
 
 
December 1, 2015 
 
 
 
The Honorable Edward J. Kasemeyer The Honorable Maggie McIntosh 
3 West Miller Senate Office Building 121 House Office Building 
11 Bladen Street 6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 Annapolis, MD 21401 
 
The Honorable Sheila Hixson 
131 House Office Building 
6 Bladen Street 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 
RE:  Hunger Free Schools Act (MSAR #10574) 
 
Dear Senator Kasemeyer, Delegate McIntosh, and Delegate Hixson: 
 
This letter is submitted in accordance with Section 2 of Chapter 291 of 2015 – the Hunger-Free 
Schools Act of 2015 (HB 965).  The Act requires that the Maryland State Department of 
Education (MSDE), the Department of Budget and Management (DBM), and the Department of 
Legislative Services (DLS) submit a report on the use of free and reduced price meal (FRPM) 
eligibility as a proxy for identifying economically disadvantaged children in the State’s 
compensatory education funding formula as well as the impact of the Community Eligibility 
Provision (CEP) of the federal Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010.  
 
The federal CEP program allows schools (and school systems) where 40% or more of students 
are directly certified as eligible for meal benefits to provide free meals to all students in the 
school or school system.  The federal meal reimbursement calculation for CEP-participating 
schools is the direct certification rate multiplied by 1.6.  Participating schools and school systems 
are not allowed to collect the official federal meal benefit applications, which for many states, 
including Maryland, are also used to determine the student count that drives the compensatory 
education funding formula.  
 
Adequacy of Education Funding in Maryland – Proxy for Economic Disadvantage 
 
The statewide study of adequacy of education funding includes a requirement to evaluate the use 
of FRPM eligibility as a proxy for identifying economically disadvantaged students in State aid 
formulas and the impact of the federal CEP program on State aid formulas.  
 
Augenblick, Palaich & Associates, Inc., the research team conducting the study, completed the 
evaluation and the report, Evaluation of the Use of Free and Reduced Price Meal Eligibility as a 
Proxy for Identifying Economically Disadvantaged Students: Alternative Measures and 
Recommendations, is enclosed.  
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The research team was required to examine alternate proxies for identifying economically 
disadvantaged students, including those used in other states.  A state-by-state listing of the 
indicators of low-income status used in other state funding formulas is available on page 33 of 
the report.  Across the country, only one state is not participating in CEP. 
 
The research team identified three broad categories of alternative approaches to identifying low-
income students.  These are (1) alternate application forms; (2) a hybrid model based on direct 
certification and federal meal benefit applications for non-CEP participating schools combined 
with a multiplier to estimate the number of eligible students in CEP-participating schools; and 
(3) alternate indicators.  To further evaluate options in each category, the research team ran 
nine simulations based on the use of either FRPM applications or an alternate indicator.  The 
four FRPM-based simulations use the federal applications and direct certification in non-CEP 
schools and a multiplier for the CEP schools.  The five alternate indicator simulations use 
different proxies for economic disadvantage.  Table 10 on page 25 of the report provides a 
comparison of the FRPM simulations, and Table 11 on page 28 of the report provides a 
comparison of the alternate indicator simulations. 
 
The research team considered the ability to provide an individual indicator of low income, a 
required component of the State’s education accountability system in its evaluation of the 
nine options.  Additionally, each option was evaluated for accessibility, predictive validity, face 
validity, and distributional effects.  Accessibility relates to local school system access to relevant 
data for the indicator.  Predictive validity represents the strength of an indicator’s correlation to 
census poverty.  Face validity is a measure of how recognizable the indicator is to the public.  
Distributional effects show school district shares of each indicator to the FRPM counts. 
 
The research team made two recommendations to the State.  The first recommendation is to use 
eligibility for FRPM captured through federal meal benefit applications, direct certification, and 
alternate application forms in CEP schools. The report cites this option as the best proxy for 
identifying economic disadvantage.  The measure has an individual indicator, has precedent in 
many states, and school districts have experience collecting the data.  The research team 
recommends that the State collaborate with local school districts to identify strategies for 
improving the response rates for alternative forms.   
 
The second recommendation is to use direct certification counts only.  The research team 
recommends including children served through Medicaid or the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program in the direct certification process.  Although there is a relatively high rate of 
successfully matching social services recipients with public school enrollment records in the 
State, it varies widely across school systems.   
 
The research team recommends social service agencies and local school systems review the 
matching procedures and develop opportunities to improve the process.  If the State selects the 
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direct certification option, it would represent a major shift in the State’s compensatory education 
formula.  Therefore, the research team recommends phasing in this change.   
 
Impact of CEP and Trends in Compensatory Education Student Counts 
 
CEP was piloted in Maryland in the 2013-2014 school year with five schools in Washington 
County and the Seed School.  Currently, two school systems have implemented systemwide CEP 
(including Baltimore City) and six other school systems have implemented CEP in one or more 
schools.   
 
MSDE used historical FRPM compensatory education counts and projected counts for fiscal 
2016 through 2020.  The following assumptions were used in preparing these estimates: 
 
• FRPM count estimates used September 30 enrollment (as defined by Education 

Article 5-202) increased by the same percentage change by county as per the Maryland 
Department of Planning estimates, multiplied by the historical FRPM percentage of full-
time equivalent (FTE) enrollment projected using the most recent four years of FRPM 
percentages of FTE.  

 
• HB 965 estimates used K-12 enrollment increased by the same percentage by county as 

per the Maryland Department of Planning estimates, multiplied by the percentage of 
FRPM eligibility for the system for the year prior to opting in to CEP. 

 
MSDE notes the following in the trend data: 
 
• The most significant impact of HB 965 will be for those school systems who have 

implemented systemwide CEP; estimated FRPM counts are slightly greater than previous 
estimates which did not include alternative counts or the hold harmless provision.   

 
• Between October 2006 through October 2013 (year of data used to calculate 

compensatory education for fiscal 2008 and 2015, respectively), there was a 37.7% 
increase in the number of students eligible for FRPM, statewide. 

 
• Somerset County elected to implement systemwide CEP and to use direct certification 

and alternative forms in all 10 schools.  The FRPM counts in Somerset County increased 
by 30.7% between October 2006 and October 2013.  Unlike in Washington County, there 
was a decrease of 4.8% between October 2014 and the estimates for October 2015.  
While the change cannot be directly attributed to the implementation of CEP, it is 
interesting to note that this decline occurred the year of implementation. Based on the 
available data, MSDE believes the hold harmless component of HB 965 will restore 
some, if not all of the decline in Somerset County.
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• Washington County elected to use direct certification and alternative forms in the five 

CEP schools.  The FRPM counts in Washington County increased by 40.4% between 
October 2006 and October 2013.  There was an additional 1.2% growth between 
October 2014 and the estimates for October 2015 and 3% projected growth over the next 
two years. 

 
• Baltimore City implemented CEP systemwide in spring 2015.  The school system has 

elected to use direct certification only.  Therefore, utilizing the hold harmless component 
in HB 965 will ensure the school system does not experience a decrease in student 
counts. 

 
• MSDE projects that the statewide student counts used to calculate compensatory 

education based on the implementation of HB 965 in fiscal 2017 and 2018 will not differ 
significantly from projected student counts.   

 
The chart below shows actual and projected student counts used to calculate the Compensatory  
Education Program (2006 through 2018) for fiscal 2008 through 2020.  The impact of HB 965 is 
shown in fiscal 2017 and 2018. 
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Departments’ Recommendation 
 
MSDE, DBM, and DLS preliminarily recommend using a form of direct certification as the 
proxy for identifying economically disadvantaged students, primarily because direct certification 
relies on income eligibility certification by a third party.  However, making this change now 
would have major implications for calculation of the compensatory education formula and the 
distribution of State education aid.  With the results of the larger adequacy study due in fall 
2016, which  will include a new per-student base funding amount as well as weights for special 
needs programs including compensatory education, MSDE, DBM, and DLS believe it is too 
early to implement any changes to the proxy at this time.  Thus, we recommend that the General 
Assembly wait to act on this component until the results of the entire study are known and more 
comprehensive actions may be taken. 
 
If you have questions or need additional information, please contact Kristy Michel, Deputy 
Superintendent for Finance and Administration of MSDE, at (410) 767-0011 or by email at 
kristy.michel@maryland.gov. Nathan Bowen and Rachel Hise, with DBM and DLS respectively, 
collaborated with MSDE on this report.   
 
Sincerely, 

mailto:kristy.michel@maryland.gov
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Jack R. Smith, Ph.D., Interim 
Superintendent of Schools  
State Department of 
Education 

David R. Brinkley, Secretary 
Department of Budget and Management 
 

Warren G. Deschenaux, Executive 
Director 
Department of Legislative Services 
 

 
JRS:DRB:WGD/KM/RHH/ncs 
Enclosure 
 
C:   Ms. Kristy Michel 
 Mr. Nathan Bowen 

Ms. Rachel Hise 
 Ms. Amanda Conn 
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Errata Sheet for:

Evaluation of the Use of Free and Reduced-Price Meal Eligibility as a Proxy for
Identifying Economically Disadvantaged Students. Alternative Measures and

Recommendations

Title Page: The spelling of the last name of the third author was corrected from Checovish to Checovich.

Pagei: In the Suggested Citation, the form used for listing the second author was changed from
King Rice, J. to Rice, J. K.

