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Executive Summary

The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agricultureisinterested in knowing
more about the impacts of the Food Stamp Program (FSP) on the diet and nutritional status of program
participants. In the past, FNS has relied on a series of large surveys to gather and compare information
on food expenditures and food consumption among program participants and non-participants. Studies
based on survey data, however, have a number of drawbacks, including the expense of collecting the
survey data, sampling error, response bias (resulting from sampled respondents who cannot be located or
who refuse to participate in the survey), errorsin respondent recall of what was purchased or consumed,
and deliberate misinformation about what was purchased or consumed. Furthermore, due to increased
difficultiesin obtaining cooperation from respondents, large-scal e surveys are becoming harder and more
expensive to conduct.

Recognizing that another source of information on food expenditures exists, FNS has sponsored a study
to examine the feasihility of collecting and analyzing item-level, bar-coded data captured by food
retailers optical scanning systems at the checkout. Specifically, the study tested the feasibility of
collecting scanned bar-code data on the Universal Product Codes (UPCs) and price look-up (PLU) codes
of items paid for with food stamp benefits. These UPCs and PLUs identify the products being
purchased. Additionally, the study examined the feasibility of merging these food purchase data with
transaction data from electronic benefits transfer (EBT) systems so that food stamp participants
demographic information could be used to improve FNS' understanding of the shopping behavior of food
stamp households.! This report presents the findings of the feasibility study.

Study Description

FNS selected Abt Associates Inc. to conduct the feasibility study. Consumer Card Marketing Inc.
(CCMI), afirm with extensive experiencein collecting and analyzing scanner data from retail stores, isa
subcontractor to Abt Associates for this study.

The project began with an in-depth review of scanner technology and how it is applied in the retail food
industry. The results of that review indicated that it should be technically feasible to collect bar-code
data on products purchased with food stamp benefits and to link those data with demographic
information about the food stamp household. The review also assessed the likely cost to collect bar-code
datain stores with different types of point-of-sale (POS) systems.

The project then turned to finding a suitable site for testing the feasibility of collecting and analyzing bar-
code information. Aninitial search identified 17 countiesin six EBT states as potential candidates.
These counties had enough program-authorized retailers (more than 25) to provide an opportunity to
collect data from avariety of stores of different size and POS systems, yet they were not too large (fewer

1 It should be noted that, for the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC), a specialy-
designed EBT system aready links detailed information on purchased WIC items to EBT transaction data. The EBT system
design used to capture this information and deliver WIC benefits, however, cannot be used to capture similar food stamp data at
areasonable cost.
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than 100 retailers) to serve as atest site for afeasibility study—the project planned to collect data from
enough stores to account for a substantial portion of all food stamp redemptions by program recipients.
After adetailed examination of the FSP-authorized retailersin these 17 counties, FNS sdl ected
Georgetown County, South Carolina as the project’ s study site. Located along South Carolina s eastern
coastline, Georgetown County had about 53 FSP-authorized retailers and 2,600 food stamp recipients
when it was selected.

The project’s planned first phase included recruiting about a dozen retailersto test the feasibility of
collecting, merging, and analyzing food stamp scanner data. At the outset, the expected major obstacles
included: (1) recruiting retailers for the study; (2) combining scanner files from different retailers
together into a consistent format; and (3) merging together information from retailer scanner records,
EBT transaction log records, and FSP dligibility file records. In asecond, optional phase of the project,
as many retailersin the county as possible would be recruited to maximize collected information on the
buying patterns of recipientsin Georgetown County. For a number of reasons, including financial
constraints, the second phase of the study has been dropped from FNS' research agenda. This current
report therefore presents the study’ s final results.

Project staff recruited 11 storesto participate in the project’ sfirst phase. Seven of the stores represent
two large supermarket chains operating in Georgetown County. The remaining four stores are small
grocery or convenience stores that do not use scanners. Specia data collection scanning units (DCSUS)
were installed in these four stores for the study’ s data collection period, which ran during September and
October 1997.

Study Findings and Lessons Learned

Linking Food Stamp Purchase Data to Household Characteristics

The main finding from this study isthat it isindeed possible to collect food purchase data from stores
with scanning systems and to link UPC and PLU data from food stamp purchases to information about
the food stamp recipient making the purchase. In one of the two supermarket chains participating in the
study, scanner data were matched to over 98 percent of EBT transactions; the match rate exceeded 96
percent in the other chain.

