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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Policy Context of the Study

To be eligible to receive Food Stamp Program (FSP) benefits, a household’s income and assets
must fall below specified levels. Unfortunately, if a person applying for food stamps provides
incorrect information regarding income and assets at the time of application, or if later changes in
a housechold member’s circumstances are not reported, it is possible for households which are actually
ineligible for the program to receive benefits and for eligible households to receive an incorrect
amount of benefits. To minimize the number of incorrect payments made under the FSP, as well as
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Medicaid programs, and to ensure high
levels of accuracy and fiscal integrity, Congress established the Income and Eligibility Verification
System (IEVS) under the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984. The purpose of IEVS is to reduce the
pumber of incorrect payments made by requiring that states establish an automated system to
compare information provided by applicants or persons already receiving benefits (recipients) to
external sources of information.

Verifying client-reported information through IEVS involves two processes: matching and follow
up. Computer maiching is the automated process of matching lists of welfare program applicants and
recipients to external databases to verify client-reported information. Once a match is established,
that is, information regarding a food stamp, Medicaid, or AFDC recipient is found on an external
database, a number of follow-up activities are required to complete the process. These activities
include: (1) verifying the client-reported information used in the computer match; (2) verifying the
information on the external database, which could involve contacting the client’s bank or employer;
(3) recomputing eligibility and benefits using information from the external database, if a dnscrcpancy
is verified; and (4) processing claims, disqualifying ineligible recipients, and investigating fraud.

Originally, states were required to follow up all cases matched to external data sources. In
response to state agencies’ concern that the costs of following up some matches exceed the benefits
of identifying incorrect eligibility decisions and payment levels, interim amendments to the IEVS
regulations were published for comment in February 1988, giving states the option to follow up only
a subset of the recipient matched cases.2 The process of selecting a subset of matched cases for
follow up is known as targeting; the purpose of targeting is to increase the cost-effectiveness of IEVS
computer matching by performing follow-up activities only for matches that are likely to lead to
changes in eligibility status or benefit payment levels.

Purpose of the Study

To assist the states in developing targeting strategies, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) awarded a contract to Mathematica Policy Research,
Inc. (MPR) to conduct a study of targeting strategies under IEVS regulations. The overall purpose
of this study is to identify, develop, and test exemplary and cost-effective targeting strategies so that

I'These last activities (processing claims, qumlMg ineligible recipients, and investigating fraud)
are not examined in this report.

2The regulations still requires that all applicant matched cases are followed up.
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FNS can provide information and technical assistance to state Food Stamp Agencies (FSAs) on how
they can implement cost-effective strategies. Specifically, the project seeks to achieve the following
objectives:

* Develop a profile of the current targeting strategies used by the states.
*  Assist three states in designing and implementing improved targeting strategies.

* Assess the cost-effectiveness of the improved targeting strategies in each of the
three states in comparison to the procedures they previously were using. This
analysis involves comparing the benefit savings and net costs resulting from the
targeting with the benefit savings and net costs of the state’s prior procedures.

» Prepare a technical assistance manual to be distributed to the states which will
provide guidelines for developing cost-effective targeting strategies.

Purpose of the State Census and of this Report

To collect the information needed to develop the profile of current targeting strategies and to
select the three test states, a census of the 50 states and the District of Columbia (referred to
hereafter as the states) was conducted in May through July, 1991. The objectives of the State Census
were to provide critical information for:

*  Providing background information on the current approaches to the matching,
targeting, and follow-up processes used by the states, as well as their assessment of
the cost-effectiveness of each of the databases used

*  Ensuring that the targeting approaches included in the study meet the needs of most
states. Consistent information is needed on the state’s current targeting procedures
to better assess what aspects of the mandated IEVS matching and follow-up
processes states find beneficial versus those aspects that are burdensome and costly.

*  Guiding the selection of states in which new targeting approaches will be developed
and tested. Since the cost-effectiveness and feasjbility of alternative targeting
approaches appears to depend heavily on factors that vary from state-to-state, such
as the degree of automation and organizational structure, it is important to select
test states that can represent a group of states.

* Generalizing from the results of the approaches implemented in the test states to
project the likely effects in other states. Since the cost-effectiveness of a given
approach varies depending on factors such as the degree of automation, as
mentioned above, consistent information on these factors for all states is needed
to help states assess the relevance of the test results for their state.

*  Assessing the interest of each state in participating in a test of the cost-effectiveness
of alternative targeting approaches. Information collected by the Census provides
an early indication of each state’s interest in the test and of any impediments to
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participation as a test state, such as a major upgrade in their automated system
scheduled for the same time period.

To achieve these objectives, the census collected information on (1) how FSP cases are managed,
(2) the IEVS matching process, (3) IEVS targeting strategies and procedures, (4) IEVS follow-up
procedures, and (5) the state’s interest and ability to participate in the study as a test state.

This report fulfills the first objective of the Census listed above—to provide background
information on the states’ approaches to IEVS and their assessment of the cost-effectiveness of each
of the databases used in matching--by summarizing information obtained through the State Census
regarding states’ approaches to matching, targeting, and follow up under IEVS, as well as state
respondents’ views regarding the cost-effectiveness of the external databases that current IEVS
regulations mandate that states use in their computer matching (described below). The objective of
this report is to provide a clear understanding of how states approach the different aspects of IEVS,
and especially of the ways in which they have attempted to make the IEVS process cost-effective.

Summary of State Census Findings

Matching. In 1986, FSP regulations were amended to require states to implement computer
matches through IEVS using specified data sources. The six data sources mandated by FSP
regulations are:

1.  State Wage Information Collection Agency (SWICA) Data: These data consist of wage
information that employers whose employees are covered by Unemployment
Insurance (UT) must report to the SWICA each quarter. They are three to six
months old when the matches are conducted.

2.  Unemployment Insurance Monthly Benefit Data: These data consist of information
on benefits provided to Ul recipients each month. They are at most one month
old when the matches are conducted.

3. Beneficiary Earnings Exchange Reports System (BEERS) Data: These data consist

of annual earnings information compiled from information on the IRS Form W-2.
They can be up to 18 months old when the matches are conducted.

4. Beneficiary Data Exchange (BENDEX) Title I Data: These data consist of monthly
information on Old Age and Survivor’s Insurance (OASI) benefits, and other
benefits provided under Title II of the Social Security Act (referred to hereafter
as Title II benefits). They are at most two months old when the matches are
conducted.

S. State Data Exchange (SDX) Data: These data consist of monthly information on
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits and are accessed through the State
Data Exchange system. The SDX data are at most one week old when received
by the states. '
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6. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Data: These data consist of annual unearned income
information, such as information on interest and dividends, compiled by the IRS
from the IRS Form 1099. IRS data on the previous tax year is available to the
states in late summer of the current year.

The first two data sources are maintained by state agencies, such as the Department of
Employment Security, which in many states maintains both the wage and Ul benefit data. States must
obtain the BEERS, BENDEX, and SDX information from the Social Security Administration
(SSA) and the unearned income information from the IRS. At the time of the State Census, all 51
states conducted matches with all of these databases, except for the BEERS and BENDEX files;
three states were not currently matching with the BEERS file and one state was not matching with
the BENDEKX file.

In addition to implementing computer matches through IEVS using the above mandated data
sources, over half the states conduct matches with other databases. The most frequently conducted
non-mandated match is with the Division of Motor Vehicles; 10 states conduct this match. Matches
are conducted by at least three states with the following files: vital statistics, Worker's Compensation,
a neighboring state’s welfare file, the state’s own welfare files, the Public Employees Retirement or
State Retirement file, the Child Support (Title IV) or Children and Family Services file, and the state
wage file of neighboring state.

Targeting. As stated above, targeting is defined as the selection of a subset of matched cases
for follow up. The purpose of targeting is to increase the cost-effectiveness of IEVS computer
matching by performing follow-up activities only for matches that are likely to lead to changes in
eligibility status or benefit payment levels. Most states (46) have implemented a targeting strategy
for at least one of the mandated databases; in fact, the majority (39) target matched cases from at
least three databases. The targeting strategies employed by the states vary by database; information
on the extent of targeting for each database and the most frequently used strategies for each of the
six mandated databases is provided below.

* The SWICA Match. Thirty-six states target cases from the SWICA match. The
most common targeting strategy employed by the states for this database (used by
28 states) focuses on the size of any discrepancy found between reported earnings
and earnings on the SWICA file; that is, follow-up is performed only for cases for
which the earnings on the SWICA file differ from the earnings reported by the
client by an amount greater than a specified threshold (referred to as a discrepancy
threshold). This threshold varies substantially across the states.

* The UI Match. UI matched cases are targeted by 23 states. As with the SWICA
file, the most commonly used targeting strategy for the UI matched cases (used by
13 states) is to use a discrepancy threshold; that is, follow-up activities are
performed only for cases for which the discrepancy between the reported Ul
benefit amount and the amount on the Ul file is greater than a specified amount.

3Both BEERS and Title II information can be obtained through the SSA’s BENDEX system;
throughout this report, the term BENDEX refers to only the Title II information.

xii
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Another common strategy (used by eight states) is to follow up on a case only if
there is a discrepancy or change in the receipt, not amount, of benefits.

* The BEERS Match. A common complaint about the BEERS data expressed by
the state respondents is that most of the data are not unique to the BEERS file—
more up-to-date information can be obtained from the SWICA file for in-state
employers. Consequently, the most common targeting strategy used by the states
for the BEERS match (used by 27 of the 37 states that target BEERS matched
cases) is to examine only data unique to the BEERS file—information on out-of-
state earnings and/or certain types of earnings not represented on the SWICA file,
such as pension, agricultural, and self-employment earnings.

* The BENDEX Match. Less than half of the states (21) bave implemented
targeting strategies for the BENDEX data. Of those, the majority (17 states) use
a discrepancy between reported Title IT benefit amounts and those listed on the
BENDEX file.

* The SDX Match. The SDX data are the least frequently targeted—-only 15 states
target the matches from this database; 12 of those fifteen states use 8 discrepancy
between reported SSI benefits and those on the SDX file.

