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A. Statewide Student Information Systems 

A1. Does the State Education Agency (SEA) 
maintain a statewide student information 
system (SIS) containing student-level data 
identifying individual students? 

 
|__| 1. Yes 
|__| 2. No à  GO TO A11 

 
 
A2. When was the statewide student 

information system initially implemented for 
collection of individual student records? 

 
SY |__|__|__|__| - |__|__| 

 
 
A3. What percent of public and private school 

districts participate in the SIS? 
 

 Public school districts:  |__|__|__| % 
 
 Private school districts:   |__|__|__| % 

 
IF 100% OF PUBLIC DISTRICTS , GO TO A3b 

 
 
A3a. When do you expect 100% of public 

school districts to participate in the SIS? 
 
 SY |__|__|__|__| - |__|__| 
 

|__| Don’t know 
 
 
A3b. What percent of public and private school 

students are included in the SIS? 
 

Public school students:  |__|__|__| % 
 

Private school students:   |__|__|__| % 
 
 
A4. How often did the SIS collect individual 

student enrollment records during SY2004-
05? 

 
|__| 1. Monthly 
|__| 2. Once per year in Fall 
|__| 3. Twice per year 
|__| 4. Three times per year  
|__| 5. Ongoing, real-time updates 
|__| 6. Other, specify below 
 
_________________________________ 

A5. What is the due date for collection of fall 
membership data? 

   
|__|__| / |__|__| 
   MM          DD 

  

 
 
A6. Which of the following data items, for 

individual students, are maintained in the 
SEA’s student information system? 

 
 
Data Item 

Check if 
required 

Check if 
optional 

 1. State student ID  |__| |__| 

 2. First and last name |__| |__| 

 3. Middle name or initial |__| |__| 

 4. Grade level |__| |__| 

 5. Address  |__| |__| 

 6. Phone number |__| |__| 

 7. Gender |__| |__| 

 8. Date of birth |__| |__| 

 9. City/town of birth |__| |__| 

10. Social Security number 
(SSN) 

|__| |__| 

11. Race or ethnicity |__| |__| 

12. First language |__| |__| 

13. Migrant status |__| |__| 

14. Immigrant status |__| |__| 

15. Country of origin |__| |__| 

16. NSLP certification for 
free/reduced-price meals 

|__| |__| 

17. NSLP certification type 
(free vs. RP) 

|__| |__| 

18. Parent/guardian name |__| |__| 

19. Parent/guardian SSN |__| |__| 

20. Food stamp case number |__| |__| 

21. TANF case number |__| |__| 

22. School ID |__| |__| 

23. District ID |__| |__| 

 
 

A7. Do school districts request or require 
student Social Security numbers (SSNs) 
when enrolling students? 

 
 |__| 1. Student SSN is required by all 

districts 
 |__| 2. Student SSN is required by some 

districts 
 |__| 3. Student SSN is requested, but not 

required, by all districts 
 |__| 4. Student SSN is requested, but not 

required, by some districts 
 |__| 5. Student SSN is not collected 
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A8. Approximately what percent of student 
records in the SIS DO NOT contain Social 
Security numbers? 
 
|__|__|__|% 

 
 
A9. Is the statewide student information system 

currently used for NSLP direct certification? 
 

[NSLP DIRECT CERTIFICATION IS THE PROCESS 

WHEREBY CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING 

FOOD STAMPS ARE IDENTIFIED AS ELIGIBLE FOR 

FREE SCHOOL MEALS BASED ON DATA PROVIDED 

BY THE STATE OR LOCAL FOOD STAMP OFFICE.]  
 
 |__| 1. Yes à  GO TO SECTION B 
 |__| 2. No 
 
 
A10. Does your agency expect to use the 

statewide student information system for 
NSLP direct certification in the future? 

 
|__| 1. No plans at the current time 
|__| 2. Within 1-2 years 
|__| 3. Within 3-4 years 
|__| 4. Within 5 years 
|__| 5. Time frame is uncertain  

 
GO TO SECTION B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ANSWER NEXT QUESTIONS IF RESPONSE TO A1 = 
NO 
 
A11. Is the State Education Agency in the 

planning or development phases for a 
statewide student information system? 

 
 |__| 1. Yes 
 |__| 2. No à  GO TO A15 
 
 
A12. What is the expected year of 

implementation? 
 

SY |__|__|__|__| - |__|__| 
 
 
 
 

A13. Does your agency expect to use the 
statewide student information system for 
NSLP direct certification? 

 
|__| 1. No plans at the current time 
|__| 2. Within 1-2 years 
|__| 3. Within 3-4 years 
|__| 4. Within 5 years 
|__| 5. Time frame is uncertain  

 
 
A14. Which of the following data items, for 

individual students, will be maintained in 
the SEA’s student information system? 

 
 
Data Item 

Check if 
required 

Check if 
optional 

 1. State Student ID  |__| |__| 

 2. First and last name |__| |__| 

 3. Middle name or initial |__| |__| 

 4. Grade level |__| |__| 

 5. Address  |__| |__| 

 6. Phone number |__| |__| 

 7. Gender |__| |__| 

 8. Date of birth |__| |__| 

 9. City/town of birth |__| |__| 

10. Social Security number 
(SSN) 

|__| |__| 

11. Race or ethnicity |__| |__| 

12. First language |__| |__| 

13. Migrant status |__| |__| 

14. Immigrant status |__| |__| 

15. Country of origin |__| |__| 

16. NSLP certification for 
free/reduced-price meals 

|__| |__| 

17. NSLP certification type 
(free vs. RP) 

|__| |__| 

18. Parent/guardian name |__| |__| 

19. Parent/guardian SSN |__| |__| 

20. Food stamp case number |__| |__| 

21. TANF case number |__| |__| 

22. School ID |__| |__| 

23. District ID |__| |__| 

 
A15. Do school districts request or require 

student Social Security numbers (SSNs) 
when enrolling students? 

 
|__| 1. Student SSN is required by all 

districts 
|__| 2. Student SSN is required by some 

districts 
|__| 3. Student SSN is requested, but not 

required, by all districts 
|__| 4. Student SSN is requested, but not 

required, by some districts 
|__| 5. Student SSN is not collected 
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B. State Education Agency Computer Matching Activities—Medicaid 
Administrative Claim Program 

The Medicaid Administrative Claim (MAC) Program provides federal reimbursement for the costs of 
administrative activities that support school-based medical services or enable Medicaid-eligible K-12 
students to access benefits.  The Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) require that 
administrative costs of school-based health services be allocated to Medicaid eligible students based on 
the Medicaid percentage of students at the school or school district.  One way to determine the Medicaid 
percentage of students at the school or school district is through a match of school/school district 
enrollment data to Medicaid eligibility files. 
 
 
B1. Do school districts in your State participate 

in a MAC program? 
 
 |__| 1. Yes, all school districts à  GO TO B2 
 |__| 2. Yes, some school districts 
 |__| 3. No à  GO TO SECTION C 
 
 
B1a. How many school districts participate in a 

MAC program? 
 

# School districts: |__|__|__|__| 
 
 
B2. For school districts participating in MAC, is 

the Medicaid percentage of students 
determined through a computer match of 
student enrollment data to Medicaid 
eligibility files? 

 
 |__| 1. Yes  à  GO TO B3 
 |__| 2. No  
 
 
B2a. Why is computer matching not used for 

MAC? 
 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

|__| 1. State Medicaid agency will not 
release records for matching 

|__| 2. Student records are not suitable for 
computer matching 

|__| 3. Education agencies do not have the 
resources for computer matching 

|__| 4. Other methods are less costly 
|__| 5. Other methods are more accurate 

 
GO TO B6

 
B3. How many times during the school year 

are school/school district enrollment data 
matched to Medicaid eligibility files for the 
MAC program? 

 
 Number of times: |__| __| 
 
 Check if varies across districts |__| 
 
 
B3a. If number of times varies across districts, 

indicate the minimum and maximum 
number of matches conducted during the 
school year. 

 
 Minimum:  |__|__|  Maximum: |__|__| 
 
 
B4. During what month are the first match 

results for the school year available for 
determining Medicaid administrative 
claims? 

 
 Month |__|__| (enter 01-12) 
 
 Check if varies across districts |__| 
 
 
B5. What is the main coordinating agency for 

the match of school/school district 
enrollment data to Medicaid eligibility files 
for the MAC program? 

 
 |__| 1. Individual districts  
 |__| 2. District consortiums  
 |__| 3. State Education Agency (SEA) or 

SEA contractor 
 |__| 4. Other State agency, please specify  

 
_________________________________ 
 
_________________________________ 
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B5a. Please indicate the role(s) of the SEA, or 
SEA contractor, in the match of school or 
school district enrollment data to Medicaid 
eligibility files for the MAC program. 

 
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 
 |__| 1. SEA has no role 
 |__| 2. Hire vendor to manage the match 

process 
 |__| 3. Receive data from the State 

Medicaid agency 
 |__| 4. Match Medicaid data to student 

enrollment data from the statewide 
student information system  

 |__| 5. Collect student enrollment data 
from school districts  

 |__| 6. Match Medicaid data to student 
enrollment data collected from 
school districts  

 |__| 7. Communicate match results to 
school districts 

 |__| 8. Report Medicaid eligible 
percentages to the State Medicaid 
agency 

 
 
B5b. Is a statewide student information system 

(SIS) currently used for the Medicaid 
Administrative Claiming Program (MAC)?   

 
|__| 1. Yes à  GO TO B6 
|__| 2. No 
 
 
 

B5c.  Does your State plan to use a statewide 
student information system (SIS) for 
Medicaid Administrative Claiming in the 
future? 

 
|__| 1. No plans at the current time 
|__| 2. Within 1-2 years 
|__| 3. Within 3-4 years 
|__| 4. Within 5 years 
|__| 5. Time frame is uncertain  

 
 
B6. Does the SEA distribute guidelines to 

school districts participating in the MAC 
program? 

 
 |__| 1. Yes  
 |__| 2. No à  GO TO SECTION C 
 
 
B6a. To provide us with detailed information 

about the MAC program in your State, 
please provide a copy of your guidelines 
to school districts, or a web address 
where those guidelines are posted. 

 
 |__| 1. Guidelines will be attached to this 

survey 
 |__| 2. Guidelines can be found on the web 

at  
 

http://_____________________________ 
 
__________________________________ 
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C. Computer Matching with Unemployment Insurance (UI) Wage Data 

Unemployment insurance (UI) wage data are used by some State Education Agencies to measure 
employment outcomes for participants in federally funded programs.  For example: 

• The Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act of 1998 (Perkins III) requires 
States to report progress in achieving performance goals for employment placement and 
retention, as well as other student outcomes. 

 
• The Federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) requires postsecondary institutions to 

report performance data by determining the number of program graduates with workforce 
placement.  

 
In addition, some States have established comparable accountability requirements for State community 
college systems.  
 
UI wage records are maintained by State labor or employment security agencies. These records consist 
of quarterly reports of employee earnings that are submitted by employers who are required to comply 
with the State's unemployment compensation law.  UI wage records are matched to student records by 
student Social Security Number. 
 
C1. Does your agency have any role in coordinating or facilitating a data match to unemployment 

insurance (UI) wage records for measuring the employment status of former students? 
 
 |__| 1. Yes 
 |__| 2. No à  GO TO SECTION D 
 |__| 3. Don’t know à  GO TO SECTION D 
 
 
C2. Does the State Education Agency obtain wage record data from the State UI agency and match 

these records with student records, either internally or through a contractor? 
  
 |__| 1. Yes 
 |__| 2. No 
 
 
C3. Does the State Education Agency authorize the State UI agency (or another agency that has access 

to State UI wage records) to be its representative in matching information from student records 
with UI wage records for the purpose of evaluating the employment status of students?  

 
 |__| 1. Yes 
 |__| 2. No 
 
 
C4.  Please indicate the programs for which data matching with UI wage records is used to evaluate 

program outcomes. 
 
