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EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY 

SYNOPSIS 

BACKGROUND AND 
OVERVIEW 

The WIC Income Verification (WIV) Study examined the incidence 
and magnitude of certification error by conducting independent in- 
home audits on a national sample of program participants in late 
1988. The income-eligibility determination process was modeled 
for each State, and data from the in-home audit were compared to 
case-file-derived income and family-size data. Principal findings 
reveal a national WIC certification case error and dollar error rate, 
respectively, of 5.7 and 5.8 percent. This translates into $84 
million spent on ineligibles out of a total of about $1.5 billion in 
FY88.1  Participants had relatively low household incomes, but 
income misreporting was high—over 43 percent of participants 
underreported, while 22 percent overreported, their income. 
Almost all households enrolled in the program in 1988 had 
incomes at or below the allowable Federal threshold of 185 
percent of poverty. 

To be eligible to participate in USDA's Special Supplemental Food 
Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), applicants must 
meet three types of criteria: categorical, nutritional, and income. 
Applicants must also reside in the State or local area in which they 
are applying for benefits. Findings from this study focus on 
income eligibility and describe income certification procedures in 
effect and the extent and nature of certification error nationwide 
during the period covered by the study.^ 

In response to the concerns of the U.S. General Accounting Office 
(GAO) about the accuracy of income reported by WIC 
participants, the WIV Study began in 1986. The study consisted 
of two phases. The first phase focused on the analysis of case- 
file and other income data from existing national surveys and 
studies rather than a collection of new data. In Phase I, the 
contractor also collected data on current certification procedures 
from all State agencies via telephone interviews with WIC State 
directors and their staffs in the fall of 1986. Other Phase I 
activities included the design and development of a national 
survey to estimate the incidence and magnitude of income 
ineligibility. 

In Phase II, in-depth income audits were conducted with WIC 
participants according to the survey design developed in Phase I. 
The audits were conducted at participants' homes, and the 
information was compared to case-file data obtained initially at 
certification (or recertification). The sample for Phase II audits 
was nationally representative and drawn exclusively from 



respondents to the Agency's 1988 study of WIC Participant and 
Program Characteristics (PC88). The income audits were 
conducted in the fall of 1988, and the final WIV sample consisted 
of 25 States, 41 local agencies, 72 clinics, and 1,076 participants. 

STUDY FINDINGS 

WIV Project 
Findings—Phase I (Fall 
1986) 

State Certification 
Procedures 

Self-declaration, whereby applicants self-report their income 
and family size to local staff without providing documentation, 
was the primary method in 46 percent of all (geographic, 
Indian, and territorial) WIC State agencies.3 

In 25 percent of all State agencies, documentation of income 
was required at certification. An applicant who failed to 
provide income documentation could not be certified for 
program participation. In the remaining State agencies, some 
variation of self-declaration (16 percent) or a weaker form of 
documentation (13 percent) was asked for, but not required, at 
certification. 

Analysis of certification procedures of the 51 geographic State 
agencies (which serve the majority of WIC enrollees) revealed 
that in 37 percent of these agencies, the primary certification 
procedure was to require applicants to submit income and 
household documentation. 

In the geographic State agencies, requiring documentation at 
certification was followed by local variation (27 percent). 
Under this procedure local agencies have the option to use 
more rigorous verification procedures. Lastly, statewide self- 
declaration (20 percent) and documentation-requested 
procedures (16 percent) were utilized, but to a lesser degree. 

In Indian State agencies, self-declaration (85 percent) was the 
primary procedure used to establish income and family size.3 
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WIV Project 
Findings -Phase II (Fall 
1988) 

In-Home Audit Survey 
Characteristics 

State Certification 
Procedures: Economic 
Unit Determination 

State Certification 
Procedures: Income 
Determination 

Data were obtained from participants in 25 State agencies, 41 
local agencies, and 72 clinics. 

Ninety-six percent of all PC88 participants agreed to participate 
in the WIV Study, and over 85 percent of these participants 
completed the in-home audit (n-834). 

Examination of State policies and procedures in light of 
Federal regulations governing the determination of the 
applicant's economic unit (i.e., household or family size) 
indicated significant State-to-State variation. These definitional 
variations affect the basic terms necessary to correctly certify 
an applicant as eligible to receive WIC benefits. For example, 
such terms as "family membership" and "sharing of income" 
differed from State to State. 

Further, State-to-State variance in certification of family size 
also existed with respect to more specialized definitional terms 
and rules regarding foster children, emancipated minors, 
institutionalized persons, individuals living apart from the 
family, length of family member absence, etc. All States had 
provisions for certifying some types of special cases. 
Comparisons between surveyed States revealed that the most 
common types of special-case categories addressed were 
foster child (92 percent), emancipated minor (64 percent), and 
student Irving apart from the family (60 percent). 

In most States surveyed (84 percent), presumptive eligibility in 
WIC certification was allowed. That is, documented 
participation in another Federal program with income limits at 
or below the State's WIC limits was accepted as evidence of 
income eligibility for WIC. The most common basis for 
presumptive eligibility used by States was Medicaid (64 
percent), followed by Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(48 percent), Food Stamps (40 percent), School Lunch 
Program (16 percent), and Supplemental Security Income (8 
percent). 

Unlike the State-to-State variation in defining the WIC 
economic unit or family, examination of State policies on 
countable income revealed complete or near complete 
agreement on 19 out of 23 common income sources, which, as 
a group, constitute 91.6 percent of all countable income. 
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Income Characteristics of 
WIC Families 

Income Reporting and 
Change 

State definitions of countable income differed on four major 
income sources, namely, the treatment of housing subsidies, 
Black Lung benefits, loans, and student financial aid. 
However, these sources collectively accounted for only 4.2 
percent of all income. 

WIC households are predominantly low income. That is, 60 
percent of WIC households have verified income under 100 
percent of poverty, and almost 95 percent have incomes at or 
below the allowable 185 percent Federal poverty income level. 

The median income of WIC households is 80 percent of the 
Federal poverty income level. 

Approximately 63 percent of all WIC households have income 
from salaries and wages. Wage and salary income is not only 
the most frequent source, but also the highest median monthly 
amount. Wage and salary income accounts for almost 75 
percent of total WIC income. 

The only other major income source received by WIC 
households is AFDC (26 percent), which accounts for about 10 
percent of total family income. Two categories—wages 
salaries and AFDC—account for about 84 percent of total WIC 
household income. 

Income from child support (9.3 percent), housing subsidies 
(6.9 percent), and Social Security (3.8 percent) is less 
frequently included in the income of WIC families and 
collectively accounts for only 5.2 percent of total countable 
income. All other sources of income are received by 3 percent 
or fewer of WIC households, and no single source accounts for 
more than 1 percent of total household income. 

When reported income for certification is compared with 
verified in-home audit findings, data reveal that only 36 percent 
of enrollees correctly reported their income—with "correct" 
defined as reported monthly income within $50 of verified in- 
home income for the same time period. Income was 
underreported about 43 percent of the time and overrepcrted 
about 22 percent of the time. Thus, substantial income 
misreporting exists. 

In-home audit data indicate that over a 4-to-5 month period 
following certification, about 55 percent of WIC households 
maintained stable incomes—with "stable" defined as either no 
change or a change of less than $100 per month. 
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• Over this same time period, approximately 26 percent of WIC 
households experienced an income increase (15.4 percent) or 
decrease (10.5 percent) of between $100 and $500 per month. 
Of the sampled households, 19 percent experienced an 
income change—either an increase (10.3 percent) or decrease 
(8.7 percent) of greater than $500 per month. 

Income Eligibility: Error •   The national certification error rate (defined as the percent of 
Rates and Characteristics enroltees certified to receive, but not eligible for, WIC benefits) 

is 5.7 percent. This translates into a total number of ineligibles 
of approximately 214,000 out of a nationwide WIC enrollee 
population of about 3,700,000 in FY88.4 

• The dollar error (defined as the amount of WIC food funds 
spent on income ineligibles) is 5.8 percent. This translates into 
$84 million spent on ineligibles out of a total WIC expenditure 
of about $1.5 billion in FY88.1 

• Ineligible enrollees have, for the most part, relatively low 
incomes. That is, about 23 percent have incomes between 
186 and 200 percent of poverty, 45 percent between 201 and 
250 percent of poverty, 17 percent between 251 and 300 
percent of poverty, and less than 5 percent have incomes at or 
over 300 percent of poverty. 

• While about 55 percent of those determined to be income- 
ineligible at certification—based on in-home audit 
data—remain ineligible some 3 to 4 months later, 
approximately 45 percent experience post-certification income 
decreases that would make them income eligible. 

• No significant differences in error rates exist across 
racial/ethnic groups, household size, and participant category 
(i.e., women, infants, or children). On the other hand, for those 
who report relatively high income or report wage or salary 
income, significantly higher than average ineligibility rates were 
observed. 

• WIC households that participate in other Federal 
programs—Food Stamps, AFDC, Medicaid, and the 
Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program 
(TEFAP)—have significantly lower than average ineligibility 
rates. 
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MAJOR STUDY 
CONCLUSIONS 

National Error Rates. The national WIC certification case error 
rate is 5.7 percent. This rate is relatively low compared to 
other food assistance programs. The national dollar error rate 
is 5.8 percent. This translates into $84 million spent on 
inelkjibles out of a total of about $1.5 billion in FY88.1  These 
low case error and dollar error rates are due, in large part, to 
the very low incomes of WIC households. That is, 
considerable underreporting of income exists but does not 
seriously affect eligibility. An upward shift in the income 
distribution of WIC participants could substantially increase 
error rates. 

Error Rates Issues. Several factors unassociated with the 
error rate tend to keep WIC dollar errors relatively low. These 
programmatic factors include the concept of a "single level" 
benefit award whereby participants receive a fixed WIC benefit 
independent of family income (i.e., no errors are associated 
with benefit over-issuance). Also, because there is no Federal 
requirement that participants report income changes, eligibles 
whose incomes rise above the Federal or State poverty 
threshold level may continue to receive benefits. Finally, the 
relatively low discovered error rate obtained in this study was 
influenced, in part, by the general methodological framework in 
which error was defined. That is, errors were only declared 
when there was a clear and documentable violation of State 
procedures. 

Income Characteristics of WIC Families. WIC households are 
primarily low income families with more than one-half below 
100 percent of the Federal income poverty guidelines. Almost 
all households now enrolled in the program have incomes at or 
below the allowable Federal income level (i.e., 185 percent of 
poverty). Almost two-thirds of all WIC households have 
income from wages and salaries which accounts for three- 
quarters of their total income. 

State Income Determination. Almost all States agree on the 
income sources that should be counted toward WIC eligibility. 
These commonly agreed-upon income screes account for the 
overwhelming proportion of total WIC household income. 

Changes in WIC Household Income. Nearly two-thirds of all 
WIC households have verified income that differed from the 
income reported at certification by at least $50—a criterion 
used frequently in other food assistance programs. Once 
certified income-eligible, about one-half of those households 
maintain a relatively stable income over the next few months, 
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while the others experience considerable increases or 
decreases in countable income. However, these major income 
shifts, as well as the substantial differences between reported 
and verified income, do not affect program ineligibility rates 
anywhere to the same degree. 

State Certification Procedures. Self-declaration, a method 
used to establish family size and income, was used by a 
majority of all WIC State agencies (geographic, Indian, and 
territorial) in the fall of 1986.3 Only one-fourth of all State 
agencies required documentation at certification. In 
geographic WIC State agencies, where the majority of WIC 
participants are enrolled, just over one-third of all applicants 
must submit income documentation in order to be determined 
income-eligible. 

State Economic Unit Determination. Federal regulations and 
guidance allow for some State discretion in defining "economic 
unit." States, in turn, have defined the term in a variety of 
ways—legal, economic, biological, social, etc. In part, this is 
intended to allow for State coordination among several 
assistance programs. The extent of variation from State-to- 
State is such that the members constituting a WIC family or 
household in one State might not be considered an eligible 
family or household in an adjoining State. Furthermore, 
specialized definitions and rules regarding eligibility for foster 
children, emancipated minors, institutionalized individuals, etc., 
vary considerably from State to State. 
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Executive Summary Notes 

1 Total available FY88 food expenditures were $1,435,363,000. 

2P.L 101-147 (10 Nov. 1989) altered program income eligibility. See: Sec. 123(a). 

3lndian State agencies account for 28 of the 40 WIC State agencies that use self-declaration as the 
primary method to determine income and family size. The large number of Indian State agencies 
using self-declaration is due to the fact that WIC Regulations allow these agencies, where the 
majority of the Indian households in the agency's service area have incomes at or below the State 
agency's income guideline, to obtain FNS approval to use an abbreviated method of self- 
declaration. Under this method, an Indian State agency may determine income eligibility by 
simply asking each Indian applicant household to sign a statement that certifies that the 
applicant's family income does not exceed the State agency's maximum income guideline. 

4Based on the preliminary FNS enrollment estimate for October FY88 of 3,777,283. 
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1. 
INTRODUCTION 

THE WIC PROGRAM 

This chapter presents background information on the WIC 
program and income eligibility in WIC and introduces the WIC 
Income Verification (WIV) project. Data on income eligibility errors 
in WIC from prior studies, which were reviewed as part of Phase I 
of the WIV project, are briefly summarized. The purpose of Phase 
II, the WIV survey, is then discussed. The chapter ends with an 
overview of the remainder of the report. 

USDA's Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, 
and Children (WIC) is a program for low-income infants, preschool 
children, and pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding women at 
nutritional or medical risk. The program's objective is to improve 
the health of participants by providing nutritious supplemental 
food, nutrition education, and referral to health care services. 

Legislation authorizing the WIC program was passed in 1972, 
following the recommendation of the 1969 White House Con- 
ference on Food, Nutrition and Health that special attention be 
given to the nutritional needs of pregnant women and preschool 
children. Originally authorized as a 2-year pilot project, the 
program has since become nationwide in scope. In 1974, WIC 
served approximately 88,000 participants at an annual cost of 
$10.4 million. In 1988, the program served over 3.4 million 
participants at an annual cost of $1.7 billion. 

WIC is administered by the USDA's Food and Nutrition Service 
through FNS headquarters and seven regional offices. The 
program operates through cash grants to State health 
departments or comparable State agencies. State WIC agencies 
distribute funds to participating local agencies, which in turn 
operate through local clinics. State agencies bear the 
responsibility for developing specific applicant eligibility criteria 
and for ensuring that these criteria are applied properly at local 
WIC sites. Currently, 1,600 local WIC agencies and 7,500 WIC 
clinics are responsible for certifying applicants as eligible for 
program benefits. 

WIC applicants must meet three types of eligibility criteria: 
categorical, nutritional, and income. Categorical eligibility is 
limited to pregnant women up to 6 weeks postpartum, 
breastfeeding women up to 1 year after childbirth, nonbreastfeed- 
ing postpartum women up to 6 months after delivery, and children 
from birth until 5 years of age. Within broad Federal guidelines, 
each State sets its own nutritional risk criteria based on State 
nutrition and health policies. States also have a certain amount of 
discretion in establishing income eligibility criteria. Moreover, 
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applicants must reside within the State (or for Indian agencies, 
within the agency's jurisdiction). States may also require 
applicants to reside within a local agency's service area. 

INCOME ELIGIBILITY IN Although income-eligibility determination always has been a 
WIC component of the WIC application process, formal Federal 

guidelines were not introduced until July of 1981. Historically, 
greater emphasis has been placed on categorical status and 
nutritional risk. Even with the introduction of formal guidelines, the 
Federal Government has allowed some degree of discretion on 
income eligibility procedures for States and local WIC agencies, 
and practices at these agencies vary. 

Federal regulations in place for Fiscal Year 1989 required the 
State agency to set income guidelines either "equaling the income 
guidelines ... for reduced-price school meals or identical to the 
State or local guidelines for reduced-price health care" (CFR 
246.7(c)(1), July 1988). However, if the State chooses to use the 
reduced-price health care guidelines for WIC, the WIC income 
guidelines must fall between 100 and 185 percent (inclusive) of 
the Federal poverty income guidelines. 

Both sets of guidelines specify maximum allowable incomes that 
vary with family size. Because of this variation, two types of data 
are required to determine income eligibility: 

Economic unit size: How many persons are in the 
applicant's family (also called the household or "economic 
unit")?1 and 

Economic unit income: What is the total countable 
income** of those persons? 

Income-eligibility determination in WIC involves identifying all 
potential members of the applicant's economic unit. Next, each 
person is determined to be a member or a non-member of the 
applicant's economic unit. The countable income of each member 
is then determined. Finally, the income of the applicant's 
economic unit is compared to the income guideline for families of 
that size. If the economic unit's income exceeds the maximum for 
that size economic unit, the applicant is ineligible for WIC. If the 
economic unit's income is equal to or less than the maximum for 
that size economic unit, the applicant meets the income-eligibility 
criteria for WIC. It is worth emphasizing that knowing the 
economic unit's income is not enough to determine whether or not 
an applicant meets the income guidelines. The size uf the 
economic unit must also be known. This issue is examined in 
greater detail in chapter 4. 
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Within approved boundaries, Federal regulations allow 
considerable discretion to State and local agencies in determining 
and verifying income and household information. States are 
required to design an application form or approve a locally 
developed application form for income determination. States may 
use self-declaration, in which the State accepts the amount 
reported by the applicant as the income of his or her economic 
unit, or they may request or require the applicant to provide 
documents substantiating the reported income. State and local 
WIC agencies may contact third parties to verify income 
information but are not required to do so. States may also use a 
procedure called "presumptive eligibility." In this procedure, the 
State accepts proof of participation in another means-tested 
program as evidence that an applicant meets the WIC income- 
eligibility guidelines. The requirements are that the other program 
is State-administered, has income-eligibility guidelines at or below 
the State's WIC income-eligibility guidelines, and routinely verifies 
income. In the quality assurance literature, this is known as 
"piggybacking" on another program's verification process. 

The Administration, Members of Congress, and others with 
program oversight responsibilities have expressed their concern 
over possible income-eligibility determination error in the WIC 
program. A major concern is that income-eligibility determinations 
based on WIC applicants' self-declaration may result in 
unintentional or deliberate misreporting of income or household 
size (or both). In a 1985 report, the General Accounting Office 
(GAO) recommended that the Secretary of Agriculture pay greater 
attention to income-eligibility determination in the WIC program 
and promulgate regulations to require income documentations 
The WIV project was USDA's response to these concerns. 

THE WIC INCOME 
VERIFICATION (WIV) 
PROJECT 

The WIV project was a two-phase evaluation of participant income 
eligibility determination procedures in the WIC program.4 The 
study had two objectives: 

to inform the Agency of the status of currert income 
certification procedures and 

to estimate current income certification error on a 
nationwide basis, both as a percentage of WIC 
enrollees and in total program dollars. 

The study was conducted in two phases. Phase I consisted 
of several major activities: 

10 
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the identification and assessment of exemplary 
income verification procedures through interviews, 
review of written materials (forms, reports, and a 
sample of case files), and on-site observation at 10 
local agencies in five States; 

•     a State census of current income-eligibility 
determination procedures in all 87 State agencies 
(State agencies include Indian agencies and 
territories) and 

design of a national survey to determine the overall 
income eligibility error rate for WIC. 

Phase II involved collecting, analyzing, and reporting data on 
current income certification error nationwide. This was 
accomplished through the WIV survey. Survey interviews 
were conducted in September through November of 1988. 
The survey employed a nationally representative sample of 
884 WIC enrollees selected from 25 States, 42 local WIC 
agencies, and 71 WIC clinics. The core of the survey 
interview was an in-home audit in which enrollees were asked 
for detailed information and documentation relating to their 
WIC income eligibility. 

This report presents the results of those in-home audits. 

SUMMARY OF PRIOR No formal prior research has attempted to develop valid estimates 
RESEARCH of income-eligibility determination error rates in the WIC program. 

However, there are several sources of data on the self-reported 
income of WIC participants. One of the first activities of Phase I 
was a review of extant data on income certification error in WIC. 

The Census Bureau's Survey of Income and Program Participants 
(SIPP), a national in-home survey of 20,000 households, obtains 
income data on households that report receiving WIC benefits. 
Data for the period from July to September 1983 indicate that 
between 9 and 14 percent of the families had incomes above 185 
percen: of the poverty threshold. 

USDA/FNS'S 1984 Study of WIC Participant and Program 
Chaacteristics (PC84), which involved a review of 6,444 WIC 
cas'3 files, indicated that very few participants had incomes that 
were either above or just below 185 percent of the poverty 
threshold.5 This finding is comparable to that of the USDA/FNS 
National WIC Evaluation, which found that approximately 80 
percent of WIC mothers reported household incomes below 
$13,000.6 A re-analysis of these data in Phase I of the WIV 
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project found that 78 percent of pregnant women on WIC reported 
incomes below the poverty threshold, with 97 percent below 185 
percent of the poverty threshold.7 

All three of these national studies had methodological limitations 
with regard to estimating WIC income certification error: 

Income data was from unverified participant interviews or 
abstracted from case records. 

Across-State variations in income-eligibility criteria, 
including differences in the poverty level percentage for 
eligibility and the definitions of economic unit and 
countable income, were not reflected in the analysis. 

The income data were not linked to the period during 
which the respondent actually participated in WIC. 

The PC84 survey also collected self-reported income data on WIC 
participants. The survey estimated that 3.2 percent of participants 
have incomes over 185 percent of the poverty level; this is the 
income standard used in most States. There are several reasons 
to think that this estimate is low. First, because the data were 
collected in WIC clinics by WIC staff, enrollees may have felt that 
reporting higher income would threaten their benefits. Second, 
few steps were used to ensure full and complete income 
reporting. Third, no documents were requested to support the 
reported income amount. 

Furthermore, there is no reason to expect a one-to-one 
correspondence between income data obtained by PC84 and that 
obtained by WIV from the same respondents. PC84 used uniform 
definitions of economic unit, reporting periods, and income for all 
survey respondents. In contrast, the WIV survey based its 
definitions of economic unit, reporting period, and income on 
prevailing State and local eligibility standards and procedures. 

Two very limited studies of WIC income-eligibility determination 
error rates were conducted during 1985 and 1986. The studies, 
which took place in three States, indicated error rates ranging 
from 1 to 9 percent. However, these studies were not 
methodologically sound, nor were the sample sizes sufficient for 
valid statistical inference.8 

PURPOSE OF THE The WIV survey estimated the national case income certification 
PHASE II SURVEY error rate (excluding Indian and territorial State agencies because 

of substantial differences in income-eligibility determination 
procedures). The national case income certification error rate is 
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the proportion of all cases certified or recertified as eligible for 
WIC benefits (in the 50 States and the District of Columbia) that 
were ineligible because of income exceeding the allowable 
amount as defined by the State program. 

Secondary objectives included estimating other income 
certification error rates, such as the error rate if the Federal 
standard of 185 percent of the poverty level were applied to all 
cases, and the error rate partway through the certification period. 

The respondents' estimate of their ability to comply with 
requirements for income documents and other information as a 
condition for participation in WIC was also investigated. 

OVERVIEW OF THE Chapter 2 presents a brief overview of Phase I study findings on 
REPORT State agency policy and procedures relating to income eligibility 

verification and documentation. 

Chapter 3 reviews the methodology of the Phase II WIV survey. 
Chapters 4 and 5 discuss the key concepts in income certification 
error, economic unit size and economic unit income, and they 
present the results of the survey relating to the WIC economic unit 
and its income. 

Chapter 6 gives the main findings of the WIV survey. Income 
certification case and dollar error are presented, and correlates of 
error, error in relation to other Federal programs, and the effects 
of changes in income are discussed. 

Chapter 7 covers the reported ability of WIC enrollees to conform 
to alternative procedures for income certification. Chapter 8 
summarizes the study's conclusions. The report concludes with 
technical appendices on sampling, the WIV survey questionnaire, 
references, a substudy that attempted to reconcile information 
gathered at certification with information from the WIV survey, the 
Federal regulations and guidance relevant to income certification, 
alternate definitions of income-eligibility error, and general 
definitions of WIC Economic Unit. 
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Chapter 1 Notes 

1 "Economic unit" was defined in FNS Instruction 803-3 as "a person or group of persons who usually 
(although not necessarily) live together, and whose production of income and consumption of 
goods or services are related" (10/22/82, p. 3). The instruction suggests that the terms "economic 
unit" and "family" be used interchangeably. The term "household" is also used interchangeably 
with the other two terms in this report. 

2Note that, in the WIC program, countable income does not include assets or in-kind income. 

3U.S. General Accounting Office, Need to Foster Optimal Use of Resources in the Special 
Supplemental Food program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC), September 27,1985, 
GAO/RCED-85-105, pp. 67-68. 

4lncome-eligibility determination, as part of the process in WIC by which eligibility for benefits is 
certified, is also known as "income certification." 

5Ebon Research Systems, Inc., Study of WIC Participant and Program Characteristics, 1986. 

6Research Triangle Institute, Evaluation of the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, 
Infants, and Children (WIC), 1986. 

7 Review of Current Income Eligibility Determination Procedures and Reported Participant Income 
Levels, Quality Planning Corporation, March 1987. 

8Each study was limited to a single State, did not employ a statistically representative sample, and 
failed to provide an independent and valid method for verification of total household income. For 
details, see WIC Income Verification Project: Final Literature Review, Quality Planning 
Corporation, January 1987; The New Enrollees'Income, Department of Health and Rehabilitative 
Services, State of Florida, 1986; and The Client Summary by Financial Category and Priority, 
Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, State of Montana, 1986. 
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2. 
PHASE I 
ACTIVITIES AND 
FINDINGS 

INCOME VERIFICATION 
METHODS CURRENTLY 
USED IN WIC 

A primary Phase I activity was the WIC State Agency Census of 
income verification methods currently in use. The census 
involved telephone interviews with the WIC Director or other staff 
at each of the 87 WIC State agencies.1 A copy of the State's 
WIC income certification forms and the section dealing with 
income and household size from each State agency's procedure 
manual was also requested. 

As explained in chapter 1, the income-eligibility determination 
process in WIC includes determination in WIC clinics of economic 
unit membership (and thus economic unit size) and economic unit 
income, and comparison of the applicant's economic unit size and 
income to the income-eligibility standard. The State Census, 
however, focused on another aspect of income-eligibility 
determination, namely income verification. Income verification 
refers to procedures for confirming that the income reported by 
the applicant is correct. 

The results reported in this chapter are at the State level. That is, 
the percentages and numbers presented represent WIC State 
agencies, not WIC enrollees. Income verification procedures are 
covered on the enrollee level in chapter 7, while the States' 
procedures for determining economic unit membership and 
income are covered in chapters 4 and 5, respectively. 

The process by which a WIC local agency or clinic confirms that a 
household's reported income meets its eligibility standard is its 
income verification procedure. Each State agency was asked to 
describe its policy regarding the procedures to be used by WIC 
clinic staff in its jurisdiction. Based on the responses, four main 
policies regarding income verification were identified. In order of 
increasing rigor, these are: 

Self-declaration. Applicants report their income and 
household size to a clinic staff member. The applicant 
then signs a form showing the reported information and 
stating the consequences of misreporting. All local 
agencies and clinics throughout the State use this 
procedure; the State does not allow the use of other 
procedures. 

Local variation. The State policy is self-declaration. 
Local agencies have the option of using more rigorous 
techniques, and in some cases the State encourages 
them to do so. 

JM 
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Documentation requested. Applicants are asked to 
provide documents showing their household's income, 
such as a paycheck stub or an Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC) award letter. If an applicant 
fails to bring income documents to the certification 
interview, self-declaration is used. In some States, the 
applicant is asked to bring the documents within 30 days 
after certification; the applicant is provided with benefits 
for 30 days, and, in some cases, benefits are then 
terminated if no documents have been produced. In other 
States, the applicant is asked to bring documents later, 
with no deadline given; and in still others, the clinic does 
not pursue documentation once the applicant is certified. 

Documentation required. Applicants are told to bring 
income documents to the certification interview. An 
applicant who does not bring documents is not certified. 
The documentation-required category can be divided into 
two subcategories: application pended and application 
not pended. "Application pended" refers to the practice of 
completing all certification requirements other than 
documentation, and placing the application in a pending 
status. The applicant has only to bring in the documents 
to be certified. If the application is not pended, the 
applicant must make another appointment for the 
certification interview; all certification procedures are 
carried out at the second appointment. 

According to the State Census conducted in 1986, then, income 
verification in WIC primarily involves two techniques: self- 
declaration and documentation. Local agencies also use a third 
technique, contact with a third party (such as the employer or 
social worker) when incorrect reporting of income by the applicant 
is suspected; however, States reported that the time required by 
this method restricted its use to suspect cases. Other techniques, 
such as computer matching of WIC enrollment records with wage 
records or those of other agencies, are occasionally used, but not 
on a regular basis. 

Variations occur within the four categories identified above. For 
example, many Indian agencies used an abbreviated method of 
self-declaration. The abbreviated method is a special procedure 
allowable under WIC regulations only in Indian agencies that 
serve a predominantly poor population. Under the abbreviated 
method, a WIC agency may determine income eligibility by simply 
informing applicants of the income cutoff point for their size of 
household and asking whether their household income is below 
that point; specific income information is not required. 
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Another variation is the application of more rigorous techniques to 
suspect cases. Only documentation-required States insist on 
documentation for all applicants; however, in any State, a 
participant may be required to provide documentation of 
household income in specific cases where clinic staff have reason 
to suspect misreporting. Third-party contacts, such as calling the 
Food Stamp office to verify the applicant's household income, are 
occasionally used in suspect cases. 

Finally, documentation-requested States pursue documentation to 
different degrees; some make a strong effort to obtain 
documentation in all but the most difficult cases, while others use 
self-declaration routinely after an initial attempt to document 
income. 

The State census revealed that the predominant income 
verification practice is the use of self-declaration, followed by 
documentation required. Among the geographic State agencies, 
documentation required is the most common method of income- 
eligibility determination. 

Figure 2-1 shows the distribution of the primary income 
verification methods across the 87 WIC State agencies. As can 
be seen from the figure, self-declaration was the primary income 
verification method for 40 of the 87 WIC State agencies. The next 
most common method, used by 22 State agencies, was to require 
documentation. Local variation and documentation requested 
accounted for 14 and 11 State agencies, respectively. 

The income verification method varied with the type of State 
agency (see figure 2-2). Indian agencies accounted for 28 of the 
40 WIC State agencies th?. used self-declaration as the primary 
method. 

Two of the territories used self-declaration, and one required 
documentation. 

