ‘expedited service?

1 Yes
2 No

2.  After the certification interview, this food stamp application was processed under:

1 Expedited service ANSWER QUESTION 3 AND QUESTION 4 BELOW
2 Regular servicer ANSWER QUESTION 4 BELOW

3. Under which eriteria was this applicart entitled to expedited service? (Circie ALL that apply)

All members of household are homeless

Shelter expenses exceed income and liquid resources
Monthly income and assets below guidelines

Migrant or seasonal farmworker

PHw N

4.  Afler the certification interview, the food stamp appiiitii was:

1 Approved
2 Denied
3 Disposition. not yet determined
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OMB Number: 05844444
Approva Expires: January 1995

SURVEY OF WORKERS INVOLVED IN PROCESSING
FOOD STAMP APPLICATIONS

Dear Eligibility Specialist:

THANK YOU for volunteering to complete this survey of expedited service that Abt Associates is
conducting for the Food and Nutrition Service. The genera purpose of the evaluation is to provide
national data on the size and characteristics of the expedited service population and to evauate how
well current laws and regulations target households in urgent need of assistance.

We want to assure you that Abt Associates Inc. adheres to the highest standards in protecting the
privacy of individuals involved in this study. Your responses are confidential. None of the questions
will be used to identify you or your clients. You may refuse to answer any question; however, we-
encourage you to answer all questions since your responses will represent the experience of other
eligibility specialists like. yourself.

You may complete this survey during your working hours.

Thank you very much. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.

Directions for completing this questionnaire
Please indicate your answers to questions by:

a) circling the code number that appears after your answers, or
b) printing your answers in the boxes or on the lines provided

Here are some examples:

1. What is your current position at this agency?

SUPEIVISON .« .\ vttt e 1
Eligibility worker ................. e e 2
Assistant  eligibility worker ... .. ool 3
Clerk o e e i .4
ReECEPLIONISt - e e 5
Other position (SPECIFY) ... iiieenn.n. 6

2. If you could make one change in Federal expedited service policy or procedur% what

would it be? Please explain why you would make this change.

Allow five working days t0 process expedited service applications.
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Survey of Workers Involved in
Processing Food Stamp Applications

What is your current postion at this agency?

SUPEIVISOT o v ettt e et e e e et 1
Eligibility worker . ... 2
Assigtant digibility worker . ... 3
Clerk.. .o 4
RECEPHONISE . v s oot e 5
Other position (SPECIFY) .. 6

How long have you held this position?

Lessthan oneyear .. ......ciivniiennnnnnennn. 1
- B YEAIS ot 2
More than 5to Lessthan 10 years . .................. 3
More than 10 years.. ............... e 4

How long have you worked at this agency?

Lessthan oneyear . .........ciiniiiinennennn, 1
1 - S YEaIS oot 2
More than 5 to Less than 10 years ................... 3
Morethan 10 years . . ......... [ 4

Are you involved with assistance programs other than food stamps?

NO ©woeiiii it e 2 PLEASE XKIP TO @.5

a AFDC/ADC ......... [ e 01
b. Medicaid, other medical support programs ........... 02
c. Loca orcounty welfare . ........ ... .. .. 03
d. Generd rdief/Home Rdief/Generd Assgtance .. ...... 04
e. Nursing home assigtance ...............iiin... 05
f. Other homeless benefits . ... ....... . ... .. ... 06
g. Refugee assstance programs .. ............. ..., 07
h. Other programs (SPECIFY BELOW) .............. 08
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Case Processing Times

5.

number of minutes it takes, on average, for you to handle a case.

For each of the following steps in the application process in which vou are involved, please estimate the

) o . ) TYPES OF FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS
Steps in the Application Process in Ch:id;(/)me??sm — — = Co————— r—r—
. . which you participate pedited Service, foo pedited ar A ar 8
which you are involved only Servicealso applying stamps ozly applying for gubnc
-for Public Assistance Assistance
a  Screening to determine expedited minutes minutes minutes minutes
services entitlement
b.  Certification.interview (including minutes minutes minutes wmnutes
scheduling the interview)
c. Veification activities that occur minutes minutes minutes minutes
diter the certification interview
. Caculating food stamp éligibility mmutes mmutes mmutes minutes
and benefit amount
e. Activitiesyou do to issue the initia minutes minutes minutes mmutes
food stamp benefit (i.e., filling in
forms, coding, etc.)
f. Other steps (Specify) minutes | minutes minutes l minutes
TOT ALS FOR STEPS minutes . minutes minutes minutes
YOU PERFORM
6. In the grid below, please compare the average number of minutes to process each type of expedited

service case to the two “total” columns under “expedited service” in Question 5.

Compared to the average time for all steps that you perform in handling expedited service cases, does
it take more time, the same amount of time, or less time to process each type of case listed below.

If you answer “more time” or "less time” please write the number of minutes it takes to process this

type of case.
Type of Expedited LExpedited Service, food stamps only Expedited Service, also applying for Public Assistance
Ser vice Household
a. Homeless More time 1-l___I Minutes, More time 1-l___I Minutes
Same amount of time 2 Same amount of time 2
Lesstime 3-I___IMinutes Less time 3-___IMinutes
Not Applicable 4 Nbt Applicable 4
b. Migrant and Seasonal More time 1 -=l____I Minutes More time 1=l__| Minutes
Farm Workers Same amount of time 2 Same amount of time 2
Less time 3-I___IMinutes Lesstime 3-3___IMinutes
Not  Applicable 4 Not Applicable 4
c. Shelter Expenses More time 1-l____tMinutes More. time 1-s___IMinutes
Exceed Income and Same amount of time 2 Same amount of time 2
Liquid Resources Less time 3 =l | Minutes - Less time 3—=____I Minutes
Not Applicable 4 Not Applicable 4
d. Income and Asset More time - 1-l___1 Minutes More time 1-I___!Minutes
Levels Below |Sameamount of ime 2 Same amount of time 2
Threshold Lesstime 3-l___IMinutes Lesstime 3-l___I Minutes
Not Applicable 4 Not Applicable 4
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7. If you were required to handle expedite service cases in the same way that you handle regular 30-day
cases, would it take you mor e time, the same amount of time, or less time? PLEASE CIRCLE ONE
ANSWER AND EXPLAIN BELOW.

More time .. oo oo e e . 1
Same amount of time . ... oo it e 2
LesS e . ..ttt e e e 3

8. Are you involved in recertifying clients for food stamps?

e
o
N

PLEASE KIP TO Q.9
A. Which tasks do you handl€? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

a  Certification interview ...l 1

b. Verification . . . ... ... ... . 2

c. Determining expedited service status and benefit amount . 3

B. How long does the average recertification take for: |F YOU DO NOT WORK WITH A PARTICULAR
TYPE OF CASE, WRITE “NA” IN THE “MINUTES’ BOX.

a A Non-Public Assistance food stamp case? ....... ! | Minutes
b. A Public Assistance food stamp case? ........... ! I Minutes

Verification and Certification |ssues

9. Areyou involved in certification and verification activities for food stamp clients?
Y S e e 1
NO 2 PLEASE XIP TO Q.17

10. What kinds of expedited service cases tend to have verification postponed? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

a Homeless ... 01
b. Migrant or seasona farmworkers . ......... ... .. .. 02
c. Shdter expenses greater than income and liquid resources 03
d. Income and assets below threshold ................ 04
e. Lage households .................. AP 05
f. Those with income during the month of application .... 06
g. Those with assets at application .................. 07
h. Other types of cases (SPECIFY) ... 0 8
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11, What items of. verification are more likely to. be postponed? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY

a. Persond identification ................ ... ..., .. 01
b. Socia Security numberor Card .................. 02
c. Proof of address .. ... e O, 03
d Alienstatus .......... ... ... 04
e. Eaned income ............. ... . .. ... ... 0s
f. Uneanedincome ............... ... .......... 06
g- Venicle ownership. ..., 07
h. Bank statement . .......... ... i, 08
i. Otherresourcesand assets .........c.coiivnvnn... 09
j. Rentor mortgage receipt . ....... ... ... ..., 10
k. Utility bills ....coeoe oo 1
1l Medica bills c.cooooee oo 12
m. Dependent care/child care expenses . ............... 13
n. Notice of job termination ....................... 14
o. Proof of work registration ...................... 14
p. Other (SPECIFY) . 16

12. What is the average length of the certification period for:

a. An expedited service case with postponed verification? .. I___F MONTHS
b. An expedited service case without postponed verification? | | MONTHS
c. A regular 30-day food stamp case? ................ | |'MONTHS

13. Is there a point prier to the certification interview at which applicants expedited service entitlement is

determined?
YOS 1
NO o 2 PLEASE XIP ‘TO Q.17

14. In your experience, what percent of those initially screened as expedited service turn out not to be
entitted to expedited service?

| PERCENT
15. In your experience, of cases screened as being entitled to expedited service, how many are found to be
entirely ineligible for food stamps at the certification interview?
| | PERCENT
16. In your experience, what percent of expedited service clients are found to. be entitled to.expedited service
only a the time of the certification interview?
| I PERCENT
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Issues in Processing Exwdited Service Clients

17. Please read the following list of problem areas in processing expedited service clients.
Rank the three most serious pioblems that you deal with in carrying out your duties ‘with Problem 1 being
the most serious problem.

LETTER

(1) Most serious problem . ............ e
(2) Second most serious problem . ....... .. SN
(3) Third most serious problem . .......... P

a |Meeting 5 caendar day processing standard

b. [Arranging schedule to handle the necessary expedited service interviews each
day

Expedited service applicants failing to appear for certification interview
Approved expedited service applicants faling to pick up first month's benefits
Difficulty determining whether applicants meet expedited service criteria

f.. [Applicants intentionally misrepresenting circumstances to appear entitled to
expedited service

g. |Applicants not in urgent need of emergency assstance receiving expedited
service processing

h. | Applicants in urgent need of food assistance not receiving expedited service
processing under current rules

Difficulty moving between rules for.processing regular and expedited service
cases

j. |Postponed verification making verification process more complicated

ole

w

k. [Joint processing of expedited service cases aso applying for AFDC

|. | Applicants to be screened or interviewed waiting too long in the office

m. | Prorated benefits not being sufficient to meet food needs

n. | Many applicants being entitled to expedited service receiving benefits for only

one month suggesting that they are not in need of emergency assistance

Households receiving benefits in more than one county or service area within the
same month

p. |Applicants quaifying for expedited service failing to bring verification due to
complicated application forms

q. | Other problem (SPECIFY)

o
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18. In your opinion, what percent of applicants who receive expedited service processing are in urgent need
of benefits within 5 days? /F YOU DO NOT HANDLE A PARTICULAR GROUP, PLEASE WRITE "NA" ON

THE PERCENT LINE.
Criteria for For each critfriont If your answer is not 100%, please
Expedited Service Percent in " explain your answer.
_ o _urgent need I
Homeless, in shelter %
Homeless, temporarily in %
friend’s or relative’s house :
Homeless, outdoors or o _%
indoors in a space not ' '
designed for sleeping
Migrant/seasonal farm ' ‘ %
worker :
Shelter expenses exceed . %
income and liquid
resources
Income/assets below %
guidelines :

19. In your dpinion, about what percent of applicant households know about the expedited service provisjoris
of the Food Stamp Program? -

| | PERCENT

VPolicy and Procedural Changes

20. In your opinion, is there a need for expedited service in the Food Stamp Program?

Please explain your answer.
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21.

Within Federal regulations, what changes would i improve expedited service processing in your office?
PLEASE CIRCLE THE CODES FOR "YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH ITEM. FOR EACH "YES" PLEASE
EXPIAIN YOUR ANSWER ON THE LINES PROVIDED.

a.

‘Other changes (SPECIFY)

Additional staff
Yes . 1
NO o 2

If "YES": What type of staff are needed?

Additional staff training

If "YES": What kind of trdining would be most useful?

Addmona] assistance or information on expedited service prov1ded to clients to help them complete their part
of the process (for example, provide a hotline or help with verification)

If "YES": Whgt assistance or information would be helpful to clients?

An automated system for tracking applications

Yes .. 1
No ..o, 2
Already have one . . ......... [ 8
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22.

If you could make one change in Federal expedited service policy or procedures, what would it be?

Please explain why you would make this change.

People have suggested many kinds of changes to the Federal rules for expedited service. What do you

23,
think about each one of these suggested changes? PLEASE CIRCLE THE CODES FOR "YES" OR "NO"
FOR EACH ITEM. WHERE INDICATED BY THE SHADED BOXES, PLEASE WRITE YOUR ANSWER.
YES NO
A. Modify the 5 calendar day standard by:

a. Extending it to 7 calendar days 1 2

b. Changing it to 5 working days 1 2

¢. Retuming to a 3 working-day rule 1 2

. . . : "YES": For of situations wi ou
L d. Having more Federal guidelines f0.l' extending 1 2 {“kmie :u;:‘:z::ﬁ;:?‘“ ould y

the deadline on a case-by-case basis... for
example, if a client misses an interview

e. Would you like to see any other change to the 1 2 Ir "YES", SPECIFY:
current standard?