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 

 
|__| 1. Perkins Act, secondary education (Career and Technical Education) 
|__| 2. Perkins Act, post-secondary education (Community and Technical College) 
|__| 3. Workforce Investment Act Title I: Adults 
|__| 4. Workforce Investment Act Title I: Dislocated Workers 
|__| 5. Workforce Investment Act Title I: Youth 
|__| 6. Workforce Investment Act Title II: Adult Education 
|__| 7. Other, specify  

_______________________________________________________________________ 
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D. Contact Information  

D1. Did the SEA’s NCES liaison answer the questions on this survey or designate someone else to 
answer? 

 
|__| 1. Answered himself/herself àPLEASE PROVIDE INFORMATION FOR FOLLOW-UP PURPOSES   
 

E-mail address:  ___________________________________________ 
 
Telephone number:  |__|__|__|−|__|__|__|−|__|__|__|__| 
 

 
|__| 2. Someone else àPLEASE PROVIDE RESPONDENT’S NAME AND CONTACT INFORMATION FOR  
 FOLLOW-UP PURPOSES 
 

Respondent name:  __________________________________________ 
 

Respondent title:  ___________________________________________ 
 
E-mail address:  ____________________________________________ 

 
Telephone number:  |__|__|__|−|__|__|__|−|__|__|__|__| 

 
 
This completes our survey.  Thank you very much for your cooperation! 



Form Approved 
OMB No. 0584-0529 

Exp. Date 6/30/06 
 

 

Abt Associates Inc. Survey of State Medicaid Agencies 1 

Survey of State Medicaid Agencies:  Eligibility 
Information Systems and Data Exchanges 
 
 
Responding Agency 

[Affix label here] 
 
 
 
 
 
If necessary, make corrections to the contact information appearing above by crossing out incorrect 
information and writing in corrections. 
 
Introduction 

This brief survey has been sent to all State Medicaid agencies to collect information about the following 
topics: 
 

• Medical assistance eligibility rules, 
• Data maintained on medical assistance enrollees and income verification, 
• Integrated eligibility data for medical assistance and other means-tested programs 
• Data sharing with school districts 
• Availability of statistics on children enrolled in medical assistance, by income or poverty level 

 
The survey is part of a larger research effort conducted by Abt Associates Inc. for the United States 
Department of Agriculture (USDA), Food and Nutrition Service .  USDA is interested in learning 
about the feasibility of computer matching for the National School Lunch Program (NSLP). The Child 
Nutrition (CN) director in your state is also participating in this research.   
 
Your participation in this survey is voluntary.  None of your responses will be released in a way that 
identifies you or any other agency staff member by name. 
 
Questions about the content of this survey may be directed to: 
 

Nancy Cole 
Abt Associates Inc. 
55 Wheeler Street 
Cambridge, MA 02138 

 
 
617-349-2820 (voice), 800-371-7074 (toll free) 
617-520-2954 (fax) 
nancy_cole@abtassoc.com (e-mail) 

 
 
Please return the completed survey by August 26, 2005.  A postage-paid return envelope has 
been provided. You may also fax the completed survey to Nancy Cole at 617-520-2954. 
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Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 

The Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 requires that all persons who respond to this collection of 
information be informed that they are not required to respond unless it displays a currently valid OMB 
control number.  (See 5 CFR 1320.5(b)(i).)  The time required to complete this collection of information 
is estimated to average 30 minutes per response, including the time to review instructions and 
complete the information collection.  Comments on the burden or content of this collection of 
information may be sent to the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Service, Office of 
Analysis and Evaluation, Attn: Jenny Genser, 3101 Park Center Drive, Alexandria, VA  22302. 
 
 

Question Format 

All questions require a single response, unless (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) appears above response 
categories.  The survey contains three types of questions: 
 
 

Type of Question  Sample Question 

1. Questions with pre-specified response 
categories: 

Answer question by placing a ü in the 
box next to the correct response. 

 
1. During what year did you receive this 

survey? 

|___|  1.  2003 
|___|  2.  2004 
|  ü |  3.  2005 

2. Questions requiring numeric open-ended 
response: 

Answer question by providing response 
in specified format. 

 
2. During what calendar month did you 

receive this survey? 

|_0__||_8__| 

3. Questions requiring open-ended 
response: 

Answer question by writing response in 
space provided. 

 3. Provide respondent name. 

Jane Doe 

 
 
Please respond to all questions.  The responses do not need to be typed.  Please feel free to add 
explanatory notes in the margins, if needed.   
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A. Medical Assistance Eligibility Rules 

A1. For each of the following medical assistance eligibility groups, what is the income eligibility 
limit, as a percent of the federal poverty level?  (If the income eligibility limit is not the same 
percentage of the federal poverty level for all family sizes, specify the monthly income limit in 
dollars for a family of 3 and mark with a $ sign in place of the % sign.) 

 

Medical Assistance Eligibility Groups Covering School-age 
Children 

Check if 
Category 
Not Appli-

cable 

A1) Income eligibility limit, as 
a percent of the federal 
poverty level 

Mandatory Medicaid   
a) Low income families with children as described in Section 

1931 of the Social Security Act  
 |__|__|__| % 

    
b) Children ages 6-19 with income at or below 100 percent of 

the Federal Poverty Level. 
 100% 

    
c) Children ages 1-5 with income at or below 133 percent of 

the Federal Poverty Level 
 133% 

    
d) Title IV-E foster care/adoption assistance recipients  |__|__|__| % 
    
e) Transitional Medicaid for families losing Section 1931 

eligibility 
 NOT 

APPLICABLE 
   
Optional Medicaid    
f) Optional Medicaid expansion for low-income children (ages 

6-19, above 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level) 
|__|   |__|__|__| % 

    
g) Optional children who meet income and resource 

requirements for AFDC but otherwise are not eligible for 
AFDC 

|__|   |__|__|__| % 

    
SCHIP and Other Programs   
h) Separate SCHIP program |__|   |__|__|__| % 
    
i) Medicaid waiver program for school-age children. Specify 

name of program below. 
 
_______________________________________________   |__| |__|__|__| % 

    
j) State-only program for school-age children. Specify name 

of program below. 
 
_______________________________________________   |__| |__|__|__| % 
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Question A2-A4  
Instructions 

Medical Assistance Eligibility Groups Covering School-
age Children 

A2) What is the 
shortest 
redetermination 
period in 
months? 

A3) What is the 
longest 
redetermination 
period in 
months? 

A4) Do children have 
continous eligibility 
between 
redeterminations?  

 
      
 Mandatory Medicaid      

a) Low income families with children as described in Section 
1931 of the Social Security Act  

|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
b) Children ages 6-19 with income at or below 100 percent 

of the Federal Poverty Level 
|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
c) Children ages 1-5 with income at or below 133 percent of 

the Federal Poverty Level 
|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
d) Title IV-E foster care/adoption assistance recipients |__|__| 

months 
|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
e) Transitional Medicaid for families losing Section 1931 

eligibility 
|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
Optional Medicaid      
f) Optional targeted low-income children (ages 6-19, above 

100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level) 
|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
g) Optional children who meet income and resource 

requirements for AFDC but otherwise are not eligible for 
AFDC 

|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
SCHIP and Other Programs     
h) Separate SCHIP program |__|__| 

months 
|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      
i) Medicaid waiver program for school-age children. Specify 

name of program below. 
 
_____________________________________________ 

|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 

      

• For each medical 
assistance eligibility 
group covering 
school-age children 
in your State, please 
answer questions 
A2-A4 by filling in the 
chart to the right.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• If an eligibility group 

or program is not 
applicable in your 
State, leave the row 
blank. 

 

j) State-only program for school-age children. Specify name 
of program below. 
 
______________________________________________ 

|__|__| 
months 

|__|__| 
months 

|__| Yes |__| No 
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B. Medical Assistance Enrollee Data 

 
Question B1-B2 
Instructions 

Medical Assistance Eligibility Groups Covering School-age 
Children 

B1) Does State agency 
maintain eligibility 
information for children 
in a statewide computer 
system?  

B2) Are household income 
and household size 
available for children in a 
statewide computer 
system? 

 Mandatory Medicaid     
a) Low income families with children as described in Section 

1931 of the Social Security Act  
|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      
b) Children ages 6-19 with income at or below 100 percent of 

the Federal Poverty Level. 
|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      
c) Children ages 1-5 with income at or below 133 percent of the 

Federal Poverty Level 
|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      
d) Title IV-E foster care/adoption assistance recipients |__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 
      
e) Transitional Medicaid for families losing Section 1931 

eligibility 
|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

     
Optional Medicaid      
f) Optional Medicaid expansion for low-income children (ages 

6-19, above 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level) 
|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      
g) Optional children who meet income and resource 

requirements for AFDC but otherwise are not eligible for 
AFDC 

|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      
SCHIP and Other Programs     
h) Separate SCHIP program |__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 
      
i) Medicaid waiver program for school-age children. Specify 

name of program below. 
 
_____________________________________________ 

|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      
j) State-only program for school-age children. Specify name of 

program below. 
 
______________________________________________ 

|__| Yes |__| No |__| Yes |__| No 

      

• For each medical 
assistance eligibility 
group covering school-
age children in your 
State, please answer 
questions B1-B2 by 
filling in each row of 
the chart to the right.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
• If an eligibility group or 

program is not 
applicable in your 
State, leave the row 
blank. 
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Question B3-B4 
Instructions 

Optional Medical Assistance Eligibility Groups 
Covering School-age Children 

B3) What percent of 
enrolled children 
have an SSN in the 
statewide eligibility 
system? 

B4) Are SSNs present in the statewide eligibility system for 
non-enrolled adults in households with enrolled 
children? (These SSNs may not be required by Federal 
regulations.) 
(CHECK ONE RESPONSE) 

    
 Optional Medicaid      

f) Optional Medicaid expansion for low-income 
children (ages 6-19, above 100 percent of the 
Federal Poverty Level) 

SSN REQUIRED |__| All |__| More than 
half 

|__| Less than 
half 

|__| None 

       
g) Optional children who meet income and resource 

requirements for AFDC but otherwise are not 
eligible for AFDC 

SSN REQUIRED |__| All |__| More than 
half 

|__| Less than 
half 

|__| None 

       
SCHIP and Other Programs      
h) Separate SCHIP program |__|__|__| % |__| All |__| More than 

half 
|__| Less than 

half 
|__| None 

       
i) Medicaid waiver program for school-age children. 

Specify name of program below. 
 
________________________________________ 

 
|__|__|__| % 

 
|__| All 

 
|__| More than 

half 

 
|__| Less than 

half 

 
|__| None 

       
j) State-only program for school-age children. Specify 

name of program below. 
 
________________________________________ 

 
|__|__|__| % 

 
|__| All 

 
|__| More than 

half 

 
|__| Less than 

half 

 
|__| None 

       
       
       
     
     

 
 

• For each medical 
assistance 
eligibility group 
covering school-
age children in 
your State, please 
answer questions 
B3-B4 by filling in 
each row of the 
chart to the right.  

 
• If an eligibility 

group or program 
is not applicable in 
your State, or if the 
group/program is 
not included in a 
statewide eligibility 
system, leave the 
row blank. 
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IF YOUR STATE DOES NOT HAVE A SEPARATE SCHIP PROGRAM, àGO TO SECTION C 
 
B5. The Medicaid program uses the Income Eligibility Verification System of computer matching to assure 

the accuracy of eligibility data.  Does the separate SCHIP program use computer matching to verify 
income eligibility?  

 
|__| 1. Yes 
|__| 2. No à  GO TO SECTION C 

 
 
 B5a. When is computer matching used to verify income eligibility for the separate SCHIP program? 
 
  (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

|__| 1. At initial determination 
|__| 2. Between redeterminations 
|__| 3. At redetermination 

 
 
 B5b. Which of the following data sources are used by the separate SCHIP program for computer 

matching to verify income? 
 