Page i: The spelling of the last name of the third author was corrected from Checovish to
Checovich.

Page 3: In the last line of the last paragraph, the percentage of all eligible schools in Maryland
adopting the Community Eligibility Provision of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010
was corrected by replacing 16 percent with seven percent.

Page 4: In the first line of the first paragraph, the percentage of eligible high-poverty schools in
Maryland adopting the Community Eligibility Provision of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act
of 2010 was corrected by replacing seven percent with two percent.



Evaluation of the Use of Free and Reduced-Price Meal Eligibility

The Maryland General Assembly enacted Chapter 288, Acts of 2002 - the Bridge to Excellence in Public
Schools Act which established new primary state education aid formulas based on adequacy cost studies
using the professional judgment and successful schools methods, and other education finance analyses
that were conducted in 2000 and 2001 under the purview of the Commission on Education Finance,
Equity and Excellence. State funding to implement the Bridge to Excellence Act was phased-in over six
years, reaching full implementation in fiscal 2008. Chapter 288 required a follow up study of the
adequacy of education funding in the State to be undertaken approximately 10 years after its enactment.
The study must include, at a minimum, adequacy cost studies that identify a base funding level for
students without special needs and per pupil weights for students with special needs to be applied to the
base funding level, and an analysis of the effects of concentrations of poverty on adequacy targets. The
adequacy cost study will be based on the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS)
adopted by the State Board of Education and include two years of results from new state assessments
aligned with the standards, which are scheduled to be administered beginning in the 2014-2015 school
year.

There are several additional components mandated to be included in the study. These components
include evaluations of: the impact of school size, the Supplemental Grants program, the use of Free and
Reduced Price Meals eligibility as the proxy for identifying economic disadvantage, the federal
Community Eligibility Program in Maryland, prekindergarten services and funding, the current wealth
calculation, and the impact of increasing and decreasing enrollments on local school systems. The study
must also include an update of the Maryland Geographic Cost of Education Index.

Auqenblick; Palaich and Associates (APAJ in partnership with Picus Odden and Associates (POAJ and
the Maryland Equity Project (MEP) at the University of Maryland, will submit a final report to the
State no later than October 31- 2016.

This report, required under Section 3.2.3.1 of the Request for Proposals (ROOR4402342), describes the

approach APA and its partners took to evaluate the use offree and reduced-price meal eligibility as a

proxy for identifying economically disadvantaged students, including the consideration of alternative

measures of economic disadvantages, for calculating compensatory aid. More specifically, it describes

the indicators of economic disadvantage currently being used by state school funding formulas across

the nation, including how states are addressing the changes in the collection of family income data as a

result of the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010, and it

simulates the effects on school district shares of state counts of economically disadvantaged students

for nine different proxies. The report concludes with a discussion of the tradeoffs associated with each
model.

Suggested Citation: Croninger, R. G., Rice, J. K. & Checovich, L. (2015). Evaluation of the Use of Free
and Reduced-Price Meal Eligibility as a Proxy for Identifying Economically Disadvantaged Students.
Alternative Measures and Recommendations. Denver, CO: Augenblick, Palaich & Associates.
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Evaluation of the Use of Free and Reduced-Price Meal Eligibilit;y

Introduction
Many state aid formulas for public schools include some form of compensatory funding. While states

consider a range of student characteristics to calculate compensatory aid, a primary consideration is the

number of students from economically disadvantaged households who are enrolled in a school district.

Low-income status is often used as a proxy for students with learning challenges because poverty

strongly correlates with many of these challenges. Because of this, a majority of states and the District

of Columbia provide additional funding for low-income students through their compensatory aid

formulas to provide additional education services (Education Law Center, 2013; Ushomirsky & Williams,

2015). Compensatory aid "compensates" school districts for the number of economically disadvantaged

students they serve, usually providing an additional amount of per pupil aid for each low-income

student enrolled in the school district. Thirty-nine states plus the District of Columbia currently provide

some form of compensatory aid for each enrolled low-income student to school districts as part of their

school funding formula (Verstegen, 2015).

While some states identify specific categories of students thought to require additional educational

resources (e.g. pregnant teenagers or students living in foster care), most states rely heavily on existing

student counts administered for means-tested federal programs to estimate the number of

economically disadvantaged students in a school district (Carey, 2002). As means-tested federal

programs require individuals and families to meet well-specified eligibility requirements, they provide

states with well-established public standards to identify students as low-income or economically needy.

Across state school funding formulas, the number of students eligible to participate in the National

School Lunch Program and School Breakfast Program (operated by the U.S. Department of Agriculture

and state education agencies) is the most-used indicator of the number of low-income students.

Twenty-two states use the number of students eligible to receive free and reduced-price meals (FRPMs)

through the National School Lunch and National School Breakfast programs as part of their state funding

formulas. Maryland is one of these states (Verstegen, 2015).

A student in any school can qualify for FRPMs through an application process or by direct certification.

The application process requires a parent or guardian to report household income and related

household data to determine if a student is eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals at school. A

student, however, can also qualify categorically without an application if her economic and social

situation places her in a category of students considered vulnerable to hunger or malnutrition. To

identify students who qualify categorically, social service agencies and school administrators match the

agencies' records with school enrollment records, identifying students who have received services and

are enrolled in specific schools. "Identified students," as they are referred to in federal guidelines,

include homeless children, children in foster care, children participating in Head Start, migrant children,

and children living in households receiving services from the Supplemental Nutritional Assistance

Program (SNAP), the Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FDPIR), or the Temporary

Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program (Hewins & Levin, 2014).

1
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To be eligible to receive free or reduced-price meals through direct application, a student's household

income must not exceed 185 percent of the federally designated poverty threshold for a comparable

size family living in a similar geographic area. Students living in households with incomes that do not

exceed 130 percent of the poverty threshold are eligible to receive free meals, while students living in

households with incomes between 130 percent and 185 percent of the poverty threshold are eligible to

receive reduced-price meals (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Services, 2015).

Although identified students (e.g. students who qualify categorically) do not have to report household

income to receive free or reduced-price school meals, eligibility requirements for programs such as

SNAP or TANF are roughly 130 percent of the poverty threshold (Hewins & Levin, 2014), making direct

certification of eligibility by social service agencies and school administrators a good proxy for students

who live in economically disadvantaged households (Carey, 2002).

Student eligibility to participate in school meal programs has been used as a primary indicator of low-

income status since the 1990s (Carey, 2002). However, new eligibility requirements, such as the

Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) included in the 2010 Healthy, Hunger-Free Act (HHFKA), have

forced states to reconsider their formulas for compensatory aid (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,

2015; Hewins & Levin, 2014). Moreover, as the number of students eligible for school meals programs

has increased, some policymakers have questioned whether FRPM eligibility accurately differentiates

between economically disadvantaged students and economically advantaged students (Cowan et aI.,

2012; Harwell & LeBeau, 2010; Sparks, 2014). Approximately 44 percent! of students attending

Maryland Public Schools were FRPM-eligible during the 2013-2014 school year, up from 22 percent in

1990 (Sunderman & Dayhoff, 2014). Nationwide, 51 percent of students attending public schools were

eligible to receive free and reduced-price meals during the 2014-2015 school year, making "low-income"

or "economically disadvantaged" students a majority in the nation's public schools for the first time

(Southern Education Foundation, 2015).

This report examines the efficacy of using FRPM eligibility as a proxy for economically disadvantaged

students and alternative indicators that could be used to determine compensatory aid for school

districts in Maryland. First, the report describes changes to federally-funded nutrition programs,

specifically CEP(included in the HHFKA), and explains how those changes affect state funding formulas

that, like Maryland's formula, rely on the number of students eligible for free or reduced-price meals to

calculate compensatory aid for school districts. Next, the report identifies a range of plausible "work-

arounds" proposed by states and policy analysts to address CEP-created changes in requirements for

school meal program applications, as well as a range of non-FRPM based indicators of the number of

low-income students attending school districts being used in other states. Then, using Maryland's 2013-

2014 enrollment data, the report simulates the effect of nine alternative indicators of low-income status

on school district shares of the estimated state count for that indicator. The report concludes with a

discussion of these simulation results and the strengths and weaknesses of each indicator.

1 Based on October 2013 program enrollment data provided by the Maryland State Department of Education.
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Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act
In 2010, Congress passed the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act (HHFKA), reauthorizing a series of federally-

funded nutrition programs. The Act had two broad goals: 1) to improve the nutritional standards

associated with the meals provided by food programs and 2) to enhance the "hunger safety net" so that

fewer children would go hungry across the nation (Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act, 2010). The federal

government began piloting provisions of HHFKA in schools during the 2011-2012 school year and phased

in states through the 2014-2015 school year, at which time the U.S. Department of Agriculture

implemented the new policies nationwide. Maryland piloted the policies during the 2013-2014 school

year and implemented them statewide during the 2014-2015 school year.

A major provision of HHFKA simplifies the application process for free and reduced-price meal programs.

Under CEP,every student in a school is eligible to receive free meals if social services and school districts

have identified 40 percent or more of the students as eligible through direct certification (Center on

Budget and Policy Priorities and Food Research and Action Center, 2013; Levin & Neuberger, 2013).2 In

other words, if 40 percent or more of students in a school were categorically identified as being

vulnerable to hunger during the spring of the prior school year, then the school can opt to use the

community eligibility provision to provide free meals to all students starting in the fall of the next school

year. Vulnerable students, as identified in HHFKA, include homeless children, children in foster care,

children participating in Head Start, migrant children, and children living in households receiving services

from the SNAP, FDPIR, or TANF programs (Hewins & Levin, 2014).