With these high match rates, it is possible to examine rel ationships between recipient and household
characteristics and what types and quantities of food items are being purchased with food stamp benefits.
For example, the study divided all food stamp households into three groups (households with elderly
persons and no children, households with children, and households with neither children nor elderly
members) and examined the following differences in how these three groups allocate their food stamp
benefits:

» digtribution of items across broad food groupings (e.g., meat, produce, dairy);

» distribution of items across detailed food categories (e.g., red meat, poultry, fish);
» distribution of store-brand food items versus national-brand items;

» distribution of milk, sugar, and cereal purchases by product size; and

» distribution of purchased breakfast cereal servings by sugar, iron and fat content.

2 Executive Summary Abt Associates Inc.



Actua findings are not summarized here due to the small number of participating stores and the resulting
non-generalizability of the collected data.

Technical Feasibility of Collecting Data in Stores Without Scanning Systems

The study also demonstrated that it is difficult to collect information on what is being purchased in stores
that do not already use scanner systems. The difficulty is not mainly technical. Although the DCSUs
installed for this study encountered afew hardware and software problems that reduced the amount of
usable data, these technical problems could be addressed in future implementations. Of greater
consequence was the difficulty and/or unwillingness of store employeesto use the DCSUs consistently.
The DCSUs were simply not used for many transactions at these stores, often because employees said
they were too busy to use both the DCSU and their own cash register.

An estimated 26 percent of all food stamp benefits are spent in stores without scanning systems. FNS
has three choices for how to handle these storesin any future research efforts involving food purchase
data. Thefirst aternative isto exclude such stores, thereby limiting research to purchases made in large
grocery stores and supermarkets and, possibly, afew large convenience store chains using scanners. The
second option isto wait until more program-authorized stores decide to install scanner systems on their
own (or perhaps offer some incentives for them to install scanners). The third isto again test the concept
of collecting data with a portable DCSU, but with aredesigned, easier-to-use system that could be
substituted temporarily for the retailer’ s existing cash register.

It is not known whether efforts to collect bar-coded datain non-scanning stores with a reconfigured and
easier-to-use DCSU would be more successful. Nevertheless, because thereisapolicy interest in
learning how these stores serve the buying needs of food stamp recipients, it may be worth applying the
lessons learned from this first test of the DCSU concept to a second effort. An important lesson from
this study isthat, if further efforts to collect scanner data with DCSUs are planned, more time needs to be
allocated for on-site training and early monitoring of DCSU use than was done for the current study.

Recruiting Efforts

One of the lessons learned early in the study isthat FNS cannot expect universal support from state EBT
directorsin its effortsto link EBT data and recipient information to scanner records. The study found
that asmall number of EBT directors are philosophically opposed to using information from their EBT
systems to examine what food stamp recipients are purchasing with their FSP benefits. At least one other
EBT director who was contacted had promised concerned advocates that the EBT system would not be
used in this manner.

FNSwill not be able to conduct research using scanner data unless food retailers are willing to provide
these data to the agency. Furthermore, such research will not be affordable unless retailers are willing to
provide the data“at cost” (i.e., for the actual cost to the retailer of copying POS transaction logs and
transferring the datato FNS). Thus, obtaining retailer support is crucial for future research efforts using
scanner data. With respect to obtaining this support, the study provides a number of lessons:

Abt Associates Inc. Executive Summary 3



« Itisdifficult to get the attention and support of food retailers for a study of this nature. The
fact that this was a USDA-sponsored study made little difference as long as store
participation was not mandated.

»  Despiterecruiting difficulties, it is possible to obtain scanner datafrom someretalersat a
reasonable cost. Not all retailers, however, will be willing to provide scanner data on al
transactions. Of the two supermarket chains recruited for this study, one agreed to provide
datafrom all transactions, whereas the other provided scanner data only from food stamp
purchases.

»  Among store chains, support was greatest within supermarkets and weakest within
convenience stores. Thisdifferenceisdue, at least in part, to the different levels of scanning
experience and knowledge across the two store groups.

» Some stores are smply unwilling to participate voluntarily in any government study.

» Evenfor stores that eventually said they were willing to participate in the study, it was often
difficult to obtain this support. Corporate CEOs usually directed us to adivision manager to
discuss the proposed project. These managers were often quite busy and, without a strong
directive from the CEO, they had little to gain by talking with study staff about the technical
details of their POS system and how to transfer data to the study.