  (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

|__| 1. Quarterly employer wage data 
|__| 2. Social Security and SSI benefit data 
|__| 3. TANF 
|__| 4. Unemployment compensation 
|__| 5. Internal Revenue Service data 
|__| 6. Child support payments 
|__| 7. Other, specify below 
 

  ____________________________ 
 
  ____________________________ 
 
  ____________________________ 
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C. Integrated Eligibility Systems 

C1.  Is the eligibility system for Medicaid part of an integrated eligibility system that also serves the 
Food Stamp (FS) and/or TANF programs?   Integration means that Medicaid shares the same 
computer system with FS/TANF or that Medicaid has real-time access to the records of the other 
programs. 

 
(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 
|__| 1. Food Stamp program 
|__| 2. TANF 
|__| 3. Neither à  GO TO SECTION D 

 
 
C2.  Please indicate all medical assistance groups included in the integrated eligibility system that 

serves Medicaid and FS and/or TANF.   
 

 (CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

|__| 1. Low income families with children as described in Section 1931 of the Social Security Act 
|__| 2. Children ages 6-19 with income at or below 100 percent of the Federal Poverty Level 
|__| 3. Children ages 1-5 with income at or below 133 percent of the Federal Poverty Level 
|__| 4. Title IV-E foster care/adoption assistance recipients 
|__| 5. Transitional Medicaid for families losing Section 1931 eligibility 
|__| 6. Optional Medicaid expansion for low-income children (ages 6-19, above 100 percent of the 

Federal Poverty Level) 
|__| 7. Optional children who meet income and resource requirements for AFDC but otherwise are 

not eligible for AFDC 
|__| 8. Separate SCHIP program 
|__| 9. Other medical assistance for school-age children (Medicaid waiver, State-only programs 

etc.). List program name(s) below. 
 

______________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
C3.  Which other means-tested programs are included in the integrated eligibility system that serves 

the Medicaid program?   
 

(CHECK ALL THAT APPLY) 
 

|__| 0. None 
|__| 1. Foster care 
|__| 2. Low-income home energy assistance program for non-TANF families (LIHEAP) 
|__| 3. Non-TANF child care assistance 
|__| 4. Rental assistance 
|__| 5. WIC 
|__| 6. Other, specify below: 

 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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D. Medicaid Administrative Claiming Program for School Districts

D1. Does your agency provide information to 
state or local education agencies for the 
Medicaid Administrative Claiming (MAC) 
program, which provides reimbursements 
for Medicaid-related administrative costs 
to school districts?   

 
|__| 1. Yes  
|__| 2. No à  GO TO E1 

 
 
D2. What type of data does your agency 

provide to state or local education agencies 
for the Medicaid Administrative Claiming 
(MAC) program?  

 
(CHECK ONLY ONE) 

 
|__| 1. Individual records of children 

enrolled in Medicaid  
|__| 2. Aggregate counts of children 

enrolled in Medicaid à  GO TO E1 
|__| 3. Individual records of children are 

provided to some agencies and 
aggregate counts of children 
enrolled in Medicaid are provided to 
some agencies 

 
 
D3. How does your agency provide information 

about Medicaid children to education 
agencies?  

 
|__| 1. Provide data to State Education 

Agency for the entire State 
|__| 2. Provide data to State Education 

Agency only for participating school 
districts 

|__| 3. Provide data directly to all school 
districts 

|__| 4. Provide data directly to 
participating school districts 

|__| 5. Other, specify below 
 
 __________________________________ 
 
 __________________________________ 
 
 __________________________________ 
 

D4. How many school districts participated in 
the MAC program in Federal Fiscal Year 
2004? 

 
 # participating districts: |__|__|__|__| 
 

|__| Check if all school districts in the 
State participate in MAC 

 
|__| Check if don’t know how many school 

districts participate 
 
 
D5. How many times did districts receive 

Medicaid eligibility information for the MAC 
program in Federal Fiscal Year 2004? 

 
 IF VARIES ACROSS DISTRICTS, INDICATE 

THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF TIMES. 
 
 # times per district:  |__|__| 
 
 Check if varies by district |__| 
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E. Other Data Sharing with School Districts 

E1. School districts are authorized to share information from applications for free or reduced-price 
meals with agencies administering the Medicaid and SCHIP programs. This information is used 
to provide outreach and enroll eligible children in medical assistance programs. Does your 
agency receive information from school meals applications? 

 
 |__| 1. Yes  
 |__| 2. No à  GO TO F1 
 
 
E2. What is the format of the information that you receive from school meal applications? 
 
 |__| 1. Electronic data  
 |__| 2. Hardcopy/paper documents  à  GO TO F1 
 
 
E3. How does your agency receive electronic data from school meal applications?  
 
 |__| 1. Receive data from State Education Agency for all school districts 
 |__| 2. Receive data from State Education Agency for some school districts 
 |__| 3. Receive data directly from all school districts 
 |__| 4. Receive data directly from some school districts 
 |__| 5. Other, specify below 
 

 __________________________________________________________ 
 

 __________________________________________________________ 
 

 

F. Statistics on Children Enrolled in Medical Assistance 

F1. Could your agency produce reports on the number of children enrolled in medical assistance by 
income group or poverty level?  For example, the number of children in households with income 
below the poverty level, between 100 and 130 percent of the poverty level, between 130 and 
150 percent of the poverty level, and so on (your reports may use different ranges of the 
poverty level). 

 
 |__| 1. Yes  
 |__| 2. No à  GO TO G1 
 
 
F2. To provide us with information about the population of children enrolled in medical assistance 

who are potentially eligible for free or reduced-price school meals, please attach a copy of a 
recent report showing the number of children enrolled in medical assistance by income or 
poverty group. 

 
|__| 1. Check if report is attached to this survey 

 
 
 What time period is covered by this report?  _________________________ 
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G. Contact Information  

G1. Did the Medicaid Director answer the questions on this survey or designate someone else to 
answer? 

 
|__| 1. Answered himself/herself àPLEASE PROVIDE INFORMATION FOR FOLLOW-UP PURPOSES   

 
E-mail address:  ___________________________________________ 
 
Telephone number:  |__|__|__|−|__|__|__|−|__|__|__|__| 

 
 

|__| 2. Someone else àPLEASE PROVIDE RESPONDENT’S NAME AND CONTACT INFORMATION FOR  
 FOLLOW-UP PURPOSES 

 
Respondent name:  __________________________________________ 

 
Respondent title:  ___________________________________________ 
 
E-mail address:  ____________________________________________ 

 
Telephone number:  |__|__|__|−|__|__|__|−|__|__|__|__| 

 
 
 
 

This completes our survey.  Thank you very much for your cooperation! 
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Georgia Case Study 

NSLP Direct Certification 

 
 Methods 

■ State-level computer match by the 
Dept. of Education Information 
Systems Division 
■ SFA on-line access to look up 
FS/TANF eligibility  
 
Coverage 
■ All public SFAs 
 
History 
■ 1992 – Implemented State-level 
computer match based on SSN, done 
by SFSA  
■ Late 1990s – SFAs given access to 
FS/TANF eligibility system 
■ 1997 - SSIS implemented 
■ 2005 - Moved match to SEA, added 
match by name and date of birth 
 
Effectiveness 
■ The State matches 57% of 
FS/TANF children, age 1-19, to 
students in public schools 
■ VSR data show that all public SFAs 
directly certify more children than they 
approve by categorical application 
■ Statewide, 63% of categorically 
approved children in public schools 
are directly certified (Source: VSR) 
 
Strengths 
■ 100% participation by public SFAs 
■ Three-prong approach – computer 
match; county files of unmatched 
FS/TANF children; individual look-ups 
 
Limitations 
■ Student data are 9 months old 
■ Exact match is required, with no 
tolerance for data errors 
■ Unmatched lists of FS/TANF 
children do not correspond precisely 
to SFA catchment area 

 

 

State-level Computer Match Procedures 
 
Timing 
■ June − SFSA provides FSP/TANF data to SEA 
■ June/July − SEA extracts SSIS data and does the match
■ Mid-July − Match results posted on SEA secure website
 
File Specifications 
■ FSP/TANF data 

- Active caseload as of May 
- Children ages 1-19 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth, mother’s name, 

mother’s SSN, address, county 
- Approximately 531,000 records in 2005 

■ Student enrollment data from SSIS 
- Student information from prior October 
- Unique students ID is SSN or alternate ID 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth, district name, 

district number, school name, school number, race, 
gender, graduation status  

- Approximately 1,553,000 records in 2005 
 
Matching Algorithms 
■ Primary match: Exact match by SSN 
■ Secondary match: Exact match by name and DOB 
 
Files provided to SFAs (via SEA secure website) 
1. Match results 
2. Unmatched FSP/TANF children age 6-19* 
3. Unmatched FSP/TANF children age 4-5* 
 
* Unmatched files contain children residing in the county where 

the SFA is located.

SFA Access to SUCCESS 
 
■ SUCCESS is the Georgia eligibility determination system 
for the FSP, TANF and Medicaid  

■ SFAs have secure but limited access to SUCCESS 
through Georgia Online (GO)  

■ For direct certification, SFAs may use the system to 
query FS/TANF eligibility data by:  

- SSN 
- Case number (e.g., to identify FSP household 
membership when all siblings are not directly certified) 
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Georgia Case Study (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NSLP Verification 
 
Methods of Verifying Categorical 
Applications  
1. Direct verification  
2. Request documentation from 

household 
 
Direct Verification with FSP Data 
■ Available since late 1990s 
■ SFAs need more training to 
understand that the system can be 
used for the entire verification sample 
 
Feasibility of Direct Verification 
with Medicaid Data 
■ Implemented in SY2005-2006 
through the SUCCESS online system 
■ Adding Medicaid was feasible 
because the FSP, TANF, Medicaid 
eligibility systems are integrated 
■ SCHIP is not included because 
SCHIP eligibility information resides in 
a separate system 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Other Computer Matching with K-12 
Student Data 
 
■ Medicaid School Health and Related Services – Not used 
■ Medicaid Administrative Claiming – Not used 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Agencies Interviewed 

State Agencies  

■ Department of Education 
- School and Community Nutrition Division 
- Information Systems Division 

 
■ Division of Family and Children’s Services, 

Dept. of Human Resources (DHR) − Food 
Stamp/TANF programs 

 
■ Department of Community Health (DCH) − 

Medicaid/SCHIP programs 

SFAs  

■ Cobb County 
- Large SFA with over 10,000 students 
- 32 % Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 1,700 direct certifications 

 
■ Crisp County 

- Mid-size SFA with about 4,500 students 
- 70% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 1,200 direct certifications 

 

Direct Verification via SUCCESS 
 
■ FSP, TANF, and Medicaid data are available for direct 
verification 
 
■ SFAs may use the system to query:  

- FSP/TANF/Medicaid eligibility data by SSN 
- FSP/TANF eligibility data by case number 
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Kansas Case Study 
 
NSLP Direct Certification 

 
 Methods 

■ District-level computer match in six 
districts 
■ Letters sent to all FS/TANF children 
statewide (including those attending 
districts that use district-level match)  
 
Coverage 
■ All SFAs by letter method; 6 SFAs 
receive data 
 
History 
■ 1990 –Implemented letter method 
■ Mid 1990s – Implemented district 
matching 
■ 2005 – Implemented SSIS 
■ 2006 – Planning for State-level 
computer match begins 
 
Effectiveness 
■ 86% of public SFAs directly certify 
more children than they approve by 
categorical application (Source: VSR) 
■ Statewide, 81% of categorically 
approved children in public schools 
are directly certified (Source: VSR) 
 
Strengths 
■ High rate of direct certification  
 
Limitations 
■ Most SFAs must manually process 
letters, rather than electronic data 
■ Computer matching procedures are 
not standardized across SFAs  
■ Letter method duplicates electronic 
data in SFAs using computer 
matching 
■ State-level match methods may be 
limited because SSIS contains SSN 
for only 47% of students 

 

 

District-level Computer Matching Procedures 
 
Participating Districts 
■ Wichita, Shawnee Mission, Kansas City, Topeka, 
Leavenworth, Seaman 
■ These districts account for 24 percent of enrollment and   
27 percent of Free/RP certifications 
 