* The IRS Match. Forty-two of the 46 states that do any targeting target the IRS
match. The predominant strategy for the IRS match is to follow up on a case only
if the amounts of one or more of the unearned income types on the IRS file are
above a certain threshold, called a tolerance threshold. This targeting strategy
examines only the information on the IRS file, it does not examine reported
information on unearned income. Since the IRS data are quite old when the states
receive the matched information (information on the prior tax year is available in
July or August of the current year), a state would need to have a fairly extensive
benefit history file in order to be able to compare reported unearned income
information from the same time period to which the IRS data refer to the
information on the IRS file; thus, the states focus their strategies on the IRS
information only.

Typically, the targeting process is an automated process that is implemented at the state office.

When asked if they thought additional or different targeting strategies would be cost-effective
in their state, respondents from 37 states said yes. When the respondents were asked what those
strategies would be, respondents from 12 states said they did not know--this was the most commonly
given answer. Thus, one-third of the state respondents that want to implement cost-effective
targeting strategies do not know how to go about designing them. Strategies that were mentioned
include: (1) to use a different (h:gher) d:screpancy thr&hold (2) to use error-prone proﬁles and

il
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Follow-Up. Findings from the State Census regarding follow-up procedures are discussed below.

* Verification. As discussed above, follow-up activities include verifying both the
client-reported information used in the computer match and the information on the
external database, which could involve contacting the client’s bank or employer.
In most cases, the eligibility worker assigned to a case performs the verification
activities for that case. In 13 states, workers have been instructed to prioritize the
order in which they perform verification on cases designated for follow-up for at
least one of the mandated databases. For example, in four states, workers are
instructed to give priority to cases that are active at the time the match information
becomes available to them.

* Monitoring. Federal regulations require that the states complcte follow-up
procedures within 45 days of the receipt of the matched information.* In every
state, there is a monitoring process to determine whether cases designated for
follow up have been resolved for at least some of the mandated databases;
however, there is substantial variation in the degree and complexity of the
monitoring processes across the states, and in some cases, across local offices within
the same state. Estimates of how many cases are followed up in the 45-day time
period varied widely from state to state (respondents from 20 states could not
provide an estimate), but most state respondents thought that follow-up procedures
are completed within 45 days for two-thirds to three-fourths of the cases designated
for follow up.

* Reporting. Reports that describe the results of the follow-up process, or the status
of actions taken on matched cases, are produced regularly in 36 states. For the
most part, those reports are produced through an automated process at the state
office. Information items presented in these reports include: the number of cases
requiring follow-up, the number of cases resolved, the length of time it took to
complete the follow up procedures, the number of cases with benefits reduced, and
the number of cases closed or denied.

Perceived Cost-Effectiveness of the Mandated Databases. Respondents’ comments regarding
cost-effectiveness varied by database. The majority of respondents feel that the SWICA, Ul,
BENDEX, and SDX matches are cost-effective. For the most part, these matches were seen as
providing relevant, timely information. The matches also appear to be relatively easy to conduct.
In contrast, only six respondents feel that the BEERS match is cost-effective and 23 respondents feel
that the IRS match is cost-effective. Respondents commented that the data in these files are too old
too be of much use, and, in the case of the BEERS file, that the data duplicate information contained
in the SWICA file. Several respondents did note that the information on the BEERS file that is
unique to that file (that is, the information that does not duplicate information contained in the
SWICA file) can be useful and that the IRS information can be helpful in identifying unreported
assets of long-term care or nursing home patients receiving Medicaid. Thus, it appears that through

41f follow up is delayed because the state is waiting for information from collateral contacts (for
example, the client’s bank or employer), 20 percent of the cases can be followed up in more than 45

days.

xiv
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implementing targeting strategies that concentrated on those aspects of the BEERS and IRS matches,

the cost-effectiveness of those matches could be improved.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. POLICY CONTEXT OF THE STUDY

The Food Stamp Program (FSP) provides assistance to financially needy households nationwide.
To be eligible for the FSP, a household’s income and assets must fall below specified levels. If a
household meets these eligibility criteria, it is entitled to food stamp benefits. However, if a person
applying for food stamps provides incorrect information regarding household income and assets at
the time of application, or if later changes in a household member’s circumstances are not reported,
it is possible for households which are actually ineligible for the program to receive benefits and for
eligible households to receive an incorrect amount of benefits. Minimizing the number of incorrect
payments is clearly important since payments made in error detract from the funds available to assist
needy households, and may weaken public support for the program.

To ensure high levels of accuracy and fiscal integrity, Congress established the Income and
Eligibility Verification System (IEVS) under the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984. The purpose of
IEVS is to reduce the number of incorrect payments made in the Medicaid, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC), and Food Stamp Programs by requiring that states establish an
automated system to compare information provided by applicants or persons already receiving benefits

1 That is, states are required to verify income and

(recipients) to external sources of information.
asset information provided by an applicant or recipient by comparing it with that provided by external
sources, such as state wage information collection agencies, the Social Security Administration (SSA),

and the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). Computer matching is the automated process of matching

lists of welfare program applicants and recipients to external databases to verify client-reported

1The TEVS regulations require states to conduct computer matches for all individuals in the
household for which they can obtain a Social Security Number.

1
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information. In 1986, FSP regulations were amended to require states to implement computer
matches through IEVS using specified databases.?

The process of verifying client-reported income and asset information involves more than
computer matching. Once a match is established (that is, information regarding a food stamp
applicant or recipient is found on an external database), a number of follow-up activities are required
to complete the process. These follow-up activities include: (1) verifying the client-reported
information used in the computer match; (2) verifying the information on the external database,
which could involve contacting the client’s bank or employer; (3) recomputing eligibility and benefits
using information from the external database, if a discrepancy has been verified; and (4) processing
claims, disqualifying ineligible recipients, and investigating fraud.3 Much of the follow-up process
is performed manually by an eligibility worker and is the most costly part of the process of verifying
client-reported information.

The original IEVS regulations required state agencies to follow up all cases matched to external
data sources. State agencies, however, expressed concern that the costs of following up some matches
exceed the benefits of identifying incorrect eligibility decisions and payment levels. In response to
this concern, interim amendments to the IEVS regulations were published for comment in February,
1988, giving state agencies the option to follow up only a subset of the recipient (those receiving
benefits) matched cases, if the selection of this subset could be justified on cost-effectiveness

grounds.“'5 The process of selecting a subset of matched cases for follow up is known as rargeting.

2The final IEVS regulations are discussed in the February 28, 1986 Federal Register. The
regulations became effective October 1986. The final IEVS regulations pertaining to the FSP are
contained in 7 CFR, Parts 271-273; the regulations pertaining to the AFDC program are contained
in 45 CFR, Parts 205-206; and the regulations pertaining to the Medicaid program are contained in
42 CFR, Parts 431 and 435.

3These last activities (processing claims, disqualifying ineligible recipients, and investigating fraud)
are not examined in this report.

“The regulations still require that all matches of applicant cases are followed up.
SThe interim IEVS targeting regulations pertaining to the FSP are contained in 7 CFR Part 272.
2
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The purpose of targeting is to increase the cost-effectiveness of IEVS computer matching by
performing follow-up activities only for matches that are likely to lead to changes in eligibility status
or benefit payment levels.

The administrative burden to the states of the IEVS regulations, as well as ways to reduce that
burden, has been the theme of various reports. As discussed below, this report stems from a project
which focuses on assisting the states in developing cost-effective targeting strategies as a way to
reduce this burden. Different perspectives on this topic can be found in reports by the American
Public Welfare Association (APWA) (1989), the USDA’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) (1990),
and the US. General Accounting Office (GAO) (1990). The APWA report argues that the
regulations do not give the states sufficient flexibility to conduct computer matching in the most cost
effective way, while the GAO report focuses on the availability, or lack thereof, of the data needed
to evaluate the effectiveness of the matching systems and the need for guidelines for the collection
of these data. Finally, the OIG report presents the results of an audit conducted in five FNS regional
offices, 33 state agencies, and one U.S. territory to determine the degree of monitoring by FNS and
the degree of compliance by the states in effectively implementing the IEVS mandates. Among other
findings, the audit identified large backlogs of uncleared IEVS matches in two state agencies. This
finding could indicate that inadequate resources were assigned to the follow-up process or that the
targeting strategies used in those states need to be redefined to reduce the number of cases requiring

follow up.

B. PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

While states have implemented targeting strategies to some extent, these efforts have been
limited by a lack of information regarding cost-effective strategies and of the resources to support
studies that would identify such strategies. Therefore, the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) awarded a contract to Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

(MPR) to conduct a study of targeting strategies under IEVS regulations. The overall purpose of
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this study is to identify, develop, and test exemplary and cost-effective targeting strategies so that FNS
can provide information and technical assistance to state Food Stamp Agencies (FSAs) on how they
can implement cost-effective stratcgics.6 Specifically, the project seeks to achieve the following

objectives:

* Develop a profile of the current targeting strategies used by the states.

* Assist three selected states in designing and implementing improved targeting
strategies.

» Assess the cost-effectiveness of the improved targeting strategies in each of the
three states in comparison to the procedures they previously were using. This
analysis involves comparing the benefit savings and net costs resulting from the
targeting with the benefit savings and net costs of the state’s prior procedures.

* Prepare a technical assistance manual to be distributed to the states which will
provide guidelines for developing cost-effective targeting strategies.
C. PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY OF THE STATE CENSUS
To collect the information needed to develop the profile of current targeting strategies and to
select the three test states, a census of the 50 states and the District of Columbia (referred to
hereafter as the states) was conducted in May through July, 1991. The objectives of the State Census
were to provide critical information for:
*  Providing background information on the current approaches to the matching,
targeting, and follow-up processes used by the states, as well as their assessment of
the cost-effectiveness of each of the databases used.
*  Ensuring that the targeting approaches included in the study meet the needs of most
states. Consistent information is needed on the states’ current targeting procedures

to better assess what aspects of the mandated IEVS matching and follow-up
processes states find beneficial versus those aspects that are burdensome and costly.