B. Eliminate any of the following expedited service

entitiement criteria entirely:

a. Homeless 1

b. Migrant and seasonal farmworker 1' 2

. ¢. Shelter expenses exceed income and liquid 1 2

resources

d. Gross income (<$150) and asset (<$100) levels 1. 2

C. Broaden the expedited service entltlement cnterxa to| 1 2 IF "YES": What category?

include another household category

A-27




WM
D. Make the following changes in the program
definition of "homeless":

a. Do not define as "homeless” persons in shelters 1 2
or institutions that provide meals.
b. Restrict the definition of "temporary” for 1 2 | ¥ "YES": What type of time kimit would you
P . . . . suggest?
persons living temporarily in the residence of
another individual. I MONTHS
c. For persons living temporarily in the residence 1 2

of another individual, limit eligibility to persons
living temporarily with a nponfamily member.

d. Would you expand the definition of "homeless” 1 2 IF "YES": In what way?
in any way?
e. Would you change anything (else) about the 1 2 IF "YES": SPECIFY

program definition of "homeless"?

E. Change the $150 gross income limit for expedited 1 2 IF "YES": To what amount?
service to some other amount

F. Change the $100 asset limit for expedited service to 1 2 IF "YES": To what amount?
- some other amount

G. Tie income and assets limits to family size 1 2

H. Eliminate postponed verification entirely. That is, 1 2
_require that all verification be completed prior to
issuing the first month’s benefits

I. Do not eliminate postponed verification entirely, 1 2 IF "YES": What additional items shoald be
. . . oy - . . verified?
but require that items in addition to identification
be verified prior to issuing the first month’s
benefits

J. Eliminate the requirement to verify identity 1 2
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K. Other | 1 92 | sercFy

L. Other 1 2 SPECIFY

4. Would you like to raise any other issue about expedited service that we haven’t covered and that you
feel is important? ' '

IF "YES": Please explain.

Thank you for your help with
this survey!
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State Agency Interview Guide

Section 1: Expedited Service Population

Size and Characteristics of the Expedited Service Caseload

1.1

1.2

1.3

What percent of the households applying for food stamps currently receive expedited
service?

%

Has the number of food stamp applications in the state changed over the past two years?

YES,INCREASE .......... 1

YES, DECREASE . ......... 2

NOGOTOL3) ........... 3
e How has it changed? By what percent? %

Over the past two years, has the percent of applicant households receiving expedited
service changed?

YES,INCREASE .......... 1

YES, DECREASE .......... 2

NOGOTO14) ........... 3
e How has it changed? By what percent? %

A-31



1.4

1.5

Does the number of food stamp applications vary during the course of the year? For
instance, does it vary seasonaily?

NOGOTO1S5) ........... 2
¢  When and by how much does it vary? (In what months or seasons? By what
percent?)

¢  Why do these variations occur?

* Are there seasonal variations because of migrant worker circumstances?

Does the percent of food stamp applicant households receiving expedited service vary
during the course of the year? For instance, does it vary seasonally?

NOGOTO11L6) ........... 2

¢ When and by how much does it vary? (In what months or seasons?)

e  Are there seasonal patterns related to the homeless? to other groups?

e  Why do these variations occur?
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Does the percent of applicant households receiving expedited service in (SAMPLED
OFFICES) differ from the statewide average?

* Describe differences by site

How would you describe the characteristics of the expedited service population in this
state? For instance, . . .

Yes No

a) Do expedited service households tend to be

younger than the average food stamp

applicant household? ... .................. 1 2
b) Do expedited service households tend to be

older than the average applicant household? .. ... .. 1 2
c) Do more individuals than families with children

receive expedited service? . . ... ... . L. ' 1 2
d) Do households receiving expedited service tend

more often to be female-headed households? ... ... 1 2
e) Do expedited service households tend to be

unemployed rather than employed? ............ 1 2
f) Are there more expedited service households

applying simultaneously for public assistance than

there are applying for food stamps only? . ... ... .. 1 2
g) Are expedited service households in this state

predominantly homeless? . ................. 1 2
h) Are there any other ways in which you would

characterize the expedited service population

in this state? . .. ... . i e e e 1 2

IF "YES": Please describe.
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1.8

a) Is there a "typical” type of expedited service case?

o IF "YES": What are the characteristics of the "typical" expedited service case?

Is the information you have provided based to some degree on data from automated
information systems or internal studies, or is it based entirely on staff observations and
experience?

DATA FROM SYSTEMS/STUDIES . . .. 1
STAFF OBSERVATIONS/
EXPERIENCE (GO TO1.9)......... 2

a) What data have you used in providing these answers? What year(s) do(es) these
data cover? PROBE FOR DATA SOURCES AND YEARS REPORTED.

b) In your opinion, how accurate or reliable are these data? (Please explain your
answer.)
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Factors Affecting the Expedited Service Caseload
1.9 How would you characterize the economic climate in your State?
. Is your State’s economy heaithier or less healthy than that of the rest of the
country? Explain.
. What are the major types of industries or employers in the State?

In these next questions, let’s focus on events that have occurred within the past two vears.

1.10 a) Within the past two years, how has the economic climate changed? In general,
has the economic climate . . .

improved, .............. ... ... 1
stayed the same, or .............. 2
bhas it deteriorated? . . ............. 3
Yes No
b) Within the past two years . . .
(1) Have there been any major plant closings? . . ... 1 2
(2) Have any major employers laid off
large numbers of workers? .. ... .......... 1 2
(3) Have any new businesses opened or
relocated here? . ... ........... . ...... 1 2
(4) Have any major employers expanded
the size of their work force? . ... .......... 1 2
c) Given what you’ve just told me, has there been an overall increase or decrease
in the number of jobs, or has there been no change in the past two years?
INCREASE . .................
DECREASE ................. 2
NOCHANGE ................
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1.11

b)

d)

Within the past two years, has there been an increase or decrease in the size of
the homeless population?

INCREASE . .. ............... 1
DECREASE ................. 2
NOCHANGE ................ 3

NO ... .. 2

Within the past two years, have there been (other) changes in size of or type of
people who make up the area’s low-income population?

IF "YES": Please describe.

Has there been a change in the type of people applying for food stamps over the
past two years? For example, have you seen an increase in the number of

middle-class households applying for food stamps?

IF "YES": Describe.
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1.12  In the past two years, have there been any changes in the coverage and benefit levels of

any of the following public assistance programs?

Yes No
a) AFDC/ADC? . ... . . . i i 1 2
IF "YES": Describe change.
b) General Assistance/General Relief/Home Relief? . . 1 2
IF "YES": Describe change.
c) County or local welfare programs? .......... 1 2
IF "YES": Describe change.
d) Other assistance programs? . .............. 1 2

IF "YES": Specify and describe change.
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1.13 Have these changes had an impact on the number of households eligible for expedited
service in your State?

° Describe.

1.14 Have (SAMPLED OFFICES) been affected, by any of the changes you’ve mentioned,
any more or less severely than have other areas of the State? If so, describe.

Changes in economic climate

. Changes in population size or characteristics
o Changes in benefit levels for public assistance programs
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Section 2: Expedited Service Procedures and Policies

2.1

2.2

Federal regulations provide minimum guidelines on identifying potential expedited service
applicants and procedures for verifying food stamp eligibility. I'd like to discuss how
you implement Federal rules for processing expedited service applicants through State
guidelines and procedures and how these guidelines and procedures might differ for
regularly-processed applicants.

Let’s start with outreach and informational activities.

What, if anything, do you require local offices to do'to inform applicants about the
availability of expedited service processing?

What guidelines has the State established for identifying expedited service cases? Are
there guidelines with respect to:
o how screening should be done?

- For example, is there a separate pre-screening interview or separate
screening form?

YES ... e 1

NO ...... ... . 2
o items specified for screening?

YES ... ... 1

NO ... ... .. 2
. timing of screening?

YES ... ... i 1

NO ... e 2
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2.3

2.4

. who does screening?

For example, what type/level of employee performs screening?

- Must these individuals have specific qualifications?

Are there State policies concerning how soon after an application is filed the certification
interview occurs?

Now let’s talk about verification. First, concerning verification activities for expedited
services cases . . .

a) Has the State established policies or procedures that routinely allow workers to
verify items in addition to identity (within the five-day processing period)?

IF "YES": Please explain.
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b)

9]

d)

Does the State provide guidelines specifying how workers should assist applicants
in providing postponed verification?

IF "YES": Please explain.

Are there State guidelines specifying how quickly workers should attempt to
complete verification?

IF "YES": Please explain.

What usually happens if verification is not complete 30 days after application?

Now, concerning verification for regularly processed cases . . .

What happens if verification is not complete within 30 days after application?

Are there differences in the amount of assistance in obtaining verification that
local offices provide to expedited service cases versus regularly-processed cases?

IF "YES": Please explain.
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25  a) What cross-checking of automated data bases is performed on all cases applying
for food stamps? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

Review status of other program participation

. Receipt of food stamp benefits in another jurisdiction . . . .. .. 2
. IEVS (Income Eligibility Verification System) . ... ....... 3
. Employmentrecords . . . .. ......... ... .......... 4
. Other 5
b) Which of these checks are attempted prior to issuing expedited service benefits?

(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

. Review status of other program participation . ........... 1
. Receipt of food stamp benefits in another jurisdiction . . . .. .. 2
. IEVS (Income Eligibility Verification System) . .......... 3
. Employmentrecords . .. .. ... ... ... .. ... ...... .. 4
. Other 5

2.6 Is the process of determining eligibility and benefit amount partially or fully automated?

YES ... .. 1

NO ...... .. ... .. .. ... 2

. Are there differences between the way expedited service and regular 30-day
applicants are handled?

YES ... 1

NO ..... ... ... ... . ... 2

2.7  What are the State guidelines regarding the length of the certification period...

. for regular issuance?
o for expedited service cases without postponed verification?
. for expedited service cases with postponed verification?

IF RANGES ARE GIVEN: What factors determine the length of the certification period?
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2.8

2.9

These next questions pertain to expedited service cases that receive postponed
verification.

a) What steps are taken to help clients complete verification?

b) If cases are assigned one- or two-month certification periods, what are your
policies for helping recipients to become recertified?

c) When is the second application completed and filed?

d) If assigned normal certification periods, what is the mechanism for stopping the
second month’s issuance if verification is not complete?

What guidelines does the State provide regarding how expedited service benefits are
issued in the first month? (For example, mail ATP coupons by the third day or issue
over-the-counter?)

. What systems are used in the State for issuing food stamps to expedited

service cases in the first month? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY)

o ATP (mailed to client or to issuance point) . ............. 1

. Coupons mailed toclient . ........................ 2

. Over the counter (coupons issued directly to client at office
oratanissuance point) . ............. . ... ... .. 3

. EBT (Electronic Benefit Transfer) . . .................. 4

. Other (Describe) . . . . .. .. . . . ... e, 6
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2.10 What systems are used in this State to issue food stamps . . .

. during the first month, to regular 30-day clients?
. ATP (mailed to client or to issuance point) . .............
o Coupons mailed toclient . . ... ... ... ... ......... ..
. Over the counter (coupons issued directly to client at office

oratanissuance point) . ... ......... ... ... ... ..
J EBT (Electronic Benefit Transfer) . . .. ... ... ..........
o Other (Describe) . . ... ... ... . ... ... ...

. for issuance in subsequent months?
. ATP (mailed to client or to issuance point) . .............
o Coupons mailedtoclient . ........................
. Over the counter (coupons issued directly to client at office
oratanissuance point) . ................. ... .....

o EBT (Electronic Benefit Transfer)
. Other (Describe)

..............................

2.11 Does the State have a staggered issuance schedule?

...................

o Please describe this schedule.
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2.12° I'd like to discuss areas in which State policies might go beyond Federal requirements
for expedited service.

a) Does State policy require a shorter time frame for processing expedited service
cases than Federal guidelines?

IF "YES": Describe.

b) Can any cases be designated for expedited service other than the four categories
specified in Federal regulations?

IF "YES": Describe.

c) Are there any other ways in which State and Federal policy differ?

IF "YES": Describe.
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2.13  Does the State have a way to measure the percent of expedited service cases that actually

receive benefits within five calendar days?

o IF "YES": What mechanism is used to do this?
- Is this done on a regular basis, as part of a standard monitoring
process?

- What percent of expedited service clients receive benefits within
five calendar days?