If a school opts to use CEP,students who attend the school automatically qualify to receive free meals

for four years. Schools that opt into the provision are, under HHFKA, no longer permitted to collect

federal applications from students for the purpose of determining their eligibility for the school meal

program during this period. This HHFKA requirement was created to reduce the administrative burden

on schools and to reduce the amount of paperwork low-income parents have to complete to gain access

to meal services. Proponents of CEPclaim that the provision dramatically reduces the paperwork burden

for schools, especially schools that serve high concentrations of poor and low-income children.

According to the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, in such schools, "little purpose is served in

devoting resources to identify the few children who don't qualify for free or reduced-price meals" (2015,
p.1).

While the first full implementation year of HHFKA increased student participation in the nation's free

and reduced-price meals program, not all schools eligible to use CEPopted to do so. Nationwide, 45
percent of eligible schools (schools with 40 percent or more identified students) adopted CEP;among

high-poverty schools (schools with 60 percent or more identified students), 63 percent of eligible

schools adopted the provision. In Maryland, the rates of adoption are substantially lower, at seven

2 Under the school meals program, all school districts are required to identify students as eligible to receive free and reduced-

price meals through direct certification, regardless of whether a school qualifies for CEP or not. In non-CEP schools the total

number of students eligible to receive free and reduced-price meals i~ the number of students identified through direct

certification and the number of students identified through the application process.
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percent of eligible schools and two percent of eligible high-poverty schools, respectively. States that

piloted HHFKA prior to the 2014-2015 school year have shown steady growth in adopting CEP,with the

highest rates of growth in Illinois, New York, Ohio and Kentucky. In other states, schools and districts are

taking a "wait and see" approach to the provision to more fully understand the effects of adoption

(Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2015).

One of the challenges schools and districts face in implementing the new CEPoption is that many state

funding formulas use data from the school meal program applications to calculate compensatory aid.

Thus, even when schools and districts want to encourage the use of CEPto qualify more students for

school meal programs, administrators worry that adopting CEPwill jeopardize their compensatory aid

(Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2015; Hewins & Levin, 2014). While the elimination of the meal

program applications simplifies paperwork and reduces the administrative load associated with

qualifying students for school meals, it creates other challenges for school and district administrators.

Namely, it can be challenging to obtain the individual income data required to determine compensatory

aid in CEPschools, especially if parents do not see a direct benefit to providing these data to school

personnel. Moreover, education accountability policies require individual indicators of income, so that

achievement data can be disaggregated by students who receive free and reduced-price meals and

students who do not. Although CEPserves the laudatory goal of providing more students with access to

healthy meals, it creates challenges in states that use these individual income data to determine

compensatory aid, determine eligibility for other programs, and hold schools accountable for low-

income students' achievement.

State Funding Formulas and Alternative Indicators of Low-Income
Status
State funding formulas use a range of indicators to identify students as economically disadvantaged. A

table presenting the indicators of low-income status used in different states' public school funding

formulas is provided in the Appendix. Information for the table comes from Verstegen's 2015 survey of

school finance policy. In reviewing the survey, the study team focused on how states described the

indicators used to calculate compensatory aid designated for "at-risk students." Because this report is

only interested in indicators of economically disadvantaged students, the table does not include other

state-identified indicators of risk, such as the number of English Language Learners (identified as an

indicator of risk in California) or the number of high school students who are more than a year older

than expected for their grade (identified as an indicator of risk in the District of Columbia). If and when

information on the survey was ambiguous, the study team examined state-sponsored websites to clarify

the indicators being used in a state's formula. The study team also searched for recent news about

changes in state funding formulas so as to update, where necessary, the information provided in

Verstegen's survey. (This was the case for Indiana and Massachusetts.)
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As noted previously, a total of 39 state school funding formulas and the District of Columbia's school

funding formula include some kind of indicator of low-income status to calculate compensatory aid."

The most frequently used indicator is eligibility for the free and reduced-price meals program: Twenty-

two states use the full count of students eligible to receive free and reduced-price meals as the sale

indicator or as a major indicator in their compensatory aid formulas, while seven states restrict the

count to those students eligible for free meals (Michigan combines this count with other categories of

eligibility). Another nine states andthe District of Columbia use some form of direct certification

associated with students who participate in various public assistance programs (e.g. SNAP, TANF, and

Medicaid) and/or categorical criteria to identify vulnerable students (e.g. homeless students, students in

foster care, or pregnant teenaged students) to calculate compensatory aid for school districts. Three

states use Title I counts and two states use U.S. Census estimates of numbers of children in poverty in

school districts.

While virtually all of these indicators rely on data from means-tested federally-funded programs (with

the possible exception of categorical designations such as the number of children in parenting and teen

pregnancy programs or juvenile delinquents), they use different income thresholds to designate

whether a household is low income or economically disadvantaged. States that use eligibility for the free

and reduced-priced meal program as their indicator of low-income status set the income threshold at

185 percent of the poverty threshold. States that use eligibility for free meals only (not reduced-priced

meals) or direct certification based on participation in various social service programs set the threshold

at approximately 130 percent of the poverty threshold. States that use the poverty rate itself as part of

their formula are the most restrictive, setting the threshold at or below the poverty line as its indicator

of low-income status.

Of the 39 states and the District of Columbia that use some form of low-income status indicator to

calculate compensatory aid, 29 will need to make some accommodation to their funding formula for

schools using CEP.The only state funding formulas that will not require an accommodation are those

that use direct certification or categorical eligibility only as a low-income status indicator or those that

use school district poverty rates as an indicator. While there is no comprehensive national survey of how

states are adjusting their formulas to accommodate CEPrequirements, several organizations (e.g. the

Center on Budget and Policy Priorities and the Food Research and Action Center) have provided

information and recommendations to state policvrnakers about alternatives to school meal applications

for estimating the number of economically disadvantaged students in schools, especially CEPschools.

These actual and recommended state policies, which are still evolving, fall into three broad categories:

1) use of an alternative form, funded through school districts and the state, to determine household

3 A number of states that the study team designates as having no indicator for low-income status stated that they provide
"supplemental grants" to schools for at-risk students. (This was the case in Arizona.) However, these grants appear to function
more as "block grants," which school districts can use for multiple purposes. Most of these states also indicated that the grants
are not designated specifically for "at-risk students" in their school funding formula.
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income, 2) use of a hybrid model that relies on direct certification and federal school meal applications

in schools that do not qualify for CEP,and relies on prior data or a multiplier to estimate the number of

low-income students in schools that do adopt CEP, or 3) use of alternative indicators, including direct

certification counts in all schools.

Use of Alternative Forms
In states that use school meal program eligibility as part of their funding formulas, the most common

work-around is to continue to collect individual income data from households through an alternative

household income form, sponsored and paid for by school districts and states." Although HHFKA does

not permit the collection of individual income data for the purpose of qualifying students for school

meals, school districts and states can use an alternative form to collect individual income data for use by

other programs. California has adopted this approach by developing five different alternative forms and

translating the forms into multiple languages." Just as in non-CEP schools, where direct certification and

the federal application are used to identify low-income students, an alternative form can be used in CEP

schools to gather individual income data for the purposes of accountability or to determine whether a

student is eligible for other programs.

Although the use of an alternative form creates some additional paperwork for school districts, it also

creates an opportunity to develop clearer, less burdensome forms than those required by the federal

meals programs' applications. For example, while federal regulations require families to provide a Social

Security number, an alternative form need not include such a requirement. Moreover, the use of

alternative forms can be restricted to only those students who are not identified through direct

certification in CEPschools. This approach resulted in directly collecting income data from only about

one-third of families in CEPschools in Detroit, Michigan; Buffalo, New York; New York City; and

Rochester, New York (Hewins & Levin, 2014).

There is major concern among school officials that families may not complete the alternative form if

they do not receive any direct benefit (e.g. qualifying their child for food services) for completing it.

Unfortunately, there is little systematic data on alternative form response rates in school districts with

CEPschools. The Food Research and Action Committee reports response rates of 98 percent in Floyd

County, Kentucky, one of the pilot states for HHFKA, and in Chicago Public Schools (Hewins & Levin,

2014), but these data are at best anecdotal.

Hybrid Models
Other states have adopted hybrid models to estimate the proportion of students in a school that would

be eligible for free and reduced-price meals. In these states, non-CEP schools use direct certification and

the federal application for the school meals program to identify low-income students and CEPschools

use a work-around other than an alternative income form. A major distinction between the hybrid

models and the use of an alternative income form is that many hybrid models do not provide individual

4 Personal correspondence from Jessie Hewins, Food Research and Action Committee, February 5, 2015.

5 For examples of household income forms used in California, see http://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/aa/lc/lcfffaq.aspIiPROV2and3.
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income data about students. These models may not resolve the problems associated with using"

individual measures of low-income status for accountability purposes or to qualify students for other

programs.