» Food purchase data are quite valuable to marketers, and some store personnel were reluctant
to provide scanner data at cost. Somewhat surprisingly, this attitude was less often found
among CEOs than their senior managers.

Thus, with regard to retailer participation, the two most important lessons for the future are: (1) it should
be possible to recruit a number of storesto provide food purchase data, at least for food stamp purchases,
but (2) support will not be anywhere near universal. In areas where one or more reluctant retailers
dominate the market, thereis little hope that sufficient scanner data can be collected for research
purposes.

Data Collection, Preparation, and Analysis

The study provided several lessons dealing with data collection, data preparation, and analysis:

»  Even when stores with scanning systems agree to provide food purchase data, one should
anticipate some loss of data due to telecommunications or POS system problems. During
the study’ s two-month data collection period, several days of supermarket data were lost for
these reasons.

e Due both to variation among stores in how they organize their host price files and the size of
these files, construction of a combined master item file—with detailed and consistent
information on every item in store inventories—will be labor intensive. For instance, nearly
34,000 unique items were scanned at the 11 storesin the study, and the master item file
needs to provide sufficient information on these items to allow classification into product
categories. Nevertheless, without thisinitial effort, analysis of buying patterns across stores
isimpossible.

4 Executive Summary Abt Associates Inc.



» Oncethe master item file is constructed, it is necessary to develop a meaningful taxonomy of
food productsto facilitate analysis. For this study, all food items were first assigned to one
of 243 detailed product categories. These 243 detailed categories were then collapsed into
35 summary categories within six main groupings.

»  Research using scanner data should focus on the shopping trip as the unit of analysis,
because the data are recorded on a transaction-by-transaction basis. Because most food
stamp households shop at multiple stores during the month, it may not be possible to obtain
their complete food stamp shopping record.

* Nevertheless, detailed information on what food stamp recipients buy with their benefits can
be collected and analyzed. Furthermore, variations in buying behavior across subgroups of
the food stamp caseload can be examined after demographic information is merged to the
scanner data.

* Findly, it isalso possible to compare what is being purchased with food stamp benefitsto
non-food stamp purchases. This analysis cannot be related to household or purchaser
characteristics, however, because no information is available on the characteristics of non-
food stamp shoppers. The analysisaso is possible only when the store iswilling to provide
scanner data from all transactions.

Data Collection Costs

Little prior evidence is available for estimating the cost of collecting scanner data. Although several
companies collect scanner data for market research purposes, no information is available on their cost
structures. This study’ s experience in Georgetown County, however, provides preliminary information
on data collection costs related to stores with and without existing scanning systems.

Thetotal cost to collect scanner data from the two participating supermarket chains was about $79,000,
which covered initial retail contacts, contract negotiations, data collection for two months, and initial
processing of the files provided by the two chains. On a per-chain basis, the average cost was $39,500.
In thinking about costs for possible future data collection efforts, one should use a somewhat lower
figure—about $30,000 per chain—to account for greater efficiency and the fact that some tasks (e.g.,
writing programs for data processing) have already been performed. This estimate assumes that, asin
the current study, retailers will be willing to provide copies of their scanner data at cost. If future data
collection efforts were to last longer than two months, the expected average cost would be perhaps as
high as $35,000 per chain. Most of the costs are for the up-front tasks of retailer recruitment and
working out procedures for transfer of data, so lengthening the data collection period should have only a
marginal impact on total costs.

To place the $35,000 per chain cost estimate in context, it is useful to compare it to the cost of a major
survey designed to collect data on food shopping patterns, food expenditures, and household food use.
The National Food Stamp Program Survey (NFSPS) was conducted in 1996-97. Thetotal cost of the
survey was about $1.7 million. Thus, one could collect scanner data from approximately 50 store chains
for about the same price asthe NFSPS. With each chain representing an estimated 43 stores, this means
that scanner data could be collected from about 2,150 supermarkets for the same price asthe NFSPS.
Such a sample would represent an estimated 6 percent of all FSP redemptions.