Timing 
■ Mid-July − SFSA emails data files to districts 
■ July to mid-August − Districts complete match and mail 

notification letters to households 
■ End of August − School starts 
 
FS/TANF File Specifications 
■ Two files to each district containing FS/TANF children   

residing in counties served by the district: 
1) Children ages 3-4 (pre-K and CACFP) 
2) Children ages 5-18 (K-12)  

■ Active caseload as of end of July 

■ Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth, head of household 
name, address, and FS/TANF case number 
 
Matching Algorithms 
■ Determined by each district 
� Most matches are by name and DOB 
� Use of SSN is limited because district records do 

not contain SSN for all students 
 

Letter Method 
 
■ Mid-July  

� SFSA mails letters to all households with FS/TANF 
children 

� SFSA sends hard-copy printouts to all districts containing 
list of FS/TANF children in counties served by the district 

■ Approximately 32,000 letters mailed 
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Kansas Case Study (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NSLP Verification 
 
Methods of Verifying Categorical 
Applications  
1. Request documentation from 

household 
2. Contact local FSP office 
3. Contact State FSP office 
 
Direct Verification with FSP Data 
■ No system for direct verification with FSP 
data 
■ Respondents questioned usefulness, 
given high rate of direct certification and 
use of focused verification samples 
■ Reluctant to provide SFAs with direct 
access to FS/TANF eligibility data; prefer 
centralized system 
 
Feasibility of Direct Verification with 
Medicaid Data 
■ No current plans 
■ Perceived as technically feasible, but 
legal issues must be resolved. 
■ State has an integrated eligibility system 
for FSP, TANF, Medicaid, and SCHIP 
■ Direct verification is likely to be effective 
only if SCHIP is included.  Income eligibility 
limits are: 
� Medicaid - 100% FPL 
� SCHIP  - 200% FPL  

 

Other Computer Matching with K-12 
Student Data 
 
■ Medicaid Administrative Claiming (MAC) 

- Medicaid agency contracts with MAXIMUS to 
administer the program; SEA has no 
involvement; 

- County estimates of Medicaid-eligible children 
are used for reimbursement calculations.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Agencies Interviewed 

State Agencies  

■ Department of Education 
- Child Nutrition and Wellness Division 
- Planning and Research Division 

 
■ Department of Social and Rehabilitative 

Services (SRS) − Food Stamp/TANF programs 
 
■ Division of Health Policy and Finance, Department of 

Administration − Medicaid/SCHIP programs 

SFAs  

■ Wichita Public Schools 
- Large SFA with 45,000 students 
- 46% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 1,500 direct certifications 

 
■ Shawnee-Mission Public Schools 

- Large SFA with 29,000 students 
- 17% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 1,000 direct certifications 

Direct Verification Procedures 
 
■ Method #1 - SFA submits FSP/TANF case numbers to 
local FSP office using a standard form, or by telephone  
(large SFAs may use electronic methods).   
 
■ Method #2 – SFA telephones the State FSP office and 
State does a look-up of case numbers   
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Massachusetts Case Study 

NSLP Direct Certification 

 
 Methods 

■ State-level computer match by the 
Dept. of Education, Data Collection 
Division  
■ Letters sent to unmatched 
FSP/TANF children 
■ Two largest SFAs (Boston and 
Springfield) do their own match  
 
Coverage 
■ All public SFAs 
 
History 
■ 2002 – Pilot of computer match with 
FSP/TANF data in Boston and 
Springfield Public School Districts  

• Districts developed match  
• Project Bread initiated pilot 

■ 2003 – Expanded pilot to 12 
additional districts 
■ 2004 – Implemented State-level 
match using SSIS 
 
Effectiveness 
■ The State matches 80% of 
FS/TANF children, age 0-19, to 
students in public schools 
■ Data not available about direct 
certification as a percent of 
categorically approved 
 
Strengths 
■ Multiple rounds of matching result in 
high match rate 
■ Match is supplemented by letter 
method 
 
Limitations 
■ Match results were not available to 
SFAs until after school started; too 
late to be useful 
 

 

 

State-level Computer Match Procedures 
 
Timing 
■ August − SFSA provides FSP/TANF data to SEA 
■ August − SEA extracts SSIS data and does the match 
■ Mid-Sept − Match results posted on SEA web portal 
 
File Specifications 
■ FSP/TANF data 

- Active caseload as of July 
- Children ages 0-19 
- Identifiers: Name, date of birth, city of residence  
- Approximately 120,000 records in 2005 

■ Student enrollment data from SSIS 
- Student information from March 2005 
- Identifiers: State student ID, name, date of birth, 

gender, city of residence, district ID, school code, 
last reported NSLP status 

- Approximately 975,000 records in 2005 
 
Matching Algorithms 
■ 1. Exact match on Name and DOB 
■ 2. Exact match on Name and DOB (month and day 
switched) 
■ 3. Match on first initial of first name, exact match on last 
name, DOB, city of residence 
 
Matching Hardware/Software 
■ Match is done on PC using FoxPro 
 
Files provided to SFAs (via SEA secure website) 
■ Match results provided in MS-Excel format, with 
indicator of applicable match criteria 

Letter Method for Unmatched FSP/TANF Children 
 
■ Mailing done by SFSA in September 
■ Letters mailed to children age 4-19 
■ 16,000 letters mailed in SY2004-05  
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Massachusetts Case Study (continued) 

 
NSLP Verification 
 
Methods of Verifying Categorical 
Applications 
1. Request documentation from 

household 
2. Request documentation from local 

FSP office  
 
Direct Verification with FSP Data 
■ No current plans 
 
Feasibility of Direct Verification 
with Medicaid Data 
■ No current plans 
■ Potential barriers: 
- Establishing legality under HIPAA 
- Collecting verification sample data 

from SFAs 
■ Medicaid/SCHIP data are in same 
eligibility system; but separate from 
FSP/TANF 
■ Direct verification can be effective 
even if limited to Medicaid.  Income 
eligibility limits are: 
� Medicaid - 150% FPL 
� SCHIP – 200% FPL  

 

 Other Computer Matching with K-12 
Student Data 
 
■ Medicaid School Health and Related Services – Not used 
 
■ Medicaid Administrative Claiming  
- 320 districts participated in 2005 (nearly the entire 

State) 
- State Medicaid Agency provides eligibility records to 

school districts each quarter (Name, SSN, DOB, 
gender, recipient ID) 

- Districts (or their vendors) do a quarterly computer 
match of Medicaid records with student records, and 
submit quarterly claims 

 
 

 
 
Agencies Interviewed 

State Agencies  

■ Department of Education 
- School Nutrition and Health 
- Finance and Operations, Data Collection 

Processing and Reporting 
 
■ Dept. of Transitional Assistance (DTA) − Food 

Stamp/TANF programs 
 
■ Dept. of Health and Human Services, Office of 

Medicaid (MassHealth) − Medicaid/SCHIP programs 

SFAs  

■ Boston Public Schools 
- Large SFA with about 58,000 students 
- 73% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately __ direct certifications 

 
■ Orange Public Schools 

- Small SFA with about 800 students 
- Almost 50% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately __ direct certifications 
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Oregon Case Study 

NSLP Direct Certification 

 
 Methods 

■ State-level computer match by the 
Dept. of Education Office of 
Assessment and Information Services 
■ SFAs can receive files of 
unmatched FSP/TANF children for 
manual look-up or computer match 
with district student data  
 
Coverage 
■ All public SFAs 
 
History 
■ 2001-2003– Pilot of computer match 
with FSP/TANF data in Portland 
Public School District  
■ 2003 – Quarterly statewide 
computer match implemented  
■ 2004—Sibling match added 
■ 2005 – Monthly match implemented 
 
Effectiveness 
■ The State matches 65% of 
FS/TANF children, age <1-21, to 
students in public schools 
■ 86% of public SFAs directly certify 
more children than they approve by 
categorical application (Source: VSR) 
■ Statewide, 66% of categorically 
approved children in public schools 
are directly certified (Source: VSR) 
 
Strengths 
■ Combines SSN match of children 
with sibling match using parent name 
and address 
■ Uses student identifier subsystem to 
minimize lag in enrollment data 
■ Monthly matches allow direct 
certification throughout the year 

 

 
Limitations 
■ Little time for SFAs to process direct certification before 
start of school; will be available sooner for SY2006-2007 
■ Monthly matches do not separate new vs. previously 
matched records 

 
 
 
 

State-level Computer Match Procedures 
 
Timing − Monthly 
■ SFSA provides FSP/TANF data to SEA 
■ SEA extracts SSIS data and does the match 
■ Match results sent by secure e-mail to SFAs 
 
File Specifications 
■ FSP/TANF data 

- Active caseload as of end of month 
- Children ages <1-21 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth, sex, head of 

household name, address 
- Approximately 93,000 records in 2005 

■ Student enrollment data from SSIS 
- Student information from student identifier 
subsystem, updated at least 2 times/year and more 
often in large districts 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, state student ID, date of 

birth, sex, ethnicity, grade, district, school  
- Approximately 552,000 records in October 2004 

 
Matching Algorithms 
■ Primary match: Exact match by SSN 
■ Secondary match: Unmatched FSP/TANF children 
matched to head of household name and address of 
matched children 
 
Files provided to SFAs (via CN secure e-mail) 
4. Match results with SSN (and state student ID if 

matched by SSN) 
5. Unmatched FSP/TANF children with address in 

district (upon request) 
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Oregon Case Study (continued) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NSLP Verification 
 
Methods of Verifying Categorical 
Applications  
1. Request documentation from 

household 
2. Request documentation from local 

FSP office with household consent 
3. Direct verification  
 
Direct Verification with FSP Data 
■ Implemented in SY2005-2006 
■ Used by 10-15 SFAs 
■ One in five applications matched 
■ SFAs need more training to 
understand what the system can do to 
help 
 
Feasibility of Direct Verification with 
Medicaid Data 
■ Currently operational, but process not 
automated 
■ Direct verification is likely to be 
effective only if SCHIP is included.  
Income eligibility limits are: 
� Medicaid - 100% FPL 
� SCHIP – 185% FPL  

■ Shared data system for TANF, 
Medicaid and SCHIP; interface with 
FSP allows unduplicated list of children 

 

Other Computer Matching with K-12 
Student Data 
 
■ Medicaid School Health and Related Services – Not used 
■ Medicaid Administrative Claiming – Not used 
 

  
Agencies Interviewed 

State Agencies  

■ Department of Education 
- Child Nutrition and Food Distribution 
- Office of Assessment and Information Services 

 
■ Department of Human Services, Div. of 

Children, Adults, and Families 
- Office of Self Sufficiency Programs (FSP) 
- Medicaid Policy Unit 

 

SFAs  

■ Beaverton School District 
- Large SFA with 36,000 students 
- 29% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 3,100 direct certifications 

 
■ McMinnville School District 

- Mid-size SFA with 6,000 students 
- 44% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 850 direct certifications 

 

Direct Verification Process  

■ SFA creates list, in Word document, of applicants to be 
verified  
■ SFA sends list to SFSA using secure e-mail 
■ SFSA liaison contacts local FSP office to determine if 
applicants are approved for FSP, TANF, or Medicaid 
■ Medicaid information indicates if eligible for free or 
reduced-price 
■ SFSA returns list with verification results to SFA by secure 
e-mail 
 
Advantages 
■ Simple and inexpensive to implement  
 
Disadvantages 
■ Takes several days to get response, so SFA has less time 
to get verification from household if needed 
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Texas Case Study 

NSLP Direct Certification 

 
 Methods 

■ State-level computer match by the 
Dept. of Education Information 
Services Division 
 
Coverage 
■ All public SFAs 
 
History 
■ 1992 – Implemented State-level 
computer match based on SSN  
■ 1990s – Electronic distribution, web 
access to results introduced 
■ 2005 – TANF match added, match 
moved to server environment 
 
Effectiveness 
■ The State matches 57% of 
FS/TANF children, age <1-21, to 
students in public schools 
■ Statewide, 41% of categorically 
approved children are directly certified 
(Source: VSR) 
■ 60% of public SFAs directly certify 
more children than they approve by 
categorical application (Source: VSR) 
 
