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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Section 141 of the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act (HHFKA) of 2010 provided $40 million

in funding to test innovative strategies for ending child hunger and food insecurity. Section 23
(b) authorized the Secretary of Agriculture to carry out and evaluate demonstration projects to
end childhood hunger. The legislation required an independent evaluation of each demonstration
project, using rigorous experimental designs and methodologies, to produce scientifically valid
evidence of project impacts on children’s food security—the Evaluation of Demonstration
Projects to End Childhood Hunger (EDECH). This interim report describes the planning, early
implementation activities, and the findings from the baseline household surveys for four of the
five demonstration projects® that are being implemented and evaluated in three States and one
Indian Tribal Organization:

Chickasaw Nation Nutrition Services (awarded $9.7 million) and its partner, Feed the
Children, are providing monthly home delivery of one food box per eligible child to an
estimated 2,100 households and 4,500 children ages 4 and older who are eligible for free
school meals in their public elementary, middle, or high schools; or attending a school
where all children receive free school meals. Each monthly food box contains shelf stable
foods purchased for approximately $40 and a voucher for purchasing fruits and vegetables.
The Chickasaw Nation Nutrition Services Packed Promise demonstration project is
operating for 24 months in 12 rural counties in Oklahoma within Chickasaw Nation.
Households in the treatment group attend one of 20 selected school districts. They will be
compared against a control group of households in 20 similar school districts.

The Kentucky Cabinet for Health and Family Services (awarded $3.6 million) is
providing an additional benefit to enhance SNAP benefits for eligible households through
the Ticket to Healthy Food Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program Demonstration.
This benefit is designed to target rural households with children under 18 with high
transportation costs, including those residing far from full-service grocery stores. The
additional benefit to eligible households translates to approximately $45-55 monthly.
Approximately 2,800 households in 17 rural counties in southeastern Kentucky were
randomly assigned to receive the benefit for 15 months. They will be compared to a control
group of similar households in the same counties, which will receive only the standard
SNAP benefit.

The Nevada Division of Public and Behavioral Health (awarded $3.1 million)
implemented a 12-month demonstration (from June 1, 2016 to May 31, 2017) with the
Nevada Division of Welfare and Supportive Services and its partners. Households eligible
for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) with children up to age 5 and
incomes below 75% of the federal poverty level received an additional $40 per month per
eligible child to enhance their household SNAP benefits relative to a business-as-usual
control group. A second treatment group received the same additional grant benefits, plus
nutrition education and case management, to help them access additional nutrition assistance
programs. Both treatment groups in the Nevada Healthy Hunger Free Kids Project

L A fifth demonstration project in Navajo Nation is being implemented but not evaluated.
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included approximately 2,500 eligible children in 1,900 SNAP households randomly
selected to receive the benefit in Las Vegas (Clark County) for 12 months.

e The Virginia Department of Education (awarded $8.8 million) is providing 19
participating treatment schools with (1) three school meals a day to all children during the
school year and food for weekends and school breaks, (2) $60 monthly in electronic benefits
transfer (EBT) during the summer for each child eligible for free or reduced-price school
meals, and (3) nutrition education for parents and guardians. The Virginia Hunger-Free
Kids Act Demonstration Project, a 24-month project, is serving an estimated 7,700 children
living in 3,700 households who attend the participating treatment schools in Richmond and
eight counties in rural southwest Virginia. They will be compared against a control group of
households in 19 similar schools.

During the planning and early implementation period, grantees obtained consent from
eligible households for the demonstration and evaluation, and prepared to deliver demonstration
benefits. Chickasaw Nation used an active consent process, whereas the other three projects used
passive consent. Chickasaw Nation had to recruit and establish agreements with participating
school districts to distribute consent forms and, with its partner, Feed the Children, decide on the
content of the food boxes, set up the food-ordering website, develop a system to track the
services provided, and select retailers to accept the vouchers. Virginia recruited and informed
school districts and schools in two sites (southwest Virginia and Richmond) about the
demonstration and whether they were randomly selected to receive benefits. It also raised
awareness about the demonstration in school communities and worked with food banks on
packing and distributing food packs to students in local schools. Both Nevada and Kentucky
contracted with new EBT vendors at the same time they were planning for and implementing the
mechanism to deliver demonstration SNAP benefits.

The evaluation contractor, Mathematica Policy Research, developed the study design and
data collection protocols. The study design relies on random assignment—the gold standard
method in evaluations—for estimating the impact of a demonstration on children’s food
insecurity (FI-C), the primary study outcome. Mathematica randomly assigned households,
schools, or school districts (depending on each project’s design) to a treatment or control group.
Follow-up surveys will capture the experiences and FI-C rates of participating households during
the demonstration periods. The evaluation team conducted a site visit to each demonstration
project during its planning and early implementation period, and provided ongoing technical
assistance on recruitment and enrollment, consent processes, and the evaluation requirements.

Baseline surveys (n = 10,745 in total) were conducted by telephone on a staggered schedule,
depending on the projects’ timelines, from October 2015 through November 2016. In general,
households in each project scored low on markers of social and economic status. In Kentucky
and Nevada—the two SNAP-based projects—9 out of 10 households (94%) were living in
poverty; in Chickasaw Nation and Virginia, 6 out of 10 households were doing so. Median
monthly income ranged from $1,000 in Kentucky and Nevada to $1,600 in Virginia and $1,700
in Chickasaw Nation. The baseline rate of FI-C over the last 30 days—the primary outcome of
the impact evaluation—ranged from 22% in Virginia to 35-37% in the other three projects. The
FI-C rate in Virginia was comparable to the national rate for households with children in poverty
in 2015 (21%) (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2016). The rates in Chickasaw Nation, Kentucky, and
Nevada were far higher than the national rate.

Xii
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This interim report covers EDECH grantee and study activities from February 2015 through
the completion of the baseline surveys that were conducted from October 2015 through
November 2016, leading up to the start of the interventions in each of the demonstration projects.
Future evaluation reports for each project will include the impact findings based on the follow-up
surveys, the implementation findings based on site visits conducted during the implementation
and operations periods, qualitative findings based on focus groups and one-on-one in-depth
interviews with participants, and analysis of cost and other project-specific data (for example,
administrative data or management information system data) collected during the operations
period. In addition, an integrated report and a summary report describing the final findings in all
four demonstrations also are planned.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Policy context

Households in poverty often struggle to meet the food needs of household members. A
household’s ability to do this—its food security—is a function of available resources, competing
demands for those resources, and the cost of acquiring food
(Nord et al. 2014). In 2015, almost one in five Americans in
families with children (19.2%) were living in poverty
(Proctor et al. 2016), putting both children and adults at risk
of food insecurity. In the same year, 42.9% of below-povert
households with children experienced food insecurity (FI-
HH) at some time during the year. One in five families
living in poverty (20.9%) experienced food insecurity
among the children (FI-C) (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2016).
Further, there is evidence that food insecurity may affect
children’s health, psychosocial development, and
educational attainment (National Research Council and Institute of Medicine 2013; Nord 2009).

Food insecurity occurs when the
food intake of one or more
household members is reduced
and their eating patterns are
disrupted because the household
lacks money and other resources
for food) (Economic Research
Service (ERS) 2016). Food
insecurity can be measured at the
household, adult, and child levels.

The U.S Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Food and Nutrition Service (FNS)
administers 15 nutrition assistance programs designed to ensure that low-income Americans do
not go hungry and have access to healthful and nutritionally adequate diets (FNS 2016). Despite
high participation in the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP),? the Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC),? and the National
School Lunch Program (NSLP),? rates of food insecurity among low-income households with
children have not substantially decreased, although some improvements in FI-C and very low
food security among children (VLFS-C) have been observed since the highs of the 2008-2012
period (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2016). Given the sizable variation in household and environmental
factors associated with food insecurity, more evidence is needed on the most effective ways
through which federally-funded programs can combat child food insecurity.

The Childhood Hunger Demonstration projects address concerns about the effects of poverty
and food insecurity on low-income children and their families. In the Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids
Act of 2010 (HHFKA), Congress called for the development and independent outcome
evaluation of innovative strategies to “reduce the risk of childhood hunger or provide a
significant improvement to the food security status of households with children,” including
alternative models of service delivery or benefit levels (FNS 2017d; U.S. Congress, P.L. 111-
296, 2010). For eligible households with children, the legislation allowed for projects that
enhanced benefits from SNAP or other federal, State, or local assistance programs, or tested
innovative program delivery models (for example, in weekend backpacks or after school snack

% I fiscal year (FY) 2016, 44.2 million people participated in SNAP (FNS 2017a) and 7.7 million women and
children participated in WIC (FNS 2017b). In both programs, total participation decreased slightly compared to the
2011-2014 period.

3 Participation in NSLP has continued to increase in the past decade to 30.4 million children (FNS 2017c). In FY
2016, 73% of all school lunches were free or reduced-price (FRP) (FNS 2017c).
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programs). At least one demonstration project was to be implemented in a rural Indian
reservation where the prevalence of diabetes exceeds 15%. HHFKA provided $40 million to
USDA to conduct and rigorously evaluate the demonstration projects.

B. Overview of the EDECH study

The Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger (EDECH) study
investigates the impact of four independent demonstration projects on food insecurity among
children, the primary outcome. The demonstrations ranged from 12 to 24 months in duration and
targeted low-income households with children. This section describes the study objectives,
components, and timeline.

1. Study objectives

EDECH is assessing the impacts, implementation, and costs of four independent
demonstration projects. The evaluation has seven study or research objectives (see Appendix
A.1); the first two are addressed in the interim report:

1. To describe each demonstration project in detail

2. Todescribe the processes involved in the implementation and operation of each
demonstration project

This interim report describes the vision for each demonstration, the activities and strategies
undertaken by grantees during the planning or pre-implementation period, and the characteristics
of the sample population that participated in the evaluation’s baseline survey. Research
objectives 3 through 7 will be addressed in the impact, implementation, and cost study
components (described in the next section) and the findings will be included in future evaluation
reports.

2. Evaluation framework

EDECH?’s evaluation design uses a rigorous approach to estimating impacts, based on a
randomized controlled trial (RCT) in each demonstration project (intervention). The impact
study measures project (demonstration) impacts by comparing outcomes between the treatment
and control groups’ to derive estimates of the interventions on outcomes. Each project has one
follow-up survey approximately 12 months after the baseline survey, and one project that
operates for 24 months has a second follow-up survey. Key outcomes are collected through the
surveys and complemented with administrative data to assess the fidelity of project
implementation, service take-up rates, and the nature and intensity of services that project
participants receive.

As part of the implementation study, in-person interviews were conducted with State,
local, and Tribal agency directors/managers. These interviews assessed project outreach and
recruitment strategies during the planning and early implementation period. Later stages of the
evaluation include another round of in-person interviews with grantees and monitoring of service
provision during the implementation period, focus groups with demonstration project
participants, and in-depth interviews with a subset of the impact study participants. Finally,
information on demonstration projects’ costs will be collected from grantees and partners, when
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applicable, to understand the resources needed to implement each of the projects for the cost

study.

3. Evaluation timeline

Exhibit 1.1 provides the completed and future milestones of the evaluation beginning with
the award of the grants for demonstration projects.

Exhibit I.1. Milestones in the EDECH evaluation

Date Activity

February 2015
March 2015

March 2015 — December 2016 for
early implementation® and
February 2016 — March 2018 for
implementation/operations

June — July 2015°
August 2015
August 2015 — June 2016

October 2015 — May 2016 (three
projects); August — November
2016 (one project)

November 2015 — October 2016

January 2017 — June 2017
(3 projects) and August —
November 2017 (1 project)
October 2016 — Fall 2017
August® — November 2017
Fall 2017

April 2017 — Fall 2017
2017 — 2018

Post data analysisd

USDA awarded the demonstration grants.
Orientation meeting for EDECH grantees and public announcement of awards

Evaluation team provided technical assistance to grantees during the planning
period, and during the implementation/operations period for the collection of
administrative, management information system (MIS), and cost data

Obtained study approval from the New England Institutional Review Board
(IRB), and IRBs in tribal demonstration projects, including approval for projects
recruitment materials, consent forms, and data collection plans

Obtained approval and clearance by the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB)

Established memoranda of understanding with grantees to collect project-
specific data

Obtained household lists from grantees and conducted baseline data collection
by telephone; conducted random assignment before or after the baseline
survey, depending on the project

Conducted in-person site visits to grantees during the early implementation
period

Conducted the first follow-up survey by telephone including field location in four
projects

Conduct in-person site visits to grantees during the implementation period,
including focus groups with participants

Conduct the second follow-up survey in one project by telephone including field
location

Conduct in-person site visit to one grantee during the late implementation
period, including focus groups with participants

Conduct in-depth-interviews with participants

Analyze survey, administrative, cost, MIS, process, and qualitative data for
each demonstration project

Prepare project-specific evaluation reports, an integrated evaluation report, and
a summary report; provide briefings to USDA policy and research staff; prepare
manuscript for submission to a peer-reviewed journal

% This interim report focuses on the planning and early implementation period and baseline survey findings for all four

projects.

® |nitial approval. Revisions and annual approvals were obtained in 2016 and 2017.
¢ Call-ins were accepted on July 31, 2017.
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“ The schedule for evaluation reports is variable across projects and contingent upon the receipt of projects’ final data
required for the evaluation.

EDECH = Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger; IRB = institutional review board; MIS =
management information system; OMB = Office of Management and Budget; USDA = United States Department of

Agriculture.

C. Demonstration projects and sources of data for the interim report

Exhibit 1.2 summarizes the five EDECH demonstration projects funded by USDA and their
evaluation designs. This report focuses on the four projects listed which have RCT designs and
baseline survey data. A fifth project in Navajo Nation focuses on capacity building and outreach
to communities by local food access navigators to increase participation in nutrition assistance
programs. Due to the nature of the intervention in Navajo Nation, a rigorous impact study could
not be conducted and therefore a baseline survey was not conducted.

Exhibit 1.2. Overview of EDECH demonstration projects

Duration

Evaluation

Grantee Location Services Target population (start month) design?®

Chickasaw 40 school Monthly home-delivered Children eligible for free 24 months Cluster-level

Nation districts food boxes containing shelf-  school meals or (February RCT (school
located in 12 stable, nutritious foods and a  attending a school 2016) districts)
rural counties $15 voucher for fresh fruits where all children
in OK® and vegetables receive free school

meals

Kentucky 17 rural Approximately $45 to $55 SNAP households 15 months Single arm
counties in average increase in monthly  residing far from (January household-
eastern KY SNAP benefits, calculated grocery stores, with 2017) level RCT

as a fixed income deduction  children under age 18
based on the county’s and positive net income
average distance to the
grocery store plus a 10%
earned income deduction
Navajo 3rural regions  Collaboration with schools Children under age 18 12 or more n.a.*
Nation in NM and AZ and communities to increase months
the availability of and (September
enrollment in nutrition 2016)
assistance programs based
on asset and gap
assessments

Nevada 12 zip codes in  $40 per month EBT benefits =~ SNAP-eligible children 12 months Two arm
Las Vegas per eligible child (treatment up to age 5 whose (June 2016) HH-level
(Clark County)  group 1), or $40 EBT household incomes are RCT

benefits plus case below 75% of the
management and nutrition federal poverty level
education (treatment group

2)

Virginia 38 schools in (1) 3 meals during the All children are offered 24 months Cluster-level
rural southwest  school day and food school meals and food (June 2016)° RCT
schools and packages for weekends and  packages for weekends (schools)
Richmond City  school breaks, (2) $60 and school breaks;
schools® monthly summer EBT those eligible for FRP

benefits per eligible child,
and (3) nutrition education
for parents and guardians

school meals are also
offered summer EBT
benefits

@ For an RCT design, households or groups of households (under a cluster-level RCT) are randomized into either a
treatment group that receives the intervention (single arm or multi-arm with more than one distinct intervention) or a control
group that does not receive any of them.
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P There are 20 treatment school districts and 20 control school districts.
“The project is being implemented, but not evaluated.

440 schools were randomized, but school consolidations and drop-outs resulted in 38 schools in the evaluation. There are
10 treatment and 10 control schools in southwest Virginia and 9 treatment and 9 control schools in Richmond.

¢ The evaluation of the Virginia demonstration project covers Fall 2015 through Spring 2017 (SY 2015-2016 and SY 2016—
2017). Summer EBT benefits were provided in 2016 and 2017.

