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SUMMARY

Policy Context of the Study

To be eligible to receive Food Stamp Pro/_lun (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 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. 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, Con ,_ established the Income and Eligl_il/ty Verification
System (IEVS) under the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984. The purpose of IEVS is to reduce the
number of incorrect payments made by requiring that states establish an automated system to
compare information provided by applicants or persons already rcce_g benefits (recipients) to
external sources of information.

Verifying client-reported information through IEVS involves two processes: matching and follow
up. Computer matching is the automated process of matching lists of weffare 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 :mf.orm,ation from the external database, if a discrepancy
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 19//8, 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 ieveh.

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

ITbese last activities [processing claims, disqualifying inelig_le 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 a,_istance to state Food Stamp Agencies 0_SAs) on how
they can implement coat-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 dism'buted 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 teat 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 backgro_ 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 fea.s_ility 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 teat and of any impediments to
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participation as a test state, such mi a major upgrade in their automated system
scheduled for the same time period.

To achieve these objectives, the cereus 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 teat 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 $umm_ia_g information obtained through the State Census
regarding states' approaches to matching, Uu-geting, and follow up under IEVS, as well as state
respondents' views regarding the cost-effectiveneu 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 F'maings

Matching. In 1986, FSP regulations v,m'e amended to require states to implement computer
matches through IEVS using spec/fled data sources. The six data sources mandated by FSP
regulations are:

1. State Wage Information Co!!___,etionAbnme2(,YW/CA)Data: These data consist of wage
information that employers whose employees are covered by Unemployment
Insurance (UI) must report to the SWICA each quarter. They are three to six
months old when the matches are conducted.

2. Unemployment Insurance Monthly IRm_ftt Data: These data consist of information
on benefits provided to U1 recipients each month. They are at most one month
old when the matches are conducted.

3. Beneficiary Earnings Exchange Rtln_ 6_jstem (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. Benefidao, Data Exchange (BENDE70 T/de lit 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.

5. State Data F.xchan_ (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. Interna/Revenue Service (IRS) Data: These data consist of annual unenrned 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 ns the Department of
Employment Security, which in many states maintains both the wage and UI benefit data. States must
obtain the BEERS, BENDEX, 3 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 B_HRS _e and one state was not matching with
the BENDEX 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. Aa 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 mount greater than a specified threshold (referred to as a d/screpancy
thre$_. This threshold varies substantially across the states.

· The III Match. UI matched cases arc 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 131
benefit amount and the amount on the UI 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.
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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 rece/pt, not amount, of benefits.

· The BEERS Match. A common complaint about the BEERS data expressed by
thc state respondents is that most of the data nrc not unique to the BEERS _e-
more up-to-date information can be obtained from the SWICA _e for in-state
employers. Consequently, the most common targeting strategy used by the states
for the BE_RS 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 serf-employment earnings.

· The BENDEX Match. Less than half of the states (21) have implemented
targeting strategics for the BBNDBX data. Of those, the majority (17 states) use
a discrepancy between reported Title II benefit amounts and those Usted on the
B_gD_ 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 a discrepancy
between rel_orted 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 (higher) discrepancy threshold; (2) to use error-prone profiles; and
(3) 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).

.,.
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Follow-Up. Findings from the State Cemm regarding follow-up procedures are discusse_ below.

· Verification. As discussed above, follow-up activities include verifl_g 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 st
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 complete follow-up
procedures within 45 days of the receipt of the matched information 4 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 de_ree and complex/ty of the
monitoring processes across the states, and in some cases, across local offices within
the same state. Estimates of how many _ are followed up in the 4S-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, thc number of cases resolved, thc 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, UI,
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 relathtely 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

4If follow up is delayed because thc 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.
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implementing targeting strategies that concentrated on those nspects 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 resistance to financially needy households nationwide.

To be eligible for the FSP, a household% income and assets must fall below specified levels. If a

household meets these eligibility criteria, it is enfified 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. 'Minimizingthe 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

El/gibility 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

(recipients) to external sources of information. 1 That is, states are requ/red to verify income and

asset information provided by an applicant or recipient by comparing it w/th 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 IEVS regulations require states to conduct computer matches for all individuals in the
household for which they can obtain a Social Security Number.
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information. In 1986, FSP regulations were amended to require states to implement computer

matches through IEVS using specified databases. 2

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

exc.e.ed 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 rec_vient (those receiving

benefits) matched cases, if the selection of this subset could be justified on c.oat-effectiveness

grounds. 4,5 The process of selecting a subset of matched cases for follow up is known as targeting.

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.

4The regulations still require that all matches of applicant cases are followed up.

5The interim IEVS targeting regulations pertaining to the FSP are contained in 7 CFR Part 272.
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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 way3 to reduce that

burden, has been the theme of various reports. As discussed below, thi.qreport 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 th_ topic can be found in reports by the American

Public Welfare Association (APWA) (1989), the USDA's Office of Inspector C_mneral (OIO) (1990),

and the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) (1990). The APWA report argues that the

regulations do not give the states sufficient fiem'bility to conduct computer matching in the most cost

effective way, while the GAO report focuses on the availabil/ty, 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 OIO 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 cat,es 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



this study is to identify, develop, and test exemplary and cost-effective targeting strategies so that FNS

can provide information and technlca] assistance to state Food Stamp Agendes (FSAs) on how they

can implement cost-effective strategies. 6 Specifically, the project seeks to achieve the following

object/yes:

* 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.

6Throughout the report, we refer to the state 1SA as the state agency that administers the FSP.
Typically, the agency respons_le for administering the ISP is also responsible for administering the
AFDC program, and in many cases, is respons_le 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 _rt_ in which new targeting approaches will be _,veloped
and t_re.d. Since the cost-effectiveness and feasibility of alternative targeting
approaches appears to depend heavily on factors that vary from state-to-stnte, 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 re,rults of the aptn,oaches implemented in the test gtates to
project the likely _ffects in other ttates. Since the cost-effectiveness of a given
approach varies depending on factors such as the degree of automation, aa
mentioned above, consistent information on these factors for all states is needed

to help states assess the relevance of the teat results for their state.

· ,assessing the interest of each state in participating in a test of the cost-effectiveness
of alternative targeting approache& 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 t/me per/od.

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 interw/ewees were prov/ded 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)



· What is the IEVS match proce_? What databases are used in IEVS computer
matching? How cost-effective are the matches with each of the databases? How
is the ]ZEVS computer matching managed and coordinated in the state and between
programs? (Section 2)

· Does the state currently employ 8 targeting strategy for any of the databases used
in matching? If so, wha: 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 respons_le 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 $)

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 F!::.VSprocess

cost-effective.

The remainder of the report is organized as follows. Chapters Il, ltl, and IV descn'be the

matching, targeting, and follow-up procedures and strategies currently used by the states. In Chapter

III, the specific targeting strategies implemented by the states for each of thc mandated databases

are described. Chapter V addresses the cost-effectiveness of thc 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.



H. MATCHING

In 1986, Food Stamp Program (b'BP) regulations were amended to require states to implement

computer matches through IEVS using specified data sources. The six data sources mandat._.xi by FSP

regulations are:

1. State Wage Irtformation Cd/etOn d_cy (SW/CA) Data: These data consist of
wage information that employers whose employees are covered by Unemployment
Insurance (Ltl) must report to the SWICA each quarter.

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

3. Beneficiary Earnings Exchange Reports Syrtem (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 ac,ceded through the State
Data Exchange system.

6. Internal Revenue Serv/ce Data: Throe 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 1, and SDX information from the Social Security Administration (SSA) and the

unearned income information from the IRS. Ia 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 H information.
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In this Chapter, we descn'be the process by which states conduct their computer matching under

IEVS. Section A descn'bes the matching proce_ for the six mandated databases, while Section B

describes databases that are used in matching, but are not mandated. Section Caddresses several

i._,suesrelated to the match process.

A. THE MATCH, PROCESS

With the exception of three state,s, all states conduct matches with each of the six mandated

databases. 2 Since variation among states' matching procedures is minimal, in _ section we descn'be

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 processe, s for those databases.

1. The SWICA and LTlMatches

Matching with the SWICA and Lq 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 officeconducts a tape to tape match and the local offices

have on-line access to the SWICA and UI files. The process involves the state FSAs sending a tape

of cases identified for matching to the S-WICA (typically the state's Department of Employment

Security or Department of Labor) and to the agency respons_le for administering UI benefits (if the

state wage and WI files are not maintained by the same agency) and receives a tape(s) containing

information on matched cases in return. Significantvariations of this process include the following:

· In eight states for the SWICAmatch and 11 states for the UI match, the la'SA
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,

2For the most part, these matches were only temporaritFsuspended, due to technical problems
or problems associated with the increased workload produced by thc match.
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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 nil ongoing

with the SW'ICA file on a quarterly basis, after the SWICA has updated its files. FSAz tend

to match aH ongoing _ 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 UI 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 office.s). 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 ellgl'bility worker's computer screen) (13 states), or both

(five states).

2. The BEERS and BENDEX Matches 3

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. Cl'he 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 BI=.I::.RS,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.
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contains SSNs that were sent previously. If B_I_R.S or BENDEX information regarding SSNs on the

orbit file becomes available or changes, the SSA mUdS another tape with that information on it to

the state. Thus, while the state FSA may send only one tape per month to the SSA, they could

receive more than one tape back. At the time the states receive the matched BENDEX information,

it is at most two months old. In contrast, the BEERS data can be up to 18 months old; the file is

not completely updated for the previous calendar year until September or October of the current

year.

Eleven states currently have access to the F'fieTransfer Management System, through which they

can conduct matches with both the BENDEX and SDX files (as well as other information) by means

of electronic file transmission (also called wire-to-wire). However, only one state respondent said his

state conducted thc BENDEX matches in this manner; all of thc others state respondents said that

at the state level, the matches were conducted by means of tapes. In addition, five states currently

have access to a w/re-third-party-query system with the SSA (designed to be used with the File

Transfer Management System) through which they can request BENDEX (as well as other types of

information, such as SSN verification and information on SSI benefits), but not BEERS information,

in a batch process and receive the requested information back within 24 hours. All states have acce.as

to the third-party-query system (either through cards which are filled out and sent to the SSA or on-

line at district SSA offices with this capability), through which they can request BENDEX Il and

other information including SSI; however, the information obtained through this system is much more

limited than that obtained through the w/re-third-party-query system. Three state respondents

mentioned using the third-party-query system at the local offices for BENDEX information.

When the state FSA receives the matched information back from the SSA, in most cases, it is

processed at the state level and sent to the local offices for follow up via either hard-copy reports (28

states, BEERS; 25 states, BENDEX ) or on-line alerts (12 states, BEERS; 17 states, BENDEX).
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3. The SDX Match

Every week, the SSA sends each state a tape (or, ff the state has access to the F'de Transfer

Management System, nn electronic file transmission-respondents from five states mentioned that they

receive the information in this mnnner) containing SSI information for nil SSI recipients in the state.