Abt Associates Inc. Executive Summary 5



Data collection costs at stores without scanners were much higher, about $47,000 per individual store,

for several reasons. First, the DCSU itself—which included a small computer-based register with
keyboard, display screen, and scanner—had to be configured, programmed and installed. Next, project
staff had to build a“pricefile’ for each store. (Storeswith scanning systems need a datefile that relates
UPC and PLU datato item prices, so that the correct price is registered when the item is scanned.)

During the feasihility study, project staff used hand-held devicesto scan the UPCs and enter the price and
description of all itemsin each store' sinventory. The four non-scanning storesin the study had a
combined inventory of about 9,000 items, with surprisingly little overlap in the inventories of the four
stores. Finally, project staff visited the four stores each week to download data from the DCSUs and
assist store personnel.

Representativeness of Scanned Food Purchase Data

It was not the goal of thisfeasibility study to collect arepresentative sample of scanner datafor
analysis. Nevertheless, based on what was learned about recruiting problems and use of DCSUs in non-
scanning stores, it is clear that collecting scanner data representing all food stamp purchases will not be
possiblein the near future. First, as mentioned, an estimated 26 percent of all food stamp redemptions
occur in stores lacking scanning systems, so a substantial segment of all redemptionsislost to analysis
unless aworkable and cost-effective DCSU solution can be found. Second, given the difficulties of
encouraging retailers to voluntarily provide their scanner data at cost, it will be very difficult to create a
random sample of food purchase data even for FSP redemptions within scanning stores.

Theinability of collecting anationally representative sample of scanner data poses serious limitations on
the use of these data for research purposes. It may be possible, however, to collect reasonably
representative samples of scanner datain selected market areas (i.e., those in which most or all stores that
scan agree to provide their data).

Future Research Possibilities

Despite the difficulties present in trying to obtain a representative sample of scanner data for food stamp
purchases, several possible research uses exist for these data. As described below, these research topics
include validation of survey methodologies and evaluation of USDA initiatives designed to change food

expenditure patterns.

One problem with food expenditure data collected during household surveysis that the accuracy of the
collected information is difficult to assess. Errors may arise from respondent recall problems or
deliberate efforts to provide misinformation. With the detailed information available in scanner data, it
should be possible to design a study to cross reference scanner data from food stamp purchases with
survey expenditure data from a sample of food stamp households, thereby identifying survey errors.
With thisinformation, researchers would have a better understanding of the strengths and limitations of
survey expenditure data.

Datathat are not representative of events at a single point in time can still provide useful information on
temporal changes when gathered at multiple pointsin time. For instance, scanned food purchase data
could be collected at two or more points in time to evaluate the effects of USDA initiatives on food
expenditures. Examples of such initiatives might include a nutrition education campaign or an effort to

6 Executive Summary Abt Associates Inc.



help food stamp recipients become more price conscious when food shopping. When such initiatives are
implemented at the local level, scanner data have clear advantages over survey data for evaluating the
impacts of theinitiative. First, nationa survey data generally do not provide sufficient coverage within
small areas to support estimation of local-area effects, whereas it is generally easier to collect ahigh
percentage of scanner data within a small areathan alarge area (because fewer retailers need to be
recruited). Second, the margina cost of collecting scanner data at a second point in time (to provide a
pre-post comparison of shopping behavior) should be low for scanner data, whereas survey costs should
be about the same for each wave of data collection.

Thelow marginal cost of collecting scanner data at future points in time suggests other research
possibilities. In evaluating the effects of an initiative to change food shopping patterns, collecting
scanner data at multiple periods would allow estimation of not only the immediate effects of the initiative,
but also any decay in treatment effects. That is, even if food stamp recipients respond to an initiative,
one does not necessarily know whether the change in shopping patterns will persist. With scanner data
collected at athird point in time, the persistence (or decay) of the effect could be estimated. Collecting
scanner data at multiple points (e.g., annually over a 10 to 20 year period) could also alow long-term
monitoring of underlying changes in the food shopping patterns of food stamp recipients and other
households.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), together with
designated state agencies, administers the Food Stamp Program (FSP) and other nutrition assistance
programs. The goal of the FSP isto improve the nutritional status of low-income households. The
program seeks to achieve this goal by providing to eligible households benefits that are earmarked for the
purchase of eligible food items at program-authorized food retail outlets.