AZ = Arizona; CEP = Community Eligibility Provision; EBT = electronic benefits transfer; FRP = free or reduced-price; HH =
household; KY = Kentucky; NM = New Mexico; OK = Oklahoma; RCT = randomized controlled trial; SNAP = Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program; SY = school year.

Appendix A.1 provides an overview of the evaluation approach, including the sample, data
sources, and main outcomes for each of the study’s seven objectives. To address this report’s
research objectives, the following sources were used:

e document reviews (e.g., grantees’ applications and materials developed for participants)
e technical assistance to, and communication with, grantees

e site visits to grantees during the planning/early implementation period

e project-specific sample frames

e baseline household surveys

Each grantee provided information on their target sample population in the demonstration
area, as well as characteristics of households that consented to the demonstration and evaluation.
This information was used along with grantees’ applications and other documents to describe the
target populations and planned intervention in each project. The baseline survey data were used
to describe the characteristics of the consented eligible households in each of the four projects
prior to the implementation of the intervention.

D. Organization of remainder of report

The next chapter describes the demonstration projects in more detail, including each
grantee’s organizational structure and any partners, the local context, the demonstration area and
target population, and the intervention and schedule for the project. Chapter Il provides
information on the household and child characteristics of project participants, based on the
baseline survey. Chapter IV provides a summary of the EDECH study’s progress to date and
plans for the remainder of the study. In addition to the research objectives and evaluation
overview, Appendix A provides technical information on the methods used for random
assignment, creating weights, conducting analysis, and the CONSORT Flow Diagram* for each
demonstration project from recruitment through the baseline survey. Appendix B describes the
baseline survey data collection methods and includes the baseline survey instrument. Appendix
C includes supplemental baseline data tables.

% The CONSORT Flow Diagram shows the flow of participants from the recruitment stage, through consent, random
assignment, and follow-up in each demonstration project (Schulz et al. 2010). See Appendix A.3.
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II. GRANTEE PLANNING AND EARLY IMPLEMENTATION

This chapter provides information to address study objectives #1 and #2 (Appendix A.1) by:
(1) describing each demonstration in detail, and (2) describing the processes involved in the early
implementation of each project. These descriptions are based on a review of grant applications,
ongoing technical assistance calls with the grantee, and site visits to grantees and their partners
during the early implementation period. Thus, the project descriptions cover the period from
grant awards (February 2015) through the grantees’ planning and early implementation period
through the end of the household baseline data collection period, which varied across projects
(February 2016 in Chickasaw Nation; March 2016 in Nevada; May 2016 in Virginia; and
November 2016 in Kentucky).

A. The demonstration projects

Each of the demonstration projects is described in detail in Exhibits 11.1-11.4, including
information on:

Grant award

Organizational background (of the grantee) and partners

Target population

Services (benefits) provided

Recruitment of participants for the demonstration

Household consent procedures (for the demonstration and the evaluation)
Implementation timeline

Additional details about the random assignment procedures and sample sizes in each project
are included in Appendices A.2 and A.3.
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Exhibit 11.1. Implementation of the Chickasaw Nation demonstration project

Organizational background and partnerships: Chickasaw Nation Nutrition Services (CNNS) was
awarded $9,718,832 to provide an estimated? 2,100 eligible households and 4,500 children ages 4 and older who
are eligible for free school meals in their public elementary, middle, or high school or are attending a school
where all children receive free school meals with monthly home delivery of one food box per eligible child.
CNNS has been responsible for nearly all of the project planning and design work to-date, working with three
partner organizations:

3 Feed the Children creates and maintains the food ordering website (with specifications from CNNS),
acquires the food, stores and packages the food, and ships food boxes to participants’ homes. They
helped determine the contents of the food boxes by providing input on whether items could be
obtained at a reasonable price.

e  Solutran provides payment processing of the Fresh Checks and real-time electronic banking services
(such as access to transaction data and check images). Solutran provides monthly data on household
check redemption to CNNS, and reviews and audits payments for quality control.

e  Schools and school districts were a partner for recruitment. They provided updated household
addresses and telephone numbers for study participants.

Recruitment: In spring and summer 2015, Chickasaw Nation notified school districts about the
demonstration and that if the district was selected to participate in the demonstration, households of eligible
students would be able to receive demonstration benefits. All the school districts proposed for the sample frame
agreed to participate and completed a memorandum of understanding with the grantee. Households with
children enrolled in the 40 school districts in the sample frame were sent enrollment forms for the
demonstration through school enrollment packets distributed in August 2015. Households with children
enrolled in Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) schools who submitted the completed forms are eligible for
benefits. Among households with children enrolled in non-CEP schools who submit the completed forms, only
those with students certified for free school meals are eligible for benefits.

Household consent: The project conducted outreach through the schools and used an active consent
process. CNNS distributed the consent forms through school enroliment packets in summer 2015. The consent
materials informed households about the demonstration, eligibility criteria, evaluation objectives, potential risks
and benefits, and procedures, and asked that they consent to participate in the evaluation and provide contact
and other information to determine eligibility. Additional outreach efforts, which were recommended to all
school districts but left to their discretion, included placing an announcement and copy of the consent form on
the school’s webpage, posting the enrollment deadline on the school’s Facebook page, sending additional
copies home in students’ backpacks, and sending texts and automated reminder calls to parents. At all schools
that hosted enrollment days for parents to complete paperwork onsite, CNNS staffed an enroliment booth at the
event to answer questions and obtain completed paperwork. CNNS noted that schools with the highest return
rates for consent forms engaged in one or more of the following activities: (1) listed the consent form as a
required enrollment document; (2) allowed CNNS to staff a booth during enrollment days; and/or (3) placed
automated telephone calls to parents to remind them about the project.

Implementation timeline: The project is operating for 24 months, from February 2016 through January
2018, in 40 school districts located in 12 rural counties within Chickasaw Nation (located in Oklahoma).
Enrolled households in treatment districts were sent a congratulations letter with food ordering instructions, and
a catalog illustrating the types of food items in the five food box choices® on January 7, 2016. The
demonstration enrolled households which began ordering and receiving food boxes in February 2016.

4By the end of September 2015, CNNS received consent forms from 4,875 eligible households with 10,185 eligible children, or nearly half
of the potentially eligible population. Half of this consented group, or roughly 2,440 households, were expected to receive demonstration
benefits.

P Each food box contains shelf-stable foods selected by CNNS’s Registered Dieticians (6 protein-rich items, 2 dairy items, 4 grain items, 4
cans of fruit, and 12 cans of vegetables), along with recipes and nutrition information. The food items are pre-assembled in five different
food box packages from which participants choose each month. Households order their food box online through a website developed for the
project, or by telephone with project staff. Additionally, each food box includes a $15 cash voucher to purchase fresh and/or frozen fruits
and vegetables from authorized retailers.
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Exhibit 11.2. Implementation of the Kentucky demonstration project

Organizational background and partnerships: The Kentucky Cabinet for Health and Family Services was
awarded $3,566,810 to provide an additional benefit on Electronic Benefits Transfer (EBT) cards to enhance SNAP
benefits for eligible households. The benefit is determined through a fixed transportation deduction from income,
based on each demonstration county’s average distance to the grocery store and an additional earned-income
deduction equal to 10% of earned income. Within the Cabinet for Health and Family Services, the formal lead
organizations are the Department for Community Based Services (DCBS) and the Office of Administrative and
Technology Services (OATS). DCBS is the formal grantee for this demonstration. OATS facilitates the technological
aspects of the demonstration including working with the new EBT vendor to develop the system changes to handle
the grant funds separately from regular SNAP benefits, both for the means of reporting them separately to FNS and
allowing the grant funds to be used first when recipients use their EBT cards. Three partner organizations play key
roles in the demonstration:

. SOAR is a State-federal initiative focused on revitalizing the economy, repairing roads, and reimagining
the workforce, as well as other cultural and agricultural aspects of the eastern Kentucky region. SOAR staff
brought together key stakeholders to discuss this grant application and provided input on target location and
the benefits provided through the intervention.

e Aneconomics researcher at the University of Kentucky designed the intervention for the grant
application and provided input throughout the planning and implementation periods of the demonstration.

3 Deloitte developed and managed the Benefind system, which houses the information and enrollment for the
State-level assistance programs. Within this role, Deloitte updated the Benefind system to calculate and
track the demonstration benefits for treatment households. Deloitte monitors the calculation of benefits
each month and executes any necessary system changes throughout implementation.

Recruitment: Eligible households include those receiving SNAP benefits, with positive net income, and with
children who are still under 18 when the demonstration ends in the 17 demonstration counties.® They were notified by
the grantee about the demonstration, any benefit change, and the evaluation in August 2016.

Household consent: The number of households selected for the evaluation was 4,504. Households selected into
the evaluation sample were contacted and informed about the study’s objectives, potential risks and benefits, and
procedures, and given an opportunity to decline to participate in the evaluation. Thus, consent was obtained through a
passive process.

Implementation timeline: In FY 2016, Kentucky contracted with a new EBT vendor that could execute the
systems adjustments necessary to disperse the grant benefits. The new vendor came on line in summer 2016, which
delayed the timing of the intervention by several months. Kentucky also upgraded its SNAP eligibility system and
subsequently modified it to administer the grant benefits. Project staff trained all eligibility supervisors statewide,
who in turn trained eligibility workers so they would be aware of the demonstration project and the criteria for
receiving the additional EBT benefits. In December 2016, approximately 2,800 households were randomly selected to
receive the additional benefit from among those SNAP households in designated counties that have at least one child
born after March 31, 1999 and positive net income. Distribution of demonstration benefits began on January 1, 2017
and continues through March 31, 2018. The remaining households in the evaluation serve as the control group.

#These counties include the eight counties in the Kentucky Highlands Promise Zone, a federal designation that provides the local
community with federal support to implement its economic and community development goals [http://www.kypromisezone.com/].
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Exhibit 11.3. Implementation of the Nevada demonstration project

Organizational Background and Partnerships: The Nevada Division of Public and Behavioral Health
(DPBH) was awarded $3,143,079 to provide additional grant benefits, nutrition education, and case management
services to SNAP-eligible households with children up to age 5 and household incomes below 75% of the federal
poverty level (FPL). During the demonstration, households randomly selected to be in one of the two treatment
arms received a monthly grant benefit on their EBT card of $40 per child up to age 5 as of the demonstration’s
scheduled start. Households selected to be in the second treatment arm received the same monthly benefit plus
nutrition education and case management to help them access nutrition assistance programs. A third randomly
selected group served as the comparison or “control” group and received no additional benefits, nor did they
receive access to the nutrition education and case management services offered by the demonstration.

The Division’s WIC program was the formal lead organization. WIC chaired the grant writing process and
was responsible for financial and quarterly reporting and grants management. WIC employed the demonstration
director and nutrition education coordinator who created case management and nutrition education plans and
materials, and were responsible for their implementation. The following partner organizations also played key roles
in the demonstration project:

e  The Nevada Department of Welfare and Social Services Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(DWSS-SNAP) unit acted as the lead for major planning decisions and in day-to-day-operations during the
demonstration planning period. Throughout the planning and demonstration period, DWSS-SNAP was
responsible for coordination and communications with DPBH, FNS, FIS (the EBT vendor) and Mathematica,
and finalizing major decisions regarding the $40 monthly grant benefit. This included plans for defining the
eligible sample, determining how to disburse benefits, notifying eligible households, building requisite data
systems, and identifying other demonstration partners. The lead staff from DWSS-SNAP also worked closely
with the demonstration director and nutrition education coordinator, and arranged for partnerships with East
Valley Family Services and Lutheran Social Services Network.

e  The Nevada Department of Agriculture Food and Nutrition Service contributed to the design of the
demonstration during the grant application phase.

. East Valley Family Services and the Lutheran Social Services Network provided the case management
services and nutrition class settings offered as part of the demonstration. East Valley Family Services also
housed the hired demonstration staff.

Recruitment: Eligible households were living in the 12-zip-code® demonstration area, receiving SNAP
benefits, had income of no more than 75% of the FPL, and had at least one child who was under 5 as of March 31,
2016. They were notified by DWSS about the evaluation in September 2015. The Nevada demonstration team at
the State WIC agency established a dedicated project telephone line with a recorded message in English and
Spanish, asking callers to leave their name and phone number. DWSS and WIC staff members returned calls to the
numbers left on the messages.

Household Consent: The number of households selected for the evaluation was 7,246. Households selected
into the evaluation sample were contacted and informed about the study’s objectives, potential risks and benefits,
and procedures, and given an opportunity to decline to participate in the evaluation. Thus, consent was obtained
through a passive process.

Implementation timeline: The demonstration began in June 2016 and ran through May 2017. In 2016,
Nevada contracted with a new EBT vendor to distribute SNAP benefits to all households statewide and grant
benefits to eligible treatment group households. Contracting with a new EBT vendor delayed the project’s start date
by several months but also facilitated the issuance of grant benefits because the new vendor could add the grant
benefits onto participants’ existing EBT cards. Nevada disseminated the monthly grant benefits to treatment group
households from June 2016 through May 2017. Nevada hired staff to develop and oversee case management in
March 2017 and nutrition education in May 2017, for households in the second treatment group. These staff also
arranged for and trained volunteer case managers, and developed a data system to track the delivery of case
management and nutrition education. Case management was primarily delivered by telephone, and nutrition
education generally consisted of in-person nutrition classes; both services were available in English or Spanish.
Case management began in July 2016, and nutrition education classes began in September 2016. Both continued
through the end of the demonstration.

#Zip codes 89030, 89101, 89106, 89108, 89110, 89119, 89142, 89156, 89104, 89121, 89122, and 89169.

10
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Exhibit 11.4. Implementation of the Virginia demonstration project

Organizational Background and Partnerships: The Virginia Department of Education (VDOE), awarded
$8,803,902, is providing (1) three meals a day during the school day and packages of food for weekends and school
breaks to all children in participating treatment schools, (2) $60 monthly EBT benefits during the summer for each
treatment school child eligible for free/reduced-price school meals, and (3) nutrition education for parents and
guardians. The project is serving an estimated 7,700 children living in 3,700 households who attend the participating
treatment schools. It is operating for 24 months in 10 randomly selected schools in rural southwest Virginia and 9
randomly selected schools in Richmond City (one high school, 4 middle schools, and 14 elementary schools are
included). In addition to the nine participating school divisions, nine partners support the project:

e  The Virginia Departments of Health and Social Services, which coordinated setup of schools” CACFP
meal service (Health) and of the summer EBT distribution (Social Services).

. Feeding America Southwest Virginia and Central Virginia Foodbank, which provided food pack
content and delivered food packs to southwest and Richmond schools, respectively.

e  Virginia Cooperative Extension Family Nutrition Program, which delivered nutrition education to
parents and caregivers.

. Share Our Strength, which contributed to project design, raised awareness about the project goals,
liaised between partner agencies and schools, and provided data and expertise to support implementation
of benefits.

. Virginia Foundation for Healthy Youth, which assisted with the grant application and raised awareness
about the demonstration.

e  Southeast United Dairy Industry Association, which oversaw school divisions’ applications for
breakfast program food service equipment (e.g., coolers, carts) and funded equipment.

. Office of the Governor, which provided political support to focus the work and attract the attention of
partner organizations and community members.

Recruitment: In spring 2014 in response to the request for application (RFA), Virginia assigned and notified
16 of 39 schools of their treatment/control status. In summer 2015, Mathematica assigned the remaining 23 of 39
schools. Virginia notified the schools about their treatment or control status. Two urban schools consolidated and then
dropped out of the demonstration, leaving a total of 38 schools.® Schools are located in the Richmond City Public
Schools division and in eight school divisions from southwest Virginia. All students in treatment schools are eligible
to receive three free meals a day and food packs. Treatment school students were also eligible to receive the summer
benefits; eligibility was limited to students certified for FRP school meals if students attended schools not operating
under the Community Eligibility Provision. Households were eligible to be included in the evaluation sample if they
included students attending demonstration schools. However, household eligibility was limited to those with students
eligible for FRP school meals among schools not operating under the Community Eligibility Provision.