(If the state has access to the File Trnmfer 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 n 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 remnlnlng two states.

4, The IRS Match

There is essentially no variation across states in terms of how the IRS match is conducted. The

state FSAz send n 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 proceu. 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 information 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).
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B. NON-MANDATED DATABASES MATCHF_ UNDER IEVS

More than one-haft 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? Illinois conducts matches with 17 databases. Excluding Illinois, 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; 5

10 states conduct this match (see Table II1). 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); thc state's own welfare files (4 states); the Public Employees Retirement or State Retirement

file (3 states); the Child Support (Tific 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 Illinois 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 poss_le, thus greatly reducing the state's need for the IRS match.

· Nebraska shares information with the Intertn'bal 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.

5In Massachusetts, a match is done with the Registry to check for motor vehicle ownership.
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TABLE IL1

NON-MANDATED DATABASES MATCHED UNDER IEVS,
AS REPORTED BY CENSUS RESPONDENTS

Number
Database of States

DMV/Registry Match to Check for Motor 10
Vehicles

Vital Statistics 6

Worker's Compensation S

Neighboring State Welfare File 5

Own State's Welfare Fries 4

PERA (Public Employees Retirement 3
Association)/State Retirement

Child Support (Title IV)K:hfidren and 3
Family Services

Neighboring State Wage File 3

TDI (Temporary Disability Insurance)/ 2
State Disability Insurance

NewHires 2

Food Stamp Claims/Food Stamp Disqualifications 2

State Tax Agency/Department of Revenue 2

State Payroll 2

Lottery 2

Secretary of State's Office (Resource Ownership) 2

State or Local Prison Match 2

Out-of-State Unemployment Insurance 2

Foster Care 1

Service Vendor Payment 1

Bank Match 1

State Department of Rehabill/tation Services 1

Chicago Board of Education 1

Job Training Partnership Act 1

IRS Employment Match 1

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

Number
Database of States

Environmental Protection Agency Employees 1

Veteran's Administration 1

Commodities Match w/th Tn'bal Council 1

SSA Interstate Partidpation 1

Marriage Information from State Public 1
Health Department

Low Income Energy Assistance 1

Federal Retirement 1

Active Pay 1

Alaska Longevity Bonus 1

Permanent Fund Dividend 1

Special Benefits (out of SWICA) 1

School Lunch and Breakfast Programs 1

Immigration and Naturalization Service 1

Baltimore City Schools 1

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS procexlures conducted for
FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.
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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 progrsm._ (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 partidpating in one or more of these

programs is sent to the external agency, or if the FSA receh, es a tape from the external agency, one

file is matched against the external agency's file.6 In three states (Arizona, Florida, and West

Vh'ginia), 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 exRmple, in North Carolina, the

matching process is coordinated across programs for ali of the databases except the state wage and

state UI 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 acce.u 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,

ti'hat 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

Homing 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 nam_ 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 statez (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 thc IEVS matches take place independently of that match-

SSNs are matched with the IEVS databases regardless of whether they have been verified with the

Numidcnt file. In the seven states where thc proce_es are coordinated, the states attempt to match

only verified SSNs with the IEVS databases.
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m. 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 descrfl_.s 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 Ill. 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 states). 1

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 ]II.2 through 1II.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

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

1Strictly 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 !ow as poss_le (Mississippi); (2) they are waiting for the Health Care

Financing Administration (I-lC'FA) 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 pl.ams 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 HL2; 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.2 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
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 SW'ICA_ the SVflCA 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 t"._l"nln_s information that refers to the per/od to which

the SWICA data refer), while three compare the SWICA data to current reported/nformation.

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 earnings 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 thc 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 ava/lable
(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 UI Match

Twenty-three states target 13I matched cases. Of those, 13 use a discrepancy between the

reported LTl 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 c_se

ff 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 n specified magnitude from the previous month in the amount of

benefits on the 13I 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 earnings not represented on the SWICA file, such as pension,

agricultural, and serf-employment earnings. Two states (Indiana and New Jersey) impose nnother

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

BleI::RS 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 B_-_RS data are often more than a year old at the

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

data is to examine only the B_I_RS 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)

4. The BENDEX Match

Ie___ 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 II 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 ri benefits _District of Columbia and

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

available (Montana and Oklahoma).

S. 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 mouth. 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

amouuts.

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 unearned 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 eases 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 aHor 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 e_mmple,prior year
tax refund) (eight states)

B. PROCESS OF TARGETING

In addition to asking state respondents (in the 46 states that target) to dmcn'be 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 implcmentecL 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 autonulted 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 ail 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
clone at the state office, while the targeting for the third database iadone 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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· Applicant Targeting. Although the IHVS regulations assert that all applicant cases
should be followed up, respondents from twenty-two states reported that they target
applicant, as well as ongoing, cases. The same targeting rules are applied to the two
groups in 21 of those states; in the remaining state, applicant matches are targeted for
only one database.

2. How States Decided Upon Their Tarl_eting Strategies

The majority (31) of states that do targeting decided upon their strategy based on experience,

and meetings and discussions about potential strategies. According to the individuals we spoke with,

only three states (California, Nevada, and South Dakota) based their targeting strategies on one or

more cost-effectiveness studies. Four states (Kentucky, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Pennsylvania)

based their strategies on QC error rates. For example, in New Mexico, the respondent explained that

because reporting errors of $5 per month or less are not accounted for under the QC system, they

set their tolerance threshold for IRS (the one database they target) at $60 for the year (12 months

x $5), and in Oklahoma, the respondent asserted that their current targeting strategies are necessary

to keep the QC error rate at an acceptable level. Another four states (Florida, Michigan, New York,

and Ohio) based their strategies on FSP resource and income eligibility levels. For example, the

respondent from Ohio explained that they looked at what levels of income or resources would affect

the benefit amount, accounting for FSP deductions. The respondent from Georgia stated that

Georgia's current targeting strategies are based on changes FNS made to their original targeting rules.

The respondents from Minnesota and Oregon said that they were not involved in the decision-making

process and did not know how the strategies were decided upon.

C. PROPOSALS FOR NEW OR ADDITIONAL TARGETING STRATEGIES

In the State Census, we asked respondents if they thought additional or different targeting

strategies would be cost-effective in their state, and if so, what those strategies were. Respondents

from 37 states said that, yes, they did think additional or different targeting strategies would be cost-
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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 bc 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 ]IL& 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 B_I_-RS match); 5 (4) to

use error-prone profiles; and ($) to follow up only on cases that were act/ye 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 thc 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 strategics mentioned by at least two state respondents were: (l) 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 morc databases. 7

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.

6Technically, 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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TABLE III. 1

DATABASES FOR WHICH STATES HAVE IMPLEMENTED TARGETING RULES

t

Database(s) Targeted

Number of
Databases

State Targeted SWICA UI BEERS BENDEX SDX IRS

Alabama (AL) 5 X X X X X

Alaska(AK) I ,, x

Arizona (AZ) 2 X Xiii

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 (IA) 3 X X X

Kamas (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) 3 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)

Dv,,bL_s)'I_rl_t_
Number of
D_ta!_ses

State Targeted SWICA I3I BEERS BENDEX SDX IRS

Nevada (NV) 3 X X X

New Hampshire (NH) I X

New Jersey (NJ) 4 X X X X

New Mexico (NM) 1 X

New York (NY) 3 X X X

North Carolina (NC) 0

North Dakota (ND) 0
s

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) S X X X X X

West Virginia (WV) 3 X X X

Wisconsin (WI) 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 bom Ce.nsm of State A41encies on their IEVS procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by
Mathematica Policy Research, Inc..

NOTE: A blank cell in this table may denote one of two !hings: (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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TABLE 1II.2

TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE SWICA MATCH

States That Target SWICA [n_rnmt_
i,

Targeting Stratety AL AR CA CO CT DE FL GA IL IA KY MA MD ME MI MN MO MT NE

D_ncy Between Reported X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
and SWICA Amounts

Discte_ncy Thr_old (per quarter)_

$1 or less

$2 to $100 X X X
,i i

$]01 to $3OO X X X X X

$301 to $500 X X

$501 to $1,000 X X X

Greater than $1,000

0 Less than 10 percent

10 percent or mote X

_ncy or t_ F in X X X X
Employer Name

i

Disctepanc_ or Change with Regnnl to X X X
Receipt of Earnings

Tolerance Thtesi_M for SWICA Amount

Follow Up if Change in Amount on X
SW1CA File

Follow Up if Act_ l_r_g Period to X
which SWICA Data Refer

Folk,*, Up if Active when Matched x
Information Becomes Available

-- ,, ..

Other Strat_lG, X X



TABLE Ili.2 pge 2 (continued)

Stn_ That Tnrget SWICA Information Number of
States Using

Taq_eting Strategy NH NJ NY OK OR PA RI SC SD TN TX VT VA WA WV WI WY Strategy

Disc_-l_ncy Between Reported and X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 28
SWICA Amounts

Disae_nncy ThreshoM (per quarter).J

$1 or less X 1

to $1_ X X X 6

$101 tO$300 X X X X X 10
,i i,i

$301 m $500 2

$501 to S1,_ X 4
i

(heater Umn $1,000 X 1
i i,

Lamthan10pemmt X 1
I,...&

10 percent or mote X X 3

Disctt-i_ncy or Change in P.m_...Io_rName X X 6

Discrepancy or Change with Re_nrd to X X 5
Receipt of Earnings

Tolerance for SWlCA Amount X X X X 4

Follow Up if Change _ Amount on X 2
SWICA File

Follow Up Onlyif Active Durhg Period to X X X X X 6
which SWICA Dats Refer

Fonow Up Only g Active when Matdsed X X 3
lnfornnmtion Becomes A_ilabl_

Other Strategy X X 4

SOURCE: Tabuhtions of/In** ft_n Census of State Agencies on their IEVS pt_c_utes conducted for FNS/t_DA by Mathemati_ Policy Research, In,'

*Disc_'pnncy thrl_toMs are based on case income h mine states and indtvidunl tnoome in other states. Th_m, the thresholds a_ not peffealy comparable acro_ rotes,



TABLE III.3

TARGETING STE. ATEGIES USED FOR THE UI MATCH

States that Target UI Information Numberof
StntesUsing

Targeting Strategy AL AR CO CT FL IL IN MD MI MN MO MT NJ OK PA RI SC SD TN TX WA WI WY Strategy

D/sc_pnncy Between X X X X X X X X X X X X X 13
Reported & UI
Amounts

Discz_cy Thn_hoH
(per monm).-"

Less than $10 X X X X X X X 8

$10 to $100 X 1

Crt_ter than $100 X X X 3

t.o Less than 10 percent X
to

lO percent or mote X 1

! Disc_-pnncyor Change X X X X X X X X 8
in Reo_ipt of Benefita

Follow Up if Change in X X 2
Amount on UI File

Follow Up if Case b X X X 3
Active when Matched
Information Becomes
Avnihble

Other Strategy X X X X X X X X 8

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEV5 procedures conducted for FNS/USDA by Mathenmtim Policy Research, Inc