. IF "NO": What is your best estimate of the percent of expedited service
cases that receive benefits within five calendar days?
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Section 3: Issues in Expedited Service and Suggestions for Change
3.1  To what degree do the expedited service provisions of the Food Stamp Program succeed
in meeting the emergency food needs of low-income families?

Please answer on a scale from "1" to "5" where "1" means "not at all successful” and
"§" means "very successful.”

Not at all Very
successful successful
1 2 3 4 5

3.2 What do you see as the major strength of expedited service? Please explain.

3.3  What do you see as the major problem with expedited service? Please explain.
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3.4

Has the State made any changes in policies and procedures that have affected the way
local offices process expedited service cases, that have improved operations or service
delivery to clients?

(a) For example, has the State implemented procedures that increase the accuracy of
screening?

NOGOTOb) ............ 2
IF "YES": Please describe any change and its effect.

(b) Has the State implemented procedures that resulted in more timely delivery of food
stamp benefits?

NOGOTO¢c) ............ 2
IF "YES": Please describe any change and its effect.

(c) Has the State implemented procedures aimed at reducing error or potential fraud?
YES . ... 1
NOGOTOd) ............ 2

IF "YES": Please describe any change and its effect.

(d) Have there been any other changes that have resulted in improvements?

IF "YES": Please describe any change and its effect.

A-48



3.5

3.6

Are there any other aspects of application processing procedures that make expedited

service work well? Please describe.

Within current Federal regulations, what changes in policies, procedures for
implementing expedited service, and allocating of resources to local offices would you
like to implement in order to improve expedited service processing? Would you like to
see . .

a) additional staff?‘ YES . ... . e 1

(1) What type of staff are needed?

b) additional staff training? YES ... e 1

(1) What kind of training would be useful?

¢). additional assistance or information on expedited service to clients to help them
complete their part of the process (for example, provide a hotline or assistance with
verification)?

(1) What assistance or information would be helpful to clients?
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d) an automated system for tracking applications?

YES .. ... ... 1
NOGOTOe) ............ 2
ALREADY HAVETHIS .. .. .. 3

e) What other things could you do?
Other (specify).

Other (specify).

3.7  If you could make one change in Federal expedited service policy or procedures, what

would it be? Please explain why you would make this change.
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3.8

The State officials who responded to the December 1991 FNS survey on expedited
service suggested many kinds of changes to the Federal rules for expedited service. I'm
going to read you a list of suggested changes. Please tell me whether or not you would
like to see the change made. CIRCLE "YES" OR "NO" FOR EACH ITEM.

Yes No
(@) Modify the 5 calendar-day standard by:
(1) Extending itto 7 calendardays ................ 1 2
(2) ChangeittoS workingdays.................. 1 2
3) Return to a 3 working-dayrule . ............... 1 2
(4) Have more Federal guidelines for extending the
deadline on a case-by-case basis. . . for example,
if a client misses an interview . . .. ............. 1 2
IF "YES": For what types of situations would you
like to see extensions permitted?
(5) Would you like to see any other change to the
current standard? IF "YES", SPECIFY: .......... 1 2
(b) Eliminate any of the following expedited service entitlement
criteria entirely:
(1) Homeless . ... .. ...ttt nnnnenn 1 2
(2) Migrant and seasonal farmworker .............. 1 2
(3) Shelter expenses exceed income and liquid resources . . . 1 2
(4) Gross income (<$150) and asset (<$100) levels . . . .. 1 2
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(©)

()

(e)

Broaden the expedited service entitlement criteria to
include another household category . . .............. 1

IF "YES": What category?

Make the following changes in the program definition of "homeless":

(1) Do not define as "homeless" persons in shelters
or institutions that provide meals . .. ............ 1

(2) Restrict the definition of "temporary” for persons living
temporarily in the residence of another individual. . . . . 1

IF "YES": What type of time limit would you suggest?
Months

(3) For persons living temporarily in the residence
of another individual, limit eligibility to
persons living temporarily with a nonfamily .
member ......... ... L 1

(4) Would you expand the definition of "homeless" in
any way? ... 1

IF "YES", In what way?

(5) Would you change anything (else) about the program
definition of "homeless"? . .. ... ... ... ... . ... 1

IF "YES", SPECIFY:

Change the $150 gross income limit for expedited service
to some otheramount ... ... .. ..... ... . .. .. . . . 1

IF "YES": To what amount? $
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3.9

(f) Change the $100 asset limit for expedited service to
someotheramount .......................... 1 2

IF "YES": To what amount? $

(&) Tie income and asset limits to family size . . .......... 1 2

(h) Eliminate postponed verification entirely. . . that is,
require that all verification be completed prior to
issuing the first month’s benefits . . . . . ... .......... 1 2

(i) Do not eliminate postponed verification entirely, but
require that items in addition to identification be
verified prior to issuing the first month’s benefits . ... ... 1 2
IF "YES": What additional items should be verified?

() Eliminate the requirement to verify identity . .. ... ... .. 1 2
(k) Other (SPECIFY) 1 2
(1) Other (SPECIFY) 1 2

Would you like to raise any other issue that we haven’t covered that you feel is

important?

a) IF "YES": Please explain.
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Section 4: Study Site(s)
RESEARCHER: Repeat name(s) of study site(s)
4.1  Are there any particular features of the expedited service procedures in (this/these)

office(s) that are noteworthy or different than those of other offices in the State?

e If so, explain.
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SECTION 1: ORGANIZATION AND STAFFING
1.  I’d like to discuss how your staff is currently organized to administer the Food Stamp Program.

A. How are units arranged?

NUMBER OF UNITS FUNCTION
YES - NO

B. Do different units or workers perform intake and ) )
recertification?

C. Do different units or workers within units manage | 1 5
PA and NPA/NA food stamp cases? o

D. Do caseworkers certify clients for programs other 1 2

: than food stamps (AFDC, Medicaid, other)? '

E. Does this office have a unit that serves food stamp 1 2

applicants that are homeless?

2. Is there a specific unit or specialized workers that hand]e'eXpedited service cases?

YES . . 1 ASKA

NO .. 2 SKIPTO Q.3 .
A. [IF "YES": Does this unit handle...

PAcasesonly, ........ ... .. .. .. .. .. .. ..... 1

NPA/NA casesonly,or ...... ... ... .......... 2

both PA and NPA/NA cases? . .......... e 3
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3. Does this office use volunteers in certifying households for food stamps?

YES . e e 1 ASKA
NO . e 2 SKIPTO Q.4
A. What is the role of volunteers? Do they ...
"YES | NO
1. help applicants complete applications? - 1 2
2, translate for clients? 1 .2
3.  screen applicants for expedited service 1 2
processing?
4. help with verification? 1 2
5.' pérform other roles?
IF "YES'': Specify:
1 2

4. . In total, how many eligibility workers for the Food Stamp Program do you have in this office?
- (Please include eligibility workers at satellite offices or outposts that are connected to this office.)

| I_____INUMBER QF I;LIGIBILITY WORKERS
A. How many wbrk full time?
I NUMBER OF FULL-TIME
B. How many work part time? |
. t____i NUMBER OF PART-TIME IF "ZERO," GO TO 5

A-57




C. For those eligibility workers who are part time, on average, what percent of time do
they work? A

I | PERCENT OF TIME WORKED V

5.  Describe the type and number of staff, both full- and part-time, that are involved in processing
food stamp applications. :

Position : # full time % of time spent # % of time % of time
- — on initial | part time worked, on spent on initial

- certification average certification

activities activities
Supervisor of eligibility workers - _ % % %
Eligibility worker ‘ % % %
Assistant eligibility worker _ % % %
Clerk/Receptionist _ . Yo ' o %
' Data entry clerk % ’ % %

OTHER (specify)

‘ ‘ "% % %
% % %

% % %

6.  In the past two years, has there been either a hiring freeze or a reductxon in the number of food
stamp staff i ln this office?

APPLICANT KNOWLEDGE AND OFFICE OUTREACH
7. In your opinion, about what percent of applicants know about expeditéd service?

- |___ | PERCENT OF APPLICANTS -
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Does your office conduct any type of outreach to potential food stamp recipients? (Outreach
might include posters, brochures, or pubhc service announcements to alert potential clients to
" the availability of services.)

YES ottt 1 ASKA
NO ittt 2 GO TO SECTION 2

A. IF "YES": Please describe these efforts.

Does your office conduct any type of outreach geared specifically to individuals or households -
that might be entitled to expedited service processing?

YES ... L e 1 ASKA
NO ..o 2 GO TO SECTION 2

A. IF "YES': Please describe these efforts.

A-59



10.

SECTION 2: EXPEDITED SERVICE PROCEDURES AT INITIAL APPLICATION

Now I’d like to discuss the application process for expedited service applicahts, from the client’s
initial contact with the office and application to the Program, through the certification interview.
I hope first to get an overall view of the process, and then to discuss specific steps in this
process.

A. To begin, please tell me what happens when the client first enters the office. Does
the client... (CIRCLE ONE)

Complete an application form; . . ................... 1 SHOWMODELS 1 .
. &2

Complete a separate form that screens

for expedited service eligibility; .................... 2  SHOWMODELS 3,4, & 5
Have a screening interview; or . . ................... 3  SHOW MODELS 6
&7
Move directly to the certification interview? . ... ....... 4 A S K
QUESTION IN
BOX BELOW
During the certification interview, is the application
completed and the expedited service status
determined?
YES............. -1 CODE "9" IN B, THEN
GOTOQ 12
NO............. 2 SHOW ALL MODELS.
ASK R TO SELECT
THE APPROPRIATE
MODEL

B. Which of the following models most closely illustrates the process for handling expedited service
applicants in your office? (We will talk about any differences between this model and your
office’s procedures in a moment.)

IF NO MODEL APPLIES, CODE "8" AND FILL IN THE BLANK BOXES IN - |
MODEL 8.

I | MODEL NUMBER
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11. I'll be asking more specific questions about the application process in a moment; but first, 1'd
like you to describe any differences or variations between your procedures and those illustrated
in this model.

12. Isthis process the same for regular 30-day applicants?

NO.......o 2 AXA

A.  Which mode most closely represents the process for _regular audicants?

L MODEL NUMBER

Let’s taik more specifically about the application process and expedited service.

INTERVIEWER CHECK: ‘

Does this office screen applicants for expedited service entitlement prior to the certification interview?

YES 1 SKIPTO Q.13
NO 2 SKIPTO Q.15

13.. Fird, let’s talk about screening for expedited service.

A..  Who conducts the screening?

SUPERVISOR .. ... 01
ELIGIBILITY WORKER ........... e P 02
ASSISTANT ELIGIBILITY WORKER ........ e 03
CLERK ..... e e e e F e e 04
RECEPTIONIST . .........oouiiiiis e, 05
VOLUNTEER .. ... e e e e 06

OTHER (SPECIFY)

B.  When does screening take place?
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C. Howisit done?

D.  Does the person who conducts the screening ask questions related to all four.
expedited service criteria?

YES o 1
NO et 2
DON'T KNOW ..o 8

E. FOR OFFICESUSNG A SEPARATE SCREENING FORM (MODELS 3-S):
Do all applicants complete the screening form?

YES © oo e 1SKIP TO Q.14

IF “NO”: Why don't all applicants complete the screening form?

14.  Ingeneral, how accurate is the screening of expedited service clients?

A’ What percent of those initially screened as expedited service turn out not to be
entitled to expedited service?

I | PERCENT

When is this discrepancy discovered?

B. Of cases screened as being entitled to expedited service, how many are found to be
ineligible for food stamps at the certification interview?

PERCENT

A-66



C. What percent of expedited service clients are found to be entitled to this service only
at the time of the certification interview?

I | PERCENT

For what reasons does this happen?

COMPLETING THE APPLICATION FORM

15.  In most cases, who actually fills out the application form -- the applicant or the eligibility

worker?
APPLICANT ........ . |
ELIGIBILITY WORKER ..................... 2
BOTH ... 3

CERTIFICATION INTERVIEW
16.  Who usually conducts the certification interview?

SUPERVISOR  ........... e
ELIGIBILITY WORKER .iiiviiviiiiiinn...
ASSISTANT ELIGIBILITY WORKER ............
OTHER (SPECIFY)____ ... .

DN oowr ==

17. Is the certification interview conducted fully or partially usng a computer?

18.  How many days after the expedited service client first visitsthe office does the certification
interview usually. take place?

l { NUMBER OF DAYS
OR
SAME DAY . . ... 1

A-67



VERIFICATION

19.

What percent of expedited service applicants have _pastponed verification ... that is, all

verification is not provided until after first issuance?

A.

!t PERCENT POSTPONED VERIFICATION

What percent of these cases provide the required information within the allowable
timeframe (that is, 30 or 60 days)?

I__

| PERCENT

What verification items are most likely to ‘be missing after the allewable 30 or 60
days? Cl RCLEALL THATAPPLY.