Texas, for example,·uses the national multiplierfor reimbursement (number of identified or directly

certified students, multiplied by 1.6) to estimate the share of students eligible for free and reduced-

priced meals in CEP schools." The multiplier is a national estimate ofthe ratio of the total number of

public school students who qualify for free and reduced-price meals to the total number of direct

certified or identified students eligible to participate in school meals. Although the estimate is not an

exact number of eligible students, it has been promoted as a reasonable proxy for the number of eligible

students enrolled in a school, if federal applications were still taken (Hewins & Levin, 2014; Levin &

Neuberger, 2013). Federal guidelines state that the u.s. Department of Agriculture may adjust the

multiplier to a number between 1.3 and 1.6 in the future, if it deems that adjustment more accurately

reflects the actual ratio of free and reduced-price meals students to direct certified students. However,

after such an adjustment, CEPschools may continue to use the 1.6 multiplier through their current four-

year period of eligibility.

Arkansas has proposed "freezing" the percentage of students who qualified for free and reduced-price

meals the year prior to a school becoming eligible for CEP.Arkansas would then adjust the percentage

every five years if the national multiplier of 1.6 times the number of identified students differed from

the "frozen" percentage by more than five percentage points." The Maryland General Assembly also

passed a bill (Hunger-Free Schools Act, 2015) that included both an alternative form option and a

"freeze" option. School districts can use either 1) the counts derived from the federal application in non-

CEPschools and the counts derived from an alternative form in CEPschools or 2) the counts derived

from the federal application in non-CEP schools and the counts derived from multiplying the percentage

of students eligible for the school meals program in the year prior to adopting CEPby the current

enrollment in CEPschools.

Alternative Indicators
In the nine states and the District of Columbia that do not use eligibility to receive free and reduced-

price meals or free meals only as part of their school funding formula, no work-around or special

accommodation needs to be made for CEPschools. In these states, calculations for the purpose of

compensatory aid can be the same in every school or district, regardless of whether a school adopts

CEP. In the case of states that identify low-income students through direct certification and/or

categorical criteria, individual indicators can also be used to disaggregate achievement data for the

6
See http://www.squaremeals.org/Programs/NationaISchooILunchProgram!CommunityEligibilityProvision.aspx for an

explanation of how Texas adjusts enrollment in CEP schools to estimate students eligible for free or reduced-price meals.

7 For a description of the proposed legislation, see

http://adesharepoint2.arkansas.gov/memos/Usts/Approved%20Memos!DispForm2.aspx?ID=1488&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fad

esharepoint2%2Earkansas%2Egov%2Fmemos%2Fdefault%2Easpx.
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purpose of accountability. These individual indicators can be used to qualify students for other programs

as well, such as waivers from specific fees (Hewins & Levin, 2014).

Simulations
To explore the consequences of using different indicators of low-income students for the state's funding

formula, the study team ran nine simulations using 2013-2014 program enrollment data for Maryland.

Because the recommended funding formula will not be known until the completion of the assessment of

the current funding formula, the study team focused on how different indicators of low-income students

affected a school district's share of the total state count for that indicator. 8 For example, if the number

of FRPM-eligible students is used as the indicator for the state funding formula, what percent of the

state count (share) is represented by the number of FRPM-eligible students in each school district? How

does the percent of the state count change for each school district if a different proxy is used to identify

disadvantaged students?

The simulations fall into two broad categories: a) FRPM-based simulations that use different "work

arounds" to estimate the number of students eligible for free and reduced-price meals in non-CEP and

CEPschools and b) alternative indicators that use an indicator other than FRPM eligibility to estimate

the number of economically disadvantaged students in schools. FRPM-based simulations use free and

reduced-price meals as the primary indicator of low-income status. These simulations propose a "work

around" for how to estimate the number of students eligible for free and reduced-price meals in CEP

schools. Alternative indicators propose a different proxy for identifying low-income students - one that

is the same for students in non-CEP and CEPschools. The nine simulations are:

FRPM-Based Simulations
• Hybrid All. School districts use direct certification and the federal application for free and

reduced-price meals in non-CEP schools and count all students in CEPschools as low income.

The total number of low-income students equals the sum ofthe number of students identified

as low-income through direct certification and the federal application in non-CEP schools and

the total enrollment of students in CEPschools.

• Hybrid 1.8. School districts use direct certification and the federal application for free and

reduced-price meals in non-CEP schools and multiply the number of direct certified students by.

Maryland's statewide average multiplier of 1.89 in CEPschools. The total number of low-income

students equals the sum of the number of students identified as low-income through direct

certification and the federal application in non-CEP schools and the product of the number of

identified or direct certified students and 1.8 in CEPschools.

8 The research team did not simulate the effects on school district shares of Maryland's recently passed Hungry-Free Schools

Act, 2015. The Act allows schools districts to estimate the number of FRPM-eligible students in CEP schools through the use of

an alternative income form or through calculating the product of the FRPM rate the year prior to adopting CEP and the current

enrollment. These shares are unlikely to differ from the baseline model with use in these simulations.

91.8 is the ratio of the number of students eligible for free and reduced-price meals to the number of direct certification

students statewide in Maryland. The study team used 2013-14 program enrollment data to calculate the ratio.

8
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• Hybrid 1.6. School districts use direct certification and the federal application for free and

reduced-price meals in non-CEP schools and multiply the number of direct certified students by

the national reimbursement rate of 1.6 in CEPschools. The total number of low-income students

equals the sum of the number of students identified as low-income through direct certification

and the federal application in non-CEP schools and the product of the number of identified or

direct certified students and 1.6 in CEPschools.

• Hybrid 1.4. School districts use direct certification and the federal application for free and

reduced-price meals in non-CEP schools and multiply the number of direct certified students by

Maryland's CEP-eligible average multiplier of 1.410 in CEPschools. The total number of low-

income students equals the sum of the number of students identified as low-income through

direct certification and the federal application in non-CEP schools and the product of the

number of identified or direct certified students and 1.4 in CEPschools.

Alternative Indicator Simulations
• Free Only. School districts use direct certification and the federal application for free and

reduced-price meals in non-CEP schools and direct certification and an alternative household

. income form in CEPschools to determine the number of low-income students. However, only

students eligible for free meals are counted as economically disadvantaged. The total number of

low-income students equals the sum of the number of students identified as eligible for free

meals through direct certification and the federal application in non-CEP schools and the total

number of students identified as eligible for free meals through direct certification and an

alternative household income form in CEPschools.

• Direct certification (DC). School districts use the counts derived from direct certification in non-

CEPschools and CEPschools. Students are identified as low-income only through direct

certification. The total number of low-income students equals the total number of students

identified through direct certification in non-CEP and CEPschools.

• Title I. School districts use the counts derived from students who receive Title I services or

attend Title I schools. Students are identified as low-income only using Title I criteria. The total

number of low-income students equals the total number of students identified as Title I

students in non-CEP and CEPschools.

• u.s. Census Estimates of Poverty. The state uses estimates of poverty for children ages five to

17, obtained from the u.S. Census Bureau, to calculate compensatory aid. The total number of

low-income students in a school district equals the school district's enrollment multiplied by the

county poverty rate.

• Weighted u.s. Census Estimates of Poverty. The state uses estimates of poverty for children ages

five to 17, obtained from the u.S. Census Bureau, to calculate compensatory aid. However, the

total number of low-income students in a school district equals the school district's enrollment

101.4 is the ratio of the number of students eligible for free and reduced-price meals to the number of direct certified students

in CEP-eligible schools statewide in Maryland. This ratio is smaller than the statewide average because CEP schools have a

higher proportion of their students directly certified as eligible for free and reduced-price meals than students statewide.

9
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multiplied by the square of the county's poverty rate divided by the state poverty rate. The

weighted U.S. estimate of poverty modifies counts in school districts relative to the state's

poverty.

All simulations are 'based on data provided by the Maryland State Department of Education or the U.S.

Census Bureau. The study team used program enrollment data reported in October 2013 and March
2014 to estimate the number of students in each school eligible for free and reduced-price meals, either

through direct certification or through an alternative form. The study team adjusted these estimates for

the number of pre-kindergarten students enrolled in schools and for the number of pre-kindergarten

students receiving school meals, based on March 2014 enrollment data." Census Bureau estimates of

children living in poor households, by county, come from 2013 Census data and can be obtained at

http://www.census.gov!did!www!saipe!downloads!sd13!index.html.

When running the FRPM-based simulations, the study team used October 2013 program enrollments to

identify schools with 40 percent or more students eligible for school meal programs through direct

certification. The study team identified a total of 317 schools eligible to adopt CEPfor the 2014-2015

school year. To estimate the count of low-income students in school districts with non-CEP eligible and

CEPeligible schools, the simulation used program enrollment data to identify the total number of

students eligible for free and reduced-price meals in non-CEP schools and added the number of students

identified as eligible using the hybrid model in CEPschools. For the 1.8, 1.6 and 1.4 multipliers, the study

team capped the product of the multiplier and number of direct certified students to the total school

enrollment minus prekindergarten children in each CEPschool.

The study team used free and reduced-price meal counts as the baseline for each simulation to estimate

how a different indicator would affect a school district's share of the state count. The baseline assumes

that the state would continue to determine the number of low-income students through direct

certification and the use of the federal application in non-CEP schools and the use of direct certification

and an alternative household income form in CEPschools. The total number of low-income students

equals the unduplicated sum of the number of students identified as low-income through the federal

application, the number students identified as low-income through the alternative income form, and the

number of students identified as low-income through direct certification.