Among the geographic State agencies, which serve the 
overwhelming majority of WIC participants, required documenta- 
tion was the most common method. Documentation of income 
was required in 19 of the 51 geographic State agencies. Local 
variation was found in 14 geographic State agencies, self- 
declaration in 10, and documentation requested in 8.2 

None of the Indian agencies or territories showed local variation in 
the primary income verification method; only the geographic 
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Figure 2-1. Primary income verification method. 
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Figure 2-2. Income verification method by type of State agency. 
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States had some iocal agencies that used self-declaration and 
some tha* requested or required documentation. Of the 14 local 
variation States, 7 provided estimates of how many of their local 
agenc   s used self-declaration. These estimates, which ranged 
from 5 percent to 90 percent, indicate the degree of variation 
within the local variation category. This group of seven States 
was considered to have less rigorous income verification practices 
than the States that request documentation statewide; in five of 
the seven, half or more of the local agencies used self-declaration 
only. 

SUMMARY AND 
IMPLICATIONS FOR 
PHASE II 

Phase I of the study found substantial across-State variation in 
income verification procedures. While self-declaration 
predominated as the primary method in the 87 State agencies, 
documentation required was the most common method used in 
the 51 "geographic" State agencies (those representing the 50 
States and the District of Columbia) that serve the overwhelming 
majority of WIC enrollees. It was not possible in the course of this 
study to directly examine case-file data nor to "reconstruct" the 
decision process at the clinic level where eligibility was actually 
determined. Therefore, Phase II of the study was only able to 
verify total size and income of the economic unit. As a result, it 
was not possible to provide data on misreporting^ by income 
source nor on the local agency's grounds for determining 
household size. 
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Chapter 2 Notes 

1The 87 State agencies include the 50 States plus the District of Columbia for a total of 51 
"geographic" State agencies, plus 3 territories and 33 Indian agencies. 

2By the time of the WIV survey, one of the local variation States had switched to requiring 
documentation. While this project did not collect 1989 data on State policies, we recently learned 
that another State had changed from local variation to documentation required. 

3Misreporting is the incorrect reporting of income or household size by the applicant; it may be either 
accidental or deliberate. 
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3. 
SURVEY 
METHODOLOGY 

DATA COLLECTION 
METHODS AND 
SCHEDULE 

During the latter part of Phase I of the WIV project, the design for 
Phase II was modified to coordinate data collection efforts with 
those for the 1988 Study of WIC Participant and Program 
Characteristics (known as PC88).1 PC88 sampled and collected 
data on WIC State agencies, local agencies, and participants; 
WIV added questions to the PC88 State and local agency 
questionnaires and the participant case-file abstraction form, and 
conducted in-home audits of a subsample of the PC88 participant 
sample. These in-home audits comprised the WIV survey. 

The WIV survey was an in-home survey of persons certified as 
eligible for WIC during April to July 1988. The purpose of the 
survey was to estimate the national error rate in income-eligibility 
determinations, known as the "income certification error rate." 
The survey was designed to overcome the deficiencies noted in 
the review of prior research. Specifically, the WIV survey used: 

A nationally representative sample of WIC enrollees. 

A detailed in-home interview, with documents requested 
for all income sources. This in-home audit approach has 
been shown to produce more accurate and complete 
income data than a simple self-report procedure. 

The same income time period used by the WIC clinic to 
determine income eligibility. 

The same set of rules on countable income and 
household size used by the WIC clinic to determine 
income eligibility, as mandated at the State level. This 
was crucial, since State agencies' rules vary considerably 
within the limits set by Federal regulations. 

Data from both PC88 and the WIV survey are presented in this 
report. This section lists the various data sources and time 
periods in which data were collected. PC88 consisted of five 
primary data collection efforts: 

1.    SAQ (State Agency Questionnaire), a mail survey of 87 
State agency WIC directors. 
01/88 

2.    LAQ (Local Agency Questionnaire), a mail survey of 
220 local agency WIC directors. 
04/88 
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3. PQ (Participant Questionnaire), interviews of 6,618 WIC 
enrollees conducted by local agency staff immediately 
after certification. 
04/01/88 to 07/27/88 (with data collection complete at 
most sites by 06/30/88) 

4. PRAF (Participant Record Abstraction Form), initial 
and follow-up record abstractions of the 6,618 enrollees' 
files by local agency staff. PRAF provided the data used 
in the WIV Project on reported income and household 
size. 
04/01/88 to 07/30/88 

5. Benefits Issuance Data, data from the local agency on 
benefits issued to the 6,618 sampled enrollees over the 6 
months following certification or recertification. Benefits 
were defined as food vouchers issued, though not 
necessarily redeemed. 
10/03/88 to 12/30/88 

In addition to the five primary data collection efforts, PC88 
generated a wide variety of other data files. These include 
sample weight files at the State, local, clinic, and enrollee levels; 
response probability flies at the local level by category of 
participation; and total enrollment data at the State level by 
participant category and priority level. These files were used by 
WIV to develop sample weights. 

The WIV project undertook five main data collection efforts: 

1. Census of State Income-eligibility Determination 
Procedures, described in chapter 1. 
11/01/86 to 12/18/86 

2. WIV In-home Audits. In-home audits of 884 of the 6,618 
PC88 sampled enrollees were conducted. These in-home 
audits were the main income verification technique 
employed. The in-home audits verified income data 
collected on the PRAF for the same time period, and also 
collected income data for the month preceding the in- 
home audit. 
10/05/88 to 11/15/88 

3. State Verification of Income-eligibility Determination 
Standards and Procedures. Sample States reviewed 
and corrected summaries of their income-eligibility 
determination standards and procedures. 
10/17/88 to 12/05/88 
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4. Income Reconciliation Substudy. When errors in 
income-eligibility determinations were found, enrollees 
were contacted by telephone to reconcile discrepant data. 
01/16/89 to 02/14/89 

5. Contamination Substudy. To evaluate the possibility 
that linking with PC88 could bias WIV in-home audit 
results, a special substudy was conducted. The substudy 
conducted in-home audits of a matched sample of 
enrollees who had not been involved in PC88, and 
compared the results to those for the main WIV sample. 
01/24/89 to 02/24/89 

Several elements of the study time-line require comment. First, 
the census of State income-eligibility procedures conducted in late 
1986 is now a few years old. We know of two States that have 
changed their policies in the intervening period; there may have 
been more. Second, in-home audits took place an average of 
about 5 months after enrollment in WIC. The delay was 
necessitated by conditions of the merger of the two studies. We 
have no information on how much the delay resulted in 
deterioration of the quality of the in-home audit data nor on our 
ability to locate potential respondents. Memory problems may 
have masked or distorted some results. 

IN-HOME AUDIT Figure 3-1 shows a map of the State and local agencies selected 
SAMPLING PROCEDURE       to participate in the WIV survey. The WIV sample consisted of a 

subsample of respondents to PC88. 

The PC88 sample was constructed in four stages using a nested 
design. A first-stage sample of 28 State agencies (25 non-Indian 
and 3 Indian) was selected. Within the sampled States, a sample 
of 220 local agencies (217 non-Indian and 3 Indian) was selected. 
One or more certification sites was then selected from each 
participating local agency. Finally, a sample of 7,040 WIC 
enrollees was selected, recruited, and interviewed by local agency 
staff. 

With minor variations, the PC88 enrol.ee sample consisted of 
individuals certified or recertified in sampled clinics from April 
through June 1988; at a few sites, data collection started later and 
continued into July. The sampled enrollees were interviewed, and 
data were abstracted from their case files2 

The WIV survey subsample was exclusively drawn from PC88 
respondents. All 26 geographic PC88 State agencies were 
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Figure 3-1. WIC Income verification survey sample States 
and local agencies 
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included in the WIV subsample. However, the Indian agencies 
were excluded because of substantial differences on income- 
eligibility issues. Within the sampled States, WIV subsampled 41 
of the 220 PC88 local agencies. Within each of the WIV local 
agencies, one or two PC88 clinics were sampled for a total of 72 
clinics. Finally, within the sampled clinics, all PC88 respondents 
who agreed to allow follow-up data collection were sampled for 
WIV in-home audits.3 The final WIV sample contained 25 States, 
41 local agencies, 72 clinics, and 1,076 participants. 

IN-HOME AUDITS In-home audits are personal interviews combined with income 
documentation reviews. The in-home audits were conducted in 
the program recipients' homes by professional interviewers who 
had experience in conducting income studies. The interviews 
covered four primary topics: income, household composition, 
demographic characteristics of participants, and ability to respond 
to income verification requirements. The data from the in-home 
audits were used to determine each sampled enrollee's income 
eligibility (see the section titled "Operational Definitions of Major 
Variables" in this chapter for details). 

To help ensure a high response rate, a variety of data collection 
steps were takon. First, an introductory letter requesting an 
interview and explaining the study was mailed to each 
respondent. The letter was designed to acquaint the respondents 
with the significance of the study, to assure them that confiden- 
tiality would be maintained, and to inform them that their 
participation in WIC would not be affected by information obtained 
during the interview. Accompanying this letter was a list of the 
types of income-related documents that the respondent would be 
asked to show the interviewer during the in-home audit. 

WIC enrollees were then contacted by telephone to schedule 
appointments for personal in-home interviews. Up to five attempts 
were made to contact respondents. To maximize the coverage of 
the calls, one call was made during each of the following periods: 
weekday evening, weekday afternoon, weekend, and weekday 
morning. If telephone contact could not be achieved, up to three 
visits were made to the respondents' homes to schedule an 
appointment. Like the telephone calls, the visit periods were 
staggered. Once contact was made, an appointment was 
scheduled at the respondent's convenience. 

The interview included a number of questions designed to identify 
and characterize all potential members of the enrollee's economic 
unit. During the interview, respondents were also asked to 
answer a detailed set of questions that required that they report 
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the presence or absence of income from a long list of potential 
income sources, and the amount of income from each source for 
each adult household member. For every income source 
mentioned, the respondent was requested to supply documentary 
support. Examples of documentary evidence requested included 
check stubs and program eligibility certificates. Income 
information was collected for two time periods. The first was the 
time period used to determine eligibility at the time of certification 
(the financial data reference period or TDRP" income). The 
second period was the month before the in-home audit; this was 
referred to as "current income." 

Requiring respondents to report separately for each adult 
household member and for each potential income source typically 
reveals income that would not otherwise be reported. For 
example, when asked to report all household income, many 
respondents do not include such income as their grandmother's 
pension; they may not consider this part of the household's 
income because it is not the major source of income and may not 
be shared. Detailed income reporting prevents such omissions. 
Further, there is evidence that respondents may be more willing to 
commit sins of omission and simply not mention an income 
source, but are often unwilling to commit sins of commission and 
lie when asked if an individual has a particular source of income. 
Finally, the in-home audit method prevents respondents from 
using their own understanding of which types of income are 
considered countable by the WIC program and should be 
reported. 

After data on all potential income were collected, he interpretation 
of what income to count was made by a senior project staff 
member familiar with program regulations in the participant's 
State. This same individual determined which persons were 
actually members of the enrollee's economic unit, in accordance 
with State and Federal policies. 

SURVEY YIELD Sampling weights were used in analyzing the WIV survey data to 
account for the varying probabilities of selecting a State, a local 
agency, or an enrollee into the sample. Generally, a sampling 
weight is equal to the reciprocal value of the probability that the 
sampling unit is included in the sample. The WIV sampling weight 
may be thought of as the number of enrollees in the population 
that the sampled enrollee represents. The weights allow us to 
make valid inferences about the entire WIC enrollee population. 

Table 3-1 presents the basic sample design (further details are 
provided in Appendix A). 
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Table 3-1. Summary of All Stages of the Sample Design 

Symbol Selection Level Random 
Selection 

Mechanisms 
Data 

Source 

PL|S 

PWL|L 

PA|WL 

PWA|A 

PE|WA 

*R|i 

WR|R 

AV|WR 

IHA|AV 

W EP 

*SR 

Probability of Selection 
of State Agency 

Probability of Selection 
of Local Agency Within a 
Selected State 

Probability of Selection of 
Local Agency by WIV Given 
Selection of the Agency by 
PC88 

Probability of Selection 
of a Site by PC88 Within a 
WIV Selected Agency 

Probability of Selection 
of a Site by WIV Given the 
Site was Selected by PC88 

Probability of Selection 
of Enrollee in Selected 
Site 

Probability of Completed 
Response to PC88 Given 
Enrollee Selected by PC88 

Probability of Completed 
Response Is Forwarded to 
WIV by PC88 

Probability That PC88 
Respondent Could Be Lo- 
cated by Time of WIV 

Probability of Completed 
In-home Audit Given WR 

Weight of Enrollee to 
Reflect Level of 
Participation 

Ratio Adjustment to State 
and Regional Participation 
Totals 

N 

N 

N 

N 

NA 

NA 

Probability Propor- 
tional to Enrollment 

PC88 Sample 
Weight File 

Probability Propor- 
tional to Enrollment 

PC88 Sample 
Weight File 

Constant Probability 
and Random Selection 

WIV Sample 
File 

Probability Propor- 
tional to Enrollment 

PC88 Sample 
File 

Constant Probability 
and Random Subselec- 
tion 

WIV Sample 
FHe 

Random Probability 
Conditioned on 
Enrollment Cate- 
gory and Sequence in 
Selection Period 

PC88 Site 
Probability 
File 

Unknown; Probabil- 
ities Determined at 
the Local Agency 
by Participant 
Category 

PC88 Local 
Agency 
Reports 

Unknown; Sources of 
Losses Include Re- 
fusal to Allow 
Follow-up, State and 
PC88 Failure to 
Forward; Probabilities 
Determined at Local 
Agency Level 

PC88 Case 
Tracking 
Files 

Unknown; Determined 
by Individual 
Respondent Life 
Conditions 

WIV Case 
Tracking 
File 

Unknown; Nonresponse 
Analysis Found no 
Systematic Biases 

WIV Case 
Tracking 
File 

Based on Observed 
Number of Months 
Sampled Enrollee 
Participated 

PC88 Fol- 
low-up Files 

Ratio Adjustment by 
Participant Category 

Federal 
Partici- 
pation Files 
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Final sample weights were the cross-product of table elements. 
Four elements of the table (PRJE, PWR|R, PAV|WR, and PIHA|AV) 
represent nonrandom probabilities of survey response. Because 
the values associated with these probabilities are not random, 
issues of nonresponse bias must be addressed. The response 
rates for each of these values were generally high. The overall 
response rate for PC88 was PR.E . 0.86. Of those responding to 
PC88, over 90 percent were included in the WIV sample base, 
PWRIR " °-91 • 0f the w,v samP|e Dase>over 9° P^cent could be 
located for the WIC survey, PAv|WR m°92- RnaNy.tne WIV 

survey itself had an 85-percent response rate for P!HA|AV ■ °-86 

While the response rates were high at all sample stages, there is 
reason for concern about the cumulative effect of the multiple 
points of sample loss. The cumulative e'   ct was a low total 
response rate. The total response rate Cc*n be defined as the 
product of the four terms: 0.86 * 0.91 * 0.92 * 0.86 - 0.62.4 

Table 3-2 presents total response rates by WIC participant 
category. 

Sample weights were developed in four stages: (1) analysis of 
response bias, (2) development of sampling probability weights, 
(3) development of ratio adjustments, and (4) correction for length 
of participation. 

First, a response bias analysis was conducted. We were 
concerned that systematic patterns of nonresponse might bias the 
survey results. For example, individuals who misreported their 
income to WIC might be more likely to refuse to cooperate in the 
survey than individuals who correctly reported their income. If this 
were the case, the survey results could underestimate the level of 
income certification error. To check for such potential biases we 
conducted four tests. 

First, we analyzed reasons for nonresponse. Overall, 15 percent 
of those sampled did not respond. However, only 3.7 percent of 
those sampled did not respond because they refused to be 
interviewed. Another 2.1 percent of those sampled avoided being 
interviewed without refusing.5 The remaining 9.2 percent of 
nonrespondents were not interviewed because they could not be 
located (6.6 percent), were i!i or otherwise unavailable for the 
interviewing period (0.7 percent), were not at home after repeated 
calls (1.0 percent), or for other reasons (0.7 percent). This 
analysis showed a very low rate of refusal or avoidance of the 
interview. 
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Table 3-2. Total Survey Response 
Rates by Participant Category 

Category Response Rate 

Pregnant Woman 0.52 
Breastfeeding Woman 0.70 
Postpartum Woman 0.61 
Infant 0.66 
Child 0.58 

Total 0.62 
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Second, we compared respondents with nonrespondents on data 
from WIC files that were available for all individuals sampled. 
These variables included participant category, reported income, 
reported household size, local agency, and date of certification. 
We could detect no statistically or substantively significant 
difference between respondents and nonrespondents on available 
data. 

Third, using WIV in-home audit data, we constructed an equation 
that predicted the probability of income inedibility. The equation 
was based on predictor variables obtained from the case-file 
abstracts, which were available for all sample members.6 Using 
this equation, we then predicted the ineligibility rate for both 
respondents and nonrespondents. Again, no difference was 
detected. 

Fourth, we compared the survey response rate for clinics with 
high ineligibility rates to those with low ineligibility rates. If 
ineligible enrollees were more likely to refuse interviews, we would 
expect a higher nonrepsonse rate in clinics with high ineligibility 
rates. We found no correlation between clinic ineligibility rates 
and survey response rates. 

These four tests led us to conclude that survey nonresponse is 
very unlikely to have biased our estimates of WIC income- 
ineligibility rates. 

The second step in weighting the sample was to develop survey 
design weights. These weights assigned to each respondent a 
weight equal to that respondent's probability of se'action into the 
sample. Basically, these weights are equal to the inverse of the 
probability of selection of a State times the probability of selection 
of a local agency within that State times the probability of 
selection of a clinic within the local agency times the probability of 
selection of an enrollee within the clinic. Within this basic 
structure, additional adjustments were made to account for 
nonresponse by weighting to total selected sample size by clinic 
and participant category (see table 3-1). 

The third step in developing sample weights was to adjust the 
total weights so that the national enrollment estimates were 
consistent with the best available data. Such adjustments, known 
as ratio estimators, help improve the quality of the estimates and 
reduce sample enor.'  Using ratio estimators, we conected the 
sample weights to reflect FNS regional WIC enrollment reports 
from March 1988. 
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The fourth step in developing sample weights was to correct for 
period of participation. As noted above, the basic sample design 
selects WIC enrollees. However, not all enrollees participate for 
the same period of time. Therefore, for the sample to adequately 
mirror WIC participants, it is necessary to weight it so that an 
enrollee who participates for 6 months, for example, is weighted 
twice as high as an enrollee who participates only for 3 months. 
Estimates of participation are needed for calculating the dollar 
value of benefits provided to enrollees who were erroneously 
certified as income-eligible. To develop these participation 
weights, PC88 obtained data on the number of months for which 
sampled enrollees participated in the WIC program during their 
certification period. These data, in turn, were used to develop 
weights that converted enrollment estimates into participation 
estimates. 

The use of sampling weights introduces the possibility that a few 
highly weighted cases may significantly influence survey results. 
Two measures were taken to detect and correct this potential 
problem. First, an analysis was conducted of the influence of 
weights on the survey results. On the average, weights 
accounted for less than 5 percent of the variance on survey 
variables. Second, all analyses were conducted with both 
weighted and unweighted data. When any findings were 
discovered to depend on a few highly weighted cases, categories 
were collapsed to aid in stabilizing results. When statistically 
stable results were not obtainable, no finding is presented in this 
report.8 

SURVEY LIMITATIONS 

Sampling Variance The results achieved from all sample surveys are subject to 
sampling error. Sampling error is defined as the difference 
between the results that would have been obtained had the entire 
WIC enrollee population been surveyed and the actual results 
obtained from the sample. Appendix A contains a detailed 
discussion of this source of error. 

Measurement Error In addition to sampling error, survey results are potentially subject 
to a variety of measurement errors. The in-home audit procedure 
is a major source of potential error. A respondent can either 
refuse to cooperate or deliberately underreport income. Extensive 
efforts were made to minimize the number of refusals. Also, 
rather elaborate measures were undertaken to minimize the 
incentives and opportunities for underreporting   A major incentive 
for underreporting was the threat that the income information 
would reach the WIC clinic and result in the loss of WIC benefits. 
We removed this incentive for underreporting income by 
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guaranteeing confidentiality and that survey results would not 
affect WIC benefits; this guarantee was given both verbally and in 
writing.   Respondents were also requested to sign an agreement 
form, which committed them in writing to providing full and 
accurate information. The agreement said, "I understand that the 
information that I provide must be accurate in order to be useful. I 
agree to give responses that are complete to the best of my 
knowledge. I understand that any information I give will be kept 
private and confidential." The interviewer then signed the second 
part of the agreement, which stated that she would keep all 
information reported by the respondent confidential. This sort of 
informal contract gives the respondent an incentive for correct 
reporting of income. Research has shown that such agreements 
substantially increase the complete ness and accuracy of survey 
data.10 Ninety-five percent of tne respondents signed the 
agreement form. The 5 percent who did not sign was too small a 
subgroup to permit meaningful statistical comparisons with the 
total sample. 

Finally, the in-home audit questionnaire was designed to minimize 
the opportunity for underreporting. Income information was 
collected separately for all adult household members. For each 
adult, respondents were asked if that individual had any of 28 
specific sources of income. This data collection technique 
minimizes forgotten income sources and varying understandings 
of what constitutes income and whose income should be reported. 
Further, with this method any misreporting must be an act of direct 
commission and not simply omission. Extensive probes were 
used to discover income in cases where individuals were reported 
to have no means of support. 

A second source of potential measurement error arises from the 
link between the WIV study and PC88. Because the WIV in- 
home audits were based on a subsample of PC88 clinics, clinic 
workers knew well in advance that income information might be 
verified. This knowledge could have caused them to be more 
diligent or careful in collecting and recording income information 
than they might have been otherwise. We know that one State 
WIC program reviewed all PC88 clinic certifications before the in- 
home audits began. As a precaution against the potentially large 
biasing effects of the link with PC88, a special substudy was 
conducted. In this substudy, we conducted in-home audits with a 
sample of 44 enrollees not subject to PC88 interviews. The 
substudy sample was drawn from two PC88 clinics and matched 
to the PC88 sample in those clinics. Statistical analysis of the 
matched samples found no statistically nor substantively 
significant differences between respondents subject to PC88 
interviews and respondents not included in PC88.11 
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The third possible source of measurement error concerns coding 
of eligibility by WIV project staff. Multiple measures were taken to 
prevent such errors. Briefly, each case was coded using the State 
rules in place at the time of enrollment; our interpretation of the 
rules was verified by State WIC staff; and all error cases were 
independently validated in three ways: a computerized eligibility 
cross-check, a reconciliation with abstracted WIC case-file data, 
and a reconciliation with the enrollee.12 

OPERATIONAL DEFINI- 
TIONS OF MAJOR VARI- 
ABLES 

Applicant/Enrollee/ 
Participant 

Certification/ 
Recertification 

An applicant for WIC is a person who is applying to receive WIC 
benefits. If the applicant meets the eligibility requirements and the 
program's budget is sufficient to allow the provision of benefits to 
that applicant, the applicant is enrolled in the program and 
becomes an enroiiee. A participant is an enrollee who receives 
nutrition education, referrals to other health programs, and/or 
supplemental food. 

In this study, we generally use the term "enrollee" to refer to 
persons in the WIV sample. By this term, we mean any sample 
member who was certified as eligible to receive WIC benefits, 
regardless of whether or not he or she actually received benefits. 
When we use the term "participant," we refer to an individual who 
was both certified for WIC and received benefits.  While there are 
often other WIC enrollees or participants in the household, the 
terms will refer specifically to that person selected for the WIV 
survey. 

Certification is the process by which the applicant for WIC benefits 
becomes an enrollee. Applicants must meet categorical, 
nutritional, and income-eligibility criteria in order to be enrolled in 
the WIC program. In addition, applicants are required to reside 
within the jurisdiction of the State agency (or, for Indian State 
agencies, within the agency's jurisdiction). 

The certification process varies across State and local agencies. 
Although each State operates a WIC program, there are still a few 
areas within States that are not served by a local WIC agency. 
Persons residing in a WIC service area may make an appointment 
at a local WIC clinic to be screened for program eligibility at no 
cost to the applicant. At the clinic, the applicant completes an 
application form and undergoes a brief interview in which income 
eligibility is determined. Categorical eligibility, residence in the 
agency's jurisdiction, and nutritional risk are determined during the 
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same appointment. If the applicant meets all three criteria and the 
clinic has the capacity to enroll all eligible applicants, he or she is 
certified. Eligible applicants in categories to which a low priority 
has been assigned (e.g., postpartum nonbreastfeeding women) 
may not be certified, if the clinic lacks the capacity to serve all 
eligible applicants. 

WIC participants are usually certified for a period of 6 months. 
However, the intervals used for WIC certification vary somewhat. 
For example, a pregnant woman is certified for the duration of her 
pregnancy and up to 6 weeks postpartum. At the State agency's 
option, infants may be certified for a 1-year period extending up to 
the first birthday, provided that the quality and accessibility of 
health care services are not diminished. 

Respondent 

At the end of the certification period, the enrollee may be eligible 
for continuing benefits. To receive those benefits, the enrollee 
must again be certified as eligible on all three eligibility criteria; 
this process is called recertification, and usually involves the same 
procedures as does certification. 

The respondent to a survey is the person who is interviewed. In 
the case of woman enrollees, the selected enrollee is also the 
respondent. However, many WIC enrollees are infants and 
children and cannot answer the survey questions. An adult 
respondent was selected to answer for these enrollees. This 
respondent was in most cases the person who brought the infant 
or child to the WIC clinic for certification or recertification (usually 
the mother). In the case of infant and child enrollees, the 
respondent was not automatically part of the enrollee's economic 
unit. For example, if the economic unit consisted solely of a foster 
child and the respondent was the foster mother, the respondent 
was not in the child's economic unit. 

Some of the variables measured by the survey apply to the 
enrollee, such as type of health insurance. Some are qualities of 
the enrollee's household, such as household size and income. 
Other variables apply to the respondent, such as how he or she 
heard about the WIC program and whether he or she was asked 
for income documentation. 

Economic 
Unlt/Family/Household 

The terms "economic unit," "family," and "household" are used 
interchangeably in WIC. The Federal regulations define a family 
as a "group of related or nonrelated individuals who are not 
residents of an institution but who are living together as one 
economic unit."1^ An economic unit is generally defined as a 
group of persons whose production of income and consumption of 
goods and services is related.14 
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Defining the applicant's household is an essential step in 
determining income eligibility. The number of household 
members defines which maximum income applies, since the 
Federal poverty guidelines (on which the WIC income guidelines 
are based) set different maximum incomes for different family 
sizes. Also, the household's income is the sum of the income of 
its members; therefore, including or excluding a particular person 
can affect both household size and household income. 

Many States have developed detailed policies to deal with 
questions of what persons should be included in the applicant's 
household. In addition to general policies, many States have 
policies that apply to special cases, such as pregnant teenagers, 
institutionalized family members, foster children, children under 
joint custody arrangements, and college students living away from 
home. 

The definition of an economic unit is discussed in detail in 
chapter 4. 

Income The household's income for income-eligibility determination 
purposes is current gross cash income. Certain types of income 
are considered countable and included when determining income, 
while others are excluded. In addition to in-kind income, Federal 
regulations specifically exclude "payments or benefits provided 
under certain Federal programs or acts by legislative 
prohibition."15 Many States also have specific policies listing 
excluded and included forms of income. Thus, for each 
household member, income from each countable source must be 
determined. To make this a bit more complex, in some States 
part of the income from certain sources is countable and part is 
not. 

Federal regulations also provide the State and local agencies with 
discretion in deciding whether current income or income during 
the past 12 months best represents the family's status.16 

Current income is not easily defined. The period of time that is 
thought to best represent current income varies across State and 
local agencies as well as across applicants. Perhaps the most 
common time period used is the calendar month prior to the date 
of certification. States were encouraged to use this period in the 
FNS Instruction 803-3, Revision 1, of April 1,1988. Since 
applicants' household income may vary over time, it is important 
to know what time period was used by the local agency when 
income eligibility was determined. 
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Financial Data Reference 
Period (FDRP) 

Income-eligibility 
Standard 

The definitions of income used in the WIC program are expanded 
upon in chapter 5. 

"Financial Data Reference Period" is a term that was developed 
for use in this survey. It is defined as the time period for which 
income was assessed in the income-eligibility determination 
process. In other words, the FDRP is either the 12 months prior 
to certification or the local agency's operational definition of 
"current" for determining the household's current income. 

We used the FDRP established by the local agency for a 
particular case wlierever possible. When abstracting the case file 
for PC88, local agencies were to record the FDRP used. 
However, because the record abstraction took place after the 
certification and the FDRP is not generally recorded in the case 
file, the FDRP was not available in 68 percent of the cases. In 
these cases, the local agency's policy for assigning an FDRP, as 
reported in the PC88 local agency survey, was followed. 

When an FDRP was based on local agency policy and an error 
was found, the FDRP was verified with the respondent through an 
individual telephone follow-up call. For details on the procedures 
used, see appendix D. 

WIC State agencies are of three types: geographic (i.e., the 50 
States and the District of Columbia), Indian, and territorial. 
Because of significant differences in populations served, income- 
eligibility determination procedures, and other characteristics 
across these three groups, a decision was made to limit the WIV 
survey to the geographic States. 

Each State agency sets its own income-eligibility standard; 
however, Federal regulations require the standards to be between 
100 and 185 percent of the Federal poverty guidelines set by the 
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS).17 Poverty- 
level income varies with the size of the household. To allow for 
changes in the cost of living, the poverty level is revised yearly 
effective July 1. 

In 1986, 75 percent of the geographic State agencies used 185 
percent of the poverty level as the income-eligibility standard. A 
few States allow local agencies to set their own income-eligibility 
levels within the Federal limits. States also establish policies on 
how income and household size are to be defined. Revised 
policies are issued as needed. 

Most local agencies use a procedure known as "piggybacking" or 
"presumptive eligibility" for some applicants. In this procedure, 
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Income-ellglblllty Error 

INCOME CERTIFICATION 
ERROR DETERMINATION 
PROCEDURE 

the income-eligibility determination procedure, followed by a 
program with a standard equal to or lower than that for WIC, is 
assumed to be accurate. WIC then "piggybacks" on that 
program's eligibility determination. The clinic does not determine 
household size and income, then, for an applicant who shows 
proof of participation in a program such as Medicaid or AFDC; the 
applicant is certified based on participation in the other program. 