6I‘hr0ughout the report, we refer to the state FSA as the state agency that administers the FSP.
Typically, the agency responsible for administering the FSP is also responsible for administering the
AFDC program, and in many cases, is responsible for administering the Medicaid program. The FSP
tends to be administered by an agency such as the Division of Public Assistance in the Department
of Social Services.
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*  Guiding the selection of states in which new targeting approaches will be developed
and tested. Since the cost-effectiveness and feasibility of alternative targeting
approaches appears to depend heavily on factors that vary from state-to-state, such
as the degree of automation and organizational structure, it is important to select
test states that can represent a group of states.

*  Generalizing from the results of the approaches implemented in the test states to
project the likely effects in other states. Since the cost-effectiveness of a given
approach varies depending on factors such as the degree of automation, as
mentioned above, consistent information on these factors for all states is needed
to help states assess the relevance of the test results for their state.

*  Assessing the interest of each state in participating in a test of the cost-effectiveness
of alternative targeting approaches. Information collected by the Census provides
an early indication of each state’s interest in the test and of any impediments to
participation as a test state, such as a major upgrade in their automated system
scheduled for the same time period.

The State Census was conducted by MPR Research Analysts knowledgeable of IEVS regulations
and procedures via telephone interviews using a structured protocol with state Food Stamp Agency
staff. In most cases, the persons with whom the interviews were conducted were the individuals
responsible for overseeing and coordinating the IEVS matches (called the IEVS Coordinator in some
states). The interviewees were provided with a description of the study and a copy of the Census
protocol before the interview took place so that they could be familiar with the study and prepare
for the interview.

Although the Census protocol consisted of highly structured questions on IEVS procedures and
state officials’ perceptions regarding their efficacy, open-ended questions in the protocol gave the
interviewers flexibility to more fully investigate certain topics with respondents when IEVS
approaches varied substantially across states or when we were seeking their rationale for a particular
IEVS strategy. (Appendix A contains the State Census protocol.) Specifically, the following
questions were discussed with each state respondent:

* How are FSP cases managed? Is the management of FSP cases coordinated with
the management of AFDC and Medicaid cases? (Section 1 of the protocol)
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*  What is the IEVS match process? What databases are used in IEVS computer
matching? How cost-effective are the matches with each of the databases? How
is the IEVS computer matching managed and coordinated in the state and between
programs? (Section 2)

* Does the state currently employ a targeting strategy for any of the databases used
in matching? If so, what is the targeting strategy for each of the IEVS databases?

How is the targeting done, that is, is it an automated or manual process? Is the
targeting done at the state level, local office level, or both? Has any cost-benefit
analysis been done on the current or proposed strategies in the state? (Section 3)

* What is the exact process for following up on matched cases that have been
designated for follow up? Who is responsible for performing the follow-up
activities? Is there a monitoring process to determine whether cases designated for
follow up have been resolved? How is the follow-up process managed and
coordinated? (Section 4)

* What is the state’s interest in participating in the study as one of the three test
states? Are there any factors that would make it particularly easy or difficult to
test new targeting strategies in the state? (Section 5)

D. PURPOSE AND ORGANIZATION OF REPORT

This report fulfills the first objective of the Census discussed in Section C--to provide background
information on the states’ approaches to IEVS and their assessment of the cost-effectiveness of each
of the databases used in matching--by summarizing information obtained through the State Census
regarding states’ approaches to matching, targeting, and follow up under IEVS, as well as the state
respondents’ views regarding the cost-effectiveness of the external databases that current IEVS
regulations mandate the states use in their computer matching (described in Chapter II). The
objective of this report is to provide a clear understanding of how the states approach the different
aspects of IEVS, and especially of the ways in which they have attempted to make the IEVS process
cost-effective.

The remainder of the report is organized as follows. Chapters II, I, and IV describe the

matching, targeting, and follow-up procedures and strategies currently used by the states. In Chapter
I11, the specific targeting strategies implemented by the states for each of the mandated databases

are described. Chapter V addresses the cost-effectiveness of the mandated databases, both through
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a summary of state respondent’s comments, and a brief discussion of cost-effectiveness studies that

the states have conducted.
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II. MATCHING

In 1986, Food Stamp Program (FSP) regulations were amended to require states to implement
computer matches through IEVS using specified data sources. The six data sources mandated by FSP
regulations are:

1. State Wage Information Collection Agency (SWICA) Data: These data consist of

wage information that employers whose employees are covered by Unemployment

Insurance (UI) must report to the SWICA each quarter.

2. Unemployment Insurance Monthly Benefit Data: These data consist of information
on benefits provided to Ul recipients each month.

3. Beneficiary Earnings Exchange Reports System (BEERS) Data: These data consist
of annual earnings information compiled from information provided on the IRS
Form W-2.

4 Beneficiary Data Exchange (BENDEX) Data: These data consist of monthly
information on Old Age and Survivors Insurance benefits, and other benefits
provided under BENDEX of the Social Security Act.

5. State Data Exchange (SDX) Data: These data consist of monthly information on
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits, which is accessed through the State
Data Exchange system.

6. Internal Revenue Service Data: These data consist of unearned income information,
such as information on interest and dividends, compiled by the IRS from the IRS
Form 1099.

The first two data sources are maintained by state agencies, such as the Department of Employment
Security, which in many states maintains both the wage and UI benefit data. States must obtain the
BEERS, BENDEX!, and SDX information from the Social Security Administration (SSA) and the
unearned income information from the IRS. In addition to implementing computer matches through

IEVS using the above mandated sources, over half the states conduct matches with other databases.

For example, several states match cases with information from the Division of Motor Vehicles.

1Both BEERS and BENDEX information can be accessed through the SSA’s BENDEX system;
throughout this report, we use the term BENDEX to refer to only the Title II information.

9
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In this Chapter, we describe the process by which states conduct their computer matching under
IEVS. Section A describes the matching process for the six mandated databases, while Section B -
describes databases that are used in matching, but are not mandated. Section C addresses several

issues related to the match process.

A. THE MATCH PROCESS
With the exception of three states, all states conduct matches with each of the six mandated
databases.? Since variation among states’ matching procedures is minimal, in this section we describe
the most common matching procedure, noting any significant variations from this basic procedure.
In addition, because some of the databases are typically matched together or in the same way, such -

as SWICA and UI data, we combine the descriptions of the matching processes for those databases.

1. The SWICA and Ul Matches — .

Matching with the SWICA and UI files is done entirely at the state office in 27 states. In the
~ remaining 24 states, both the state-office and the local offices participate in the match process--in
most cases (22 of the 24 states), the state office conducts a tape to tape match and the local offices
have on-line access to the SWICA and Ul files. The process involves the state FSAs sending a tape
of cases identified for matching to the SWICA (typically the state’s Department of Employment
Security or Department of Labor) and to the agency responsible for administering Ul benefits (if the
state wage and Ul files are not maintained by the same agency) and receives a tape(s) containing
information on matched cases in return. Significant variations of this process include the following:

* In cight states for the SWICA match and 11 states for the Ul match, the FSA

receives a tape from the external agency of all cases on the other agency’s files and
the match is then done at the FSA,

ZFor the most part, these matches were only temporarily suspended, due to technical preblcrns
or problems associated with the increased workload produced by the match.

10
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¢ In five states for the SWICA match and six states for the UI match, the two agencies’

(FSA and Department of Employment Security) files are matched at a central
computer center (no tapes are sent).

Since employers are required to report wages quarterly, state FSAs tend to match all ongoing
cases with the SWICA file on a quarterly basis, after the SWICA has updated its files. FSAs tend
to match all ongoing cases with the UI file monthly. In both cases, matches with applicants and new
cases are conducted more frequently, usually either daily or weekly. When the matched information
is received at the state FSA, the SWICA data tend to be three to six months old, and the Ul data
tend to be, at most, one month old.

Once the match is made, the matched information is generally processed at the state office (in
seven states, the information is sent directly to the local offices). The information is sent to the local
offices before being sent to the local offices for follow up, although via hard-copy reports (28 states),

on-line alerts (messages that appear on the eligibility worker’s computer screen) (13 states), or both

(five states).

2. The BEERS and BENDEX Matches>

The BEERS and BENDEX files are both accessed through the SSA’s Beneficiary Data Exchange
(BENDEX). Typically, states send a tape once a month, containing the SSNs of new clients, and
possibly applicants, to the SSA. The SSA matches those SSNs against their files and sends tapes back
to the states with any matched information. (The states receive the BEERS and BENDEX

information on separate tapes.) In addition, the SSA adds those SSNs to an "orbit™ file which

3The descriptions of the BEERS, BENDEX, and SDX matches are based in large part on
information we obtained from SSA representatives. Even though state respondents were asked
several questions about these matches, their responses were often inconsistent with information
provided to us by the SSA representatives. (For example, respondents from 20 states said that they
send a tape to the SSA to initiate the SDX match, and we learned from the SSA that, for the most
part, the SSA initiates the match by sending tapes with information on SSI recipients in the state to
all of the states). Thus, we decided to explain the matching process as it was described to us by SSA
representatives.

11
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3. The SDX Match

Every week, the SSA sends each state a tape (or, if the state has access to the File Transfer
Management System, an electronic file transmission--respondents from five states mentioned that they
receive the information in this manner) containing SSI information for all SSI recipients in the state.
(If the state has access to the File Transfer Management System, it receives information on SSI
recipients three times per week.) The state FSA then matches that file against its file of welfare
recipients, and makes the information available to the local offices, typically through hard-copy
reports (20 states), on-line alerts (13 states), or both (6 states). At the time the state receives the
SDX information from the SSA, it is at most one week old.

Respondents from seven states reported that local offices participate in the match process.
Respondents from five of those states reported that the state office does not do a match with the
entire file of welfare recipients, but makes the SDX information available to the local offices (via the
automated system (three states) or by microfiche (two states). where the matches are initiated by
eligibility workers. Matches are initiated by local office eligibility workers through the third-party-

query system in the remaining two states.