The results of the simulations are shown in Tables 1 through 9. The first column identifies the county,

with the exception of the last row that provides statewide counts and percentages. The second and

third columns present the estimated count associated with the hybrid or alternative indicator, along

with the percent of total enrollment represented by that count. Columns four and five present the

11 The study team's final estimate of the total enrollment and the free and reduced-price meal enrollment is within .003 percent

of the statewide figures reported in Exhibit 3.8: Compensatory Education Formula Calculation, Fiscal 2015, included in the 2014

Legislative Handbook: Education in Maryland (Library of Information Services, Office of Policy Analysis, Legislative Services,

2014, p. 99).
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estimated 2013 free and reduced-price meals count, followed by th~ persent of the total enrollment

represented by that count. Column six presents the shareof the state count represented by the

estimated hybrid count or alternative indicatqr count for each sounty. Column seven presentsthe share

of the state count represented by the FRPM count for each 'county. The last column presents the

percentage pointdifterence bet~een1:he hyb~id 'or alter~ative!i~'dicato~ share and t~e FRPM share. A

positive percent indicates an increase in share; a negative percent indicates a decre~s~ in share, 12

As these simulations indicate, school district shares of the state count of low-income students vary with

the proxy used to identify economically disadvantaged students. The smaller changes occur for the

FRPM-based simulations, while larger changes in shares occur for alternative indicator simulations.

These shifts in shares, however, cannot be interpreted as percent shifts in the compensatory aid that

school districts would receive using a particular model. For example, each of the alternative indicators

results in a reduction of the state count for low-income students, because each of these indicators is

based on a more restrictive threshold for identifying economic need; without any adjustment these

proxies would result in lower levels of compensatory aid for all school districts. While school district

shares of the state count provide a good picture of how students identified as low-income for each

proxy are distributed across the state's school system, the actual effect of these proxies on

compensatory aid depends on the specifics of the funding formula used, including the compensatory

allocation per pupil, wealth adjustment and minimum grant or hold harmless provision.

Hybrid-All vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table I, below, presents a comparison of using a hybrid model that identifies all students in CEPschools

as low-income versus using FRPM counts to identify low-income students in non-CEP and CEPschools.

The overall state count for low-income students increases by 3.3 percentage points using this model,

from 42.9% low-income students to 46.2% low-income students. Ten school districts see an increase in

their share of the state count compared to their share of the state count using FRPM eligibility; eight

school districts see a decrease in their share of the state count. Baltimore City has the largest increase

(0.9 percentage points), followed by Wicomico County (0.4 percentage points). Montgomery County and

Prince George's County have the largest decreases in shares (-0.9 percentage points, each). Most

changes in shares are less than one half of a percentage point. In general, the Hybrid-All model increases

the state share of low-income students in school districts with larger CEPeligible enrollments and

decreases the state share of low-income students in school districts with smaller CEPenrollments.

12 Using Table 1 as an example, the estimated number of low-income students in Allegany County using the Hybrid-All model is

6,271. Allegany's share of the state count for that model is 1.6% (6,271/390,038). Allegany's share of the state count for

students eligible for FRPM is 1.3% (4,634/361,741). Allegany's share of the state count would increase by 0.3 percentage points

if the state used the Hybrid-All model to estimate the number of low-income students in the state.
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Table 1: County Shares of State Hyprid-AII (H-AII) and State Free and Reduced Price Meal
(FRPM) Counts Using 2013-14 Enrollment Dets'

,/,"",

-0.2%

-0,9o/~

Hybrid-All counts every student in a CEP eligible school as being economically disadvantaged. The total count equals all
students in CEP eligible schools plus all Free and Reduced Price Meal students in all non-CEP eligible schools. Counts
estimated using October 2013 program enrollment data. Counts subtract estimates of prekindergarten enrollment based on
March 2014 program enrollment data. Reported percentages rounded to a tenth of a percent.
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Hybrid-1.8 vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 2, below, presents a comparison of using a hybrid model that identifies low-income students in

CEPschools by multiplying direct certification counts by 1.8, the statewide ratio of FRPM counts to

direct certification counts, versus using FRPM counts to identify low-income students in non-CEp'and

CEPschools. AltK6Jgh 1.8 is the statewide ratio in Maryland, under this simulation, the state countof

low-income students increases by 1.9 percentage points, from 42.9% to 44.8%. Eight school districts see

an increase in their share of the state count, while eight school districts see a decrease in their share of

the state count. Baltimore City has the largest increase in shares (1.2 percentage points) followed by

Wicomico County (0.3 percentage points). Prince George's County has the largest decrease in state

shares (-0.7 percentage points), followed by Montgomery County (-0.6 percentage points). Changes in

state shares are roughly the same or smaller comparing the Hybrid-All model to the Hybrid 1.8 model,

with the exception of Baltimore City.

Table 2: County Shares of State Hybrid-1.8 (H-1.8) and Free and Reduced Price Meal
(FRPM) Counts Using 2013-14 Enrollment Data1
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Hybrid-l.8 estimates the number of economically disadvantaged students in CEP eligible schools as being equal tothe
number of directly certified students times 1.8 in each CEP school, the state ratio of the Free and Reduced Price Meal count
to the Direct Certification count. The total count equals the estimated count in CEP eligible schools plus the count for Free
and Reduced Price Meal students in all non-CEP eligible schools. Counts estimated using October 2013 program enrollment
data. Counts subtract estimates of pre-kindergarten enrollment based on March 2014 program- enrollment data. Reported
percentages rounded to a tenth of a percent.

Hybrid 1.6 vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 3, below, presents a comparison of using a hybrid model that identifies low-income students in

CEPschools by multiplying direct certification counts by 1.6, the national reimbursement multiplier,

versus using FRPM counts to identify low-income students in non-CEP and CEPschools. Using this

model, the state count of low-income students still increases, butonly slightly, from 42.9 percent to 43.9

perc~nt (an increase of Ipercentage point). Sixschools districts see an increase.in state shares while

seven school districts see a decrease instate shares. Once again, Baltimore Cityhasthe largest increase

in state shares (1.1 percentage points), followed by Wicomico County (0.2 percentage points). Prince,.",~"...., .

George'? County and Montgornerv Count have the largest decreases in state shares (-0.5 and -0.4

percentage points, respectively).

Table 3: County Shares of State Hybrid-1.6 (H-1.6) and Free and Reduced Price Meal
(FRPM) Counts Using 2013~14 Enrollment Data1
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Harford

Worcester

1 Hvbrid-Lf estimates the number of economically disadvantaged students in CEP eligible schools as being equal to the
number of directly certified students times 1.6 in each CEP school, the national reimbursement rate. The total count equals
the estimated count in CEP eligible schools plus the count for Free and Reduced Price Meal students in all non-CEP eligible
schools. Counts estimated using October 2013 program enrollment data. Counts subtract estimates of pre-kindergarten
enrollment based on March 2014 program enrollment data. Reported percentages rounded to a tenth of a percent.

Hybrid 1.4 VS. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 4, below, presents a comparison of using a hybrid model that identifies low-income students in

CEP by multiplying direct certification counts by 1.4, the statewide average multiplier of FRPM counts to

direct certification counts in CEP schools, versus using FRPM counts to identify low-income students in

non-CEP and CEPschools. This Hybrid model more closely approximates the state share of low-income

students using FRPM counts, 42.6 percent compared to 42.9% (a difference of only -0.3 percentage

points). Only four school districts see an increase in state shares, with Baltimore City seeing an increase

of 0.5 percentage points. All of the other increases are no greater than 0.1 percentage point. Baltimore

County sees that greatest decrease in state shares (-0.4 percentage points) followed by Prince George's

County (-0.2 percentage points). All other decreases in state shares are no greater than 0.1 percentage

points. Of the four hybrid models, this model most closely approximates the shares based on the free

and reduced-price meal eligibility.

•
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Table 4: County Shares of State Hybrid-1.4 (H-1.4) and Free and Reduced Price Meal
(FRPM) Counts Using 2013'-14 Enrollment Data1

.Wicomico.

Worcester 0.0%

0.00/0

Hybrid-1.4 estimates the number of economically disadvantaged students in CEP eligible schools as being equal to the
number of directly certified students times 1.4 in each CEP school, the. state ratio of the Free and Reduced Price Meal count
to the Direct Certification count in CEP schools only. The total count equals the estimated count in CEP eligible schools plus
the count for Free and Reduced Price Meal students in all non-CEP eligible schools. Counts estimated using October 2013
program enrollment data. Counts subtract estimates of pre-kindergarten enrollment based on March 2014 program
enrollment data. Reported percentagesrounded to a tenth of a percent.
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Free Only vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 5, below, presents a comparison for using free only counts versus the free and reduced-price

meals counts to identify low-income students in all schools. Because the income threshold for qualifying

for free meals is lower than the income threshold for qualifying for reduced-price meals, this model

reduced the state count of low-income students from 42.9% fa 37.0%, a decrease of 5.9 percentage

points. Nonetheless, shifts in state shares are relatively small for most school districts. Two school

districts see an increase in stateshares, with BaltimOM City seeing the greatest increase {1.5 percentage

points}, followed by Wicomico County (0.2 percentage points). Seven school districts see decreases in

state shares. MontgomeryiCounty has the largestdecrease {-0.9 percentage points), followed by Anne

Arundel County (-0.3 percentage points) and Baltimore County (-0.2 percentage points). All other

decreases are no greater than 0.1 percentage points. In general, this model increases the state shares of

school districts with a higher ratio of students who qualify for free meals to students who qualify for

reduced-price meals; the model decreases the state shares of school districts with a lower ratio for

these students.