We defined two primary types of eligibility error. First is 
certification error. The certification error rate is the percent of WIC 
enrollees who were enrolled in WIC in violation of the prevailing 
income-eligibility standards.18 Second is dollar error. The dollar 
error rate is the percent of WIC food dollars that are spent on 
enrollees who are ineligible. 

In appendix F, other types of case and dollar error definitions are 
considered: error rates using Federal rather than State 
standards, error rates based on case-file abstraction data from the 
PC88, and error rates based on income changes during the 
certification period (using income from the calendar month before 
the in-home audit to estimate income change).19 These have 
been compared with the main error rates. 

Determining income eligibility for the enrollees in the WIV sample 
required constructing operational and measurement models. The 
income-eligibility determination process was modeled for each of 
the State agencies in the sample, and any focal agency variations 
were also noted. The model was then applied to each enrollee 
sampled from that State or local agency to produce an 
independent determination of income eligibility based on data 
from the WIV in-home audit. An income certification error was 
assessed for each enrollee for whom this independent 
determination concluded that the enrollee was not eligible. 

The independent income-eligibility determination followed a 10- 
step procedure: 

1. Identification of Variables Used In Income eligibility 
Determination. Based on WIC State plans and 
procedure manuals, project staff identified all variables 
currently used by WIV sampled States in the income- 
eligibility determination process. These variables were 
incorporated in the in-home interview. 

2. Chart and Annotate State Income-ellglblllty 
Operational and Measurement Models. In this step, 
we produced detailed flowcharts of State procedures. 
These flowcharts specified operational flows and 
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measurement tests that permitted assignment of any 
given applicant to either the income-eligible or the 
income-ineligible category. 

3. Provide Flowcharts and Annotations to WIV State 
and Local Agencies for Confirmation. The models 
were based upon the State plans and procedure 
manuals. However, while some of these plans and 
manuals provide detailed policy on all conceivable 
issues, others describe only the general State policy. 
Some States have augmented their State plans and 
procedure manuals with additional guidance to local 
agencies on eligibility procedures. In many cases, 
States have given discretion to local agencies on some 
elements of eligibility determination. These 
considerations made it essential that WIV State and 
local agencies be given an opportunity to correct or 
supplement the models of their procedures. The State 
and local agencies annotated the models with any 
necessary changes. 

4. Adjust Income-eligibility Operational and 
Measurement Models on the Basis of State and 
Local Feedback. The flowcharts developed in step 2 
were modified to reflect the clarifications and additions 
provided by WIV State and local agencies. 

5. Abstract Eligibility Determination Records. The WIV 
sample was based on a subsample drawn for PC88. As 
part of PC88, enrollee records were abstracted. These 
record abstracts included reported income and 
household size. 

6. Conduct In-home Audits. In-home audits were 
conducted on a subsample of PC88 survey respondents. 
During the in-home audits, respondents were requested 
to provide detailed information on all income sources for 
all household members. Supporting documentation was 
requested. Respondents were also asked about all 
persons who were potentially part of the enrollee's 
economic unit. 

7. Conduct Independent Determination of Income 
Eligibility. Results of the in-home audits provided the 
basis for an independent determination of WIC income 
eligibility. As described above, the determinations were 
based on applicable State and local income-eligibility 
models. Errors were declared only when the in-home 
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audits produced unambiguous evidence of rule 
violations. When the models allowed discretion on the 
part of the professional determining eligibility, the choice 
was always made in favor of the applicant. This 
decision rule was used for two reasons: First, our case 
reviewers were not in the position to overrule profes- 
sional judgments made by WIC certification workers who 
had had direct contact with the prospective enrollee. 
Second, because most States explicitly allow various 
areas of eligibility worker discretion, use of this 
discretion should not be interpreted as error. 

The independent determination classified each case as 
eligible, ineligible, or unable to determine eligibility 
(usually because of insufficient information). 

8. Perform Computer Edit Review. Computer routines 
were written that compared State eligibility standards, 
enrollee income, and enrollee household size to produce 
an eligibility determination. Computerized determina- 
tions were used to detect errors in the eligibility 
determinations made during step 7. In all, less than 
one-half of 1 percent of the determinations were found to 
be incorrect. These determinations were corrected. 

9. Conduct Case Reconciliation. For all cases initially 
identified as having errors in step 7, a rereview was 
conducted. A second coder, who was trained and 
experienced in WIC eligibility procedures, independently 
reviewed the WIV questionnaire data for that case. 
Whereas the first coder relied exclusively on in-home 
audit data, the rereview also included the relevant data 
abstracted from the case file fo PC88. The rereview 
was designed to detect any errors in the original 
determination and to determine whether the original 
eligibility determination was allowable given the in-home 
audit data. Approximately 11 percent of the cases found 
ineligible in step 7 were reversed (to either eligible or 
unable to determine eligibility status) by the rereview. 
Cases for which the first reviewer had been unable to 
determine eligibility were also reviewed, and several 
were assigned to the eligible category on rereview. 

10. Perform Enrollee Reconciliation. An attempt was 
made to contact by telephone all cases found in error in 
step 9, as well as all cases where inadequate data 
precluded an eligibility determination. Respondents 
were asked to aid us in understanding discrepancies 
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between income and household size data from their WIC 
case file and data obtained during the in-home audit. In 
approximately 22 percent of the error cases, new 
evidence was found to reverse the determination and 
declare the enrollee eligible. In all, 13 error determina- 
tions were reversed: 4 because of interviewer error, 6 
because an incorrect income period had been used for 
the independent eligibility determination, 2 because the 
questionnaire was not sufficiently detailed to allow 
correct determination of eligibility, and 1 because of 
respondent recall error during the WIV interview; of the 
cases with inadequate data, 1 was determined to be 
ineligible and 4 were determined to be eligible. 
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Chapter 3 Notes 

I Study of WIV Participant and Program Characteristics, 1988 Final Report (Volumes 1 and 2). 

2WIV did not have direct access to case-files, but obtained case-file data indirectly from the PC88 
PRAF. 

396 percent of all PC88 respondents in the sampled clinics agreed to follow up. 

4The equation does not replicate exactly because of rounding effects. 

5Avoiding being interviewed without actually refusing can involve a wide variety of creative 
behaviors such as never having a free moment for the interview, repeatedly telling the interviewer 
to please call back later, and repeatedly being away from home at the time scheduled for the 
interview. 

^Discriminant function procedures were employed. The primary predictors in the equation were 
reported household income, median income reported in local agency, presence of wage income, 
and absence of AFDC income. The fit of the model was statistically significant at the 0.001 level. 

7Ratio estimates are the ratio of the unadjusted estimate to the actual value as observed from an 
independent source. See Leslie Kish, Survey Sampling, New York: Wiley and Sons, 1965, pp. 
433-34. Ratio estimators were necessary because the PC88 sample was based on the incidence 
of enrollment in WIC, not the prevalence of participation. 

8As a rule of thumb, we excluded estimates with a relative variance above 0.5. We also did not 
present any error rate estimates for population subgroups containing fewer than 100 sample 
cases. 

^Despite these measures, one potential respondent refused to cooperate, called her local agency, 
and withdrew from the WIC program. 

10C. F. Cannel, P. V. Miller, L. Oksenberg, "Research on Interviewing Techniques," Sociological 
Methodology, S. Leinhardt, ed., Jossey Bass, San Francisco, 1981. 

II For additional information on the substudy, see appendix D. 

12For details, see the error determination procedures presented on page 3-17. 

13Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 30, Feb. 13,1985, p. 6122. 

14FNS Instruction 803-3, Oct. 22, 1982, p. 3. 

^Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 30, Feb. 13,1985, p. 6127. See also Fee/era/ Register, Vol. 52, No. 
107, June 4,1987, p. 21234, for recent exclusion of certain Federal student assistance grants and 
scholarships. 

^Federal Register, Vol. 50, No. 30, Feb. 13,1985, p. 6127. 
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177 CFR, Section 246.7(c). The income guidelines used by State agencies must equal either those 
for reduced-price school meals (185 percent of the poverty level) or those for free or reduced-price 
health care, with the proviso that the WIC income guidelines must fall between 100 and 185 
percent of the poverty level. 

18We include in the certification error rate errors that occur either at initial certification or at 
recertification. The definition of prevailing income-eligibility standards was made on a State-by- 
State basis using State plans, procedure manuals, and other materials provided by States. States 
individually verified our definitions of prevailing standards. No implication should be drawn that 
these other materials have been reviewed or approved at the Federal level. 

19State agencies have discretion in ruling whether or not income changes during the certification 
period affect eligibility. Each State's policy was followed in calculating the error rate due to 
changes in income. 
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4. 
THEWIC 
ECONOMIC UNIT 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
AND GUIDANCE 

Determination of income eligibility for WIC is a complex process. 
Two variables are required for determining whether an applicant's 
economic unit's income falls within the income-eligibility 
guidelines: the number of persons in the economic unit, and the 
total countable income of those persons. This chapter discusses 
the first variable, determination of the economic unit membership. 
Once the economic unit is defined and its membership is 
established, the members' collective income can be enumerated. 
Chapter 5 reviews the second variable, economic unit income. 

Federal regulations allow States a certain level of discretion in the 
definition and determination of economic unit membership. An in- 
depth review of the income-eligibility policies and procedures for 
the 25 sampled State agencies revealed that each State 
employed a unique set of policies and procedures. 

The process by which the economic unit is determined varies 
across States at the most fundamental levels: Basic definitions of 
economic unit vary, definitions for special cases vary, and 
procedures for operationalizing the definitions vary. The degree 
of variation in these policies and procedures was a major finding 
of the WIV project. 

WIC income certification error consists of enrolling applicants in 
violation of established eligibility standards. Therefore, 
understanding the variation in State economic unit membership 
standards is an essential prerequisite to understanding 
certification error. There is no across-State standard; State 
variations exist at the center of the income-eligibility determination 
process. Many applicants eligible in one State would not be 
eligible in another. 

This chapter addresses the existing policies and procedures for 
identifying the members of an economic unit, as promulgated at 
the Federal level and implemented by State agencies. The 
chapter starts with a review of Federal regulations and 
instructions. This is followed by a discussion of State agency 
policies and procedures, including three examples of State 
economic unit determination models. 

State agencies have been provided by the Federal Government 
with two types of guidance in defining the economic unit. These 
two types are regulations and instructions. 

A consolidation of the WIC regulations was issued by the USDA's 
Food and Nutrition Service in July 1988. This consolidation 

4-1 

5-3 



includes regulations issued June 4,1987; July 2,1987; 
January 27,1988; and July 6,1988. The consolidation, earlier 
Federal regulations, and instructions issued by FNS all help to 
define economic unit membership. 

According to the consolidation, 

"'Family' means a group of related or nonrelated individuals 
who are not residents of an institution but who are living 
together as one economic unit" 

The Federal regulations provide no further information on how 
membership in the applicant's family or economic unit can be 
determined. 

In 1982, FNS issued Instruction 803-3 (10/22/82), titled WIC 
Program-Certification: Income Eligibility, to supplement the 
regulations. Revision 1 to FNS Instruction 803-3 was issued 
April 1,1988; this revision had limited influence on this study, 
since it was issued on the date that data collection for the study 
began and most State agencies did not have time to respond to it 
before data collection ended. According to FNS, these 
instructions are binding on States. 

The 1982 version of FNS Instruction 803-3 reiterated the 
discretion allowed the State and local agencies in economic unit 
determinations, provided a definition of an economic unit, and 
followed this with specific policies developed for special cases. 
The full text of this section is relevant because it illustrates the 
Federal view on certain types of special cases as well as the 
general definition of an economic unit. The text is as follows: 

The philosophy regarding 'economic unit' and related issues is 
offered as guidance for State agencies using the WIC 
definition of income as outlined in the regulations. It is not the 
intent of this instruction to make income determination kor WIC 
a complicated and lengthy procedure, nor is an answer readily 
available for every question on a specific case. Therefore, 
there will be times when State and local agency workers will 
need to use their discretion in determining income eligibility 
within the general framework of regulatory requirements and 
basic program policy. 

"A. For the purposes of the WIC Program, the terms 
'economic unit' and 'family' can be used interchangeably. We 
perceive a family to be a household or an economic unit 
composed of a person or group of persons who usually 
(although not necessarily) live .ogether, and whose 
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production of income and consumption of goods or 
services are related. [Emphasis added.] 

"B. A child is counted in the family size of the parent or 
guardian with whom the child lives. For example, the mother 
and child live together and receive child support payments 
from the father. The father has remarried and lives with his 
new wife who is expecting a baby. The new wife and the ex- 
wife apply for WIC benefits. The ex-wife and her child are a 
family of two, and the child support payments are counted as 
income. The father and the new wife are also a family size of 
two until the new wife has her baby. The child support 
payments cannot be deducted from the father's income and 
the child living with the ex-wife cannot be counted in the 
father's family. 

"C. If a child resides in a school or institution and the child's 
support is being paid for by the parent or a guardian, the child 
may be counted in the family size of that parent or guardian. 
Even though this child is living apart from his parent or 
guardian for the majority of the time, the child may be counted 
as part of the family, since the family continues to provide the 
economic support for the child. 

"D. If the child is a foster child who is living with a family but 
who remains the legal responsibility of a welfare or other 
agency, the foster child shal' be considered a family of one. 
The payments made by the welfare agency or from any other 
source for the care of that child shall be considered to be the 
income of that foster child. If the annual income for the foster 
child is at or below the income criterion, the foster child is 
income eligible for WIC benefits. 

"E. When a family has an adopted child or a child for whom 
the family has accepted legal responsibility, the child is 
counted in the family size of the family. The size and total 
income of third family shall be used to determine the child's 
income eligibility for WIC." (pp. 3-4) 

The 1982 version of Instruction 803-3 also provides a definition of 
an emancipated minor: 

The determinant of whether a minor is emancipated and thus 
a separate economic unit for our program purposes is whether 
or not the minor is living without economic support form (sic] 
other persons. If the minor receives any support for which she 
does not pay, such as shelter or meals for example, she 
should not bo considered a separate economic unit. If ihe 
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minor pays all expenses for her own support, it is possible that 
the minor may then be considered a separate household. It is 
entirely possible for two separate economic units to reside 
under the same roof, although the determination of this is 
usually not a clear cut process." (p. 4) 

This instruction also advises that pregnant women not be counted 
as two persons in determining the size of the economic unit. 

STATE POLICIES AND Because Federal regulations are quite general and allow State 
PROCEDURES agencies considerable discretion in defining economic unit 

membership, State agencies have developed their own policies 
and procedures. Therefore, to understand WIC economic unit 
definitions, one must be familiar with the State policies and 
procedures. The WIV project had three sources of information 
about these policies and procedures: 

The State Census conducted in Phase I. 

State plans and procedure manuals. The regulations 
require each State agency to submit a State plan to FNS 
for approval by August 15 of each year. The State plan 
must include a copy of the procedure manual issued by 
the State agency for local agency use, including a section 
on certification procedures (CFR 246.4 (a)(11)(i), 7/88). 
The sections of these State plans and procedure manuals 
treating economic unit determination were requested from 
the State agencies during the State Census. Later, more 
complete information was requested for the 25 State 
agencies in the WIV sample; this information was used to 
construct a flowchart of each sampled State's procedures. 

Contacts with State agencies by mail. Each of the 25 
sampled State agencies reviewed its flowchart and 
corrected it as necessary. 

The initial review included policy and procedure manual sections 
from 44 of the 51 geographic State agencies for which information 
was obtainable from State and Federal sources. The purpose of 
this review was not to provide a complete and detailed review of 
State procedures, but to simply identify variables used in the 
procedures. Figure 4-1 was based on that initial review. It shows 
the main variables required to determine income eligibility for an 
applicant. In order to make a determination of income eligibility, 
information on the specific percentage of the poverty income 
guidelines used by that State is required. Next, the number of 
persons in the economic unit must be determined. Finally, the 
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income of those persons must be measured and compared to the 
income guidelines. 

This chapter covers the left side of figure 4-1, or economic unit 
determination. Most State agencies' procedure manuals give a 
general definition of an economic unit, followed by definitions 
applying only to special cases. Under "General Definitions," the 
figure lists some of the variables that the States in the WIV 
sample included. For example, membership in the economic unit 
may require being related to the applicant, residing with the 
applicant, sharing goods and services with the applicant, or 
sharing income with the applicant. 

Some States have more specific general requirements; for 
example, in some States the only acceptable relatives are the 
applicant's spouse, parents, and siblings; another State specifies 
that economic unit members must purchase food together, not 
just any goods or services. 

Most States also have special case definitions; in some cases, the 
procedure manual has only special case procedures and lacks a 
general definition. Figure 4-1 shows some of the types of special 
cases that were identified during the initial review. 

General Definitions On the most basic level, family or economic unit can be defined in 
terms of legal relationships, economic relationships, residency, 
biological relationships, or social relationships.   Different State 
WIC agencies have adopted various combinations of all these 
approaches. 

A number of State agencies quote FNS Instruction 803-3 as their 
general definition of the economic unit. A few cite the Federal 
regulations as their definition. Others have unique general 
definitions, usually quite similar to that in FNS Instruction 803-3. 
Examples of these unique general definitions from State agencies' 
manuals reveal the fundamental differences that exist: 

"The household, family or economic unit is defined as follows: 
A person or group of persons who usually, although not 
necessarily, live together, and whose production of income and 
consumption of goods or services are related A key factor 
in determining an economic unit is establishing if income and 
consumption of goods and services are shared. A group of 
persons, whether living together or separately, are an 
economic unit by virtue of sharing income and consumption of 
goods and services." (1/87) 
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"Definition of Family. Persons living in one household who are 
related by blood, marriage, law or conception." 

"Family size includes all related or non-related individuals who 
live under one roof and share financial resources for the 
purchase of food." 

The three examples present entirely different criteria for 
determining household membership. The first definition explicitly 
excludes residency as a criteria; the second and third require it. 
The first and third definitions include economic criteria, while the 
second makes no mention of economic relations. The second 
definition relies on relationships of "blood, marriage, law or 
conception," criteria absent from the first and third definitions. 
Appendix G presents additional examples of general definitions of 
households used by State agencies. 

Special Case Definitions        As fundamentally different as are the basic definitions of 
economic unit used by States, these basic definitions reveal only 
a portion of the total across-State variance in definitions of 
economic unit. 

For most applicants, membership in the economic unit can be 
determined by the general definitions. For others, the special 
case definitions may be invoked. Some States have only one to 
two special case definitions, while others include procedures for 
many types of special cases in their manuals. Special cases 
defined by different States include households with individuals 
such as pregnant minors, foster children, college students who 
live apart from their parents but whose permanent home is with 
their parents, institutionalized family members, and children under 
joint custody arrangements. 

In some States, special case definitions always include or exclude 
certain individuals from the economic unit. In other States, such 
individuals may be either included or excluded, depending on 
whether they meet one or more criteria. Some of these criteria 
are shown in figure 4-1 in boxes below the type of special case. 
For instance, in many States a foster child is a one-person 
economic unit if an agency (such as a court or welfare agency) 
has legal responsibility for that child; the key criterion is who has 
legal responsibility. To determine whether a teenage girl is an 
emancipated minor (i.e., a separate economic unit from her 
parents), States may consider, to list some of the more common 
criteria, whether the teenager is pregnant or has children; whether 
she supports herself, and if so the extent, nature, and source of 
her self-support; her current age or age at conception; whether 
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Examples of State 
Economic Unit 
Determination 
Procedures 

the teenager lives with her parents, other relatives, nonrelatives, 
or alone; and whether she is now or has ever been married. 

Once the State agency's criteria have been applied to each 
potential member of the applicant's economic unit, the identity and 
number of persons in the economic unit is known. This 
information is crucial for determining the applicant's eligibility, 
since the income of persons who are not members of the 
economic unit is not counted. For example, a pregnant minor 
living with her parents may be eligible for WIC benefits if she lives 
in a State that excludes her parents from her economic unit, and 
ineligible if she lives in a State that includes her parents in her 
economic unit. Economic unit definitions, therefore, can 
significantly affect eligibility. 

Variations in definitions of economic unit only reveal the surface of 
across-State variations in economic unit determination 
procedures. More fundamental differences exist in how these 
definitions are operationalized in practice. 

Economic unit determination practice is an integrated and unique 
system in each State. Flowcharts of these systems were 
developed for each sampled State in the WIV study. To illustrate 
the variations in State agency policies, three examples of the 
State economic unit determination flowcharts are presented and 
explained in this section. 

The "General Definitions" of economic unit discussed above and 
illustrated in figure 4-1 are represented on the flowcharts as "main 
paths"; these paths show the process that most applicants 
experience. States also have "side paths" that apply only to the 
special cases (see "Special Case Definitions" above and in figure 
4-1). 

The boxes on the flowcharts represent the steps in determining 
economic unit membership: actions, decision points, and 
outcomes. Paths, or the sequence of steps followed, are 
indicated by lines connecting the boxes. All flowcharts in this 
section are read beginning at the box in the upper left corner of 
the page. The main path starts from the bottom of that box and 
continues down the left side of the page; it generally turns at the 
bottom of the page and ends in the center of the right side of the 
page. The main path always ends at the final decision box, which 
asks whether the applicant's economic unit income is under the 
maximum for that size of family. 

The diamond-shaped boxes represent decision points; if the 
question in the box is answered "yes," one path is followed, and if 
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it is answered "no," another path is followed. The parallelograms 
represent outcomes, and the rectangular boxes are actions to be 
taken. For a particular case, a series of paths connecting certain 
boxes is followed until the final outcome box (either "Income 
Eligible for WIC" or "Not Income Eligible for WIC") is reached; the 
paths and boxes represent the procedures followed by the WIC 
staff member certifying an applicant. 

Example 1. State with The first example flowchart (figure 4-2) is for a State with a very 
Simple Procedures simple procedure. This State has only one type of special case 

and does not use the presumptive eligibility procedure. Judgment 
is to be applied at only one step: deciding whether to apply a 
higher income limit to the case than the limit used for most cases. 

This flowchart begins with a decision box asking whether the 
applicant has a VOC (Verification of Certification) card from 
another WIC agency. Any applicant who possesses a valid VOC 
card is considered to be income-eligible for WIC in this State and 
need not go through the rest of the procedure. (The VOC card 
can be expired, as long as income eligibility was determined 
within the last 12 months.) 

If the applicant does not have a valid VOC card, the next box asks 
whether the applicant is a foster child for whom the State has 
legal responsibility. If the answer is "yes," the side path to the 
right is followed. The initial outcome is that the applicant is an 
economic unit of one person. The WIC staff then takes an action 
(determining the foster child's income). The next decision box 
asks whether that income is at or below the maximum allowed for 
a one-person family; if the answer is "yes," the applicant is 
income-eligible for WIC, and if "no" the applicant is not income- 
eligible for WIC. 

Note the discretion allowed in the final decision box in this 
example. In exceptional cases, a different income standard can 
be applied.    (Discretion is found at various points in the 
procedure for different States, as can be seen from the three 
examples in this section.) 

An applicant with no VOC card and who is not a foster child for 
whom the State has legal responsibility goes to the third decision 
box on the main path: "Reside in household?" This means that, 
for each person who is potentially a member of the economic unit, 
the WIC staff must determine whether he or she resides in the 
applicant's household. If the answer is "no," that person is not a 
member of the applicant's economic unit (see outcome box). 
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Example 2. State with 
Moderately Complex 
Procedures 

Once all those who reside in the applicant's household are 
identified, it must be determined which of these persons share 
economic resources. Any who do not share with the others are 
not members of the economic unit. The fourth decision box on 
the main path shows this decision. 

At this point, the identity and number of economic unit members is 
known. The next step is to determine the income of the economic 
unit (by determining the countable income of each member and 
summing). These applicants then reach the final decision box: Is 
the economic unit's income under the eligibility limit for that size of 
economic unit? As for a foster child, if "yes" the applicant is 
income-eligible for WIC, and if "no" the applicant is not income- 
eligible for WIC. Again, the discretionary higher eligibility limit 
may be applied. 

A foster child who is the legal responsibility of the State is the only 
special case in this State. These applicants are the only ones for 
whom the procedure follows the side path. All other applicants 
follow the main path. 

The second example (figure 4-3) shows a State with more 
complex procedures. This state has numerous types of special 
cases (foster children, children living in schools or institutions, 
persons in prison, self-supporting minors, and children of divorced 
or separated parents). This State accepts enrollment in either of 
two means-tested programs (Medicaid and Food Stamps) as 
evidence of income eligibility for WIC. Judgment is to be applied 
at two steps: determining whether certain minors are essentially 
self-supporting, and making the final determination of economic 
unit membership. 

The first apparent difference between this State and the one in 
the previous example appears in the first decision box (in the 
upper left corner of the chart). In addition to valid VOC cards, this 
State accepts enrollment in either Medicaid or Food Stamps as 
presumptive evidence of income eligibility. Persons who are 
enrolled in those programs are considered to be income-eligible in 
this State and need not go through the rest of the procedure. 

If the applicant does not have a valid VOC card and is not 
enrolled in Medicaid or Food Stamps, the next decision box asks 
whether any child in the household resides at a school or insti- 
tution. If the answer is "yes," the sidepath to the right is followed. 
If that child's parents pay for support, the child is not excluded 
from the economic unit. If not, that child is excluded from the 
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applicant's economic unit. Note that if a child is excluded from the 
economic unit for this reason, the procedure for determining 
economic unit membership for the other members of the house- 
hold continues on the main path. 

The next decision box asks whether any member of the potential 
economic unit is in prison. If so, that person is not included in the 
economic unit. 

The fourth decision box asks whether the applicant is a foster 
child. If so, the sidepath to the right is followed: If an agency has 
legal responsibility for the foster child, the child is a one-person 
economic unit and the money paid for the child's support is the 
economic unit's income. If that income is 185 percent or less of 
the poverty level for a one-person household, the child is income- 
eligible for WIC; if not, the child is not income-eligible for WIC. 

If the applicant is not a foster child (or is a foster child for whom 
an agency does not have legal responsibility), the main path 
continues with the fifth decision box: Is the applicant a minor who 
lives in a separate household with no support from others? If the 
answer is "yes," the minor (and her children, if any) is a separate 
economic unit. The income and then the income eligibility of that 
economic unit are determined. 

The sixth decision box asks: Is the applicant a minor who lives 
with her parents and is not claimed by them as a dependent for 
income tax purposes? If so, the sidepath to the right is followed. 
The decision box to the right asks whether the minor essentially 
supports herself. If the minor is determined to be self-supporting, 
the minor (and her children, if any) are a separate economic unit 
from her parents' economic unit. Several States allow a minor 
living with her parents to be considered a separate economic unit 
under certain circumstances. Note that judgment is to be used in 
making this decision. 

If the applicant does not meet all of the criteria in the fifth decision 
box, the main path continues with an action box: enumeration of 
all household members who are potential members of the 
economic unit. This box is repeated on the next page to show the 
point from which the flowchart is continuing. 

The first decision box on the second page asks whether the 
household includes any divorced or separated parents. If "yes," 
the sidepath to the right is followed. The purpose of this sidepath 
is to determine economic unit membership for children of parents 
who are divorced or separated. If a child is under a joint-custody 
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arrangement, the child is counted as a member of both parents' 
economic units. If not, the next decision box on this sidepath asks 
whether the noncustodial household pays child support. If "yes," 
the child is counted as a member of both parents' economic units; 
if "no," the child is a member only of the custodial parent's 
economic unit. 

The second decision box on the second page of figure 4-3 asks 
whether the applicant's household pays child support for a child 
living in another household. If "yes," the child is counted as a 
member of the applicant's economic unit (as well as a member of 
the custodial household's economic unit). 

The main path continues with the third decision box on the second 
page: Do individuals in the household share income? Any 
individual who has income and does not share any of it with other 
household members is not included in the economic unit. 

The outcome of this process is the size of the economic unit and 
the identity of its members. Note that, again, WIC staff are 
instructed to use their judgment in making the final decision on 
economic unit membership. 

Once the economic unit has been determined, an action box is 
reached. The countable income of each member is determined 
and summed; this is the economic unit's income. The final 
decision box asks whether this income is less than or equal to 185 
percent of the poverty level income for that size of economic unit. 
If "yes," the applicant is income-eligible for WIC; if "no," the 
applicant is not income eligible for WIC. 

Example 3. State with The third example (figure 4-4) is a State with. complex 
Complex Procedures procedure. This State has a large number of .ypes of special 

cases (foster children, separated couples, persons who are 
temporarily absent from the household, households including 
persons other than parents and their children, children who are 
eligible for Medicaid, married minors, and children over age 18 
who receive only food and shelter from their parents). The State 
accepts proof of enrollment in or eligibility for any of several 
programs (AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stamps, free/reduced price 
School Lunch), or enrollment as a county health department 
patient with a recent eligibility review as evidence of WIC income 
eligibility. This State also differs from those in the other examples 
in that the use of discretion or judgment is not specified at any 
point in the procedure. 
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••Parent" includes a cohabiting partner included in the economic unit. 
Also includes a step-parent 

Figure 4-4. (continued) 
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As in the other States, the procedure begins with a determination 
of whether the applicant possesses a valid VOC card. If so, the 
applicant is automatically considered to be income-eligible for 
WIC. 

The next three decision boxes ask about eligibility for AFDC, 
Medicaid, Food Stamps, and reduced price/free School Lunch, 
and enrollment as a health department patient in certain income 
categories. If the applicant is a health department patient, a 
sidepath is followed; if the applicant's last eligibility review was 
less than 6 months ago, income eligibility for WIC is presumed 
and the applicant need not go through the rest of the procedure. 
Note that for the other programs, eligibility for the program is 
specified rather than enrollment. Thus, if a WIC applicant 
presents recent evidence that AFDC has determined her to be 
eligible, that can be used as evidence of income eligibility for WIC 
even though the applicant has not yet started to receive AFDC 
benefits. 

The last decision box on this page covers the special case of a 
foster child applicant. This is handled in the same way as in the 
other example States, except that this State does not specify that 
an agency must have legal responsibility for the child. 

As in Example 2, the first page of the flowchart ends with an 
action box: enumeration of all members of the household. The 
second page begins with the same box to show the continuity of 
the procedure. 

The first decision box on the second page asks whether all 
household members reside together. If "no," this is a special case 
and the sidepath to the right is followed. 

If all household members reside together, the procedure 
continues along the main path with the second decision box on 
this page. This asks whether the household includes only parents 
and their children (with the definition of "parent" including 
cohabiting partners and step-parents). If the household includes 
anyone else, this is a special case and the sidepath to the right is 
followed. 