4. The IRS Match

There is essentially no variation across states in terms of how the IRS match is conducted. The
state FSAs send a tape of welfare cases to the IRS and the IRS sends back another tape of matched
cases with unearned income information. Local offices never participate in this process. States
typically do an annual match of their entire caseload once a year when the IRS data are updated
(information for the prior tax year is available in late summer of the current year), and monthly
matches of applicants, newly approved cases, or both.

When the matched information is received at the state office, it is generally processed there (with
the exception of three states in which the informati.on is sent directly to the local offices) and sent

to the local offices via hard-copy reports (28 states), on-line alerts (14 states), or both (4 states).

13
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B. NON-MANDATED DATABASES MATCHED UNDER IEVS
More than one-half of the states (31) conduct matches with at least one database not mandated
under IEVS legislation and more than one-third conduct matches with at least two non-mandated
databases. Tllinois conducts matches with 17 databases. Excluding Nlinois, the largest number of
non-mandated databases matched is six (Florida and Maryland).
The most frequently conducted non-mandated match is with the Division of Motor Vehicles;
10 states conduct this match (see Table I1.1). Matches are conducted by at least three states with
the following files: vital statistics (6 states); Workers’ Compensation (5 states); a neighboring state’s
welfare file (5 states, of which two states conduct matches with the welfare files of two neighboring
states); the state’s own welfare files (4 states); the Public Employees Retirement or State Retirement
file (3 states); the Child Support (Title IV) or Children and Family Services file (3 states); and the
state wage file of a neighboring state (three states, of which the District of Columbia matches with
the wage files of two neighboring states, Maryland and Virginia).
Matches conducted by two states or less include the following:
* California and Illinois conduct matches with prison rolls to determine whether inmates
are receiving food stamps.
* (California and Ilinois also conduct matches with state tax files (State Tax Agency or
Department of Revenue’s file). California uses this data in place of the older IRS
data whenever possible, thus greatly reducing the state’s need for the IRS match.
* Nebraska shares information with the Intertribal Council to ensure that Native
Americans who receive commodities do not also receive food stamps. (This match
is not automated.)
* Alaska conducts matches with two files regarding income sources unique to the state--
the Alaska Longevity Bonus (income paid on a monthly basis to Alaska residents over

a specified age) and the Permanent Fund Dividend (interest income on Alaska’s
Permanent Fund received annually by Alaska residents).

4Not all of these databases are used for income verification.
SIn Massachusetts, a match is done with the Registry to check for motor vehicle ownership.

14
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NON-MANDATED DATABASES MATCHED UNDER IEVS,

AS REPORTED BY CENSUS RESPONDENTS

Table of Contents

Database

Number
of States

DMV/Registry Match to Check for Motor
Vehicles

Vital Statistics

Worker's Compensation
Neighboring State Welfare File
Own State’s Welfare Files

PERA (Public Employees Retirement
Association)/State Retirement

Child Support (Title IV)/Children and
Family Services

Neighboring State Wage File

TDI (Temporary Disability Insurance)/
State Disability Insurance

New Hires

Food Stamp Claims/Food Stamp Disqualifications
State Tax Agency/Department of Revenue

State Payroll

Lottery

Secretary of State’s Office (Resource Ownership)
State or Local Prison Match

Out-of-State Unemployment Insurance

Foster Care

Service Vendor Payment

Bank Match

State Department of Rehabillitation Services
Chicago Board of Education

Job Training Partnership Act

IRS Employment Match

Chicago Park District
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TABLE I1.1, page 2 (continued)

SOURCE:
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Database

Number
of States

Environmental Protection Agency Employees
Veteran's Administration

Commodities Match with Tribal Council
SSA Interstate Participation

Marriage Information from State Public
Health Department

Low Income Energy Assistance
Federal Retirement

Active Pay

Alaska Longevity Bonus

Permanent Fund Dividend

Special Benefits (out of SWICA)
School Lunch and Breakfast Programs
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Baltimore City Schools
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C. ISSUES RELATED TO THE MATCH PROCESS
This section also addresses three issues related to the match process: (1) coordination of the
matching process across public assistance programs (FSP, AFDC, and Medicaid), (2) variations in

matching procedures across local offices within a state, and (3) SSN validation.

1. Coordination of Matching Across Programs

Most states (45) coordinate the matching process for the Food Stamp, AFDC, and Medicaid
Programs. That is, one tape containing SSNs for individuals participating in one or more of these
programs is sent to the external agency, or if the FSA receives a tape from the external agency, one
file is matched against the external agency’s fileS In three states (Arizona, Florida, and West
Virginia), the matching process is coordinated only for the FSP and AFDC programs; Medicaid cases
are matched separately. In Kentucky, although the matches are done at the same time (at least for
food stamps and AFDC), they are separate matches. In Texas and North Carolina, the matching
process is coordinated for some databases, but not for others. For example, in North Carolina, the
matching process is coordinated across programs for all of the databases except the state wage and

state Ul databases.

2. Variation Across Local Offices

There is essentially no variation in the matching process across local offices in almost all of the
states (47 states), primarily because matches are conducted at the state office. In three states,
variation does exist in terms of the capabilities of the local offices to conduct matches. In Montana
and Kansas, only a subset of the local offices have on-line access to the SWICA and/or UI files, and
in Georgia, only local offices located close to a district SSA office have access to the third-party-query
system (which allows SSA district offices to access the BENDEX and SDX information on-line). In

New York, the procedure in New York City differs significantly from the rest of the state. In fact,

SThat is, one SSN is matched for each individual regardless of how many programs in which he
or she is participating.
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New York City conducts matches with several non-mandated databases, such as the New York City

Housing Authority’s file, that are not conducted in the rest of the state.

3. SSN Validation

Before conducting the Census, we envisioned that states verified new SSNs by matching them
with the SSA Numident file (which contains a list of names and respective SSNs) before matching
them with the IEVS databases. (Alternatively, SSNs can be verified when they are matched to the
IEVS SSA databases.) However, we found that while most states (44) do conduct a separate match
with the Numident file for SSN verification, only seven states (Hawaii, Maine, Massachusetts,
Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, and Utah) coordinate this process with the IEVS matching
process. That is, in the remaining 37 states, the states periodically send tapes with new clients’ SSNs
to be matched with the Numident file, but the IEVS matches take place independently of that match--
SSNs are matched with the IEVS databases regardless of whether they have been verified with the
Numident file. In the seven states where the processes are coordinated, the states attempt to match

only verified SSNs with the JEVS databases.
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II. TARGETING

For this study, targeting is defined as the selection of a subset of matched cases for follow up.
The purpose of targeting is to increase the cost-effectiveness of IEVS computer matching by
performing follow-up activities only for matches that are likely to lead to changes in eligibility status
or benefit payment levels.

This chapter describes the targeting that is currently being done by the states for the six
mandated databases, as reported by the state respondents. The extent of targeting and the specific
strategies employed are discussed in Section A, and the process of targeting is discussed in Section
B. Section C describes targeting strategies respondents said they would like to implement in their

states.

A. EXTENT AND METHODS OF TARGETING

Most states (46) have implemented a targeting strategy for at least one of the mandated
databases, as seen in Table ITI.1 (all tables referred to in Chapter III are presented at the end of the
chapter). In fact, the majority of states (39) target matched cases from at least three databases. The
most frequently targeted databases are IRS (42 states), BEERS (37 states), and SWICA (36 stat&s).l
Although the actual strategies used by the states vary substantially, there are common types of
strategies used for the different databases; these strategies are discussed below by database, and are
presented in Tables ITI.2 through II1.7.

Only five states (Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, North Dakota, and Utah) have not
implemented any targeting strategies. That is, in those states, workers follow up on all matched cases

from the mandated databases. Reasons given by the respondents for not targeting were: (1) they

lStrictly speaking, matched cases are targeted, not databases. For ease of presentation, however,
we sometimes refer to "targeting the IRS database,” for example, instead of "targeting matched cases
from the IRS database."
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want to keep the error rate as low as possible (Mississippi); (2) they are waiting for the Health Care
Financing Administration (HCFA) to specify targeting rules so that the strategies they implement will
satisfy all three agencies’ (FNS, HCFA, and the Department of Health and Human Services)
requirements (North Carolina); (3) their system is not sufficiently automated--they want to investigate
targeting strategies when they have a more automated system (Louisiana); (4) the workers insist on
seeing all of the information (North Dakota); and (5) the state is small and they have been able to
process the workload by prioritizing the order in which cases are followed up (Utah). However,
respondents from four out of the five states reported that their states do plan on implementing a
targeting strategy in the future for at least one of the mandated databases. The respondent from the
one state with no plans for targeting (Mississippi) stated that the state cannot accomplish their goal

of keeping the error rate low if they implement targeting strategies.

1. The SWICA Match

The most common targeting strategy employed by the states for the SWICA database focuses
on the size of any discrepancy found between reported earnings and earnings on the SWICA file (28
states), as seen in Table IIL.2; that is, follow up is performed only for cases for which the earnings
on the SWICA file differ from the earnings reported by the client by an amount greater than a
specified threshold, referred to as a discrepancy threshold2 The discrepancy thresholds used (per
quarter) tend to fall into two ranges: $2 to $100 (6 states) and $101 to $300 (10 states).3 In New

Hampshire, follow up is performed only for cases with discrepancies of $2,000 or more 4

2Targeting is done at the case level in some states and at the individual level in other states; this
geting 2 A
chapter will refer to case-level targeting for simplification.

3Discrepancies are based on household or case income in some states and individual income in
other states; thus, discrepancy levels are not perfectly comparable across states.

4For the three local offices closest to the state office, they follow up cases with discrepancies of
$1,500 or more.
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When the states receive the matched information from the SWICA, the SWICA information is
three to six months old. Of the states that target according to discrepancies between the SWICA and
reported data, 25 compare the SWICA data to reported data for the same time period (that is, they
go back in their files and retrieve the reported earnings information that refers to the period to which
the SWICA data refer), while three compare the SWICA data to current reported information.