Household consent: The project used a passive consent process. Specifically, the project conducted outreach
through school divisions. The DOE emailed evaluation consent form materials to school divisions in January 2016.
The materials included (1) a DOE cover letter informing households about the demonstration benefits, eligibility
criteria, and the Governor and First Lady’s commitment to the project, and (2) the Mathematica study notification and
passive consent letter in English and Spanish that provided families the opportunity to opt out of the evaluation.” All
school divisions sent the letters home with students.“* Among the 4,750 households sampled for the survey, five opted
out of the study before data collection began. In March 2016, the DOE also provided school divisions with an
informational flyer to share with schools and families at their discretion. The flyer described the project’s purpose and
goals, community partners, and the implementation process and timeline. Project team members have met with school
nutrition directors to inform them about the project and also attended school open houses and back-to-school events in
order to raise awareness of the demonstration.

11
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Exhibit 11.4. (continued)

Implementation timeline: During FY 2016, VDOE hired project staff, established regular communication with
school divisions and partners, and began delivering the demonstration in treatment schools. VDOE and its partners
finalized implementation plans, a timeline, school-level budgets and operational plans, the nutrition education
curriculum (Eat Smart, Be Active, which is used in SNAP-Ed programs), and EBT data tracking systems. Eligible
households received the monthly $60 EBT benefits per eligible child in June, July, and August 2016. Treatment
schools began schoolwide distribution of school meals and food packages in August and September 2016. Finalizing
school-level operational plans, which align with each school’s resources and needs, was a challenge to overcome
during the planning period. For example, schools had to consider the consequences for class and bus schedules when
determining whether to serve supper meals before or after the end of the school day. Identifying food storage areas
that met food safety and security requirements also required creative solutions for schools with little available storage
space. To overcome this challenge, food banks visited each school to discuss delivery and storage options. The
grantee raised awareness of the project through marketing materials and launch events.

#The two urban treatment schools were treated as two schools in the matched pair random assignment, so the cluster design is still based on
40 schools/clusters. The two schools that dropped out were not replaced in the sample.

® One school division indicated the school’s treatment status in the letter.

©One school division attached a proof of receipt form for the parent to sign and return.

9 One school division mailed the letters first; then for any undelivered letters, the division sent the letters home with the students. Another
school division used the phone alert system to notify families the letters would be sent home.

B. Similarities and contrasts between demonstration projects

The four demonstration projects have the common goal of improving access to nutrition for
children, but they also display diversity in key features of their design, planning, and target
populations. In particular, demonstrations vary in the age of children targeted and the urbanicity
of the demonstration area; the demonstration length and benefits; and the process used to recruit
and engage demonstration participants.

Nevada’s demonstration project targeted households with young children because one goal
of the demonstration was to increase dual participation in SNAP and WIC among dually eligible
households. In contrast, the demonstrations in Chickasaw Nation, Kentucky, and Virginia are
focused on broader populations: households with school-aged children in Chickasaw Nation and
Virginia, and households with children under age 18 in Kentucky.® Target populations also differ
in whether they live in predominantly rural or urban areas. The Nevada demonstration, based in
urban Clark County, and the Richmond site within the Virginia demonstration targeted
households in urban areas. Demonstration projects in Chickasaw Nation and Kentucky, and the
southwest Virginia school divisions in that State’s demonstration, will provide evidence on
interventions targeting childhood hunger in rural areas where the remoteness of grocery stores
and/or transportation issues pose a substantial challenge.

® Children needed to be less than 18 years at the completion of the demonstration.

12
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The demonstrations also vary substantially in duration: the Chickasaw Nation and Virginia
projects run for 24 months; in contrast, Kentucky’s demonstration runs 15 months and Nevada’s
ran 12 months.® The Kentucky demonstration differs from the others in that it does not include a
nutrition education component. Each of the other three projects’ plans included some level of
nutrition education when designing their interventions, whether through schools (Virginia),
demonstration staff (Nevada), or materials included in food deliveries (Chickasaw Nation).
Additionally, Virginia paired their primary demonstration benefits with summer electronic
benefits transfer (EBT) benefits to offset the potential loss of school-based nutrition resources
during the summer months. Chickasaw Nation provided SEBTC benefits to households in the
summer.

Finally, the early implementation processes and challenges encountered by demonstration
teams differed across demonstrations. Nevada and Kentucky both contracted with new EBT
vendors at the same time that they were planning for the mechanism to deliver demonstration
SNAP benefits, and Kentucky’s demonstration team was simultaneously planning the launch of a
new benefits administration system integrated across SNAP, the Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF) program, and other programs. These logistical challenges introduced
delays in both demonstrations’ start dates. Virginia’s demonstration was also delayed, in part due
to delayed project staff hires. The need for close coordination of operational plans with 19
treatment schools in nine school divisions also posed a challenge. While Chickasaw Nation was
the only demonstration to undertake an active consent process (other projects used passive
consent), the grantee managed this process successfully and did not experience a delay in launch
date as a result.

® The Virginia evaluation covers the first school year only (SY 2016-2017).
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I11. CHARACTERISTICS OF HOUSEHOLDS AT BASELINE

This chapter describes the procedures used to assign households to treatment and control
groups, the design and administration of the baseline household survey, and the characteristics of
households selected into grantees’ evaluation samples. The research methods highlighted in
Chapter | are described in greater detail in this chapter. Additional information about the study
designs, analytic methods (sampling, weights, and nonresponse bias analysis), and sample flow
of participants are presented in Appendix A. Appendix B documents survey data collection
procedures in more detail and includes a copy of the baseline survey instrument.

A. Random assignment and baseline household survey data collection
1. Conducting random assignment

The impact evaluation will assess the effectiveness of the four EDECH demonstration
projects using RCTs. Each demonstration project has its own study design, developed and
implemented based on grantees’ intervention plans and the feasibility of randomizing households
or clusters (schools or school districts) to treatment or control groups. School districts in
Chickasaw Nation, households in Kentucky and Nevada, and schools in Virginia were
randomized; see Exhibit 111.1 for details on these target populations, evaluation designs, and
starting sample sizes.

Exhibit Il11.1. Grantee evaluation designs

Grantee
Chickasaw Nation Kentucky Nevada Virginia
Target population ~ Households with SNAP households SNAP households Households with
children eligible for with children under with children age 5 children in
free meals (or age 18 and with and underand intervention
attending a CEP positive net income income at or below (treatment) schools
school)® 75% FPL
Evaluation design  Cluster-level RCT Household-level RCT  Household-level RCT Cluster-level RCT
(single treatment arm)  (two treatment arms)
Number and type 40 school districts 38 schools®
of clusters
Household 4,750 4,504 6,746° 4,750
starting sample
size for the

baseline survey®

Note: See Exhibit 1.2 for additional information on demonstration projects’ interventions and locations.
2 All preschool and older children attending a CEP school in a treatment district are eligible for the benefits.

® 40 schools were randomized, but school consolidations and drop-outs resulted in 38 schools in the evaluation. The
Richmond site has 9 treatment and 9 control schools; the southwest site has 10 treatment and 10 control schools.

¢ See Appendix A.3 for CONSORT Flow Diagrams.
4 An additional 500 cases were released for a total starting sample of 7,246 (see Appendix A.3.3).

CEP = Community Eligibility Provision; FPL = Federal poverty level; RCT = randomized controlled trial; SNAP =
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program.
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The nature of the intervention in each demonstration project dictated whether random
assignment was at the household level (used for the SNAP-based projects and grantees) or the
cluster level (used for the school-based projects and grantees). Kentucky and Nevada’s
intervention design called for benefits delivered to individual households, so household-level
random assignment was implemented. In Chickasaw Nation and Virginia, the intervention—at
least in part—is provided to groups of households with children attending specific school
districts/schools rather than individual households; therefore, clusters were the unit of random
assignment. Specifically, in Chickasaw Nation, school districts were randomized, and the
benefits of home food deliveries (valued at approximately $40 monthly) and a $15 monthly
voucher for fruit and vegetables are delivered to eligible households. To meet the eligibility
criteria, households must have children eligible for free school meals who are attending one or
more of the 40 school districts participating in the demonstration that signed up for the
intervention in late summer 2015. In Virginia, the intervention is primarily provided at the school
level, with universal provision of three meals a day at the school, provision of food backpacks on
weekends and during school breaks to all students at the school, and provision of summer
benefits of $60 a month for each child in a household attending a demonstration school and
eligible for free or reduced-price school meals.

Using grantee-provided lists of schools, school districts, or households, the full population
of eligible households was randomly assigned into treatment and control groups for each
demonstration. Households assigned to receive the demonstration services or benefits are defined
to be in the treatment group,’ whereas households not receiving these services or benefits are in
the control group. The number of households in the evaluation’s subsample of treatment and
control groups is based on the sample sizes needed to achieve desired statistical power thresholds
for the analysis. In addition, random assignment was designed so that a household’s likelihood of
being selected to participate in the demonstration was independent of whether or not they
consented to participate in the evaluation. Details on the random assignment and evaluation
subsampling processes, plus the results of assessing the balance of the final treatment and control
groups, are presented in Appendix A.2. Overall, the treatment and the control groups were
balanced with respect to a range of household characteristics, based on an analysis of available
variables from the projects’ sample frames and the households that responded to the baseline
survey (Appendix A.2).

2. Baseline survey contents

The purpose of the baseline survey was to describe the household characteristics of the
eligible target populations before the start of each intervention. The baseline survey contains
items used in other surveys, including national studies and studies of low-income populations,
along with items developed specifically for EDECH. Thirty-day child and household food
security was measured with USDA'’s standard 18-item U.S. Household Food Security Survey
Module, used to assess and monitor food security in large-scale population studies such as the
Current Population Survey and the National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey
(Economic Research Service 2017a, 2017b). Other relevant survey questions were adapted from
the Summer Electronic Benefits Transfer for Children (SEBTC) evaluation and the SNAP Food

" Nevada has two treatment groups.
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Security Study to measure food expenditures and program participation—critical intermediate
outcomes in the causal chain leading to improved food security. Feedback from eight pretest
participants and FNS and Economic Research Service reviewers informed revisions to the draft
questionnaire. The draft survey was also shared with some grantees who requested it. Exhibit
I11.2 presents a high-level overview of topics included in the baseline survey; the instrument is in
Appendix B.2.

Exhibit 111.2. Key topics included in the EDECH baseline household survey

Baseline
Survey modules (topics) guestionnaire

Food security (last 30 days)

Food security (among children, adults, and households)

Very low food security (among children, adults, and households)
Sociodemographic characteristics

Ages of children (presence of teenager)

Employment of adult household members (last 30 days)

Household income (last calendar year, last month) and sources of income
Household earned income (last 30 days)

Respondent demographics and self-reported health status

Nutrition assistance program participation and supports

< 2

A
IO

Participation in nutrition assistance programs (SNAP, WIC, SBP, NSLP, FDPIR) and other
programs (free school suppers, school food backpacks, after school and child care programs, and
summer food programs?)

Length of time on SNAP

Amount of SNAP benefit

Use of food banks, soup kitchens, or community or senior programs

Family, friend, and community support

Food expenditures and food access (last 30 days)

Food expenditures including out-of-pocket food costs \/
Food shopping, access/distance to supermarkets CN, KY
Food behavior

Number of family dinners per week \/
Prepare dinner/supper at home (past 7 days) NV, VA
Shop with a grocery list NV, VA
Nutrition education (past 12 months) NV, VA
Children’s diet quality

School breakfast eating \/
Freguency of fast food consumption of household \

2 2 2 2 2

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey.

Note: v indicates that the topic was available in all four projects. Otherwise, the project is indicated if the topic was
included for that project.

# Summer food programs could include summer EBT (Chickasaw Nation only), SFSP, Seamless Summer Option, or
other free meals or snacks offered at places such as summer school, a community center, day camp, or park.

CACFP = Child and Adult Care Food Program; CN = Chickasaw Nation; EBT = electronic benefits transfer; FDPIR =
Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (asked in Chickasaw Nation only); KY = Kentucky; NSLP =
National School Lunch Program; NV = Nevada; SBP = School Breakfast Program; SFSP = Summer Food Service
Program; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children; VA = Virginia.
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3. Administration procedures and final baseline response rates

Trained interviewers administered computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI). Across
grantees, 21,250 households were contacted to participate; 10,578 completed the interview. An
additional 167 answered questions through at least the food security module but did not complete
the entire interview; these cases were included in the analysis sample because they had made
sufficient progress in the interview. Final baseline survey response rates, by grantee (and site),
are presented in Exhibit 111.3. Appendix C, Exhibit C.1 shows the response rates by treatment
group. Across the four grantees, baseline response rates ranged from 57 to 66% based on
standard definitions by the American Association for Public Opinion Research (AAPOR 2016).
To calculate AAPOR response rate 4, the numerator contains the number of completes, which
includes partial interviews. The denominator includes the number of completes, partials, eligible
noncompletes (that is, cases that answered the eligibility screening questions in the survey and
were found eligible but did not complete enough of the survey to be included in the analysis
sample), and noncompletes with unknown eligibility status. An eligibility rate was applied to the
noncompletes with unknown eligibility status in the denominator. The eligibility rate was
determined using the proportional allocation method; the proportion of eligible and ineligible
cases among cases with unknown eligibility status was assumed to be the same as among cases
with known eligibility status (Smith 2009).°

Exhibit 111.3. Final baseline survey response rates

Demonstration project Total number of eligible cases Response rate (%)
Chickasaw Nation 2,879 62.0
Kentucky 2,213 66.0
Nevada 3,122 56.9
Virginia® 2,618 61.5

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Response
rates calculated by Mathematica Policy Research using AAPOR response rate 4 (AAPOR 2016).

Note: See Appendix A.2 See Appendix A.2 for the response rates by treatment group in Chickasaw Nation and
Virginia. CONSORT Flow Diagrams in Appendix A, Exhibit A.3 for details. Non-consent cases are counted
as having unknown eligibility. There are 87 eligible nonconsents, resulting in 10,745 cases for analysis.

®The overall response rate was 58.8% in southwest Virginia and 63.4% in Richmond.
AAPOR = American Association for Public Opinion Research.

Data collection procedures are described in detail in Appendix B.1. Three processes
preceded data collection. First, grantees provided sample member’s contact information. These
data were from SNAP records (Nevada and Kentucky), school records (Virginia), or
demonstration consent forms (Chickasaw Nation). Second, sample members’ contact
information was submitted to two commercial locating databases to (1) obtain additional
telephone numbers for households and (2) triangulate the telephone numbers already available in
the sampling frames to prioritize for dialing the numbers also found in a database. (More in-

8 Because SNAP administrative records were used to establish eligibility for SNAP-based criteria in Nevada and
Kentucky, the proportional allocation method was applied with only the non-SNAP criteria. These criteria included
residence in a participating ZIP code or county and having an eligible child in the household.
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depth locating, including Internet searches, was performed during the field period after
exhausting attempts on available telephone numbers.) Second, telephone interviewers were
trained to administer the survey (Appendix B.2).

The survey was administered in both English and Spanish for at least 16 weeks. Sample
members were mailed an advance letter describing the evaluation and the purpose of the
interview, and inviting them to complete the survey. Sample members were also informed that
participation in the evaluation was voluntary and they could choose not to participate. Shortly
after the letters were mailed, interviewers began calling households. Calls were placed at
different times of the day and across all days of the week to maximize the chances of speaking
with a sample member. Respondents were also able to call in to complete the survey during the
field period. Participating households were mailed a $30 thank-you payment for their
participation.

Response rates for each demonstration were monitored daily. Nonresponding households
received mail, email (if an email address was available), and postcard reminders throughout the
field period. Those who refused to participate received a refusal conversion letter. Follow-up
strategies were adapted to each demonstration. For example, communications were modified to
emphasize altruism in one of the areas after many sample members said they did not need the
demonstration project benefits themselves, and that the benefits should go to others. Other
adaptive approaches included distributing reminders to nonresponding households through
schools; extending the field period; and releasing the back-up sample in Nevada after the
response rate was projected to fall short of the target. Releasing additional cases enabled more
interviews to be completed during the field period.

B. Household characteristics at baseline

This section reports the baseline characteristics of consenting households that responded to
the baseline survey® conducted in the period October 2015-November 20186.