If the household is composed only of parents and their children, 
the procedure continues along the main path with the next 
decision box. This box asks whether any of the children are 
eligible for Medicaid. If so, those children are separate economic 
units from their parents. The parents and any remaining children 
continue along the main path. The next decision box asks 
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whether all of the children are unmarried. If "no," this is a special 
case and the married minor, his or her spouse, and their children 
are a separate economic unit from the rest of the household. 

If all the children are unmarried, the next decision box asks 
whether all the children are under age 18. If not, this is a special 
case and the sidepath to the right is followed. 

If all the children in the household are under 18, the outcome box 
at the bottom of the page is reached: The economic unit is the 
parents and their children. The next step in the procedure is 
represented by an action box; the income of the economic unit is 
determined. The final decision box, as in the other examples, 
asks whether that income is below the eligibility limit for that size 
of economic unit. If "yes," the applicant is income-eligible for WIC. 
If "no," the applicant is not income-eligible for WIC. 

Summary Differences In Although the determination of economic unit membership in each 
State Procedures State is a unique and integrated process, some insight into the 

types of approaches used by States can be gained by examining 
the distribution of certain characteristics. This section gives the 
numbers and percentages of States in the WIV sample by 
variables identified through reviewing State procedures. 

Table 4-1 shows the distribution of these procedures across the 
WIV sample of States. 

As the table reveals, the large majority of States use some form of 
presumptive eligibility, and all States have at least one special 
case procedure. Of the various special case procedures covered 
in the table, only four are used by the majority of the State 
agencies: Medicaid presumptive eligibility, special household 
definitions for foster children, emancipated minors, and students 
living apart.2 

Table 4-1 covers only the most common variations. The variables 
are: 

1.    Uses presumptive eligibility: Presumptive eligibility 
involves presuming that an applicant meets the WIC 
income-eligibility requirements if the applicant is 
participating in another State-administered program that 
routinely verifies income and that has income-eligibility 
guidelines at or below those for WIC in that State. Use of 
presumptive eligibility is at the State agency's discretion. 
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Table 4-1. Distribution of Some Procedures for Determining Economic 
Unit Membership Across the 25 States In ths WIV Sample* 

Procedure 

Uses Presumptive Eligibility 

Type of Presumptive Eligibility: 
Medicaid 
AFDC 
Food Stamps 
School Lunch 
SSI 

Procedures Explicitly Include Discretion 

Providing Food or Shelter Is Considered 
Sharing Income 

Nonrelatives Always Excluded from the 
Economic Unit 

Has Special Case Procedures 

Type of Special Case 
Foster Child 
Emancipated Minor 
Student Living Apart 
Institutionalized Person 
Temporary Absence (Other Than Student) 
Separate Economic Unit If Own Income 

(Even If Income Is Shared With Others 

States 
(Number) 

21 

16 
12 
10 
5 
2 

4 

25 

23 
16 
15 

9 
4 
4 

States 
(Percent) 

84 

64 
48 
40 
16 

8 

16 

8 

16 

100 

92 
64 
60 
36 
16 
16 

aThe WIV sample inherited the PC88 sample of State agencies. At the State level, the sample was 
selected with probabilities proportional to number of participants. As a result, the results presented 
in this table do not directly translate into national estimates. We did not weight the results to reflect 
differential probabilities of selection because such weighting would have resulted in a few highly 
weighted cases dominating the results. 
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For States that do use presumptive eligibility, the number 
and percentage (out of all States in the sample) who use 
specific programs are listed. 

2. Procedures explicitly Include discretion: Some States 
have written procedures that specify points at which 
discretion is to be applied to a case. For example, after 
following the procedures for determining economic unit 
membership, the WIC staff might be instructed to use their 
professional judgment in making the final determination of 
economic unit membership. 

3. Providing food and shelter is considered sharing 
income: Three of the sampled States have explicitly 
defined the provision of food and shelter either as sharing 
income or not sharing income. Thus, in two States, a 
minor living with her parents could be considered 
emancipated if she pays for all her own expenses except 
food and shelter. 

4. Nonrelatives always excluded from the economic unit: 
Several States stipulate that no one who is not related to 
the applicant by blood or law (including marriage and 
adoption) is included in the economic unit. 

5. Has special case procedures:    This variable identifies 
those States that have developed specific procedures for 
special cases. The number and percentage (out of all 
States in the sample) of States with procedures for the 
main types of special cases are also given. These main 
types are: 

Child living with foster parents: The foster child is 
treated as an economic unit of one person, with the 
amount paid to the foster parents for the child's care 
constituting the economic unit's income. Most States 
specify that an agency or court is legally responsible for 
the foster child. This definition is consistent with FNS 
Instruction 803-3 (p. 4). 

Emancipated minor: This term is used here to refer to a 
minor (usually a woman applicant) who is considered to 
be a separate economic unit from her parents. This is not 
necessarily the same as legal emancipation. Various 
States have specified different conditions that must be 
met before the minor can be considered a separate 
economic unit. The suggestions given in FNS Instruction 
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803-3 that the minor may reside with her parents but must 
pay for any support she receives, including food and 
shelter, are followed by some States and contradicted by 
other States. Still other States have rules that bear little 
or no relation to the FNS guidance. 

Student living apart: This phrase is used to mean 
students (sometimes specified as college students) who 
live apart from their parents but whose permanent 
residence is with their parents. The most common 
treatment of these special cases is to include the student 
in the parents' economic unit if the parents provide 
economic support to the student. This interpretation is 
consistent with FNS Instruction 803-3 (p. 4). 

Institutionalized person: Persons who could be 
considered members of the household but who reside in 
institutions are another type of special case. Most States 
that have a procedure for these cases include the person 
if the economic unit contributes to the economic support of 
the person. This approach is consistent with FNS 
Instruction 803- 3 (p. 4). One State specifically excludes 
these persons from the economic unit, and two States list 
additional conditions for inclusion of the institutionalized 
person (besides support from the economic unit). 

Temporary absence (other than student): Some States 
have rules for persons who normally reside in the 
household but are temporarily absent. Generally, only 
certain reasons for the absence are allowed, and the 
maximum length of the absence may be specified. This 
issue is not addressed by FNS Instruction 803-3, except - 
for the specific case of a student. 

Separate economic unit If own income is adequate 
(even if Income Is shared with others): A few States 
allow WIC staff members to determine that a person or 
group of persons living with the applicant is a separate 
economic unit if that person or group has its own source 
of income. The other requirement is that the income is 
assessed as adequate to meet the needs of that person 
or group. The economic unit can be determined to be 
separate even if its members share income with members 
of the other economic unit. This special case definition 
appears to arise from FNS Instruction 803-3, Revision 1 
(P- 6). 
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In addition to the major types of special cases shown in the table, 
two States have developed detailed procedures for dealing with 
children under joint custody arrangements; one stipulates that a 
household member who is in prison is excluded from the 
economic unit, and two exclude roomers from the economic unit. 
One State includes a pregnant woman's fetus or embryo in 
determining the size of the economic unit* The rules for 
emancipated minors are very detailed in some States; others have 
procedures that resemble those for emancipated minors but do 
not apply only to minors. 

Many States' procedures show little logical unity. It appears that 
many of the special case procedures have arisen in response to 
particular cases. At least one State has established a special 
case procedure that cannot be applied, since the type of person to 
whom it is addressed is excluded from the economic unit at an 
earlier stage in the procedure. 

Other States' special case policies clearly reflect a policy decision 
by the State. For example, the minor's parents may refuse to pay 
for prenatal care and adequate nutrition during her pregnancy, 
thus creating a need for WIC benefits; the State may have 
decided to meet that need. 

Specifying procedures for special cases solves one problem; local 
agencies are more likely to treat special cases consistently if the 
State has an established policy. However, these procedures can 
also create problems. 

Special case procedures produce economic units that are 
inconsistent across States. For example, in the States that 
exclude all nonrelatives from the economic unit, a pregnant 
woman living with her boyfriend would be an economic unit of one 
person, even if he were providing all her support. Another State, 
which uses income sharing as the main determinant of an 
economic unit, would include the boyfriend. In some States, a 
pregnant minor living with and supported by her parents would be 
classified as an economic unit of one person with no income, 
while in other States her parents could be excluded only if she 
had an income source of her own, and in still others the parents 
would always be included. 

Special case policies also may have unexpected consequences. 
In one State with rules for emancipated minors, an emancipated 
minor who reaches the age of majority may become ineligible for 
WIC because the emancipated minor rules no longer apply and 
her parents are now included in her economic unit. This may or 
may not have been an intentional effect of the State's procedure. 
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Another possibly unintentional effect occurs in a State in which 
persons who share housing are considered one economic unit 
unless they meet very specific conditions, and sharing income or 
expenses is not a factor. This means that, for instance, a 
pregnant woman staying temporarily in the home of a friend who 
is well off financially would be ineligible for WIC, even if the 
woman pays for her own food, shelter, and all other expenses and 
her friend contributes nothing but the willingness to allow the 
woman to live there. 

SUMMARY AND This chapter demonstrated that definitions and procedures for 
CONCLUSIONS determining WIC economic unit composition vary fundamentally 

across WIC State agencies. 

Within broad Federal guidelines, the basic definitions of economic 
unit vary. Different States define economic unit in terms of legal 
relationships, social relationships, residency, biological 
relationships, or economic relationships. Many of the definitions 
used are in basic contradiction. 

In addition to these general definitions, State agencies employ 
one or more special case definitions in determining economic unit. 
Special case categories include emancipated minors, students 
living apart, institutionalized persons, foster children, and 
procedures for dealing with nonrelated persons living together. 
As with State general definitions of household, there is very little 
across-State consistency in special case definitions of economic 
unit. 

Variations in definitions of economic unit reveal only the surface of 
across-State variations in income-eligibility determination 
procedures. State agencies also differ at a more fundamental 
level: how these definitions are operationalized in practice. No 
two States employ the same procedures for determining 
membership in economic unit; every State is unique. 
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Chapter 4 Notes 

1 Data were not available for this study on when the discretionary higher income standard was 
applied to a case. Because of this lack of an audit trail, in reviewing the in-home interview data to 
identify income-eligibility determination errors we were forced to use the most generous definition 
of income eligibility. In other words, whenever a site was allowed discretion on a case, we used 
the discretionary rule when it benefited the applicant and did not use it when it was 
disadvantageous to the applicant. If an audit trail had existed, we could have more accurately 
reconstructed the site's procedure for a case and applied discretion only when the site had 
correctly done so. 

2The figures presented in table 4-1 represent the number and percent of States employing the 
various special procedures in determining income eligibility. We were unable to estimate the 
number and percentage of enrollees subject to the various procedures because of limitations in 
WIC recordkeeping discussed in chapters 2 and 3. 

3This State has been authorized by FNS to establish a higher income limit for a pregnant woman 
since the State's WIC income standard is well below the 185 percent standard and so long as the 
income standard counting the fetus does not exceed the 185 percent income standard not 
counting the fetus. 
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5. 
INCOME OF THE 
WIC ECONOMIC 
UNIT 

COUNTABLE INCOME 

In chapter 4, we discussed the definition of the WIC economic 
unit. Having defined the economic unit, WIC eligibility is 
determined by counting the income of economic unit members 
and comparing their total income to the income-eligibility limits. In 
this chapter, we review definitions and findings relating to 
countable income and income-eligibility limits. 

The chapter has five main sections: 

A. Countable Income. In this section, we discuss WIC rules 
on what constitutes income for determining WIC eligibility. 

B. Income-ellglblllty Limit. The second section reviews 
across-State differences in the income-eligibility limit. 

C. Income Characteristics. The third section presents in- 
home audit data on the income distribution of WIC 
participants, their sources of income, and amounts of 
income from each source. 

D. Income Reporting Error. The fourth section of the 
chapter compares reported income (as found in WIC case 
files) with verified income (based on information from the 
in-home audits). 

E. Income Change. The final section compares income at 
the financial data reporting period (FDRP) with income 
partway through the certification period. Both income 
amounts are derived from the in-home audit. 

Countable income is any income of the economic unit that is 
counted when determining WIC eligibility. 

Federal regulations require that, in determining income eligibility, 
payments or benefits provided under certain Federal programs or 
acts are excluded from consideration as income by legislative 
prohibition. These programs include: 

Food Stamps 

the National School Meal Program 

the Home Energy Assistance Act Program 

monies from Student Financial Assistance under Title IV 
of the Higher Education Act (used to meet the costs of 
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attendance at an educational institution and not for room 
and board or dependent care expenses) 

Job Training Partnership Act1 

a variety of volunteer and special population programs 
(CFR 246.7(c)(2)(v)). 

Beyond these specific exclusions, which always apply, States are 
given several areas of broad discretion in the definition of 
countable income. States may define countable income in one of 
two ways. First, a State may use the national school lunch 
reduced-priced meal income guidelines, in which case countable 
income is defined as gross cash income before deductions for 
income taxes, employees' social security taxes, insurance 
premiums, bounds, etc. Income includes the following. 

monetary compensation for services, including wages, 
salary, commissions, or fees 

net income from farm and nonfarm self-employment 

Social Security benefits 

dividends or interest on savings or bonds, income from 
estates or trusts, or net rental income 

public assistance or welfare payments 

unemployment compensation 

government civilian employee or military retirement or 
pensions or veterans' payments 

private pensions or annuities 

alimony or child support 

regular contributions from persons not living in the 
household 

net royalties 

other cash income including, but not limited to, cash 
amounts received or withdrawn from any source including 
savings, investments, trust accounts, and other resources 
that are readily available to the family. 
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State Definitions of 
Income 

As an alternative to the reduced-price school lunch guidelines, a 
State may use State or local reduced-price health care income 
guidelines provided that the definition of income does not: 
(1) count the value of in-kind housing or other in-kind benefits and 
payments, (2) include any of the programs excluded by legislation, 
and (3) mean that counted gross income exceeds 185 percent of 
the Federal poverty guidelines. 

A State may permit different local agencies within the State to use 
different guidelines, provided that the guidelines are the ones 
used by the local agencies for determining eligibility for free or 
reduced-price health care. 

In addition to State economic unit definitions, State definitions of 
countable income were reviewed for the 25 sampled State 
agencies. The countability of each income source listed below 
was determined from the State procedure manual; each State 
agency reviewed and confirmed the countability of each source. 
There is substantially less across-State variation in the definition 
of countable income than there is in the definition of WIC 
economic unit (see table 5-1). 

As table 5-1 shows, States largely agree on which income 
sources are countable in WIC. The 12 income sources for which 
there is complete across-State agreement constitute 91.6 percent 
of all income in WIC households. 

The four primary income sources on which State vary when 
defining countable income are nonmilitary housing subsidy, black 
lung benefits, financial aid for college, and bans. Altogether, 
these four sources account for 4.2 percent of total WIC economic 
unit income. 

INCOME-ELIGIBILITY 
LIMIT 

Federal regulations require that WIC income-eligibility guidelines 
be equal to or greater than 100 percent and less than or equal to 
185 percent of the poverty line. Most States adopt the 185 
percent limit. However, four States in our sample adopted a lower 
level. Three of the four defined their limits relative to the poverty 
line as 172 percent, 166.6 percent, and 150 percent. The fourth 
State set the limit at 185 percent of the poverty line for house- 
holds that included a pregnant woman, and employed State 
income guidelines for reduced price health-care eligibility that 
were not directly tied to the Federal poverty guidelines for all other 
households. 

INCOME 
CHARACTERISTICS 

The next step is to describe the countable income of a WIC 
economic unit. It is important to remember, when reviewing this 
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Table 5-1. State WIC Agencies' Treatment of Income Sources 

Percent of State Agencies 

Income Source 

Complete Agreement (100%) 
Wages and Salaries 
AFDC 
Child Support 
Social Security 
SSI 
Unemployment Compensation 
Support from Nonhousehold Members 
Self-employment Income 
Interest/Dividends 
Survivor's Benefits 
Pension/Retirement 
Alimony 

General Agreement (80-100%) 
Workers' Compensation 
VA Compensation 
Rental Income 
Other Disability Payments 
Prize Winnings 
Other3 

Savings Withdrawal 

Disagreement (Less than 80%) 
Housing Subsidy 
Black Lung Benefits 
Loans0 

Student Financial Aid 

Included Excluded 
Subject to Special 
Rules for Counting 

100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 
100 0 

96 4 
96 4 
96 0 
92 8 
92 0 
84 12 
84 12 

72 12 
76 16 
32 64 

8 48 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
4 
0 
8 
4 
4 

16 
8 
4 

44 

aRefers to any income source other than those listed in this table. 
°FNS Instruction 803-3, Revision 1 (April 1,1988), specifically excludes loans from being counted as 
income since such money is only temporarily available and must be repaid. 
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Income by Source 

INCOME REPORTING 
ERROR 

section, that the definitions of countable income and economic 
unit varied with the participants' State of residence. 

Table 5-2 displays the distribution of the income of WIC enrollees' 
economic units at enrollment relative to the poverty line.3 As can 
be seen, the WIC population is predominantly drawn from the 
lowest end of the income distribution. Twenty-six percent of the 
WIC households have incomes (as verified in the in-home audit) 
of under 50 percent of the poverty level. Altogether, about 60 
percent of the WIC households live in poverty. The median 
income of WIC households is 80 percent of the poverty line. 

Column 2 of table 5-3 presents the frequency of income sources 
for WIC households or economic units. These data are from the 
in-home audits and represent the countable income of the 
economic unit; as noted above, not all of these income sources 
are considered countable in all States (see table 5-1). The only 
income source shared by the majority of households is wage and 
salary income (62.7 percent). After wages and salaries, the only 
common income source is AFDC, which is received by 26.4 
percent of WIC households. 

Column 3 of table 5-3 presents the percent of total WIC 
household income by source. Again wage and salary income 
dominates. This is because wages and salaries are not only the 
most frequent source of income, but they also have the highest 
median monthly amount. 

Together, wages, salaries, and AFDC account for 84 percent of all 
income of WIC households. The remaining \ 6 percent is spread 
over a large number of income sources. 

This section concerns errors in reported WIC economic unit 
income. We define an income erroi as the difference between the 
income amount reported in the WIC case file4 and the income 
verified during the in-home audit for the same time period. 
Understanding income reporting error requires keeping in mind 
two important distinctions. First, income reporting error does not 
directly translate to eligibility error. As we shall demonstrate 
below, only a small minority of the income reporting errors 
resulted in the incorrect certification of an applicant as eligible for 
WIC benefits. Second, our definition of error should be kept in 
mind: We did not declare an error unless there was a clear 
violation of State regulations; if an applicant could be considered 
eligible within the allowable discretionary range for that State, we 
did not consider the applicant ineligible. 
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Table 5-2. Income Distribution of WIC Enrollees 
Relative to Poverty Index 

Percent of Percent of WIC 
Poverty Index Enrollees 

0-50 25.7 
51-100 33.9 
101-150 25.5 
151-185 9.6 
186-200 1.4 
201-250 2.6 
251-300 1.0 
Over 300 0.3 

Cumulative Percent 

25.7 
59.6 
85.1 
94.7 
96.1 
98.7 
99.7 

100.0 
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Table 5-3. WIC Economic Unit Income Sources 

Percent of Percent 
Income                                Enrollees' Households of Total 
Source with Source8 WIC Income 

Wages and Salaries 62.7 74.5 
AFDC 26.4 9.8 
Child Support 9.3 1.5 
Housing Subsidy 6.9 2.1 
Social Security 3.8 1.6 

SSI 3.0 0.8 
Unemployment Compensation 2.5 1.0 
Savings Withdrawal 2.5 0.7 
Other Disability Payments 2.5 1.1 
Support from Nonhousehold 

Members 2.1 0.4 
Workers' Compensation 2.0 1.3 

Self-Employment Income 1.4 1.2 
Loans 1.1 1.8 
Interest/Dividends 1.0 0.0 
Foster Child Payments 1.0 0.3 
Rental Income 0.9 0.4 

Survivor's Benefits 0.6 0.3 
VA Compensation 0.5 0.2 
Black Lung Benefits 0.4 0.2 
Pension/Retirement 0.2 0.2 
Alimony 0.2 0.3 

Student Financial Aid 0.2 0.1 
Prize Winnings 0.2 0.0 
Other 4.5 0.8 

aThe table includes only income counted by the local WIC agency in determining income. 
Excluded income is not presented. The table also includes only income of members of the 
enrollee's economic unit, as defined by the State agency. 
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Table 5-4 presents the difference in monthly income for WIC 
economic units between the income reported in the WIC case file 
and the amount verified during in-home audits. On average, 
these audits took place about 5 months after certification or 
recertification. 

In table 5-4, underreporting refers to cases for which the income 
from the WIC case file was lower than the income from the in- 
home audit; since the in-home audit was the measure of "actual" 
income in this study, for these cases the income reported at 
certification was lower. Overreporting refers to cases for which 
case-file income was higher than the verified in-home audit 
income. 

The table reveals substantial reporting error. With correct 
reporting defined as reported monthly income within $50 of 
verified income, only 35.7 percent of enrollees correctly reported 
income. The remaining 64.4 percent of enrollees erroneously 
reported their economic unit's income. 

Forty-three percent of WIC enrollees had reported incomes at 
enrollment of $51 a month or more below the verified income from 
the in-home audit. That is, using the same definition of income 
and the same time period, the in-home audit found higher income 
than recorded m WIC certification files for 43 percent of 
enrollees.    Substantial underreporting of $500 or more a month 
occurred in about 15 percent of the cases. 

Income overreporting estimates require special comment. As 
explained above, we did not declare an income certification error 
unless there was a clear violation of State rules. If it was within 
the allowable range of local agency discretion to exclude an 
income source or a high income individual in the household, the 
exclusions were made. Therefore, an unknown portion of income 
overreporting may consist of differences in the use of discretion in 
defining income and economic unit composition. 

Because most WIC case files do not include detailed information 
on income by household member, we were unable to provide data 
on income reporting errors by type of income. 

INCOME CHANGE The in-home audit collected data on WIC enrollee income for two 
points in time. The first point was the FDRP, and the second point 
was the month before the in-home audit. In most cases, this was 
4 or 5 months after the FDRP. Data from the second time period 
were used to estimate income change among the WIC population 
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Table 5-4. Income Reporting Error 

Difference Between In-home 
Audit and WIC Records Percent 
(Dollars) of Enrollees 

Income Underreported 
51-150 Underreported 10.9 
151-250 Underreported 6.5 
251 -500 Underreported 10.0 
500+ Underreported 15.2 

Total Underreported 42.6 

Correct Reporting 
Within +/-50 35.7 

Income Overreported 
51-150 Overreported 5.6 
151 -250 Overreported 6.4 
251 -500 Overreported 3.7 
500+ Overreported 6A_ 

Total Overreported 21.8 

Total 100.0 
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and to estimate the amount of ineligibility arising from income 
changes. In this section, we are concerned only with the first 
topic, income change. In appendix F, we will consider how 
income change relates to eligibility. 

Table 5-5 displays the distribution of income change among WIC 
enrollees from FDRP to time of in-home audit. The table shows 
that about 55 percent of enrollees had stable income over the 4 to 
5 month period following certification or recertification (11.3 
percent with a small increase and 43.8 percent with no change or 
a small decrease), with "stable" income defined as no change or a 
change of less than $100 per month. On the other hand, 
approximately 19 percent of the sample experienced a significant 
income change of $500 or more per month. Of these, 10 percent 
had an increase and 9 percent a decrease in income. 

SUMMARY AND Definitions of countable income in WIC show relatively little 
CONCLUSIONS across-State variation. For the major income sources, accounting 

for more than 90 percent of WIC economic unit income, there was 
no across-State variation. 

The in-home audits found WIC enrollees to have a very low 
income distribution. Sixty percent of the households have 
incomes under 100 percent of poverty; 95 percent have incomes 
at or below the allowable 185 percent Federal income poverty 
guidelines; and 26 percent of enrollees have incomes under 50 
percent of the poverty line. Overall, the median WIC economic 
unit income was 80 percent of the poverty line. 

Seventy-five percent of total WIC economic unit income was 
derived from wages and salaries and another 10 percent from 
AFDC. The remaining 16 percent was distributed across 25 other 
income sources. 

A substantial amount of income reporting error was found by 
comparing income reported at certification with income for the 
same period as verified by the in-home audits. Forty-three 
percent of WIC enrollees had reported incomes of $51 or more 
below their verified incomes. Substantial income underreporting 
(reported monthly income of $500 or more below verified income) 
occurred in about 15 percent of the cases. 

The next chapter consolidates the income and economic unit 
information from chapters 4 and 5 to examine income-eligibility 
error in the WIC program. 
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Table 5-5. Income Change Among WIC Enrollees 

Amount of Change 
in Monthly Income Percent 
(Dollars) of Enrollees 

Income Increase 
1to99 11.3 
100 to 499 15.4 
500+ 103 

Total Increase 37.0 

Income Decrease 
0 to 99 43.8 
100 to 499 10.5 
500+ j}7 
Total Decrease 63.0 

Total 100.0 
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Chapter 5 Notes 

1 Wages earned in jobs obtained through the Job Training Partnership Act, however, are counted in 
determining income. 

2The WIV in-home audit included all these income sources broken out in greater detail, plus all other 
income sources reported as counted in any State. See the WIV Questionnaire (appendix B); the 
income sources are listed below questions 48 and 49. 

^Income data were collected during the in-home audit for the financial data reference period 
(FDRP). The FDRP refers to the period used by the person certifying the WIC applicant to 
determine income. In most cases, the FDRP was the month immediately preceding certification. 
Depending on State and local procedures and the particulars of the individual enrollee, FDRP's 
could be based on annual income, expected income, or a variety of other income reference 
periods. 

4Data on amount of income reported in the WIC case file was obtained from the PC88 participant 
record abstraction form (PRAF), described in chapter 3. 

^Cutting points for the range of what constitutes correct reporting versus error are of course 
arbitrary. A narrower range for the definition of correct reporting, such as plus or minus $10, 
would result in a higher error estimate. Conversely, a wider range, such as plus or minus $100, 
would result in a lower estimate. Uso of the $50 range is based on traditional standards employed 
in Food Stamps, AFDC, and Medicaid (although Food Stamps has at times used a $25 range). 
The main point of table 5-4 does not lie in the specific range defined as "correct reporting" but in 
the distribution of income reporting error. Regardless of category definitions, the table makes 
clear that income reported at WIC certification does not well adhere to verified income. 

?0 
5-12 



6. 
WIC INCOME- 
ELIGIBILITY ERROR 

EXTENT AND NATURE 
OF INCOME 
CERTIFICATION ERROR 

In this chapter, we will be concerned with the extent and nature of 
income-eligibility error in WIC. We are using two primary 
definitions of error: 

Certification error. The certification error rate is the 
percent of WIC enrollees who are enrolled in violation of 
the prevailing income-eligibility standards.1 

Dollar error. The dollar error is the amount of WIC food 
funding that is spent on individuals having a certification 
error. 

Table 6-1, discussed below, summarizes the discovered error 
rates and frequencies for certification and dollar errors. The 
methods used to develop these estimates also are reviewed. 

The chapter is organized in five main sections. Following this 
introductory section, there are two sections that present the 
methods by which we developed the error rates in table 6-1. The 
next two sections discuss the certification error rate and the dollar 
error rate, respectively. We address in the next section the ques- 
tion of why the WIC eligibility error rates are so low compared to 
those found in other social welfare programs. In the last section, 
we consider characteristics of enrollees associated with error. 
Alternative definitions of error are considered in appendix F. 

It should be emphasized that the approach taken to errors in 
income-eligibility deter: lination was one-sided. In this study, we 
defined error as occurring when applicants who are ineligible are 
enrolled in WIC. The other side of eligibility error, denial of WIC 
benefits to applicants who are income-eligible, was not measured 
in this study. The study design selected by FNS precluded 
measurement of "denial error." 

The fact that we were unable to measure denial error should not 
be taken to imply that this or other related types of error are 
unimportant. Attention to the problem of denial error is critical 
when considering alternative methods of preventing or lowering 
ineligibility rates. It is entirely conceivable that attempts to reduce 
certification error will, in some cases, increase denial error and 
pose other difficulties. 
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Table 6-1. WIC Income-eligibility Error 

Error Type 

Certification 
(Percent) 

Dollar 
(Percent) 

Error Rate 

95 Percent Confidence Interval 

5.7 

3.8 - 7.6 

5.8 

3.9 - 7.7 

(Enrollees) (Millions of Dollars) 

Frequency 

95 Percent Confidence Interval 

214,000 

143,000-285,000 

84 

56-112 
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CERTIFICATION ERROR        In chapter 3, we presented the procedures by which the results of 
RATE the in-home audits were translated into an error rate. Steps 

described as 7 through 10 provided the basis for inferences about 
certification error in the total WIC enrollee population. Briefly, 
these steps included: 

Conduct Independent Determination of Income 
Eligibility. Results of the in-home audits provided the 
basis for an independent determination of WIC income 
eligibility by a project staff member. The determinations 
were made on the basis of applicable State and local 
eligibility standards. When those standards allowed 
discretion on the part of the professional determining 
eligibility, the choice was always made in favor of the 
applicant. 

Perform Computer Edit Review. Computer routines 
were written that compared State eligibility standards to 
the size and income of the enrollee's economic unit, as 
determined by the project staff member, to produce an 
eligibility determination. Computerized determinations 
were used to detect errors in the eligibility determinations 
made during the preceding step. 

Conduct Case Reconciliation. For all cases initially 
identified as having errors in the preceding steps, a 
rereview was conducted. A second coder, who was 
trained and experienced in WIC eligibility procedures, 
independently reviewed the entire case file. 

Perform Enrollee Reconciliation. An attempt was made 
to contact by telephone all cases found in error in the 
preceding step and all cases where inadequate data 
precluded an eligibility determination. Respondents were 
asked to aid us in understanding discrepancies between 
income and household size data from their WIC file and 
data obtained during the in-home audit. 

We used the results of the in-home audits to make inferences 
about the total WIC enrollee population. Procedures used to 
weight the sample to make such inferences were described in 
chapter 3 and appendix A. 

We are 95 percent confident that the national WIC income- 
eligibility error rate at certification falls between 3.8 and 7.6 
percent, with the most likely value at 5.7 percent. In terms of total 
enrollees, this translates to a total number of ineligible enrollees 
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DOLLAR ERROR RATE 

Participation Weights 

between 142,000 and 285,000 (with the most likely number 
214,000) out of a total enrollee population of 3.7 million during the 
sampling period. In the absence of eligibility error, the WIC 
program would be able to serve an additional 214,000 income- 
eligible individuals not presently receiving services. 