Strengths 
■ Match uses both SSN and 
Name+DOB 
■ Distribution of match results through 
CN website 
 
Limitations 
■ Student data are 9 months old 
■ Exact match is required, with no 
tolerance for data errors 
■ Match results are not easily 
imported into district databases 
because they don’t have the district 
student ID 
■ No direct certification method for 
unmatched FSP/TANF children  

 

 

State-level Computer Match Procedures 
 
Timing 
■ June − SFSA provides FSP/TANF data to SEA 
■ June/July − SEA extracts SSIS data and does the match
■ Mid-July − Match results posted on CN secure website 
 
File Specifications 
■ FSP/TANF data 

- Active caseload as of May 
- Children ages <1-21 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth, ethnicity, sex, 

address, client number, TANF case number, FSP 
case number, head of household name 

- Approximately 1.3 million records in 2005 

■ Student enrollment data from SSIS 
- Student information from prior October 
- SSIS has unique student ID, but not used for direct 

certification 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth, sex, grade, 

street address, city, zip  
- Approximately 4.4 million records in 2005 

 
Matching Algorithms 
■ Primary match: Exact match by SSN 
■ Secondary match: Exact match by name and DOB 
 
Files provided to SFAs (via CN secure website) 
6. Match results 
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Texas Case Study (continued) 

NSLP Verification 
 
Methods of Verifying Categorical 
Applications  
1. Request documentation from 

household 
2. Request documentation from local 

FSP office with household release 
 
Direct Verification of Categorical 
Applications 
■ Initial discussions among CN 
agency, SEA, and FSP agency have 
occurred - possible State-level match 
of LEA verification samples to 
FSP/TANF data  
 
Feasibility of Direct Verification 
with Medicaid Data 
■ Direct verification is likely to be 
effective only if SCHIP is included.  
Income eligibility limits are: 
� Medicaid - 100% FPL 
� SCHIP – 200% FPL 

■ Limitations of using SCHIP data:  
� Eligibility system is not 

integrated with Medicaid and 
is operated by a contractor 
� SSN disclosure is not 

mandatory; data missing for 
30% of children 

 

 Other Computer Matching with K-12 
Student Data 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Agencies Interviewed 

State Agencies  

■ Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition 
Division 

 
■ Department of Education, Information Systems 

Division 
 
■ Health and Human Services Commission− 

Information Technology, Policy Analysis & 
Program Coordination, Special Nutrition 
Programs, Medicaid/CHIP 

SFAs  

■ Hurst-Euless-Bedford ISD 
- Large SFA with 19,000 students 
- 37% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 850 direct certifications 

 
■ Victoria ISD 

- Large SFA with 14,000 students 
- 56% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 2,000 direct certifications 

Medicaid Administrative Claiming (MAC) 

■ HHSC provides file of all children ages 3 to 21 enrolled 
in Medicaid during school year (August to May) 
■ SEA matches to current student data by SSN or name 
and DOB; names are truncated 
■ 30 percent of students are matched to Medicaid data 
■ SEA computes percentage of students enrolled in 
Medicaid for each district and sends percentages to all 
public LEAs and to HHSC 
■ 700 LEAs submit claims for reimbursement of Medicaid 
administrative costs 
 

Medicaid School Health and Related Services  

■ LEA or its vendor sends a file of student records to 
HHSC monthly via secure website 
■ HHSC matches student file to current Medicaid 
database by SSN  
■ HHSC returns student file with Medicaid eligibility 
indicator to LEA or its vendor via secure website 
■ LEA can also check individual student eligibility via 
automated telephone system 
■ 1,000 LEAs submit claims for reimbursement of costs 
for school health and related services 
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Wisconsin Case Study 

NSLP Direct Certification 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Methods 
■ State-level computer match by the 
State Food Stamp Agency (SFSA) 
 
Coverage 
■ All public and private SFAs may 
participate; participation is voluntary  
 
History 
■ 1992 – Implemented State-level 
computer match  
■ 2005 – Automated the system; 
SFAs may match data multiple times 
during the year 
■ 2005 – Implemented SSIS (not used 
for direct certification) 
 
Effectiveness 
■ Information is not available on 
percent of FS/TANF children matched 
to student records  
■ Statewide, 51% of categorically 
approved children in public schools 
are directly certified  
 
Strengths 
■ System is completely automated; no 
action required at the State level  
■ SFAs may obtain matches when 
they wish and as often as they wish 
■ Private SFAs may participate 
 
Limitations 
■ Estimates suggest that only about 
20% of all SFAs, and 34% of public 
SFAs, use the system 
■ Exact match is required, with no 
tolerance for data errors 
■ SFAs need technical expertise to 
set up data exchange and process 
match results 
■ There is no direct certification 
method for unmatched FS/TANF 
children 

 

 

State-level Computer Match Procedures 
 
Process 
■ SFAs initiate the match by uploading student records via 
secure FTP  
■ District data are matched against a statewide file of 
FS/TANF children; FS/TANF file is updated monthly  
■ Match results are available in 24 hours for download via 
FTP 
 
Timing 
■ Peak times for system use are the last 3 weeks in June, 
and mid-August through late September 
 
File Specifications 
■ FSP/TANF data 

- Active caseload, updated monthly 
- Identifiers: Name, SSN, date of birth,  
- Approximately 114,000 school-age children in 2005 

■ Student enrollment data 
- Districts use current student records 
- Unique students ID is SSN if available 
- Data fields: Name, SSN, date of birth, district code, 

filler (for SFA use) 
 
Matching Algorithms 
■ Exact match by name and DOB 
 
Files provided to SFAs (via SEA secure website) 
7. Match results: SFA data file is updated to include an 

eligibility indicator 
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NSLP Verification 
 
Methods of Verifying Categorical 
Applications  
1. Request documentation from 

household 
2. Direct verification  
 
Direct Verification with FSP Data 
■ Implemented in SY2005-06 
■ Same system as direct certification 
■ SFAs can submit their entire 
verification sample: categorical and 
income applications  
 
Feasibility of Direct Verification 
with Medicaid Data 
■ State Medicaid Agency concerned 
about lack of SSNs in SSIS, and 
potential for error with name/DOB 
match  
■ HIPAA not considered a barrier; 
State does not consider eligibility 
information to be Personal Health 
Information (PHI) 
■ Medicaid income eligibility limit for 
children is 200% FPL (State does not 
have a separate SCHIP program) 

 

Other Computer Matching with K-12 
Student Data 
 
■ Medicaid School Health and Related Services – Not used 
■ Medicaid Administrative Claiming – Not used 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Agencies Interviewed 

State Agencies  

■ Department of Public Instruction 
- School Nutrition Team 
- Information Technology Team 

 
■ Department of Workforce Development (DWD), 

Bureau of Workforce Programs, Automated 
Operations Section − Food Stamp/TANF 
programs 

 
■ Department of Health and Family Services (DHFS) − 

Medicaid/SCHIP programs 

SFAs  

■ Milwaukee Public Schools 
- Large SFA with 97,000 students 
- 74 % Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 24,000 direct certifications 

 
■ Tomah Area School District  

- Mid-size SFA with about 3,000 students 
- 30% Free/RP NLSP in SY2004-05 
- Approximately 180 direct certifications 

 
 

Direct Verification Procedure 
 
■ Same as direct certification 

■ SFAs initiate the match by uploading student records 
via secure FTP  
■ District data are matched against a statewide file of 
FS/TANF children; FS/TANF file is updated monthly  
■ Match results are available in 24 hours for download 
via FTP 
■ Match is by Name and DOB; match does not use 
FS/TANF case numbers 
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Table C-1—Number of NLSP School Districts, Student Enrollment, and NSLP-Eligible Students:  Public
School Districts, SY2004-05

Number of
districts

Total student
enrollment

NSLP-eligible students

Number of students Percent of enrollment

Free Reduced price Free Reduced price

U.S. Total ............................... 12,935 43,278,139 14,450,579 3,362,675 33.4% 7.8%

State system, statewide ....... 955 4,274,425 1,693,762 356,802 39.6 8.4 
Arizona ............................... 247 854,631 360,933 70,686 42.2 8.3 
Arkansas ............................. 242 428,919 187,992 38,847 43.8 9.1 
Georgia ............................... 153 1,484,007 565,820 124,323 38.1 8.4 
Oregon ................................ 174 532,462 170,610 42,961 32.0 8.1 
South Carolina .................... 84 693,791 292,978 51,992 42.2 7.5 
West Virginia ...................... 55 280,615 115,429 27,993 41.1 10.0 

State system, not statewide 3,495 9,744,685 3,510,433 738,180 36.0 7.6 
Colorado ............................. 143 500,626 146,884 34,548 29.3 6.9 
Delaware ............................ 27 117,924 40,622 7,872 34.4 6.7 
Indiana ................................ 287 1,004,751 360,099 541 35.8 0.0 
Louisiana ............................ 76 732,988 412,190 59,639 56.2 8.1 
Minnesota ........................... 400 807,943 188,618 62,829 23.4 7.8 
Nebraska1 .......................... 305 272,628 73,160 24,520 26.8 9.0 
Oklahoma2 ......................... 499 620,772 264,611 63,260 42.6 10.2 
Texas .................................. 1,094 3,957,572 1,576,537 346,916 39.8 8.8 
Washington ......................... 250 881,185 254,815 77,936 28.9 8.8 
Wisconsin ........................... 414 848,296 192,897 60,119 22.7 7.1 

District-level matching ......... 4,942 21,905,771 7,112,782 1,675,154 32.5 7.6 
Alabama ............................. 138 734,409 301,490 55,673 41.0 7.6 
California ............................ 934 6,699,798 2,206,152 559,317 32.9 8.4 
District of Columbia ............ 42 78,921 47,467 4,739 60.1 6.0 
Florida ................................. 71 2,628,644 989,050 215,559 37.6 8.2 
Kentucky ............................. 172 652,418 272,383 57,160 41.8 8.8 
Maryland ............................. 24 853,203 214,405 64,278 25.1 7.5 
Michigan ............................. 626 1,611,506 478,886 105,230 29.7 6.5 
Mississippi .......................... 140 468,844 252,374 41,589 53.8 8.9 
Missouri .............................. 551 935,717 298,463 67,263 31.9 7.2 
Nevada ............................... 38 370,527 115,577 28,227 31.2 7.6 
New Jersey ......................... 528 1,179,079 273,457 86,112 23.2 7.3 
New Mexico ........................ 67 234,470 105,049 20,563 44.8 8.8 
Ohio .................................... 803 1,688,070 423,032 103,131 25.1 6.1 
Pennsylvania ...................... 530 1,705,546 463,128 116,408 27.2 6.8 
Tennessee .......................... 137 922,371 374,030 68,943 40.6 7.5 
Virginia ................................ 141 1,142,248 297,839 80,962 26.1 7.1 

District match plus letters ... 1,389 4,188,951 1,137,039 360,027 27.1 8.6 
Connecticut ......................... 156 506,231 73,013 25,588 14.4 5.0 
Kansas ................................ 297 462,439 121,540 52,968 26.3 11.4 
Maine .................................. 218 190,326 50,072 14,951 26.3 7.9 
New York ............................ 670 2,545,505 774,876 219,298 30.4 8.6 
Utah .................................... 48 484,450 117,538 47,222 24.3 9.8 

Letter method only ............... 2,154 3,164,307 996,563 232,512 31.5 7.4 
Alaska ................................. 41 101,060 23,062 7,666 22.8 7.6 
Idaho ................................... 111 241,462 74,407 26,253 30.8 10.9 
Illinois .................................. 796 1,687,979 654,649 109,181 38.8 6.5 
Iowa .................................... 367 480,433 113,467 37,187 23.6 7.7 
Montana .............................. 224 137,860 34,116 11,649 24.8 8.4 
New Hampshire .................. 72 176,391 23,868 10,444 13.5 5.9 
North Dakota ...................... 142 56,020 11,191 4,641 20.0 8.3 
South Dakota ...................... 163 116,645 26,179 11,048 22.4 9.5 
Vermont .............................. 193 84,952 17,778 6,108 20.9 7.2 
Wyoming ............................. 45 81,505 17,846 8,335 21.9 10.2 

1 In Nebraska, State-level matching is used by two SFAs, and letters are sent to Food Stamp households in the remainder of the State.
2 In Oklahoma, State-level matching (13 SFAs) and district-level matching (233 SFAs) is available.