1. Household demographic characteristics and socioeconomic status

Household size was calculated for the number of household members that share food by
purchasing and preparing meals together —the SNAP definition of household size—as well as
the total number of household members. Among members that share food, the mean household
size ranged from 3.7 members in Kentucky to 4.5 in Nevada (Exhibit I11.4). In Chickasaw
Nation, Kentucky, and Virginia, only 4-5% of households had more members in the household
that did not share food. In Nevada, 20% of households had more members that did not share
food.™® The mean number of children in each household ranged from 2.1 in Kentucky to 2.9 in
Nevada. More than half (54%) of households in Nevada had three or more children, whereas

o Analytic sample sizes in exhibits based on baseline survey data vary according to the questions included in each
exhibit. Specifically, for each demonstration, the sample size in a given exhibit is the sample for the highest non-
missing survey data element in that exhibit. In most or all cases, this will be less than the full sample for each
demonstration presented in Exhibit I11.3.

10 This finding in Nevada may suggest more than one family living together, with each responsible for their own
food and meals, compared to the other projects.
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29% in Kentucky had three or more children. The statistics for the number of children include
children of all ages—those attending school, younger children who had not yet started school,
and any other children living in the household.™

Exhibit I11.4. Household characteristics

Mean or percentage

Chickasaw

Characteristic Nation Kentucky Nevada Virginia
Household (HH) size
Mean number of HH members who 4.4 3.7 4.5 4.1
share food
HHs that have more members than 4.0 5.3 20.2 45
just those who share food (%)

Mean number of HH members 5.4 4.7 5.8 5.1

Number of children
Percentage of households with:

1 child 19.6 34.9 18.4 27.1
2 children 35.1 36.6 27.9 37.0
3 or more children 45.3 28.5 53.7 35.9
Mean number of children in 25 2.1 2.9 2.3
household
Mean number of children in local 2.2 n.a. n.a. 1.9
school system?
Any household adult employed in 75.6 39.4 57.2 69.2

last 30 days (%)
Last month household income®
Median ($) 1,699 999 994 1,582

Mean ($) 1,970 1,097 1,013 2,265
Last month earned income among
those with an employed adult®

Median ($) n.a. 1,097 n.a. n.a.
Sources of income (%)

Reported receiving TANF 5.2 13.6 18.2 10.5
Reported receiving Social Security 22.2 31.2 11.1 21.6
Reported receiving SSI or 15.3 43.6 12.4 17.6
supplemental security income

Reported receiving veteran's 2.7 0.7 1.0 2.0
benefits

Reported receiving unemployment 2.7 1.9 2.6 2.4
insurance or worker's compensation

benefits

Reported receiving child support 23.1 16.0 12.9 16.9
payments

Reported receiving financial support 145 154 22.7 14.6
from family and friends

Reported receiving any other 1.0 0.3 11 0.5
income besides earnings

Reported none of the above 42.3 24.2 44.3 43.7

! Children were defined as 18 years or younger or still in school (if older than age 18) and living with an adult in a
household.
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Exhibit 111.4. (continued)

Mean or percentage

Chickasaw
Characteristic Nation Kentucky Virginia

Percentage of households

No income 3.1 1.8 10.1 5.4

At or below poverty line (0-100% 64.0 94.4 94.2 60.3

of poverty)

At or below 130% of poverty line 80.0 98.8 97.9 70.6

At or below 185% of poverty line 92.3 99.7 99.4 82.0

Above 185% of poverty line 7.7 0.3 0.6 18.0
Sample size 2,859 2,202 3,088 2,596

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

& Questions about whether each school-age child in the household attended school were asked in Chickasaw Nation and
Virginia to confirm eligibility. They were not asked in the SNAP-based projects because the characteristic of interest is the
number of children in the household.

® Includes all earnings, Social Security, pensions, Veteran’s benefits, unemployment insurance, worker’ compensation
benefits, child support, payments from roomers and borders, TANF, and SSI for all household members.

¢ A separate question on earned income was only asked in Kentucky because it was related to the eligibility criteria for the
demonstration. Earned income includes household total countable earnings before taxes from wages and salaries from a job
or self-employment, and income from rental property.

HH = household; n.a. = not applicable; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; SSI= Supplemental Security
Income; TANF = Temporary Assistance to Needy Families; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children.

Eligibility rules for each EDECH demonstration site specifically limited participation in the
evaluation by household income level (for example, qualifying for SNAP or free school meals)
or school characteristics (for example, Community Eligibility Provision [CEP] school, school
improvement plan). The expectation was that the survey sample would be relatively
disadvantaged, particularly in the sites with stricter income eligibility criteria. Thus, median
household income in Kentucky and Nevada, both requiring participants to be SNAP eligible, was
the lowest, at approximately $1,000 in the last 30 days. In Chickasaw Nation, where households
must qualify for free school meals or attend a CEP school, median income was $1,699. Virginia,
where eligibility was determined only by school characteristics, median and mean income had
the greatest range, from $1,582 to $2,261, respectively. The employment rate (defined as
employed during the last 30 days) varied similarly to median household income; the highest rate
was 76%, in Chickasaw Nation, and the lowest was 39%, in Kentucky. Among households with
an employed adult in Kentucky, the median earned income ($1,097) was slightly higher than
median overall (total) income ($999).

About 4 of 10 households in Chickasaw Nation, Nevada, and Virginia and 1 of 4 in
Kentucky reported no other source of household income or benefits. The percentage of
respondents who reported receiving TANF varied across the demonstrations: 5% in Chickasaw
Nation, 14% in Kentucky, 18% in Nevada, and 11% in Virginia. Kentucky had the highest
percentage of respondents reporting Supplemental Security Income receipt, at 44%, substantially
higher than any other project. Less than 3% of households in any site reported receiving
veterans’ benefits or unemployment compensation.
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Household poverty calculations were made using reported household income for the last 30
days. Approximately 94% of all households in Kentucky and Nevada lived at or below the
poverty line. It would be expected for these demonstration households to be at or below 130% of
poverty because they qualify for SNAP,* but it is notable that most households fall far below
that threshold. In Chickasaw Nation and Virginia, 92 and 82%, respectively, live at or below
185% of the poverty line—the cut-off for reduced-price eligibility in the NSLP. More than half
of those respondents reported living at or below the poverty line (64 and 60%), signifying that a
large portion of the demonstration sample had even lower incomes than the demonstration
eligibility cut-offs imply and that the demonstration projects reached the target populations.

Most survey respondents for each project were female (87-94%) and more than one-third
were between ages 30 to 39 (Exhibit 111.5). Chickasaw Nation respondents were primarily non-
Hispanic white or non-Hispanic of another race (57 and 27%); a small portion were Hispanic of
any race (12%). Respondents in Kentucky were predominately non-Hispanic white (94%). The
majority of Nevada respondents were Hispanic of any race (57%), whereas another 25% were
non-Hispanic black and 12% were non-Hispanic white. In Virginia, respondents were split
primarily between non-Hispanic black (46%) and non-Hispanic white (42%).*

In educational attainment, roughly two-thirds of respondents in Chickasaw Nation,
Kentucky, and Virginia were high school graduates or had some college education. In Nevada,
nearly half (46%) of respondents had not graduated from high school. Chickasaw Nation and
Virginia had the highest rates of four-year college graduates, at 9 and 10%, respectively, whereas
2% of respondents in Kentucky and Nevada had a four-year college degree.

In Chickasaw Nation and Kentucky, most respondents were married or divorced (45 and
27%; 40 and 36%). In Nevada, 39% of respondents had never married, 23% were living with a
partner, and 22% were married. Respondents in Virginia were predominately married or had
never married (39% and 34%). Roughly one-third of respondents identified their health as good
in each project. Kentucky respondents reported having the worst health status, with 5% reporting
“Excellent” and 17% reporting “Poor.”

Exhibit 111.5 also shows the distribution of children in households. In the school-based
projects (Chickasaw Nation and Virginia), a large proportion of households had a child age 5 to
11 (79 and 80%, respectively), and about half of the households had a child age 12 to 17 (53 and
49%, respectively). Most Kentucky households also had school-age children, and 41% had a
child under 5. As an eligibility criterion, all Nevada households had a child up to age 5.
Additionally, 61% had a child age 5 to 11 and 28% had a child age 12 to 17.

12 A small percentage (1-2%) of households in Kentucky and Nevada were slightly above the 130% FPL cut-off;
reported income is not always accurate, and it was confirmed that all households were receiving SNAP at the time of
sampling.

13 The southwest site in Virginia is predominantly non-Hispanic white; the Richmond site is predominantly non-
Hispanic black.
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Exhibit 111.5. Demographics of respondent and children in household

Chickasaw
Characteristic Nation Kentucky Nevada Virginia
Gender
Male 9.9 11.9 6.0 135
Female 90.1 88.1 94.0 86.5
Age of respondent
Under 20 years 0.3 0.4 1.2 0.2
20 to 29 years 19.4 23.5 44.8 19.0
30 to 39 years 44.7 36.0 40.8 42.3
40 to 49 years 22.5 215 10.5 24.7
50 to 59 years 8.6 12.8 1.9 9.4
60 years or older 4.5 5.8 0.8 4.4
Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic, all races 11.7 13 56.7 7.8
Black, non-Hispanic 4.4 1.3 24.9 46.1
White, non-Hispanic 56.6 93.6 115 41.9
Other, non-Hispanic 27.3 3.9 6.8 4.2
Level of education
Less than high school 194 30.6 45.7 19.0
High school graduate (or GED) 37.8 40.2 31.1 34.8
Some college (including 2 year 34.0 27.0 20.9 35.9
degree)
Four year college degree or 8.8 2.3 2.3 10.3
higher
Marital status of respondent
Married 44.5 39.8 215 39.1
Living with partner 10.7 5.4 23.3 7.7
Separated or divorced 27.4 36.2 155 17.6
Widowed 3.7 4.4 1.1 1.9
Never married 13.7 14.3 38.6 33.7
Reported health status
Excellent 10.5 4.8 11.7 13.8
Very good 22.7 17.2 16.3 25.0
Good 35.9 32.0 41.4 33.3
Fair 22.8 295 23.2 20.8
Poor 8.0 16.5 7.4 7.0
Age of children
Less than 5 years 32.5 40.5 100.0 30.2
5 to 11 years 78.7 60.2 60.5 79.6
12 to 17 years 53.2 44.6 28.4 48.8
18 years (or older if still in high 6.4 3.9 3.0 5.7
school)
Sample size 2,859 2,202 3,088 2,596

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

GED = general educational development.
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2. Participation in nutrition assistance programs

Exhibit 111.6 shows participation in nutrition assistance programs—household participation
in programs designed for the household, and then children’s participation in child nutrition
programs. SNAP participation was universal in Kentucky and Nevada because it was a criterion
for random assignment. Just under half of respondents reported currently receiving SNAP
benefits in Chickasaw Nation (45%) and Virginia (47%), and 7% of respondents in Chickasaw
Nation reported receiving the Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations (FDPIR). In
Nevada, 60% of respondents reported receiving WIC, although all would be income-eligible
(that is, all households are SNAP eligible with one or more children up to 5). Increasing WIC
enrollment was a goal of the Nevada demonstration. WIC participation in the other
demonstration projects ranged between 13% (Virginia) and 30% (Kentucky). The percentage of
respondents reporting using emergency assistance from a food pantry or kitchen ranged from
11% in Virginia to 19% in Kentucky.

Chickasaw Nation and Virginia had the highest rates of reported participation in child
nutrition programs. This finding would be expected, as both demonstrations require the presence
of school-age children in the household for eligibility, and child nutrition programs are primarily
for school-age children. Nearly all respondents in Chickasaw Nation and Virginia reported
having a child participate in the National School Lunch or School Breakfast programs (95 and
85%; 84 and 74%). A small portion of respondents reported their children receiving suppers at
school (participation at the four projects ranged between 6 and 14%), and almost one-fifth (17%)
of respondents in Virginia had a child participate in a food backpack program through school at
baseline;'* about half (54%) of Chickasaw Nation respondents received Summer EBT. Around
one-fourth of Kentucky and Nevada households reported receiving no child nutrition benefits
(21 and 28%, respectively).®

Exhibit 111.6. Reported participation in household and child nutrition programs

Percentage

Chickasaw
Nation Kentucky Nevada Virginia

Household nutrition benefit program?®

Reported currently receiving SNAP® 45.1 100.0 100.0 47.2
Reported receiving FDPIR 6.6 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Reported receiving WIC 19.6 27.8 60.3 13.2
Reported receiving food from 15.9 194 13.3 11.2
pantry/emergency kitchen

Reported none of the above nutrition 36.5 . . 45.6
benefits

Children’s nutrition program?®
Reported receiving NSLP 95.3 74.4 65.3 83.6

% Al Virginia treatment schools offered a backpack program in the demonstration.

15 Because the timing of the survey administration was such that the 30-day reference period seldom crossed the
summer when the SFSP may have been available, this calculation excludes SFSP and other nutrition programs not
asked about in the survey and listed in Exhibit 111.6.
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Exhibit 11.6. (continued)

Percentage
Chickasaw
Nation Kentucky Nevada Virginia

Reported receiving SBP 84.5 67.7 59.0 73.8
Reported receiving supper at school 6.2 8.9 8.1 13.6
Reported receiving backpack program 18.0 12.7 9.7 16.9
Reported receiving food at after school 155 8.6 9.3 25.2
program where snacks are received
Reported receiving food at another center, 10.6 7.8 104 11.1
e.g., Head Start or daycare
Reported receiving Summer EBT 53.5 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Reported none of the child nutrition 1.6 21.4 28.2 10.7
benefits listed above®

Sample size 2,859 2,202 3,088 2,596

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Program participation questions generally reflected current participation at the time of the interview, defined
as ‘during the last 30 days’. Questions on school backpacks were asked about the last SY (2014-2015)
and, for SEBTC, the last summer (2015).

# Calculated for all households as a descriptive variable and not constrained to only those households that are eligible
for a specific program listed.

® Based on SNAP administrative records.

¢ Calculation excludes free meals or snacks at summer food programs due to the timing of data collection; the
question was only asked in Kentucky for interviews where the 30-day reference period included summer.

EBT = electronic benefits transfer; FDPIR = Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations; HH = household;
NSLP = National School Lunch Program; SBP = School Breakfast Program; SEBTC = Summer Electronic Benefits
Transfer for Children; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants, and Children.

3. Food security at baseline

Reducing food insecurity among children—FI-C—is the key objective of each EDECH
demonstration. Exhibit 111.7 shows the food security status of households in the evaluation
sample at baseline. Before implementation, more than 50% of households experienced food
insecurity among adults, children, or both in Chickasaw Nation, Kentucky, and Nevada (53, 59,
and 56%, respectively). In Virginia, 35% of households were food insecure. Child food
insecurity rates were also similar across Chickasaw Nation, Kentucky, and Nevada, ranging from
35-37%. Food insecurity among children at baseline was lowest in Virginia, at 22%. Very low
food insecurity among children ranged from 3 to 6% across projects and was highest in Nevada
(6%).

Food security at baseline was also analyzed by treatment (T) and control (C) group for each
demonstration project (see Appendix C Exhibits C.2—-C.5). There were no significant T-C
differences in food security findings except for household and adult food security in Chickasaw
Nation (Appendix C, Exhibit C.2). Chickasaw Nation adults in the treatment group were more
likely to report being insecure (49%) compared to adults in the control group (45%). There were
no significant differences in FI-C, the evaluation’s primary outcome, at baseline by T/C group in
Chickasaw Nation or any other project, but it will be important to control for this characteristic
in the baseline analysis.
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Exhibit I11.7. Food security at baseline

Chickasaw
Nation Kentucky Virginia

Households
Secure 47.4 41.1 44.3 65.3
Insecure 52.6 58.9 55.7 34.7

VLFS 25.0 33.3 23.2 15.6
Adults
Secure 52.7 43.7 48.1 68.3
Insecure 47.3 56.3 51.9 31.7

VLFS 24.8 32.9 22.2 15.1
Children
Secure 63.2 63.2 65.4 78.2
Insecure 36.8 36.8 34.6 21.8

VLFS 2.7 3.9 55 25
Sample size 2,855 2,194 3,082 2,591

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Food security was measured using the 30-day survey module. VLFS is a subcategory within the food
insecure category.