Dollar error is defined in terms of the cost of WIC food benefits 
provided to individuals who were certified in error. Determination 
of the dollar error requires knowledge of the level of participation 
of enrollees certified in error and the cost of participation. As 
explained in chapter 3, the in-home audit sample was nationally 
representative of enrollees, not participants. Therefore, while 
certification error rates could be estimated directly from survey 
results, dollar error rates could not.   To overcome this limitation, 
the sample was weighted to reflect enrollees' level of participation. 

A WIC enrollee is an individual who is enrolled in the WIC 
program for a period of time. WIC participants are a subset of 
WIC enrollees; an individual enrollee who participates in the WIC 
program by receiving WIC supplemental foods is a participant. 
On the whole, the percent of WIC enrollees who participate in the 
program is directly related to time since certification. Table 6-2 
shows the percent of enrollees by months of participation. As can 
be seen from the table, 61.8 percent of the sampled WIC 
enrollees received supplemental food for all 6 of the months 
following certification or recertification. The remainder 
participated for 5 or fewer of those months. 

These data were obtained from PC88 for the WIV sample of 
enrollees. In order to adjust the enrollee sample to reflect the 
national WIC participant population, PC88 tracked the sampled 
enrollees' level of participation for 6 months. The enrollee sample 
was then weighted to represent their participation level. For 
example, an enrollee who participated for 6 months was given a 
weight equal to twice the weight of an enrollee who participated 
for 3 months. 

Application of the participant weights resulted in the estimate that, 
during any given month, 5.8 percent of all participants were 
income-ineligible at certification. 

The dollar cost of providing services to participants who were 
income-ineiigible at certification was defined as the cost of food 
benefits provided. Food package costs vary by participant 
category and State. However, the study found no statistically 
significant difference in error rates by participant category, and we 
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Table 6-2. Number of Months of Participation During the 6 Months 
Following Certification or Recertification 

Months of Percent of 
Participation Enrollees 

1 1.2 
2 4.0 
3 4.3 
4 12.4 
5 16.3 
6 61.8 
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were unable to stabilize State-specific error rates. Therefore, 
dollar costs were estimated as the number of months during which 
supplemental food was provided to ineligible participants times 
the average monthly food package cost per participant. In turn, 
the average monthly cost per participant was defined as the total 
Federal WIC food package budget divided by the total number of 
participant months of benefits provided. The number of 
participant months was defined as the sum across all participants 
of the total number of months for which the participant received 
supplemental food. The total Federal WIC food package budget 
was based on Final 1988 Fiscal Year food grants to States. 

These definitions were operationalized by the equations: 

Dollar Error Rate = 

E     (W:  X  E:) 
i=1        '        ' 

E       W: 
i"1 ' 

Dollar Error Amount = 
E   (WiXEjxD, 

E   W, 
i-1     ' 

where: 

Wj =   participant weight. Participant weight is the 
enrollee sampling weight times the number of 
months the enrollee was issued food vouchers 
during the 6-month period PC88 tracked the 
sample. 

Ej ■  eligibility error indicator, taking a value of 1 if there 
is an eligibility error and 0 otherwise. 

D1988    m  tota'Federal WIC food grant to State agencies for 
FY1988. 

Based on these definitions we estimate that 5.8 percent of WIC 
food dollars are spent on providing benefits to ineligible enrollees 
for a total of $84 million. An additional dollar error is associated 
with the cost of providing nutritional education and is discussed in 
appendix F. 
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COMPARISON WITH 
OTHER PROGRAMS' 
INCOME-ELIGIBILITY 
ERROR RATES 

The dollar error rate should not be confused with dollar loss. This 
is because WIC is a grant program and not an entitlement. 
Therefore, the costs associated with the dollar error rate in WIC 
are not technically dollar losses to the Federal Government, but 
opportunity costs associated with not serving the maximum 
possible number of potentially eligible individuals. For every 
ineligible program enrollee the program serves, there is one 
potentially eligible individual not served. In any event, the finding 
shows that $84 million were spent in FY 1988 on providing 
benefits to ineligible enrollees. 

Across-program comparisons suggest that the WIC program's 
eligibility error rates appear very low. For example, the National 
School Lunch program, which has a similarly income-eligibility 
process, has an eligibility error rate of 11.1 percent. The Food 
Stamp, AFDC, and Medicaid programs, which have dissimilar 
eligibility determination processes from WIC, all have error rates 
of over 7 percent of benefits paid.5 

The latter programs were able to achieve this level of error only 
after substantial effort. For example, considerable effort has been 
invested in welfare information and quality control systems to 
date. Income certification procedures for these programs use a 
wide variety of techniques to prevent eligibility errors. For 
example, applicants for Food Stamps in San Francisco are 
subject to two rounds of extensive interviews on income eligibility. 
All information provided is verified by cross-checks with credit 
bureaus; State wage files; State welfare files in Medicaid, Food 
Stamps, and AFDC; IRS unearned income files; State income tax 
files; property tax files; motf  vehicle registration files; 
unemployment compensation records; Social Security benefit 
files; lottery winning files; prior county welfare recipient files; and 
employer and bank contacts. 

These procedures have high associated costs. Administrative 
costs for Food Stamps averaged $21.42 per month per recipient 
in 1986. A high percent of the costs were associated with 
maintaining the income-eligibility standard. Administrative costs 
are even higher for AFDC and Medicaid, which averaged $44.00 
and $94.31, respectively, in 1986.6 

The findings show that WIC has been able to achieve a much 
lower income-eligibility error rate than several other major social 
welfare programs while relying on only very simple income 
determination procedures. In the following section, we address 
the question of how this is possible. 

fe 
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INCOME REPORTING 
ERROR AND ELIGIBILITY 
ERROR 

Low Income Distribution 
of WIC Enrollees 

The discussion to this point leads us to confront a significant 
paradox: WIC has simultaneously simple income certification 
procedures,7 a very high income reporting error rate,8 and a 
relatively low certification error rate. The question then becomes, 
"Why don't simple certification procedures and the high income 
reporting error rate translate to a high certification error rate?" 
Our investigations found three general answers to this question: 

1. the low income distribution of WIC enrollees 

2. the continued eligibility during certification period in spite 
of unreported income change 

3. the lack of detailed case-file support for many eligibility 
decisions. 

These are discussed in turn. 

In chapter 5, we noted that the median income of WIC economic 
units is 80 percent of the poverty level. Further, 85 percent of 
WIC economic units have verified income below 150 percent of 
the poverty level. In other words, very few WIC recipients have 
incomes near the eligibility line. 

Given this very low income distribution, even relatively large 
amounts of income underreporting seldom result in ineligibility. 
Table 6-3 shows the ineligibility rates by amount of income 
underreporting. As can be seen from the table, the large majority 
of those who underreport are eligible.9 Even among those who 
underreport their monthly income by $500 or more, three-quarters 
(73.5 percent) are eligible. Those who underreport their monthly 
income by less than $300 have extremely low eligibility error 
rates-less than 2 percent. 

This finding has several important implications. The finding shows 
that the relatively low income-eligibility error rate in WIC is not a 
function of formal income screening at WIC clinics since it is 
unlikely that the level of certification review varies uniformly with 
income level; it is a function of the very low income of individuals 
who apply for WIC. This can be inferred from two facts. First, as 
we demonstrated in chapter 5's section on "Income Change," WIC 
income determination procedures fail to obtain full income 
reporting 42 percent of the time. Therefore, the procedures used 
are not generally effective in obtaining accurate data. Second, 
WIC agencies that attract higher income enrollees also have a 
much higher income-ineligibility rate. This suggests that when 
high income is present, the WIC income screening procedures are 

Qi 6-8 



Table 6-3. Inellgibility Rate by Amount of Income Underreporting 

Monthly Income Certification 
Underreported Error Rate 
(Dollars) (Percent) 

0-99 0 
100-299 1.3 
300 - 499 9.7 
500+ 26.5 

(p < 0.05) 
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Continued Eligibility 
During Certification 
Period in Spite of Income 
Change 

not effective in detecting it. The seven local agencies in the 
sample with median enrollee income of $1,000 or higher per 
month had an average certification error rate of 14 percent. 
Overall, the certification error rate increases 1.2 percent for every 
$100 increase in median income (r = 0.25, p <0.05). What is true 
of local agencies in aggregate is also true of individual enrollees. 
Enrollees who report monthly incomes of $2,000 or more have a 
certification error rate of 23 percent, four times the program 
average.10 

One answer to the question posed above ("Why don't simple 
certification procedures and the high income reporting error rate 
translate to a high certification error rate?") is simply that 
applicants to WIC are almost exclusively in low-income 
households. 

In any event, WIC is highly vulnerable to income ineligibilfty 
because the current income screening methods do not ensure 
complete and accurate income reporting. As discussed earlier, an 
upward shift in the income distribution of WIC applicants could 
result in major increases in the ineligibility rate. 

We noted at the beginning of this report that the WIC program has 
as its goal to improve the nutrition of at-risk women, infants, and 
children. To this end, WIC attempts to both directly reduce the 
nutritional and medical risks of participants through food 
supplements and to improve their nutritional knowledge and habits 
through nutrition education. The standard certification period for 
each category of participant is viewed as the minimum necessary 
time to achieve these goals. Therefore, changes in income during 
the certification period are not generally grounds for 
disqualification. 

Unreported income change is a major source of error for social 
welfare programs that provide income support. According to 
Federal guidance, mid-certification income changes for WIC 
enrollees do not affect benefits unless the change comes to the 
attention of the local agency. If the WIC program policy changed, 
so that those enrollees whose income increases during the 
certification period to exceed the eligibility standard were 
considered ineligible, the WIC program's income-eligibility error 
rate would increase from 5.7 to 11.2 percent.11 

Lack of a Documented 
Basis for Many Eligibility 
Decisions 

The final reason that the high income reporting error in WIC does 
not translate into a high ineligibility rate is the lack of a 
documented basis for many eligibility decisions. 

% 
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Inherent in the research methodology used for this study was the 
principle that errors were only declared where there was a clear 
violation of program regulations. For decisions made within the 
discretionary range of the WIC certification site staff, no error 
exists. Operationally, this principle means that all cases that were 
found to fall within the gray area of WIC staff discretion 
(potentially either eligible or ineligible) were declared eligible. 

A more complete set of documentation on how and why decisions 
were made would doubtless have found procedural errors in some 
of these cases. For example, one State had an income-eligibility 
threshold of 172 percent of poverty except in cases of "special 
need" as determined by the local clinic. In cases of special need, 
the income-eligibility threshold became 185 percent of poverty. 
There are no standards for determining special need, no 
documentation requirement, and no audit trail. Given our 
methodology, all sampled cases in that State found to have 
income above 172 percent of poverty but below 185 percent were 
declared eligible because such a decision was within WIC staff 
discretion. However, it is possible that some of the cases with 
income above 172 percent had not been found to have a special 
need by the local clinic but rather had underreported income. In 
such instances, more complete case-file information would have 
revealed procedural errors. 

One can only speculate on how much error in the application of 
the rules would be found by improved case-file documentation. 
Experience in other programs suggests that the inability to 
determine the specific basis for an eligibility decision can mask a 
significant amount of procedural error. 

Two interpretations of the discovered error rate are possible in the 
absence of completed case-file documentation. The first is that 
the discovered error rate is the lower bound of the "true" 
underlying error rate. Under this definition, application of the 
wrong rule to a case is considered an error, even if the applicant 
is eligible under another rule. In other words, errors in the 
procedure by which eligibility was determined are included in the 
definition of eligibility error. The second interpretation was the 
one used in the WIV project: An error in income-eligibility 
determination is defined as the certification of an applicant in 
violation of program regulations or rules. Under this second 
interpretation, any decision within allowable discretionary bounds 
is, ipso facto, error free. Even lacking knowledge of the specific 
basis for individual decisions (and thus lacking data on procedural 
errors), it was possible in the study to detect any rule violations 
In this study, therefore, the unknown amount of procedural error 
has no effect on the income-eligibility error rate. 

6-11 
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CHARACTERISTICS 
ASSOCIATED WITH 
ERROR 

Finally, a fourth issue—the single level of benefits awarded in 
WIC—although not specifically tied to the degree of certification 
error, is instructive in addressing the question of low dollar error. 
Most social welfare programs, such as AFDC or Food Stamps, 
calibrate the level of benefits to the level of income. The amount 
of benefits received falls with each additional dollar of income. 
Programs with a continuum of benefits experience a type of error 
not possible in WIC, the overissuance of benefits to eligible 
recipients. 

The purpose of the income standard in WIC is to target program 
benefits to those most in need. Currently, only about 46 percent 
of those potentially eligible for WIC are receiving benefits.     In 
this environment, participation of income ineligibles in WIC 
represents a diversion of resources from those most in need. 

Prior sections of this chapter were concerned with estimating the 
extent of income ineligibility. In this section, we address the issue 
of the nature of the resource diversion: What are the characteris- 
tics of the population receiving WIC benefits for which they are not 
income-eligible? 

Income Distribution of 
Ineligible Enrollees 

Table 6-4 presents the verified income distribution of ineligible 
WIC enrollees at the time of certification. As can be seen from 
the table, approximately 11 percent of the ineligible enrollees 
have incomes below 185 percent of the poverty line. These 
individuals reside in States where the eligibility standard is set 
below the normal standard; they would be considered eligible if 
they resided in other States. Ineligible enrollees are not high 
income individuals. 

It is important to note that this table is based only on ineligible 
enrollees in the sample. Because sample subgroups are very 
small, we have included unweighted sample sizes in the table. 

Table 6-5 presents the "current" income distribution of ineligible 
WIC enrollees relative to the income-eligibility standard. "Current" 
income was defined as income in the month before the in-home 
audit; this was generally 3 or 4 months into the certification period. 
The table includes the surprising finding that approximately half of 
all individuals who were income-ineligible at certification met the 
income standard later in their certification period. 

The number of sampled participants in Head Start, School Lunch, 
School Breakfast, Summer Meals, Low Income Energy Assistance 
Program, Social Security, Social Security Disability, Black Lung, 
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Table 6-4. Income Distribution of Ineligible WIC Enrollees 
Relative to Poverty Index 

Percent of Percent of 
Poverty Ineligible WIC Cumulative Sample Size 
Index Enrollees Percent (Unweighted) 

0-50 0 0 0 
51-100 0 0 0 
101 -150 0 0 0 
151 -185 10.9 10.9 7 
186-200 22.8 33.7 12 
201 - 250 44.7 78.4 27 
251 - 300 17.3 95.7 7 
Over 300 4.3 100.0 4 
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Table 6-5. Income of Ineligible WIC Enrollees After Certification 
Relative to Income-eligibility Standard 

Current Income as Percent of Sample 
a Percent of the Ineligible Size 
Eligibility Standard Enrollees (Unweighted) 

Become Income-eligible 
0 - 50                                                       12.5 7 

51-100                                                     32,4 17 
Total                                                       44.9 24 

Remain Income-Ineligible 
101-150                                                          48.5 27 
151-200                                                            3.5 3 
201-250                                                            1.9 1 
251-300                                                        1.1 1 
Over 300                                                        0.0 0 

Total                                                         55.1 32 

Total                                                                        100.0 56 
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and other social welfare programs was too few to produce 
meaningful error rate estimates. 

Table 6-6 shows that no statistically significant difference in error 
rates exists across racial/ethnic groups, household sizes, and 
participant categories. On the other hand, those reporting 
relatively high household incomes and the presence of wage 
income have significantly higher than average error rates. Table 
6-7 shows that WIC enrollees who participate in other social 
welfare programs (Food Stamps, AFDC, Medicaid, and 
Temporary Emergency Food Assistance Program) have lower 
ineligibility rates than nonparticipants in these other programs. 

The strongest predictors of eligibility are living in a household with 
no wage income, having low reported income, and participating in 
Food Stamps, Medicaid, or TEFAP. (Being an emancipated 
minor, participating in AFDC, having low education, and being 
unmarried are also associated with eligibility, but these estimates 
are likely to be unstable.) This set of findings is not at all 
surprising. Income eligibility is determined by income. Low 
income in the American economy is associated with 
unemployment, welfare participation, minority racial or ethnic 
status, and being in a household with an unmarried female head 
of household. 
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Table 6-6. Certification Error Rates by Enrollee and Household Characteristics 

Percent 
Statistical Ineligible 

Characteristic Significance at Enrollment 

Racial/Ethnic Group 0.6 
White 7.2 
Black 5.3 
Hispanic 3.2 
Other a 

Household Size 0.6 
0-2 7.2 
3 5.0 
4 6.3 
5 6.4 
6+ 4.5 

Education of Mother 0.1 
Not High School Graduate 4.2 
High School Graduate or More 7.0 

Married 0.3 
Yes 10.6 
No 4.2 

Emancipated Minor 0.06 
Yes 4.8 
No 6.4 

Reported Monthly Income at 
Certification or Recertification 
(Dollars) 0.005 

0 6.8 
1-499 0.0 
500-999 3.2 
1,000-1,999 10.9 
2,000+ 23.7 

Participant Category 0.9 
Woman 6.3 
Infant 5.4 
Child 5.6 

Wage Income 0.001 
Yes 9.1 
No 0.3 

aSample size too small to produce stable error estimate. 
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Table 6-7. Certification Error Rates by Participation in 
Other Social Welfare Programs 

Percent 
Statistical Ineligible 

Program                                                 Significance at Enrollment 

Food Stamps                                                    0.0001 1.4 
AFDC                                                               0.08 2.5 
Medicaid                                                          0.004 1.5 
TEFAP                                                                  0.05 2.6 

Total Enrollees 5.7 
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Chapter 6 Notes 

1 We include in the certification error rate both errors that occur at initial certification and those at 
recertification. 

2For a particularly relevant example, see Study of Income Verification in the National School Lunch 
Program, National Survey Final Report, Abt Associates, 1989 (in preparation); and D. Finnegan, 
Income Verification Pilot Project; Results of Quality Assurance Evaluation 1982-83 School Year, 
1984, Applied Management Sciences. 

3lt should be emphasized that use of prevailing State and local income-eligibility standards does not 
imply consistency of these standards with all applicable regulations nor imply Federal approval of 
the standards. 

4The procedure of sampling enrollees rather than participants and then tracking them for 6 months 
to allow approximation of participant characteristics was inherited by WIV from the PC88 sample 
design. We recognize that not all participants are certified for a 6-month period. In particular, 
infants are commonly certified as eligible until their first birthday--a certification period of up to 1 
year. However, ratio adjustments used to approximate the national distribution of participants by 
participant category should largely control for this problem. 

5Food Stamp Quality Control Annual Report, Fiscal Year 1987, FNS Quality Control Branch; and 
Study of Income Verification in the National School Lunch Program; National Survey Final Report, 
Abt Associates, 1989 (in preparation). 

"Study of Funding for Nutrition and Program Administration in the WIC Program, FNS Office of 
Analysis and Evaluation, 1989. 

7The very complex across-State variations in definitions of economic unit should not be confused 
with complexity of income verification procedures. 

8Nearly two-thirds (64.4 percent) of all enrollees erroneously report their economic unit's income; 
see chapter 5's section on "Income Reporting Error." 

9Several Project Advisory Panel members commented that, in their experience, much of the income 
underreporting we observed was motivated by applicants' beliefs that WIC maintained a much 
tighter income standard than is in fact the case. These panel members believed that if applicant's 
were made aware of the income standard in use, there would be less income underreporting. The 
project's research design did not provide a means to test this hypothesis. 

10This finding is presented in detail in conjunction with Table 6-6 found on page 6-16. 

11See appendix F for the derivation of this estimate and a more detailed discussion of the relation of 
income change and eligibility. 

12 Estimation of Eligibility for the WIC Program, Update of the WIC Eligibility Study of 1986, Food 
and Nutrition Service, USDA. 
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7. 
ENROLLEES' 
ABILITY TO MEET 
INCOME VERIFICA- 
TION REQUIRE- 
MENTS 

CURRENT STATE AND 
LOCAL PRACTICES 

Practices Reported by 
Agencies 

Practices Reported by 
Enrollees 

Questions were added to the 1988 Participant Characteristics 
(PC88) State and Local Agency Questionnaires to ascertain the 
main income verification methods then in use. The three main 
methods used by the sampled State agencies were: 

Local variation: State policy is self-declaration, but some 
local agencies request or require documents. 

Documentation requested: All local agencies ask for 
income documentation. However, an applicant who does 
not provide income documents can be certified (either for 
the usual certification period or for a 30-day "grace 
period," with termination at the end of the grace period if 
documents are not submitted by then). 

Documentation required: All local agencies require 
income documents for certification and recertification. 

None of the States in the sample relied exclusively on self- 
declaration of income. Enrollees were distributed across the 
State agencies in the sample as shown in table 7-1. 

Local agencies used similar methods, except that local agencies 
used either self-declaration, documentation requested, or 
documentation required ("local variation" is not an option at the 
local level). We also asked whether presumptive eligibility was 
used by the local agency. 

Because of limitations in sample size and design, we were unable 
to determine whether or not any State or local agency variable, 
including income verification method, was associated with income 
certification error. 

Respondents were asked about the income verification 
procedures they experienced at intake. The intention was to 
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Table 7-1. Percent of WIC Enrollees by State Agency Income Verification Methods 

State Agency Income Verification Method       Percent of Enrollees 

Local Variation 18-4 

Documentation Requested 15-2 

Documentation Required 66-4 
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Table 7-2. Percent of WIC Enrollees by Local Agency Income Verification Methods 

Local Agency Income-eligibility Determination Method Percent of Enrollees 

Self-declaration 16.4 
Documentation Requested 31.4 
Documentation Required 52.2 

Uses Presumptive Eligibility' 58.1 
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check the policies reported by the State and local agencies 
against the actual procedures used. 

An apparent measurement problem was noted: More enrollees 
reported being asked for income documents than agencies 
reported asking for documents. According to the Local Agency 
Questionnaire, 16.4 percent of the enrollees were sampled from 
local agencies using self-declaration. However, a minimum of 
28.6 percent of the sampled enrollees from each local agency 
reported that income documents were requested. We speculated 
that respondents misunderstood the term "income documentation" 
to include the self-declaration procedure where they were asked 
about income but not required to show documentation such as 
pay stubs. Because of these problems, the results presented for 
the variable "Asked for Income Documents" in table 7-3 below 
should be considered unreliable. 

For the 83.2 percent who reported that they were asked for 
income documents, table 7-4 shows which income documents 
were requested (or required) and whether the applicant actually 
presented them or not. 

ENROLLEE CAPACITY Enrollees' ability to comply with documentation requirements was 
TO RESPOND explored. The results show that most enrollees think they could 

comply with expanded documentation requirements. 

Again, reviewers should be cautioned that the estimates of the 
percentage of enrollees who report that they could document all 
income may be inflated. Many respondents may have taken this 
question to mean, "Could you provide information on all income?" 
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Table 7-3. Percent of Enrollees by Reported Income Verification 
Procedures Used at Certification 

Enrollee-reported Income Verification Method Percent of Enrollees 

Asked for Income Documents 
Yes 83.2 
No 16.8 

Ask for Nonincome Documents 
Yes 60.2 
No 39.8 

Asked for Social Security Number 
Yes 72.9 
No 27.1 

Asked for Another Household Member's Social Security Number 
Yes 51.2 
No 48.8 

[\0J 7-5 



Table 7-4. Documentation Procedures Used for WIC Enrollees 
Who Reported That Documentation Was Requested 

Enrollees 
Documentation Procedure (Percent) 

Asked for Documents for All Adults 
Yes 82.7 
No 17.3 

Asked for Documents for All Income Sources 
Yes 80.7 
No 19.3 

Showed Documents 
Yes 92.3 
No 7.7 

If Yes: When Documents Were Shown 
Day of Application 98.4 
Other 1.6 
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Table 7-5. Percent of Enrollees Capable of Complying with 
Alternative Documentation Requirements 

Enrollees 
Ability to Comply (Percent) 

Could Document All Income 
Yes 93.5 
No 6.5 

Could Provide Social Security Numbers for All Household Members 
Yes 94.9 
No 5.1 

Could Name Employer or Social Worker for Each Adult in Household 
Yes 97.6 
No 2.4 
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8. 
STUDY 
CONCLUSIONS 

INCOME-ELIGIBILITY 
ERROR 

The WIC Income Verification (WIV) project was a two-phase 
evaluation of participant income-eligibility determination 
procedures in USDA's Special Supplemental Food Program for 
Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). The primary goal of the 
project was to estimate the income-ineligibiiity rate on a 
nationwide basis both as a percentage of WIC enrollees and total 
program dollars. The study did not examine the source (i.e., 
participant or institutional) or the Nation (i.e., deliberate or 
unintentional) of the certification error. 

In Phase I of the project, the State procedures currently in use to 
guarantee that program benefits are restricted to individuals who 
are income-eligible were studied. Phase II of the project centered 
on the WIC Income Verification (WIV) survey. The WIV survey 
collected verified income information on a nationally representa- 
tive sample of WIC enrollees. Results of the survey were used to 
establish a national WIC income-ineligibiiity rate. 

The WIV survey sample was exclusively drawn from respondents 
to the 1988 study of WIC Participant and Program Characteristics 
(PC88). The WIV sample contained 25 States,1 41 local 
agencies, 72 clinics, and 1,076 participants. The survey achieved 
an 85-percent response rate for a final sample size of 884 
respondents. 

The sample enrollees were interviewed in their homes, and data 
were abstracted from their clinic case files.   The type of interview 
conducted is known as an "in-home audit"; these are personal 
interviews combined with detailed income documentation reviews. 
The in-home audits covered four primary topics: income, 
household composition, demographic characteristics of 
participants, and ability to respond to income verification 
requirements. Data from the in-home audits were used to 
determine WIC enrollee income eligibility. The verified income 
from the in-home audit was also compared to the reported income 
from the case file to determine income reporting error. 

Income is one of the three types of eligibility criteria that must be 
met in order to enroll in the WIC program. The applicant must 
also be at nutritional risk and be categorically eligible as a 
pregnant, breastfeeding, or postpartum woman, infant, or child up 
to the age of 5 in order to receive WIC benefits. The WIV survey 
was primarily concerned with the extent and nature of income- 
eligibility error in WIC. The survey used two primary definitions of 
error 
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Certification error. The certification error rate is the 
percent of WIC enrollees who are enrolled in violation of 
the prevailing income-eligibility standards.3 

Dollar error. The dollar error is the amount of WIC food 
funding that is spent on individuals having a certification 
error. 

VARIATIONS IN STATE 
POLICIES AND 
PROCEDURES 

The dollar error rate should not be confused with dollar loss. That 
is, in a technical sense the cost—dollar loss—to the Federal 
Government is actually independent of the rate of ineligibility. 
This is because WIC is a grant program and not an entitlement. 
Under the current level of grant funding, WIC does not serve all 
potentially eligible individuals. Therefore, the costs associated 
with the dollar error rate in WIC are not dollar losses to the 
Federal Government but opportunity costs associated with not 
serving the maximum possible number of eligible individuals. For 
every ineligible program enrollee served by the program, there is 
one eligible individual not served. 

Table 8-1 summarizes the discovered error rates and frequencies 
for certification and dollar errors. The table shows that we are 95- 
percent confident that the national certification error rate is 
between 3.8 and 7.6 percent, with the most likely single number 
estimate at 5.7 percent. This translates into a total number of 
ineligible enrollees from 143,000 to 285,000—at the 95-percent 
confidence level—with 214,000 as the best single estimate of the 
number of ineligible enrollees. This number of ineligibles is out of 
a total certified population of 3.7 million.4 Similarly, we estimate 
that 5.8 percent of program food dollars are spent to provide 
benefits to ineligibles for a total of $84 million out of a total Federal 
program expenditure of $1.5 billion in FY88.5 

It should be emphasized that the approach taken to errors in 
income-eligibility determination was somewhat one-sided. In this 
study we defined error as occurring only when applicants who 
were ineligible were enrolled in WIC. Because of methodological 
constraints, the study could not examine the errors associated 
with the denial of benefits to potentially eligible WIC applicants. 
This type of error-denial error-represents the other side of the 
coin in ineligibility studies. Attempts to lower certification or 
recertification error rates can produce serious, unintended barriers 
that can lead to high initial denial error rates or discourage 
continued program participation. 

Results of the in-home audits provided the data for an 
independent determination of WIC income eligibility by project 
staff. The determinations were made on the basis of applicable 
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Table 8-1. WIC Income-eligibility Error 

Error Type 

Certification 
(Percent) 

Dollar 
(Percent) 

Error Rate 

95 Percent Confidence Interval 

5.7 

3.8 - 7.6 

5.8 

3.9 - 7.7 

(Enrollees) (Millions of Dollars) 

Frequency 

95 Percent Confidence Interval 

214,000 

143,000 - 285,000 

84 

56-112 

111 
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State eligibility standards.6 Therefore, a major effort of the project 
was directed toward the determination and comparison of State 
eligibility standards. 

Procedures for the determination of income eligibility vary 
considerably across WIC State agencies. Income-eligibility 
determination generally involves comparing the reported size and 
income of the applicant's economic unit to the income-eligibility 
standard. An in-depth review of the income-eligibility policies and 
procedures for the 25 sampled State agencies revealed that each 
State employed a unique set of policies and procedures. The 
degree of variation in these policies and procedures was a major 
study finding. Variations occurred in four primary areas: (1) 
definition and operationalization of "economic unit," (2) definition 
of "economic unit income," (3) amounts of allowable income 
(income-eligibility guidelines), and (4) income verification and 
documentation procedures and standards. 

Economic Unit The study found that within broad Federal guidelines definitions 
and procedures for determining WIC economic unit composition 
vary fundamentally across WIC State agencies. Different States 
define economic unit variously in terms of legal relationships, 
social relationships, biological relationships, economic 
relationships, or residency. As a result, some households eligible 
to participate in one State would be ineligible to participate in a 
neighboring State. Examples of within-State definitional 
inconsistencies were also identified. These inconsistencies were 
generally the result of conflicts between instructions developed for 
diverse special cases. 

In addition to these general definitions, all sampled State 
agencies employ one or more special case definitions in 
determining economic unit. Special case procedures include 
methods for determining eligibility for emancipated minors, 
students living apart from their parents, institutionalized persons, 
foster children, and procedures for dealing with nonrelated 
persons living together. As with State general definitions of 
household, there is very little across-State consistency in special 
case definitions of economic unit. 