"Discxt_ancy thresholds am bnsed mi cna heoma In nome states and fnndividunl_ncome in o_er stnles; thus, the thresholds are not comlmmble acroa staSas,



TABLE 111.4

TARGETING STRATEGIES USED FOR THE BEERS MATCH

States That Target BEERS Information

Taq_-ting Stra_gy AZ AR CA CO CT DE DC FL GA ID IL IN IA KS KY MD ME MI MN

_ncy Between Reported and BEERS X X X X
Earnings Amounts

D_ncy ThmshoM (per y_r). -s

I_ thnn $500 X X X

Between SS00 and SI,000

S1,000 or mom X

Tolerance for BEERS Fumings Amount X X X X X

Tolerance Thn_boM (per year_

Less than Sl,000 X

Sl,000 m $4,999

o,s $5,0oo to $9,999 X X X

$10,000 or more x

Consider Only Information Unique to X X X X X X X X X X X X X
BEERS (e.b, out-of4tate mminp, pension,
agricultural, and self employment income)

Follow Up Only on Out-of-State Eamblgs for X
Nearby or Contiguous Stales

Follow Up Onlyif lndivtdtml with Fumings b X
Older than a Specified Age

Follow Up Only if Aedve All or Part of
Period to which BEERS IMm Refer

FollowUp Omi,/if,quJ_s,_enMatd_d x
Information Becomes Avnnnblle

Do Not Use BEERS Information

Other Strategy X X X



TABLE !11.4 page 2 (continued)

StatesThat Target BEERS Match Number of
Stales

Targeting Strategy MT NE NJ NV NY OH OK OR PA SC SD TN VA VT WA WI WV WY Strategy

_ncy Between Reported and X X X X 8
BEERS Earnings Amounts

t_mepan_ Thremoid(per_ar)_

Less than S._0 X 4

Between $500 and $1,000 X X 2

$1,000 or -,om X 2

Tolerance for Earnings BEERS Amount X X X X X 10

ToL-mace Threshold (per year):* ..

teas than $1,000 X X 3

$1,000 to $4,999 X 1

$5,000to$9,999 3

4x $10,000 or more X X 3

Consider Only Information Unique to BEERS X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 27
(eg., out-of-state earnings, pension,

agrkullurak and self employment income)

Follow Up Only on Out-of-State Earnings X 2
for Nearby or Contiguous States

Follow Up Only if Individual with X 2
Earnings is Older than a Specified Age

Follow Up Only if Acti_ Ail or Part of X X X 3
Period to which BEERS Data Refer

i,.

FollowUpOnlyifActivewhenMatched X X X 4
Information Beeomes Available

Do Not Use BEERS Informafioa X 1

OtherStrategy X X 5

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

aToleranoe and diacxepancy thteaholda are based on case income In some states and individual income h other states; think the threshoMs are not perfectly comparable acrom states.



TABLE 111.5

TAROETINO STRATEGIES USED FOR THE BENDEX MATCH

States that Target BENDEX !nfornmtion

Number of
Sts_ thig

Targeting Strategy AL AR CO DC FL IL KS MD MA MI MN MT NV OH OK PA R! SC WA WI WY Stra&elD,

D_n4uy Between X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 1T
R_ & BENDEX
Amounts

I

DiscrepantT Threshold Leer
month)."

Less dura $5 X X X X X X X X 8

S5 to$24 X X X X X $

$25 or more X X X 3

10 Percent or Mot_ X 1

Follow Up Only if Client X X 2
is in Current Pay Stems

i

Follow Up Only if Active X X 2
When Matched
Information Beoomes
Available

Other Strategy X X X X X X X X 8

i ,i

SOURCE:Tabulations of data from Census of State _ on their IEVS procedures mnducted for FNS/USDA by Mmhematlm PoBoyReseaKh, Iss_

SDisctepancy thresholds are treed on case bmme gmsome states and Individual income tn other states; thus, Ihe thteshoMs are not perfectly comparable sswum states,



TABLE lli.6

TARGET1NO STRATEGIES USED FOR THE SDX MATCH

States that Target SDX Information
Number of Slatee

Targeting Strategy AL AR CO FL IL KS MO MN MT OK RI SC SD WI WY Using Strategy
,, i, ,, ,,

Disenepancy Between X X X X X X X X X X X X 12
Reported and SDX

Amounts

Discrepancy Threshold
(per month).-*

, ,, ,,

Lessthan $5 X X X X X X X ?
..... i

$5 to $24 X X 2

S2S or more X X 2

_s Less than !0 percent X I

Follow Up Only ir Active X 1
When Matched
Information Booomes
Available J

II

I I ,i

Other Strategy X X X X X 5

SOURCE: Tabulations of data femmCereus of State Agencies ce their IL:tVSprocedures eoeducted for FNS/USDA by Mathematim Policy Rezesfg_ h_

'l_nq thredmMs apt blued oa cue Inoome in some states and kKllvidul fntome in other states; thus, the thresholds ate not cmnjnroblie scrota mitt



TABLE 111.7

TARGETINO STRATEGIES USED FOR THE IRS MATCH

i i

States that Target IlqLS!mFo_tioe

TargetlnsStmtegy AL AK AZ AR CA CO CT DE DC FL! OA HI ID IL IN IA[ICX ME MI) MA M! MN

Tolerance ThreshoM for IRS !nletenl !neome Amonnl X X X X X X X X X X X X

Tolerance Thn_hold for Inle_sl Income.J

Less than SS0 X X X X

SS0 _o$99 X X X

$100 to $199 X X X o X X

S200or mote

Toleran_ Threshold for IRS inlerest + 'DwidendsAmount X

ToleraneeThmlmldlorOneorMone_InoomeAnmumt(s) X X X X X X X X
Other than !a_ (or InmKst + Dkkk-____)

One Toleranoe Thmkdd kErIRS DnW items Re_ m Ineome X
amd One for Dnfa !lemn _ lo Res_rc_

-..I Tolerance Thn_hold for Tolal Um_med Income X X X X X

Tolerance Thn_hoM for Tolal Unearned Ineome 0nlest,_lt
induded):'

thnn$100

$100 *$199 X

$2OO.S299 X

S300ormom X X X

i ,SeparateToleranoe Thfedm41d,!or EMerly/Dbabled X

C_slder Only !nl_,mmtion Unique W IRS X X X X X

Follow Up Only N Acti_ All or Pan of the Pa_d to _ X
the IRS Data Refer

Folk_ Up Only if Active When MatchedInfommtlon X
Becomes Available

Dhnr_gardC.eflam '1_ of Inoo_ (e.g., _ year ,,., refund) X X X X X

Disorepancy Between Repo_d and IRS Amounts X X

Other Strategy X X



TABLE IlL? page2 (continued)

ii1,1 i! i i i

States that Target IRS !nformatJoa
I

Number _ Stain
TargefingStralqy MO MT NE! NV NJ NM NY OH OK OR' PA SD TN TX VT VA WA WV W! WY U_Stratefy

Tolerance ThredJoM for IRS Interest Income Amount X X X X X X X X 20

Tolerance ThneshoM for Inten_ Income.'a

Less than S50 X 5

S50 to S99 X X X 6

$100to$199 X X X 8

S200or mo_ X 1

Tolerance Tht_dJold for IRS lntere_ + Dividends Amount X X 3

Tolerance ThreshoM for One or More UnearnedIncome X X X X X X X 15
Amounts Other thmninterest (or Interest 4- Dividends)

One ToJernnce ThruhoM for IRS Dam Items Rebted to Income X 2
and One for Data ItemsRela_d to Resources

ToleranceThn_hold for Total Unesmedlnot)me X X X 8
'' ,,

ToleranceThn_hoM for Total Unamed Income(Intet_st
included).-'

Less than SI(M} X l

$100-S199 X 2

S200-$299 1

S300or move X 4
l.

Separate Tolerance Thredmkl for EMetty_bJed X 2
l,,

Consider Only lnf_tion Unique _ IRS X X X 8

Folk_ Up Only if Active Ag or Pan of thePeriod Io Wbid_ X X X 4
the IRS Data Refer

.. , . .,

Follow Up Only if Acthe Wises MatclhedInformation X X X X 5
BecomelAvailable

Dim_nl Certain T_es mr!nmme (e.&.,prkwyear tm refund) X X X 8,, .,, , .... i --.

Discrepancy Between Reported and HaS Amounts X X 4

Other Strategy X X X X X 7

SOURCE: Tsbutstiona of data from Census of State Agencies ou their IEVS pfoeedmu mnducted for FIqSA_DAby Mathemntla !SoBeyRetnrch, he.

°Tolerance thredsoMs on_besed on csse boome bt some states and individual beome In other states; thus, the Ihn_hoMn are not perfectly eompambJeKf_o states.



TABLE 1IL8

TARGETING STRATEGIES PROPOSED BY RESPONDENTS FROM STATES IN WHICH
ADDITIONAL OR DIFFF_RENT TARGETING STRATEGIES WOULD BE COST-EFFECTIVE

Numberof State

Proposed Strategy States Abbreviations

Start Using a Discrepnncy 2 IN, MT

Use a Different Discrepancy Threshold 4 GA, OK, SC, WV

Consider Only Information Unique to B_ITRS 3 NY, ND, IN
(or BEERS and IRS)

Introduce or Change a Tolerance Threshold 4 AR, OK, PA, SC

Eliminate Certain Matches a 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
a 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 a 1 DE

Implement Pre-Inquiry Screening/Don't Match Applicants with 2 MI, NJ
One or More Databases s

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)a

"Don't Know" 12 AK, CT, DC, FL,
ME, MN,MO,
NC, VI', VA, WI,
WY

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their IEVS proc__,-',i_uresconducted for
FNS/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

aAlthough these strategies do not fit into the definition of targeting given in the report, they are included in
this table because they wcrc provided in response to the question regarding proposed targeting strategies.
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IV. FOLLOW UP

In this chapter, we descn_ a major component of the IEVS process-the follow-up proces_ The

follow-up process includes (1) checking that the client-reported infmmation 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) recompu_g eligl'bility 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 t/me 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 experiendng delays in receiving requested verification information

from collateral contacts (for example, the client's bnnic 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 elig/billty 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 descn'be 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 eligibil/ty worker assigned to a case performs the verification act/v/t/es for that case

(44 states). In five states (District of Columbia, New Hampshire, New Jersey, Vermont, and

Washington), state-level staff assigned 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 tran,sm/tted to the staff respons_le for the verification procedures

by hard-copy reports (either reports of individual cases or listings of cases) (28 states) or on-line

messages (for all databases--I6 states). 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 proce_ 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.

