
Nutrition Assistance Program Report Series
The Office of Analysis, Nutrition and Evaluation

Special Nutrition Programs Report No. CN-00-DC

Study of Direct Certification in the

National School Lunch Program

United State Food and
Department of Nutrition
Agriculture Service

September 2000



Non-Discrimination Policy

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities
on the basis of race, color, national original, gender, religion, age, disability, political beliefs, sexual
orientation, or marital or family status. (Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with
disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large
print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202)720-2600 (voice and TTD).

To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, Room 326-W,
Whitten Building, 14th and Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (202)
720-5964 (voice and TTD). USDA is an equal opportunity provider and employer.



Study of Direct Certification in the
National School Lunch Program

Authors:
Kenneth Jackson
Phil Gleason
John Hall
Rhonda Strauss

Submitted by: Submitted to:
Decision Information Resources, Inc. Office of Analysis, Nutrition and Evaluation
2600 Southwest Freeway, Suite 900 USDA, Food and Nutrition Service
Houston, TX 77098 3101 Park Center Drive, Room 503

Alexandria, VA 22302-1500
Project Director: Kenneth Jackson Project Officer: Matthew Sinn

This study was conducted under Contract number 53-3198-5-056 with the Food and Nutrition Service.

This report is available on the Food and Nutrition Service web site: http://www.fns.usda.gov/oane.

Suggested Citation:
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Office of Analysis, Nutrition and Evaluation, Study
of Direct Certification in the National School Lunch Program, CN-00-DC, by Kenneth Jackson, Phil Gleason,
John Hall, and Rhonda Strauss.  Project Officer, Matthew Sinn. Alexandria, VA: 2000.

United State Food and
Department of Nutrition
Agriculture Service

September 2000
Special Nutrition Programs

Report No. CN-00-DC



102

TABLE VI.10

BARRIERS ASSOCIATED WITH DIRECT CERTIFICATION IMPLEMENTATION

State District School

Type I:
Non-

Matching

Type II:
District-

Level
Matching

Type
I & II:

Combination

Type III:
State-
Level

Matching
All

Types

Type I:
Non-

Matching

Type II:
District-

Level
Matching

Type III:
State-
Level

Matching
All

Types

Type I:
Non-

Matching

Type II:
District-

Level
Matching

Type III:
State-
Level

Matching
All

Types
Barriers:

% Indicating Need
   for
   Organizational
   or
   Administrative
   Change 17.6 20.0 25.0 30.8 22.4 0.0 11.0 0.2 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

% Indicating Legal
   or Regulatory
   Problems 11.8 20.0 25.0 30.8 20.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

% Indicating Other
   Barriers 11.8 26.7 0.0 53.8 26.5 0.0 13.8 35.0 5.8 0.0 1.6 1.7 1.6

Weighted N 17 15 4 13 49 2,496 2,490 14,421 7,579 10,218 24,513 15,216 55,711

Unweighted N 25 73 39 20 76 42 152

Sources:  Direct Certification Study State Survey; Direct Certification Study SFA In-Depth Survey; Direct Certification Study School Survey
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TABLE VI.11

PROBLEMS IN THE IDENTIFICATION PROCESS AT STATE LEVEL

Type I:
Non-Matching

Type II:
District-Level

Matching
Type I & II:
Combination

Type III:
State-Level
Matching All States

Percentage Indicating Problems
Identifying AFDC/FS
Recipients 11.8 42.9 50.0 38.5 31.3

Valid N 17 14 4 13 48

Types of Problems:

Inaccurate and/or Incomplete
Information 0.0 50.0 50.0 40.0 40.0

Computer Programming, Data
Compatibility, and
Hardware Availability

0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 13.3

Procedures for Conducting the
Identification Process Not
Clearly Specified

50.0 33.3 50.0 20.0 33.3

Lack of Cooperation from
State Agency 50.0 33.3 0.0 40.0 33.3

Lack of Household
Participation Once
Identified

50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 6.7

Source:  Direct Certification Study State Survey
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identifying recipients, and a lack of cooperation among state agencies.  States containing

Type III districts noted inaccurate and/or incomplete information, a lack of cooperation,

and inadequate computer capabilities and/or resources as major issues.