Figure 8-1 presents the five most common types of special case 
procedures used by States. As can be seen, the only types of 
special cases addressed by the majority of State agencies are 
foster children, emancipated minors, and students living apart. 
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Special Case Type 

Foster Child 

Emancipated Minor 

Student Living Apart 

Institutionalized 

Temporary Absence 

II 
m 

.... 

60 

36 

16 

J L 

s*s 
92 

J I I I 1 1 
20 40 60 

Percent of States 

80 100 

Figure 6-1. Percent of States using special case procedures. 
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Variations in definitions of economic unit reveal only the surface of 
across-State variations in income-eligibility determination 
procedures. State agencies also differ at a more fundamental 
level: how these definitions are operationalized in practice. No 
two States employ the same procedures for determining 
membership in economic unit; every State is unique. Major 
sources of variation are whether and how the State ties WIC 
eligibility to eligibility in other programs (presumptive eligibility), 
explicit use of local discretion in eligibility determination, treatment 
of nonrelatives in determining the economic unit, and methods for 
determining whether income is shared. 

Countable Income Countable income is any income of the economic unit that is 
counted when determining WIC eligibility. There is substantially 
less across-State variation in the definition of countable income 
than in the definition of economic unit. WIC enrollee income 
predominantly comes from wages and salaries (75 percent of total 
WIC enrollee income), AFDC (10 percent), child support (2 
percent), and Social Security (2 percent). All four of these income 
sources were counted in determining income in all sampled 
States. 

OTHER FINDINGS 

Income Characteristics of 
WIC Households 

Income Reporting Error 

The WIC population is predominantly drawn from the lowest end 
cf the Nation's income distribution. Almost 95 percent have 
incomes under the allowable 185 percent Federal income pover.y 
guideline. Sixty percent of the households have income under 
100 percent of poverty. Twenty-six percent of the WIC house- 
holds have verified income under 50 percent of the poverty level. 
The median income of WIC households is 80 percent of the 
poverty line. Figure 8-2 presents the income distribution of WIC 
enrollees as a percent of poverty level. 

The WIV survey found substantial differences between income 
data as reported in the WIC case files, and income as verified by 
the in-home audits. 

Figure 8-3 presents the difference between the monthly income 
reported on enrollment forms and the amount verified during in- 
home audits. 

Forty-two percent of WIC enrollees underreported their income; 
that is, they had reported incomes of $50 a month or more below 
the income verified during the in-home audit. Substantial 
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Poverty Index (%) 

0-60 

61-100 

101-150 

151-185 

186-200 

201-250 

251-300 

Over 300 

1.4 

2.5 

1 

0.3 

25.7 

33.9 

Wmm 25.5 

9.6 

-i ■ ■ ■ 

0      5      10     15     20     25     30    35     40 

Percent of WIC Enrollees 

Figure 8-2. Income distribution of WIC enrollees as a percent of poverty level. 
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REPORTING ERROR 

Income Underreported 

$500+ 

$251-500 

$151-250 

$51-150 

Correctly Reported 

+/- $50 

Income Overreported 

$51-150 

$151-250 

$251-500 

$500+ 

115-2 
- 

! 10 

1 6.5 

] 10.9 

I 35.7 

IS5-6 

p« 
■ 3.7 

^6.1 
===== 1           1 .J i 

10 20 30 
Percent of WIC Enrollees 

40 

Note:   Income reporting error is the 
difference in monthly income between in-home 
audit findings and WIC records. 

Figure 8-3. Income reporting error. 
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underreporting of $500 or more a month occurred in over 15 
percent of the cases. 

Comparison of figures 8-2 and 8-3 presents a significant paradox: 
WIC has simultaneously a very low certification error rate and a 
very high income reporting error rate. The question then 
becomes, "Why does the high income reporting error rate not 
translate to a high certification error rate?" Our investigations 
found three general answers to this question: 

1. The low income distribution of WIC enrollees. The 
verified median income of WIC economic units is 80 
percent of poverty. Further, 85 percent of WIC economic 
units have verified income below 150 percent of poverty. 
Given this very low income distribution, even relatively 
large amounts of income underreporting seldom result in 
ineligibility because very few WIC recipients have incomes 
near or over the eligibility line. 

2. The continued eligibility during certification period in 
spite of income change. A major source of error for 
most social welfare programs is unreported income 
change. In 18 out of 25 of the State WIC programs 
surveyed, midcertification income changes would have no 
practical effect on benefits because these States allowed 
continued eligibility through the certification period 
regardless of income changes. The WIC participant 
eligibility error rate would increase from 5.7 to 11.2 
percent if all WIC State agencies declared ineligible those 
participants whose income increased during the 
certification period to exceed the eligibility standard. 

3. The lack of detailed case-file support for many 
eligibility decisions. The final reason that the high 
income reporting error in WIC does not translate into a 
high ineligibility rate is the lack of detailed case-file 
support for many eligibility decisions. Inherent in the 
research methodology used for this study was the 
principle that errors were only declared where there was a 
clear violation of program regulations. For decisions 
made within the discretionary range of a WIC worker with 
no supporting case-file data, no error was found to exist. 
Operationally, this principle means that all cases that were 
found to fall within the gray area of WIC worker discretion 
(potentially either eligible or ineligible) were declared 
eligible. 
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Finally, a fourth issue-the single level of benefits awarded in 
WIC--although not specifically tied to the degree of certification 
error, is instructive in addressing the question of low dollar error. 
Most social welfare programs, such as AFDC or Food Stamps, 
calibrate the level of benefits to the level of income. The amount 
of benefits received falls with each additional dollar of income. 
Programs with a continuum of benefits experience a type of error 
not possible in WIC, the overissuance of benefits to eligible 
recipients. 
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Chapter 8 Notes 

11ndian agencies were excluded from the sample because of substantial differences in income 
determination issues and procedures. Thus, the national estimates from the WIV survey apply 
only to enrollees served by the 50 States and the District of Columbia. 

2Case-file abstraction was conducted as part of PC88. 

3We include in the certification error rate both errors that occur at initial certification and those at 
recertification. 

4Based on the preliminary FNS enrollment estimate for October FY88 of 3,777,283. 

^otal FY88 WIC food expenditures of 1,435,363,000. 

6State and local agency procedures were derived from a review of State plans and procedure 
manuals, policy memoranda, clarifications, and individual discussions with WIV project staff. Of 
these sources, only State plans and procedure manuals have been FNS-approved. 
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A. 
SAMPLE DESIGN 
AND VARIANCE 

SAMPLE WEIGHTING 
PROCEDURES 

This appendix addresses several technical issues related to 
sampling error not covered in chapter 3: 

sample weighting procedures 
sample variance estimation procedures 
design effects for variables other than ineligibility rate 
total sample response rates. 

Sampling weights were required in the analysis of the survey data 
to account for the varying probabilities of selecting a State 
agency, a local agency, or a participant into the sample. 
Generally, a sampling weight is equal to the reciprocal value of 
the probability that the sampling unit is included in the sample. 
The sampling weight may be thought of as the number of similar 
units in the population that the sample member represents. Use 
of the weights in analyzing the data made possible valid 
inferences about the entire population. 

Joining the study with PC88 greatly increased the complexity of 
sample weighting. Sampling weighting required a 28-step 
process that replicated the probability structure of PC88; adjusted 
for nonresponse in PC88; backed out the subsampling structure 
of WIV; adjusted for nonresponse in WIV; and made multiple-level 
ratio estimates to the State and national participation levels. 

Merging of the PC88 sample and the WIV sample required that 
sample weights take into account the structures of both samples. 
To follow the standard language of such "double samples," we 
refer to the initial PC88 sample as the "Phase I" sample and the 
WIV subsample as the "Phase II" sample. 

The Phase II sample adopted the essential characteristics of the 
Phase I sample at all levels. All non-Indian State agencies in 
Phase I were included in WIV. Therefore, probabilities of 
selection for States were identical for the two phases. Within 
selected States, Phase II subsampled local agencies from Phase I 
with a fixed probability of 0.1887. Within selected local agencies, 
Phase II included all sites sampled as part of Phase I, for local 
agencies selected once. For local agencies selected more than 
once in Phase I, Phase II subsampled two sites. Finally, within 
sampled sites, Phase II subsampled all Phase I participants. 

The following sections present the weighting methodology. Each 
State and local agency selection or "hit" is considered as a 
separate sampling unit for weight construction. Thus, large States 
appear multiple times in the calculations. (PC88 had multiple hits 
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State Agency Weights 

Local Agency Weights 

for some large local agencies. However, there were no multiple 
hits of local agencies in WIV.) 

State agency weights were derived from the OSPF file prepared 
as part of PC88. Because the Phase II subsample included all 
State agencies in Phase I (including multiple hits), the sample 
weights were identical to those in PC88. 

The first step in obtaining the local agency weights was to 
calculate the State agency selection probabilities or expected hits 
for the large State agencies. Under the sampling plan, these 
figures were calculated by the equation 

H-nfl/X* , 

where n, is the number of State agency selections made, X, is the 
State size measure, and X+ is the sum of all State agency size 
measures. Because all Phase I State agencies were included in 
Phase II, these probabilities were identical for both phases. 

The second step was to determine the conditional probability that 
a local agency is selected for the sample, given that its State was 
selected. This figure is expressed by 

llj|| - n2 X,j / X)+ , 

where n2 is the number of local agencies selected in Phase I per 
State selection, X» is the size measure for the |-th local agency in 
State i, and X,+ is the sum of local agency size measures for State 
i. We then obtained the unconditional value by 

m    - n^n, 
-  n, n2 X, Xy / X+ Xt+ . 

Finally, the local agency sampling weight for local agency ij was 

w,j     -  1/n,j 

-  X+X,+ / n, n2 X, X,j . 

Explicitly, the analysis weight for a cooperating local agency in the 
m-th WIC region was 

W*u      -   (Nm/IE     wjj)W| 
i j eRm 
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Individual Weights 

Enrollee Weights 

where Nm is the number of local agencies in WIC region m and 
the summation extends over all cooperating local agencies in 
region m. 

Phase II preserved the agency-level sampling structure of Phase 
I. The subsampling probability within that structure was a fixed 
value, v. Therefore, the local agency sample probability will be 
vw.,,. 

The enrollee sample for both phases was drawn from persons 
enrolled during the 12-week data collection period. However, 
FNS was interested in describing the characteristics and income 
eligibility of all WIC participants. For this reason, the sample 
developed the individual weights in three steps. First, weights 
were constructed to expand the sample up to the population of all 
persons certified during the 12-week period. The initial weights 
were then adjusted to reflect the distribution of the entire WIC 
program; these adjusted weights were called the enrollee weights. 
The third step was to adjust the enrollee weights to reflect the 
participant population. 

The enrollee weights were constructed using the local agency 
analysis weights, the selection probabilities of the sites, and the 
site-specific enrollment sampling rates. The conditional 
probability of selecting the k-th site given that local agency j in 
State i has been selected is 

Hx I ij" '%Xp / *!)+ • 

where n3 is the number of sites selected from local agency ij, Xyk 

he size measure for site ijk, and X,j+ is the sum of all size 
i easures for sites within local agency ij. The site-specific 
sampling rate for the g-th category is defined as Ll)k. With these 
quantities, the enrollee sampling weight for the p-th certificant in 
category g from site ijk is 

wa»jkp-w*U/nk|IJfglJk f 

where w*,j is the analysis weight for local agency ij. The above 
weight is defined for all responding persons. 

To obtain the Phase II enrollee weight, we adjusted for 
subsampling probabilities at the local and enrollee level.1 

To make the sample of enrollees from a 12-week period resemble 
a snapshot of the WIC program, the study ratio adjusted the 
weights to the March 1988 counts of all enrollees obtained from 
the State Agency Questionnaire (SAQ) and Local Agency 
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SAMPLE VARIANCE 
ESTIMATION 
PROCEDURES 

Questionnaire (LAQ) telephone follow-ups. The ratio adjustment 
made the weighted distribution (and estimates of total numbers of 
enrollees) of the sample match that of the March 1988 enrollee 
data from the LAQ and SAQ follow-ups and compensated for 
individual nonresponse to the survey. This method of adjusting 
the weights to March 1988 counts was equivalent to the 
commonly used demographic method of direct standardization for 
population comparisons. 

The proper weight for the p-th person in category g and 
region/priority group c from site k in local agency j of State i is 

w*gl*p"(Mgc/ZEEE  wfljkp) wgljkp ■ 
I | k pec 

where M_„ is the total number of enrollees in category g and 
region/priority group c and the summation runs over all persons in 
region/priority group c from category g. 

The identical set of equations applies to Phases I and II. The only 
difference between the two phases is in the sampling probabilities. 

The primary goal of WIV was to establish a national income 
ineligibility rate for WIC. Therefore, we defined the expected 
precision of the study in terms of the precision of that estimate. 
The confidence intervals presented in chapter 3 were based on 
the precision of tlte eligibility error rate estimate. In this section, 
we review the procedure used for developing this estimate and 
present precision estimates for additional variables. 

Adopting Cochran's notation,2 we can define the sampling 
variance of the income verification survey in terms of components 
of variance as. 

V(?)2 - (1 • tyti2* ♦ (1 • f2)S2
2/nm + 

(1 * f3)S3
2/nmk + (1 - f3)S4

2/nmkl 

where: 

n     -  number of State agencies sampled from a universe of 
State agencies, N 

m    -  number of local agencies sampled per State agency 
from an average number of total local agencies per 
sampled State agency of M 

k     -  number of sites sampled per local agency from an 
average number of sites per sampled local agency of K 
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I      -  number of participants sampled per clinic from an 
average number of participants per sampled clinic of K 

f,     -  n/N 

f2    -  m/M 

f3    -  k/K 

f4    -  >/L 

S,2, the estimated across-State variance - L   (Y,-Y)2/(N-1) 
i-1 

S2
2, the estimated across-local variance - 

I   £   <Y.-Y|)t/|NPM| 
i-1 j-1 

S3
2, the estimated across-clinic variance - 

I   Z   I   (Y^/INMIK-DI 
i-1 j-1 u-1 

S4
2, the estimated across-participant variance - 

I   Z   Z   I   (Yljuv-YIJk)
2/[NMK(L-1)J . 

i-1 j-1 u-1 v-1 

DESIGN EFFECTS The compexity of the variance equations above, relative to tne 
diversity of the analysis, required a simplified method for 
estimating confidence intervals and statistical significance tests. 
To this purpose we developed estimates of sample design effects. 
The design effect is a measure of the ratio of the actual sample 
size to the effective sample size. The effective sample size, in 
turn, is defined as the sample size that would have been 
necessary to achieve the same level of precision if a simple 
random sample had been employed. A design effect of less than 
one indicates that the sample design is more efficient than a 
simple random sample. A design effect greater than one 
indicates that the design is less efficient than a simple random 
sample. Use of design effect estimates allows the rough 
application of statistical techniques developed for simple random 
samples to more complex sample designs.4 Table A-1 presents 
the estimated design effects for a number of key survey variables. 
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Table A-1. Design Effects for WIV Sample Variables 

Variable Design Effect 

Household Size 
Reported Income 
Certified by Piggybacking 
Education 
Marital Status 
Receive SSI 
Employed 
Sample Weight 
Certification or Recertification 
Document Requested 
Receive Food Stamps 
Receive TEFAP 
Receive Medicaid 
Receive School Lunch 
Income-Eligible 

1.6 
4.0 
2.4 
3.0 
3.0 
2.4 
3.5 
7.4 
2.1 
2.9 
2.2 
2.1 
2.0 
2.7 
1.7 
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The high design effect (see table A-1) for sample weight was to 
be expected because weights were largely determined at the 
State and local levels. 

TOTAL SAMPLE Table A-2 presents the basic sample design. Final sample 
RESPONSE RATES weights were the cross-product of table elements. Four elements 

of the table (PR,E, PWR|Rl PAV|WR, and P,HA|AV) represent 
nonrandom probabilities of survey response. Because the values 
associated with these probabilities are not random, it is here that 
issues of nonresponse bias arise. The response rates for each of 
these values were generally high. The overall response rate for 
PC88 was PR|E _ 0.86. Of those responding to PC88, over 90 
percent were included in the WIV sample base, PWR-R ■ 0.91   Of 
the WIV sample base, over 90 percent could be located for the 
WIC survey, PAV|WR ■ °-92- Finally, the WIV survey itself had an 
86 percent response rate for PIHAIAV " 0.86. 

While the response rates were high at all sample stages, there is 
reason to be concerned about the cumulative effect of the 
multiple points of sample loss. The cumulative effect was a low 
total response rate. The total response rate can be defined as the 
product of the four terms: 0.86 * 0.91 * 0.92 * 0.86 - 0.62. 

Procedures used to detect potential response bias were 
presented in chapter 3. Table A-3 presents total response rates 
by WIC participant category. 
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Table A-2. Summary of All Stages of the Sample Design 

Symbol 

'MS 

WL|L 

A|WL 

WA|A 

E|WA 

'RIE 

WR|R 

AV|WR 

IHA|AV 

W EP 

*SR 

Selection Level 

Probability of Selection 
of State Agency 

Probability of Selection 
of Local Agency Within a 
Selected State 

Probability of Selection of 
Local Agency by WIV Given 
Selection of the Agency by 
PC88 

Probability of Selection 
of a Site by PC88 Within a 
WIV Selected Agency 

Probability of Selection 
of a Site by WIV Given the 
Site was Selected by PC88 

Probability of Selection 
of Enrollee in Selected 
Site 

Probability of Completed 
Response to PC88 Given 
Enrollee Selected by PC88 

Probability of Completed 
Response Is Forwarded to 
WIV by PC88 

Probability That PC88 
Respondent Could Be Lo- 
cated by Time of WIV 

Probability of Completed 
In-home Audit Given WR 

Weight of Enrollee to 
Reflect Level of 
Participation 

Ratio Adjustment to State 
and Regional Participation 
Totals 

Random 
Selection 

Mechanisms 
Data 

Source 

Y Probability Propor- PC88 Sample 
tional to Enrollment Weight File 

Y Probability Propor- PC88 Sample 
tional to Enrollment Weight File 

Y Constant Probability WIV Sample 
and Random Selection File 

Y Probability Propor- PC88 Sample 
tional to Enrollment File 

Y Constant Probability WIV Sample 
and Random Subselec- File 
tlon 

Y Random Probability PC88 Site 
Conditioned on Probability 
Enrollment Cate- FHe 
gory and Sequence In 
Selection Period 

N Unknown; Probabil- PC88 Local 
ities Determined at Agency 
the Local Agency Reports 
by Participant 
Category 

N Unknown; Sources of PC88Case 
Losses Include Re- Tracking 
fusal to Allow Files 
Follow-up, State and 
PC88 Failure to 
Forward; Probabilities 
Determined at Local 
Agency Level 

N Unknown; Determined WIV Case 
by Individual Tracking 
Respondent Life File 
Conditions 

N Unknown; Nonresponse WIV Case 
Analysis Found no Tracking 
Systematic Biases FHe 

NA Based on Observed PC88 Fol- 
Number of Months low-up Files 
Sampled Enrollee 
Participated 

NA Ratio Adjustment by Federal 
Participant Category Partici- 

pation Files 
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Table A-3. Total Survey Response 
Rates by Participant Category 

Category Response Rate 

Pregnant Woman 0.52 
Breastfeeding Woman 0.70 
Postpartum Woman 0.61 
Infant 0.66 
Child 0.58 

Total 0.62 
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Appendix A Notes 

1 No adjustments were required for the State and service site levels because the sub-sampling 
probabilities are 1 at both levels. 

2W. Cochran, Sampling Techniques, Wiley, New York, 1978, p. 287. 

3To make the equations tractable, we have ignored efficiency gains due to stratification and 
probability proportional to size sampling because PC88 did not provide us with sufficient data for 
estimating these gains. As a result, the precision estimates are likely to be conservative. 

4For a discussion of design effects and necessary cautions on their use, see Kish, L, 1965, Survey 
Sampling, John Wiley, New York, pp. 257-59 and 575-78. 
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OM Ho.: 

Expires: 

VIC    Incoae   Verification    StuoV 

IifMOBt   Intorvi**   Questionnaire 

Conducted for: 

Office of Analysis end Evaluation 

Food and Nutrition Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Survey conducted by: 

Wastat Inc. 

MM ■aaisrrti slva. 
tcekville, MD    20650 

As port of a study conducted 
in affiliation with: 

Quality Planning Corporation 

1700 Broadway,  7th Floor 
Oakland, CA   94612 

Draft:    5/31/88 
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10 Muter: 

PCM 10 

UIC Participant's 

RMpondanr'f Maw (If difftrtnt): 

Relationship to Participant:   __ 

Addrasa:  

Telephone (hater:   (. 

FACE SHEET 

Data: 

Priaary Contact Parson'a Maae: 

Talaphena hunter:    (. 

Talaphcne Mater:    ( ) 

Othar   Contact   Person's Naaa:   _ 

Address:     

Participation Rased on:   __ certification 

Oata of Certifleation/Recertif ication:   __ 

Financial Oata Reference Parlod (FOR*):     

Local Agency:    ______^____m___ 

Clinic:     

Reeartification 

Participant Category: 

Poat-partua 

Iroaatfaadlng 

Infant (up to 1 

Child (1 to 5 

la 187 
Taa; aak Parant for verbal 
com ant to adoloacant's intarvii 
In Initial phono call 

Ho 
old) 

old) 

Participant Ago: yaors 

36 



IHTWWCT1W V WW: 

Hello, ay MM is , and I an working on a study for Ueatat, a research firm located in Rockville, Maryland. 

Mora ia ay identification card.    (SHOW tAOCE)    I hove an appointment to interview (PESPOWOENT'S MAKE). 

Tie. ttartad:    |_|_| s |JJ        •* 
p.a. 

Date of  Interview: 

aatlaMMP 
(As I mentioned to you by telephone) Us are conducting raaaarca for the Food and Nutrition Service of the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture. Pd like to ask you son questions about your housahold. Us are interviewing people who receive 

benefit* fras) UIC, the Food Program for Uomen, Infants, and Children. Do you have the letter explaining the purpose of my 

visit? (SNOW LETTER.) 

Tour participation ia voluntary, and in no way sffacts the UIC benefit* you or your children currently receive or will 

receive in the future. The answers you provide uill be completely confidential. Nona of the information you give am will be 

shared with the Depart—nt of Agriculture or with your UIC clinic in such a way aa to identify you or your housahold. 

Mere is s confidentiality sgrsamant for our interview. As you can see, it states (MAD AGREEMENT ALOUD). Ue are 

asking respondentt to sign this agrlament and keep a copy so that m can be sure that they understand both the importance of 
providing accurate rasponsss and the premise that their rasp ana as Mill be held in confidence. The agreement also gives you 

the name and telephone number of the study director at Usstat mho can answer queatione about the study that may occur to you 
later. Plaaee sign your name here (JOINT TO LI ml), and I will sign there (POINT OUT LIM). (HAND MSPONDENT OALL POINT PEN; 

UNEJI SIGNATURES AM COMPLETED OR ROTN SNOTS, HAND COPT Of DOCUMMT TO MSPONOENT.) 

Later In the interview, I Mill be asking you queatione about your income and I uill need to sea income records such ss 

paycheck stubs, award letters from AFDC, and so on. Tsu sight want to get those records out now. 

lUo 



1.        I Mould like to begin by asking you how you first learned about UIC7 

INTERVIEWER:     IF RESPONDENT  IS (£T THE PARTICIPANT, 

SKIP TO Q.12 ON PAGE 5. 

2. MOM I'd Ilk* to ask you now long you haw boon in UIC. Soaa of the people NO are interviewing haw* just entered the 

UIC program, othars have been in it longer, and still others are in the prograa for a while, leave it, and then cone 

back.    Altogether,  since you first started, how ■any aonths have you received UIC benefits? 

How a few questions about other food progress you say be participating in.    Are you currently receiving food stamps? 

YES 

NO . 

about   surplus   ccesaodities   distributed   through   the   TEFAP 

lities ar* given out.    Do you receive TEFAP cheese or other 

TES 

NO. 

S. Do you attend a school  that asrvas school  lunches?    These ar* cosplete lunches costing a fixed price every day 

TES 
NO. 

a. Do you usually eat these lunches? 

TIS 
NO. 

where   cheese,   butter,   dry  ailk   and  other 

l*«7 

(SKIP TO 0.6) 

iu 
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6.      Do you attend a school that servos a coaplote breakfast costing a fixed price each day? 

TW  1 

"0   2   (SKI* TO 0.7) 

a.   Do you usually oat breakfast at school? 

Tf$  1 
M>  2 

7.       What about health  insurance coverage?    Are you currently on Nedlcsid,   or do you have sose other kind of  health 
Insurance)?   (MOM TO COM MUM) 

MDICAID         1 

PRIVATE  HEALTH   INSURANCE   2 

OTHER. (SMCIFY:         3 

         4 
OOM'T KNOW  S 

8.       The next feu questions are about esBloyasnt.   Are you currently esployed either full-tlse or pert-tiae? 

TtS         1 

NO         2   (KIP TO 0.11) 

MPUHD         7   (SKIP TO 0.20) 

9.       Altogether, how sany hours par week do you usually work st your job? 

  MUM MR WEEK (TOTAL,  ALL  JOSS) 

s.        Is this st OJS job, or st ears than one? 

CM JOB  1 

MM TUN CM         2 

0.       Mist Is your occupation?    (RECORD sELOW AM KIP TO 0. 20) 

I.       Are you looking for work now? 

m      i 
M        2 
KPUKD         7 

INTERVIEWER:    KIP TO 0.20 

\k±s 



INTERVIEW*:     FOR ALL  RESPONDENTS  WHO  ARE   MOT  THE  PARTICIPANT, 

ASK 0.12 THROUGH  Q.19 

12. Now I'd like to ask you how long (PARTICIPANT) hat been in UIC. SON of the youngsters in our study have just entere 

the UIC prograa, others have boon in it longer, and still others art in the prograa for a while, leave it, and the' 

coa» back. Altogether, since (PARTICIPANT) first started, how aany aonths has (he/she) received UIC benefits? 

13. Now a few questions about other progress that say help provide (PARTICIPANT'S) food.  Is see* of (his/her) fooc 

purchased with food staupe? 

ro      i 
NO         2 

14. Dees anyone In your household pick up surplus cheese, butter, dry allk or other government cosaodities distributee 

through the TIPAP proarasff 

Ytt         1 

NO         2   (SKIP TO 0.15) 

a.   Peas (PARTICIPANT) eat any of these foods? 

TO 1 
NO 2 

15. Does (PARTICIPANT)  receive a coeplete lunch that costs a fixed price each day at school during the regular school 

year, or during the luaair?   (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

YES, SCHOOL  LUNCH AT SCHOOL  1 

VIS, SLsespi LUNCH     2 

NO  3 

DMA,   NOT  IN SCHOOL  4 

16. la (he/she) currently in a child care center or a child care heaa?    (CODE ONE SELOV) 

YES,  IN CHILD CARE CTR         1 
YES,   IN CHILD CARE HOME  2   (SKIP TO 0.17) 

NO         3   (SKIP TO 0.17) 

a.       It this a Head Start canter? 

YES 1 

NO 2 

IU3 
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17.      DOM (PARTICIPANT) attend a achool that aarvaa a complete breakfast coating a fixed price aach day? 

m  1 
NO  2   <«IP TO 0.18) 

a.   DOM (aha/ha) uauatly oat breakfast at achool? 

YES  1 

NO  2 

18. DOM (PARTICIPANT) participate in a Siasaer Feeding Program? 

m  i 
NO  2 

19. la (PARTICIPANT) eurrwtly eovorad by Hedicaid, or is (ha/aha) covacod by some othar kind of health insurance?    (PROBE 

TO CODE KIOV) 

NEDICA1D  1 
PRIVATE HEALTH INSURANCE  2 

OTHER (SPECIFY  3 

NONE  * 
DON'T KNOW  5 

m 



20. NOM,  !•■ tolng to Mk MM questions about your household.    When you answer  these questions,  please describe  tht household as  it was back  in (FINANCIAL DATA 

REFERENCE PERIOD).    Altogether, how e*ny people were living In this household at that tia»?        NUMBER 

21. Thinking back than, I'd Ilka to wrlta down tht first maw of each person Mho was living In tha household at that tie*.    First, let's write down (PARTICIPANT). 

(ENTER NAME ON LINE 01  IN HOUSEHOLD ENUMERATION TAiLE.     IF RESPONDENT  IS THE PARTICIPANT, KIP TO 0. 23.) 

22.        (IF RESPONDENT   IS NJOJ TNI PARTICIPANT.)     And you art 

ENUMERATION TANLE.) 

(CONFIRM RESPONDENT'S FIRST NAME AS GIVEN ON FACE SHEET AND ENTER NAME OH LINE 02  IN 

23.       And tht  other swabsra  of  this  household at  that  tit*  •• what ara  their   flrat ruaaa?     Lot's begin with  everyone  related to (PERSON 01).     (EHTER  HAMES   IN 

ENUMERATION TAME.    START WITH LINE 02 IF RESPONDENT IS THE PARTICIPANT, OR LINE 03 IF RESPONDENT IS NOT THE PARTICIPANT.) 

24.       Wtrt thoro any othtr people living here In (FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD) who wars not ralatod to (PARTICIPANT),  such as friends or roomers?    (IF Y£S,  ENTER 

FIRST NAMES ON ENUMERATION TAILf.) 

YES 

NO. 

25.       Now about people who wart part of tha household but who were not living hart In (FINANCIAL OATA REFERENCE PERIOD).    Was anyone in tha household away... 

A.     on full-tie* active duty with tha Anted Forces? 
b.    on vacation. In a hospital, or working away for a while? 
e.    living full-tit* at college, a special school, or an institution? 

REVIEW Q.25a-c 

IF ANY CIRCLED "V," ENTER FIRST NAME ON ENUMERATION TABLE. 

IF IN ARMED FORCES, MITE "AF" ABOVE NAME. 

26.      Lot a* sake sura I've got It right.   Back In (FDRP), tha household included (READ HAMES FROM ENUMERATION TABLE). 

YES 

NO. 

mf 
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27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 

CSRCLE PERSON # FOR RESPONDENT KIOW. 

STARTING  WITH   PERRON  02,   ASK:      Uh.t   U   (PERSON)-s   relationship  to  (PARTICIPANT)?     (SPECIFY:     E.G.,   "STEP-FATHER-,   "HALF-SISTER".     ALSO,    IF   PERSON   IS  NOT 

RELATED TO PARTICIPANT,   INDICATE RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER HOUSEHOLD HEWERS:    e.g.,  "03•» daughter".) 

CODE SEX FOR EACH PERSON.     IF HOT CLEAR, ASK:     It (PERSON) Male or fMalt? 