There is automated support for the verification process in only 12 states; that is, in 12 states the

system generates letters to the cl/ent, or to the client's employer or finandal 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 d/ffer for applicants and ongoing cases in only two states, Florida and

Nebraska, and these differences are relatively minor. 2

lin 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 statez,

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.l).

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. 3 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 ca.sea,

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 have 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, UI or SWICA)

· 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, az discussed in
Chapter V).

3Connecticut prioritizes verification by ra_ldng the databases in order of importance and has
priority levels specific to IRS matched cases.
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TABLE IV.I

METHODS BY WHICH STATES PRIORrrlZE THE ORDER IN WHICH VERIHCATION IS PERFORMED
ON CASES DESIGNATED FOR FOLLOW UP

States that Prioritize Verification

Priority is Gi_n To: CA CT DC ID IN NJ NC OH OR PA SD UT WA

Matched Casesfrom Specitr_l X X X
Datnbases

Acti_ Cases X X X X
(BEERS and (SWlCA
IRS matches) match)

Caseswith Any, or Specified X X X X X
Amoun_ of Ceruka Types of 0Rs (BEERS and (IRS ORS (1RS
Income (e.g., interest or Match) IRS mntc_ea) match:)" match) match)
dividend income from IRS, self-
employment, agricultural, or
pension income from BEERS)

Cases with Higher Earnings from X
SWICA F'de (SWICA

Nursing Home Cases X
ORs

retch)

Cases Not Required to Report X
EarningsMonthly (SWICA

match)

CasesWhe_ Match Re_eals X
Unreported Sourceof Income

Cases with La.est Wa&es and X
Dollar Disaepancies

Applicnnts/Cnses Scheduled for X
Recertificatkm ORS

match)

Prioritization [gvels Vary by X
Local Office

SOURCE: Tabulations of data from Census of State Agencies on their tEVS procedures eonducted for FSN/USDA by Mathematica Policy Research, Inc.

'Annual IRS match only.



· Casea 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 earningson the SWIC. A file and no reported earnings on
the FSA file is verified before a match where both files show positive earnings, but
the mounts are different.

'l'ne process of prioriti_dng cases for verification is automated in five states and manual in seven

states (varying by county in California). In most states, th_ process is separate fi'om 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. 4 In 22

states, the certification system retains both the original issuance information and the recomputed

amounts.

4A 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 a monitoring process for all of the databases in every office (although the

individual respons_le for monitoring the follow-up process might vary by database or local office).

In contrast, in two of the three rem_ining states, only a subset of the local offices have established

monitoring processes, and in the third state, thc 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 arc three or four levels of respons_ility in thc 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 (5 states)

· Management Evaluation Review staff (5 states). States must review each project area
(which is usuallya 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 ofiSce is reviewed,
the offices ability to conduct follow-up procedures in a timely manner is examined.

· Ouality Control reviewers (3 states)

b. 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 lg 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 nil 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 databases): $

· 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)

5These 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 doUar amount of changes in eligibility or benefits (11
states)

As part of the foUow-up process, information is recorded on the staff hours required to complete

the process by the individuals respons_le for follow up in only nine states. 6 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 Califo_a 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 aa part of the follow-up process.

d. Timeliness of FoUow Up

As discussed above, federal IEVS regulations require that the states complete follow-up

proceclures 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

6This 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 aa 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 thl.q 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 know). 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 statm (in four of those states, reports are produced only

for certain databases). For the most part, throe 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?

7The 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 reporta 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.

9These responses were given to the open-ended question "What information is contained in those
reports (that descn_)e 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 c.asea 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 thc

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 h perceived to be cost-effective. 1 If the respondent stated

that the state had done a cost-effectiveneu 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 sllmrnarize

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

A. PERCEIVED COST.EFFEC'TIVENESS

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

Az 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.

lin 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 C'OST-EFFE_S OF IEVS-MANDATED DATABASF_,S

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 Cost-Effectiveness Respondents that Said the

Match Database Effective !=.ffect/ve Know Study of the Match Match is Cost-_ffect/ve

SWICA 41a 4 6 11 73%

UI 40 4 7 10 70

BEERS 6 37 5 18 11

BENDEX 34 9 6 19 74

SDX 36 6 9 17 94

IRS 23b 20 8 31 55

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

aThe respondent fi.om Michigan said that the SWICA match is cost-effective for ongoing cases, but not for applicant
CaseS.

bThe 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 ]east four respondents are listed below:

· Unreported earnings is the most common source of QC errors.

· The match is respous_le for dosing many cases.

· The data are very ac,cess_l__ive 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 thc
data, they cannot be used to determine current eligibility. However, the match can
be useful for identifying past overpayments. One respondent stressed the
ineffectiveness of these data for appl/cants because of the time lag in the data, while
another said that, because FSP recipients change jobs quite often, when they get
these data, they are already out-of-date.

2. The UI Match

The UI match equals the SWICA match in popularity-respondents from 40 states feel the match

is cost-effective. Only four state respondents think the UI match is not cost-e..ffective, while

respondents from seven states said they were not sure. Ten respondents reported having done a

study on the cost-effectiveness of the UI match; of these, 70 percent (seven states) also said the

match is cost-effective.

The most common statement regarding this match (mentioned by respondents from more than

10 states) was that the data are very timely. Presumably, this is important because, unlike the SWICA

3Respondents from 35 states said that when this match is done, the SWICA data are

approximately three to six months old.
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data, this information can be used in eligibility determination. When states receive these data, they

are usually less than one month old. 4

Another positive feature of this match (mentioned by at least five state respondents) is that the

LTl data do not require further verification since the states are acquiring the information from the

source agency (thc agency that pays the benefits). Thus, the data can be used immediately, with no

further action required of the workers performing follow up. In addition, respondents from at least

three states mentioned that the data are very access_le and easy to use.

As with the SWICA data, two respondents stated that this match is more effective for FSP cases

than AFDC or Medicaid cases since FSP clients would be more likely to receive LTL

3. The BEERS Match

The BEERS match is by far the least popular-respondents from only sh states feel that the

match is cost-effective. In only 11 percent (two of 18 states) of the states which had done cost-

effectiveness studies on BEERS did the respondents believe that the match is cost-effective.

The respondents' comments on this match tended to be quite negative; one respondent referred

to the match as _a loser _ and another said the match is 'completely worthless.' The overwhelming

response to why or why not they think the match is cost-effective, given by almost half of the

respondents, is that the data are too old to be useful. In addition, most of the data provided in the

BEERS file duplicate those provided in the SWICA match (mentioned by more than 10 states

respondents). Finally, respondents from five states stated that, the data are difficult and time-

consuming to verify; thus, the costs of follow up are high. As mentioned above with regard to

targeting, the respondent from Nevada said that, while the state does conduct this match, they do not

use the matched data.

4Respondents from 25 states said these data were at most one week old when the match is

conducted, while respondents from another 21 states said the data were between one and four weeks
old.
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· These data are useful for the elderly and disabled, or Medicaid-recipient, population
(that is, those eligible for SSI).

· Three respondents stated that a major use of these data, ff not the only usc, is for
issuing Medicaid cards.

· These data do not require worker verification.

· The data are timely. (When the states receive the SSI informatio n from the SSA, the
data are about one week old.)

· The match is easy and inexpensive. (The SSA sends a tape of SSI recipients to the
states and the matches are done at the state FSAs.)

· Respondents from the two food stamp cash out states said the data were useful for
identifying clients incorrectly receiving both SSI and food stamps.

6. The IRS Match

Slightly less than haft of the state respondents believe that the IRS match is cost-effective. The

respondents in just over haft of the states that have done a cost-effectiveness study of this match

believe it is cost-effective. It is interesting to note that, according to the respondents, more states

(31 states) have done cost-effectiveness studies of this match than any of the other matches.

Presumably this is due to the requirement in the Computer Matching and Privacy Protection Act of

1988 that the states have formal agreements with the IRS regarding the computer matching that is

done with the IRS data--one aspect of that agreement, which is not mandated, is that each state

prepare an annual cost-effectiveness analysis of the IRS match. Those studies are used by the IRS

as input to its annual cost-effectiveness study of the IRS matches, required by the 1988 Computer

Matching Act. 5

One-quarter of the respondents stated that the IRS match is useful for Medicaid cases; in

particular, many of these states mentioned that the IRS match is very helpful for long term care or

5The SSA is required by the 1988 Computer Matching Act to prepare an annual cost-

effectiveness study of the BEERS, BENDEX and SDX matches. This year was the first year that
the SSA asked the states to do a cost-effectiveness analysis of those matches (for the 1990 calendar
year) as input to SSA's annual report. The IRS has been asking the states to do cost-effectiveness
analyses of the IRS match for several years.
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nursing home patients. The unearned income information included on the IRS file is very useful in

identiflgng clients with unreported az,_ts--thi, _ especially helpful for the long-term-care population.

Several respondents said that it is rare to discover unreported assets, but when they do, the amount

of the azsets tends to be _i_mlflcanL

The two most common (mentioned by at least five respondents) 'complaints" about these data

were: (1) the data are old (data for the previous tax year are available in July or August of the

current year), and (2) the security requirements (for example, keeping the IRS matched information

in a locked cabinet) impose a large admlni_trative burden.

B. STATE COST-EFFECI'IVENF_S STUDIES

As discussed above, during the Comus interviews, MPR interviewers requested that the

respondents send any cost-effectiveness studies that had been done on the IEVS matches. We

received studies from 13 states. 6 The findings of these studies are presented in Table V.2, as well

az our evaluation of the level of sophistication of the study (that is, low, moderate, high). The

categorization of cost-effectiveness studies by level of sophistication was based on the following

criteria:

· If the study covered more than the IRS data, attempted to construct a statistically

valid comparison group of cases (that is, cases with similar characteristics that m not
matched), and estimated the costs and benefits of matching by comparing cases
matched to the IEVS database with the comparison group cases, then it was
considered to be of h/gh sophistication.

· If no comparison group of cases was constructed, but the costs of conducting IEVS
matches and the reduction of FSP and/or AFDC benefits resulting from the match
process were carefully and comprehensively estimated, then the study was considered

to be of moderate sophistication.

6We also received a study of alternative targeting strategies for the SWICA match from
California. It is not included in this discussion or Table V.2 since it does not addre,_ the cost-

effectiveness of the overall match. The study found that it is more cost-effective to follow up only
on large, rather than small, discrepancies between reported income and income from the SWICA file.
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TABLE V.2

SUMMARY OF STATE COST-E_ESS STUDIES

SWICA UI BEERS BENDEX SDX IRS

State C_t Not Cost Cost Not Cost Cost Not Cost Cost Not Cost Cost Not Cost Cost Not Cost Level of
Effecti_ Effective Effective Effective Effective Effecti_ Effective Effective Effcaive Effect_ Effective Effecthe Sopbisticmioe

Arkansas X X X' X. X X High

Colorado X Lew

Florida X X _ L_

Georgia X X X Low

Hawaii X X Moderate

Kansas X X Low to Moderate

Louisiana X X Low
t

Missouri X X X X X Moderate to High

Rhode Island X X b Moderate

South Dabota X X X X X High

Texas X X c Low

Washington X X

Wyoming b' b Low

SOURCE: Co_-effectbem_m I_adtessent to Matheumtim Policy R_e:_ra__rch,Ina by stateFood StampAgencies.