01
02
03
04
05
06
07
08
09
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

17

18

Personal identification

Social Security number or card
Roof of address

Alien status

Earned income

Unearned income

Vehicle ownership

Bar& statement
Other resources and assets (SPECIFY,)

Rent

Utility bills
Medicd bills
Dependent care/child care expenses
Notice of job termination

Proof of work registration

OTHER (SPECIFY)

OTHER (SPECIFY)

OTHER (SPECIFY)

ELIGIBILITY AND BENEHT DETERMINATION

20.

How is eligibility and the amount of the food stamp benefit determined for expedited service
cases? Isit...

A.

Is the process different for subsequent. months?

calculated by hand, or
is it automated?

No, not different ...............". e
Yes, subsequent months automated e
Yes, subsequent months' calculated by hand ... ... . ..
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B. IF"YES" How isit done?

21. What stepsin expedited ‘service pro&sing do supervisors review? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY.

Expedited service criteria ......... e ieenenenae |
Benefit amount . . ... e e 2
Verification. . .... e . e 3
OTHER (SPECIFY) ............... [ T4

A. Does this review take place before or after benefits are issued?

B. Which digibility workers are reviewed? Itis...

new workers only, or . e 1
all eligibility workers? ................. e -2

22. How long is the food stamp certification period for...

A . regular 30-day applicants?
LMONTHS

B . expedited service cases with postponed verification?

It MONTHS

C  expedited service cases without postponed verification?

1 MONTHS
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23. IFARANGE OF TIME PERIODS IS CITED FOR EITHER REGULAR OR EXPEDITED SERVICE
CERTIFICATION PERIODS: What factors are considered when defining the length of the’
‘certification period?

Stability of the household s situation . ........... 1
Typeofcase ............ .. 2
Other (SPECIFY) ...t it 3

OTHER APPLICATION PROCESSING ISSUES

24. Do any of the application procedures we've just discussed differ depending on the. applicant’s
expedited service €ligibility criteria? For example, are procedures different for homeless
applicants?

YES ...l e 1 ASKA
NO . 2 KIP TO Q.25

A. IF “YES”: Please describe them.
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25. Do expedited service policies and procedures-in this office go beyond the guidelines established

by the State in any of the following areas? B

YES | NO

A. Time frame for providing benefits

|F "YES": Describe differences 1 y)
B. Veification requirements and timeframe for completing verification

IF “YES”: Describe differences 1 2
C.  Other difference (SPECIFY)

IF “YES’: Describe differences 1 2
D. Other difference (SPECIFY)

IF “YES”: Describe differences i’ 2
E. Other changes (SPECIFY)

IF “YES”: Detribe differences 1 )
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26. Do the procedures we have discussed in the preceding questions differ from those for regularly-

processed food stamp applicants (apart from verification requirements)?

YES ..o e 1 ASK A-D
NO 2 GO TO SECTZON 3
IF “YES':
YES | NO
4. Do screening procedures differ for regularly-processed applicants?
IF “YES' :. How do they differ? 1 5
B. Do procedures for conducting the certification interview differ from regularly-
processed applicants?
IF “YES' .- How do they differ?
1 2
For regularly-processed applicants, how many days after submitting an
application are certification interviews generally scheduled?
I NUMBER OF DAYS
C. Apart from requirements, do verification procedures differ from regularly-
processed applicants?
IF “YES': How do they differ? L |9
D. Do procedures for determining digibility for food stamps and benefit
determination differ for regularly-processed applicants?
IF “ YES': How do they differ? i ’
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SECTION 3: FOOD STAMP ISSUANCE

27. How arethefirst month’sfood stampsissued to expedited Service clients?

ATP (MAILED TO CLIENT OR ISSUANCE POINT) . 1

COUPONSMAILED TOCLIENT. ..........1... 2
OVER THE COUNTER (COUPONS ISSUED DIRECTLY
TO CLIENT AT OFFICE OR ISSUANCE POINT) . . 3
EBT (ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER) . . . . . .. 4
OTHER (DESCRIBEBELOW) . ................ 5

28. How are food stamp benefits issued’for the first time to regularly-processed applicants?

ATP (MAILED TO CLIENT OR ISSUANCE POINT) .
COUPONSMAILED TOCLIENT ............... 2
OVER THE COUNTER (COUPONS ISSUED DIRECTLY

—_

TO CLIENT AT OFFICE OR ISSUANCE POINT) . . 3
EBT (ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER)...... . 4
OTHER (DESCRIBEBELOW) .. ............... 5
29. How are food stamp benefits issued after_the first month?
ATP (MAILED TO CLIENT OR ISSUANCE POINT) . 1
COUPONS MAILED TOCLIENT ........ e 2
OVER THE COUNTER (COUPONS ISSUED DIRECTLY
TO CLIENT AT OFFICE OR ISSUANCE POINT) . . 3
EBT (ELECTRONIC BENEFIT TRANSFER) . . . .. .. 4
OTHER (DESCRIBEBELOW) ................. 5.

30. Apart from what we just discussed, are there any (other) differences in issuance procedures?
For instance,

A. Isissuance for expedited service clients done manually?
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B. Arethere differences in procedurés depending on expedited service criteria (e.g., for
homeless clients, other clients)?

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
i

IF “YES': Please describe them.

31. Does this office have a staggered issuance schedule?

YES ... S e 1  ASKA
NO oo, 2 KIPTOQ.32

A. Please describe this schedule.

32. How often isit a problem that expedited s& vice applicants do not pick up or cash their benefits?
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SECTION 4: NUMBER OF EXPEDITED SERVICE APPLICANTS

33.  What was the total food stamp casdload in this office in June 1993?
I NUMBER OF CASES
34. A. How many applications for food stamps -- both NPA/NA and PA -- were taken in
this officein June 1993? (Include applications taken in main office and any sub-

offices and outposts,, if applicable.)

I I ‘NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS

B. How many food ssamp applications were approved in June 19932

I NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS

35. Does thetotal number of food stamp applicant households in this office -- both regular 30-day
and expedited service -- vary during the course of the year? For instance, does it vary

seasonally?

NO ............. ... L R 2 KIP TO Q.36

A. When and by how much does it vary? (In what months or seasons? By what
percent?)

Why do these variations occur?

B. Are there seasonal variations because of migrant worker circumstances?
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36.

37.

38.

Approximately what percentage of all initial applicant households in this office currently receive
expedited service processing?

I | PERCENT

What percent of households applying for food stamps only currently receive
expedited service?

! | PERCENT

What percent of households applying for AFDC and other public assistance currently
receive expedited processing for food stamps?

I | PERCENT

Approximately what percent of all expedited service householdsin thisofficeare
homeless?

I I PERCENT

Approximately what percent of all expedited service households are destitute migrant
or seasonal farm workers?

I PERCENT

Does the percent of food stamp applicant households receiving expedited service vary during the
year in this office?

A.

YES .. 1 ASKA&B
NO . 2 SKIPTO Q.39

When and by how much doesit vary? (In what months or seasons? By what
percent?)

Why do these variations occur?
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B. Are there seasonal patterns related to the homeless? to other groups?

39. Has the percent of expedited service cases changed over the last two years?

YES ' 1 ASKA

....................................

NO ............. B U 2 SKIPTO Q.40

A. How has it changed?

40. Does this office have a higher or lower proportion of expedited service cases than other offices
in the State, or is it about the same proportion?

HIGHER ... ... .. 1 ASKA
LOWER ... 2 ASKA
SAME 3 XIP TO Q41
DON'T KNOW ... e 8 SKIPTO Q41

A. What factors account for the difference?

41. Isthe information you have provided concerning the numbers of expedited service applicants
based to some degree on data from automated information systems or internai studies, or is it
based entirely on staff observations and experience?

DATA FROM SYSTEMS/STUDIES ............. 1 ASKA&B
STAFF OBSERVATIONS/EXPERIENCE ......... 2 SKIP TO Q.42

A. What data have you used in providing these answers? What year (s) do(es) these
data cover ? PROBE FOR DATA SOURCES AND YEARS REPORTED.
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B. In your opinion, how accurate or reliable are these data? (Please explain your

answer.)

42. How would you describe the characteristics of the expedited service population in this office?
For instance, ...
YES | NO
A. Do expedited service households tend to be younger than the average food stamp 1 2
applicant household?
B. Do expedited service households tend to be older than the average applicant 1 5
household?
C. Do more individuals than families with children receive expedited service? { 9
D. Do households receiving expedited service tend more often to be female-headed
households? 112
E. Do expedited service households tend to be unemployed rather than employed? 1 2
F.  Arethere more expedited service households applying smultaneoudy for public
assstance than there are applying for food stamps only? 1 2
G. Are expedited service households in this office predominantly homeless? 1 5
H. Arethere any other ways in which you would characterize the expedited service
population in this office?
IF “YES”: Please describe.
| 2

A-78




43. Isthere a "typical"” type of expedited service case?

YES o S 1 ASKA
NTo F 2 SKIP TO Q.44

IF "YES”: What are the characteristics of the “typical” expedited service case?

44. Doesthis office have a way to measure the percent of expedited service cases that actually
receive benefits within five calendar days?

YES .. e 1 ASKA-C
N o ....0 2 ASKD

A. IF"YES'': What mechanism isused to do this?

B . Doyou monitor thison aregular basis?

C. What percent of expedited service clients recelve benefits within five calendar days?
| i PERCENT SKIP TO Q.45

D. IF"NO’: What isyour best estimate of the percent of expedited service clients that
receive benefits within five calendar days?

I I PERCENT
45. Arethereany situations in which the five day period begins earlier_than the date the application
is filed? e

YES . . -1 ASKA
NO 2 GO TO SECTION 5

A. IF*YES': Under what circumstances does this happen?
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SECTION 5: FACTORS AFFECTING THE SIZE OF THE EXPEDITED SERVICE POPULATION

46. What types of employment form the economic base in the area served by your office?. For
instance, what are the major types of industries and businesses in the area? How do most
people make a living?

47.  How would you characterize the economic climate in your service area? In general, is your area
better off, worse off, or about the same as the rest of the state?

BETTER oottt e e e 1
WORSE............. ... ... ... e 2 )
SAME .t 3 SKIP TO 0.48

In these next questions, let’s focus on events that have occurred within the past two vears. .

48. A. Within the past two vears, how has the economic climate changed? In general, has the
economic climate ...

improved, ... !
stayed thesame, or .. ....................... 2
has it deteriorated? . . ....... ... ... ... .. ..... 3

YES | NO
B.  Within the past two years... e
1. Have there'been any major plant closings? !
2 Have any major employers laid off large numbers of workers’ 1
3. Have any new business opened or relocated here? 1
4 Have any major employers expanded the size of their’ work force? ;| | 2
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49,

C. Given what you've just told me, has there been an overall increase or decrease in the
number of jobs, or has there been no change in the past two years?

INCREASE ...\ 1
DECREASE .+ttt o2
CNOCHANGE . . ..o .3

A.  Within the past two ‘years; has there been an increase or decrease in the size of the

homeless population?

INCREASE . . . oo oo, 1
DECREASE o+ oo 2
NO CHANGE oo 3

B. Has there been an.influx of new low-income residents?

—_

.....................................

D. Within the past two years, have there been (other) changes in size of, or type of
people who make up the area’s low-income population?

IF “YES’: Please describe.
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E . Hasthere been a changein the type of people applying for food stamps over the past
two years? For example, have you seen an increase in the number of middle-class

households applying for food stamps?

YES . ooeannn. T 1
NO oottt 2 SKIP TO Q.50

IF "YES": Please describe.

50. Inthepast two years, have therebeen any changesin the coverage and benefit levels of any of
the following public assstance programs?
YES| NO
A. AFDC/ADC?
IF “YES': Please describe the change 1 2
B. General Assstance/General Relief/Home Relief?
IF “YES' : Please describe the change . 1 )
C. County or local welfare programs?
IF “YES’: Please describe the change 1 2
D.  Other assistance programs? (SPECIFY)
IF “YES': Please describe the change 1 5
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SECTION 6: ISSUES IN EXPEDITED SERVICE AND SUGGESTIONS FOR CHANGE

51. Towhat degree do the expedited service provisions of the Food Stamp Program .succeed in
meeting the emergency food needs of low-income families? Please answer on a scale from “1”
to"5" where“1” means “not at all successful” and "5" means “ very successful."”

........................................

OB WN —

52.  What do you see asthe maior strength of expedited service? Please explain.

53.  What do you see as the maior problem with expedited service? Please explain.
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54.  Now I'd like to ask you how you feel about a variety of expedited service issues.

I’'m going to read a list of issues that some people have raised. I'd like you to tell me, based on
your experience in this office, whether or not you consider any issue to be a problem. In
answering, please think in terms of a scale from “1” to “5,” in which “1” means that thisis not
a problem, and *"'5" is a maior problem.