VLFS = Very low food security

4. Food expenditures

Respondents for each project were asked about their household spending on food at grocery
stores and restaurants in the last 30 days. Households in Virginia and Chickasaw Nation reported
higher food expenditures in the last month than households in Kentucky and Nevada (Exhibit
111.8). Overall, respondents in Virginia reported the highest expenditures, at $378 per
household,*® slightly higher than in Chickasaw Nation ($362 per household). Virginia
respondents also reported the largest per person expenditures, $98, compared to $87 in the
Chickasaw Nation. Respondents in Nevada reported the lowest total expenditures, $174 per
household and $42 per person. Median per person monthly expenditures ranged from $30 in
Nevada to $80 in Virginia, all far lower than the comparable national statistic for households
with children, $163.*

16 . -
Reported averages are means unless otherwise specified.

7 This statistic is derived from the 2015 Current Population Survey, which reported median weekly expenses for
households containing children under age 18 (all incomes) (Coleman-Jensen et al. 2016). The reported weekly
expenses were $37.60. The comparable monthly statistic is $163. [37.60 x (365 days in the year + 7 days in a week
+ 12 months in the year) = median monthly expenditures of $163.38]
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Exhibit 111.8. Reported monthly food expenditures

Chickasaw

Nation Kentucky Virginia

Total out of pocket food
expenditures® ($)

Household mean 362 198 174 378
Household median 298 169 130 308
Per person mean 87 58 42 98
Per person median 72 a7 30 80

Food expenditures at
supermarkets, grocery
stores, and other types of
stores” ($)

Household mean 291 156 133 288
Household median 247 130 99 245
Per person mean 70 45 32 74
Per person median 59 36 21 62
Expenditures at restaurants®

(%)

Household mean 85 50 56 100
Household median 56 34 39 59
Per person mean 21 15 14 26
Per person median 15 10 9 16
Mean number of times family 3.6 3.1 25 4.7

ate at a fast food or other type
of restaurant in the last month

Sample size 2,848 2,190 3,059 2,573

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Questions were asked about the last 30 days.

@Sum total of reported out-of-pocket food expenditures at stores and restaurants in the last 30 days. Excludes
purchases made with SNAP and WIC.

®Out of pocket expenditures on food at supermarkets, grocery stores, and other stores. Excludes purchases made
with SNAP and WIC.

¢ Includes carryout, drive through, and all types of restaurants.

SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children.

Food expenditures were divided between groceries and restaurant meals, with groceries
representing the largest proportion for respondents in all projects. Virginia and Chickasaw
Nation had the highest expenditures in both categories; Nevada had the lowest. Respondents in
Virginia and Chickasaw Nation reported similar expenditures on groceries, but Virginia
households reported higher restaurant expenditures ($100 per household and $26 per person
monthly), which resulted in their higher overall food expenditures. Nevada respondents reported
the lowest grocery expenditures both overall and per person. Restaurant expenditures were about
the same in Nevada and Kentucky and far lower than in the other two projects.
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5. Shopping behaviors and family dinners

A series of food shopping questions was asked in all four projects, but the questions varied
depending on each project’s target population and intervention (Exhibits 111.9-111.12). The
Chickasaw Nation and Kentucky demonstrations both seek to address barriers to food access, so
respondents were asked about where and how often they shop for food. Respondents in both
projects reported shopping primarily at full-service grocery stores or discount stores (98 and
100%). Just under 50% of households (47 and 49%) shopped fewer than five times a month (that
is, once weekly or less often), with a mean distance to the grocery store of more than 10 miles
(10.4 and 12.1) (Exhibits 111.9 and 111.10).

Respondents in all demonstration projects were also asked about the frequency of their
family dinners. Most respondents in each project reported having dinner as a family a majority of
nights during a week. A large portion of respondents reported eating together as a family every
night, ranging from 42% in Virginia to 65% in Nevada (Exhibits 111.9-111.12).

In demonstrations with formal nutrition education components, Nevada and Virginia
respondents were asked about their participation in nutrition education events in the past 12
months: less than one-third of respondents had attended an event at either project (30 and 13%).
Among those who went to at least one event, they attended an average 3.6 and 2.8 events,
respectively. Slightly under one-third of respondents in Nevada and Virginia reported always
shopping with a grocery list (31 and 30%) (Exhibits 111.11 and 111.12).

Chickasaw Nation respondents were asked a series of questions about their school-age
children and food shopping behaviors (Exhibit I11.9). Chickasaw Nation respondents had an
average of 2.2 children enrolled in a local school. Of those children, 96% were reported to be
receiving free school lunches. Regarding grocery habits, respondents had shopped an average of
7.2 times in the last 30 days, though just under half (47%) reported shopping once a week or less
in the past month. Nearly two-thirds of respondents shopped at a discount store (61%), and more
than one-third at a full-service grocery store (37%) to purchase their groceries. The mean
distance to their primary grocery shopping destination was 10.4 miles; one-third (34%) of
Chickasaw Nation respondents reported driving farther than 10 miles to do food shopping.

Exhibit 111.9. Characteristics of school children and food shopping behaviors
of demonstration households in Chickasaw Nation

Mean or percentage

Mean number of children per household K-12 in local school system 2.2
Percentage of households that reported receiving free school lunches
in last 30 days 95.6
Percentage that reported receiving summer EBT in 2015% 53.5
Number of times someone shopped for food items in past 30 days 7.2
Percentage that shopped
Less than 5 times (0-4) 47.0
5-9 times 28.0
10-19 times 17.8
20-30 times 7.2
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Mean or percentage

Type of store shopped at for groceries (%)

Supermarkets/grocery stores 37.1
Discount stores 60.5
Dollar stores 1.1
Warehouse clubs 0.6
Farmer's markets 0.3
Other” 0.5
Mean distance from home to grocery shopping destination (one way 104
miles)
Distribution of home to grocery shopping distance (%)
0-2 miles 23.1
3-5 miles 20.9
6-10 miles 22.2
11-19 miles 16.1
20-29 miles 10.8
30 or more miles 6.9

Distribution of number of nights a week family typically sits down
together to have dinner as a family (%)

Every night 49.3
5 or 6 nights 24.4
3 or 4 nights 194
1 or 2 nights 4.9
Never 2.0
Sample size 2,859

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

& Only asked for the treatment group.

® |ncludes convenience stores, ethnic food stores, and other retailers, such as surplus stores, local produce stores,
and FDPIR and other USDA commodity food distribution facilities.

EBT = electronic benefits transfer, FDPIR = Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations.

Kentucky respondents were asked multiple questions about their shopping experiences
(Exhibit 111.10). On average, respondents had shopped 6.8 times in the last 30 days, though just
under half (49%) reported shopping less than 5 times. Four out of five respondents (80%)
shopped at a full-service grocery store to purchase their groceries, whereas one in five (20%)
reported frequenting a discount store. The majority of respondents selected their primary grocery
destination because of its low prices (60%), and 19% shopped at the store because it was close to
home. The mean distance to their primary grocery shopping destination was 12.1 miles; 21% of
households reported driving 20 or more miles to reach their grocery store in Kentucky. Almost
universally, respondents used a car as their transportation to get to the grocery store (99%).
About two-thirds (69%) of respondents drove their own car, 22% had someone else drive them,
and 8% drove someone else’s car as their usual means of transport to the store.
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Exhibit 111.10. Food shopping and nutrition behaviors of demonstration
households in Kentucky

Mean or percentage

Mean number of times shopped for food in past 30 days 6.8
Percentage that shopped
Less than 5 times (or 0-4) 48.5
5-9 times 29.1
10-19 times 16.7
20-30 times 5.7
Average distance to grocery shopping destination (one way miles)® 12.1
0-2 miles 14.1
3-5 miles 16.2
6-10 miles 26.2
11-19 miles 22.4
20-29 miles 13.8
30 or more miles 7.4
Type of store shopped at for groceries? (%)
Supermarkets/grocery stores 80.0
Discount stores 19.5
Dollar stores 0.1
Warehouse clubs 0.1
Farmer’s markets 0.1
Other” 0.2
Main reason for shopping at grocery store (%)
Low prices 59.9
Close to home/convenient or easy to get to 18.8
Sales 4.7
Quality of food 4.8
Variety of foods (general) 5.6
Meat department 1.6
Other® 4.6
Average travel time to grocery store (one way minutes) 18.2
Usual transportation used to get to grocery store
Car 99.2
Drive own car 69.4
Drive someone else’s car 8.1
Someone else drives me 21.7
Taxi or paid driver 0.9
Walk/Bicycle 0.5
Public Transport 0.2
Other® 0.1

Distribution of the number of nights a week family typically sits down
together to have dinner as a family (%)

Every night 55.4
5 or 6 nights 19.5
3 or 4 nights 17.8
1 or 2 nights 5.7
Never 1.6
Sample size 2,202

Source: Evaluation of Demonstrations to End Childhood Hunger, 2016 baseline survey. Tabulations prepared by
Mathematica Policy Research.

#Reported miles ranged from 0 to 120 miles from home.

® Includes convenience store, ethnic food store, and other retailers such as surplus store, local produce store, and FDPIR
and other USDA commodity food distribution facilities.

“Includes other reasons, such as the ‘respondent or family works there’ and ‘store has a cart to ride since they have health
problems’.

4Includes other reasons, such as ‘daughter does shopping’, ‘children’s grandpa goes to the store for them’, and ‘uses a
transportation service for medical reasons’.
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Nevada respondents were asked about their food shopping and nutrition habits (Exhibit
111.11). Nearly one-third (31%) of respondents reported always shopping with a grocery list,
whereas 13% never did. Respondents prepared dinner at home a mean 5.9 days in the last week.
Regarding nutrition education, 30% of respondents had attended a nutrition education event'® in
the past 12 months. Among those households that had participated in such an event, they
attended an average of 2.8 events.

Exhibit I111.11. Food shopping and nutrition behaviors of demonstration
households in Nevada

Mean or percentage

Percentage of respondents that reported shopping with a

grocery list
Always 31.4
Most of the time 23.7
Sometimes 20.7
Rarely 114
Never 12.9

Distribution of the number of nights a week family typically sits
down together to have dinner as a family (%)

Every night 65.2
5 or 6 nights 15.3
3 or 4 nights 13.2
1 or 2 nights 4.5
Never 1.9
Number of times dinner prepared at home in last 7 days
Mean 5.9

Percentage of respondents that reported attending a nutrition
education class, lecture, event, or demonstration in past 12
months 30.1

Mean number of nutrition education classes, lectures, events,
demonstrations attended in past 12 months among
participants 2.8

Sample size 3,085

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Virginia respondents were asked similar questions to Nevada respondents, as well as some
additional questions about child nutrition programs (Exhibit 111.12). Nearly one-third (30%) of
respondents reported always shopping with a grocery list, whereas 12% never did. Respondents
prepared dinner at home a mean 5.4 days in the last week. Approximately 13% of respondents
reported attending a nutrition education event in the past 12 months. These households attended
an average of 3.6 events. Less than one-fourth of households reported receiving a school food
backpack (17%), but among households that did receive one, about two-thirds (64%) received it
every week.

18 - . . . .
Nutrition education events include attending a class, lecture, event, or demonstration.
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Exhibit 111.12. Participation in child nutrition school programs and nutrition
behaviors of demonstration households in Virginia

Mean or percentage

Mean number of children per household K-12 in local school system 1.9
Mean number of children reported by households as receiving free or 1.8
reduced-price school lunches in last 30 days

Percentage of respondents who reported receiving school food 16.9
backpack program

Distribution of the number of times per month students used school
food backpack program, among patrticipants (%)

Less than once a month 11.2
Once per month 10.1
2 to 3 times per month 15.1
Every week 63.6

Distribution of the number of nights a week family typically sits down
together to have dinner as a family (%)

Every night 42.4
5 or 6 nights 23.6
3 or 4 nights 25.4
1 or 2 nights 6.2
Never 2.4
Mean number of times dinner prepared at home in last 7 days 5.4
Percentage of respondents who reported shopping with a grocery list
Always 29.6
Most of the time 27.3
Sometimes 21.5
Rarely 10.1
Never 11.5
Percentage of respondents that reported attending a nutrition 13.2
education class, lecture, event, or demonstration in past 12 months
Mean number of nutrition education classes, lectures, events, 3.6
demonstrations attended in past 12 months among participants
Sample size 2,596

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

2 Includes nutrition classes, lectures, events, and demonstrations.
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This chapter summarizes the EDECH study’s activities in the first two years of the
study—the evaluation’s start-up and design work; the data collection before full project
implementation (that is, household baseline surveys and site visits); and analysis and reporting of
the findings for the projects’ planning and early implementation period. The chapter also
describes next steps in the evaluation.

A. Evaluation start-up and design

Following FNS’s cooperative agreement awards to the EDECH demonstration projects in
February 2015 and public announcement in March 2015, Mathematica and FNS held an
orientation meeting for the grantees in March 2015. Three States (Kentucky, Nevada, and
Virginia) and two Indian Tribal Organizations (ITOs) (Chickasaw Nation and Navajo Nation)
were selected to sign cooperative agreements to operate demonstration projects. Both ITOs are
conducting projects in rural areas where the prevalence of diabetes is at least 15%.° At the
orientation meeting, grantees presented their project plans, Mathematica provided an overview of
the evaluation, and grantees met with the evaluation team and the FNS project leader in break-
out sessions to discuss project-specific evaluation needs. The meeting familiarized grantees with
the evaluation of the projects and strengthened communication and working relationships. The
roles and responsibilities of grantees and their partners, FNS, and the evaluation team were
discussed, including the grantees’ role in providing administrative, management information
system (MIS), and cost data for the evaluation; FNS’s oversight and support as the grant-making
agency; and Mathematica’s role in providing technical assistance to the grantees for the
evaluation.

During the projects’ planning and early implementation period, Mathematica prepared an
MOU and data use agreement for each grantee and, if applicable, their partners. Mathematica
also developed final survey instruments, interview protocols, and data collection forms for the
impact, process, and cost study components. The New England Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approved the study for the Kentucky, Nevada, and Virginia projects in June 2015, and
Chickasaw Nation obtained approval from its IRB in July 2015. The data collection plan was
approved by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in August 2015 (USDA 2015), and
the study plan was finalized in November 2015.

School districts in Chickasaw Nation and schools in Virginia were randomly assigned to
treatment or control groups before the baseline survey was conducted for those two projects.
Eligible households in Kentucky and Nevada were randomly assigned to treatment or control
groups following their completing the baseline survey.

B. Planning and early implementation project activities

Before the recruitment and enrollment of demonstration households, each project undertook
activities to define the eligibility criteria and target population for its demonstration; work with

19 The Navajo Nation project is continuing through 2017 but will not be evaluated.
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local school districts, schools, or State agencies (as appropriate); and develop outreach materials.
Mathematica assisted in this activity by developing an EDECH brochure that described the
evaluation study and could be used in any of the projects, and preparing written materials such as
advance letters and frequently asked questions that grantees could use. Mathematica also
provided IRB materials and assisted in obtaining tribal and local IRB approvals by providing
written materials and reviewing applications and any other items developed by grantees, if
requested. Explanations about the random assignment process formed an important part of this
information.

During 2015, the grantees hired a project manager or project staff and notified households
about the demonstration and evaluation. Kentucky and Nevada began preparing administrative
systems to calculate and distribute the enhanced SNAP benefit amounts to eligible households.
Nevada also set up space and resources for case management.

Grantees obtained consent from eligible households for the demonstration and the
evaluation. Chickasaw Nation used an active consent process, whereas the other three projects
used passive consent. Chickasaw Nation had to recruit and establish agreements with
participating school districts to distribute consent forms and, with its partner, decide on the
content of the food boxes, set up the food ordering website and a phone hotline for individuals
who had problems ordering online, and develop a system to track the services provided.?
Virginia recruited and informed school districts and schools in two sites (southwest Virginia and
Richmond) about the demonstration and whether they were randomly selected to receive
benefits. It also raised awareness about the demonstration in school communities and worked
with food banks on packing and distributing food packs to students in local schools.

During the grantees’ planning and early implementation period, Mathematica hosted regular
conference calls to provide evaluation technical assistance and document implementation and
grantee decisions that could affect the evaluation design, data collection, and/or data
interpretation. Two-person teams served as liaisons to each project, provided ongoing evaluation
technical assistance, and conducted two-day site visits to each project during the planning and
early implementation period for the process study. During this period, Mathematica also worked
closely with grantees to develop an MIS to track services.?

The four demonstration projects had the common goal of improving access to nutrition for
children but they also displayed diversity in key features of their design, planning, and target
populations. Specifically, demonstrations varied in the age of children targeted and the urbanicity
of the demonstration area, the demonstration length and benefits, and the process used to recruit
and engage demonstration participants.