Table ?: County Shares of State Free Only and Free and Reduced Price Meal (FRPM)
. Counts Using 2013-14 Enrollment /;>ata1

'''' ' '\',;c'" i':,.)
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1 Free Only and Free and Reduced Price Meal counts estimated using October 2013 'program enrollment data. Counts subtract
estimates of pre-kindergarten 7nrollment based on March 2014 program enrollment data. Reported percentages rounded to
a tenth of a percent

Direct Certification VS. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 6, below, presents a comparison for using free and reduced-price meals counts versus direct

certification counts to identify low-income students in all schools. Because the direct certification uses a

lower income threshold to identify low-income students, the direct certification count is substantially

lower than the FRPM count, from 42.9% to 24.2%, or 18.7 percentage points lower. However, using this

model, seventeen school districts see an increase in shares of the state's low-income count. Baltimore

City has the largest increase (6.2 percentage points), followed by Wicomico County (0.6 percentage

points), and four school districts have increases'of 0.4 percentage points (Allegany, Cecil, St. Mary's and

Washington counties). Prince George's Coun~y has the largest decrease (-5.9 percentage points),'

followed by Montgomery County (-3.2 pe~c'entag~ 'points) and Baltimore County (-0.4 percentage

points). Using direct certification~s the indicator for low-income increases, the share of the state count
1 '~, ,'_ , ',,' .

for school districts that havea higher ratio of direct certified students to students who qualify for free

and reduced-price meals - that is, school districts with a higher proportion of more severely

economically disadvantaged students.

Table 6: County Shares of State Direct Certification (DC) and Free and Reduced Price
Meal (FRPM) Counts Using 2013-14 Enrollment Data1
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0.1%

Direct Certification and Free and Reduced Price Meal counts estimated using October 2013 program enrollment data. Counts
subtract estimates of pre-kindergarten enrollment based on March 2014 program enrollment data. Reported percentages
rounded to a tenth of a percent.

Title 1vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 7, below, presents a comparison for using Title I counts versus free and reduced-price meals

counts to iden~ify low-income students in all schools. Using this model, the state count of low-income

students is 20.3%, a decrease in the state count of 22.6 percentage points compared to the state FRPM

count. Eleven school districts have an increase in state shares while thirteen school districts have a

decrease in state shares. Once again, Baltimore City has the largest increase (9.2 percentage points). All

other increases are relatively small, less than one percentage point. For example, Caroline County has

the next largest increase in state shares (0.9 percentage points), followed by Kent County (0.5

percentage points). Anne Arundel Count and Montgomery County have the largest decreases in state

shares (-3.3 and -3.0 percentage points, respectively), followed by Harford County (-1.5 percentage

points) and Washington County (-1.4 percentage points). Title I counts increase the share of the state

count for school districts that have higher numbers of students identified as low income, particularly

school districts that have more schools with higher concentrations of low-income students (40 percent

or more) that qualify for schoolwide programs.
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Table 7: County Shares of State Title I and Free and Reduced Price Meal (FRPM) Counts
Using 2013-14 Enrollment Data1 ' .

•. • - < .• '

Worcester

St~tewidr

Title I counts based on March 2014 program enrollment data; Free and Reduced Price Meal counts based on October 2013
program enrollment data. Counts for Free and Reduced Price Meal subtract estimates of pre-kindergarten enrollment based
on March 2014 program enrollment data. Reported percentages rounded to a tenth of a percent.

County Poverty Rates vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 8, below, presents a comparison of using U.S. Census estimates of children living in poverty in

each county versus free and reduced-price meal counts to identify low-income students in all schools.

Because the Census poverty rate uses a lower threshold than all the proxies to identify children as low-

income, the Census count of low-income students in the state is substantially lower than the FRPM
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count of students in the state, roughly 30.9 percentage points lower (12.0% vs. 42.9%). Using this model,

the state share increase in seventeen school districts and decreases in six school districts. The largest

increase in state shares is for Baltimdre''city (4.3 percentage points) while the largest decrease in state

shares.is for Prince George's County (-5.1 percentage points). No other increase in state shares exceeds

0.5 percentage points (Wicomico and Worcester counties). Baltimore County has the next largest

decrease in state shares (-1.5 percentage points) followed by Anne Arundel and Montgomery countiesI-

0.7 percentage points, each). As with the use of direct certification counts, this model increases the

share of the state count for school districts with greater numbers of students at higher levels of

economic need. r,

Table 8: County Shares of State Poverty and Free and Reduced Price Meal (FRPM)
q Counts Using 2013-14 Enrollment Data1

?
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1 Poor count based on 2013 U.S. Census Bureau estimate of the number of children ages 5-17 living in poverty in each county;
J I. l' • .; ,.' "

FRPM count estimated using October 2013 program enrollment data. Counts for Free and Reduced Price Meal subtract
estimates of pre-kindergarten enrollment based on March 2014 program enrollment data. Reported percentages rounded to
a tenth of a percent.

Weighted County Poverty Rates vs. Free and Reduced-Price Meals
Table 9, below, presents a comparison of using a weighted count based on U.S. Census estimates of

children living in poverty in each county versus free and reduced-price meal counts to identify low-

income students in all schools. The difference between this model and the previous model is that it

weights the county's estimated poverty count by the square of the ratio of the county's poverty rate to
,. '. ':c.' . i' "

the state's poverty rate. The weight increases the poverty count in school districts that have a poverty

rate greater than the state's rate and decreases the poverty count in school district's that have a poverty
" 1 ~\. , -- -(\: "

rate lower than the state's rate. Using this model, the state poverty count increases to 20.1% compared
, . ',J,."; -':'., . ".". ',~' '" :

to the previous simulation, stilllo\,ver than the state FRPM count by 22.8 percentage points but nearly

do~ble the poverty count \Nitho~t the weight. Stat'e';hares inc'rease irite'n schooldhtricts~hd decrease

in th<irteen;~chool districts.'·Baltimore City h;s the largest increase in state shares (28.7 percentage, .

points), followed by Wico'mico County (3.0 percentage points], Dorchester County (1.9 percentage

points), Allegany County (1.5 percentage points) and Caroline County (1.4 percentage points). Prince

George's County and Montgomery counties have the largest decreases in state shares (-9.2 and -9.0
percentage points, respectively). Noticeable decreases in state shares occur also for Baltimore County (-

6.1 percentage points), Anne Arundel County (-4.9 percentage points), Harford's County (-2.3

percentage points), Frederick County and Howard County (2.2 percentage points, each). Of all the

models, this model affects the distribution of state shares the most, shifting more shares to school

districts with the greatest economic need.

Table 9: County Shares of State Weighted Poverty and Free and Reduced Price Meal
(FRPM) Counts Using 2013-14 Enrollment Data1 .

··~il~.~JL
Caroline
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Dorchester

Fr~defifl<
".'";-:',-,';\(!,~'i~·:"t

4,575

45.1%Cecil 2,190 15.3% 6,470 1.3% 1.8% -0.5%

100.0% 2,905 63.5%

W;!.[ftf;;_
2.7% 0.8% 1.9%

·..;')ol..

Garrett 2,546 64.3% 1,898 47.9% 1.5% 0.5% 1.0%

~arford ·~1'i{·.liil"~','\(11.:339';,,"' ""~};6% . ;'11,047; ':!Tt\':29.;$P/o \~'·"':"0.80f<1>'\;j3.1o/Q . ,', 7,2.3%

Howard 787 1.5% 9,683 18.4% 0.5% 2.7% -2.2%

Ke'nt:;' '""~;':;",.j> ';,;',;:E),29 ,...7" 55:6% :' 1,o~i,:;'"';~}"';':"·5i;o%i'~i',;:0.~~~ <"';:,0.3% ". 0.4%

Montgomery 7,521 5.1% 48,525 32.7% 4.4% 13.4% ·9.0%

PJi!,ce;G.~,S>[~~:s'::,.,· ."J~!~~2.~.. ,.;,:.;~~2;~(l(Q .;.:7,1171/ .i~ii~6,9.;9s~g,l'i,.)i,o:8;?t§';'~I./"~0.0%IJ;UJ·,,,,~9.2°~~

Queen Anne's 385 5.1% 1,896 24.9% 0.2% 0.5% ·0.3%

~ ~Yo.':;·H.:; .D%~>U.7%1'(1.;;;.:;;~·\,·!~t1.,$O!o,.:~;;~9.z0{o,
Somerset 2,781 100.0% 1,969 70.8% 1.6% 0.5% 1.1%

T.albRt ;·;.j.~?1JJk., . 1.";';,'i(q4-4~;~1"J~}%.·~;;1;?'§~ik 1}:·~,39·Z%d: c" . '0:.6~(r.:)'C/~' 9.EiO/Q '.: •., . 0.1%

Washington 5,094 23.4% 10,772 49.6% 3.0% 3.0% 0.0%

\,\Ijc~mifo;:;::;"'t t~',~ Co 1:~~:~'''':)3;?~~S.' .'";'iJ,~!;~% ..8:1~,9;;; "j!'; 5~;.~,~.;;;.,.~:~~:h·.>". 2.3%_'I;~\k::1' ....3.0%

Worcester 3,581 55.6% 2,738 42.5% 2.1% 0.8% 1.3%

~t~t~~i~e· .·)0..;1'~~~i?;~:t~~i:rii;i5;r21l/1O/n i;~.~~~lii~!~1~~42)jO/';~('~::i:;1,~9;:Q?{~;.~;1;iH06.g%· i~~~i••9·~%
1. Poor count based on 2013 U.S. Census Bureau estimate of the number of children ages 5·17 living in poverty in each county;

FRPM count estimated using October 2013 program enrollment data. Weighted poverty count is the count equal to the
estimated poverty county times the square of the ratio of the county percent poverty to the state percent poverty. Counts
for Free and Reduced Price Meal subtract estimates of pre-kindergarten enrollment based on March 2014 program
enrollment data. Reported percentages rounded to a tenth of a percent.