Not a M ajor
‘Problem Problem
a. Meeting the 5 calendar day processing | 2 3 4 5
standard
b. Arranging schedule to handle the necessary 1 2 3 4 5
expedited service interviews each day
c.  Expedited service applicants failing to 1 2 3 4 5

appear for certification interview

d. Approved expedited service applicants
failing to pick up first month’s benefits

e.  Difficulty determining whether applicants 1 2 3 4 5
meet expedited service criteria

f.  Applicants intentionally misrepresenting | 2 3 4 5
circumstances to appear entitled to
expedited service

g. Applicants not in urgent need of emergency 1 2 3 4 -5
assistance. receiving expedited service
processing

h.  Applicants in urgent need of food assistance 1 2 3 4 5

not receiving expedited service processing
under current rules

I. Difficulty moving between rules for 1 2 3 4 5
processing regular and expedited service
cases

Jj- Postponed verification making verification 1 2 3 4 ‘5
process more complicated

k.  Joint processing of expedited service cases ! 2 3 4 5
also applying for AFDC

I.  Applicants to be screened or interviewed 1 2 3 4 5
waiting too long in the office

m. Prorated benefits not being sufficient to 1 2 3 4 5
meet food needs

n.  Many applicants being entitled to expedited 1 2 3 4 5

service receiving benefits for only one
month suggesting that they are not in need
of emergency assstance

A-84



Not a M ajor

Problem Problem
0. Households receiving benefits in more than 1 2 3 -4 5
one county or service area within the same
month
p. Applicants qualifying for expedited service 1 2 3 “4 5
failing to bring verification due to
complicated application forms
g. Other problem (SPECIFY) 1 2 3 4 5

55. Hasyour office made any changesin the way you process expedlted service casesthat has
improved your operations or service delivery to clients?

:A.- ‘For example, have you implemented procedures. that increase the_accuracy of

screening?
Y ES e e e e e e e e 1
NO. . e e e ‘2 GOTOBRB

IF “YES': Please describe any change and its effect.

B..  Have you implemented procedures that resulted in_mor e timely delivery of food.

stamp benefits?
YES .. e 1
NO. . 2@0 T10C

IF "YES': Please describe any change and its effect.
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C. Have you implemented procedures that have increased the overall efficiencv
expedited service operations?

NO. 2 GOTOD

IF “YES”: Please describe any change and its effect.

D. Have you implemented. procedures aimed at reducing error or potential fraud?

NO. . 2 GOTOE

IF “YES”.- Please describe any change and its effect.

E. Have you made any other changes that have resulted in improvements?

NO oo oo 2 SKIP TO Q.56

IF “YES”: Please describe any change and its effect.

56. Arethere any other aspects of your application processing procedures that make expedited
service work well? Please describe.
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57. Now I'd liketotalk about possible actionsthat you would liketo undertakein thisofficein
order to improve expedited service processing. Would you like to ...

A. Addition&| staff

IF “ YES': What type of staff are needed?

B. Additional staff training

YES . . . o 1

IF “ YES': What kind of training would be most useful?

C. Additional assst&e or information on-expedited service provided to clients to helb them
complete their part of the process (for example; provide a hotline or help with verification)

IF “ YES': What assistance or information would be helpful to clients?

D. An automated system for tracking applications

YES oot 1
NO ottt 2
ALREADY HAVEONE.................. 8

E. Other changes (SPECIFY)
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If you could make one change in Federal expedited service pelicy or procedures, what would it
be? Please explain why you would make this change.

59. People have suggested many kinds of changesto the Federal rules for expedited service. What

do you think about each one of these suggested changes? CIRCLE “YES' OR “NO " FOR EACH

ITEM.

YES

NO

Modify the 5 calendar day standard by:

a Extending it to 7 calendar days

b. Changing it to 5 working days

c. Returning to a 3 working-day rule

d. Having more Federal guidelines for extending
the deadline on a case-by-case basis... for
example, if a client misses an interview

N R NN

"I "YES™: For what types of sitwations would
you like to see extensions permitted?

e. Would you like to see any other change to the
current, standard?

IF “YES", SPECIFY:

Eliminate any of the following expedited service
entitlement criteria entirely:

a. Homeless

b. Migrant and seasona farm worker

c. Shelter expenses exceed income and liquid
resources

d. Grossincome (<$150) and asset (<$100) levels

Broaden the expedited service entitlement criteria
to include another household category

IF “ves™ waat category?
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YES NO
Make the following changes in the program
definition of “homeless’:
a Do not define as “homeless’ persons in 1 2
shelters or indtitutions that provide meals.
b. Restrict the definition of "temporary” for 1 2 [T7YES™ Waatiype of time benit would you
persons living temporarily in the residence of ——
another individual. LJ MONTES
c. For persons living temporarily in the residence 1 2
of another individud, limit digihility to
persons living temporarily with a _nonfamily
member.
d. Would you expand the definition of 1 2 TF "VES": In what way?
“homeless’ in any way?
e. Would you change anything (else) about the 1 2 IF "YRS": SPECIFY
program definition of “homeless’?
Change the $150 gross income limit for expedited 1 2 IF "YES™: To what ameant?
svice to some other amount
Change the $100 asset limit for expedited service 1 2 T vBs™s To whet amouns?
to some other amount
Tie income and asset limits to family Size 1 2
Eliminate postponed verification entirely. That is, 1 2
require that &l verification be completed prior to
issuing the first month’s benefits
Do not eiminate postponed verification entirely, 1 2 IF “YES”: What sdditional Yam should be

but require that items in addition to identification
be verified prior to issuing the first month’'s
benefits

verified?
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=

J.  Eliminate the requirement to verify identity. . 1 2
EK. OTHER 1 2 SPECIFY
=

L. OTHER 1 2 SPECIRY

60. Would you like to raise any other issues that we have not covered that you fed is important?

IF “YES’: Please explain.
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SECTION 7: CASE PROCESSING TIMES

61. For each of the following steps in the application process, please estimate how many minutes,

Onh average it takesito handlesa case in eachtof the fokkowing categories m e o f
the worker who is mainly ‘involved in this task.

A. Expedited Service, also applying for Public Assistance

1. Screening to determine expedited service entitlement

minutes

2 . ‘Certification interview, (including scheduling the interview)

minutes

3. Verification activities that occur after the certification interview

minutes

4.  Caleulating food stamp €eligibility and benefit amount

minutes

5.  Activities to issue the initial food stamp benefit (i.e., filling in forms, coding,

minutes

6. OTHER (SPECIFY)

minutes

TOTAL TIME for section A.

FOR ITEMS"B" THROUGH “D”, PLEASE REPORT TOTAL TIME ONLY. (IT MAY BE HELPFUL
TO REFER TO THE STEPS IN THE APPLICATION PROCESS LISTED ABOVE IN “A”.)

B. Expedited service, food stamps only (total)

minutes

c. Regular 30-day, also applying for PA (total)

minates

D. Regular 30-day, food stamps only (total) minutes
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62. If you were required to handle expedited service cases in the same way that you handle regular
30-day cases, would it take you mor e time, the same amount of time, or less time? PLEASE
CIRCLE ONE ANSMVER AND EXPLAIN BELOW:

MORETIME .................... S 1
SAME AMOUNTOFTIME ........................ 2
LESSTIME .. ... . ... . . . i 3

63. On average, how long does a recertification take for ...
A. an NPA/NA food stamp case?
I_____ I MINUTES
B. aPA food stamp case?

I I MINUTES

Thank you for your assistance.
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OMB Number: 0584-0444
Approva Expires. January 1995

Evaluation of Expedited Service
In the Food Stamp Program

ADVOCACY GROUP REPRESENTATIVE

INTERVIEW

Conducted by:

Abt Associates Inc.
101 North Wacker Drive
Suite 400
Chicago, Illinois 60606

SITE |

DATE OF INTERVIEW |

INTERVIEWER 1D ! |
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Section 1: Background and Institutional Relationships

1. What is your position with the organization?

DIRECTOR ........ e e
ATTORNEY . ..ot

PARALEGAL ..o .
NONLAWYER ADVOCATE ..ottt
OUTREACH WORKER ..ttt e
OTHER (SPECIFY)

OOOUOIT DN WN —

2. Now I'd like to ask you about the purpose and background of your organization.

A. What are your organization’s major goals and activities?

B. What population does your organization serve?

C. What geographic area does it cover?

3. Now I'd like to ask you about the type of interaction and relationship your organization has with the State
and local agencies responsible for administering the Food Stamp Program.

A. On what types of issues have you been in contact with (this agency/these agencies)?

B. How frequent is this contact with the food stamp agency?

C. What is the nature of the contact? For example, is it helpful, cooperative, or adversarial?
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4. Does your organization help clients apply for food stamps?

5. Does anyone in your organization ever act as an authorized representative for food stamp
applicants?

6. Does your organization provide information about the Food Stamp Program to clients?

YES ot 1 ASKA
........................................ 2 GOTOQ.8

A. Please describe this information and how it is provided.

7. Does your organization provide information on expedited service to clients?

YES oo e 1 AXKA
.................... i . ... 2 ©OTOQ.8

A. Please describe this information and how it is provided.

Section 2: ‘Exuedited Service Processing in ‘the Local Office

Now I'd like to talk about how (LOCAL FOOD STAMP OFFICE NAME) provides expedited service benefits.

In answering this next question, please think about a scale from “1” to "5," where “1” is “not at all effective” and
“5" is"very effective” I'll also ask you to explain your answer..

8. How effective is the local office in identifying applicants that qualify for expedited service
processing?

Not atdl effective ........ .. ... ... ... . . .. ... . .... l
......................................... 2
......................................... -3
......................................... 4

Very effective . ...... ... 5
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A. Please explain your answer and the bass for your judgement.

9. For cases that have been identified as expedited service cases, how often does the local office issue
benefits within the five-day processng standard? Would you say.,

nearly all the time, .........c..oiiiiiiiennnnn.. 1
mostofthetime, . ........... ... .. . ... .0 2
someof thetime, Or .......... .. .. ... .., cuuruen. 3
almost none of the time? . . ... ..................... 4

A. IF CODES 2, 3, OR 4: Why isit that this does not always happen? What is t.he basis for your
judgemen t 7

10. Please think now about the four types of households that are entitled to expedited service processing:
the homeless, destitute migrant or seasonal farmworkers, those whose shelter expenses exceed
income, and those with income and assets below the guidelines.

Are there any differences in the accuracy with which any of these groups is identified or screened?

Y ES oo e 1
N o 2 GOTOQ.I
DON'TKNOW .\ ovveaee e 8 GOTOQ.II

A. Which group(s) of households (i/are) more difficult for the local office to accuratey identify
when they apply for benefits?

Homeless . ... 1
Shelter expenses exceed income .. ... ... 2
Migrant or seasonal farmworker .......... e 3
Below income or asset limits . ...................... 4

B. Why is it difficult to accurately identify (thisthese) group(s)?
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11. Arethere any differences in the local office's ability to deliver benefits within five calendar days to
the different groups entitled to expedited service?

YES . e 1
NO ....... e e 2 GOTOQI2
DON'TKNOW .. ... ... . . i l. 8 GOTOQ.12
A. For which group(s) of households is it difficult for the local office to meet the five calendar
day standard?
Homeless. . . ... i

Shelter expenses exceed iNCOME ..........cccvevunenn.
Migrant or seasonal farmworker .....................
Below income or asset limits ......ccovvvuvnuvinin..

D wWN —

B. Why isit difficult for (this'these) group(s)?

12. What aspects of the local office’s application processng procedures make expedited service work
well? Please describe.
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13. What problems and complaints do you receive from food stamp applicants with respect to expedited
service processing? CIRCLE ALL "PROBLEMS"” THAT THE RESPONDENT MENTIONS. THEN,
FOR ITEMS NOT MENTIONED, AX |IF EACH IS A PROBLEM. FINALLY, PROBE FOR ANY
OTHER PROBLEMS.

YES,
WITHOUT

PROBLEM/COMPLAINT PROMPTING
1
a  Applicants to be screened or interviewed waiting too long in { 5 3

the office
b. Applicants having to return to the office too many times 1 5 3
c. Applicants having trouble getting answers to their questions ) , 3
d. Applicants for PA needing two separate applications or

interviews 1 2 3
e. Application form being too complicated ) 5 3
f.  Applicants not being told about expedited service ) ) 3
g. Applicants not recelving expedited service benefits within five
h. Expedited service applicants being required to provide

verification other than identity to get first month’'s benefits 1 2 3
i. Verification requirements being complicated 1 l ) ‘ 3
j- Workers not telling applicants when verification items are due | ) 3
k.- Screening procedures not being good | ) 3
. The office not having enough qualified staff | ) 3
m. Prorated benefits not being sufficient to meet food needs | ) 3
n. Other problem (SPECIFY) | ) 3
0. Other problem (SPECIFY) . 5 ;
p. Other problem (SPECIFY) : 5 3

A-98



14. Within Federal regulations, what changes would improve expedited service processing in the food
stamp office? DO NOT. READ CATEGORIES. CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY, THEN AX
FOLLOWUP ITEMS FOR EACH CIRCLED ITEM.