In order to understand better the impacts of program participation on diet and nutrition, FNS hasrelied in
part on a series of large surveys. Some of these surveys have measured household expenditures on food,
wheresas others have focused on food consumption at home, either at the household or individual level .
Another possible source of information on food expenditures by food stamp recipients is scanned bar-
code information collected by retailers’ optical scanning systems. Scanned data on Universal Product
Codes (UPCs) and price look-up (PLU) codes, when captured and retained at the individual transaction
level, provide detailed information about what was purchased during a grocery shopping trip. To see
whether or not scanned food purchase data can be used to help assess the benefit expenditure patterns of
food stamp recipients, FNS awarded a contract? to Abt Associates Inc. to conduct afeasibility study with
the following major objectives:

» Determinethe technical feasibility and cost of collecting scanner data from those FSP-
authorized stores using point-of-sale (POS) systems with optical scanners.

» Test thefeasibility of using portable scanning devicesto collect scanner data from program-
authorized stores that do not use optical scanners.

» Determine the feasihility of linking scanner data to electronic benefitstransfer (EBT)
transactions.

» Recruit asufficient number of FSP retailersin a selected geographic areato provide a
representative sample of FSP store types within that area. Install necessary equipment and
procedures to collect scanner data from retailers participating in the study.

»  Create multi-store analysis files and describe the food purchasing patterns of FSP
participants in the selected geographic area. Examine the differences between FSP food
purchases and non-FSP purchases for a sample of purchases.

» ldentify and compare the relative advantages and disadvantages, including cost, of using
survey data and scanner data to investigate policy questions regarding food consumption
among FSP participants.

1 Appendix A presents brief summaries of some of the major surveys providing data on food consumption.

2 ‘“Feasibility Study of Capturing Food Data at Checkout,” FNS contract #53-3198-6-029.
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Consumer Card Marketing, Inc. (CCMI), afirm with extensive experience in collecting and analyzing
scanner data from retail stores, is a subcontractor to Abt Associates for this study.

Asoriginaly envisioned, the feasibility study was to include two phases. Approximately one dozen FSP
retailers were to be recruited in the first phase to test the basic concept of collecting scanner data,

merging in EBT transaction data and household demographic data, and analyzing the data. Additional
stores were to be recruited in the second phase to increase the representativeness and validity of the
captured scanner data and to gather more information on data collection costs in avariety of retail
environments. For a number of reasons, including financial constraints, the second phase of the study has
been dropped from FNS' current research agenda. This current report therefore represents the fina

report of the feasibility study.

1.1 Context for the Study

Prior to the introduction of EBT systemsin 1984, FNS had very limited knowledge about how food
stamp recipients used their program benefits. The agency knew where recipients shopped through its
tracking of stores’ Redemption Certificates—forms that storesfill out when depositing food stamp
coupons at their financial depository institutions. (Thus, for instance, FNS knew that about 75 percent of
all benefits are redeemed at supermarkets.®) The agency also knew something about when recipients
spent their benefits, based on the dates that retailers deposited their food stamp coupons. This
redemption information was only approximate, however, because not all stores deposit their coupons on a
daily basis. Furthermore, it was not feasible to match dates of coupon use to specific households, and
thereby to when the coupons were issued.

With the advent of EBT, FNS' knowledge about recipients’ benefit use increased dramatically. All food
stamp EBT purchases are recorded on the EBT vendor’ s transaction log, and therefore it is now possible
to identify exactly when and where FSP redemption occurs.* Furthermore, information about the exact
dollar amount of each food stamp purchase became available for the first time. Most importantly,
however, the agency could now match individual food stamp households to individual purchases because
each EBT card has a unique card number that is recorded on the transaction log. This matching ability
enabl es research into the purchasing behavior of subgroups of food stamp recipients, asin a study of
Maryland food stamp recipients access to food stores.

Even with this detailed EBT information about every food stamp purchase, however, the agency knew
little about the types of foods that clients purchase with their program benefits. Survey datawere

3 In September 1986, supermarkets accounted for almost 74 percent of retail redemptions. USDA, FNS, “ State Tables of Activity
Ranking, Plus,” April 1987. More recent information compiled at FNS indicates that this percentage figure has not changed
much in recent years.

4 Thus, for example, the evaluation of the demonstration EBT system in Reading, Pennsylvania showed that most food stamp
purchases occur between 4:00 and 6:00 pm, a pattern that grocers report is similar to that for all store customers. See Susan H.
Bartlett and Margaret M. Hart, “Food Stamp Recipients' Patterns of Benefit Redemption,” Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates
Inc., May 13, 1987, p. 22.