Sources: USDA/FNS, SY2004-05 Verification Summary Report (VSR), excluding districts with only Provision 2/3 schools.  Excludes Hawaii,
Massachusets, North Carolina, and Rhode Island because data were not available or not usable.  Data are incomplete for Alaska,
Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, and Texas.
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Table C-2—Distribution of NLSP Free-Eligible Students by Type of Certification:  Public School Districts,
SY2004-05

Number of free-eligible students Distribution of free-eligible students

Total
Not subject

to
verification

Categorically
eligible

Income
eligible

Not subject
to

verification

Categorically
eligible

Income
eligible

U.S. Total ............................... 14,450,579 4,069,799 2,611,194 7,764,134 28.2% 18.1% 53.7%

State system, statewide ....... 1,693,762 606,695 216,188 870,879 35.8 12.8 51.4 
Arizona ............................... 360,933 140,179 7,015 213,739 38.8 1.9 59.2 
Arkansas ............................. 187,992 73,514 29,049 85,429 39.1 15.4 45.4 
Georgia ............................... 565,820 158,000 92,877 314,943 27.9 16.4 55.7 
Oregon ................................ 170,610 60,778 30,834 78,998 35.6 18.1 46.3 
South Carolina .................... 292,978 116,704 39,441 136,833 39.8 13.5 46.7 
West Virginia ...................... 115,429 57,520 16,972 40,937 49.8 14.7 35.5 

State system, not statewide 3,510,433 794,998 758,547 1,956,888 22.6 21.6 55.7 
Colorado ............................. 146,884 34,837 16,567 95,480 23.7 11.3 65.0 
Delaware ............................ 40,622 14,658 5,443 20,521 36.1 13.4 50.5 
Indiana ................................ 360,099 74,635 75,730 209,734 20.7 21.0 58.2 
Louisiana ............................ 412,190 149,659 95,260 167,271 36.3 23.1 40.6 
Minnesota ........................... 188,618 65,601 29,759 93,258 34.8 15.8 49.4 
Nebraska1 .......................... 73,160 22,315 11,820 39,025 30.5 16.2 53.3 
Oklahoma2 ......................... 264,611 49,107 72,424 143,080 18.6 27.4 54.1 
Texas .................................. 1,576,537 252,605 364,259 959,673 16.0 23.1 60.9 
Washington ......................... 254,815 84,196 42,365 128,254 33.0 16.6 50.3 
Wisconsin ........................... 192,897 47,385 44,920 100,592 24.6 23.3 52.2 

District-level matching ......... 7,112,782 2,118,934 1,246,068 3,742,328 29.8 17.5 52.6 
Alabama ............................. 301,490 58,372 93,580 149,538 19.4 31.0 49.6 
California ............................ 2,206,152 453,226 276,162 1,476,764 20.5 12.5 66.9 
District of Columbia ............ 47,467 18,394 4,848 24,225 38.8 10.2 51.0 
Florida ................................. 989,050 365,281 175,562 448,207 36.9 17.8 45.3 
Kentucky ............................. 272,383 99,851 62,184 110,348 36.7 22.8 40.5 
Maryland ............................. 214,405 71,749 24,677 117,979 33.5 11.5 55.0 
Michigan ............................. 478,886 178,949 110,204 189,733 37.4 23.0 39.6 
Mississippi .......................... 252,374 42,837 61,532 148,005 17.0 24.4 58.6 
Missouri .............................. 298,463 122,750 53,371 122,342 41.1 17.9 41.0 
Nevada ............................... 115,577 36,361 5,816 73,400 31.5 5.0 63.5 
New Jersey ......................... 273,457 38,845 51,953 182,659 14.2 19.0 66.8 
New Mexico ........................ 105,049 28,936 18,000 52,661 27.6 17.1 50.1 
Ohio .................................... 423,032 76,149 163,858 183,025 18.0 38.7 43.3 
Pennsylvania ...................... 463,128 232,676 67,192 163,260 50.2 14.5 35.2 
Tennessee .......................... 374,030 176,948 48,308 148,774 47.3 12.9 39.8 
Virginia ................................ 297,839 117,610 28,821 151,408 39.5 9.7 50.8 

District match plus letters ... 1,137,039 349,294 202,954 584,791 30.7 17.8 51.4 
Connecticut ......................... 73,013 21,501 11,911 39,601 29.4 16.3 54.2 
Kansas ................................ 121,540 33,174 7,875 80,491 27.3 6.5 66.2 
Maine .................................. 50,072 23,494 8,249 18,329 46.9 16.5 36.6 
New York ............................ 774,876 248,605 164,349 361,922 32.1 21.2 46.7 
Utah .................................... 117,538 22,520 10,570 84,448 19.2 9.0 71.8 

Letter method only ............... 996,563 199,878 187,437 609,248 20.1 18.8 61.1 
Alaska ................................. 23,062 6,912 4,305 11,845 30.0 18.7 51.4 
Idaho ................................... 74,407 16,862 8,752 48,793 22.7 11.8 65.6 
Illinois .................................. 654,649 114,084 126,713 413,852 17.4 19.4 63.2 
Iowa .................................... 113,467 29,023 17,961 66,483 25.6 15.8 58.6 
Montana .............................. 34,116 7,607 8,074 18,435 22.3 23.7 54.0 
New Hampshire .................. 23,868 4,287 7,291 12,290 18.0 30.6 51.5 
North Dakota ...................... 11,191 3,374 1,710 6,107 30.2 15.3 54.6 
South Dakota ...................... 26,179 4,333 7,155 14,691 16.6 27.3 56.1 
Vermont .............................. 17,778 7,430 2,952 7,396 41.8 16.6 41.6 
Wyoming ............................. 17,846 5,966 2,524 9,356 33.4 14.1 52.4 

1 In Nebraska, State-level matching is used by two SFAs, and letters are sent to Food Stamp households in the remainder of the State.
2 In Oklahoma, State-level matching (13 SFAs) and district-level matching (233 SFAs) is available.

Sources: See previous table. Excludes Hawaii, Massachusets, North Carolina, and Rhode Island because data were not available or not usable.
Data are incomplete for Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, and Texas.
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Table C-3—Number and Percent of School Districts With Directly Certified Students:  Public School Districts,
SY2004-05

Number of
districts

Districts with directly certified
students1

Districts without directly certified
students

Number Percent Number Percent

U.S. Total ............................... 12,935 8,152 63.0% 4,783 37.0%

State system, statewide ....... 955 891 93.3 64 6.7 
Arizona ............................... 247 209 84.6 38 15.4 
Arkansas ............................. 242 238 98.4 4 1.6 
Georgia ............................... 153 152 99.4 1 0.6 
Oregon ................................ 174 154 88.5 20 11.5 
South Carolina .................... 84 84 100.0 0 0.0 
West Virginia ...................... 55 54 98.2 1 1.8 

State system, not statewide 3,495 2,050 58.7 1,445 41.3 
Colorado ............................. 143 38 26.6 105 73.4 
Delaware ............................ 27 22 81.5 5 18.5 
Indiana ................................ 287 71 24.7 216 75.3 
Louisiana ............................ 76 53 69.7 23 30.3 
Minnesota ........................... 400 352 88.0 48 12.0 
Nebraska2 .......................... 305 210 68.8 95 31.2 
Oklahoma3 ......................... 499 214 42.9 285 57.1 
Texas .................................. 1,094 728 66.5 366 33.5 
Washington ......................... 250 212 84.8 38 15.2 
Wisconsin ........................... 414 150 36.2 264 63.8 

District-level matching ......... 4,942 2,400 48.6 2,542 51.4 
Alabama ............................. 138 58 42.0 80 58.0 
California ............................ 934 369 39.5 565 60.5 
District of Columbia ............ 42 1 2.4 41 97.6 
Florida ................................. 71 59 83.1 12 16.9 
Kentucky ............................. 172 120 69.8 52 30.2 
Maryland ............................. 24 24 100.0 0 0.0 
Michigan ............................. 626 320 51.1 306 48.9 
Mississippi .......................... 140 71 50.7 69 49.3 
Missouri .............................. 551 429 77.9 122 22.1 
Nevada ............................... 38 33 86.8 5 13.2 
New Jersey ......................... 528 124 23.5 404 76.5 
New Mexico ........................ 67 43 64.2 24 35.8 
Ohio .................................... 803 147 18.3 656 81.7 
Pennsylvania ...................... 530 336 63.4 194 36.6 
Tennessee .......................... 137 131 95.6 6 4.4 
Virginia ................................ 141 135 95.7 6 4.3 

District match plus letters ... 1,389 1,151 82.9 238 17.1 
Connecticut ......................... 156 123 78.8 33 21.2 
Kansas ................................ 297 269 90.6 28 9.4 
Maine .................................. 218 183 83.9 35 16.1 
New York ............................ 670 533 79.6 137 20.4 
Utah .................................... 48 43 89.6 5 10.4 

Letter method only ............... 2,154 1,660 77.1 494 22.9 
Alaska ................................. 41 31 75.6 10 24.4 
Idaho ................................... 111 96 86.5 15 13.5 
Illinois .................................. 796 641 80.5 155 19.5 
Iowa .................................... 367 293 79.8 74 20.2 
Montana .............................. 224 126 56.2 98 43.8 
New Hampshire .................. 72 54 75.0 18 25.0 
North Dakota ...................... 142 113 79.6 29 20.4 
South Dakota ...................... 163 84 51.5 79 48.5 
Vermont .............................. 193 178 92.2 15 7.8 
Wyoming ............................. 45 44 97.8 1 2.2 

1 Districts are identified as having directly certified students if the number of students "not subject to verification" exceeds the number
"categorically eligible" or is at least 5% of free-eligibles.

2 In Nebraska, State-level matching is used by two SFAs, and letters are sent to Food Stamp households in the remainder of the State.
3 In Oklahoma, State-level matching (13 SFAs) and district-level matching (233 SFAs) is available.

Sources: See previous table. Excludes Hawaii, Massachusets, North Carolina, and Rhode Island because data were not available or not usable.
Data are incomplete for Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, and Texas.
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Table C-4—Distribution of NLSP Free-Eligible Students by Type of Certification, For Districts With and
Without Directly Certified Students: Public School Districts, SY2004-05

Districts with directly certified students Districts without directly certified students

Number of
free-

eligible

Distribution of free-eligible students Number of
free-

eligible

Distribution of free-eligible students

Not
verified

Categ-
orical

Income
eligible

Not
verified

Categ-
orical

Income
eligible

U.S. Total ............................... 11,990,384 33.8% 14.9% 51.3% 2,460,195 0.6% 33.5% 65.7%

State system, statewide ....... 1,671,646 36.3 12.6 51.2 22,116 1.2 28.1 70.7 
Arizona ............................... 346,699 40.4 1.0 58.6 14,234 1.0 24.3 74.7 
Arkansas ............................. 186,319 39.4 15.3 45.3 1,673 4.0 34.1 61.9 
Georgia ............................... 563,721 28.0 16.3 55.6 2,099 1.3 35.6 63.1 
Oregon ................................ 167,826 36.2 17.9 45.9 2,784 1.3 28.6 70.2 
South Carolina .................... 292,978 39.8 13.5 46.7 – 0.0 0.0 0.0 
West Virginia ...................... 114,103 50.4 14.3 35.3 1,326 0.0 47.6 52.4 