The projects were generally implemented as planned by grantees, but the early
demonstration implementation processes and challenges that the liaison teams observed differed

%0 CNNS used the same retailers that they already worked with for the CNNS WIC program. They provided retailers
with information and training about the new vouchers that households would be shopping with.

2 Kentucky did not need an MIS, since the SNAP administrative data contain the information on SNAP benefits
provided by the demonstration project.
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across demonstrations. For example, Nevada and Kentucky both contracted with new EBT
vendors at the same time they were planning for and implementing the mechanism to deliver
demonstration SNAP benefits; these logistical challenges introduced delays in both
demonstrations’ start dates. Although Chickasaw Nation was the only demonstration to
undertake an active consent process, the grantee managed this process successfully and did not
experience a delay in launch date as a result. In Virginia, the need for close coordination of
operational plans with 40 individual schools in nine school divisions posed a challenge. For the
food packs, two local food banks played an instrumental role in working with schools to address
these challenges.

C. Baseline analysis

This interim report describes the household characteristics and baseline food security of
participating households with children in the four demonstration projects. Baseline household
survey data were collected on a staggered schedule, depending on the projects’ timelines, from
October 2015 through November 2016 (see Appendix B Exhibit B.1 for specifics). In general, a
high proportion of households in each project reported low household incomes. In Kentucky and
Nevada, the two SNAP-based projects, 9 out of 10 households (94%) were living in poverty; in
Chickasaw Nation and Virginia, 6 out of 10 households were doing so. Economic conditions in
rural Kentucky, which encompasses part of the Kentucky Highlands Promise Zone,?* were
difficult, with a reported 39% employment rate among demonstration households, compared
with 57% in Nevada, 69% in Virginia, and 76% in Chickasaw Nation. Median monthly income
ranged from about $1,000 in Kentucky and Nevada to $1,582 in Virginia and $1,699 in
Chickasaw Nation.

Chickasaw Nation respondents were primarily non-Hispanic white or non-Hispanic of
another race (57 and 27%); a small portion were Hispanic of any race (12%). Respondents in
Kentucky were predominately non-Hispanic white (94%). The majority of Nevada respondents
were Hispanic of any race (57%), whereas another 25% were non-Hispanic black and 12% were
non-Hispanic white. In Virginia, respondents were split primarily between non-Hispanic black
(46%) and non-Hispanic white (42%).%

The rate of FI-C, the primary outcome of the impact evaluation, ranged from 22% in
Virginia to 35-37% in the other three projects at baseline. The FI-C rates were higher than the
national rate of 21% (among households with children in poverty) in Chickasaw Nation,
Kentucky, and Nevada (ranging from 35-37%), and similar to the national rate in Virginia (2015
Current Population Survey; Coleman-Jensen et al. 2016). The rate of very low food security
among children (VLFS-C) ranged from 3% to 6% across projects, compared with 2% nationally
among households with children in poverty. Finally, the household food insecurity rates (FI-HH)
in Chickasaw Nation, Kentucky, and Nevada ranged from 53-59%, and were higher than the
national rate of 43% among households with children in poverty. The FI-HH rate in Virginia was

22 The Kentucky Highlands Promise Zone is a federal designation that provides the local community with federal
support to implement its economic and community development goals [http://www.kypromisezone.com/.]

% The southwest site in Virginia is predominantly non-Hispanic white; the Richmond site is predominantly non-
Hispanic black.
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lower (35%), a finding consistent with greater diversity in income levels in the Virginia target
population or schools.

D. Annual reports to Congress

In addition to authorizing funds for the demonstration projects and the independent
evaluation, HHFKA directed the Secretary of Agriculture to submit a report by the end of
December each year to the House of Representatives Committee on Agriculture and Committee
on Education and the Workforce, in addition to the Senate Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry. To date, three annual reports have been submitted that describe the status of each
demonstration project and the evaluation status and results for the previous fiscal year (USDA
2015, 2016, 2017).

E. Next steps in the evaluation

During each project’s implementation and operations period, Mathematica will continue to
work with State and local project staff on tracking and providing data on demonstration project
services and costs to the evaluation team, providing administrative data on federal nutrition
assistance programs, and updating household contact information for the follow-up surveys.
Mathematica will also conduct site visits to grantees and partners, conduct two focus groups per
project, and collect qualitative in-depth interviews with participants in the implementation and
operations period of each of the four projects.

The study schedule calls for a follow-up survey approximately 12 months after the baseline
survey to estimate each demonstration project’s impact on food security and other outcomes
based on household surveys. Follow-up surveys were to be administered to households that
receive project benefits and a control group of households not selected for benefits. The follow-
up survey was conducted in Chickasaw Nation, Nevada, and Virginia in January through June
2017. Kentucky’s follow-up survey will be conducted in August—-November 2017. At that time, a
second follow-up survey will be conducted in Chickasaw Nation because it is implementing a
24-month intervention.

Each demonstration project is being evaluated using a random assignment study design—the
most rigorous design methodology. Mathematica will summarize the findings from the impact,
implementation, and cost studies in individual project evaluation reports. The main outcome will
be food insecurity among children over the last 30 days. The evaluation of Chickasaw Nation’s
project also focuses on diet quality because this project is designed to improve household access
to healthy food. The project-specific (and integrated and summary) evaluation reports will
answer research objectives 2—7 on the implementation, impact, and costs of the demonstration
projects, and update descriptive information, if needed, for research objective 1 (Appendix A.1).

Analysis of qualitative data (focus groups and in-depth interviews with participants), process
data (site visits, MIS data), and quantitative administrative and cost data will be conducted and
the findings will be incorporated into the evaluation reports. In addition, annual reports to
Congress will be prepared for 2017 and 2018, and briefings on the evaluation results will be
conducted for FNS as they become available.
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APPENDIX A.1. OVERVIEW OF THE EDECH EVALUATION DESIGN

Study

component Data sources Main outcomes

Objective 1. To describe each demonstration project in detail

Implementation State/Tribal agency directors, Document review; in-person Project vision; project
project staff, and State and interviews components; planning process
local partner organizations

Objective 2. To describe the processes involved in the implementation and operation of each demonstration
project

Implementation State/Tribal agency directors, In-person interviews; Project components;
project staff, and State and parent/guardian focus groups;  implementation processes;
local partner organizations; parent/guardian interviews; project challenges and
parents/guardians administrative data successes; staff and
participants’ perceptions and
experiences

Objective 3. To determine the impact of each demonstration project on the prevalence of food insecurity

Impact Parents/guardians Baseline and follow-up Food insecurity among
household surveys; children; food insecurity of
administrative data; findings households with children

from Objectives 1 and 2

Objective 4. To determine how impacts on food insecurity among children and household with children vary
by relevant factors

Impact Parents/guardians Baseline and follow-up Food insecurity among
household surveys; findings children by household income;
from Objectives 1 and 2 urbanicity; race/ethnicity

Objective 5. To identify outcomes related to site-specific components of each demonstration project

Impact Parents/guardians Baseline and follow-up Participation in food and
household surveys; nutrition assistance programs;
administrative data; findings food shopping and spending
from Objectives 1 and 2 patterns; dietary quality

(measured by food frequency)
Objective 6. To determine the total and component costs of each demonstration project

Cost Project staff, and State and Document review; in-person Total project costs; component
local partner organizations interviews; cost workbooks; costs of ongoing operations
administrative data

Objective 7. To describe the relative effectiveness and cost-efficiency of the demonstration projects

Cost Project staff, and State and Document review; in-person Food insecurity among
local partner organizations; interviews; cost workbooks; children; food insecurity of
parents/guardians administrative data; baseline households with children;

and follow-up household participation, food

surveys expenditures, and dietary
quality; relative cost
effectiveness
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APPENDIX A.2. RANDOM ASSIGNMENT AND BALANCE TESTING

A. Overview of random assignment design

EDECH?’s evaluation design uses a rigorous approach to estimating demonstration project
impacts, based on a randomized controlled trial (RCT) in each project. The overall study design
accommodates the variety of designs among the EDECH demonstration projects:

1. household-level random assignment with a single treatment (Kentucky),
2. household-level random assignment with two treatment arms (Nevada), and

3. clustered random assignment with groups of households randomly assigned based on their
school district (Chickasaw Nation) or school (Virginia).

The reason that household-level RA was used for two grantees and cluster-level RA was
used for the other two grantees is related to the nature of the intervention in each project. In
Kentucky and Nevada, benefits (including enhanced SNAP benefits) are delivered to individual
households, and so household-level RA is possible. In the other two school-based projects, the
intervention—at least in part—is provided to groups of households rather than individual
households.

B. Overview of balance testing

In providing evidence on the validity of random assignment, the most statistically valid way
IS to compare the baseline characteristics of the two groups based on the full sample that was
randomized (where “baseline” means just before random assignment). Random assignment
should result in Treatment (T) and Control (C) groups that are the same, on average, at baseline.
The mean values of baseline characteristics of the two groups are compared; if many of the
characteristics are significantly different by substantial amounts, that calls into question either
random assignment or the way the characteristics are being compared (e.g., are the proper
weights being used). The implications of this for EDECH differs in the two sets of projects:

e InCN and VA, households (HHSs) in the T and C groups were compared among the full
sample frame (i.e., all households with a student enrolled in a school or district that was
randomly assigned) (Exhibits A.2.1-A.2.2). This analysis is limited to variables included in
the sample frame since the more detailed information from the surveys isn’t available for all
of these households.

e InKY and NV, only households that responded to the baseline survey were randomly
assigned. Because T vs C status is not defined for all HHs in the sample frame, it was not
possible to compare the two groups based on the full sample frame. On the other hand, such
a test is not needed since comparing the characteristics of respondents in the two groups
provides this pure test in these two projects (Exhibits A.2.3-A.2.4). Moreover, because
survey data are available for all of these households, a wider range of baseline
characteristics can be analyzed than is possible in CN and VA.
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Exhibit A.2.1. Household characteristics by random assignment group among
all sampled households in Chickasaw Nation

Treatment Control

(n=2,143) (n=2,607)

Household size (%)

2 69.2 71.0

3-4 27.4 26.1

5+ 3.4 2.9
Ethnicity (%)

Hispanic 8.1 14.0
Language (%)

English 98.2 94.6

Spanish/Other 1.8 5.4
Race (%)

American Indian/Alaskan Native 37.8 30.6

White 48.8 46.2

Mixed/Other 13.4 23.2

Source: Household sample files provided by Chickasaw Nation following active consent procedures. Tabulations prepared
by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Randomization was at the school district level. It was not feasible to conduct significance testing between
treatment and control groups for the full sample for the Chickasaw Nation demonstration. Making the statistical
adjustments necessary to account for the clustered design would require knowing which households contained
children in multiple clusters (or school districts). This information exists only for households in the analysis sample
based on responses to the survey questions about schools attended by children in the household. Characteristics
for the full sample are similar to those for the analysis sample (Exhibit A.2.5) and there were no significant
differences within the analysis sample.

Exhibit A.2.2. Household characteristics by random assignment group among
all sampled households in Virginia

Treatment Control

(n = 2,487) (n = 2,263)

Region (%)

Richmond 59.0 58.7
Southwest Virginia 41.0 41.3
Ethnicity (%)
Hispanic 5.1 5.9
Language (%)
English 60.3 60.0
Spanish 25 4.5
Other 37.2 35.5
Race (%)
White 11.8 19.2
Black 49.0 49.0
Other 21 1.9
Unknown 37.1 29.9
Source: Virginia Department of Education household sample files. Tabulations prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.
Note: Randomization was at the school level within each of the two sites (Richmond and the southwest). It was not

feasible to conduct significance testing between treatment and control groups for the full sample for the Virginia
demonstration. Making the statistical adjustments necessary to account for the clustered design would require
knowing which households contained children in multiple clusters (or schools). This information exists only for
households in the analysis sample based on responses to the survey questions about schools attended by
children in the household. Characteristics for the full sample are similar to those for the analysis sample (Exhibit
A.2.6) and there were no significant differences within the analysis sample.
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Exhibit A.2.3. Household characteristics by random assignment group among
responding households in Kentucky

Treatment Control

(n 1,103) (n=1,009) Significance level

Household (HH) size
Mean number of HH members who 3.6 3.8 *x
share food

Number of children

Percent of households with:

1 child 36.5 33.3
2 children 36.6 36.7
3 or more children 26.9 30.0
Mean number of children in 2.0 2.1 *
household
Any household adult employed in 39.7 39.2
last 30 days
Last month household income?
Mean ($) 1,097 1,098
Mean earned among employed ($) 1,101 1,128
No income (%) 1.9 1.7
Gender of respondent (%)
Female 87.5 88.7
Age of respondent (%)
29 years or younger 23.7 240
30 to 39 years 35.7 36.4
40 to 49 years 20.2 22.8
50 to 59 years 14.1 11.5
60 years or older 6.3 5.2
Race/Ethnicity (%)
Hispanic, all races 1.3 1.2
Black, non-Hispanic 1.7 0.9
White, non-Hispanic 93.1 94.0
Other, non-Hispanic 4.0 3.8
Age of children (%)
4 years or younger 41.1 39.8
5to 11 years 60.5 59.8
12 to 17 years 42.8 46.3
18 years (or older if still in high 3.8 4.0
school)
Nutrition assistance (%)
Reported receiving SNAP 100.0 100.0
Reported receiving WIC 26.9 28.8
Reported receiving FRP NSLP 74.4 74.5
Reported receiving food from 194 194

pantry/emergency kitchen

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Paired t-tests were conducted to test for significant differences between the treatment and the control
groups for each characteristic.

% Income from all sources, earned and unearned.
* Difference between groups is significant at the 0.05 level.
** Difference between groups is significant at the 0.01 level.

FRP = free or reduced-price; HH= household; NSLP = National School Lunch Program; SNAP = Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children.

A9



APPENDIX A MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

Exhibit A.2.4. Household characteristics by random assignment group among
responding households in Nevada
Treatment #2

(SNAP benefits
plus case

management/
Treatment #1 nutrition
(SNAP bengefits) education) Control
(n=981) (n=990) (n=1,117) Significance level

Household (HH) size
Mean number of HH members 4.6 4.5 4.5
who share food

Number of children

Percent of households with:

1 child 17.6 16.9 20.6
2 children 27.8 28.1 27.7
3 or more children 54.6 55.0 51.7
Mean number of children in 2.9 2.9 2.8
household
Any household adult employed 60.4 55.8 55.5 *

in last 30 days
Last month total household

income
Mean ($) 1,046 990 1,003
No income (%) 8.2 10.7 115 *
Gender (%)
Female 93.6 93.7 94.7
Age of respondent (%)
Under 20 years 14 0.8 1.3
20 to 29 years 43.9 43.7 46.7
30 to 39 years 40.7 42.4 39.4
40 to 49 years 11.1 10.0 10.2
50 to 59 years 1.9 1.9 2.0
60 years or older 0.9 1.2 0.4
Race/Ethnicity (%)
Hispanic, all races 57.3 55.3 57.5
Black, non-Hispanic 25.9 23.2 25.7
White, non-Hispanic 10.4 14.0 10.3
Other, non-Hispanic 6.4 7.5 6.5
Age of children (%)
4 years or younger 100.0 100.0 100.0
5to 11 years 62.4 60.0 59.1
12 to 17 years 27.8 30.8 26.6
18 years (or older if still in high 3.2 2.9 2.8
school)
Nutrition assistance (%)
Reported receiving SNAP 100.0 100.0 100.0
Reported receiving WIC 59.2 62.2 59.7
Reported receiving FRP NSLP 66.5 65.4 64.1
Reported receiving food from 13.2 15.0 11.8

pantry/emergency kitchen

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Paired t-tests were conducted to test for significant differences in means between the treatment and the control
groups for each characteristic.

*Differences between groups is significant at the 0.05 level.