Other strategies, used by at least two states, include the following:5

 Follow up if there is a discrepancy between the name of the employer reported by the

client and that on the SWICA file or if there is a change in the employer on the
SWICA file (for example, if a new employer is listed for an individual) (six states)

» Follow up if there is a discrepancy or change with regard to the receipt of earnings
(five states)

* Follow up if the carnings amount on the SWICA file is above a certain threshold
(that is, there is a tolerance threshold for the SWICA amount--cases with earnings
above that threshold are followed up) (four states)

* Follow up if the earnings on the SWICA file differ from the previous quarter’s
earnings by a certain amount (two states)

* Follow up if the case was active during the quarter to which the SWICA data refer
(six states)

* Follow up if the case is active when the matched information becomes available
(three states)
It is interesting to note for this database, as well as the others, that a number of states (12 for
SWICA) use a compound targeting strategy based on more than one of the strategies discussed here.
South Dakota, Arkansas, and Washington use at least four of the strategies discussed in this section

as components in their overall targeting strategy for SWICA matched cases.

5Targeting strategies for any of the databases that do not fit into one of the categories are listed
in Appendix B.
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2. The Ul Match

Twenty-three states target Ul matched cases. Of those, 13 use a discrepancy between the
reported Ul benefit amount and the amount on the UI file. More than half of these states (eight)
have implemented a discrepancy threshold of $10 or less per month. Eight states follow up on a case
if there is a discrepancy or change in the receipt of benefits. Two less common strategies are (1) to
follow up if there is a change of a specified magnitude from the previous month in the amount of
benefits on the Ul file (two states), and (2) to follow up only if the case is active when the matched

information becomes available (three states).

3. The BEERS Match

A common complaint about the BEERS data (discussed in more detail in Chapter V) expressed
by the state respondents is that most of the data are not unique to BEERS--more up-to-date
information can be obtained from the SWICA file for in-state employers. Consequently, the most
common targeting strategy used by the states for the BEERS match (used by 27 of the 37 states that
target BEERS matched cases) is to examine only data unique to BEERS--information on out-of-state
earnings and/or certain types of eamings not represented on the SWICA file, such as pension,
agricultural, and self-employment earnings. Two states (Indiana and New Jersey) impose another
restriction on the out-of-state earnings they examine--they only follow up on out-of-state earnings
from nearby or contiguous states.

Eight states use a discrepancy between reported earnings and the earnings amount on the
BEERS file. A somewhat more common strategy (used by 10 states) is to use a tolerance threshold
for the BEERS information--that is, to only follow up cases with earnings, as indicated on the
BEERS file, greater than a certain threshold. Thus, while many states use a discrepancy threshold
for SWICA matched cases, and few use a tolerance threshold, the opposite is true for BEERS
matched cases. A possible reason for this is that to compare the BEERS data to reported

information that refers to the same time period, states have to be able to go back into a history file
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and construct reported earnings for the year to which the BEERS data refer for all matched cases.

This requires an extensive history file since the BEERS data are often more than a year old at the

time the match takes place. Thus, an easier and possibly more effective targeting scheme for these

data is to examine only the BEERS information, as with a tolerance threshold.

Other targeting strategies for the BEERS matched information include the following:

* Follow up if the individual with earnings is older than a certain age (two states)

* Follow up only if the case was active for all or part of the period to which the
BEERS data refer (three states)

* Follow up only if the case is active when the matched information becomes available
(four states)

* Do not follow up any BEERS matched cases (one state)

The BENDEX Match

Less than half of the states (21) have implemented targeting strategies for the BENDEX data.

Of those, the majority (17 states) use a discrepancy between reported Title IT benefits and those

listed on BENDEX file. Thirteen of the 17 states using a discrepancy have implemented a

discrepancy threshold of $24 or less per month.

Except for using a discrepancy, the targeting strategies used by the states for this database were

difficult to categorize--the states tend to use strategies that are unique to that state. Two strategies

mentioned by two states each are: (1) to follow up only if the client on BENDEX file is in current

pay status--that is, he or she is currently receiving Title I benefits (District of Columbia and

Michigan), and (2) to follow up only if the case is active when the matched information becomes

available (Montana and Oklahoma).

The SDX Match

The SDX data are the least frequently targeted--only 15 states target the matches from this

database. This is consistent with the fact that respondents from some states reported that the SDX
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data were used for purposes other than income verification, such as determining eligibility for
Medicaid. Twelve of the fifteen states that do target the SDX matches use a discrepancy, and more
than half of the states that do (seven states), have implemented a discrepancy threshold of $5 or less
per month. As with the BENDEX data, targeting strategies for the SDX data other than using a

discrepancy are difficult to categorize since they tend to be unique to the state.

6. The IRS Match

Most states use a targeting strategy for IRS matched cases; 42 of the 46 states that do any
targeting target this match. When the states receive matched information from IRS (usually in July
or August), the IRS information refers to the prior tax year. Thus, as with BEERS, it is much easier
to use a tolerance than a discrepancy for the IRS information. In fact, only four states (Georgia,
Illinois, Vermont, and West Virginia) use a discrepancy between IRS and reported unearned income
amounts.

The predominant strategy for the IRS match is to use a tolerance threshold for one or more of
unearned income types on the IRS file. Twenty states have implemented a tolerance threshold for
interest income (three, for interest plus dividends); 15, for one or more upearned income amounts
other than interest (or interest plus dividends); and eight, for total unearned income. Two states
(Maryland and Nebraska) group all of the IRS unearned income amounts into two groups--one for
income that indicates resource ownership and one for income that does not--and apply a different
tolerance threshold to each of the two groups. Two other states (Arizona and Wyoming) apply one
tolerance threshold to cases with elderly or disabled members and another to all other households,
reflecting the different resource limits for the two groups.

Although using a tolerance is the principal strategy for the IRS match, four other strategies
(excluding using a discrepancy) are used by at least four states, as described below:

* Use information unique to the IRS data; that is, eliminate duplicate information from
other matches (nine states)
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* Follow up only if the case was active all or part of the tax year to which the IRS data
refer (four states)

* Follow up only if the case is active at the time the matched information becomes
available (five states)

* Disregard specified unearned income amounts on the IRS file (for example, prior year
tax refund) (eight states)

B. PROCESS OF TARGETING

In addition to asking state respondents (in the 46 states that target) to describe the specific
targeting strategies that are implemented, we.asked them to explain how and where the targeting is
done, as well as how they decided upon the targeting strategies the state has implemented. The

responses to these questions are described in this section.

1. How and Where Targeting Is Done
Several aspects of the targeting process were discussed with respondents, from automation to

applicant targeting; each is discussed in turn below.

* Automation. The targeting process is completely automated for all databases targeted
in 36 states, partly automated or automated for at least one database (and manual for
at least one database) in four states (Alaska, Massachusetts, Nebraska, and Oregon),
and manual for all targeted databases in six states (Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Nevada,
New Hampshire, and West Virginia).

» State Versus Local Office. Targeting is done only at the state office for all databases
in 40 states, and only at the local office for all databases in four states (Georgia,
Kentucky, Nevada, and West Virginia). In Alaska, targeting is done at both state and
local offices for the one database targeted (that is, one component of the targeting
strategy is implemented at the state office and another is implemented at the local
offices), and in Nebraska, the targeting for two of the three targeted databases is
done at the state office, while the targeting for the third database is done at the local
offices.

¢ Variation Across Offices. Only one state, New York, has different targeting rules for
different parts of the state; New York City has different targeting rules than the rest
of the state.

* Targeting Rules for AFDC. In 34 of the 46 states that target, the same targeting
rules are used for the AFDC and Food Stamp Programs.
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effective in their states, respondents from five said they did not know, and respondents from nine
states said they did not think it would be cost-effective to change their targeting strategies.
Targeting strategies proposed by respondents in the 37 states in which it was felt that additional
or new targeting strategies would be cost-effective are listed in Table IIL8. The following five
strategies were mentioned by four states each: (1) to use a different (higher) discrepancy threshold;
(2) to introduce or change a tolerance threshold (two states specifically mentioned this strategy for
the IRS match); (3) to eliminate certain matches (one state mentioned the BEERS match);6 4t
use error-prone profiles; and (5) to follow up only on cases that were active during the period to
which the external data refer or that had reported earnings for that time period (one state referred
to the SWICA match, and one state referred to the BEERS match). Respondents from three states
said that they would like to examine only data that are unique to the BEERS match (one respondent
said BEERS and IRS). Other strategies ment}oned by at least two state respondents were: (1) to
start using a discrepancy, (2) to examine only certain types of IRS unearned income, and (3) to
implement pre-inquiry screening or to not match applicants with one or more databases.”

Respondents from 12 states said that while they did think more or different strategies would be cost-

effective, they did not know what those strategies would be.

(’l‘echnically, this is not a targeting strategy, as it does not fit the definition of targeting presented
in the text; it is included in this discussion because it was provided in response to the question
regarding proposed targeting strategies.