NOTES: The cntegorizntion of eolt-eff_cUvenem studies by level of sophistimfion was based on _ _g _: (1) if the study erected more ttum the IRS data, attempted to construct a statbdmDy
valid oomparisoo group of maes (that is,cases with sinm'lardmmcteristics that are not maldsed), and estimated the costa and benefits of matching by oomparhg cases matched to the IEVS database
wire the mmlmrisou group clues, then it vas considemi m be of high sophistication; (2) if no comparison Stoup of roses was constmc2d, but the co_s of conducting _ matches and the
reduction in FSP and/or AFDC benefits remldng from the match pmeem were carefully and mmptehensi_ly estimated, then the msdy sm considered to be of moderate sophistication; and O)
if the lBid_ ptDvided ooly lite data l_qllifed by _ IRS for _ tlgeof itl data, or R estinmled (Dill and beDeflll hi an lppat_3ltly htcomplele smd undocumented manner, or both, then the stndy
was considered to be of Iow sophistkstion.

*The BEERS and BENDEX files w_e eonsldenM to_ In these states; thus, the coat-e_ emluadon t_!ers to the combhation of the Imo filet

bWe e_uM not determine the tmulta of the stody from the materials sent to ut

°l'qvo studies were sent: one concludes the IRS match b cost effective and the other mndoda it is not



· If the study provided only the data required by the IRS for the use of its data, or it
estimated costs and benefits in an apparently incomplete and undocumented manner,
or both, then the study was considered to be of/ow sophistication.

The most striking conclusion from Table V.2 is the inconsistency across states in their findings

regarding the cost-effectiveness of the various matches. Even among studies with the same level of

sophistication, there is no consensus regarding cost-effectivcness. One can therefore conclude that

these studies are very sensitive to the methodology used (that is, how costs and benefits were defined

and measured) and the characteristics of the specific state (for example, composition of caseload,

sophistication of automated system). There are similarities in the results of the studies, however;

most often the BENDEX and SDX matches are found to be cost.effective, while the B_I::RS and

IRS matches are fouad to be cost-ineffective.

It is interesting to note that only three states, Arkansas, Missouri, and South Dakota, have

evaluated the cost-effectiveness of the SWICA and UI matches. (Only Missouri found the matches

to be cost-effective.) The states are asked by the IRS and the SSA to submit cost-effectiveness

information to SSA and IRS on those matches (BW-_RS, BENDEX, SDX, and IRS) as input to the

annual cost-effectiveness studies required of the IRS and SSA, but they are not requested to do cost-

effectiveness analyses of the SWICA and UI matches. Thus, states that have done studies of those

matches exhibit an interest in examining the cost-effectiveness of IEVS above and beyond what is

requested of them.
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APPENDIX A

STATE CENSUS PROTOCOL



OMB CI.RARAN_ #05840403
STATE ID/ / /

INCOME AND _._GIBILITY NERIFICATION SYSTEM (IE'WS)TARGETING STUDY

CENSUS PROTOCOL

A. INTRODUCrION

Good (morning/afternoon), (RESPOnd. This is (NAME) of Mathemat/ca Policy Research
(MPR); I am calling in reference to a study that we nrc doing for the Food and Nutrition Service
(FNS) on the Income and Eligibility Verification System (IEVS). By this time you should have
received a letter from Harold Beebout (dated ) descnl)ing the study, as well as a copy of the
protocol for a State Census that we will be conducting as part of the study. Have you received the
letter and the Census protocol? (If respomtent has not received a copy of the protocol, arrangefor
him/her to receive one.)

As was stated in the letter, the purpose of the study is to identif7, develop, and test eremplary
and cost-effective matching/targeting methods and strategies. Our goal is to provide information and
technical assistance to the state Food Stamp Program agencies on how they can improve those
strategies. (If respondentreceived the letterand is familiar withthestudy, do not go over the following
paragraph.)

There are four main elements to the study:.

· We will compile information on matching/targetingstrategiesused by the states.
This will involve conducting telephone interviewswith representativesof the 50
statesand the District of Columbia.

· FNS will select three states and MPR will assist those states in introducing new
matching/targeting strategies.

· We w/Il conduct a cost-effectiveness analysis on each of these new strategics
comparing them with the proced_ they were previously using.

· Using information gained from the cost-effectiveness analysis, we will prepare a
technical assistance manual on matching/targeting that will be distn'buted to the 50
states and the District of Columbia.

I am calling you in reference to the first element of the study; the latter three elements will be
conducted after the State Census has been completed. As you can see, the protocol contains five
sections; the first contains questions regarding the staff structure for assistance programs, the second,
third, and fourth cover the matching, targeting, and follow-up proce_es, respectively, and the fifth
section attempts to guage your state's interest in participating in a test of improved targeting methods.
I was told by (STATE DIRECTOR'S NAME) that you would be able to answer (Section ?/all) of
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OlVD3CLEARANCE _05840403
STATE ID/ / /

the Census protocol. Have you looked over the protocol and do you feel that you can address the
material that you have been designated to cover? Is this a convenient time to go over those
questions? (If no, arrangefor a more convenient time to conduct the interview.)
SECTION 1: STAFF STRUCTURE FOR ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS

First I would like to discu._ how FSP _ are managed.

1.0la Do the same workers handle eligibility for the FSP, AFDC, and Medicaid?

YES .................. (OO TO 1.02) .............................. 1

NO ............................................................ 2

VAR/_ BY LOCAL OFFICE ....................................... 3

1.0lb Who handles el/g/b/I/ty determination for each of the three programs?

1.02 Is the (automated) system that is used to determine or record eligibility and benefit
determination for the FSP also used to determine or record el/g/b/lity and benefit
determination for AFDC and Medicaid? Please explain.

YES * · · * · · · * · · o · · * * · · · · * · · * * * I · · · · o * · · · o * * · * · · · . · · · * , . * * * . * * · · · · 1

NO ............................................................ 2

1.03 How are cases assigned to the eligibility workers?

RANDOMLY .................................................... 1

ALPHABETICALLY ............................................... 2

BY GEOGRAPHIC REGION ........................................ 3

BY SSN ......................................................... 4

VARIF$ BY LOCAL OFFICE ....................................... 5

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) ........................................ 6
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1.04 On average, how many cases does each eligibility worker handle?

(Prompt for an average or norm, if it varies by county.)

1.05 Is the eligibility worker who performs the intake functions for a case respons_le for
managing that case the entire t/me that the case is active or are your workers specialized?
Specifically, is the eHgibillty worker who performed the intake functions for a case, or a
specializexl worker, respom_le for the following functions?

(Prompt for an average or norm, if it varies by local office.)

Eligibility Specialized worker Ongoing Other
worker [specify case mm'3 Unit (st:_.x'ifv)

a. Initial eligibility certification 1 2 3 4
b. Ongoing supervision I 2 3 4
c. Recertification 1 2 3 4

d. Match verification follow-up 1 2 3 4

(If specialized workers are respons_le for any of these functions, probe for who performs
the overall management of the case.)
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SECTION 2: IEVS MATCH PROCESS

For this study, we are defining computer matchin_ as the automated process of identifying
information on external data sources that pertains to a welfare case. A match occurs when
information on a welfare case is available from an external data source. This includes checking to
see if the match is valid by verifying the Social Security number (SSN). (Be sure that the respondent
understands that you are taUdng about an identity match and not an income item comparisort )

A. SCOPE OF MATCH PROCESS

2.0la What databases are cases matched to under IEVS? (Prompt: does the list include other
states' databases?)

WAGE DATA FROM THE STATE WAGE INFORMATION

COI J .I::CTION AGENCY (SWICA) ................................... 1

STATE UI BENEFIT DATA ......................................... 2

WAGE DATA FROM SSA (BEERS) .................................. 3

TITLE 11BENEFIT DATA FROM SSA ................................ 4

SSI BENEFIT DATA FROM SSA (SDX) ............................... 5

LrNF_.A.RNED INCOME DATA FROM IRS ............................. 6

OTHER (P!.EASE SPECIFY) ........................................ 7

2.0lb Are all of those used for income verification (as opposed to verifying other information
pertaining to eligibility, such as ownership of a car)? (If no, note those databases that are
used for income verification.)

NO ............................................................ 2
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2.02 Is there a separate preliminary match of FSP files with the SSA Numident file, or are SSNs
verified when the FSP files are matched with other SSA files?

SEPARATE MATCT-t .............................................. 1

NO SEPARATE MATCH. ..... (GO TO PART B) ..................... 2

2.03 At what point in the matching pro_u dom that match take place?

NOT COORDINATED WITH IEVS ................................... 1

AT APPLICATION ............................................... 2

OTHER ........................................................ 3

B. MATCH PROCEDURES FOR EACH DATABASE

Now I'm going to ask for some details about identity matching under IEVS, the automated process
you use to identify records on external h'lea that correspond to individuals on the FSP files.

I will ask several questions about each of the databases you use for income verification. For each
question, I want to get answers to that question for every database before moving on to the next
question. (Enter answersfor questions Z04 - 2.18 in attached coding sheet by database.)

2.04 Are matches with this database of on-going cases performed centrally by a state agency or
do local offices participate in the match process?

2.05 How do you initiate the process of getting data from the external database?

2.06 Does that differ for on-going cases venus applicants?

2.07 How often does STATE acquire data from this source? (For IRS and possibly other
databases, differentiatebetweenmonthly ut_te matches and the annual batch match.)