State system, not statewide 2,688,196 29.3 17.9 52.7 822,237 0.8 33.6 65.6 
Colorado ............................. 124,427 27.9 9.5 62.6 22,457 0.4 21.3 78.3 
Delaware ............................ 38,320 38.2 11.3 50.5 2,302 1.6 47.6 50.7 
Indiana ................................ 224,452 33.2 15.0 51.8 135,647 0.0 31.0 68.9 
Louisiana ............................ 358,001 41.7 20.4 37.9 54,189 0.7 40.8 58.5 
Minnesota ........................... 178,822 36.7 15.2 48.2 9,796 0.2 27.3 72.5 
Nebraska ............................ 68,907 32.4 15.5 52.2 4,253 0.6 27.4 72.0 
Oklahoma ........................... 184,105 26.3 23.2 50.6 80,506 0.8 37.0 62.1 
Texas .................................. 1,125,870 22.0 18.8 59.2 450,667 1.1 33.9 65.0 
Washington ......................... 243,113 34.5 15.7 49.8 11,702 2.1 36.2 61.6 
Wisconsin ........................... 142,179 33.1 20.8 46.1 50,718 0.6 30.2 69.2 

District-level matching ......... 5,608,163 37.7 13.2 49.1 1,504,619 0.4 33.7 65.6 
Alabama ............................. 163,297 35.4 16.6 48.0 138,193 0.4 48.1 51.4 
California ............................ 1,637,088 27.6 9.2 63.2 569,064 0.3 21.9 77.8 
District of Columbia ............ 38,856 47.2 4.8 48.0 8,611 0.6 34.6 64.8 
Florida ................................. 945,055 38.6 17.7 43.7 43,995 0.5 19.2 80.3 
Kentucky ............................. 216,293 46.1 15.3 38.7 56,090 0.4 52.0 47.6 
Maryland ............................. 214,405 33.5 11.5 55.0 – 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Michigan ............................. 391,379 45.6 17.8 36.5 87,507 0.3 46.1 53.6 
Mississippi .......................... 148,313 28.6 16.8 54.6 104,061 0.4 35.1 64.4 
Missouri .............................. 267,147 45.9 14.9 39.2 31,316 0.6 43.2 56.1 
Nevada ............................... 112,405 32.2 4.7 63.1 3,172 3.3 18.3 78.3 
New Jersey ......................... 155,279 24.5 14.0 61.5 118,178 0.6 25.6 73.8 
New Mexico ........................ 84,786 34.1 15.3 50.6 20,263 0.0 24.8 48.3 
Ohio .................................... 187,633 40.2 26.2 33.6 235,399 0.3 48.8 51.0 
Pennsylvania ...................... 389,353 59.7 10.3 30.0 73,775 0.5 36.6 63.0 
Tennessee .......................... 361,551 48.9 11.4 39.6 12,479 0.0 56.1 43.9 
Virginia ................................ 295,323 39.8 9.6 50.6 2,516 0.4 20.5 79.0 

District match plus letters ... 1,090,659 31.9 17.6 50.4 46,380 2.1 22.9 75.1 
Connecticut ......................... 70,475 30.5 15.6 53.9 2,538 0.8 35.5 63.7 
Kansas ................................ 118,683 27.9 6.2 65.8 2,857 0.7 15.9 83.3 
Maine .................................. 46,182 50.9 13.2 35.9 3,890 0.2 55.3 44.5 
New York ............................ 738,111 33.6 21.3 45.1 36,765 2.5 19.1 78.4 
Utah .................................... 117,208 19.2 9.0 71.8 330 0.9 17.0 82.1 

Letter method only ............... 931,720 21.4 17.5 61.1 64,843 0.7 37.1 62.2 
Alaska ................................. 22,381 30.9 18.0 51.1 681 0.3 41.0 58.7 
Idaho ................................... 71,302 23.5 11.8 64.6 3,105 3.0 9.8 87.2 
Illinois .................................. 624,181 18.3 18.3 63.4 30,468 0.4 41.1 58.4 
Iowa .................................... 103,222 28.0 14.0 57.9 10,245 0.8 33.9 65.2 
Montana .............................. 28,439 26.5 22.1 51.4 5,677 1.0 31.7 67.2 
New Hampshire .................. 21,626 19.7 29.4 50.9 2,242 1.4 41.7 57.0 
North Dakota ...................... 10,347 32.6 14.4 53.0 844 0.1 26.7 73.2 
South Dakota ...................... 15,495 27.8 18.9 53.2 10,684 0.2 39.5 60.3 
Vermont .............................. 17,222 43.1 15.7 41.2 556 0.2 44.8 55.0 
Wyoming ............................. 17,505 34.0 14.3 51.7 341 3.8 7.3 88.9 

Sources: See previous table. Excludes Hawaii, Massachusets, North Carolina, and Rhode Island because data were not available or not usable.
Data are incomplete for Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, and Texas.
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Table C-5—Students Not Subject to Verification as a Percentage of Categorically Approved Students:  Public
School Districts, SY2004-05

All districts Districts with directly certified
students

Districts without directly certified
students

Number
categorically
approved1

Percent
directly
certified

Number
categorically
approved1

Percent
directly
certified

Number
categorically
approved1

Percent direcly
certified

U.S. Total ............................... 6,680,993 60.9% 5,842,459 69.4% 838,534 1.7%

State system, statewide ....... 822,883 73.7 816,405 74.3 6,478 4.2 
Arizona ............................... 147,194 95.2 143,590 97.5 3,604 4.0 
Arkansas ............................. 102,563 71.7 101,926 72.1 637 10.5 
Georgia ............................... 250,877 63.0 250,102 63.2 775 3.5 
Oregon ................................ 91,612 66.3 90,781 66.9 831 4.2 
South Carolina .................... 156,145 74.7 156,145 74.7 – 0.0 
West Virginia ...................... 74,492 77.2 73,861 77.9 631 0.0 

State system, not statewide 1,553,545 51.2 1,270,459 62.0 283,086 2.4 
Colorado ............................. 51,404 67.8 46,526 74.7 4,878 1.8 
Delaware ............................ 20,101 72.9 18,966 77.1 1,135 3.4 
Indiana ................................ 150,365 49.6 108,210 68.9 42,155 0.3 
Louisiana ............................ 244,919 61.1 222,422 67.1 22,497 1.7 
Minnesota ........................... 95,360 68.8 92,667 70.8 2,693 0.8 
Nebraska ............................ 34,135 65.4 32,946 67.6 1,189 2.2 
Oklahoma ........................... 121,531 40.4 91,048 53.2 30,483 2.2 
Texas .................................. 616,864 41.0 458,925 54.0 157,939 3.2 
Washington ......................... 126,561 66.5 122,069 68.8 4,492 5.6 
Wisconsin ........................... 92,305 51.3 76,680 61.4 15,625 1.8 

District-level matching ......... 3,365,002 63.0 2,852,073 74.1 512,929 1.1 
Alabama ............................. 151,952 38.4 84,865 68.1 67,087 0.9 
California ............................ 729,388 62.1 602,976 74.9 126,412 1.3 
District of Columbia ............ 23,242 79.1 20,214 90.8 3,028 1.6 
Florida ................................. 540,843 67.5 532,186 68.6 8,657 2.4 
Kentucky ............................. 162,035 61.6 132,638 75.1 29,397 0.7 
Maryland ............................. 96,426 74.4 96,426 74.4 – 0.0 
Michigan ............................. 289,153 61.9 248,518 71.9 40,635 0.7 
Mississippi .......................... 104,369 41.0 67,361 62.9 37,008 1.2 
Missouri .............................. 176,121 69.7 162,386 75.5 13,735 1.5 
Nevada ............................... 42,177 86.2 41,490 87.4 687 15.4 
New Jersey ......................... 90,798 42.8 59,792 63.7 31,006 2.4 
New Mexico ........................ 46,936 61.6 41,904 69.0 5,032 0.0 
Ohio .................................... 240,007 31.7 124,613 60.6 115,394 0.6 
Pennsylvania ...................... 299,868 77.6 272,546 85.2 27,322 1.2 
Tennessee .......................... 225,256 78.6 218,254 81.1 7,002 0.0 
Virginia ................................ 146,431 80.3 145,904 80.6 527 2.1 

District match plus letters ... 552,248 63.2 540,692 64.4 11,556 8.3 
Connecticut ......................... 33,412 64.4 32,491 66.1 921 2.1 
Kansas ................................ 41,049 80.8 40,573 81.7 476 4.4 
Maine .................................. 31,743 74.0 29,585 79.4 2,158 0.3 
New York ............................ 412,954 60.2 405,012 61.2 7,942 11.4 
Utah .................................... 33,090 68.1 33,031 68.2 59 5.1 

Letter method only ............... 387,315 51.6 362,830 55.0 24,485 1.8 
Alaska ................................. 11,217 61.6 10,936 63.2 281 0.7 
Idaho ................................... 25,614 65.8 25,218 66.5 396 23.5 
Illinois .................................. 240,797 47.4 228,132 50.0 12,665 1.1 
Iowa .................................... 46,984 61.8 43,422 66.6 3,562 2.4 
Montana .............................. 15,681 48.5 13,822 54.6 1,859 3.2 
New Hampshire .................. 11,578 37.0 10,613 40.1 965 3.2 
North Dakota ...................... 5,084 66.4 4,858 69.4 226 0.4 
South Dakota ...................... 11,488 37.7 7,245 59.5 4,243 0.5 
Vermont .............................. 10,382 71.6 10,132 73.3 250 0.4 
Wyoming ............................. 8,490 70.3 8,452 70.4 38 34.2 

1 Categorically approved students include those not subject to verification and those approved by applications containing a FS/TANF case number.
Sources: See previous table. Excludes Hawaii, Massachusets, North Carolina, and Rhode Island because data were not available or not usable.

Data are incomplete for Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Montana, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Oregon, and Texas.
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Exhibit D-1—Characteristics of Statewide Student Information Systems (SSIS), SY2004-05

Year
implemented

Participation in SSIS

Is/will SSIS used
for NSLP direct

certif.?

Percent of districts Percent of students

Public school
districts1

Private school
districts

Public school
students

Private school
students

Current SSIS (38)
Alaska .................  *  *  *  *  *  * 
Arizona ............... 2002 100 100 100 100 Yes
Arkansas ............. 1997 100 0 100 0 Yes
Colorado ............. 2002 100 0 100 0 No
Connecticut ......... 2005 100 0 100 0 No
Delaware ............ 1999 100 0 100 0 In 1-2 yrs
District of
Columbia ............  *  *  *  *  *  * 
Florida ................. 1987 100 0 100 0 No
Georgia ............... 1997 100 0 100 0 No
Hawaii .................  *  *  *  *  *  * 

Indiana ................ 2002 100 100 100 100 Yes
Iowa .................... 2004 100 10 100 20 In 1-2 yrs
Kansas ................ 2005 100 100 100 100 In 1-2 yrs
Kentucky ............. 2005 100 0 100 0 No
Louisiana ............ 1993 100 0 100 0 Yes
Maine .................. 2004 90 10 98 10 No
Massachusetts .... 2000 100 0 100 0 Yes

Michigan ............. 2002 100 0 100 0 No
Minnesota ........... 1992 100 0 100 0 No
Mississippi .......... 1999 100 0 100 0 Yes
Nevada ............... 1997 100 0 100 0 No
New Hampshire .. 2005 100 0 100 1 No
New Mexico ........ 1997 100 0 100 0 No
North Dakota ...... 2004 100 0 100 0 Yes
Ohio .................... 2003 100 0 100 0 No

Oregon ................ 2001 100 0 100 0 Yes
Rhode Island ...... 2003 100 0 98 0 No
South Carolina .... 1984 100 100 100 100 Yes
South Dakota ...... 2002 100 100 100 100 No
Tennessee .......... 2001 60 0 100 0 In 1-2 yrs
Texas .................. 1991 100 0 100 0 No
Utah ....................  * 100 0 100 0 No

Vermont .............. 1999 100 100 100 100 No
Virginia ................ 2005 100 0 100 0 No
Washington ......... 2002 100 0 100 0 Yes
West Virginia ...... 1991 100 0 100 0 Yes
Wisconsin ........... 2004 100 0 100 0 No
Wyoming ............. 2005 100 0 100 0 No

Planned SSIS (11)
California ............ 2008 – – – – No
Idaho ................... 2007 – – – – No
Illinois .................. 2005 – – – –  * 
Missouri .............. 2007 – – – – No
Montana .............. 2006 – – – – No

Nebraska ............ 2006 – – – – No
New Jersey .........  * – – – –  * 
New York ............ 2007 – – – – No
North Carolina .... 2008 – – – – No
Oklahoma ........... 2005 – – – –  * 
Pennsylvania ...... 2006 – – – – No

— Not applicable.   *  Survey nonresponse.
1 Maine and Tennessee reported that 100 percent of school districts would participate in SY2005-06.