7See footnote 6, with regard to the third strategy.
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DATABASES FOR WHICH STATES HAVE IMPLEMENTED TARGETING RULES

Database(s) Targeted

Number of

Databases
State Targeted SWICA Ul BEERS BENDEX | SDX | IRS
Alabama (AL) 5 X X X X X
Alaska (AK) 1 X
Arizona (AZ) 2 X X
Arkansas (AR) 6 X X X X X X
California (CA) 3 X X X
Colorado (CO) 6 X X X X X X
Connecticut (CT) 4 X X X X
Delaware (DE) 3 X X X
District of Columbia (DC) 3 X X X
Florida (FL) 6 X X X X X X
Georgia (GA) 3 X X X
Hawaii (HI) 1 X
Idaho (ID) 2 X X
Illinois (IL) 6 X X X X X X
Indiana (IN) 3 X X X
Iowa (1A) 3 X X X
Kansas (KS) 4 X X X X
Kentucky (KY) 2 X X
Louisiana (LA) 0
Maine (ME) 3 X X X
Maryland (MD) 6 X X X X X X
Massachusetts (MA) 3 X X X
Michigan (MI) 5 X X X X X
Minnesota (MN) 6 X X X X X X
Mississippi (MS) 0
Missouri (MO) 3 X X X
Montana (MN) 6 X X X X X X
Nebrasksa (NE) 3 X X X
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TABLE IIL1 page 2 (continued)

Database(s) Targeted

Number of

Databases
State Tuargeted SWICA Ul BEERS BENDEX | SDX | IRS
Nevada (NV) 3 X X X
New Hampshire (NH) 1 X
New Jersey (NJ) 4 X X X X
New Mexico (NM) 1 X
New York (NY) 3 X X X
North Carolinz (NC) 0
North Dakota (ND) 0
Ohio (OH) 3 X X X
Oklahoma (OK) 6 X X X X X X
Oregon (OR) 3 X X X
Pennsylvania (PA) 5 X X X X X
Rhode Island (RI) 4 X X X X
South Carolina (SC) 5 X X X X X
South Dakota (SD) 5 X X X X X
Tennessee (TN) 4 X X X X
Texas (TX) 3 X X X
Utah (UT) 0
Vermont (VT) 3 X X X
Virginia (VA) 3 X X X
Washington (WA) 5 X X X X X
West Virginia (WV) 3 X X X
Wisconsin (WT) 6 X X X X X X
Wyoming (WY) 6 X X X X X X
Number of States 36 23 37 21 15 42

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of Swuate Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

NOTE: A blank cell in this 1able may denote one of two things: (1) the state conducts the match, but does no targeting; or
(2) the state does not conduct the match. At the time of the State Census, three states were not matching with
BEERS, and one state was not matching with BENDEX.
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TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE SWICA MATCH

TABLE I111.2

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States That Target SWICA Information

CA

co

DE

GA

IL

1A

KY

MA

MN | MO | MT| NE

Discrepancy Between Reported
and SWICA Amounts

»

X X

X

X

X

Discrepancy Threshold (per quarter):*

$1 or less

$2 to $100

$101 to $300

$301 to $500

$501 to $1,000

Greater than $1,000

Less than 10 percent

10 percent or more

Discrepancy or Change in
Employer Name

Discrepancy or Change with Regard to
Receipt of Eamings

Tolerance Threshold for SWICA Amount

Follow Up if Change in Amount on
SWICA File

Follow Up if Active During Period to
which SWICA Data Refer

Follow Up if Active when Matched
Information Becomes Available

Other Strategy
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TABLE 111.2 page 2 (continued)

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States That Target SWICA Information

Number of

NH

NJ

NY

oK

OR

PA

RI

SC

sD

™

™

VA

WA

States Using
Strategy

Discrepancy Between Reported and
SWICA Amounts

X

X

X

X

X ). ¢ 28

Discrepancy Threshold (per quarter):*

$1 0or less

—

$2 10 $100

$101 10 $300

$301 10 $500

$501 10 $1,000

Greater than $1,000

3

Less than 10 peroent

-t

10 percent or more

Discrepancy or Change in Employer Name

W

Discrepancy or Change with Regard to
Receipt of Eamings

Tolerance for SWICA Amount

Follow Up if Change in Amount on
SWICA File

Follow Up Only if Active During Period to
which SWICA Dats Refer

Follow Up Only if Active when Matched
Information Becomes Awvailable

Other Strategy

X

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNSAUSDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

*Discrepancy thresholds are based on case income in some states and individual income in other states. Thus, the thresholkds are not perfectly comparable across states.
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TABLEIIL3

TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE Ul MATCH

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States that Target UT Information

Number of

CcOo

MN

MO

MT

NJ

OK

PA

RI | SC

sD

WA

States Using
Strategy

Discrepancy Between
Reported & Ul
Amounts

X

X

X 13

Discrepancy Threshold
(per month):*

Less than $10

$10 to0 $100

Greater than $100

Less than 10 peroent

10 percent or more

Discrepancy or Change
in Receipt of Benefits

Follow Up if Change in
Amount on Ul File

Follow Up if Case is
Active when Matched
Information Becomes
Available

Other Strategy

X

X

X

X

X

X

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

*Discrepancy threshokis are based on case income in some states and individual income in other states; thus, the threshokls are not comparable across states.
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TABLE 1114

TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE BEERS MATCH

Table of Contents

Targeting Strasegy

States That Target BEERS Information

CA co

DE

DC

FL

GA

ID

IL

IN

KY

Discrepancy Between Reported and BEERS
Eamings Amounts

X

X

Discrepancy Threshold (per year):*

Less than $500

Between $500 and $1,000

$1,000 or more

Tolerance for BEERS Eamings Amount

Tolerance Threshold (per year):*

Less than $1,000

$1,000 to $4,999

$5,000 to $9,999

$10,000 or more

Consider Only Information Unique to
BEERS (e.g., out-of-state earnings, pension,
agricultural, and self employment income)

Follow Up Only on Out-of-State Eamings for
Nearby or Contiguous States

Follow Up Only if Individual with Earings is
Older than a Specified Age

Follow Up Only if Active All or Part of
Period to which BEERS Data Refer

Fotlow Up Only if Active when Matched
Information Becomes Available

Do Not Use BEERS Information

Other Strategy
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TABLE 111.4 page 2 (continued)

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States That Target BEERS Match

Number of

NE

NJ)

NY

OH

OK { OR

PA

sC

sD

™

VA

WA

States Using
wY Strategy

Discrepancy Between Reported and
BEERS Eamings Amounts

X

Discrepancy Threshold (per year):*

Less than $500

Between $500 and $1,000

$1,000 or more

Tolerance for Eamings BEERS Amount

10

Tolerance Threshold (per year):*

Less than $1,000

$1,000 to $4,999

$5,000 to §9,999

$10,000 or more

Consider Only Information Unique to BEERS
(e.g., out-of -state eamings, pension,
agricultural, and self employment income)

N (v |w

Follow Up Only on Out-of-State Eamings
for Nearby or Contiguous States

Follow Up Only if Individual with
Eamings is Older than a Specified Age

Follow Up Only if Active All or Part of
Period to which BEERS Data Refer

Follow Up Only if Active when Matched
Information Becomes Awailable

Do Not Use BEERS Information

Other Strategy

X

X

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

*Tolerance and discrepancy thresholds are based on case income in some states and individual income in other states; thus, the threshokds are not perfectly comparable across states.
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TABLE 111.8

TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE BENDEX MATCH

States that Target BENDEX Information

Number of

States Using
Targeting Strategy AL | AR|CO|DC| FL| IL [ KS| MD | MA Mi MN MT NV | OH| OK [PA]| RI | SC | WA| WI | WY Strategy

Discrepancy Between X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 17
Reported & BENDEX
Amounts

Discrepancy Threshold (per
month):*

Less than $5 X b 4 X | X X X X X
$5 05U X X X X

$25 or more X X X

10 Percent or More X

Follow Up Only if Client X X
is in Current Pay Status

N |- W >

Follow Up Only if Active X X
When Matched
Information Becomes
Awailable

Other Strategy x| x X x| x x | x X 8

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by Mathematics Policy Research, Inc.

'Diwepancythredloldumhndonuseheomehlomemumdintlividulhwmhoﬂlermuum.mmmm-mmmfedymnbkmmn
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TABLE IIL6¢

TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE SDX MATCH

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States that Target SDX Information

co

IL KS MD MN MT OK RI sC

sD

Number of States
wYy Using Strategy

Discrepancy Between
Reported and SDX
Amounts

X X X X X X X

X 12

Discrepancy Threshold
(per month):*

Less than $3

$S 1o S

$25 or more

»
N e la

Less than 10 percent

[

Fotlow Up Only if Active
When Matched
Information Becomes
Available

Other Strategy

X

X

X

SOURCE: Tsbulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

*Discrepancy thresholds are based on case income in some states and individuaf income in other states; thus, the thresholds are not compsrable across states.
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TABLE 1.7
TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE IRS MATCH

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States that Target IRS Information

AL |AK|AZ| AR| CAjCO|CT|DE|DC|FL

OA

HI

1D

L

Tolerance Threshold for IRS Interest Income Amount

X]1X1]1X X X X

X

Tolerance Threshold for Interest Income:?

Less than $50

$50 to $99

$100 0 $199

$200 or more

Tolerance Threshold for IRS Interest 4+ Dividends Amount

Tolerance Threshold for One or More Unearned Income Amount(s)

Other than Interest (or Interest + Dividends)

One Tolerance Threshold for IRS Data licmss Relsted t0 Income
and One for Dita Itens Related 10 Reyources

Tolerance Threshold for Tota! Uneamned Income

Tolerance Threshold for Total Uneamned Income (Interest
included):*

Less than $100

$100 - $199

$200 - $299

$300 or more

Separate Tolerance Threshold for Elderty/Disabled

Consider Only Information Unique to IRS

Follow Up Only if Active All or Part of the Period 1o Which
the IRS Data Refer

Follow Up Only if Active Whea Matched Information
Becomes Available

Disregard Certain Types of Income (e.g., prior year tax refund)

Discrepancy Between Reported and IRS Amounts

Other Strategy
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TABLE 111.7 page 2 (continued)

Table of Contents

Targeting Strategy

States that Target IRS Information

MO

NE

NJ

NM

OH

OK

PA

sD

VA

WA

Wi | WY | Using Strasegy

Number of States

Tolerance Threshold for IRS Interest Income Amount

Tolerance Threshold for Interest Income:*

Less than $50

$50 10 $99

$100 10 $199

- - W )

$200 or more

Tolerance Threshoid for IRS Interest + Dividends Amount

Tolerance Threshold for One or More Uneamed Income
Amounts Other than Interest (or Interest + Dividends)

15

One Tolerance Threshold for RS Data liems Related to Income
and One for Data ltems Related 10 Resources

Tolerance Threshold for Total Unesmed Income

Tolerance Threshoid for Total Unearned Income (Tnterest
included)*

Less than $100

$100 - $199

N |-

$200 - $299

$300 or more

Sepanate Tolerance Threshold for Elderty/Disabled

Consider Only Information Unique to IRS

Follow Up Only if Active All or Part of the Period 10 Which
the IRS Dats Refer

>
ol W la |-

Follow Up Only if Active When Matched Information
Becomes Awailable

Disregard Certsin Types of Income (e.g., prior year tax refund)