FRP = free or reduced-price; HH= household; NSLP = National School Lunch Program; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children.
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In CN and VA, however, the pure test of RA validity has a big limitation, in which survey
data are not available for all of the households that were randomized. So even if the above
comparison suggests that RA led to similar T and C groups, that does not tell the evaluation team
whether the same holds true in the analysis sample, which only includes household survey
respondents. It is possible that non-response bias led to systematic differences between the T and
C groups, even if RA itself worked well. This leads to the second test—comparing the baseline
characteristics of the T and C groups using the sample of respondents in the analysis sample
(Exhibits A.2.5 and A.2.6). Here, data are used from the baseline survey for the main
comparison. In addition, however, the comparison includes variables from the sample frame. It’s
useful to examine the sample frame variables even though they are much more limited than the
baseline survey variables, because it allows the evaluation team to see whether any T-C
differences observed come from issues with random assignment (if the differences were already
there in the “pure” test described above), or if they come from non-response bias (if the T and C
groups were similar in the pure test but T-C differences emerged when the sample was limited to
respondents).

A second test isn’t necessary for KY and NV because it’s already been done. The sample of
households that was randomized is exactly the same as the sample of households that responded
to the baseline survey, so the single pure test described above is sufficient.

Exhibit A.2.5. Household characteristics by random assignment group among
responding households in Chickasaw Nation

Treatment Control

Baseline survey variables (n 1,340) (n 1,519) Significance level

Household (HH) size
Mean number of HH members 4.4 4.5
who share food

Number of children
Percent of households with:

1 child 19.7 19.6
2 children 35.4 34.8
3 or more children 44.8 45.7
Mean number of children in 25 2.6
household
Any household adult employed 74.8 76.4

in last 30 days
Last month total household

income
Mean ($) 1,963 1976
No income (%) 2.6 3.6 *
Gender of respondent (%)
Female 90.4 89.8
Age of respondent (%)
Under 20 years 0.3 0.3
20 to 29 years 20.8 18.1
30 to 39 years 44.7 44.6
40 to 49 years 20.7 24.3
50 to 59 years 8.8 8.5
60 years or older 4.6 4.3

All
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Exhibit A.2.5. (continued)

Treatment Control

Baseline survey variables (n 1,519) Significance level

Race/Ethnicity (%)

Hispanic, all races 8.8 14.6
Black, non-Hispanic 3.1 5.6
White, non-Hispanic 58.7 54.6
Other, non-Hispanic 29.5 25.3
Age of children (%)
4 years or younger 324 32.6
5to 11 years 77.5 79.8
12 to 17 years 53.6 52.9
18 years (or older if still in high 5.8 7.0
school)
Nutrition assistance (%)
Reported receiving SNAP 46.1 44.0
Reported receiving WIC 18.6 20.6
Reported receiving FRP NSLP 95.2 95.5
Reported receiving food from 17.2 14.6
pantry/emergency kitchen
Sample frame variables (n=1,340) (n=1,519)
Household size (%)
2 68.4 69.6
3-4 28.1 27.3
5+ 3.5 3.1
Ethnicity (%)
Hispanic 8.6 13.2
Language (%)
English 97.9 94.8
Spanish/Other 21 5.2
Race (%)
American Indian/Alaskan 37.6 32.2
Native
White 48.8 46.2
Mixed/Other 13.6 21.6

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey; Sample frame
household variables provided by Chickasaw Nation following active consent procedures. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Paired t-tests were conducted to test for significant differences between the treatment and the control
groups for each characteristic. The tests account for the clustering of households within school districts.
None of the differences between the treatment and the control group are statistically significant.

FRP = free or reduced-price; HH= household; NSLP = National School Lunch Program; SNAP = Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children.
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Exhibit A.2.6. Household characteristics by random assignment group among
responding households in Virginia

Treatment Control

Baseline survey variables (n 1,380) (n 1,216) Significance level

Household (HH) size
Mean number of HH members 4.1 4.0
who share food

Number of children
Percent of households with:

1 child 25.2 29.0
2 children 39.0 35.0
3 or more children 35.8 36.0
Mean number of children in 2.3 2.3
household
Any household adult employed 68.3 70.0

in last 30 days
Last month total household

income
Mean ($) 2,215 2,314
No income (%) 5.3 5.4
Gender of respondent (%)
Female 86.7 86.2
Age of respondent (%)
Under 20 years 0.3 0.1
20 to 29 years 19.0 19.1
30 to 39 years 41.6 43.0
40 to 49 years 25.0 24.3
50 to 59 years 9.1 9.7
60 years or older 4.9 3.8
Race/Ethnicity (%)
Hispanic, all races 7.8 7.8
Black, non-Hispanic 45.7 46.5
White, non-Hispanic 41.9 41.8
Other, non-Hispanic 4.6 3.8
Age of children (%)
4 years or younger 31.0 29.4
5to 11 years 79.1 80.2
12 to 17 years 49.6 47.9
18 years (or older if still in high 6.2 5.2
school)
Nutrition assistance (%)
Reported receiving SNAP 48.3 46.1
Reported receiving WIC 13.1 13.3
Reported receiving FRP NSLP 83.3 83.9
Reported receiving food from 12.7 9.7
pantry/emergency kitchen
Sample frame variables (n=1,380) (n=1,216)
Region (%)
Richmond 58.0 58.6
Southwest VA 42.0 41.4
Ethnicity (%)
Hispanic 7.3 8.7
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Exhibit A.2.6. (continued)

Treatment Control

Baseline survey variables (n 1,380) (n 1,216) Significance level

Language (%)

English 61.5 58.7
Spanish 2.4 4.2
Other 36.1 37.1
Race (%)
White 14.0 18.5
Black 48.0 49.1
Other 2.0 1.8
Unknown 36.0 30.6

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: Paired t-tests were conducted to test for significant differences between the treatment and the control
groups for each characteristic. The tests account for the clustering of households within schools. None of
the differences between the treatment and the control group are statistically significant.

FRP = free or reduced-price; HH= household; NSLP = National School Lunch Program; SNAP = Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program; WIC = Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children.

C. Results of the balance testing

The main findings from the balance testing are summarized below, first for the two school-
based projects and then for the two SNAP-based projects.

Chickasaw Nation

In CN, the treatment group households were slightly less likely to be Hispanic (8% vs.
14%), and slightly more likely to be American Indian or Alaska Native (38% vs. 31%) than the
control group based on the sample frame characteristics (Exhibit A.2.1). However, there were no
significant treatment-control differences in either the baseline survey characteristics or the frame
variables among households that responded to the baseline survey in CN, with the exception of a
small difference in the percentage reporting no income (3% in the treatment group vs. 4% in the
control group) (Exhibit A.2.5).

Virginia

In VA, the distributions of ethnicity and language in the treatment and control groups were
similar among the full sample frame. A higher proportion of treatment households had unknown
race (37%) compared to the control households (30%), making it difficult to assess differences in
the racial distribution based on the sample frame variables (Exhibit A.2.2). There were no

significant treatment-control differences in either the baseline survey characteristics or the frame
variables among households that responded to the baseline survey in VA (Exhibit A.2.6).

Kentucky

In KY, the treatment group households were slightly smaller (3.6 members) than the control
group (3.8 members, on average), with slightly less children per household, on average (2.0
versus 2.1, respectively) (Exhibit A.2.3) based on respondents to the baseline survey (prior to
randomization). However, these differences are small and there were no other treatment-control
differences in either the baseline survey characteristics or the frame variables among households
that responded to the baseline survey in KY (Exhibit A.2.3).
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Nevada

The only significant (but small) difference in baseline survey characteristics between the
responding two treatment groups and the control group in Nevada was for: (1) the proportion of
households with an employed adult in the last 30 days, 60% in the first treatment group and 56%
in the second treatment and control groups; and (2) a related characteristic, no income (Exhibit
A.2.4). The percentage of households reporting no income was 8% in the first treatment group,
11% in the second treatment group, and 12% in the control group.
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APPENDIX A.3. CONSORT FLOW DIAGRAMS FOR EDECH DEMONSTRATION
PROJECTS

| A.3.1. Chickasaw Nation CONSORT Diagram |

File to sampling (n=4,875) _| Assigned to TREATMENT |

Mot in sample (n=0) I" Round 1 (n=2,143)

-I Round 2 [n=R1-R1 inel and nonc) | _I Round 3 (n=R1-R1 inel and nonc, age-outs)

!

|
In SAMPLE (n=4,875) | _‘ No contact (n=38) ‘ ,_I No contact (n=) ‘ .—‘ Mo contact (n=) ‘
Not released (n=125) | —I Refusal (n=131) ‘ _{ Refusal (n=) ‘ -| Refusal (n=) ‘
RELEASED (n=4,750) }_ —I Non consent (n=2) ‘ -‘ Non consent (n=) ‘ —I Non consent (n=) ‘
—{ Ineligible (n=36) ‘ —I Ineligible (n=) ‘ —| Ineligible (n=) ‘
—I Non complete (n=596) ‘ -{ Non complete (n=) ‘ —I Non complete (n=) ‘
|

—1c0MpLEr£ (n=1,340) ’— -|Cumplete (n=) ’— '1Comp!ete (n=)

—| Assigned to CONTROL |

H Round 1 (n=2,607) ‘ _I Round 2 (n=R1-R1 inel and nonc) | _I Round 3 (n=R1-R1 inel and nonc, age-outs)
_‘ No contact (n=60) ‘ _I No contact (n=) ‘ _I No contact (n=) |
_I Refusal (n=162) ‘ —{ Refusal (=) ‘ -{ Refusal (n=) |
_I Non consent (n=5) ‘ _{ Non consent (n=) ‘ _{ Non consent (n=) |
-{ Ineligible (n=31) ‘ _| Ineligible (n=) ‘ _{ Ineligible (n=) |
-I Non complete (n=830) ‘ _‘ Non complete (n=) ‘ —{ MNon complete (n=) |
H comPLETE (n=1519) |— | complete (n=) [ ' Complete (n=) |

Note: Round 2 information will be completed after all of the follow-up surveys have been conducted and the cases have a final status,
inel = ineligible; nonc = nonconsent; R = round
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A.3.2.Kentucky CONSORT Diagram

File to sampling (n=12,399)

Not in sample (n=6,393)

In SAMPLE (n=6,006)

Not released (n=1,502)

—{ Unknown elig (n=1,145)

Refusal (n=265)

MNoncomplete (n=859)

No contact (n=21)

RELEASED (n=4,504) }_ Nonconsent (n=0)

—{ Ineligible (n=1,146)

Eligible (n=2,213)

Refusal (n=4)

MNoncomplete (n=7)

COMPLETE (n=2,202)

| Assigned to TREATMENT

H Round 2 (n=1,103)

Nonconsent (n=xxx)

Refusal (n=xxx)

MNoncomplete (n=xxx)

Complete (n=xxx)

| Assigned to CONTROL

Ll Round 2 (n=1,093)

MNonconsent (n=xxx)

Refusal (n=xxx)

MNoncomplete (n=xxx)

Complete (n=xxx)

Mote: Round 2 information will be completed after all of the follow-up surveys have been conducted and the cases have a final status.

elig = eligible
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A.3.3. Nevada CONSORT Diagram

File to sampling (n=11,305)

Mot in sample (n=2,310)

|
|
In SAMPLE (n=8,995) |

Mot released (n=1,749) |

—‘ Unknown elig (n=2,505)

Refusal (n=303)

MNoncomplete (n=2,107)

No contact (n=95)

RELEASED (n=7,246) I—-—{ Nonconsent (n=14)

—‘ Ineligible (n=1,605)

Eligible (n=3,122)

Refusal (n=9)

Noncomplete (n=25)

COMPLETE (n=3,088)

| Assigned to TREATMENT 1

| Assigned to TREATMENT 2

| Assigned to CONTROL

L‘ Round 2 (n=981)

Round 2 (n=990)

Round 2 (n=1,117)

Nonconsent (n=xxx)

Refusal (n=xxx)

Refusal (n=xxx)

MNoncomplete (n=xxx)

Noncomplete (n=xxx)

Complete (n=xxx)

| MNonconsent (n=xxx)

Complete (n=xxx)

Mote: Round 2 information will be completed after all of the follow-up surveys have been conducted and the cases have a final status.

elig = eligible

MNonconsent (n=xxx) |

Refusal (n=xxx)

Noncomplete (n=xxx) |

Complete (n=xxx) |
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A.3.4. Virginia CONSORT Diagram

File to sampling 2/1/16 (n=10,705)

Not in sample (n=4,372)

In SAMPLE (n=6,333)

Mot released (n=1,583)

RELEASED (n=4,750)

Mote: Round 2 information will be completed after all of the follow-up surveys have been conducted and the cases have a final status.

inel = ineligible; nonc = nonconsent; R = round

_{ Assigned to TREATMENT

H Round 1 (n=2,487)

_I Round 2 (n=R1-R1 inel and nonc)

—I Mo contact (n=17)

—{ Refusal (n=321)

|_ —{ Non consent (n=2)

—I Ineligible (n=73)

—{ Mon complete (n=694)

ﬂ COMPLETE (n=1380)

_‘ Mo contact (n=)

—{ Refusal (n=)

—{ Non consent (n=)

—I Ineligible (n=)

—{ Non complete (n=)

—I Complete (n=)

—( Assigned to CONTROL

H Round 1 (n=2,263)

_I Round 2 (n=R1-R1 inel and nonc)

—I Mo contact (n=17)

—{ Refusal (n=267)

—{ Non consent (n=3)

—I Ineligible (n=88)

—{ Non complete (n=672)

ﬂ COMPLETE (n=1,216)

T_——___

_‘ Mo contact (n=)

—{ Refusal (n=)

—{ Non consent (n=)

—I Ineligible (n=)

—{ Non complete (n=)

—i Complete (n=)
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APPENDIX A.4. SAMPLE WEIGHTS FOR THE BASELINE ANALYSIS

This appendix describes the creation of sample weights for the analysis of baseline data in
the four EDECH projects where baseline data were collected. The appendix first describes the
general features of the sample weights and what design and analytic features are accounted for
by the weights. It then more specifically goes through the process by which weights were
constructed in each of the four projects. A total of nine weights were constructed: for each of the
four projects there is a separate weight constructed for each random assignment group.*

A. General features of the sample weights

Sample weights are applied to an analysis sample in order to make the data for that sample
representative of a broader population. In the case of EDECH, the population being generalized
to includes the households potentially eligible for the demonstration services being offered as
part of EDECH. Since each of the four EDECH projects uses a randomized experimental design,
weights were created that make both the group of treatment households in the analysis sample
and the group of control households in that sample representative of the broader household
population.

If the sample included all households in the population, one can think of weights being equal
to 1 for all sample households. In reality, the sample doesn’t include all households in the
population, so the sample weights must be adjusted to account for four key aspects of the study
design and data collection, as described below.

1. Initial sampling: Ultimately, the sample for which data were collected should be
representative of the broader population of eligible households. If simple random sampling
were employed, with each household in the population having exactly the same probability of
being selected into this sample, all sample members would end up with the same weight.
However, if certain groups of households are oversampled (have a higher than average
probability of being selected) or undersampled (have a lower than average probability), then
the weights need to account for these differences. Over or undersampling can occur by
design or by chance due to the process used to select the sample (e.g., rounding in sampling
from small strata). Generally, the adjustment involves dividing the weight for each household
(in this case, each household starts with an initial weight of 1) by that household’s probability
of being selected into the sample. Thus, a household that had a 10% chance of being selected
into the sample would have a weight of 10 (i.e., that sampled household would represent
10 households in the population), while a household with a 20% chance of being selected
into the sample would have a weight of 5.

2. Random Assignment: Randomly assigning households selected into the sample can be
thought of as another stage of randomly selecting samples. In other words, the treatment
group is a subsample of the full randomly selected sample, and so is the control group. As
above, if every household has exactly the same probability of being selected into the
treatment group, there is no need to adjust the weights for random assignment. In all four

% Three projects have two random assignment groups each and one project has three random assignment groups.

A2l



APPENDIX A MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

projects, however, blocked or stratified random assignment was conducted, and in practice
not all households had the same probability of being selected into the treatment group. A
separate adjustment to the weights was used to account for the random assignment
probability in the case of the treatment group and control group. For households that ended
up in the treatment group, the weight was divided by the probability of being assigned to the
treatment group. For households in the control group, the weight was divided by the
probability of being assigned to the control group (or one minus the probability of being
assigned to the treatment group).