Source: USDA/FNS, Survey of State Education Agencies, 2005. Four States did not respond to the survey: AK, DC, HI, and NJ. Alabama and
Maryland have no current or planned SSIS.



Exhibit D-2—Collection of Student Records for SSIS, and Availability of SSNs, SY2004-05

Collection of student enrollment data Student SSNs

Frequency Approx fall data
deadline

Collected by districts at
enrollment? Stored in SSIS? Percent of SSIS

records with SSN

Current SSIS (38)
Alaska .................  * * *   *  * 
Arizona ............... Ongoing1 * Not collected No 0
Arkansas ............. Once/Fall Mid-Oct Requested by all Optional 96
Colorado ............. Ongoing1 Mid-Oct Not collected No 0
Connecticut .........  * Oct 1  Not collected No 0
Delaware ............ Ongoing1 Mid-Oct Requested by some Optional 0
District of
Columbia ............  * * *   *  * 
Florida ................. 2x per yr Mid-Oct Requested by all Optional 95
Georgia ............... 2x per yr Mid-Oct Requested by all Optional 90
Hawaii .................  * * *   *  * 

Indiana ................ Once/Fall Mid-Sep Not collected No 0
Iowa .................... 2x per yr Mid-Oct Requested by some Optional 80
Kansas ................  * Mid-Oct Requested by some Optional 47
Kentucky .............  * Nov 1  Requested by all Required 98
Louisiana ............ 3x per yr Oct 1  Requested by all Required  * 
Maine .................. 4x per yr Oct 1  Requested by some Optional 10
Massachusetts .... 3x per yr Mid-Nov Requested by some No 0

Michigan ............. 3x per yr Mid-Nov Not collected No 0
Minnesota ........... 2x per yr Dec 1  Requested by all Optional 80
Mississippi .......... Monthly Mid-Oct Requested by all Optional 95
Nevada ............... Ongoing1 Oct 1  Requested by all Optional 50
New Hampshire .. 2x per yr End-Oct * No 0
New Mexico ........ 4x per yr Oct 1  Requested by all No 0
North Dakota ...... 2x per yr Oct 1  Not collected No 0
Ohio .................... 2x per yr End-Oct Requested by some No 0

Oregon ................ varies2 Oct 1  Requested by all Optional 50
Rhode Island ...... 4x per yr Mid-Oct Requested by some No 0
South Carolina .... 4x per yr Oct 1  * Required 97
South Dakota ...... Ongoing1 Mid-Oct Requested by all Optional  * 
Tennessee .......... Ongoing1 Mid-Oct Requested by all Required 80
Texas .................. 2x per yr Jan 6  Requested by all Optional 91
Utah .................... 3x per yr Mid-Oct Requested by some Optional 1

Vermont .............. 2x per yr3 Mid-Nov Not collected No 0
Virginia ................ Once/Fall Mid-Oct Required by all No 0
Washington ......... Monthly Mid-Sep Requested by some Optional  * 
West Virginia ...... Ongoing1 Mid-Oct Requested by all Optional 50
Wisconsin ........... Ongoing1 End-Nov Not collected No 0
Wyoming .............  * Mid-Oct Not collected No 0

Planned SSIS (11)
California ............ – – * No –
Idaho ................... – – * Optional –
Illinois .................. – – * No –
Missouri .............. – – Requested by some Optional –
Montana .............. – – Requested by all Optional –

Nebraska ............ – – Requested by some Optional –
New Jersey ......... – – *   * –
New York ............ – – Not collected No –
North Carolina .... – – Requested by some Required –
Oklahoma ........... – – Requested by some No –
Pennsylvania ...... – – *   * –

— Not applicable.   *  Survey nonresponse.
1 Nevada and Tennessee districts upload data nightly. Some South Dakota public districts do ongoing updates, otherwise 3x per year.

In Wisconsin, directory information is updated on an ongoing basis, full demographic info is collected once per year.
2 Varies from weekly to twice per year.
3 Twice per year for public school districts; once per year for independent districts.

Source: USDA/FNS, Survey of State Education Agencies, 2005. Four States did not respond to the survey: AK, DC, HI, and NJ. Alabama and
Maryland have no current or planned SSIS.
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Exhibit E-1—Medicaid/SCHIP Income Eligibility Limits for School-Age Children, and Prevalence of Statewide
and Integrated Eligibility Databases 

Income eligibility limit Statewide database
with income data

Medicaid
elig system
integrated

with
FS/TANF?

Also integrated with

Medicaid SCHIP Medicaid1 SCHIP Medicaid
expansion SCHIP

Medicaid = 130% FPL, No separate SCHIP
Tennessee .............................................. 130 – Yes – FS/TANF No –

Medicaid = 100% FPL, Separate SCHIP
Alabama ................................................. 100 200 Yes No No – –
Arizona ................................................... 100 200 Yes Yes No – –
California ................................................ 100 250 No No No – –
Colorado ................................................. 100 200 * * * – *
Delaware ................................................ 100 200 * * * – *
Florida ..................................................... 100 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF – Yes
Georgia ................................................... 100 235 Yes Yes FS/TANF – No
Kansas .................................................... 100 200 No/Yes Yes FS/TANF – Yes
Mississippi .............................................. 100 200 Yes Yes No – –
Montana .................................................. 100 150 Yes Yes FS/TANF – No
Nevada ................................................... 100 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF – No
North Carolina ........................................ 100 200 No No TANF – Yes
North Dakota .......................................... 100 140 Yes Yes FS/TANF – Yes
Oregon .................................................... 100 185 Yes Yes TANF – Yes
Pennsylvania .......................................... 100 235 No Yes FS/TANF – No
Texas ...................................................... 100 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF – No
Utah ........................................................ 100 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF – Yes
West Virginia .......................................... 100 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF – Yes
Wyoming ................................................. 100 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF – No

Medicaid > 130% FPL, No separate SCHIP
Alaska ..................................................... 166 – * – * * –
Arkansas ................................................. 200 – * – * * –
District of Columbia ................................ 200 – Yes – FS/TANF No –
Hawaii ..................................................... 200 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –
Louisiana ................................................ 200 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –
Minnesota ............................................... 275 – No – FS/TANF No –
Missouri .................................................. 300 – Yes – No – –
Nebraska ................................................ 185 – Yes – FS/TANF No –
New Mexico ............................................ 235 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –
Ohio ........................................................ 200 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –
Oklahoma ............................................... 185 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –
Rhode Island .......................................... 250 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –
South Carolina ........................................ 150 – Yes – No – –
Wisconsin ............................................... 200 – Yes – FS/TANF Yes –

Medicaid > 130% FPL, Separate SCHIP
Connecticut ............................................. 185 300 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes No
Idaho ....................................................... 150 185 Yes Yes FS/TANF No Yes
Illinois ...................................................... 133 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes Yes
Indiana .................................................... 150 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes Yes
Iowa ........................................................ 133 200 Yes No FS/TANF Yes No
Kentucky ................................................. 150 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes Yes
Maine ...................................................... 150 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes Yes
Maryland ................................................. 200 300 Yes * FS/TANF Yes Yes
Massachusetts ........................................ 150 200 Yes Yes No – –
Michigan ................................................. 150 200 Yes No FS/TANF Yes No
New Hampshire ...................................... 185 300 Yes Yes FS/TANF No Yes
New Jersey ............................................. 133 350 Yes/No No FS/TANF Yes No
New York ................................................ 133 250 * * * * *
South Dakota .......................................... 133 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF No Yes
Vermont .................................................. 300 300 * * * * *
Virginia .................................................... 133 200 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes No
Washington ............................................. 200 250 Yes Yes FS/TANF Yes Yes

— Not applicable.   *  Survey nonresponse.
1 Yes/No or No/Yes indicate different response applies to a) Medicaid for low-income families as described in Section 1931 of the Social

Security Act, and b) Medicaid expansion for children in families with income up to the Medicaid income limit shown in column 1.
Sources: USDA/FNS, Survey of State Medicaid Agencies, 2005. Six States did not respond: AK, AR, CO, DE, NY, and VT.



Exhibit E-2—Medicaid/SCHIP Certification Periods and Prevalence of SSN Disclosure for Children Enrolled in
SCHIP

Length of certification periods
(months)

Continuous eligibility between
redeterminations Percent of

SCHIP children
with SSNMedicaid SCHIP Medicaid1 SCHIP

Medicaid = 130% FPL, No separate SCHIP
Tennessee ..............................................   12 – Yes – –

Medicaid = 100% FPL, Separate SCHIP
Alabama .................................................   12   12 Yes Yes 95
Arizona ...................................................   12   12 No No 100
California ................................................ 6-12   12 Yes Yes 81
Colorado .................................................   *  * * *  * 
Delaware ................................................   *  * * *  * 
Florida .....................................................   12  * Yes * 90
Georgia ...................................................    6   12 No No 100
Kansas ....................................................   12   12 Yes Yes 99
Mississippi ..............................................   12   12 Yes Yes  * 
Montana .................................................. 1-12   12 No Yes 99
Nevada ................................................... 6-12   12 No No 100
North Carolina ........................................ 6-12  * Yes * 100
North Dakota .......................................... 1-12   12 No Yes 99
Oregon .................................................... 2-12    6 No/Yes Yes 97
Pennsylvania .......................................... 6-12   12 No Yes 90
Texas ...................................................... 6-12    6 No/Yes Yes 70
Utah ........................................................ 1-12   12 No Yes 98
West Virginia ..........................................   12   12 Yes Yes 100
Wyoming .................................................   12   12 Yes Yes 85

Medicaid > 130% FPL, No separate SCHIP
Alaska .....................................................   * – * – –
Arkansas .................................................   * – * – –
District of Columbia ................................   12 – No – –
Hawaii .....................................................   12 – No – –
Louisiana ................................................   12 – Yes – –
Minnesota ...............................................   12 – No – –
Missouri ..................................................   12 – No – –
Nebraska ................................................    6 – No – –
New Mexico ............................................    6 – No – –
Ohio ........................................................ 6-12 – No – –
Oklahoma ...............................................    6 – Yes – –
Rhode Island .......................................... 6-12 – No – –
South Carolina ........................................ 3-12 – Yes – –
Wisconsin ...............................................   12 – No – –

Medicaid > 130% FPL, Separate SCHIP
Connecticut .............................................   12   12 No No 95
Idaho ....................................................... 6-12   12 Yes Yes 100
Illinois ......................................................   12   12 Yes Yes 100
Indiana ....................................................   12   12 No No 100
Iowa ........................................................   12   12 No No 40
Kentucky .................................................   12   12 No No 100
Maine ......................................................   12   12 Yes Yes 99
Maryland .................................................   12  * No/Yes *  * 
Massachusetts ........................................   12   12 No No 100
Michigan .................................................   12   12 Yes Yes 90
New Hampshire ......................................  1-6  1-6 Yes Yes 90
New Jersey .............................................   12   12 Yes Yes  * 
New York ................................................   *  * * *  * 
South Dakota .......................................... 1-12 1-12 Yes Yes 95
Vermont ..................................................   *  * * *  * 
Virginia ....................................................   12   12 No Yes  * 
Washington .............................................   12   12 Yes No  * 

— Not applicable.   *  Survey nonresponse.
1 Yes/No or No/Yes indicate different response applies to a) Medicaid for low-income families as described in Section 1931 of the Social

Security Act, and b) Medicaid expansion for children in families with income up to the Medicaid income limit shown in column 1.
Sources: USDA/FNS, Survey of State Medicaid Agencies, 2005. Six States did not respond: AK, AR, CO, DE, NY, and VT.