Discrepancy Between Reported and IRS Amownts

Other Strategy

X

X

X

SOURCE: Tsbulstions of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

*Tolerance threshokds are based on case income in some states and individual income in other states; thus, the thresholds are not perfectly comparable across states.
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TARGETING STRATEGIES PROPOSED BY RESPONDENTS FROM STATES IN WHICH
ADDITIONAL OR DIFFERENT TARGETING STRATEGIES WOULD BE COST-EFFECTIVE

* Number of State
Proposed Strategy States Abbreviations
Start Using a Discrepancy IN, MT
Use a Different Discrepancy Threshold GA, OK, SC, WV
Consider Only Information Unique to BEERS NY, ND, IN
(or BEERS and IRS)
Introduce or Change a Tolerance Threshold 4 AR, OK, PA, SC
Eliminate Certain Matches? 4 HI, NV, NM, SD
Use Error-Prone Profiles 4 NE, OH, TX, WA
Follow up Only Cases that Were Active During the Time 4 ID, NY, SC, TX
Period to Which the External Date Refer or that Had
Reported Earnings for that Time Period
Implement Targeting for More Databases 1 GA
Don't Follow Up on IRS Match for Medicaid Cases Not Subject to 1 LA
2 Resource Limit
Follow up Only IRS Matches that are Institutional Care Cases 1 NM
Examine Only Certain Types of IRS Unearned Income 2 LA, HI
Implement County-Level Targeting 1 CA
Do Not Follow Up Matches for Individuals Working for In-State 1 IN
Employers with Out-of-State Headquarters
Replace BEERS and SWICA with Internet System® 1 DE
Implement Pre-Inquiry Screening/Don’t Match Applicants with 2 MI, NJ
One or More Databases®
Implement Changes to Automated System to Facilitate More 1 WA
Effective Targeting (e.g., augment system so that earnings can be
examined at the individual, not case, level)®
"Don’t Know" 12 AK, CT, DC, FL,
ME, MN, MO,
NC, VT, VA, WI,
wY
SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for

FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

*Although these strategies do not fit into the definition of targeting given in the report, they are included in
this 1able because they were provided in response to the question regarding proposed targeting strategies.
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IV. FOLLOW UP

In this chapter, we describe a major component of the IEVS process—the follow-up process. The
follow-up process includes (1) checking that the client-reported information used in the computer
match is valid, (2) verifying the information on the external database (this may include contacting the
client’s bank or employer), and (3) recomputing eligibility and benefits using information from the
external database, if a discrepancy is verified. Under current IEVS regulations, follow-up activities
must be completed within 45 days of the time the state receives the matched information (or conducts
the match, if the match is done at the FSA). For each match, this time limit can be waived for 20
percent of the cases if the state is experiencing delays in receiving requested verification information
from collateral contacts (for example, the client’s bank or employer). The discussion in this chapter
focuses on the process of (1) verifying the information on the external data source, as well as the
client-reported information (Section A), (2) recomputing eligibility and benefits (Section B), and (3)
monitoring and reporting follow-up procedures and results (Section C). The coordination and

management of follow-up procedures are discussed in Section D.

A. VERIFICATION

Verification involves checking that the client-reported information used in the computer match
is valid, and, if there is a discrepancy between the reported information and that on the external file,
confirming that the external-file information is correct by contacting the client or a collateral contact
(the client’s employer or financial institution). In this section, we describe several aspects of the
verification process (for example, who performs verification on cases designated for follow up) and
discuss if, and how, states prioritize the order in which verification is performed on cases designated

for follow up.
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1. Process of Verification

Typically, the eligibility worker assigned to a case performs the verification activities for that case
(44 states). In five states (District of Columbia, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Vermont, and
Washington), state-level staff assign=d to follow-up activities are involved in the verification process
for at least one database. In Ohio and Oregon, the type of worker who performs verification varies
considerably by local office.

Cases requiring follow up are transmitted to the staff responsible for the veﬁﬁmﬁon procedures
by hard-copy reports (either reports of individual cases or listings of cases) (28 states) or on-line
messages (for all databases--16 stat&s).1 In the remaining seven states, workers receive on-line
messages for some of the databases and hard-copy reports for others. In six states, the process of
transmitting the cases requiring follow up to the eligibility workers is coordinated so that they receive
information on all of the match databases at the same time; in the rest of the states, workers receive
information on cases requiring follow up separately for the different databases, at the time each

match takes place.

_TILCTE E automated sunport for the verification nrocess in onlv 12 states: that is. in 12 states the

:g_h

’ |

system generates letters to the client, or to the client’s employer or financial institution. In only
seven states does the system provide this support statewide and for all of the mandated databases;
in the other five states, letters can be generated only for some databases or in some local offices.
Verification procedures differ for applicants and ongoing cases in only two states, Florida and

Nebraska, and these differences are relatively minor.2

11n some states, the workers receive both on-line messages and hard-copy reports for some of the
databases.

2This question ("Are the procedures for verification on applicant cases different than those for
ongoing cases?") did not apply to all of the databases in several states where applicants are not
matched to one or more of the mandated databases (typically the SSA and IRS databases) and in one
state where applicant cases are not followed up for all of the match sources.
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2. Prioritization of Verification

Most of the state respondents (38) reported that their state has no process for setting priorities
for the order in which verification is performed on cases designated for follow up. In 13 states,
however, workers are instructed to give priority to certain types of matched cases (for example, those
with the largest dollar discrepancies) for at least one database when they perform verification
activities (see Table IV.1).

In five of the 13 states (Idaho, New Jersey, North Carolina, Utah, and Washington), verification
activities are prioritized for matched cases from only one or two databases, and the specific priority
levels vary by database.> Four out of five of those states have priority levels specifically for IRS
matched cases, two prioritize the order in which verification is performed for SWICA matched cases,
and one has priority levels specific to BEERS matched cases.

To an extent, the priority levels used by the states are similar to the targeting strategies described
in Chapter III; however, while targeting reduces the number of cases designated for follow up,
prioritizing defines only the order in which verification is performed on the cases that bave been
designated for follow up. Cases that are given priority in the order in which verification is performed

include the following:

* Matched cases from specified databases (for example, Ul or SWICA)

e Cases that are active at the time the match information becomes available to the
workers performing verification

» Cases which have any, or a specified amount of, certain types of income. For
example, in Connecticut, verification is performed for IRS matched cases with interest
income greater than $40 before it is performed for cases with interest income less
than $40.

* Nursing home cases (IRS match only). (Many state respondents said that the IRS
match is most useful for identifying assets of clients in nursing homes, as discussed in
Chapter V).

3Connecticut prioritizes verification by ranking the databases in order of importance and has
priority levels specific to IRS matched cases.
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METHODS BY WHICH STATES PRIORITIZE THE ORDER IN WHICH VERIFICATION IS PERFORMED
ON CASES DESIGNATED FOR FOLLOW UP

Table of Contents

States that Prioritize Verification

Priority is Given To: CA CcT DC ID IN NJ NC OH OR PA sD uT WA

Matched Cases from Specilied X X X
Databases

Active Cascs X X X X

(BEERS and (SWICA
IRS matches) match)

Cases with Any, or Specified X X X X X
Amounts, of Certain Types of (IRS (BEERS and (IRS (IRS
Income (e.g., interest or Match) IRS matches) match)* match) match)
dividend income from IRS, self-
employment, agricultural, or
pension income from BEERS)

Cases with Higher Eamings from X
SWICA File (SWICA

match)
Nursing Home Cases X
(RS
match)

Cases Not Required to Report X
Eamings Monthly (SWICA

match)

Cases Where Match Reveals X
Unreported Source of Income

Cases with Largest Wages and ' X
Dollar Discrepancics

Applicants/Cases Scheduled for X
Recertification (RS

match)
Prioritization Levels Vary by X

Local Office

SOURCE: Tabulstions of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FSN/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
*Annual IRS match only.
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* Cases not required to report their monthly earnings to the local food stamp office
(SWICA match only)

* Cases where the match reveals an unreported source of income. For example, a
match that shows positive earnings on the SWICA file and no reported earnings on
the FSA file is verified before a match where both files show positive earnings, but
the amounts are different.

The process of prioritizing cases for verification is automated in five states and manual in seven
states (varying by county in California). In most states, this process is separate from designating cases
for follow up (that is, targeting). An example of where targeting and prioritizing are part of the same
process can be found in South Dakota where the computer system selects the cases that meet the
targeting criteria at the same time that it identifies cases that require immediate follow up. South
Dakota’s computer system sends an alert to the eligibility workers’ screens notifying them of cases

that require follow up--alerts with an asterisk next to them indicate that the case needs to be followed

up as soon as possible.

B. RECOMPUTING ELIGIBILITY AND BENEFITS

Once the client-reported and external data have been verified, and it has been determined that
some aspect of the client-reported information is incorrect, the client’s eligibility and benefit amounts
must be recomputed based on the new information to determine the amount of over-(or under-)
payments for the current month, and any previous months to which the changes apply. In 29 of the
51 states, the eligibility worker can use the certification system to do these calculations.* In 22
states, the certification system retains both the original issuance information and the recomputed

amounts.

A few respondents said that, while their certification system could not be used for these
calculations, they did have some automated support; for example, in at least one state the workers
have access to a personal computer program (separate from the certification system) that could be
used to recompute eligibility and benefit amounts.
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C. MONITORING AND REPORTING
In this section, we describe if and how states monitor the follow-up process to ensure that cases
that have been designated for follow up are resolved and whether the states produce reports that

describe the results of the follow-up activities for cases matched by their systems.

1. Monitoring the Follow-Up Process

In every state, there is a monitoring process to determine whether cases designated for follow
up have been resolved for at least some of the mandated databases in some local offices. In fact, in
48 of the 51 states, there is 8 monitoring process for all of the databases in every office (although the
individual responsible for monitoring the follow-up process might vary by database or local office).
In contrast, in two of the three remaining states, only a subset of the local offices have established
monitoring processes, and in the third state, the follow-up process is monitored for only a subset of
the match databases.