Discussion & Recommendations
Tables 10 and 11, below, compare the indicators of economically disadvantaged students by

accessibility, predictive validity, face validity, and distributional effects. Table 10 compares proxies that

are FRPM based, while Table 11 compares the alternative indicators that use the same method for

estimating the number of low-income students for non-CEP and CEPschools.

Each table has six columns. The first column identifies the proxy for economic disadvantage. The next

four columns compare indicators by accessibility, predictive validity, face validity, and distributional

effects. The final column provides additional comments addressing other aspects of the strengths and

weaknesses of each indicator as a proxy for economically disadvantaged students. For the purpose of

comparison, the study team defines accessibility as the ease with which Maryland school districts and

the state could acquire data relevant to the indicator. Predictive validity refers to how strongly an

indicator correlates with the U.S. Census Bureau's estimates of children living in poverty for each county

and the City of Baltimore, another measure of economic need. Face validity is a more subjective trait,

referring to the extent to which the public and policymakers are likely to see an indicator as a legitimate

or meaningful indicator of economic need. Distributional effects are based on Tables 1 through 9 and

23



Evaluation oIthe Use ofFree and Reduced-Price Mea! Eligibility

show, compared to CRPM-eligible counts, school district shares of the of the state count of low-income

students for each indicator.

FRPM-Based Simulations
Table 10, below, compares the counts for the four simulations of FRPM-based methods for estimating

economically disadvantaged students in non-CEP and CEPschools: Hybrid-All, Hybrid 1.8, Hybrid 1.6 and

Hybrid 1.4. The baseline for these simulations is the free and reduced-price meal count, the current

proxy for identifying economically disadvantaged students in the state. Each of these simulations

estimates the number of students eligible for free and reduced-price meals, using a different estimation

method in non-CEP and CEPschools.

Accessibility. The data for each of the FRPM-based indicators simulated by the study team are

reasonably accessible to scho,ol districts and to the state. School districts in Maryland already use an

alternative form to collect household income for students in CEPschools, though the state may want to

consider ways to improve the forms and enhance the response rate for the collection of household

income data. the hybrid counts have the advantage of not requiring the collection of household income

through an alternative form, especially the Hybrid-All model, which designates all students in CEP

schools as economically disadvantaged, and the Hybrid 1.6 model, which is a multiplier set by the U.S.

Department of Agriculture. Only the Hybrid 1.8 and Hybrid 1.4 models would require periodic collection

of household income using an alternative form in CEPschools to adjust these models to reflect any

changes in the ratio of free and reduced-price counts to direct certified counts in the state and in CEP

schools.

Predictive Validity. Each of the FRPM-based indicators has strong predictive validity as judged by each

indicator's correlation with the U.S. Census Bureau's 2013 estimates of children living in poverty in the

counties. Because the poverty rate provides a broadly accepted estimate of economic need, the study

team used the correlation of each indicator with the poverty rate as a measure of predicative validity.

Pearson r ranges between .91 and .95, indicating a very strong positive correlation between the

indicators and the corresponding county poverty rates. Differences in the correlation coefficients for the

different indicators are negligible, meaning each indicator provides a strong proxy for poverty or

economic need in a school district. These correlations are similar to those reported by other researchers

for other states for the relationship between the percent of students eligible for free and reduced-price

meals and school district poverty rates. In general, roughly 90% of the variation in FRPM counts can be

"explained by" the variation in children's poverty rates (Baker, 2013, p. 3) ..

Face Validity. School administrators have long expressed fears that the FRPM counts underestimate the.

number of low-income students in schools because not all households complete the federal application

for the meals program. This is especially of concern in schools that serve poorer neighborhoods. On the

other hand, as the proportion of students identified as eligible to receive free and reduced-price meals

continues to grow in the state and in the nation, public confidence in eligibility for free and reduced-

price meals as an indicator of low-income status may begin to erode. In a number of states, most

recently Indiana, which eliminated the use of FRPM-eligibility counts for the school funding formula,
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policymakers have argued that eligibility to participate in the National School Lunch Program over-

estimates the number of students with economic need (Baker, 2011, 2013). None of the hybrid models

address these concerns directly. The use of an alternative form to collect household income is likely to

have more face validity than any of the hybrid models, because it provides an actual count of students

(and not an estimate) in CEPschools. The one exception is the Hybrid-All model that counts every

student as economically disadvantaged in CEPschools.

Distributional Effects. When compared to current practices - the use of free-and reduced price meals as

a proxy for economic disadvantage - the hybrid models have only modest effects on the distribution of

state shares. The largest distributional effects are associated with the Hybrid-All model, which increases

shares for school districts that have larger CEPenrollments. Hybrid 1.4 has the smallest distribution

effects, both in terms of the range of change in state shares (0.5 to -0.2 percentage points) and the

number of affected school districts (nine).

Additional Comments. Although U.S. Department of Education (2015) guidelines permit the

classification of all students attending CEPschools as low income for the purpose of accountability,

doing so means that low-income students will be identified differently in non-CEP and CEPschools.

Students classified as low income in non-CEP schools are likely to come from households that have

slightly lower incomes than students classified as low income in CEPschools. Only the use of an

alternative form to collect household data would ensure that the same classification of low-income

students for the purpose of accountability or determining eligibility for programs within and across

school districts in the state.

Table 10: Comparison of Indicators Based on Free and Reduced Price Meal (FRPM)
Count

FRPM Count
Requires use of
alternative form
in CEP schools.

Correlation
between school
district percent
FRPM and
county or city
percent poverty
(r = .91).

~==t;"".=

Traditional
indicator of low-
income in state
and nation.

No change in share
of state count
between school
districts.

May require
enhanced
collection
procedures to
encourage
completion of
alternative form.
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Hybrid 1.8
Count

Does not require
use of alternative
form in CEP
schools.

Correlation
between school
district percent
FRPM and
county or city
percent poverty
(r = .95).

Ratio of FRPM
to direct
certification
(DC) counts
specific to state;
hot actual count
in CEP schools.

If all CEP students
used for
accountability
purposes,
classification of
students different
in CEP and non-
CEP schools.

Hybrid 1.4
Count

Does not require
use of alternative
form in CEP
schools.

Correlation
between school
district percent
FRPM and
county or city
percent poverty
(r = .93).

Specific to CEP
eligible schools
in state; not
actual count on
CEP schools.

If all CEP Students
used for
accountability
purposes,
classification of
students different
in CEP and non-
CEP schools.

Alternative Indicator Simulations
Table 11 compares the results for the five simulations of alternative indicators for estimating counts of

economically disadvantaged students in non-CEP and CEPschools: Free Only, Direct Certification, Title I,

Poverty and Weighted Poverty. The baseline for these simulations is the same baseline used for the

FRPM-based simulations, the FRPM count. Unlike the hybrid models, each of these simulations

estimates the number of economically disadvantaged students using the same method in non-CEP and

CEPschools. Each alternative indicator also results in a lower state count of economically disadvantaged

students, because each indicator relies on a more restrictive income threshold to identify students who

come from low-inc~me households.

Accessibility. As with the FRPM-based indicators, the data for the alternative indicators simulated by the

study team are reasonably accessible to school districts and to the state. The most burdensome

indicator would be the use of free-meal eligible students as the proxy for economically disadvantaged

students, because this proxy requires the continued use of an alternative household income form in CEP

schools (a requirement that could be dropped if one of the other proxies was used for the compensatory

funding formula). Direct Certification counts require social services agencies and school districts to link

social service program data with enrollment data, but these linkage procedures are not-new and are

required by federal regulations. The same is true for Title I reporting. Data for Poverty counts and the

Weighted Poverty counts are readily available and school districts and the state can acquire them at any

time, and at no cost, online, through the U.S. Census Bureau's Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates

program (SAIPE).

Predictive Validity. Each of the alternative indicators has strong predictive validity as judged by each

indicator's correlation with the U.S. Census Bureau's 2013 estimates of children living in poverty in the.
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counties. Pearson r ranges between .85 and .98. Although differences in the correlation coefficients are

greater for the alternative indicators compared to the FRPM-based indicators, each indicator still

provides a strong proxy for poverty or economic need in a school district. The slightly lower correlation

between Title I counts and children's poverty rates likely reflects the fact the Title counts are not

exclusively based on economic need but also include students classified as at risk of failure.

Face Validity. Each of the alternative indicators has reasonable face validity, though each may also raise

concerns about whether the indicator underestimates the number of students with economic rieed.