A. Additional staff

IF “YES: What type of staff are needed?

B. Additiona staff training

IF “YES': What kind of training would be most useful?

C. Additional assistance or information on expedited service provided to clients to help them complete
their part of the process (for example, provide a hotline or help with verification)

IF “YES': What assstance or information would be helpful to clients?

D. An automated system for tracking applications

YES 1
NO .. 2
ALREADY HAVE ONE ................... 8

E. Other changes (SPECLFY)

A-99



15. IF “YES’ TO ANY CHANGE (A-E): In your opinion, what prevents the local office from
implementing (this change/these changes)?

16. Of the changes you have just discussed, which oneisthemost impertant? WRITE THE LETTER
THAT CORRESPONDS TO THE RESPONDENT’S ANSWER

I - LETTER

Section 3: Issues in Expedited Service and Suggestions for Change

Let's talk more generdly about expedited service policy.

17. To what degree do the expedited service provisons of the Food Stamp Program succeed in meeting
the emergency food needs of low-income families?

Please answer on a scale from “1” to 5" where “1” means “not at all successful” and 5" means
“very successful.”

.

.........................................

18. What do you see as the maior_strength of expedited service? Please explain.
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19. What do you see as the maior_problem with expedited service? Please explain.

20. If you could make one change in Federal expedited service -pelicy or procedures, what would it be?
Please explain why you would make this change.

21. People have suggested many kinds of changes to the Federal rules for expedited service. What do
you. think about each one of these suggested changes? CIRCLE, “ YES' OR "NO" FOR EACH

I TEM.

YES

A. Modify the 5 caendar day standard by:

a. Extending it to 7 caendar days

b. Changing it to 5 working days

¢. Returning to a 3 working-day rule

d. Having more Federa guidelines for extending
the deadline on a case-by-case basis... for
example, if a client misses an interview

If “YES™: For what types Ol situations would
you like to see extensions permitted?

e. Would you like to see any other change to the
current standard?

IF “YES", SPECIFY:

B. Eliminate any of the following expedited service
entittement criteria _entirely:

a. Homeless

b. Migrant and seasonal farmworker




c. Sheter expenses exceed income and liquid

YES

resources
d. Gross income (<$150) and asset (<$100) levels 1
C. Broaden the expedited service entittement criteria to 1 TFTYEST Waat caory
include another household category
D. Make the following changes in the program
definition of “homeless’:
a Do not define as “homeless’ persons in shelters 1
or ingtitutions that provide medls.
b. Redtrict the definition of “temporary” for 1 ""“f"‘m‘m“‘ﬁ“““‘"““’“
persons living temporarily in the resdence of
another individual. I MONTES
c. For persons living temporarily in the residence 1
of another individud, limit eigibility to persons
living temporarily -with a nonfamily member.
d. Would you expand the definition of “homeless’ 1. IF "YES": In what way?
in any way?
e. Would you change anything (else) about the 1 IF ves: seecrry

program definition of “homeless’?

E. Change the $150 gross income limit for expedited
service to some other amount

IF *YES*: To what amount?

F. Change the $100 asset limit for expedited service to
some other amount

IF “¥Es: To what amount?

G. Tie income and asset limits to family size
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YES |[NO

H. Eliminate postponed verification entirely. That is, 1 2
require that al verification be completed prior to
issuing the first month's benefits

|. Do not diminate postponed verification entirely, 1 2 |TEUVEST What sddiional oms shosid be
but require that items in addition to identification e o
be verified prior to issuing the firgt, month’s

benefits
J. Eliminate the requirement to verify identity 1 2
K. Other. “q 2 SPECIFY
L. Other 1 2 |

22. Would you like to raise any other issue that we haven't covered that you fed is important?

IF “YES': PLEASE EXPLAIN.

Thank you for your assistance.
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Appendix B: Comparisons to 1987 Study

Exhibit 6.1

EXPEDITED CASES AS A PERCENTAGE OF APPROVED APPLICANTS,
BY OFFICE SIZE: 1987 STUDY VERSUS CURRENT STUDY

February 1983 - May 1984%2
Large (1,900 or more cases) 37.3*
Moderate (660 to 1,899 cases) 26.2
Small (659 or fewer cases) 25.2
Total 34.0
Unweighted N 2434
October 1991 - September 1992
Large (2,593 or more cases) 37.9
Medium (1,049 to 2,592 cases) 30.1
Small (300 to 1,048) 28.5
Total 34.9
Unweighted N 4497
August - September 1993
Large (2,593 or more cases) 44.2
Medium (1,049 to 2,592 cases) 43.6
Small (300 to 1,048) 31.71
Total 42.6
Unweighted N 3695

3 1987 Study

* Significantly different from other subcategories at the 0.05 level.
t Significantly different from Large at the 0.05 level and from Medium at the 0.10 level.

Prepared by Abt Associates

B-1



Appendix B: Comparisons to 1987 Study

Exhibit B.2

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED APPLICANTS,
EXPEDITED SERVICE CASES AND REGULAR CASES:
1987 STUDY VERSUS CURRENT STUDY

..... " I N S S e -
‘Oct. 1991 -'Sept. 1992
Feb. 1983 - May 1984° | -and Aug- Sept. 1993
Expedited Regular Expedited Regular
Cases Cases Cases Cases
Mean amount:
Monthly gross income ($) $51** $407 $154*** $532
Liquid resources {$) $9*> $65 $22"¢" $96
Monthly earned income ($) $22"" $192 $47*>* $272
Monthly unearned income ($) $29** $216 $106”“" $258
Household size 2.1** 3.0 1.9*** 2.6
Age of head 32 37 33*** 36
Percentage of cases:
One-person households 51.2** 25.4 56.2*** 32.7
With children 39.3** 70.4 38.0%** 60.8
Female-headed with children 20.6 32.1 24.4*** 32.9
Percentage of cases receiving:
Earnings 12.2** 28.5 13.0%** 37.9
AFDC 3.2** 20.3 9.3*** 13.2
Social Security 0.9 13.0 1.7%** 11.3
Unemployment compensation 2.5** 12.0 3.6%** 6.1
Unweighted N 1348 1086 5307 2885

& 1987 Study.

*. Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.05 level.

« « « Significantly different from regular cases at the 0.01 level.
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Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C. 1

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VERSUS REGULARLY PROCESSED,
SEPARATELY FOR 1991-1 992 AND 1993 SAMPLES

Characteristics of Household Head

Gender
Male 44.2% 26.5% 45.9% 26.4%
Female 55.8 73.5 54.1 73.6
Race
White 56.1% 54.3% 55.4% 56.9%
African American 31.5 32.1 31.0 25.4
Hispanic 10.1 11.9 10.8 14.5
Asian 0.8 0.4 0.5 1.4
American Indian 1.2 1.1 1.9 1.8
Other 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.0
Age-mean 33 36 33 36
<18 2.2% 2.4% 2.0% 2.3%
18-24 23.8 21.9 22.1 19.7
25-34 35.9 32.5 35.0 33.6
35-44 22.8 21.1 25.2 23.2
45-59 12.2 12.2 14.6 12.7
=60 3.0 10.1 1.2 8.7
Marital status
Never married 40.9% 31.3% 46.3% 26.9%
Married 23.4 35.4 18.0 35.9
Divorced 15.6 13.4 17.5 16.0
Separated 17.9 13.3 16.3 15.7
Widowed 2.2 6.5 1.9 5.4
Disabled 8.7% 17.0% 7.7% 13.7%
Received food stamps previously 37.4% 45.3% 53.6% 50.9%
Received expedited service previously 15.2% 7.6% 29.7% 13.1%

Prepared by Abt Associates Inc. C-1



Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1 992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C.I (cont.)

October 1991%- o
September 1 992 August-September 1993

E)@g:editéd’ Zééheéﬁlérly-ﬁ Eipeditéd Regularly-
Service | ‘Processed | = Service Processed

Characteristics of Household

Size of household-mean 1.9 2.6 1.8 2.6
1 person 53.5% 32.9% 59.7% 32.4%
2 persons 21.8 21.3 18.3 22.8
3-4 persons 19.9 34.4 18.3 33.5
5 or more 5.0 11.4 3.6 11.2
Household composition
Single person, no children® 50.5% 31.5% 57.3% 30.0%
Single parent with children 28.3 34.3 25.4 35.2
Married couple/parents with children 8.4 20.6 7.4 20.7
Multiple adults, without children 3.5 2.6 3.3 2.6
Multiple adults, with children 3.1 5.5 3.2 54
Married couple without children 4.0 3.8 25 4.6
Other 2.2 1.8 1.0 15
Female-headed with children 25.9% 33.0% 22.6% 32.8%
Unweighted N 2934 1563 2373 1322

a Missing data on household composition make this category not identical to one-person households.
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Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1 992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C.2

INCOME, ASSETS, AND SHELTER EXPENSES OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VS. REGULARLY PROCESSED,
SEPARATELY FOR 1991-1 992 AND 1993 SAMPLES

October 7997-September 7992

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $157 $503 $383

Percent with zero income 53.4% 16.3% 29.2%

Income relative to poverty level 0.19 0.55 0.43
Earnings:

Mean amount $46 $262 $187

Percent receiving 13.0% 36.7% 28.4%
Unearned income:

Mean amount $111 $241 $196

Percent receiving 35.7% 56.8% 49.4%
Total assets:

Mean amount $46 $167 $125

Percent reporting zero assets 81.2% 67.9% 72.5%
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $21 $92 $68

Percent holding 16.8% 28.7% 24.6%
Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $271 $340 $316

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 31.6% 12.1% 18.9%
Unweighted N 2934 1563 4497

August-September 1993

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $150 $580 $396

Percent with zero income 54.6% 11.1% 29.6%

Income relative to poverty level 0.19 0.65 0.45
Earnings:

Mean amount $48 $291 $188

Percent receiving 13.0% 39.9% 28.4%
Unearned income:

Mean amount $101 $289 $209

Percent receiving 34.7% 58.9% 48.6%
Total assets:

Mean amount $76 $176 $134

Percent reporting zero assets 80.4% 59.0% 68.1%
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $22 $103 $69

Percent holding 17.4% 37.9% 29.1%
Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $239 $379 $319

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 38.4% 9.6% 21.9%
Unweighted N 2373 1322 3695
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Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1 992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C.3

APPROVED APPLICANTS RECEIVING EXPEDITED SERVICE,
BY ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA,

SEPARATELY FOR 1991- 992 AND 1993 SAMPLES

Percentage Distribution of Approved
Applicants- Receiving Expedited Service

Duplicated Unduplicated
October 7997 - September 7992
Monthly income/resources below guidelines 90.3% 90.3%
Destitute migrant/ seasonal worker 1.2 0.1
"McKinney criteria”
Homeless 22.3 2.5
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 60.1 7.1
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 2885 2885
August - September 7993
Monthly income/resources below guidelines 90.3% 90.3%
Destitute migrant/seasonal farmworker 2.3 0.2
"McKinney criteria”
Homeless 26.6 2.4
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 50.6 7.1
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 2349 2349
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Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C.4

TIMELINESS OF BENEFIT AUTHORIZATION,
BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS,
SEPARATELY FOR 1991-1 992 AND 1993 SAMPLES

Same day 36.6% 23.7% 39.0% 18.3%

—

16.1 3.9 16.7 4.6

6-10 10.3 14.2 7.9 16.2
11-20 7.6 18.6 5.8 23.6
21-30 6.3 18.5 5.6 18.2
31-60 1.9 8.8 1.7 5.2
61+ 0.7 2.7 0.0 0.4
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Mean 6.7 16.5 4.4** 12:1
Unweiahted N 2915 1550 2349 1318

« « Significantly different from October 1991 - September 1992 at 0.05 level.
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Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1 992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C.5

ACCURACY OF EXPEDITED SERVICE SCREENING,
SEPARATELY FOR 1991-1992 AND 1993 SAMPLES

E Qualified ef ori t e d Service - ﬂ

Yes-- | No- | ‘Total

October 7997-September 19928

Received expedited service

Yes 29.3% 5.6% 34.9%
No 22.8 42.4 65.2
Total 52.1 48.0 100.0%
Received expedited service-adjusted
Yes 38.8% 5.6% 44.4%
No 13.3 42.4 55.6
Total 52.1 48.0 100.0%

August-September 19936

Received expedited service

Yes 37.0% 5.6% 42.6%
No 16.4 40.9 57.4
Total 53.5 46.5 100.0%
Received expedited service-adjusted
Yes 43.2% 5.6% 48.7%
No 10.3 40.9 51.3
Total 53.5 46.5 100.0%
3 Unweighted N = 4497.
b Unweighted N = 3695.
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Appendix C: Comparisons of 1991-1992 and 1993 Samples