2.08 (Do not ask for IRS and SSA databases.) How much time passes between the last period
covered by the external data and the time STATE acquires the file? (If this depends on the
month data sent, note month.)
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CODING SHEET

Stntc Wage Data State U! Benefit Wage Data from SSA SSA T{de Il Benefit SSI Benefit Data Unearned Incqme
(SWICA) Data (BEERS) Data from SSA Data from IRS

2.04 Central ........ I Cent]ral ........ 1 Ccntral ........ I Central ........ I Cenual ......... I Centxal ........ I Central ........ I C__nttal ........ 1

LOC_ ........ 2 Lo_ ........ 2 Lo_ ........ 2 Loc{d ........ 2 Local ........ 2 _ ........ 2 _ ........ 2 Loc_ ........ 2

Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3 Both .......... 3

2.05 Send tape ...... I Send tape ...... I Send tape ...... I Send tape ...... I Send ,*pc ...... ! Send tape ...... I Send tape ...... I Send tape ...... 1
Receive tape .... 2 Receim_ tape .... 2 Receive tape .... 2 Recgivc tape .... 2 R_ tape .... 2 Receim_ tape .... 2 Rece/_ tape .... 2 Receive tape .... 2
On-line inquiry, On-line inquiry, Chn,-line inquiry, On-line inquiry, On-line inquiry, On-K,.,,. _, Chm-li.,,,inquiry, On-llne: inquiry,

state ......... 3 state ......... 3 state ......... 3 slate ......... 3 state ......... 3 state ......... 3 state ......... 3 state ......... 3
c_ on:ti_ inquiry, on-_nehsm,_, On-U.einqu_, On-Uneinq,a_, On-an.inquv/, Ou-lineinqui_, O.-_ inq_y, o,,-u_ i,,q,,i_,

external ....... 4 exlcrnal ....... 4 exlermll ....... 4 exietm,al ....... 4 cmternal ....... 4 --,rcrmd ....... 4 exiernll ....... 4 cxiernal ....... 4
Recei_ electronic Receive e{ectronic Receive elecUoeic Receive electxonic Recei_ electronic Reoui_ electroelc Receive e{ecl_ronic Rec_vc electroic

t, anmissieu ... 5 um ... $ tr_,,,,,,i_i_ ... 5 tr_,,,,,_aion ... 5 ty,,,_i_,_n ... 5 _ransmission ... 5 tramsnis_ion ... 5 u--_,,i,,,ion ... 5
Or_t file ....... 6 Orbit file ....... 6 Orbit i'de ....... 6 Orbit file ....... 6 Orbit F-de ....... 6 Orbit _lc ....... 6 Orbit fi{e ....... 6 Orbit file ....... 6

Otlmr ......... 7 CWhe_r ......... 7 Othnr ......... 7 Other ......... 7 Other ......... 7 Other ......... 7 Otlm' ......... 7 Other ......... 7

2.06 Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... 1

No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2



CODING SHEET

Slate Walle Dala Slate UI _ Wast Data from SSA SSA Tide il Benefit SSI Benefit Data UmearmedIncome
(SWICA) Data (BEERS) Data from SSA Data bom IRS

weeu7 ........ 2 Woddy........ 2 Weddy........ 2, W_.U7........ 2 Weddy........ :_ Weara7........ 2 WeeU7........ 2 WceUy........ 2
Moe_y........ 3 Monthly........ 3 Mo_ ........ 3 Moml_........ 3 month_........ 3 Mee_ ........ 3 M_ ........ 3 aoml_ ........ 3
Omdrtedy ....... 4 QIMir(_ ....... 4 (_lllrt(:dy ....... 4l (Z)qimm't_....... 4 ()lil,litla'_....... 4 Omu'terly....... 4 Ouart_ ....... 4 ()umrledy....... 4
Other ......... S Other ......... S Other ......... .5 Other ......... S Other ......... S Other ......... 5 Otlmr ......... S O_or ......... S

.......... !

........ 3 Wee_ ........ 2 WeeUy........ 2 WeeUy........ 2 WeeUy........ 2 Wee_ ........ 2 WeeUy........ 2 WmUy ........ 2
Omter_ ....... 4 Mo,aMy........ '3 _ ........ 3 Moam_........ 3 Mom_ ........ 3 Meemy........ 3 Mo,e_ ........ 3 Mom_ ........ 3
Other ......... S Qmmedy ....... 4 (liqumrteriy....... 4 I{_qmlirtedy....... 4 01malJ't_iy....... 4 01mlrteiri]r....... 4 Omi'torly ....... 4 {{_}lllrteirly....... 4

Oeer ......... S Oemr ......... S Other ......... S O_her......... 5 Oeer ......... S Oeer ......... 5 Other ......... $

2_B ..................................................... , ...... ,,.,,,..

(Do nm ask .....................................................................
for IRS ar .....................................................................

SSAa-mbmm) ................................. . ...................................
2.09 F..sdlirePiie...... I Eal_!rde ...... I .................................................................... EnllreFge...... I Eidirelrde...... !
(DoaX _ (Goto2.i6) (Ootom.]6) ..................................................................... (Ooto2.]6) (Goto 2.16)
for liP.Sm. ....................................................................
SSAdatalmses) FSACasm...... 2 FSAfases ...... 2 ..................................................................... FSACmm...... 2 FSAC_-___..... 2



CODING SHEET

State Wage Data State U! Benefit Wage Data from SSA SSA Tide II Bene..fit SSI Bemdit Data Unearned Income
(SWICA) Data (BEERS) Data from SSA Data from IRS

2.10 Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch _occss .... I Batch precess .... I Batch process .... 1
On-liue ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-linc ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-linc ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-fine ........ 2 On-llne ........ 2

Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3

2.11 Batch process .... I Batch proous .... I Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch process .... I Batch pgneem .... I Batch process .... 1
On-line ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 On-line ........ 2 ! On-llne ........ 2 On-line ........ 2
Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3 Other ......... 3

--3
to 2.12 Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... ! Yes ......... I Yes ......... 1

No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2

(Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16)

2.13

2.14 Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... ,' Yes ......... I Yes ......... I Yes ......... 1

No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2 No ......... 2

(Go to 2,16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16) (Go to 2.16)



CODING SHEET

State Wage Data State U1Benefit Wage Data from SSA SSA Title I1 Benefit SSI Benefit Data Unearned Income
(SWICA) Data (BEERS) Data fromSSA DatafromIRS

2.15

2.16 Name .......... I Name .......... I .................................................................... Nine .......... I Name .......... 1
(Donolask SSN ........... 2 SSN ........... 2 .................................................................... S_I ........... 2 SSN ........... 2
forlRSmd BifihdMe ...... 3 Bifihdnte ...... 3 .................................................................... Bifibdaee ...... 3 BirtlkdMe ...... 3
SSAdntaixua) Other ......... 4 Oth_ ......... 4 ..................................................................... Oth_ ......... 4 Otha ......... 4

*°°°*'0'*+o*,,o** --*''-*.**..-.--+ I **o******-o*,**.- I ..**o****e***o***
i

2.17 Tape .......... I Tape .......... t Tape .......... I Tape .......... I Tape .......... I Tape .......... I Tape .......... I Tape .......... 1
On-be iatpry .. 2 On-K-,. inquiry .. 2 On-he inquiry .. 2 on-r_nc inquiry .. 2 On-he intpiv/ .. 2 On-be _ .. 2 On-St-,, inqu_ .. 2 OB-line inqu_ .. 2
Hard-o0pyreports 3 Hard-copyrelxwts 3 Hard-oopyreports 3 Hawd-copyreports 3 Hard-copyreports 3 Hard-copyrepom 3 Har_ reports 3 Hard-copTre'imm 3
Elecu'oaic file Elccu'oeic f'de Electronic file ElecUonic rde Elecerceic me F_,._ctroelcfile Ekctroeic file Eiectroaic file

tranmdssiom ... 4 tr-*_mi_._n ... 4 tran,m'.ulon ... 4 _ranamission... 4 _*n,_'_,nm ... 4 transmission... 4 tram_isaion ... 4 tran*m;ttlom ... 4
Matchdooeat Matchdoecat Matchdonelit Matchdoneat Matchdoneat Matchdoneat Matchdoneat Matchcloeeat

FSA ......... $ FSA ......... 5 FSA ......... 5 FSA ......... 5 FSA ......... 5 FSA ......... $ FSA ......... 5 ISA ......... 5
other ......... 6 O(her ......... 6 Oth_ ......... 6 Ot_ ......... 6 Oth_ ......... 6 Od_r ......... 6 Od_ ......... 6 Othor ......... 6

2.18 Seeddirecdy .... I Semldirectly .... I Seeddlrectly .... I Seoddirectly .... I Sem!(irecdy .... I Scad(rerecdy .... I Semd(Brectly .... I :_q,__directJy .... 1
Pro_,Fmrst ..... 2 ProcemEwst..... 2 ProcemGm ..... 2 ProccuFwst ..... 2 Proc_sEwst ..... 2 Proccu6ra ..... 2 Pro_em6fit ..... 2 Procem6m ..... 2

Hardcopy ...... I Hardcopy ...... I Hardoojv ...... I Hardcopy ...... I Hardcopy ...... I Hardcopy ...... I HardcQpy ...... I Hardcopy ...... 1
Ou-liae inquiry .. 2 On-line inquiry .. 2 On-E-,, inqmry .. 2 On-line inquky .. 2 Ou-he mqmry .. 2 Ou-fme is_ .. 2 On-lice is_ .. 2 On-llne is_ .. 2
Oa-line alert .... 3 On-line aJert .... 3 On-he aJort .... 3 On-line alert .... 3 On-line alert .... 3 On-line alert .... 3 On-lime alert .... 3 On-line alert .... 3
Other ......... 4 Other ......... 4 Othar ......... 4 Other ......... 4 Otk_r ......... 4 Other ......... 4 Other ......... 4 Other ......... 4



2-09 (Do not ask for IRS and S,._ databases.) Does the external agency prov/de data on its
entire file, or only cases that are identified by the FSA for matching? (If entire fie, go to
2.]2)

2.10 How is this list of on-going households constructed for matching?

2.11 How is the list of applicant households constructed for matching?

2.12 Is there any automated 'screening" of on-going cases based on case characteristics before
they are sent to the external agency for matching? (e.g., only cases being recertified, only
cases with reported income) (If no, go to Z]6).

2.13 What characteristics are used in screening?

2.14 Are there any differences in the screening processes for recipients and applicants?

2.15 Please describe those differences.

2.16 (Do not ask for IRS and SSA databases.) What data elements are used to establish the
identity matches between FSA and the external file?

2.17 How are matched cases reported back to the FSA?

2.18 When the matched data are received, what does the FSA do with those records? (e.g., the
output received fi.om the external agency is passed directlyon to the local office, the data
are added to a central match database that is then used as a source for outputting match
information to eligibility staff based on all available match information, processing is done
at the state agency to output information on this database only).
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2.19 Which of the databases that you are using in computer matching are cost-effective? Please
explain. (Promptfor the cost-_ectivene, vs of each of themandatoryIEVS databases. Inquire
as to whetherthe estimate of cost-effectivenessincludes the cost of staff time. Requestrelevant
documents if available.)

COST STUDIES
EFFECTIVE DONE?

WAGE DATA FROM SWICA YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

STATE Lq BENEFIT DATA YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

WAGE DATA FROM SSA (B_'RS) YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

TITLE ri BENEFIT DATA FROM SSA YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

SSI BENEFIT DATA FROM SSA (SDX) YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

IINEARNED INCOME DATA FROM IRS YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

OTHER (PI.RASE SPECIFY) YES... 1 YES... 1
NO ..2 NO...2

COMMENTS:
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2.20 Is the matching process for the FSP coordinated with the matching processes for AFDC
and/or Medicaid?

YES, FSP/AFDC/MEDICAID ........................................... 1

YES,_P/_WDC ..................................................... 2

NO .................... (GO TO 2.22) ............................. 3

2.21 How are those processes coordinated?

2.22 Who supervises or manages the computer matching operations for the FSP? (Promptfor the
name and agency/oJ_e. )

2.23a Is that person/agency respons_le for matches for the three programs?