While a strength of the alternative indicators is that they use more restrictive, though generally

accepted, income criteria for identifying students as economically disadvantaged, these indicators also

reduce the state count for students identified as low income. 13 The use of Free Only counts may raise

some of the same concerns associated with FRPM eligibility - that is, concerns about whether the self-

reporting of income by families under- or over-estimates needs, and the use of Title I counts confounds

economic and educational needs. Nonetheless, each of these indicators is used by other states as part of

their compensatory aid formula."

Counts of students identified through direct certification have an advantage in that they require

documentation of students' eligibility for various social services and social services agencies evaluate

this documentation. However, not everyone eligible to receive social services applies for such services,

because of the stigma attached to being a recipient of public assistance or the burdens that federal

regulations place on recipients of public assistance. Moreover, because public services may be

contingent on the recipients' legal status, a student's household may not be able to participate in

specific programs despite meeting the income eligibiiitvrequirernent."

Estimates of children in poverty provide the most direct indicator of economic need, but even this

indicator may raise some concerns. Only poverty rates estimated using decennial census data are based

on actual counts of individual children and family members and reported household income. SAIPE's

estimates of poverty, though demonstrated to be reliable." are based on economic ~nd demographic

statistical models without new data collection. Moreover, in school systems surrounded by well-

established private schools, the actual poverty rate in a school district could be higher than that

reported for the county.

Distributional Effects. When compared to FRPM-based models, the alternative indicators have stronger

effects on the distribution of state shares. The smallest distributional.effects are associated with the

Free Only model, which increases shares for school districts that have larger proportions of students

13 Although not the focus of this report, a higher weight could be used in the compensatory aid formula to compensate for a

lower state count if one of the alternative indicators was used as the proxy for economically disadvantaged students. According

to Baker (2013), more restrictive or stringent count methods require larger weights than less restrictive' or stringent methods.

14 Seven states use Free Only counts while three states use Title I counts.'
15 Five states and the District of Columbia use Direct Certification counts in their compensatory aid formula.

16 Maples J., & Bell, R. {Undated}. Evaluation of school district poverty estimates. Predictive models using IRS income tax data.
Retrieved from http://www.census.gov/did/www/saipe/publications/files/asa05finalmaples.pdf
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eligible for free meals than reduced-price meals. This model affects the state shares of nine school
. . ~

districts, ranging from an increase in state shares of 1.S percentage points to a decrease in state shares

of -0.9 percentage points. All of the other models affect state shares in 23 of the school districts. In the

case of Direct Certification counts, Poverty counts and Weighted Poverty counts, the indicators clearly

increase the state shares in ~chool districts that enroll students with greater eco'nomic need. The

distributional effects are greatest for the Weighted Poverty counts, which increases state sh~res by 28.7

percentage points in one school district and decreases state shares by -9.2 and -9.0 percentage points in

in two other school districts.

Additional Comments. Free Only counts, Direct Certification counts and Title I counts permit the

classification of individual students as low income for the purpose of accountability or qualification for

programs. These indicators have the advantage of uniform classification methods within and across

school districts in the state. Match rates for direct certification are relatively high in Maryland, though

some counties are more successful matching social service records with school enrollment records (the

range is 79 % to 100%). Poverty rates do not provide an individual indicator for the purpose of

accountability or determining eligibility for other programs, so school officials and policymakers would

still need to decide how to classify students as low income if the Poverty count or Weighted Poverty

count indicators were adopted. Decennial Census results could also require substantial adjustments to

these counts and Title I counts, which are partially based on decennial census data. However, any

disruption caused by new estimates of poverty for each county could be addressed through a "hold

harmless" provision, which would limit the annual change in compensatory aid for school districts.

Table 11: Comparison of Alternative Indicators of Economic Disadvantage

Direct
Certification
Count

Does not require
use of alternative
form in CEP
schools.

Correlation
between school
district percent
FRPM and
county or city
percent poverty
(r = .94).

More restrictive
classification of
economic need.
Precedent in
five states and
District of
Columbia.

Counties and city
vary in match rates
for direct
certification
(Range in rates =
0.79 to 1.00).
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U.S. Census
Poverty
Estimate for
Children Ages
5-17

Estimates
provided by U.S.
Census Bureau.

Not Applicable

More restrictive
classification of
economic need.
Not actual
count most
years.
Precedent in
two states.

Increases shares
for seventeen
school districts;
decreases shares
for six school
districts {Range of
change = 4.3 to -5.1
percentage points}.

Recommendations
All nine indicators examined in this report have strong predictive validity, so each provides a reasonable

proxy for economic need or low-income status in school districts and across the state. Although for each

of the hybrid models, all students in CEPschools could be classified as low income for the purposes of

accountability and determining eligibility for programs, doing so results in a different method of

classification for non-CEP and CEPschools. Only Free and Reduced-price Meal counts, Free Only counts,

Direct Certification counts and Title I counts provide an individual indicator of low-income status, so the

study team believes these four options are superior to each of the hybrid indicators and the Census

estimates of poverty rates that were examined. Ofthe three hybrid indicators, the Hybrid 1.4 count

provides the best estimate of what the free and reduced-price meals count would be in a CEPschool if

the federal application for school meals were used. However, the Hybrid 1.4 count still fails to provide

an actual individual indicator of low-income status for students that would be the same in all schools.

Of the four options that provide an individual indicator of economic need, the study team considers the

continued use of free and reduced-price meals and the use of Direct Certification as being the best

proxies for identifying economically disadvantaged students. Neither free meal eligibility nor Title I

counts provide a distinct advantage over the current practice of using FRPM-eligibility counts to

determine compensatory aid to school district. The study team's first option, continuing to use eligibility

for free and reduced-price meals, maintains the status quo and has precedent in 20 states that use this

indicator exclusively in their compensatory aid formula. School districts already have experience

collecting income data using the federal application in schools. As more schools opt for CEP,school

districts will have more experience collecting income data with alternative forms.
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If the state continues to use FRPM eligibility as a proxy for economically disadvantaged students, the

stud? team recommends that the state collaborate with school districts to develop strategies for

improving response rates for alternative forms. The state could facilitate the sharing of best practices

across school districts and experimentation with collection protocols. A repository of alternative forms

and collection strategies could be created online, much like the California State Department of

Education's repository. Creating this sort of repository would provide guidance to school districts on

developing clear household income forms and efficient collection procedures, particularly for schools

that serve poorer neighborhoods. This seems to be the most prevalent response to HHFKA and CEPby

states across the nation.

•
The study team's second option, using direct certification counts to determine compensatory aid, would

represent a major change in the state's funding formula. Although less common across the nation, the

use of direct certification as the primary indicator for determining compensatory aid has been adopted

by five states and the District of Columbia, most recently Massachusetts. Given the distributional effects

reported in Table 6, shifting from free and reduced-price meals counts to direct certification counts

would have to occur over time, with provisions to limit the annual shifts in compensatory aid to school'

districts. The study team recommends that the number of social services used to identify low-income

students be expanded to include children in households that receive Medicaid support or participate in

the Children's Health Insurance program. This would help to capture a larger number of students who

qualify for means-tested social services. Efforts could also be made to improve the matching procedures

social service agencies and school districts use to directly certify students' eligibility for school meals.

Although the successful matching rate is relatively high in the state (91 percent), the rate varies across

school districts, Montgomery County reports a matching rate of 99 percent while Baltimore County

reports a matching rate of 79 percent. While shifting to direct certification, over time, would disrupt the

status quo, it would also direct greater aid to school districts that serve more economically needy

students.
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Appendix
I~dicators of Low-Income Status Used by State,Funding Formules 1

Arkansas Free and Reduced-Price Meal count

Draft legislation designates all students in CEP schools as

economically disadvantaged for the purpose of accountability.

http:// ad esha re po int2. arka nsas.gOY / memos/lists/ Ap proved%20

Memos/Attachments/1488/Draft%20Community%20Eligibility%20

%20Provision%20(CEP)%20National%20School%20Lunch%20(NSL)

%20Procedures%20(3).pdf
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Illinois

Unduplicated count of children who
receive services'from Medicaid,
Suppl,em.~ntalNutri~io,nalf.-ssistance,
Children's Health Insurance Program
or Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families services.

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts Recently adopted.
http://www.doe.mass.edu/infoservices/data/ed.htm I
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Ohio

Weighted U.S. Census estimate of
children's poverty rate. Equal to the
estimated poverty count in a school
district times the square of the
poverty rate in a school district
divided by the poverty rate in the
state.

::Fr~;;~Wd~~a'uced~p~i2~~~~I'''~;oSnt

https:/Ieducation.ohio.gov/getattachment/Topics/Fi na nce-a nd-
Fund ing/State-F und ing- Far-Schoo Is/T raditio na 1-Pub Iic-Schoo I-
Fun d ing/S FPR-Fundi ng-Fa rm- Line- by- Line- Expla nati a n-FY20 14-
1.pdf.aspx

Freea·~(rReduced-PriCe·Meal. count
and Medidlid ~ligibility;t6un'i: .

South Dakota None
No indicator of low-income status used in state school funding
formula.
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Texas Free and Reduced-Price Meal count

Utah

Washington

Wisconsin Free and Reduced-Price Meal count
Used primarily to offset wealth adjustments and provide
supplemental funding for achievement programs in districts with
high concentrations of low-income students.

Unless stated otherwise, information drawn from D. A. Verstegen, A quick glance of school finance: A 50 state survey of

school finance policy {2015}. Retrieved from https://schoolfinancesdav.wordpress.com!.
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