At the district level (Table VI.12), Type II districts were most likely to experience

problems with the identification process (25 percent identified problems compared with 7

percent or less of other districts).  Eighty-five percent of these Type II districts indicated

that they had problems with inaccurate or incomplete information.

Matching. Table VI.13 examines problems associated with the matching process

at the state-level for the Type III model.  Just over 61 percent of the 13 states containing

Type III districts indicated that they had problems with this activity.  The major problems

centered around inadequate data and unclear procedures for completing the matching

process.

Table VI.14, examines problems associated with the matching process at the

district level for the Type II model.  Thirty-one percent of the Type II districts said they

had problems with the matching process.  Just under 45 percent of these districts cited

inaccurate and/or incomplete information as the source of their problem. Also,

approximately 27 percent of districts with problems cited computer programming and

hardware problems as significant.

Notification. Very few states, districts, or schools that conduct notifications said

they had problems with the notification process (Table VI.15).  Only 12 percent of states

containing Type I districts, 11 percent of Type II districts, 7 percent of Type III districts,
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TABLE VI.12

PROBLEMS IN THE IDENTIFICATION PROCESS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL

Type I:
Non-Matching

Type II:
District-Level

Matching

Type III:
State-Level
Matching All Districts

Percentage Indicating Problems
Identifying Students: 4.9 25.1 7.2 11.3

Weighted N 2,496 2,760 1,804 7,508
Unweighted N 25 73 43 148

Types of Problems:

Inaccurate and/or Incomplete
Information 100.0 85.2 70.9 85.4

Lack of Cooperation Among State
and Local Agencies 97.2 0.0 0.0 13.9

Students and/or Households
Moving 0.0 0.0 30.1 3.9

Directly Certified Households
Submit Applications 0.0 0.0 26.9 3.3

Directly Certified List Provided to
Districts Not In Manner That
Allows for Easy Identification

0.0 21.1 1.9 15.6

Source:  Direct Certification Study SFA In-Depth Survey
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TABLE VI.13

PROBLEMS IN MATCHING PROCESS AT STATE LEVEL

Type III:
State-Level Matching

Percentage Indicating Problems in Matching 61.5

Valid N 13

Types of Problems:

Inadequate and/or Incomplete Data 75.0

Procedure for Completing Matching Process Not Clearly
Specified 37.5

Lack of Cooperation Among State and Local Agencies
to Conduct Matches 12.5

Additional Cost and/or Resources 25.0

Consequences of Incorrectly Certifying and/or Not
Certifying Student 25.0

Source:  Direct Certification Study State Survey
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TABLE VI.14

PROBLEMS IN MATCHING PROCESS AT LOCAL LEVEL1

Type II:
District-Level Matching

Percentage Indicating Problems With Matching 30.8

Weighted N 1,464
Unweighted N 42

Types of Problems:
Inaccurate and/or Incomplete Information 44.8

Computer Programming, Data Compatibility,
and Hardware Availability 26.6

Additional Cost and/or Resources 0.0

Information Necessary for Direct Certification
Provided in Manner That Does Not Allow for
Efficient Matching 15.7

Parents Not Wanting to be Identified by the
Matching Process 12.6

Source:  Direct Certification SFA In-Depth Survey

1 Only one school (unweighted) indicated problems with matching process.
   Therefore, data is not presented for schools.
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TABLE VI.15

PROBLEMS IN NOTIFICATION PROCESS

State Level Local Level
Type I: Non-Matching Type II: District-Level Matching Type III: State-Level Matching

District School District School
Percentage Indicating Problems
Notifying 11.8 11.0 0.0 6.7 5.7

Weighted N ---- 2,490 8,491 1,442 6,837
Unweighted N 17 66 30 39 21

Sources:  Direct Certification Study State Survey; Direct Certification Study SFA In-Depth Survey; Direct Certification Study School Survey
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and 6 percent of schools in Type III districts gave such a response. Those that did

indicate a problem most frequently cited returned mail, language barrier problems, and

inaccurate household information.

 D. Reasons for Not Using Direct Certification

 This analysis has focused on states and districts that use direct certification.  This

section examines the reasons that some states and districts have decided not to use direct

certification.

   Only two states do not use direct certification. One of the states listed several

reasons for not using direct certification:

• Funds were not available to train state staff.