YES.................... (GOTOZ24a) ............................. ]

NO ............................................................... 2

2.23b Who supervises or manages the computer matching operations for the other two programs
(AFDC and Medicaid)?

2.24a Is that person/agency (designated in Question 2.22) respons_le for managing the matching
with all of the external databases that are accessed?

YES .................... (CxOTO 2.25a) ............................. 1

NO ,. o*.°*.,*o.*o.*°.*..ee.eee*e°e_eoo.eoee.oe.ee..eoe.o.eeeo°eeoo 2

2.24b Who are the individuals respons_le for managing the computer matching operations with
each of the external databases that are accessed and how is that process organized?
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2.25a What agency unit developed the computer software that performs matching in STATE?

2.25b Is that unit part of the state Food Stamp Agency?

YES .................... (CO TO 2.26) .............................

NO ****************************************************************

2.25c What is its affil/at/on?

2.26 Is there any variation in the computer matching operations for the FSP acrozs local offices?
For example, do any counties match with a neighboring state's welfare case files?

VARIATION ............. (DF.SCRIBE) .............................. 1

NO VARIATION .................................................... 2
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SECTION 3: IEVS TARGETING PROCESS

For this study, we define tar_etin_ as the selection of a subset of matched cases for follow-up
verification. In this section, we will discuss the targeting procedures that STATE is currently using.

3.01 Are all o n-_oin£ matched cases from each of the IEVS matches followed up by FSA staff
in STATE, or only selected, or targeted, cases?

_T.T............................................................... 1

SELECTED............... (COTO3.05).............................. ?

3.02 What is STATE's rationale for following up on all matches rather than a targeted subset?

3.03 Does STATE plan on implementing a targeting strategy for any of the specific databases
used for IEVS?

YES .................... (GO TO 3.14) ............................. 1

NO oeoo_o°o.oo.oo._*oooo_oo.°_o°.°_.ooo_*oo°oooooo..o°o*_o°*oo*..° 2

3.04 What has that decision been based on? (Promptfor whether any studies have been done.
If so, please describe.)

***** GO TO 3.17, skipping questions on targeting *****
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(Questions 3.05 - 3.13 apply to gtate_that ta_ followup.)

3.05 For which IEVS databases do you apply a targeting rule?

WAGE DATA FROM TIlE STATE WAGE INFORMATION CO{.I.ACTION
AGENCY(SWICA).................................................. 1

ST_TIE UI BENEFIT DATA ........................................... 2

WAGE DATA FROM SSA (Bh'U_RS) ..................................... 3

TITT-_ II BENEFIT DATA FROM SSA ................................... 4

SSI BENEFIT DATA FROM SSA (SDX) .................................. 5

LtNEARNF_D INCOME DATA FROM IRS ................................ 6

OTI-_R (pI.gASE SPECIFY) ........................................... 7

3.06 What are the specific targeting rules for each of the databases you just mentioned? (Prompt
for the FSA-file and external-filedata elements involved)

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(s)

(6)

(7)

(S)

(Clarifythat each targetingnde is applied _ntly-that is, none apply to a combination of the
external databases. If a combination of state databases is involved in a targetingnde, clarify which
databases are involved, and when the targetingis done in relation to when new information is available
from the different databases involved--that it, it the targetingdone only when new information is
available from all of the databases involved{')
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Now I want to talk about how the targeting rule for the state wage database (maintained by the
SWICA) is implemented. Later I will give you a chance to describe any differences between the
targeting process for this database and the processes for the other IEVS databases.

3.07a (Only ask 3.07a and 3.OTbif targetinginvolvesan income item compar/son.) Is the income
data defined at the individual level or the food stamp household level on the two files? Do
you have income information on more than one individual in the household on the FSA-
file?

3.071) Do you attempt to use reported income information that applies to the same time period
as the source data? If so, please explain.

YES°o*°*°o..*oe*°,..*°e.*.,**,e.*.°**.e*,°°*°eo°ee,oee.ee*.ee°e°e°l

NO ..°.o.°°..°°°.°oe°o*o*.e*°*o°°.°.°..°°o°.°°e°*°..o.°e..*°*.*.o. 2

3.08 Is the targeting process in STATE an automated, manual, or combination process?

AUTOMATED ..................................................... 1

MANUAL *eo.°°..°.*°l.**°*.°°°.,.*.o*..°.,.°.°°.°°.l**.e..o.*o.,.2

COMBINATION .................................................... 3

3.09 Is the targeting process conducted at the state level, local office level, or both?

STATE ........................................................... 1

LOCAL .......................................................... 2

BOTH o*°°..*_*°*.*o*..**e.e..*.e°e*o.eo°**°e*o*eoe.mee°oe*et*e** 3
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3.10 (Ask only if targetingis a combination of automated and manual processes.) You have
indicated that the targeting process is a combination of automated and manual processes.
Could you describe the manual component of the targeting process and how it differs from
the automated component? To what degree is worker judgement invobed in the targeting
process?

3.11 (Ask only if targetingis done at both the state and local office levels.) Could you describe the
component of the targeting process that is done at the state office and how it differs from
the local office component?

3.12 How was the targeting selection criterion for this database decided upon? (Promptfor the
agencies/divisions involved.)

3.13 Do the questions we just went through about the targeting process for the SWICA data
differ substantially for the other databases STATE used in matching? (Promptfor &_fferences
witheach of the mandatoryIEVS databases in termsof whether the process is automated and
whetherit is done at the state level.) (If yes, txplain.)

YES°,.°*°..°...°...°.ee_*o°°.°*°°°e°....°o°....°.e°...°°°o........1

NO ..°....*.*.°...°°**eee*.*.l..°l°..*..°°.i.*,.e,..l°o.°.......*.2
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3.14 Has any cost-benefit analysis been conducted on the effectiveness of your current or
proposed targeting strategies? (A.vkfor a copy of the study.)

YES **.*o.o..e.*.._eo..e.,e.e*e*.*oo*..**,o.*.*..o.*ee.. ce.o**..... 1

NO ..................... (GO TO 3.17) .............................. 2

3.15 Was (will) that study (be) based on actual benefit savings and costs of follow-up?

NO .................... (GO TO 3.17) ............................. 2

3.16 Are you currently collecting that data and is it potential/y available?

YES . . e*...*o e*..* ,.....ce*,* o..e..*e..e..e.....e.*..e*..*..ee.... · 1

NO ............................................................... 2

3.17 Do you think that additional or different targeting strategies would be cost-effective in
STATE?

YES · · · · · · . · . · * · · . · · · · · · · · · · · · * · · · · · · · · * · · · · · · · · . . · · · · · , . o * · · . · · · 1

NO ..................... (GO TO 3.19) .............................. 2

3.18 What are those strategics?

3.19 Are all applicant matched cases followed up on by FSA staff in STATE, or only selected or
targeted cases?

ALL..................... (COTO3.22).............................. 1

SELECTED ....................................................... 2

3.20 Is the targeting process for appUcant matched cases the same as you just described for on-
going matched cases?

YF_S.................... (COTo 3.22).............................. 1

NO ............................................................... 2
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3.21 How does the targeting process for applicant matched cases differ from that for on-going
matched cases?

3.22 For each database you match against, do you use the same targeting rules for the FSP and
AFDC program?

YES to***eee**.e**leleeeleeeeleeeee*eo.°.e*l*o*eeo..e*ee.°**e*eme**l

NO *J°*_ee***e+*e°ee_*ei**eeueeee°o****°°.**o*ee*..e°o*e***e*e*o°° 2

3.23 Is there any variation across local offices in the targeting rules that are used?

YES.................. (DF_.mE) ..............................

NO **+*e**°°..e.**l**lee*_*e°**°°**.°,.o.°°e*e*°*,°°.°****°°°°°°2
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SECTION 4: IEVS FOLLOW-UP PROCESSES

Now I want to focus on the process by which staff (1) verify client-reported information found to be
different from that in the external data source, and (2) recompute eligibility and benefits with
information from the external data sources. In addition, I want to discuss whether the follow-up
process ia monitored and how the process ia coordinated.

A. VERIFICATION

First, I would like to talk about verification procedures. To get an idea of what these procedures are,
let's talk about the verification process for the match with the state wage database maintained by the
State Wage Information Collection Agency (SWICA).

The following diacu._ion about verification procedures refers to the procedures that are used for on-
going cases, not applicant cases. Later we will talk about whether the procedures differ for the two
types of cases.

4.01 Who carries out the verification on cases designated for follow-up?

ELIGIBILITY WORKERS ............................................. 1

SPECIAL STAFF ATFACHED TO ELIGIBri JTY UNITS .................... 2

SPECIALUNIT STAFF ............................................... 3

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)........................................... 4

4.02 Do the individuals who are respons_le for verification receive the information on which
cases should be followed up separately for each database that is used in matching or do they
receive that information from all of the databases at the same time?

SEPARATELY .................................................. 1

SAME TIME .................................................... 2

4.03 How are cases requiring verification transmitted to staff respons_le for those procedures?

HARD-COPY LISTINGS ........................................... 1

HARD-COPY REPORTS ON EACH INDIVIDUAL CASE ................. 2

ON-LINE MESSAGES ............................................. 3

OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) ........................................ 4
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4.04 Is there any process for setting priorities for the order in which verification is performed on
those cases designated for follow-up?

Y_S .....°..*°..****e.*..*..e...°o.*..*...****._e** ..*°* .**°... 1

NO ................... (Cd:)TO 4.10) .............................. 2

4.05 Is the setting of priorities for verification done as part of the sameprocesswhich selects
casesfor follow-up, or a separateprocess?

SAME PROCESS ................................................ 1

SEPARATE PROCESS ............................................ 2

4.06 Is priority-setting for verification a manual or an automated process?

MANUAL ...................................................... 1

AUTOMATED ......... (Cd3 TO 4.08) .............................. 2

4.07 Who examines the cases slated for verification and sets priorities?

4.08 Are there written priority rules.'?

YES * * · * * · · · · . . · ° · · . , · * · I . . · . * * · * · · . . · * o · · . o . · · * . . · * * · . . . . · · . · · · 1

NO ............................................................. 2

4.09 How are the different levels of priority defined? (Promptfor any data elements from the
F&4 file and/or externalfiles that are used in establishingpriorities.)

4.10 IS there any automated support for the verification process? For example, does the system
generate letters to employers or financial institutions?

AUTOMATED SUPPORT ......................................... 1

NO AUTOMATED SUPPORT ...................................... 2
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4.11 Does the state have written procedures or guidelines for the verification process?

YES *********************************************************** 1

................... (co TO4.13).............................. 2

4.12 Who is respons_le for developing and updatiag throe verification procedures?

4.13 Are the procedures for verification different for other databases? (Promptfor dt_rerences
among other income databases.-BEERS, SDX; UI; assets informationfrom IRS; other state
databases)

NO ............................................................. 2

(If NO, do not ask questions 4.01 -4.12 for any otherdatabases.)