HOM Old MM (PERSON) In (FDRP)? 

FOR EACH PERSON ACE  15 OR YOUNGER,  ASK:    Old (PERSON) heve any Incoa* In (FDRP)T     IF "YES", CHECK RON FOR 0. 31. 

FOR EACH PERSON, ASK 0. 32-34 UNTIL "YES" IS GIVEN.    THEN CHECK KW IH 0.35 AND GO TO NEXT PERSON ON LIST. 

32.       Now   I   heve   •   fan  questions   about   financial   support   arranta—nta   •■»"•   houoahold   steafcers.      Did   soaeone   In   tha   household  provide   support   to   both 

(you/PARTICIPAHT) and (PERSON) In (FDRP)? 

STARTING WITH PERSON 02: It EITHER BOX FOR 0.30 OR BOX FOR 0.31  CHECKED? 

33.      Did (PERSON) thara (Ma/her) Incoae with (you/PARTICIPAHT) or halp pay for (your/PARTICIPAHT's) expenses In (FDRP)T 

FOR PARTICIPANT (PERSON 01), IS KM FOR 0.30 OR 31 CHECKED? 

34.       Old (PERSON) receive support froa (you/PARTICIPAHT) In (FDRP)? 

35.        IF "YES" CIRCLED FOR 0. 32, 0. 33, OR 0. 34, CHECK BOX FOR 0. 35 FOR THAT PERSON. 

tut* 



HOUSI.HOLD ENUMERATION TAiLE (USE CONTINUATION SHEET  IF MORE THAN 7 PERSONS IN HOUSEHOLD) 

027 028 029 030 031 032 033 034 035 
(CIRCLE RESPONDENT) SHARE 

SEX CHECK ION CHECK KM COMMON SOURCE SUPPORTS PART. PART. SUPPORTS CHECK BOX 
PERSON IF I* IF UNDER IF "YES" TO 
NUMBER       FIRST NAME RELATIONSHIP N F AGE OR OVER 16 W/INC. VES HO YES HO DNA YES HO DHA 0. 32,33,34 

PARTICIPANT 
•1 (SELF) 1 2 

1 II 1     1 1 

M 1 2 

1 

1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

1 
I 

■ 1 2 1 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

04 
• 

1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

05 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

06 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

07 1 2 1 2 1 2 3 1 2 3 

1 1       1 1     1 1 II     1     1     II 

36.   IF PARTICIPANT  IS S YRS OR YOUNGER ANO NEITHER PAREHT   IS LISTED ABOVE, ASK: 

Who is (PARTICIPANT'S) legal guardian?     CHILD'S PERSON •:       LEGAL GUARDIAN'S PERSON #: 

(Ml 
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37.   In (FDRP), were there any aarried people in the household?  Pleas* count anyone who was married but not I 

together with their spouse. 

YES 

NO . 
1 
2 (SKIP TO 0.39) 

38.        PROBE   TO   CODE   WHICH   PERSONS   WERE   MARRIED   BELOW. 

INDICATE THIS  IN MARGIN. 

IF   PERSON   IS   MARRIED   TO   SOMEONE   LIVING   OUTSIDE   THE   HOUSEHOLD, 

PERSON #_ 

PERSON #_ 

PERSON f 

AND PERSON #_ 

AND PERSON #_ 

AND    PERSON # 

39.       Was anyone in the household pregnant during (FDRP)? 

YES 

NO. 

1 

2   (SKIP TO Q.40) 

a.   Who was pregnant? 

PREGNANT WOMAN 

PERSON f  

PERSON •_ 

\ki 
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ran Mac TO Q. 25C OR PAGE 7.   ARE ANT -Y«» CIRCLED? 

TO 

■0 . 

1 (CO TO 0.40) 

2 (SKIP TO 0.41) 

40.   FOR EACR PERSOR CIRCLED "Y" IN 0.25c. 
f 

(PERSOR) ■ ttudont back 
in (FDRP)? 

b  A collaps atudant? 

c.    Who paid (Ma/har) 
for bting thort? 
(CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Pinan in tha houaahold 
(RECORD PERSOR #) 

*o  livaa 
outaida tht houaahold 

An agin', aueti aa 
-alfara 

PERSOR i   PERSOR #   

(MM) 

PERSOR f   

(MM) 

PERSON #   

(HIM) 

PERSON •   

T          N r       a T          H Y          N T          N 

T          ■ 7          N T          H Y          N T          N 

PERSOR #:  

Out 

Agency 

pea** #:  

Out 

Agency 

PERSON f:  

Out 

Agency 

PERSON f:  

Out 

Agency 

PERSON •:  

Out 

Agency 

IW 
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41. TURN BACK TO ENUMERATION TABLE ON PACE 9. 

UAS ANYONE  IN THE  HOUSEHOLD UNDER ACE 187 

42. of the children I Wing in thU houMhetd in (FDRP) foster children? 

Tit  1 

NO  2   (SKI* TO 0.43) 

•.     Pleat* give at the first na* 
of (tho/oaeh) fostor child. 
RECORD NAME AND PERSON 0. 

b.     Who had legal  responsibility 
for (CHILD)? (CIRCLE ONE) 

Person in the household 
(RECORD PERSON •) 

Seasons uho lived 
outsido the household 

An agency, such as 
ml fere rtepsrtaent 
or court 

PERSON 0 

PERSON 0:_ 

Out 

PERSON 0_ 

PERSON #:_ 

Out 

PERSON • _ 

PERSON 0:_ 

Out 

Agency 

PERSON 0 

PERSON •:_ 

Out 

Agency 

PERSON 0 

PERSON •:_ 

Out 

Agency 

43.  leek in (FDRP) was any child in the household under s joint custody srrangaasnt where one psrent lives etsewhers? 

TES 

NO. 

1 

2 (SKIP TO 0.47) 

a.    Which child ass this?   And the parent is?   (PROtE TO RECORD PERSON NUMBER FROM HOUSEHOLD ENUMERATION TABLE. 

REPEAT  IF MORE THAN ONE CHILD  IS UNDER JOINT CUSTODY) 

PERSON f 

CHILD 

PERSON 0 

CHILD 

PERSON 0 

PARENT 

PERSON * 

CHILD 

PERSON 0 

PARENT 

Ifo 
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U.       Uhe claias th« (chiId/children) M (a dapandant/dapandanta) on th« incoa* tax racorda? (PROBE TO CODE IELOU) 

PERSON # 
CHILD 

PARENT LIVING III TNC HOUSEHOLD       1 

OTHER PATENT      2 

OTHER (SPECIFY:      3 

CHILD 

PARENT LIVING IM THE —1  1 

OTHEI PARENT  2 

OTHER  (SPECIFY  3 

PERSON # 

CHILD 

PARENT  LIVING  IH THE HOUSE HOLD  1 

OTHER PARENT  2 

OTHER  (SPECIFY:  3 

fl 



14 

*5.  tack in (FDRP), hw aueh tiae did (CHILD) spend living here? would you say aore than half of the tia», exactly 

of the tiae or leu than half? (REPEAT FOR EACH CHILD) 

PERSO* 0 

CHILD 

Here than half of the tiae         1 
Exactly half        2 
Laos than half        3 

PERK* • 

ami 

Nora than half of the tiae    1 

Exactly half    2 

lesa than half    S 

PERSON f 

■mi 

Nora than half of the tiae         1 
Exactly half, or        2 
lees than half?        S 

46.       Which household did (his/her) parents agree (CHILD)  lives In?    (REPEAT FOR EACH CHILD) 

PERSON • 
CHILD 

This household         1 
The other parent's household        2 

PERSON • 

CHILD 

This household    1 

The other parent's household    I 

PERSON f 

CHILD 

This household    1 

The other parent's household    2 

tf-Lf 
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ON PACES 15-24, RECORD THE PERSON f 

TAKE ON PACE 9. 

AND NAME OF EACN HOUSEHOLD NEWER ACED 16 YRS. AND OLDER LISTEO ON THE ENUMERATION 

52. Now I «iU read the neae* of all the people *.A or older that you indicated live in your household, including 

yoursolf. (READ NAMES FROM INCOME TAKE ICLOU). I Hill alao road a list of incoae aourcaa. For tach source 

plaaaa tall m whether any of the people I have listed received incoae fro* theae source* in (FINANCIAL DATA 

REFERENCE PERIOD). Moat people have only a few sources of incoae, but to help people roeaaber income they nay 

have forgotten, I will go through the whole Hat. Let's start with wages and salaries fraa all jobs, including 

tip* and bonuses. We can look at your documentation of the aaounti aa wo go along. (CONTINUE WITH b-ac.) 

53. AFTER COMPLETING FOR EACH PERSON FOR FDRP, CO RACK TO FIRST PERSON LISTED AND, FOR EACH SOURCE OF INCOME 

REPORTED FOR FDRP, ASK: Now I want to ask about (PAST MONTH-S) incoae. What waa (your/PERSON'a) incoae froa 

wages and salaries In (PAST MONTH)? Va can look at your doeuaanta aa we go along. CONTINUE WITH b-ac. IF 

INCOME REPORTED FROM SOURCE NOT REPORTED IN FDRP, ASK: Let's sake aura I've got this right. You got ncome 

fraa (SOURCE} in (PAST MONTH) but not In (FDRP)? 

FILL IN AMOUNTS OF  INCOME.     INDICATE QUALITY OF DOCUMENTATION: 

1. Had right kind of docuaant--lt showed gross Incone and for the correct tiae period. 

2. Nad soao docu—ntation, but there waa a problsa with it (e.g., wrong tia» period, showed not 
incoae only, etc.). 

3. No documentation. 

INCOME TAKE 

■assesses, ejpw>ea    sfv       # asvjesjpyvg> 

a.   wages and salaries froa all jobs 
(include tips and bonuses) 

Aat. at FDRP 

Circle Dec. 

AM. Past No. 

Circle Dec. 

b.   Net incoae froa own fora or business Aat. st FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

Aat. Past No. 

Circle Dec. 

C.    Food S AM. St FDRP 

Circle Dec. 

Aat. Past No. 

Circle Doc. 

d.   Aid for Dependant Children (ADC/AFDC) Aat. at FDRP 

Circle Dec. 

Aat. Past No. 

Circle Dec. 

PERSON • 

(neae) 

$— 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2 

PERSON # 

(neae) 

PERSON • 

tfi 
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INTERVIEWER NOTES 

Si.        Financial Data Reference Period (FOR*) is the period betueen: 

55.        All   Inceat reported  is converted to a:   (CIRCLE ONE) 

WEEKLY lASIS 
SEMI-MONTHLY tASIS 

MONTHLY IAS IS 

TWO-MONTH IAS IS 

THREE-MONTH BASIS 

YEARLY ■Mil 
OTHER  (SPECIFY: 

PERSON i PERSON »  PERSON i PERSON f  PERSON #  PERSON f 

(nasM) (MB) QMS (r—a) (naaw) (naaa) 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 i  i  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1   2   3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

IC</ 
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SOURCES OF   INCOME 

PERSON #  PERSON * PERSON •  

(nsas) (nsM) (new) 

a.    Supplemental Security Incoa» (SSI)             AM. at FDRP 
(pala gold checks) 

Circle DOC. 

AM. Paat No. 

t S 

t S 

1       2       3 

Circle Doc. 1       2      3 

f.   Refugee Assistance                                       AM. et FORP 

Circle Doc. 

HK. Paat Mo. 

t t 

S t 

1       2       3 

Circle Doc. 1       2      3 

g.    Other public asaiatanee or welfare             AM. at FDRP 
payments including a non-atlitary 
houeing aubaieV                                            Circle Doc. 

Aat. Paat No. 

S t 

» t 

1        2       3 

Circle Dec. 1        2       3 

h.   uneaployaant benefits                                  AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AK. Paat No. 

% t 

t % 

1       2      3 

Circle Doc. 1       2       3 

1.   Workera Coaponsation                                   Art. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

t t 

t t 

1       2      3 

Circle Doc. 1        2       3 

J.   Hack lung benefits                                     AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Past No. 

% t 

t t 

1        2       3 

Circle Doc. 1       2       3 

k.    Other payments resulting fras                      AM. at FORP 
job-related Injury or illneaa 

Circle Dec. 

AM. Pest No. 

% f 

t t 

1       2      3 

Circle Doc. 1        2       3 

1.   VA cospensstion (exclude                            AM. et FDRP t * 
ret1 resent, insurance or Cl till) 

Circle Dec. 

AM. Paat No. 

1        2       3 

S S 

1        2       3 

Circle Dec. 1       2      3 1        2       3 

ivr 
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PERSON »  PERSON *  PERSON »  PERSON * PERSON # PERSON *  

(HM) (rtMM) (naat) (nmt) (naM) (HIM) 

S 

1   2   3 

S 

S 

S 

1   2   3 1  2  3 1   2  3 1   2   3 

1   2   3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1   2   3 

S % 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

S t 

1   2   3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1   2   3 1   2   3 

* t 

1  2  3 1   2   3 1  2  3 1   2   3 

» t 

1   2   3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1   2   3 

S t 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

$ t 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

S t 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

S t 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

S t 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

t t 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

S t 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

t t 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

t t 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

S t 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 1  2  3 

iTh 
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SOURCES Of INCOME 

>. Othtr health-related or disability 
incoM 

AM. at FORP 

Circle Ooc. 

AM. Paet No. 

Circle Doc. 

PERSON i_ 

(naae) 

,. social Security (green check*) AM. at FORP 

Circle Ooc. 

Aat. Past No. 

Circle Doc. 

o. Survlwor'a benefits, such aa penal 
eatatea, truata or annul ties 

p. Regular pen*ion or retire—nt (other 
than Social Security) 

q. Child support 

r. Aliaony 

a.    Interest and dividend* 

t.   Military homing allowance 

Art. at FDRP 

Circle Dec. 

Aat. Pest No. 

Circle Doc. 

AM. at FWSP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Dec. 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Past No. 

Circle Doc. 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

PERSON # 

(naae) 

PERSON * 

(naaw) 

1       2 

1       2 

1       2 

1       2 

1       2 

1       2 

1       2 

1       2 

iH 
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PERSON #  PERSON #  PERSON *  PERSON *  PERSON # PERSON *  

(mat) (MM) (MM) Itmm) (rum) (nan*) 

t 

» 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 12       3 

S 

» 

1       2       3 1       2      3 1       2       3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

% 

• 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2       3 1       2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

f 

t 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 

» 

S 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 

t 

t 

1       2      3 1       2      3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 

t 

t 

1       2      3 1       2      3 

1       2      3 

s 

s 
1       2      3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2       3 1       2       3 1       2      3 

I a 
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SOURCES  OF   INCOME 

u. Net rental income AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doe. 

AM. Past No. 

Circle Doc. 

v.    Financial aid for college atudenta 
(grant* or acholarahipa or 
Mork-atuoV inceae) 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Dec. 

AM. Pa»t No. 

Circle Doc. 

PERSON # 

H. Honey withdrawn froai aavine* AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

x.   Honey obtained frcai loam 

(1) Whit type of loan? (Car, 

(2) Uaa lepayent deferred? 

(1) what type of loan? (Car, 

(2) Uaa repaymnt deferred? 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

School, Peraonal) 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

school, Peraonal) 

y.    Regular contributtone frea 
non-houaahold 

AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

(naa») 

S 

1 

S 

?       3 

1 2       3 

s 

1 

t 

2       3 

1 2      3 

• 

1 

s 

2      3 

1 2      3 

t 

1 2      3 

C      H      S      P 

Y     H 

t  

1 2      3 

C     N     S     P 

r    N 

I.   Net royaltiaa AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat No. 

Circle Doc. 

aa. Strike benefit* AM. at FDRP 

Circle Doc. 

AM. Paat Ho. 

Circle Doc. 

s 

1 

s 

2 3 

1 2 3 

* 

1 

s 

2 3 

1 2 3 

s 

1 

s 

2 3 

PERSON 0 

(name) 

1  2  3 

2  3 

2  3 

2  3 

2  3 

2  3 

2  3 

2  3 

N  S  P 

Y  II 

1  2  3 

It* 
Y  N 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 

1  2  3 

PERSON «  

(na*e) ~ 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

H  S P 

Y N 

2 3 

I  I ■ 

Y N 

1   2 3 

1  2 3 

1  2 3 

1  2 3 

1  2 3 

1  2 3 

l*9 
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PERSON #  PERSON #  PERSON #  PERSON f PERSON 0 PERSON #  

(n-t) IMM irmmi (MM) (IMM) (nw) 

t t 

1        2       3 

t 

1        2       3 

1        2       3 

S 

1      2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

* t 

1        2       3 

» 

1       2      3 

» 

1      2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

1       2       3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

t S 

1       2      3 

f 

1        2       3 

t 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

$ $ 

1        2       3 

C     N     S     P 

Y N 

S 

1       2      3 

C      N      S      P 

Y N 

1       2      3 

C     M     »     P 

Y      N 

* 

1       2       3 

CHIP 

T      N 

1       2      3 

C     N     S     P 

r    N 

1       2      3 

C       M       S       P 

r    N 

1        2       3 

CUSP 

Y      N 

1        2       3 

C     N     S     P 

T      N 

1       2      S 

CHIP 

T      N 

1       2      3 

CHIP 

r    N 

1       2      3 

CUSP 

T      N 

1       2      3 

C      N      S      P 

Y      N 

t t 

1        2       3 

S 

1       2      3 

1       2      3 

S 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

t t 

1       2      3 

t 

1       2      3 

1       2      3 

t 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 

S t 

1        2       3 

* 

1        2       3 

1       2      3 

t 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

1       2      3 1       2      3 1       2      3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

V. 

u. 

X. 

z. 

aa. 

/Go 
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PERSON * PERSON # PERSON #  

SOURCES OF   INCOME 
(naM ) (name) (name) 

eb.  Prize winning*, bonuses AM.  St  FDRP $ S S 

Circle Dec. 1       2 3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

AM. Past No. t S S 

Circle Doc. 1        2 3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

ec. Other aonthly income, froa txiby- AM. at FDRP 
etc. 

Circle Doc. 

S S 

1        2       3 

S 
•ittinfl, cash gifts froa relntives, 

1        2 3 1        2       3 

(SPECIFY) 

AM. Past No. S S S 

Circle Doc. 1       2 3 1        2       3 1        2       3 

(SPECIFY) 

lfc[ 
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PERK* #  PERSON #  PERSON * PERSON * PERSON #  PERSON * 

(nama) (name) (raat) inmm) (name) (name) 

t 

1        2       3 

t 

1        2       3 

S 

1        2       3 

t 

1       2       3 

S 

1        2       3 

S 

1        2        3 

* S 

1        2       3 

» 

1        2       3 

t t 

1        2       3 

S 

1        2        3 1       2       3 1       2       3 

ab. 

ac. 

lt>X> 



25 

S6. It THERE AMY HOUSEHOLD NEHSER  16 OR OLDER WITH NO INCOME AT ALL REPORTED  FOR FDRP? 

57.   You have told m  that (PERSON WITHOUT INCOME) had no incone at all for (FDRP). HOM did (he/she) get 

food, clothing, and houeine in that annth? 

51. IS THERE ANT —1 — 16 OR OLDER UITN NO INCOME AT ALL REPORTED FOR LAST MONTH? 

YES         1      (ASK Q.59) 

NO       2     (SKIP TO 0.60) 

You ROW* told m   that (PERSON WITHOUT INCOME) had no incoat at ail for (LAST MONTH).  How did 

(ha/aha) get food, clothing, and houoing for that Month? 

60.  MOM I -ant to a«* you about your experiences whan you were certified back in (MONTH). At that tiao, 

war* you asked to onou docuaantatlon on (ncoae? 

TO    1 

NO    2 (SKIP TO Q.63) 

a. Old thay aak for incoae documentation for aach different adult in the houaahold? 

TfS 1 
NO 2 

b. Did thay aak for incoaa docuaantation for aach difforant aeurca of inceaa, such aa one docuaant 

for welfare, another one for uneaptoyaant banefita, and ao on.? 

TIS 1 

NO 2 

Ibi 
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61-   Did you show any incoae docu—nt» at that tine? 

VCI    1 (SKIP TO Q. 63) 
"0    2 

62.  What happened whan you did net show incoae docujaanta? 

Cartifiad/raeartifiad without 

docu—nta, given deadline to 

bring thea in     1 

Cartifiad/raeartifiad without 

documents, no deadline given 

to bring thaa in    2 (SKIP TO 0. 63) 

Hot certified/recertified    3 (SKIP TO 0. 63) 

Other (SPECIFY)     4 (SKIP TO Q. 63) 

a. Now long wars you given to bring in the docuaonts7 

 OATS 

 WKKS 

_______ MONTHS 

b. Did you bring COM docuatnti in by the deadline? 

TfS  1 

"0  2 

63.  Were you asked to show any other kind of documents? For exaaple, were you asked to show proof of the 

mater of people in your household, or proof of residency, or proof of pregnancy? 

m   1 

no   2 

/6V 
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64. Here you asked to give: 

a. Tour Social   Security Kueber? 

TES, 

MO.. 

b. Anyone else's Social Socurlty Musber? 

res. 
MO.. 

65. Mavo you over applied for but been denied UIC program benefits? 

YIS 1 

MO 2CSKIP TO 0.66) 

Uhot given? 

!'■ nou going to aak soae question* about whether you would be able to bring in documents. If it was 

required for UIC, would you be able to show documentation on Incoae for each adult in your household 

and for each different source they receive It fraa? 

YES. 

MO.. 

1 (SKIP TO 0. 67) 

2 

a.   Why Mould you not be able to do this? 

lb\ 
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67.        If  it MM required for UIC,  Mould you bt sole to give the Social  Security Nusber of every mafetr of 
your household Mho MM five or older? 

«•  1   (SKIP TO Q. 68) 
MO  2 

a. why Mould you not bt obit to do this? 

If  it MM required for UIC,  Mould you M able to flivo the MM* of  the ssployen and social  workers 
of all household aistiri? 

fit  1    (SKIP TO Q. 69) 
MO  2 

Why Mould you not be sole to do this? 

LG& 
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69. END OF INTERVIEW: 

This concludes the Interview. Thank you vary auch for your tint. My auperviaor My want to recontact you 

to verify the information I have obtained and to ask you IOM additional questions. If (he/she) needs to 

contact you, could you give m • convenient tie* to roach you? 

IEST TIMI |_|_| : |_|_| 
p.«. 

Again, lot a* assure you that your nae» and any information that you have provided to a», or nay provide to 

■y supervisor, will be hold in total confidence as stated In the agreement that you and I signed at the 

beginning of  the  interview. 

Again, thank you for your cooperation. 

•LEASE RECORD TIME  INTERVIEW ENDED KIOW: 

TIME ENDED:      |_|_|   :   |_|_| 
a.an 

p.". 

167 
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INTERVIEWER REMARKS 

(FILL OUT AS SOON AS POSSIILE AFTER LEAVING RESPONDENT) 

R-1.  (Was/Wera) other persona present during the interview? 

TES    1 (R-2) 

NO    2 (R-3) 

R-2.  Who UM that? (LIST PEOPLE PRESENT IY RELATIONSHIP TO RESPONOENT) 

R-J.  Tho interview MM conducted in: 

Englith    1 

Spanish    2 
Othar Languaai (SPECIFY)    3 

R-4.  Neta anything alaa essential to the intarpratatlen and understanding of this Interview. 

/6<r 



State Supplemental Questions 

I6d 



M. 

47.   RegardloM of another they livt at hoae or not, HOT* any of tht people in this household going to 

college tack in FDP.P? 

Yft     1 PERSON *  

NO    2 

THERE ME NO Q.48-51.     SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

no 



FL 

Ha 

47.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE A WOMAN WHO LIVED WITH HER PARENTS. RELATIVES. OR OTHERS?  (CIRCLE 
KLOW AND RECORD WOMAN'S PERSON *) 

YES    1 (PERSON »  ) 

"0  2 

48.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE A FAMILY THAT LIVED WITH GRANDPARENTS, RELATIVES OR OTHERS?  (CIRCLE 
BELOW AND RECORD PERSON fa OF THAT FAMILY) 

YES    1 

"0    2 

Lttm 11 MOLD WRING, 
PERSON »S OF   FAMILY FDRP 

  Y N 

  Y N 

  Y N 

  Y N 

  Y N 

49.       w«rt thtst temporary living arrangaaanta for (WOMAN/FAMILY)? 

TEMPORARY  1 

PERMANENT  2   (SKIP TO 0.52) 

50.       Whan did (WOMAN/FAMILY) anva Into this household? 

MM DO YY 

17/ 



51.   ••fort wing htrt, did (WOMAN/FAMILY) Maintain a septritt household? 

YEI. 

HO.. 

60 TO 0.52 ON NEXT PACE. 

11^ 
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47. IN   FDRP,    OID   HOUSEHOLD   INCLUDE   GIRL   AGED   15-17   LIVING   UITH   SOMEONE OTHER   THAN   PARENTS   OR   LEGAL 

GUARDIAN? 

Tit  i 

NO  2   (SKIP TO 0.52) 

48.        We've talked about aarital atatua aarliar in the interview, and I need to know on* aora thing to make 

aura I've got it right,   was (GIRL) r**r aarriao? 

Tit  1 
NO  2 

THERE ARE NO 0.49-51.    SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE 

m 



Ill 

14. 

47. IN FDRP,  DID HOUSEHOLD  INCLUDE A WOMAN UNO LIVED WITH HER PARENTS,  RELATIVES, OR OTHERS?    (CIRCLE ONE 

RELOU ANO RECORD WOMAN'S PERSON #) 

YES  1    (PERSON f    ) 

NO  2 

41.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE A FAMILY THAT LIVED UITH GRANDPARENTS, RELATIVES OR OTHERS?  (CIRCLE 

ONE BELOW AND RECORD PERSON »i OF THAT FAMILY) 

YES    1 

NO    2 

LIVING IN HHOLD DURING 

PERSON «S OF mm IMP 

  Y N 

  Y N 

  Y M 

  Y N 

  Y N 

49.       Wtrc the»e twconrv living Trinflnnntl for (WOMAN/FAMILY)? 

TEMPORARY  1 

PERMANENT  2   (SKIP TO 0.52) 

THERE ARE NO 0.50-51.    SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE 

pq 
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47a.  IN GRID BEIOU, RECORD PERSON fa OF EACH PERSON IN THE ENUMERATION TABLE. 

47b.   In (FDRP), did (PERSON) takt aott mti.it  with the rest of the household? (CIRCLE "Y" OR "N» IN GRID 

BELOW.) 

47c.  Were any of thttt poop It rooaers or boardors In (FDRP)? (CIRCLE "Y" OR "N« IN GRID BELOU.) 

47d.  Did any of thasa paopta hava Nadicald cards In (FOR*)? (CIRCLE "Y" OR "H-  IN GRID BELOU.) 

HOUSEHOLD STATUS DURING FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD 

0.47a 0.47b 0.47c 

PERSON f        MEALS IN HHOLD.7      ROOMER/BOARDER? 

0.47d 

MEOICAID? 

01                            T        M                           Y          N                            V        N 

Y        X                           Y          N                            Y        N 

                      Y        N                           Y          N                            Y        N 

                      Y        N                           Y          N                            Y        N 

                      Y        N                            Y          N                            Y        N 

__                     Y        M                           Y          N                            Y        N 

                      Y        N                           Y          N                            Y        N 

                      Y        M                           Y          N                            Y        N 

____                     Y        N                            Y          N                            Y        N 

or 



KY 

Mb 

48. IN FDRP,  DID HOUSEHOLD  INCLUOE A PREGNANT  FEMALE WHO WAS LIVING WITH A FRIEND OR RELATIVE' 

YES  1 

NO  2   (SKIP TO Q.52) 

a.   RECORD HER PERSON f BELOW AND ASK: iefor. living htrt, did (you/NAME) Maintain (your/her) own 

houaanold? 

PERSON #   

YES    1 

NO ,    2 

THERE ARE NO 0.49*51. SKIP TO Q.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

lib 



Ha 

47. IN FMP,  \M5 ANTONE  IN HOUSEHOLD AGED 12-20 TEARS? 

TO  1 
HO  2    (SKIP TO 0.49) 

48. RECORD FIRST NAME AND PERSON f IN GRID KLOW AND COMPLETE 048a-d. 

Q.4ta                      0.48b                              0.48c 0.48d 

At (FDR*), 
MM any of tha At that tiaa, 

household1! Incoao did (MINOR) 

uaod to pay for (MINOR'S) pay for 

sxpanaao othar than any houaahold 

iiHl Nj-f Ptraon 9 food and lodging?   aajajajaj 

TES NO OK YES HO OK 

TES NO OK TES NO OK 

TES NO OK TES NO OK 

TES NO DK TES NO OK 

/77 



49.        In (FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD),  other  than (PARTICIPANT),  Mho in tho household was on tho UIC 

prooran?    (ENTER NAMES AND PERSON f* IELCM) 

_      IF NO ONE ELSE   IN UIC, 

|_|    CHECK HERE AND SKIP TO 0.52. 

0.49a 

Flret Njne 

0.49b 0.49c 
In (FOR*), 

MM (RECIPIENT) 
supported by tho hhold, 
In addition to (his/her) 

ftrwnf f99d tnti I9ft1na7 

TES NO DK 

YES NO OK 

YES NO DK 

YES NO OK 

THERE ARE NO 0.50-51.    SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

ni 
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47.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE AMY PRECNAN1 FEMALE AGED 18? (CIRCLE ONE AND RECORD PERSON * OF 18 YR 

OLD) 

YES     1 (PERSON* ) 
NO    2 <«IP TO Q.48) 

a. when do you axpact (PREGNANT 18 YR. OLD'S) baby to ba born? 

/        / 
NO.      DAY     YR. 

b. What U (PREGNANT 18 YR. OLD'S) data of birth? 

NO.  DAY  YR. 

48. Ua talkad about Marital atatua aarliar in tha interview and now I naad to ask ona or two more 

quaationa about aarrlaga to Make aura I'va got it right. In (FDRP), uaa anyone in this household 

living In a co—on tan aarriagaT 

Ylt ,    1 (RECORD PERSON # BELOW) 

NO    2 (SKIP TO 0.49) 

a. Couple* living in coaaon law Marriage In (FDRP) ara: 

PERSON 0 and PERSON 0  

PERSON 0  and PERSON 0  

ITS 



NC 

Kb 

49.   IN (FDRP), DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE A STEPPARENT AND A STEPCHILD? 

YES, 

NO., 

1 (RECORD PERSON #s BELOW) 

2 (SKIP TO Q.52) 

STEPPARENT IS PERSON « 

In (FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD), did (STEPPARENT) acctpt respondbiiity for (STEPCHILD'S) 

■adical •xptnsM? 