Exhibit C.6

CHANGE IN MONTHLY BENEFIT AMOUNT BETWEEN FIRST AND THIRD MONTHS OF
INITIAL CERTIFICATION, BY EXPEDITED SERVICE STATUS,
SEPARATELY FOR 1991- 992 AND 1993 SAMPLES

‘Benéfit Decrease’

October 1991-September 1992

Expedited service cases

Verification postponed 21.9% 14.3% 36.1% 8.1% 55.8% 100.0%
Verification not postponed 15.0 10.3 25.3 9.4 65.3 100.0
All 17.8 11.8 29.6 8.7 61.8 100.0

Expedited service cases,
McKinney only:

Verification postponed 3l1.0 18.3 49.3 12.9 37.8 100.0
Verification not postponed 17.9 6.2 24.1 10.1 65.8 100.0
All 22.4 12.0 34.5 10.8 54.8 100.0
Regular cases 8.1 12.2 20.2 115 68.3 100.0

August-September 1993

Expedited service cases

Verification postponed 20.7 12.0 32.7 13.8 53.5 100.0
Verification not postponed 8.5 6.9 15.4 6.7 77.9 100.0
All 13.7 9.1 22.8 9.8 67.4 100.0

Expedited service cases,
McKinney only:

Verification postponed 28.3 10.7 38.9 21.2 39.9 100.0

Verification not postponed 5.0 1.8 6.7 16.4 76.9 100.0

Ail 15.2 6.7 21.8 19.0 59.2 100.0
Regular cases 8.3% 9.6% 17.9% 18.0% 64.1% 100.0%
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Appendix D: Supplementary Exhibits

Exhibit D.|

INCOME, ASSETS, AND SHELTER EXPENSES OF APPROVED FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS:
EXPEDITED SERVICE VS. REGULARLY PROCESSED, BY OFFICE SIZE

: );(p"e'dit‘ed'%g : .
“Service ‘ Al
Large

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $169 . ** $497 $365

Percent with zero income 51.7 Y%x+» 15.7 % 30.3 %

Income relative to poverty level 0.21 . ** 0.57 0.42
Earnings:

Mean amount $47 o ** $220 $150

Percent receiving 10.7 Y%xxx 31.0 % 228 %
Unearned income:

Mean amount $123 . ** $277 $215

Percent receiving 39.5 %+ 60.7 % 52.1 %
Total assets:

Mean amount $60 . * $115 $93

Percent reporting zero assets 83.3 %-*- 70.8 % 75.9
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $17 . *" $73 $51

Percent holding 14.1 %~+ 26.7 % 21.6 %
Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $280 . ** $377 $338

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 31.1 %xx* 10.7 % 189 %
Unweighted N 3616 1881 5497

Medium

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $119 . ** $589 $425

Percent with zero income 58.8 %*** 13.0 % 29.0 %

Income relative to poverty level 0.14 . ** 0.63 0.46
Earnings:

Mean amount $50 **+ $376 $262

Percent receiving 18.4 Yor»x 50.9 % 39.6 %
Unearned income:

Mean amount $69 *x» $213 $162

Percent receiving 25.3 %*x» 49.1 % 40.8 %
Total assets:

Mean amount $49 . * $216 $158

Percent reporting zero assets 79.0 %xx* 58.6 % 65.7 %
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $28 . ** $111 $82

Percent holding 20.3 %**+ 37.3 % 31.4 %
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Appendix D: Supplementary Exhibits

Exhibit D.l (cont.)

‘Expedited Réédla"rly
Service Processed All

Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $210 . ** $326 $285

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 43.3 %*»» 12.0 % 229 %
Unweighted N 1246 681 1927

Small

Monthly gross income:

Mean amount $145 . ** $561 $434

Percent with zero income 56.5 %*** 10.0 % 24.1 %

Income relative to poverty level 0.18 . ** 0.62 0.48
Earnings:

Mean amount $41 #xx $262 $195

Percent receiving 13.2 %+ 383 % 30.7 %
Unearned income:

Mean amount $105 . ** $299 $240

Percent receiving 33.2 %xxx 66.1 % 56.1 %
Total assets:

Mean amount $106 . ** $371 $291

Percent reporting zero assets 63.9 %*** 445 % 504 %
Liquid resources:

Mean amount $50 . ** $190 $147

Percent holding 33.0 %= 49.9 % 44.8 %
Total shelter expenses:

Mean amount $210 *x= $305 $276

Percent reporting no shelter expenses 35.0 %x== 119 % 18.9 %
Unweighted N 445 323 768

Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.10 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.05 level.
Significantly different from regularly-processed cases at the 0.01 level.
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Exhibit D.2

EXPEDITED SERVICE ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA,

BY OFFICE SIZE

-|" Percentag

Applicants ‘R qﬁﬁnng:& Expedited’
Services )
Duplicated . | Unduplicated
Large
Monthly income/resources below limits 89.5% 89.5%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 0.6 . 0.0
“McKinney criteria:
Homeless 251 2.4
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 55.3 8.1
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 3558 3558
Medium
Monthly income/resources below limits 91.8% 91.8%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 4.5 0.4
“McKinney criteria:
Homeless 22.1 2.6
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 56.4 5.3
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 1235 1235
Small
Monthly income/resources below limits 92.5% 92.5%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 1.9 0.0
“McKinney criteria:
Homeless 24.7 2.2
Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 58.1 5.3
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 441 441

NOTE:
statistically significant.
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Appendix D: Supplementary Exhibits

Exhibit D.3

EXPEDITED SERVICE ENTITLEMENT CRITERIA,
BY OFFICE TYPE

Percentage Distribution of Approved
Applicants- Receiving ‘Expedited
Services
Duplicated Unduplicated
Metropolitan

Monthly income/resources below limits 91.1% 91.1%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker 1.9 0.1
“McKinney criteria:

Homeless 25.4 2.3

Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 57.2 6.4
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 4072 4072

Non-Metropolitan

Monthly income/resources below limits 86.9% 86.9%
Destitute migrant/seasonal worker l.0 0.0
“McKinney criteria:

Homeless 19.5 3.1

Shelter expenses exceed income/resources 49.9 10.0
Total > 100.0% 100.0%
Unweighted N 1162 1162
NOTE: The observed difference between the percentage of cases added by the McKinney Act is not

statistically significant.
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Exhibit D.4

LINEAR PROBABILITY MODELS OF LIKELIHOOD
OF EARLY TERMINATION OR BENEFIT DECREASE

Termination:

.....

* Términation or

1

. Benefit:Decrease’
Expedited service status
(Omitted category: Regular cases)
Non-McKinney, verification postponed 0.0546*** 0.0835***
(0.0121) (0.0150)
Non-McKinney, verification not postponed -0.0187 -0.0177
(0.0119) (0.0147)
McKinney, verification postponed 0.0950"“’ 0.0869***
(0.0241) (0.0298)
McKinney, verification not postponed -0.0093 -0.0619”
(0.0266) (0.0329)
Certification period less than three months 0.2946*** 0.3417***
(0.0119) (0.0147)
Age of case head
(Omitted category: ages 25-34)
Under 18 0.0096 0.0414
(0.0286 (0.0354)
18 to 24 0.0178* 0.0185
(0.0107) (0.0132)
35 to 44 0.0030 0.0010
(0.0103) (0.0127)
45 to 59 -0.0135 -0.0016
(0.0132) (0.0163)
60 or over -0.0194 -0.0115
(0.0225) (0.0278)
Race of case head
(Omitted category: White)
Black -0.021 o* -0.0046
(0.0110) (0.0136)
Hispanic -0.0292** -0.0511***
(0.0142) (0.0176)
Other non-white -0.0474* -0.0491
(0.0252) (0.0311)
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Exhibit D.4 (cont.)

Termination or

Termination Benefit Decrease
Other demographics of case head
Male 0.0394*** 0.0325 ***
(0.0094) (0.0116)
Disabled -0.045 1*** -0.0057
(0.0143) (0.0177)
Homeless 0.0428 *** 0.0306 **
(0.01 10) (0.0136)
Food stamp history
Prior receipt of food stamps -0.0208 -0.0047
(0.0133) (0.0165)
Prior receipt of food stamps missing -0.0138 0.0180
(0.0217) (0.0269)
Prior receipt of expedited service 0.0061 -0.0054
(0.0162) (0.0200)
Prior receipt of expedited service missing 0.0113 0.0174
(0.0157) (0.0194)
Household type
(Omitted category: Single adults)
Single parent with children -0.0107 -0.00 12
(0.0132) (0.0163)
Married couple/parent with children 0.0122 0.0032
(0.0181) (0.0224)
Married couple without children -0.009 1 -0.003'1
(0.0227) (0.028'1)
Multiple adults with children 0.0011 -0.0286
(0.0234) (0.0290)
Multiple adults without children 0.0209 0.0138
(0.0235) (0.0291)
Other, non-single 0.0020 -0.0161
(0.0292) (0.0362)
Household type missing 0.0064 0.0432
(0.0324) (0.0400)
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Exhibit D.4 (cont.)

1 Termataonor
' “Benefit Decrease
Income and assets
Any countable assets 0.0089 0.0179
(0.0101) (0.0125)
Zero income 0.0695*** 0.0336 **
(0.0124) (0.0154)
Any earnings 0.0476" ** 0.0568***
(0.0126) (0.0156)
Gross income ($100) 0.0016 0.0034
(0.0019) (0.0023)
Food stamp allotment ($100) -0.0107" 0.0622***
(0.0057) (0.007 1)
R2 (no intercept) 0.1283 0.1137
Unweighted N 7100 7100

Standard errors are in parentheses.

. ¥ Statistically significant at the 0.01 percent level.
Statistically significant at the 0.05 percent level.
Statistically significant at the 0.10 percent level.

Missing data was a serious problem for some of these variables. Rather than delete the observations, missing data indicators
were created for the three measures for which the problem was severe: household type, prior receipt of food stamps, and prior
receipt of expedited services.

Because certification period length is also included in the model, the coefficients on the household characteristics variables
cannot be interpreted as the effects of these factors on the likelihood of a termination or benefit decrease. instead, they
represent the effects of household characteristics that are not captured by the certification period assignment.

The data on which these analyses are based come from 59 sites throughout the country. Variations in termination and benefit
reduction rates among the sites are likely, both because of differences in administrative practices and because of differences
in the local economies. We have not tried to estimate these effects directly. Instead, we have implicitly estimated fixed effects
models by grouping the data by site, expressing each variable as its deviation from the mean for that site, and analyzing the
deviations. The models are estimated without intercepts.
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Appendix D: Supplementary Exhibits

Exhibit D.5

UNWEIGHTED LOGISTIC MODEL OF THE LIKELIHOOD THAT A
REGULARLY-PROCESSED CASE IS OVERPAID OR INELIGIBLE

Logistic
Coefficient Impact at
| (Standard. Error} | Sample Mean

Proportion of cases in the office that receive -0.0143 -0.0002

expedited service {0.2893)

Any earnings 0.6890 *** 0.1100 ***
(0.1513)

Number of adults in the household 0.0730 0.0117
(0.0828)

Food stamp case size 0.1106 *** 0.0177 ***
(0.0428)

Any aliens in the household -0.2703 -0.0431
(0.3948)

Any excess shelter deduction 0.3893 *** 0.0621 ***
(0.1294)

Zero income 0.0994 0.0159
(0.2438)

Receipt of AFDC -0.0281 -0.0045
(0.1393)

Any liquid assets 0.1668 0.0266
(0.1371)

Any medical expenses 0.0201 0.0032
(0.3331)

Office is in metropolitan area 0.3147 0.0502
(0.2453)

Intercept -2.6712

Mean of dependent variable (weighted) 0.1994

Chi-squared for covariates 55.44

Sample size 2,279

« o o Statistically significant at the 0.01 level
Statistically significant at the 0.05 level
* Statistically significant at the 0.10 level

Case characteristics as reported in case record.
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Exhibit D.6

ISSUES IN EXPEDITED SERVICE PROCESSING:
LOCAL OFFICE PERSPECTIVE?

issue

Expedited service criteria

Applicants not in urgent need of 17.9% 37.3% 21.4% 11.1% 12.2% 2.6
emergency assistance receiving
expedited service processing

Applicants in urgent need of food 50.9 34.2 9.4 5.5 - 1.7
assistance not receiving expedited
service processing under current

rules

Difficulty determining whether 62.8 18.1 10.7 5.9 2.5 1.7
applicants meet expedited service

criteria

Processing expedited service

applications

Postponed verification, making 25.3% 37.4% 17.3% 14.4% 5.6% 24
verification process more

complicated

Arranging schedule to handle the 44.1 16.3 18.7 12.2 8.7 2.3

necessary expedited service
interviews each day

Joint processing of expedited 41.3 23.0 12.8 13.3 9.6 2.3
service cases also applying for

AFDC

Applicants qualifying for expedited 51.6 23.2 7.3 12.6 5.3 2.0

service failing to bring verification
due to complicated application
forms

Meeting the five calendar day 51.2 21 .1 15.1 10.1 2.5 1.9
processing standard

Difficulty moving between rules 48.6 23.8 17.8 6.2 3.5 1.9
for processing regular and
expedited service cases
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Exhibit D.6 (cont.)