(If YES, depending on the respondent'sanswer,you may need to ask the above que_o_ for some or
all of the other databases. If the process is only slightlydifferentfor another database, take notes on
the difference(s) and do not ask the above questionsfor the other databases.)

4.14 Are the procedures for verification on applicant cases different than those for on-going
eases?

YES e*.°.,ee,, e,,.e.e,. *leeee*,e*e. ,..,ee,,e,...,,ee.ee Jee_.... 1

NO ................... (GO TO 4.16) .............................. 2

4.15 How do the procedures for applicants differ fxom those for on-going cases?
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B. RECOMPU'IING _'_TGIB_ AND BENEFITS

Now I would like to briefly talk about recomputing eligibility and benefits.

4.16 Can eligibility staff use the certification system to recompute eligibility and benefits month-
by-month for a defined past period?

NO ............................................................. 2

4.17 Does the certification database retain both the original issuance information and the new
data and benefit amounts?

C. MONITORING AND REPORTING

Finally, I would like to talk about the monitoring and reporting of the follow-up process.

4.18 Is there a monitoring process to determine whether cases slated for follow-up have been
resolved?

NO................... (COTO4.22).............................. 2

VARIES BY LOCAL OFFICE ...................................... 3

4.19 Who is respons_le for monitoring the follow-up process?

4.20 Is the process completely manual, or does it involve recording case status in an automated
file?

COMPLETF_.I.Y MANUAL ......................................... 1

PARTLY AUTOMATED .......................................... 2
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4.21 What information is recorded about the resuk of the follow-up? (e.g., case act/on, length
of time it took to complete the follow-up procedures)

4.22 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?

YES . . e e e e * * · . · . * * * . . e . * * . e . * ° . e _ ° * o · * * . e o . * · * . . * . °* ° o . * · · · · · ° ·

NO ................... (COTO 4.24).............................. 2

4.23 Is this information routinely collected as part of the foUow-up process?

YES ... eo,.**, e*,.*..e.*e,.**..**e**.*.**°*.e,oeeo..e.e.e*..*.-.

NO ............................................................. 2

4.24 On average, for what proportion of cases are follow-up procedures completed in the 45-day
time period?

4.25 Are reports produced regularly that descn'be thc status of actions taken on cases matched
by this system?

YES . * o · · * ° · * ° . . . · . * * · * · * * · o . · * · o ° . * * _ * * · * * o . * * . * . * . o o * . . * * . * · *

NO ................... (GO TO 4.30) .............................. 2

4.26 How are those reports produced?

AUTOMATED ................................................... ]

MANUALLY..................................................... 2

OTHER (PI,EASE SPECIFY) ........................................ 3
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4.27 Where are they produced?

STATE OFFICE .................................................. 1

LOCAL OFFICE .................................................. 2

OTHER (PI._ASE SPECIFY) ........................................ 3

4.28 What information is contained in those reports? (e.g., database matched, number of
matches, number of cases followed-up on, number of cases for which eligibility or benefit
amount was changed)

4.29 What is the schedule or frequency of thc reports?

WEEKLY ....................................................... 1

MONTHLY...................................................... 2

QUARTERLY .................................................... 3

OTHER (pI,I:ASE SPECIFY) ........................................ 4

4.30 Is it poss_le for you to provide me with the following information for each of the external
databases used in income verification?

YES *********************************************************** 1

NO ................... (C,O TO 4.32) .............................. 2

(1) The ratio of the number of matched cases to the number of FSA cases sent to the
external source agency

(2) The ratio of the number of cases selected for follow-up to the number of matched
Cases
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(3) The ratio of the number of cases validated and verified to the number of cases selected
for follow-up

4.31 To what time period(s) do throe data refer?

D. COORDINATION AND MANAGEMENT OF FOI.IOW-UP PROCEDURES

4.32 Is the follow-up process for the FSP coordinated with the process for AFDC?. (Prompt
whetherfollow-up for the FSP is conducted by the same _aff as for theAFDC program.)

YES............**.................*........................... 1

NO ........................................................... 2

4.33 h there any variation m the match follow-up procedures for the FSP across local offices?

NO ************************************************************
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SECTION S: POTENTIAL STATE INTEREST IN TEST OF IMPROVED TARGETING
METHODS

As you are aware, FNS is plnnning to test new IEVS targeting approaches in three states.
Mathematica Policy Research will provide t_-,chplcalassistance in developing the targeting approaches,
as well as assistance in designing and testing the software required to implement the targeting
approaches. The test states will be respons_le for implementing the new targeting approaches
including coding the software changes and recording data on verification outcomes and costs. Every
effort will be made to design the test so that the verification burden on eligibility workers is not
increased.

5.01 Do you think STATE would be interested in participating in a test/evaluation of improved
targeting methods?

YES · · · · · · · · * · · · * e e i o e I o e o o* o . . . · . * o . . · . · . · * . · . · · · · · · · · · · * . . · . · 1

NO * · .e*.*oo.ooooe..e.o....o°..........*....*,e*eo.*e..o. · *.oo 2

5.02 The cost of participating may depend on whether the state is currently changing its matching
system or targeting methodology; is STATE currently doing major systems development
related to computer matching under the FSP, AFDC program, or the Medicaid program?

YES · * e v , e e * * . . · o e e o o i e e e o . e · o * · * · · · · * * · · · _ · * · · · e . o o e o . * . · · · · · o 1

NO *°...°°..°°..o,.**.*e...*..°....°°..°°°*°o.o**o°e°.°....e*e2

5.03 Are you aware of any factors that would make it particularly easy or difficult to test new
targeting strategies in STATE? Please explain.
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APPENDIX B

OTHER TARGETING STRATEGIES
REPORTED BY CENSUS RESPONDENTS



OTHER TARGETING $'I'RA_GW.S REPORTED BY
CENSUS RESPONDENTS

SWICA

Delaware

· If the FSA file shows one employer and DOL lints one employer then assume it's
the same and don't follow up. Follow up if DOL shows two or more employers.

Iowa

· Don't follow up ff the individual who has wages is age 13 or under.

South Dakota

· Don't follow up if the individual is under age 18 and a full time student.

· Don't follow up if recipient is pending (due to on-line query of applicants).

Washington

· Don't follow up closed grant cases receiving medical extensions of 4, 6, 9, or 12
months.

· Don't follow up newly opened cases with a prospective budget code (P1, P2, 1'2).

· Don't follow up persons with a SSN claim number (that is, individuals who are
receiving benefits on spouse's SSN).

UI

Arkansas

· Follow up if recipient missed a check.

· Follow up if recipient was working part time.

· Follow up if person is new to the system.

Florida

· Don't follow up if amount on external file is less than or equal to reported amount.

Indiana

· Don't follow up if individual did not receive a LTlpayment in the prior month.
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Marynd

· Follow up only ff client has more than four weeks left to receive LTl and no UI
benefits were reported by the client for the current month.

Michigan

· Don't follow up if the individual is not receiving III when the matched information
comes back, or has not received LTl for the last 60 days.

South Dakota

· Don't follow up if recipient is pending (due to on-line query for applicants and new
household members).

· Don't follow up if III benefits are !ess than $130.

Texas

· Follow up if case and client are active now and during the UI benefit month.

Washington

· Don't follow up persons with an SSN claim number.

BEERS

Arkansas

· Don't follow up if information is already known (that is, the new data on BEERS
matches the information on the 1SA history file).

California

· Follow up if there are multiple SSN's for an individual.

Idaho

· Follow up if the case was open 4 months or longer and pension and earned income
were greater than $999.

· Follow up if the case was closed 6 months or less and pension and earned income
were greater than $999.

Pennsylvania

· Follow up only if ease is active within same calendar year with no earned income
adjustment during that time.
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Washington

· Don't target cases with pension amounts on M-form equal to or greater than the
BEERS amount.

· Don't follow up if a subpoena ia not returned or if payer will not respond to
subpoenas.

· Don't follow up ff sex, date of birth, or name are not matched.

· Don't follow up cases for which IRS address is wrong or EIN number is all 9's.

· Don't follow up cases with income types 'Federal' and 'Military'.

· Don't follow up individuals with a SSN.cIs;m number.

· Don't follow up on Food Stamp recipients also receiving Refugee Assistance or a
state granL

BENDEX

Alabama

· Follow up if the BENDEX file has a different county mailing address than the food
stamp check mailing address.

· Follow up if there is any change to black lung benefits, Railroad status, premium
payer (Medicare), dual entitlement indicator, triple entitlement, SSN, or direct
deposit indicator.

· Follow up if the communication code has another state code or an accretion
conflict with another state.

Arkansas

· Only follow up conflicts dated within the last year.

Florida

· Don't follow up if amount on external file ia less than or equal to reported amount.

Kansas

· Follow up changes in benefits or status that affect eligibility.

Maryland

· Follow up if discrepancy in receipt.
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Ok/ahonu_

* Follow up only active cases

Penn._lva_

· Follow up if external file shows change from payment to nonpayment or vice versa
or information indicates buy-in premium payer has changed.

Washington

· Don't follow up if DSHS files indicate ·eligible" for SSI and SSA indicates 'not
eligible".

· Don't follow up if the reported amount is greaterthan the amount on external file.

SDX

Arkansas

· Follow up food stamp recipients that don't receive SSI income.

· Don't follow up if SSI doesn't increase by more than $1.00.

F/or/da

· Don't follow up if amount on external file is less than or equal to reported amount.

Kansas

· Don't follow up information based on Medicaid status.

· Follow up if any information differs from the current file.

· Follow up if any change in payment status.

South Dakota

· Follow up if no SSI income is shown for the individual.

Wisconsin

· Follow up SSI recipients that also receive Food Stamps or AFDC.

IRS

Arkansas

· Don't follow up if interest income is from the U.S. Department of the Treasury.
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· Don't follow up on interest if payer's account number and TIN are the same as
reported for the previous year.

Massachusetts

· Don't follow up if worker has already been notified of bank accounL

New Jersey

· Don't follow up if computer-generated resource amount is below $1,000.

New York

· Don't follow up if sum of selected unearned income items is $50 or less ($100 or
less in New York City).

Pennsylvania

· Follow up if the sum of certain document types exce_ $75.

Washington

· Don't follow up ff a subpoena is not returned or ff payer will not respond to
subpoenas.

· Don't follow up cases on First Steps program.

· Don't follow up cases for which IRS address is wrong or EIN number is all 9's.

· Don't follow up individuals with a SSN claim number or duplicate SSN.

· Don't follow up when one-time distn3utions were received prior to eligibility.

Wisconsin

· All income types including dividends are grouped into five types and each group
is divided into four case groups (nuraing home, non nursing home, open during the
tax year, and not open during the tax year). Tolerance thresholds are set for each
of these 20 categories.
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