5 Nancy Cole, “Evaluation of the Expanded EBT Demonstration in Maryland: Food Store Access and Its Impact On the
Shopping Behavior of Food Stamp Households,” Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates Inc., July 1996.
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available, and some of these surveys collected fairly extensive information about food consumption and
purchase. Studies based on survey data, however, have a number of drawbacks, including the expense of
collecting the survey data, sampling error, response bias (resulting from sampled respondents who cannot
be located or who refuse to participate in the survey), errorsin respondent recall of what was purchased
or consumed, and deliberate misinformation (as when arespondent says he or she has purchased more
fruits and vegetables and fewer snacks and cookies than actually purchased).® The agency therefore
began looking for away to capture information at the point of sale about the composition of food baskets
purchased with food stamp benefits.

1.2 Associated WIC Efforts

FNS effortsto link EBT data to detailed information about purchased food items have not been limited
tothe FSP. In 1991, the State of Wyoming, with support from FNS, pilot tested in one county an EBT
system for the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC). In
1993, the Wyoming EBT WIC demonstration expanded to six counties, including one county where FSP
benefits are delivered through the EBT system aswell.” Wyoming' s EBT system, which stores
information about WIC and FSP benefits on the card itself, is now expanding statewide. In addition,
several other states are preparing to implement EBT systems that can deliver WIC aswell as FSP
benefits.

The WIC and FSP programs differ in one fundamental way that isimportant for EBT systems and the
ability to identify what participants are purchasing with their program benefits. FSP benefits are issued
for a specified dollar amount and may be used only to purchase program-eligible food items, but thereis
no restriction on which of the tens of thousands of eligible food items participants actually purchase. In
contrast, WIC benefits represent a prescription for a specified list and quantity of WIC-approved food
items, and the total number of approved food itemsisrdatively small (e.g., about 500 in Wyoming). Due
to this programmatic difference, Wyoming and FNS faced a unique problem when designing an EBT
system for WIC—the EBT system would need to identify exactly what was being purchased with WIC
benefits and compare each item to the participant’ s food prescription. This was accomplished by storing
the food prescription in the memory of the participant’s EBT card, a“smartcard” containing an
integrated circuit memory chip, and equipping the EBT terminal with a scanner to read the bar codes
affixed to food packages.® Thus, the WIC Program has demonstrated that it isindeed possible to link
EBT transaction data with detailed information on items purchased.

This pioneering effort by the WIC Program, however, requires a specialized EBT system using
smartcards that operates quite differently from most food stamp EBT systems. Although EBT systems

6 A similar problem may exist even when surveys ask respondents to keep register receipts for food purchased during the week.
Knowing that his or her food purchase decisions will be examined in a government study, the respondent may modify his or her
shopping patterns that week.

7  For adescription of the Wyoming demonstration EBT system, see William Hamilton et al., “Evaluation of the Wyoming EBT
System for WIC and the Food Stamp Program: Costs and Impacts of the Wyoming Smartcard EBT System,” Cambridge, MA.,
Abt Associates Inc., May 1997.

8  For stores with existing scanning systems, the EBT terminal is connected to the store's system to access an item’ s bar-code
information.
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for both programs reimburse retailers for purchased food itemsin a similar manner, the automatic check
of item identifiersis not required by the FSP, and it would be quite difficult and expensive to implement
for several reasons. First, whereas the total number of WIC-approved itemsis relatively small, the
number of FSP-eligible items probably exceeds 100,000. Second, there are approximately four times as
many FSP-authorized food retailers as WIC retailers. Finally, whereas most WIC retailers are larger
grocery stores or supermarkets with existing scanner systems, the majority of FSP-authorized stores do
not have scanners. With atechnical solution like that used in the WIC Program not feasible for food
stamps, FNS is using this current study to examine the feasibility of a different approach to linking
scanner and EBT transaction data.

1.3 Report Organization

Thisreport isdivided into five chapters, plus several technical appendices. Chapter Two describes the
process of selecting a study site and recruiting retailersto participate in the study. The challenging tasks
of configuring and installing the DCSUs and collecting data from all eleven participating stores are the
subjects of Chapter Three. Chapter Four describes the collected scanner data and the data processing
steps required to create final analysisfilesfor the study. Chapter Five presents examples of the types of
analyses t