• Computer resources were not available at the state-level to assist in
identifying AFDC/food stamp recipients or students.

• Computer resources were not available to assist in matching.

• The AFDC/food stamp agency did not keep records in a way that would allow
direct certification to be conducted in a cost-effective manner.

 Staff in the other state that doesn’t use direct certification said computer

capabilities kept the state from using direct certification.  Specifically, they said computer

resources were not available at the state level to assist in identifying AFDC/food stamp

recipients or students, and computer resources were not available to assist in matching.

 Each respondent in a non-direct certification district was asked to rate a series of

factors on their importance to the jurisdiction's decision not to use direct certification.

The rating scale was from a high of “very important” (a score of 4) to a low of “not at all

important” (a score of 1). The most important factor identified was the perception that

AFDC/food stamp agencies did not keep records in a manner that would make direct
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certification cost effective (Table VI.16).  The second most significant factor was

difficulty in obtaining cooperation from the AFDC/food stamp agency.  Also, of

importance was the issue of confidentiality.  Other factors considered important included

such concerns as staffing, computer resource availability, and funding.

 When asked what could be done to make direct certification a better option, the

two states both indicated that it is possible to conduct direct certification. One indicated

that an improved database from its Department of Human Resources would make direct

certification a better option, while the other indicated that improved computer technology

would increase the likelihood of its use.

  Districts, on the other hand, did not find many of the options suggested helpful in

persuading them to use direct certification in the future (Table VI.17). The districts were

asked if such factors as availability of funds, training for staff, matching, identification,

and notification conducted at state-level, availability of computer resources and more

cooperation with the AFDC/food stamp agency would be useful.  Less than one-fourth

indicated that any of these factors would make direct certification a more viable option.

Clearly, these districts are not convinced that direct certification is a meaningful

improvement on the present procedures.

E. Summary

Some of the most important reasons states and districts decided to implement

direct certification are the beliefs that it would make certification simpler and more

efficient, it would reduce workloads, and it would increase participation.

 The greatest challenges to states in implementing direct certification were

procedural issues such as how to conduct matches, how to notify directly certified
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TABLE VI.16

MEAN LEVEL OF IMPORTANCE OF FACTOR IN DECISION NOT
TO USE DIRECT CERTIFICATION

Mean
Factor:

AFDC/FS Do Not Keep Records in Manner to Make Direct
Certification Cost Effective

3.68

Difficulty Getting Cooperation 3.43

Confidentiality 3.36

Computer Resources Not Available to Assist Identification Process 3.17

Funds Not Available to Pay For Training Staff 3.16

Computer Resources Not Available to Assist Matching 3.14

Staff Not Available 3.00

Number of Students Eligible For Free Meals too Small to Make
Worthwhile 2.92

Director and Staff Unfamiliar with Requirements 2.89

Current Procedures are Satisfactory 2.19

Weighted N 5,172
Unweighted N 412

Source:  Direct Certification Study SFA Screener Survey
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TABLE VI.17

FACTORS THAT WOULD MAKE DIRECT CERTIFICATION A MORE
VIABLE OPTION

Percentage

Factor:

Availability of Computer Resources 24.2

Staff Provided Training 24.0

Matching Conducted at State Level 23.7

Identification Conducted at State Level 23.6

Availability of Funds for DC 23.0

Notification Conducted at State Level 22.5

Closer Relationship with AFDC/FS Agency 20.7

Weighted N 5,172
Unweighted N 412

Source:  Direct Certification Study SFA Screener Survey
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households, and/or how to coordinate the various direct certification steps.  Other noted

concerns were confidentiality, computer programming/formatting issues, and cooperation

among the relevant staffs.  Challenges were not as significant at the district or school

level.  However, such issues as procedural concerns and inadequate and/or incomplete

information were noted.

Generally, states took much longer to prepare for the implementation of direct

certification than did local-level entities.  Most states took about four months whereas

districts and schools took less than one month.  Collaboration did not appear to be a

serious problem in that the most important parties at the various jurisdictional levels

tended to be involved in meetings designed to address implementation issues.  Similarly,

very few entities, except at the state-level, required computer modifications or received

training or technical assistance.  Similarly, states were the only entities to identify

significant barriers to implementation.  These barriers included redefining responsibility,

identifying appropriate lines of communication, and confidentiality issues.