: Percent Responding

Not a | Major
“Problem | _ Problem Mean
Issue 1 J . 3 4 . B Rating -

Related to applicant behavior or
circumstances

Applicants intentionally 9.6% 41.5% 25.0% 10.4% 13.5% 2.8
misrepresenting circumstances to
appear entitled to expedited
service

Expedited service applicants failing 38.2 34.9 17.2 9.6 - 2.0
to appear for certification
interview

Applicants to be screened or 48.1 30.2 15.2 4.5 2.0 1.8
interviewed waiting too long in the
office

Many applicants being entitled to 58.8 26.7 12.6 - 1.9 1.6
expedited service receiving
benefits for only one month,
suggesting that they are not in
need of emergency assistance

Households receiving benefits in 71.2 13.0 7.7 8.1 — 1.5
more than one county or service
area within the same month

Approved expedited service 81 .0 16.6 1.6 - 0.8 1.2
applicants failing to pick up first
month’s benefits

2 Number of respondents = 59; responses weighted by the reciprocal of the office’s probability of selection.
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Exhibit D.7

ISSUES IN EXPEDITED SERVICE PROCESSING:
FOOD STAMP WORKER PERSPECTIVE?

Expedited service criteria

Applicants not in urgent need of emergency assistance 24.1%
receiving expedited service processing

Applicants in urgent need of food assistance not 12.5
receiving expedited service processing under current

rules

Difficulty determining whether applicants meet 12.2

expedited service criteria

Processing expedited service applications

Postponed verification, making verification process 23.8
more complicated

Arranging schedule to handle the necessary expedited 27.1
service interviews each day

Joint processing of expedited service cases also 9.4
applying for AFDC

Applicants qualifying for expedited service failing to 9.5
bring verification due to complicated application forms

Meeting the five calendar day processing standard 26.1

Difficulty moving between rules for processing regular 5.7
and expedited service cases
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Exhibit D.7 (cont.)

:Percent Ranking Issue
as:One of Three Most
Il s s u e : Serious, Problems

Related to applicant behavior or circumstances

Applicants intentionally misrepresenting circumstances 53.3
to appear entitled to expedited service

Expedited service applicants failing to appear for 16.4
certification interview

Applicants to be screened or interviewed waiting too 7.9
long in the office

Many applicants being entitled to expedited service 4.6
receiving benefits for only one month, suggesting that
they are not in need of emergency assistance

Households receiving benefits in more than one county 8.8
or service area within the same month

Approved expedited service applicants failing to pick 2.7
up first month’s benefits

@  Number of respondents = 417; responses weighted to take into account workers’ selection

probabilities.
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Exhibit D.8
PROBLEMS REPORTED TO LOCAL ADVOCACY GROUPS BY FOOD STAMP APPLICANTS

Problems - -

Screening

Applicants not being told about expedited service 63.3 17.1 29.6
Applicants to be screened or interviewed waiting too long 53.5 18.4 28.0
in the office

Screening procedures not being good 56.5 23.1 20.4

Application form

Application form being too complicated 43.7 30.3 26.0
Applicants for PA needing two separate applications or 67.5 20.9 11.7
interviews

Verification

Verification requirements being complicated 48.2 22.2 29.6
Expedited service applicants being required to provide 51.9 24.8 23.3
verification other than identity to get first month’s

benefits

Workers not telling applicants when verification items are 81.3 5.7 13.0
due

Benefits

Prorated benefits not being sufficient to meet food needs 36.4 35.7 27.9
Applicants not receiving expedited service benefits within 66.6 13.8 19.6
five days

General office

Applicants having trouble getting answers to their 47.7 19.8 32.6
guestions

Office not having enough qualified staff 43.4 30.4 26.2
Applicants having to return to the office too many times 55.4 19.6 25.0

8 Number of respondents = 58.
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Exhibit D.9
RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN FEDERAL EXPEDITED SERVICE POLICY?
Percent Recommending Change®
_ : Local St&e. iood -Stamp | -Advocacy

Changes to Palicies S .+ | .Officials ‘| Officials- |  Workers | Groups
Modify five calendar day standard by

Changing it to five working days 59.9 42.3 65.5 12.5

Extending it to seven calendar days 16.8 11.5 31.5 4.2

Returning to three working days 13.9 3.8 11.8 68.5

Having federal guidelines for extending 30.8 38.5 32.4 49.6

deadline on a case-by-case basis

Shortening it to 24 hours or less 6.0 0.0 0.0 ‘11.7
Elimina te follo wing en titlemen t criteria
en tirely

Shelter expenses exceed income and 35.3 34.6 40.7 ‘15.2

liquid resources

Destitute migrant and seasonal farm- 21.2 26.9 33.8 6.8

workers

Homeless 12.1 26.9 13.8 4.9

Income and assets 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Modify definition of “homeless”

Exclude those living in shelters and 65.5 38.5 67.3 19.1

institutions that provide food

Exclude or limit the definition of 51.1 61.5 69.7 21.2

“temporary” for those living temporarily

in the residence of another individual

Exclude those living temporarily with a 42.9 34.6 60.6 7.6

relative

Narrow definition in some other way 18.3 15.4 4.2 4.1

Expand definition of “homeless” 3.8 3.8 5.9 16.1
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Exhibit D.9 (cont.)

Broaden entitlement criteria 12.6 15.4 11.7 49.0

Change income and asset limits

Tie to family size 48.9 15.4 48.1 71.4
Raise income limit 25.2 11.6 9.5 33.1
Lower income limit 7.9 3.9 9.3 4.2
Change income limit, direction not 0.0 11.6 9.5 27.2
specified

Raise asset limit 18.5 7.7 4.5 35.0
Lower asset limit 4.7 3.9 7.4 0.0
Change asset limit, direction not 0.0 7.7 9.1 17.3
specified

Change verification requirements

Require additional items prior to first 29.9 23.1 40.3 14.4
issuance
Eliminate postponed verification entirely 20.3 11.5 46.0 11.9
Eliminate the requirement to verify 0.6 0.0 1.2 18.3
identitv

Unweighted number of resoondents 59 26 417 58

8 Multiple responses are permitted.

b State responses are unweighted; all others ara weighted.
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APPENDIX E

NATIONAL ESTIMATES OF
PRESUMPTIVE OVERPAYMENT ERROR

We estimate that the presumptive overpayment error among expedited+ cases with
postponed verification amounts nationally to between $14 million and $30 million per year.
Exhibit E. 1 shows the calculations, which are explained below. All estimates are based on FY
1992 data

The first step in this analysis is to estimate the average monthly number of approved
applicants receiving expedited service with postponed verification. To compute this, we multiply
the average monthly national caseload, 10.06 million households, by the following three factors:

e approved applicants as a percentage of average monthly cases, which we have
estimated from the 1992 national QC data at 5.0 percent;

e expedited cases as a percentage of approved applicants (the expedited service rate),
estimated at 34.9 percent (Exhibit 2.1); and

o the percentage of expedited cases that have postponed verification, estimated at
46.6 percent.
These assumptions imply that 81,618 households are approved each month with expedited
service and postponed verification. This calculation serves as the starting point for the estimates
in Exhibit E. 1, for both ineligibility error and overissuance error.

The second step is to apply our estimate of the proportion of postponed verification
cases whose pattern of benefit change suggests overpayment error (Exhibit 5.3). For
ineligibility, this proportion is the difference between postponed verification cases and regular
cases in the rate of early termination.  One can compute this from Exhibit 5.3 either on an
unadjusted basis (21.3 percent minus 8.1 percent, or 13 .2 percent) or on an adjusted basis (16.2
percent minus 10.3 percent, or 5.9 percent). The adjusted estimates take account of the effects
on termination of case demographic characteristics, length of certification period, and site
location. We show in Exhibit E. 1 the calculation of presumptive error under both the unadjusted
and adjusted approaches. For overissuance, the relevant estimates are those for benefit reduction
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Exhibit E. 1
PRESUMPTIVE OVERPAYMENT ERROR AMONG EXPEDITED SERVICE CASES

- &adjusted Estimate  Adjusted Estimate

Ineligibilit y Error

Average monthly approved applicants receiving expe- 81,618 81,618
dited service with postponed verification (see text)

Rate of third-month termination attributable to post- x 0.132 x 0.059
poned verification (from Exhibit 5.3)

Average monthly error amount for those with pre- x $209 x $209
sumptive error ($167 times 1.25 months)

(1) Total monthly error amount = $2.3 million = $1 .0 million

Overissuance Error

Average monthly approved applicants receiving expe- 81,816 81,816
dited service with postponed verification (see text)

Rate of third-month benefit decrease attributable to x 0.020 x 0.025
postponed verification (from Exhibit 5.3)

Average monthly error amount for those with pre- X $94 x $94
sumptive error ($75 times 1.25 months)

(2) Total monthly error amount = $0.2 million = $0.2 million

Presumptive Overpayment Error

(ineligibilit y and

0 verissuance)

(1+2) Total monthly error amount

$2.5 million

$1 .2 million

Total annual error amount

$30.0 million

$14.4 million

As a percentage of:
Total issuance to active cases

First- and second-month issuances to
approved applicants

0.15 percent

1.75 percent

0.07 percent

0.84 percent

between the first and third months-2.0 percent unadjusted and 2.5 percent adjusted. ! We
discuss below the choice between the unadjusted and adjusted figures.
The third step isto calculate the dollar error for cases with presumptive error.  For the

monthly amount of ineligibility error we use $167, the average first-month allotment for

1. Rates of benefit reduction obtained by subtracting termination rates from rates of termination or benefit
decrease.
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expedited cases with postponed verification. For overissuance error we use $75, the average
first- to third-month benefit reduction for those postponed verification cases that experience a
benefit reduction. For both ineligibility and overissuance, we assume that errors have an
average duration of 1.25 months. This recognizes two possibilities: (1) termination or benefit
reduction may have occurred in either the second or third month; and (2) cases applying in the
latter half of a month would have received an initial issuance combining the prorated first-month
benefit with the full second-month benefit.

The final step of the calculation, shown at the bottom of Exhibit E. 1, is to sum the
ineligibility and overissuance errors. Expressed in annual terms (multiplying by 12), the amount
of presumptive overpayment error ranges from $14 to $30 million. Expressed as a percentage
of total issuances to active cases-i.e., in the same terms as the FY 1992 national overpayment
error rate of 8.19 percent-the presumptive error rate ranges from 0.07 to 0.15 percent.

Because presumptive error occurs only in the first and second months' issuances, it is
useful also to express presumptive error as a percentage of the value of those issuances. The
bottom row of Exhibit E. 1 shows that this statistic ranges from 0.84 to 1.75 percent. These
percentages compare with an overpayment error rate of 6.88 percent for approved cases in their
first or second month of initial certification, as computed from the national QC sample for FY
1992. (Thus, if one includes the presumptive error, the overpayment error rate would rise from
6.88 percent to between 7.72 and 8.63 percent.)

A key issue that arises in the second step of these calculations is whether to apply the
unadjusted or adjusted estimates in Exhibit 5.3. Because one can make a case for either, we
show both sets of estimates. Consider the findings for termination. In the unadjusted estimates,
the difference in termination rates (between postponed verification cases and regular cases) is
interpreted entirely as evidence of presumptive error, even though the expedited cases may have
more changes in circumstances that would result in second- or third-month terminations without
any error. The adjusted estimates, in contrast, remove the effect of client demographics, even
though such characteristics may be correlated with client-caused errors at intake. Given these
considerations, we show the alternative calculations and regard the two estimates as forming an
illustrative range.

One should not treat the estimates as lower and upper bounds. Even the adjusted
estimates might overstate the true error amount.  For example, the included case-level
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demographic variables may not fully account for the differences between expedited and regular
cases in their propensity to undergo a change in circumstances. Alternatively, the unadjusted
estimates might understate the true error amount. For example, some error may occur beyond
the second month of certification if, for instance, postponed verification is never completed on
atruly ineligible case and yet the household continues to receive benefits until recertification.

Even if one adopts the higher estimates, the amount of error attributable to postponed
verification among expedited cases appears very limited. Thisis certainly true if presumptive
overpayment error is expressed as a percentage of total issuances, but less true if expressed as
a percentage of issuances to recently approved applicants.
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