Below, we discuss several aspects of the follow-up process related to monitoring: (1) the
individual(s) responsible for monitoring the follow-up process, (2) whether the monitoring process
is automated, (3) the information that is recorded as a result of the follow-up process, and (4) the
timeliness of the follow-up process (that is, on average, for how many cases are follow-up procedures

completed in 45 days).

a. Individual(s) Responsible for Monitoring Follow Up

The individual responsible for monitoring the follow-up process can vary by local office or by
database. In a few states, some databases are monitored at the central office while others are
monitored at the local offices. In addition, more than one individual may be involved; in some states,
there are three or four levels of responsibility in the monitoring process. Individuals (or groups of

individuals) involved in the states’ monitoring processes include the following:

* The local office supervisor (33 states)
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State office staff (27 states)

District or regional staff (S states)

Management Evaluation Review staff (5 states). States must review each project area
(which is usually a county) once in a three year period. For this review, the state
does not have to review every office in the county. When a local office is reviewed,
the offices ability to conduct follow-up procedures in a timely manner is examined.

Quality Control reviewers (3 states)

Automation of Monitoring Process

In more than half of the states (28), the monitoring process is at least partly automated--that is,

it involves recording case status in an automated file. In three states, the process is partly automated

for some, but not all, of the databases, and in two states, the process is partly automated in some of

the local offices. In only 18 states is the monitoring process completely manual.

c. Information Recorded as A Result of Follow Up

In 46 states, some information is recorded as a result of the follow-up process for all six

databases (in four of those states, the information that is collected varies by database) and in another

four states, information is collected for some of the mandated databases. Only one state respondent

reported that no information on the result of the follow-up process is recorded for any of the

databases. The following types of information regarding the follow-up process are recorded by at

least 10 states (for at least one of the databasm):S

Case action or result of follow up (41 states)

Length of time it took to complete follow-up procedures (24 states). This was
defined in terms of either the staff hours spent on follow-up procedures (see below)
or the date when follow up was completed (or date of action).

Amount or incidence of over- (or under-) payment (18 states)

SThese responses were given to the open-ended question "What information is recorded as a
result of the follow-up?”
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* Amount of (potential) savings or dollar amount of changes in eligibility or benefits (11

states)

As part of the follow-up process, information is recorded on the staff hours required to complete
the process by the individuals responsible for follow up in only nine states.® The information is
collected for all databases in all local offices in only four of those states (Alabama, Ohio, Rhode
Island, and South Dakota). In three states (Idaho, New Mexico, and Vermont), information on staff
hours is recorded for selected databases, and in California and Illinois, it is recorded in only some
local offices (only one office in California). In Texas, recording staff hours spent on follow up is

optional for the workers, but is not routinely collected as part of the follow-up process.

d. Timeliness of Follow Up

As discussed above, federal IEVS regulations require that the states complete follow-up
procedures within 45 days of the receipt of the matched information. If follow up is delayed because
the state is waiting for information from collateral contacts, 20 percent of the cases can be followed
in more than 45 days. When asked for what proportion of cases are follow-up procedures completed
in the 45-day time period, more than one-third of the respondents (respondents from 20 states) said
they did not know. Another five respondents separated their response into two parts—-one estimate
for IRS (or IRS and BEERS) and another for the other databases. In general, the degree of
accuracy of the responses to this question varied substantially across states; some respondents
reported precise figures calculated by their computer systems, while others guessed. In addition, it
is not clear that all respondents measured the 45-day time period in the same way. It is likely that

some began the 45-day count when the state received the matched information or conducted the

SThis paragraph summarizes the responses to the questions "Is any information recorded by the
staff doing follow up on the staff hours required to complete the follow-up process or other costs of
follow up?” and "Is this information routinely collected as part of the follow-up process?” The
information on the number of states that record information on the length of time it took to
complete the follow-up process discussed above was compiled from responses to the open-ended
question "What information is recorded about the result of the follow up?"
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match while others began the 45-day count when the eligibility workers received the matched
information for follow up.

Among the states that gave an estimate for all of the databases, the percentage of matched cases
for which follow up is completed within 45 days ranges from 11 percent to 100 percent, with an
average of 73 percent. Among the states that gave two responses to this question, the proportion
of IRS (or IRS and BEERS) cases for which follow up was completed on time ranged from 36 to 90
percent, with an average of 67 percent (one respondent said he did not know), and the proportion
for the other databases ranged from 75 to 90 percent, with an average of 83 percent (three

respondents said they did not lcnow).7

2. Reporting the Results of the Follow-Up Process

Reports that describe the results of the follow-up process, or the status of actions taken on
matched cases, are produced regularly in 36 states (in four of those states, reports are produced only
for certain databases). For the most part, those reports are produced through an automated process
(29 states) and at the state office (32 states).8 The most common time schedule of producing the
reports is monthly (25 states).

Typically, the information contained in these reports is presented by database; at least six states
also disaggregate the results by match source (for example, IRS or SWICA). Information items that

are included in the reports of at least 10 states include the following:9

"The respondent from one state did not know the proportion of cases for which follow up is
completed within 45 days for any of the databases, but felt that the proportion of "delinquent” cases,
that is, those for which follow-up procedures are not completed in the 45-day time period, would be
higher for IRS than the other databases.

8In Washington, reports are produced through a joint effort of the state and local offices and the
process of producing those reports has both an automated and a manual component. In Michigan
and Wyoming, reports are produced at both the state and local offices. These counts include these
states.

“These responses were given to the open-ended question "What information is contained in those
reports (that describe the status of actions taken on cases matched by the system)?”
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* Number of matched cases (16 states)
* Number of cases sent for follow up (13 states)

* Number of cases resolved (or for which follow-up procedures were completed) (14
states)

* Length of time to complete follow up (15 states). (For example, the report might
indicate the percentage of cases designated for follow up completed within 45 days
or it could list the number of cases followed up by certain time intervals—-30 days, 45
days, 60 days, etc.).

* Number of cases requiring no further action (10 states)

* Number of cases with benefits reduced or number of cases with overpayments (18
states)

* Number of cases closed or denied (19 states)

D. COORDINATION OF AND VARIATION IN FOLLOW-UP PROCEDURES
In this section, we describe the responses to the following two questions: (1) "Is the follow-up
process for the FSP coordinated with the process for AFDC?" and (2) "Is there any variation in the

match follow-up procedures across local offices?”

1. Coordination of Follow-Up Procedures Across Programs

In most states (40), respondents reported that the follow-up process for the FSP is coordinated
with the process for AFDC, which means that follow-up procedures are conducted by the same staff
for the two programs. In another six states, the coordination of follow-up procedures between the
two programs varies by local office. In Oregon, the follow-up procedures for the databases for which
follow up is performed by the state office are coordinated between the FSP and AFDC, otherwise,

coordination varies by local office.

2. Variation in Follow-Up Procedures Across Local Offices
Respondents in only eight states said that there is variation in follow-up procedures across local

offices. However, respondents in several other states noted that while the procedures do not differ
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across local offices, the way in which the follow-up procedures actually are implemented in the local

offices may vary by office.
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V. COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF MATCHES WITH MANDATED DATABASES

In conducting the Census, we made an effort to learn (1) if the respondents think each of the
mandated matches is cost-effective, (2) if the state has done a study of the cost-effectiveness of the
match, and (3) why or why not the match is perceived to be cost-effective.l If the respondent stated
that the state had done a cost-effectiveness study, we requested that it be sent to us. In this chapter,
we present our findings regarding the three questions listed above (Section A) and briefly summarize

the cost-effectiveness studies that we received (Section B).

A. PERCEIVED COST-EFFECTIVENESS

Respondents’ comments regarding the cost-effectiveness of the mandated databases are
summarized in this section separately by database. The discussion for each database is separated into
two parts: the first paragraph reports the answers to the questions "Do you think the match with this
database is cost-effective?” and "Have you done a study on the cost-effectiveness of this match?",
while the remainder of the discussion summarizes respondents’ comments regarding why or why not

they think the match is cost-effective.

1. The SWICA Match
As seen in Table V.1, the majority of the state respondents feel that the SWICA match is cost-
effective.2 Eleven states had done studies on the cost-effectiveness of the SWICA match; 73

percent (eight states) of the respondents for these states said that the match was cost-effective.

1n each case, we discussed the cost-effectiveness of the match with the respondent, not of
targeting that is done on the match information.

2The respondent from Michigan feels that the SWICA match is cost-effective for ongoing cases,
but not for applicant cases.
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TABLE V.1

PERCEIVED COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF IEVS-MANDATED DATABASES

Number of States That Said Match is: Number of States Of the States that Have
) that Have Done a  Done a Study, Percent of
Cost Not Cost  Don't (g Effectiveness  Respondents that Said the
Match Database Effective ~ Effectivc  Know g4y of the Match  Match is Cost-Effective

SWICA 418 6 11 73%
165 40 4 7 10 70
BEERS 6 37 5 18 11
BENDEX 34 6 19 74
SDX 36 9 17 94
IRS 23b 20 8 31 55

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procedures conducted for
FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

8The respondent from Michigan said that the SWICA match is cost-effective for ongoing cases, but not for applicant
cases.

YThe respondent from Missouri stated that the annual IRS match is cost-effective, but the monthly matches (for
applicants and new cases) are not.
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Several respondents felt that this was the best, or most effective, match. However, some state
respondents were not as enthusiastic and identified what they see as problems with the match.

Specific comments, mentioned by at least four respondents are listed below:

* Unreported earnings is the most common source of QC errors.
¢ The match is responsible for closing many cases.
* The data are very accessible/inexpensive to use.

» The match is most effective for FSP cases, since they are more likely to have earnings,
and is least effective for Medicaid cases.

* When the states receive these data they tend to be three to six months old.3 While
several respondents commented that they like this match because the data are timely
and/or accurate, others feel the data were too old. Because of the time lag with the
data, they cannot be used to determine current eligibility. However, the match can
be useful for identifying past overpayments. One respondent stressed the
ineffecti