Stepchild 

PERSON # _ 

PERSON f _ 

PERSON f _ 

PERSON § 

(FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD) 

Stepparent Accepted Responsibility 

YES NO 

YES NO 

YES NO 

YES NO 

THERE ARE NO 0.50-51.    SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

\t° 
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47.   IN FDR*. DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE FEMALE UNDER 21 UNO IS PREGNANT OR HAS A CHILD? 

TIB    1 

NO    2 <«IP TO 0.48) 

•. In (FDRP), (did you/dld MINOR) racafvt ADC? 

FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD 

Njjju BtcitYti aaiiat 

PERSON #  Tf 8                              NO 

PERSON 0  Tf 8                              "0 

PERSON 0  TU                              NO 

PERSON #  TH                              NO 

IF MINOR HAS ONE OR MORE CHILDREN, ASK: Did (CHILD) rtc.lv* ADC? 

Child 

PERSON *   

PERSON f   

PERSON 0   

PERSON f _ 

FINANCIAL DATA REFERENCE PERIOD 

RacttvM ADC/AFDC 

m NO 

Til NO 

Y18 NO 

Y18 NO 

rti 



OH 

Kb 

U.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE AN UNMARRIED COUPLE WITH A CHILD? 

YES     1 (RECORD PERSON IDs BELOW) 

NO     2 (SKIP TO 0.49) 

PjOQSl QiUd 

PERSON #   PERSON •   

PERSON f _ 

t. U  (CHILD)   (PARENT'S)   own child or   •   step-child?      (FOR  EACH  PARENT,   RECORD   PERSON   NUMBER 

AND CIRCLE "1" IF CHILD IS THEIR NATURAL CHILD, OR "2" IF CHILD IS STEPCHILD) 

PERSON f   PERSON # _ 

Own child  1 1 

Stop-child         2 2 

49. IN  FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD  INCLUDE AN UNMARRIED COUPLE THAT  INCLUDES A PREGNANT WOMAN? 

Ylt  1    (RECORD PERSON #s BELOW) 

NO  2   (SKIP TO 0.59) 

UrwrHod COUDIO 

Man PERSON #  

Pregnant town PERSON i  

liJy 



OH 

He 

50.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE ANY OF THE FOLLOWING:  PARENTS WITH ADULT CHILDREN 18 OR OLDER; ADULT 

MOTHERS OR SISTERS 18 OR OLDER; OR GRANDPARENTS AND GRANDCHILDREN? 

YES. 

NO.. 

1 (RECORD PERSON #s BELOW) 

2 (SKIP TO Q.51) 

In (FDRP), did (ADULT RELATIVE/ADULT RELATIVES) consider (himself/herself/themselves) as 

msmbsra of the same economic unit as the rest of the household, or as a separate economic 

unit? By economic unit, I mean people who usually live in the same household and share 

Inceae, goods, and services. 

PERSON f   

PERSON #   

PERSON »   

PERSON f 

HOUSEHOLD 

SEPARATE 

SEPARATE 

SEPARATE 

SEPARATE 

51. IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD CONSIST ENTIRELY OF NONRELATED INDIVIDUALS? 

YES    1 

NO      2 (SKIP TO Q. 53) 

a. In (FDRP), did everyone In the household consider themselves aa members of the same economic 

unit? By economic unit, I moan people Mho usually live in the same household and share 

income, goods, and services. 

Yfl    1 (SKIP TO Q. 53) 

NO    2 

b. Who thought of themselves as living in a separate unit from the others? 

PERSON »  

PERSON #   

PERSON §   

GO TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

US 
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47.  In (FDRP) were my of tht people in the household paid live-in attendants? 

YES     1 (RECORO PERSON #s BELOW) 
HO    2 (SKIP TO 0.48) 

LIVE-IN ATTENDANT   IS PERSON • 

48.        TURN BACK TO Q.40a-c ON PAGE 12. 

IF ANY HHOLD MEMBER WAS A COLLEGE STUDENT: RECORD PERSON # BELOW. 

OTHERWISE: SKIP TO 0.49. 

a. COLLEGE STUDENT  IS PERSON #   

b. lack in (FDRP), was (COLLEGE STUDENT) physically and Mentally fit? 

TfS  1 

NO  2 

e.     At that tie* was (COLLEGE STUDENT) enrolled half ttae or core? 

HALF-TINE OR MORE  1 

LESS THAN HALF-TIME  2 

/<K 
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49.   IN FDRP, DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE SINGLE FEMALE AGED 16-20? 

YES    1 
NO    2 (SKIP TO 0.53) 

«.      Wat (FEMALE) ever married? 

YES    1 
NO    2 (SKIP TO 0.53) 

b. la aha legally separated or was her marriage annul lad? 

ANNULLED  1 

LEGALLY SEPARATED  2 

SEPARATED,  NO LEGAL PAPERS  3    (SKIP TO 0.53) 

OTHER  (SPECIFY:  4 

c. When did aha receive tha (annulment/IegaI aaparation)?    How long ago uaa that? 

______   OR     

CMOS.  AGO) (YRS. AGO) 

THERE ARE NO 0.50-51.    SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

itsr 
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47.   IN FDRP, DIO HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE AN UNMARRIEO COUPLE ANO A CHILD? 

YES    1 
HO    2 (SKIP TO Q.48) 

Uho ara (CHILD'S) parent*? 

CHILD'S PERSON f:   

PARENT'S PERSON #   

PARENT'S PERSON #   

b. It (CHILD) (PARENT'S) own child or a step-child? 

Ccnaider Child 

Perant Parson i  OUN        STEP 

Parant Parson #  OMi        STEP 

48.       In (FDRP) did all tha parsona in the housahold racaiva thair nil in the saw mailbox? 

YES         1   (KIP TO I. 49) 

NO  2 

a. Uho racaivad thair Mil alsauhara? 

PERSON * _ 

PERSON. #  

PERSON # _ 

\it> 

P>2al 
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49.        In  addition  to  tht utility bid   that  cones  for   the  household,   did  anyone   in  the  household  get 
separata utility bill in (FDRP)? 

res       i 
NO  2    (SKIP TO 0.50) 

a. who yss that? 

PERSON #   

PERSON * 

ikp7 
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50.  In <FDRP>. -as onyona living taaporarily a*ay *«. hoaa? 

TES. 

NO.. 

a. Uho wi that? 

b. When did 
(he/sh«)l«»v«7 

c. Uhan will 
(he/she) be beck? 

d. Where MM 
(he/she) at CFDRP)? 

I ■ School 
H ■ Hospital 
P ■ orison 
0 ■ Othar 

(spaeify) 

i. 0<d tha rest of 

tha houaahold 
•till consider this 
household (PERSON'S) 

principal rasidanca? 

f. Did (PERSON) Mill 

exercise (his/her) 

usual f sally 
rasponaibHItias in 

tha houaahold? 

(••9.. provida 
support, physical 

cara, guidance, 

planning) 

PERSON #   

No. Tr. 

No. Tr. 

S   H 

»  0 

y  H 

PERSON #   

No. tr. 

No. Tr. 

$   N 

P       0 

T   M 

1 
2 (SKIP TO Q.S2) 

PERSON f  

No. Tr. 

No. Tr. 

S   N 

P  0 

T   M 

PERSON •   

No. Tr. 

 /  
No. Tr. 

S   N 

P  0 

T   N 

THERE IS NO Q.51. SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

it 
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Ha 

47. IS PARTICIPANT THE RESPONDENT? 

TES  
NO  

•- Who ctaias you as a tax deduction? 

Soawona in household  
(includes self) 

Soaaona living elsewhere  

1 
2 (SKIP TO 0.52) 

1 (RECORD PERSON *: 

THERE ARE NO 0.48-51. SKIP TO 0.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 

/*9 
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47.   IN FDRP. DID HOUSEHOLD INCLUDE A PREGNANT WOMAN OR A MOTHER WITH ONE OR MORE CHILDREN WHO LIVED WITH 

HER PARENTS OR RELATIVES? 

YES    1 
HO    2 (SKIP TO 0.48) 

a.        In   (FDRP).      did   (PREGNANT   WOMAN/MOTHER)   ■■*•  any   ragular   financial   contribution   to   the 

household?   Thia could include thinga like paying rant or utilitlea, for inatance. 

YES  1 

NO. 2 

48. IN FDRP.  010 HOUSEHOLD  INCLUDE A PREGNANT WOMAN OR A MOTHER WITH ONE OR MORE CHILDREN WHO LIVED WITH 

NON-RELATIVES? 

YES  1 

M  2   (SKIP TO 0.49)    . 

a.        In   (FDRP).   did   (PREGNANT   WOMAN/MOTHER)   e»ke   any   regular financial   contribution   to   the 

household?    In thia eaae.  it need not be Honey but could be doing the aoa* of the household 

chores regularly. 

YES  1 

NO •■  2 

49. IS CASE A ^CERTIFICATION? 

YES. 1 

M  2   (SKIP TOQ.52) 

50. SUBTRACT 6 MONTHS FROM RECERTIFICATION DATE AMD RECORD BELOW: 

/ DATE OF CERTIFICATION BEFORE LAST 

NO.      Yr. 

51. How long haa (PREGNANT WOMAN/MOTHER) been living with (NON-RELATIVES)? Did (you/she) aove in together 

before or after (CERT. DATE BEFORE LAST)? 

BEFORE     ' 

AFTER     2 

l4t) 
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GO TO Q.52 ON NEXT PAGE. 
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WIC PROGRAM 

Research Study Being Conducted by Quality Planning 
Corporation, and Westat for the Food and Nutrition Service 

of the U.S. Department of Agriculture 

AGREEMENT 

Respondent's Name: 
Mr. 
Ms. 
Mrs." (First) (Ml) (Last) 

I understand that the Information that I provide must be 
accurate In order to be useful. I agree to give responses 
that are complete to the best of my knowledge. 

(Signature of Respondent) (Date) 

All Information that would permit Identification of persons 
Interviewed as part of this study will be held In strict 
confidence. Participation In this study Is voluntary and In 
no way affects the WIC benefits the participant currently 
receives or will receive In the future. The Food and 
Nutrition Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Quality Planning and Westat agree to keep confidential all 
identifying Information obtained during the Interview. 

(Signature of Interviewer) (Date) 
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D. 
RECONCILIATION 
SUBSTUDY 

BACKGROUND 

METHODOLOGY 

One of the methodological advisors on this project, Mr. Joseph 
Steinberg, suggested a substudy to address a possible bias in the 
WIV survey. The proposed substudy involved the reconciliation of 
discrepancies between intake and WIV survey data, by asking 
respondents if there was some factor that the in-home audit had 
missed. In this appendix, the methodology and results of the 
substudy are reviewed. 

The motivation for conducting the reconciliation substudy was a 
concern that income certification error estimates from the WIV 
survey might be too high.  As Mr. Steinberg noted on April 15, 
1988, 

... any estimates of error provided from this study are likely to 
be "biased" upward unless there is an independent in-home 
audit with reconciliation (either on the spot or afterwards) to 
identify the differences that should not be considered errors. 

Mr. Steinberg recommended the "sealed envelope" approach. In 
this method, the interviewer is provided with a sealed envelope 
containing the reported data; after the interview is completed, the 
interviewer opens the envelope and compares the information 
reported earlier to that just obtained in the interview. If there are 
discrepancies, the interviewer asks the respondent to explain. 
This permits identification of discrepancies that are not income 
certification errors, such as misunderstanding a question during 
the interview. 

The sealed envelope approach was deemed impractical for this 
survey, however. To begin with, most of the sampled sites were 
believed to have very limited documentation of the income 
certification event. In addition, State regulations are so complex 
that even with intensive training an interviewer would find them 
difficult to apply in a field situation. Instead, error status was 
determined after the interview had taken place, and reconciliation 
was conducted over the telephone for error cases. 

Reconciliation was conducted only for cases that met the following 
criteria: 

Final determination (after rereview) of "ineligible" or 
"unable to determine eligibility" based on the WIV survey 
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data for the FDRP and the applicable State standards. 
There were 74 and 28 cases, respectively, that met this 
criterion. 

• Presence of a telephone number in the PC88 or WIV 
data. (Three ineligible cases lacked a telephone or 
message phone.) 

The interview had been conducted in English, or an 
interpreter was readily available according to the WIV 
interviewer's notes. (Five cases, four ineligible and one 
unable-to-determine eligibility, were non-English 
interviews.) 

• Reconciliation had a reasonable chance of success. This 
affected only the unable-to-determine eligibility cases. 
Respondents who had refused to report income (three 
cases) were not recontacted, nor were respondents who 
had stated that another person in the household refused 
to reveal his or her income to anyone (one case). Also 
not contacted were respondents who had reported that 
they did not know the income of another member of the 
household (14 cases). 

• The case fiie showed eligible income/household size data. 
(For five cases, the case file showed ineligible data, and 
the applicant had been certified based on piggybacking.) 

Since the number of cases meeting these criteria was relatively 
small, all such cases were included in the substudy. A total of 69 
cases (60 ineligible and 9 unable-to- determine eligibility) were 
available for reconciliation. 

For each case, a summary form was completed with the relevant 
data from the WIV survey and the case-file data abstracted during 
PC88. The income and household size from the case file and 
from the WIV survey were then recorded on a telephone interview 
guide. 

The telephone calls were carried out by Quality Planning 
Corporation staff members experienced in making income- 
eligibility determinations. Six attempts were made to reach each 
respondent, with the first attempt made on the day of the week 
and at approximately the time indicated by the respondent on the 
WIV survey questionnaire as best for follow-up calls. Callbacks 
were made at different times and days of the week. For 
respondents who did not have their own telephones, a different 
procedure was followed; the person who answered the message 
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phone was asked to have the respondent call us collect. It was 
thought that repeated calls to the message phone would be likely 
to offend that person without much improving the probability of 
reaching the respondent. 

The telephone interview guide briefly introduced the caller, 
specified the time period in question, gave the case file and WIV 
household size and income, and asked if the respondent had an 
explanation for the discrepancy. Probes were used as needed to 
expand upon or clarify the initial answer. 

After the call was completed, the caller filled out a Reconciliation 
Summary Record. This recorded the initial income-eligibility 
status and the income-eligibility status after the reconciliation. If 
the respondent offered no explanation, the status of the case was 
not changed. If an explanation was given, the caller evaluated it 
in light of all available information about the case. If the 
explanation appeared reasonable and supported the data 
reported at intake, the case status was changed to "eligible." In 
either case, the caller recorded the basis for the determination on 
the record. The determination was reviewed by another caller 
before any changes to the data base were made. 

RESULTS Following rereview, a total of 74 cases were classified as 
"ineligible," of which 60 met the criteria for reconciliation. Also, 28 
cases were classified as "unable to determine eligibility"; of these 
cases, 9 met the criteria for reconciliation. 

Contact attempts failed for three of the nine unable-to- determine 
eligibility cases (one because of language problems and two 
because the phone had been disconnected). We were also 
unable to contact 10 of the ineligible cases (2 cases each with 
language problems, disconnected phones, out of town for the 
entire substudy period, maximum number of callbacks reached, 
and message phone for which the respondent did not return our 
call). A total of 32 of the "ineligible" cases remained ineligible 
after the reconciliation; 4 were converted to "unable to determine 
eligibility" status; and 13 were determined to be eligible. Those 
determined to be eligible included four cases of interviewer error, 
six for which the FDRP used on the WIV survey did not accurately 
reflect current income at intake, two for which the Phase II review 
of income-eligibility determination procedures had revealed details 
or changes in procedures too late to be incorporated into the WIV 
survey questionnaire, and one case eligible for miscellaneous 
reasons.1 One of the "unable to determine eligibility" cases 
remained in that status, while one was converted to "ineligible" 
and four to "eligible" status. The four eligible cases included two 
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interviewer errors, one questionnaire limitation, and one 
miscellaneous case.2 

After reconciliation, 57 cases were in "ineligible" and 27 in "unable 
to determine eligibility" status. Reconciliation succeeded in 
assigning 18 additional cases to "eligible" status and 1 additional 
case to "ineligible" status 

The reconciliation appeared to be effective in overcoming some of 
the limitations of the survey methodology. The unweighted 
income certification error rate was reduced from 8.4 to 6.4 
percent, and the number of cases for which income eligibility 
could not be determined was reduced from 28 to 27. Every effort 
was made to accept respondents' explanations only if they were 
clear, convincing, and consistent with the data on hand. While 
conducting a reconciliation 3 months after data collection ended 
could be expected to exacerbate the already anticipated recall 
effect, the reconciliation permitted correction of several interviewer 
errors, FDRP problems, and mistakes due to questionnaire 
limitations. 
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Appendix D Notes 

1 Respondent recall error on the WIV interview. Since income documents were shown to the local 
agency at certification but were no longer available by the time of the WIV interview, the income 
reported at certification was assumed to be more accurate. 

2Responde.it previously had not known the amount of her husband's income, but did at the time of 
the substudy because he had received his 1988 W-2. 
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F. 
ALTERNATIVE 
DEFINITIONS OF 
ELIGIBILITY LZRROR 

Any definition of eligibility error inherently contains arbitrary 
elements. Among the decisions that must be made in defining 
error are whether errors are defined in terms of Federal or State 
rules and regulations; whether errors are defined in terms of 
enrollees or participants; the minimum magnitude of the rule 
violation required to define an error; whether errors are defined in 
terms of dollars or cases in error; whether underpayment of 
benefits as well as overpayment count as error; and techniques 
used to discover and confirm the existence of an error. 

The definitions of eligibility error used in the main body of this 
report have been based on a liability model of error. That is, if a 
formal audit were to be conducted of WIC enrollees, the dollar 
errors for food benefits would constitute liabilities from the State 
WIC Agencies to the Federal Government; the States could be 
required to repay funds expended on the ineligible enrollees. 

In this appendix, we consider alternative definitions of error. 
Readers should keep constantly in mind that the following error 
estimates have no formal legal nor regulatory basis. The following 
findings are presented solely to aid in understanding the nature of 
eligibility error in WIC and to elucidate potential policy options. 
Three alternative classes of definitions of error are presented: 

enrollment error defined solely in terms of Federal 
standards leaving out across-State variations in definitions 
of economic unit and countable income 

participation error defined in terms of the sum of enrollees 
who were ineligible at the time of certification plus 
enrollees who became income-eligible during the course 
of their period of certification 

dollar error rate that includes the cost of nutrition 
education benefits as well as food benefits. 

FEDERAL STANDARD 
ENROLLEE ERROR 

When we coded the eligibility status of WIC enrollees, in addition 
to applying the applicable State eligibility standard, we also coded 
eligibility in terms of Federal regulations and guidance. The 
procedures used were identical to those used to apply State 
standards. We abstracted and flowcharted existing Federal rules 
and guidance and submitted the results to the National WIC Office 
for review and correction. Results were then employed to make a 
specific eligibility determination for all sample enrollees. 

JlO& 
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PARTICIPATION ERROR 

The results were remarkably similar to those obtained using 
existing State eligibility standards. Table F-1 shows the results. 

As the table shows, 5.8 percent of enrollees (0.8 + 5.0) are 
ineligible under Federal standards. This compares to an 5.7 
ineligibility rate (0.7 + 5.0) under State standards. The very close 
agreement in the total ineligibility rate masks a slightly larger 
divergence on exactly which enrollees are ineligible. 

The participation error rate, in contrast to the certification error 
rate, is the percent of WIC participants who were either income- 
ineligible at certification or became ineligible during their 
certification period because of changes in income or household 
composition. 

As explained in chapter 3, the in-home audit sample was 
nationally representative of enrollees, not participants. Therefore, 
while certification error rates could be estimated directly from 
survey results, participant error rates could not. Two additional 
factors must be considered when inferences are to be made 
about the WIC participant population: The sample must be 
weighted to reflect enrollees' level of participation, and the error 
rate must be adjusted to reflect eligibility changes that result from 
income and household composition changes. These are 
discussed in turn. 

Participation Weights A WIC enrollee is an individual who is enrolled in the WIC 
program for a period of time. A participant is an individual 
enrollee who participants in the WIC program by receiving WIC 
benefits. WIC participants are a subset of WIC enrollees. On the 
whole, the percent of WIC enrollees who participant in the 
program is directly related to time since certification. Table F-2 
shows the percent of enrollees by months of participation. These 
data were obtained directly from PC88 for the WIV sample of 
enrollees. 

To adjust the enrollee sample to reflect the national WIC 
participant population, PC88 tracked the sampled enrollees' level 
of participation for 6 months. The enrollee sample was then 
weighted to represent their participation level. For example, an 
enrollee who participated for 6 months was given a weight equal 
to twice the weight of an enrollee who participated for 3 months. 

Application of the participant weights resulted in the estimate that 
5.8 percent of all participants were income-eligible at certification. 
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Table F-1. Comparison of Enrollment Error Using 
Federal Versus State Income-Eligibility Guidelines 

Federal                                      State Percent of 
Standard Standards Enrollees 

Eligible                                         Eligible 93.5 
Eligible                                       Ineligible 0.7 

Ineligible                                         Eligible 0.8 
Ineligible                                     Ineligible 5.0 
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Table F-2. Number of Months of Participation 
During the 6 Months Following 
Certification or Recertification 

Months of Percent 
Participation of Enrollees 

1 1.2 
2 4.0 
3 4.3 
4 12.4 
5 16.3 
6 61.8 
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Income and Household A second adjustment to the enrollee sample was necessary to 
Composition Change estimate participation error. This adjustment consisted of adding 

error that arose from changes in income or household composi- 
tion after the time they enrolled. States interpreted Federal 
guidance as giving them considerable discretion on how to treat 
income-eligibility change during periods of certification. 
Instruction 803-3 says: 

The State agency shall ensure that local agencies disqualify 
an individual in the middle of a certification period if, on the 
basis of a reassessment of Program eligibility status, the 
individual is determined ineligible." 

"A related issue is the length of time that is appropriate for a 
person with a temporarily low income to receive benefits. The 
State agency may allow the person to continue for the full 
certification period, may establish a short certification period 
and reevaluate income again, or may terminate eligibility upon 
the determination that the family's current rate of income has 
increased above the WIC income standards." 

States have employed this discretion in various ways. In our 
sample of 25 states, 7 require termination of participation if 
income-eligibility standards are exceeded in midcertification, and 
18 allow continued eligibility through the certification period 
regardless of midperiod income change.1 Following our 
consistent method of declaring an income-eligibility error only 
where a documented violation of policy occurs, we counted 
income changes as affecting eligibility only in those States with a 
policy of termination in midcertification period when income 
exceeds the guidelines. 

To produce a valid national estimate of the number of income 
changes that affect eligibility, it is necessary to estimate the 
percent of enrollees who are ineligible because of income change 
at any given time. Unfortunately, the PC88 sample design could 
not directly produce such an estimate. Therefore, the number of 
changes that result in ineligibility is likely to be much less in the 
first month after certification than, for example, in the sixth month. 
A sample that reflects this reality would include participants 
distributed across the total range of their certification periods. 
However, given the limitations of the sample design of PC88, we 
were only able to measure change at a single point for a sample 
of enrollees; this point was 4 to 5 months after certification. To 
solve this problem it was necessary to develop a dynamic model 
of income change and then project model results to the WIC 
participant population. Because the estimation procedures used 
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were indirect and synthetic, it should be emphasized that the 
results presented are dependent on the form and structure of the 
model.2 

Changes in the household size and composition also affect 
eligibility, but this study was not designed to measure such 
changes well. To avoid excessive respondent and interviewer 
burden, respondents were not asked for the information needed to 
accurately determine household size changes (which would have 
involved listing each potential member of their household again 
and answering the long list of questions required to determine 
whether each person was a member of the economic unit for a 
second time period). Respondents were asked, however, 
whether anyone had left the household since the certification 
date. Therefore, the "household change" discussed in this report 
refers to persons leaving the household. Persons who entered 
the household during the certification period (including newborn 
infants) were not added to the household size, and any income 
those additional persons had was not included in the income 
change measure. 

Table F-3 summarizes the effects of income and household 
change on WIC eligibility. The first column displays the percent of 
WIC participants, by month of participation, who had income or 
household changes that raised their income above the income- 
eligibility standard. The second column displays the percent of 
WIC participants that both had income or household changes that 
raised their income above the income-eligibility standard and 
resided in States where midcertification changes result in 
ineligibility. 

In total, we estimate that 4.4 percent of WIC participants had an 
income change that resulted in their exceeding the income- 
eligibility standard for their State. Of these, however, only 1.5 
percent resided in States where such changes in midcertification 
period result in immediate ineligibility. When we sum the errors 
due to ineligibility at certification plus ineligibility due to income or 
household charge, we estimate a total participant eligibility rate of 
7.3 percent (5.8 + 1.5). 

We noted above that this estimate, given the limitations of our 
data, is indirect and synthetic. Alternative models could produce 
slightly different estimates. With the most pessimistic assump- 
tions, if we assumed that all income change occurred on the day 
following certification. Then the total participant error rate would 
increase from 7.3 percent to 7.8 percent. Optimistically, if we 
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Table F-3. Effects of Income Change on Eligibility 
by Month of Participation 

% of Participants with % of Participants Who 
Month from Change Relative Become Ineligible 
Certification or to Eligibility Because of 
Recertiflcation Standard Change 

1 1.4 0.5 
2 2.7 0.9 
3 4.1 1.4 
4 5.4 1.9 
5 6.7 2.3 
6 8.0 2.8 

Weighted Mean 4.4 1.5 

JJ2 F-9 



assumed that all income change occurred directly before the in- 
home audit, the total participant error rate would fall from 7.3 
percent to 6.4 percent. We consider our model, which assumes a 
constant rate of income change, much more plausible than either 
of these extremes. 

Expanded Dollar Error The dollar error estimate presented in chapter 6 included only the 
Rate costs of providing food benefits to ineligible enrollees. An 

alternative dollar error estimate would include the costs of 
providing nutrition education as well. WIC local agencies spend 
an average of $1.37 per month, per case, providing nutrition 
benefits.    Based on our estimate of an average of 214,000 
ineligible enrollees, this translates to a monthly cost of $293,000 
per month in nutrition education costs expended on ineligible 
enrollees. Annually, the costs are $3.5 million. Adding these 
costs to the food cost dollar error estimate of $81 million, we 
arrive at an alternative dollar error estimate of $84.5 million for 
fiscal year 1988. 
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Appendix F Notes 

1 As with all WIC State regulations, income change policy is marked by many special cases. One 
State has a designated State official decide whether to continue eligibility. Several States declare 
that income change affects eligibility only if it comes to the attention of WIC. One State permits 
local agency discretion on the matter. 

2The rate of change was defined as the derivative of the percent of changes affecting eligibility in 
the current month with respect to the number of months from the financial data reporting period 
(FDRP). The estimated percent of population having a change affecting eligibility was defined as 
the sum, over each month of a 6-month certification period, of the probability of change having 
occurred times the probability of participation divided by the sum of the probability of participation 
by month. 

3Study of Funding for Nutrition Services and Program Administration in the WIC Program, FNS 
Office of Analysis and Evaluation, 1989, p. C14. 
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G. 
GENERAL 
DEFINITIONS OF 
WIC ECONOMIC 
UNIT 

This appendix contains examples of State agency basic 
definitions of economic unit: 

"A household is a person or group of persons who may or may not 
live together but who share income and consumption of goods or 
services— To determine household size, ask the following 
questions: 

"How many people do you live with? 

"How many people are supported by your income? 

"Where do those supported by your income reside?" 

"'Family', as used here, means a group of related or nonrelated 
individuals who are not residents of an institution but who are 
living together as one economic unit. An economic unit is defined 
as a group that jointly pool their resources." 

"Family means a group of related or nonrelated individuals, who 
are not residents of an institution, but who are living as one 
household or economic group. This means that the income of the 
members of the group must be substantially pooled and used as 
necessary to meet the needs of the 'family' members. Generally, 
these people live together, but not in all cases." 

"Definition of Family - A household or an economic unit composed 
of a person or group of related or unrelated persons who usually 
(although not necessarily) live together, who are not residents of 
an institution, and whose production of income and consumption 
of goods or services are related. Separate economic unit status 
for the applicant within a household may only be accepted if a 
group or individual meets ALL the following criteria: 

"Must pay a minimum of $68.17 per month for room and board 
for an adult (board $54. room $14.17) and, $95.33 per month 
for a child under age 12 and, $117 per month for a child age 
12 or over. 

"The applicant is not a spouse of a member of the household; 
or is not a child under 18 under the parental control of, or a 
financial dependent of, a member of this household. The 
applicant must also be dependent upon income which is 
separate from that of others residing in the household. 
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"Supplemental foods are purchased separate and apart from 
others in the household, and consumed only by the 
participant." 

"Family: A group of related or nonrelated individuals who are not 
residents of an institution but who are living together as one 
economic unit.... It is entirely possible for two or more separate 
economic units to reside under the same roof." 

"The household, family or economic unit is defied as follows: A 
person or group of persons who usually, although not necessarily, 
live together, and whose production of income and consumption 
of goods or services are related.... A key factor in determining 
an economic unit is establishing if income and consumption of 
goods and services are shared. A group of persons, whether 
living together or separately, are an economic unit by virtue of 
sharing income and consumption of goods and services." (1/87) 

"Definition of Family. Persons living in one household who are 
related by blood, marriage, law or conception." 

"Definitions for Determining Family Size. The WIC Program 
definitions for income determinations follow the Family Planning 
definitions as closely as possible. Family is defined as one or 
more adults and children, if any, related by blood or law and 
residing in the same household. Where adults (over eighteen) 
other than spouses reside together each is considered a separate 
family by the State." 

"Family size includes all related or non-related individuals who live 
under one roof and share financial resources for the purchase of 
food." 

"Household shall be defined as a group of persons living together, 
under one roof, who are dependent upon a mutual income." 

"An Economic Unit consists of an individual or a group of people 
who share common living expenses. It may be one person living 
alone, or several people living together, a family or a group of 
unrelated people. Included in the economic unit are the number 
of people who are being supported by the same income 
supporting the applicant." 

"The total number of persons who are dependent on the total 
income of the household.... If the client is living with relatives or 
friends, the total income and number of persons in that household 
are to be considered." 
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Appendix G Note 

1 Although extensive efforts were made to obtain the most current information, some of these 
quotations are from materials dating back to 1986; because WIC eligibility determination 
procedures are in a constant state of change, current procedure manuals may have been revised 
since then. 
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