3. Eligibility Determination: The sample that is ultimately used for analysis differs from the
sample initially selected for analysis because of households found to be ineligible (discussed
in this step) as well as survey nonresponse (discussed in step 4).?> Prior to selecting the
sample, any eligibility information obtained was taken into account so that known ineligible
households were excluded from the sample frame. However, some households were deemed
ineligible after they were selected to be in the sample (i.e., updated information from
administrative records or from survey responses). There are also households in the sample
that have an unknown eligibility status, which could be due to a noncomplete survey, refusal
to complete the survey, or inability to contact the household. These households with
unknown eligibility status are accounted for with an adjustment to the weights, giving more
weight to sample members from groups with low rates of eligibility determination and less
weight to those from groups with high rates of eligibility determination. To do this, at least
some information on the characteristics of the full population of households is needed so
that which sorts of households had higher and which had lower eligibility determination
rates is known. The challenge is that there is often limited information available on the full
population, though some household-level demographic information such as household size,
language, income, and race is available. In addition to these first order variables, interaction
terms (using Chi-square Automatic Interaction Detector?®) for the modeling were
considered. The adjustment is equal to the inverse of the probability of having a known
eligibility status for the survey, where the probability is obtained from a stepwise regression
model. For example, if district and language are found to be significant predictors of
eligibility determination from the stepwise logistic regression, then a household from district
A that speaks Spanish will have a different probability of having a known eligibility status
(and thus a different eligibility determination adjustment) than a household from district B
that speaks English. This adjustment to the random assignment-adjusted sampling weights
was applied to the respondents, eligible nonrespondents, and ineligible households, and the
weight was set to 0 for the nonrespondents with undetermined eligibility. After this
adjustment, the weights approximately add up to the sample frame, which includes ineligible
households. After dropping the undetermined and ineligible households, the weights add up
to the best estimate of the eligible population. In particular, for Kentucky, administrative
data were received that indicated households were SNAP eligible, and for Nevada, that

% These last two adjustments to the weights would need to be different for different data sources, since the analysis
sample of households with non-missing data presumably differs for different data sources. Separate weights will be
created for analysis of follow-up survey data.

%6 For more information about this procedure, see: http://www.statisticssolutions.com/non-parametric-analysis-
chaid/.
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households were receiving SNAP. Some cases in Nevada became SNAP ineligible and later
excluded from the sample after random assignment. Some of the SNAP eligible households
that were not contacted or who didn’t complete the survey could be ineligible for another
reason, and thus when the eligibility determination adjustment was calculated SNAP
ineligible households were not included because they were ineligible for a reason that does
not apply to the households with unknown eligibility.

4. Survey Nonresponse: Not all eligible households selected to be in the sample completed the
survey. A nonresponse adjustment to the eligibility-adjusted weights in the previous step
accounts for this by giving more weight to eligible sample members from groups with low
response rates and less weight to those from groups with high response rates. Similar to the
eligibility determination adjustment, some information about both responding and
nonresponding households is needed so that which sorts of households had higher and which
had lower response rates is known. The actual adjustment to the weights is the inverse of a
household’s probability of responding to the survey (more specifically, the probability that a
household with that set of characteristics responds to the survey), where the probability is
again determined by a stepwise logistic regression model. In this model, the goal is to look
for variables that are significantly associated with response. This adjustment was applied to
the eligibility-adjusted sampling weights for the respondents and the weight was set to 0 for
the eligible nonrespondents, who are then dropped.

After applying and combining all four weighting adjustments, the weight distribution and
associated design effect was examined to determine whether weight trimming was necessary to
mitigate the impact of weighting on the variance of estimates, and to avoid the risk of any one
household having undue influence on estimates due to a very high weight. No trimming was
necessary. At the end of the weighting process, each household that completed a survey has a
positive weight, and the sum of the weights should equal the estimate of the full population of
eligible households.

B. Sample weights for each demonstration project
1. Chickasaw Nation

To determine how to construct weights for a given project, it is critical to define the
population and understand exactly how sampling and random assignment were conducted in that
project. In the case of CN, the population includes households living in school districts
participating in the evaluation and with a child in preschool or a higher grade who is eligible for
free school meals (or attends a community eligibility provision school), and who consented to
participate in the demonstration. From this population, a stratified random sample was selected
where school districts made up the strata and within strata, there was equal probability of
selection. In practice, however, even if the same sampling ratio was used with each stratum, the
actual proportion of households selected into the sample may differ from stratum to stratum.
Rounding could cause this.

Once the sample was selected, households were randomly assigned to either the treatment or
control groups. Clustered and blocked (stratified) random assignment was used, with households
clustered into school districts and school districts grouped into matched pairs before randomly
assigning one group to the treatment group and the other to the control group. In one sense, the a
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priori probability of each household being assigned to the treatment group is 0.50 since each was
part of a matched pair of districts and each district had an equal likelihood of being randomly
assigned to the treatment group. In practice, however, among the households in a matched pair
the a posteriori or after-the-fact probability of being assigned to the treatment group for a given
household is typically not 0.50 unless there is an equal number of sampled households in each
district in a given matched pair.

Finally, after random assignment, baseline data collection was conducted. In the process of
data collection, it was determined that some households from the initially selected sample were
ineligible, while others were eligible (and either responded to the survey or did not), and still
others had unknown eligibility (and, by definition, did not respond to the survey). The analysis
sample includes households that completed the baseline survey.

To construct the weights, each household in the sampling frame should receive an equal
weight, so each household gets an initial weight of 1. This weight is then adjusted to account for
the fact that no analysis file is available that includes each household in the population. In other
words, this weight is adjusted to account for these various ways the sample deviates from the
population.

Adjustment 1. First, the initial stratified sampling stage was adjusted. Here, the weight was
divided by each household’s probability of being selected into the sample, which depended on
their strata.

ns
pi; = Prob{HH i in stratum j selected into sample} = ﬁ]
J
The numerator represents the number of households in stratum (district) j selected and

released into the sample. The denominator represents the total number of households from that
stratum in the population.

The weight for household i in stratum j that accounts for selection into the sample is:

1
Wl's == -
bij

Adjustment 2. Ultimately, the weights will be applied separately to the treatment group and
control group and the weighted samples within each of these groups will generalize to the
eligible population. To account for random assignment, the probability that each household was
assigned to the group to which they were assigned (treatment or control) was determined. In
Chickasaw Nation, a clustered and blocked randomization approach was used. Households were
first grouped into clusters based on school districts. The school districts were then grouped into
blocks of two—these “matched pairs” of districts were matched on the basis of having similar
characteristics. Each matched pair was then randomized separately, with the households in one
of the two districts randomly assigned to the treatment group and the households in the other
district going into the control group. The probability of ending up in a given group thus
depended on whether it is the treatment or control group, the matched pair to which a household
belongs (which is indexed using k), and the number of sampled households in each of the
districts in that matched pair.
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For a given household (HH) i in a given stratum (district) j in a given matched pair k, the
probability of being assigned to the treatment group is:

T .. .. . . ZiEtk WS
Dijx = Prob{HH i in stratum j in pair k assigned to T group} = o————
ZiEtk+Ck VVL]

Where t;, denotes the households in the treatment group in matched pair k and ¢, denotes
the households in the control group in matched pair k.

The numerator is the sum of the weights from the first adjustment for all the sampled
households from district j in pair k that were assigned to the treatment group, and the
denominator is that number plus the sum of the weights for all the sampled households from
district j in pair k that were assigned to the control group. In other words, the denominator sums
the weights for all sampled households in that matched pair. The probability of being assigned to
the control group is equal to 1 minus the probability of being assigned to the treatment group.

To adjust the sample weight from step one, the weight was divided by the probability of
being assigned to the group that the household was, in fact, assigned to. In other words, for
households in the treatment group, the weight was divided by the probability of being assigned to
the treatment group; for households in the control group, the weight was divided by the
probability of being assigned to the control group. In addition, one further adjustment was
made—dividing by these probabilities, the weighted sum of the treatment group sample will
approximately equal the total population size and the weighted sum of the control group sample
will also approximately equal the total population size, depending on how the sampling weights
were distributed across the randomization groups. Thus, the weighted sum of the full sample is
approximately equal to two times the population size. To re-size the weights, all weights were
multiplied by 0.5, or whatever was needed to get each randomization group’s weight to add up to
half the frame count.

So the weight for treatment group household i in district j and pair k that accounts for initial
selection and random assignment is:

per_ L, 1 05

:—*—*0

Py P @ * i)

i

And for control group households it is:
1 1 0.5
WS¢ = x0.5 =
pl] (1 pl]k) (plS] * (1 — pz;k))

Adjustment 3. Next, the weights were adjusted for the fact that some households were found
with certainty to be eligible or ineligible during data collection, while the eligibility of other
households remains unknown. To properly assign some of the weights for the undetermined
households to known eligible sample members and the rest to known ineligible sample members,
the probability of having a known eligibility status was calculated by running a stepwise
regression model that includes characteristics of the full population and relevant interaction
terms, separately for the treatment group of households and the control group, and applying the
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resulting adjustment to all households with known eligibility status before dropping the ineligible
households. The model determines which of these characteristics is significantly associated with
having a known eligibility status, and the resulting fitted values from the model represents the
probability as determined by these significant characteristics. The inverse of this probability is
the adjustment factor that is multiplied to the weights from the previous step among households
with determined eligibility (with 0 assigned to those with undetermined eligibility).

ste 1 1 1 0.5
Wi =—sx—=x05x—=
Pij Pijk pi (pij* puk pi)
1 1 1 0.5
wsee = — * 0.5 % — =
l pf]’ (1 puk) pi (pzsj * (1 - pLTjk) * pze)

After this step, all respondents, nonrespondents, and ineligible households have a positive
weight, while the households with undetermined eligibility have a weight of zero and were
dropped from the final survey nonresponse adjustment. The goal here is to have the sum of the
weights equal the full population, including ineligible households. To ensure this, a final ratio
adjustment was applied at this step due to the variability of propensity scores used for
adjustments in the previous adjustments. This adjustment involved multiplying each weight by
the ratio of the target sum divided by the sum of the current weights. After this adjustment was
applied, ineligibles were dropped from the sample for the final survey nonresponse adjustment.
Thus, the sum of weights for the remaining households is approximately equal the full
population of eligible households.

Adjustment 4. Finally, the eligibility determination-adjusted weights were adjusted for
survey nonresponse. Initially, something similar was planned for the eligibility determination
adjustment; for each household in the sample of eligible households, a probability of completing
a baseline survey would be calculated, based on the characteristics of the household, which
would be done separately for households in the treatment and control groups. However, since
there were very few eligible nonrespondents, a simple ratio adjustment was made by summing
the weights of the respondents and dividing by the sum of the weights for all respondents and
eligible nonrespondents to calculate the probability. Since eligible nonrespondent counts are so
small, the weights were not summed by strata, but the sums were calculated separately for the
treatment and control groups. Therefore, the probability becomes:

s,T,e
Tr _ Zietr VVL

s,T.e

Yt +t,

s,C.e
cr _ ZiECT Vl/l

pl Z Ws,C,e
i€cy+cny Vi

Where t,. denotes the responding households in the treatment group, t,, denotes the
nonresponding households in the treatment group, ¢, denotes the responding households in the
control group, and c,, denotes the nonresponding households in the control group.
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The inverse of this probability was multiplied to the weight from the previous three
adjustments to calculate the final weight for respondents (0O otherwise).

Ws,T,e,r — 0.5 % 1 — 0.5
' (v} * piTjk *p;) P?'r (p;; * PlTjk *pi * pg‘,r)
Ws,C,e,r _ 0.5 1 0.5

L

= E3 =
@5 * A=) *p)) p;"  (0f* (A —ph) *pf ™)

This final weight accounts for sampling, random assignment, eligibility determination, and
survey nonresponse, and the sum of the weights should equal the best guess for half the number
of eligible households in the population. Again, due to the variability of propensity score
adjustments in the previous steps, the weight may not exactly sum to this target, so a final
adjustment was applied that involves multiplying each weight by the ratio of the target sum
divided by the sum of the current weights.

2. Virginia

The creation of sample weights in Virginia proceeded in the same way as with CN, since the
sampling and random approach was the same in the two projects. The population of interest in
Virginia included the households of all students receiving free or reduced-price meals (or
attending community eligibility provision schools) in schools participating in the study. One
difference between Virginia and CN is that households were clustered into schools in Virginia
(rather than school districts) prior to being matched into pairs and then randomly assigned.
Therefore, there are some households that have one child in a control school, and another child in
a treatment school. The probability of being assigned to the treatment group was first calculated
by matched pair. For a given matched pair k, the probability of a household in that matched pair
being assigned to the treatment group is:

s
DiescnT, Wi

S
ZiESCth+SCth VVij

pf = Prob{household in pair k assigned to T group} =

Where sch”, denotes the treatment school in matched pair k and sch®, denotes the control
school in matched pair k. Note that if a household has multiple children in different schools that
were assigned to different matched pairs, the household will be contributing to more than one
matched pair’s probability calculation. The probability of being assigned to the control group is
equal to 1 minus the probability of being assigned to the treatment group.

The calculation for the random assignment adjustment for a given household depends on
whether the household was assigned to the treatment or control group, and how many different
schools the household has children attending. For treatment households with all children
attending the same school in matched pair k, the adjustment for household i is equal to:

T 0.5
ra_ad]l-,k = P_IZ
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And analogously, for control households with all children attending the same school, it is:

0.5
Pr

ra_adjf, =

For households that had children attending two different schools in different matched pairs,
the probabilities for each matched pair were accounted for. Thus, for treatment households with
one child attending school in matched pair k; and a second child attending school in matched
pair k,, the adjustment is equal to:

0.5
P1€1 + plZz - (P1€1 * p;fz)

T _
ra_ad]l-,kl,k2 =

The denominator represents the probability that a household in matched pair k4 is in the
treatment group or a household in matched pair k, is in the treatment group. For control
households with children attending two different schools in different matched pairs, the
adjustment is slightly different:

. 0.5
ra-adjie e, = (P1§1 * P;gz)

The denominator here represents the probability that a household in matched pair k; is in the
control group and a household in matched pair k, is in the control group.

The same logic was used to calculate the adjustment for treatment households that have
children attending three different schools.?” Using the laws of probability, the adjustment
becomes:

T
ra_adj Lkkoks
0.5

B szl + Plzz + P£3 - (Pla * Plzz) - (Pla * pl€3) - (Pltz * pl€3) + (szl * pIZZ * P£3)

As such, the fact that households with children in multiple schools have a higher probability
of being assigned to the treatment group is controlled for.?

%" No households have children attending four or more different schools, and the three households that have children
attending three schools are all treatment households.

28 There are three households that have children attending two different schools, but the schools are in the same
matched pair. In these cases, the adjustment was calculated in the same way as households that had children
attending two different schools in two different matched pairs, and the probability of being in the treatment group in
the first matched pair was assumed to be the same as the probability of being in the treatment group for the second
matched pair. Theoretically though, these households had a probability of being in the treatment group equal to 1
because one school in a matched pair is guaranteed to be a treatment school, so these households will most likely be
dropped in the impact (follow-up) analysis.
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One final difference between Chickasaw Nation and Virginia is that in the initial sampling
stage for Virginia, the stratification was only by region (Richmond versus southwest Virginia)
and not by school. The formulas for weights in Virginia are the same as the formulas in CN.

Ws,T,e,r — 0.5
l (pf; *ra_adjl, *pf *p]")
0.5

sCer _

(i * ra_adjf * pf * Pic'r)

3. Nevada

In Nevada, the order of the study design activities was different than in CN and Virginia.
Random assignment (RA) was done before the survey was administered in CN and Virginia, but
in Nevada and Kentucky, RA was only done among baseline survey completes. However, the
process for constructing sample weights is similar. The population of interest includes SNAP
households headed by an adult with children aged 0 to 5 and with income below 75% of the
poverty line in 12 participating zip codes within Clark County. First, a sample of these
households was selected, and then a baseline survey was conducted among them. Only those
households that completed a baseline survey were then randomly assigned.?

Adjustment 1. A simple random sample was used in the initial sampling of households in
Nevada, so each household in the population had an equal chance of being selected. Adjusting
the weight for initial sampling was not essential, but the weight was divided by the probability of
selection to ensure that the weighted size of the sample is equal to the population size. With no
strata, the weight is adjusted only for the probability of sampling and is equal to the overall
inverse probability of selection.

S

pi = Prob{HH i selected into sample} = N

The numerator represents the number of households in Nevada that were selected and
released into the sample, and the denominator represents the total number of households in the
sampling frame. A backup sample was selected in all four projects in case enough completes
were not obtained from the original sample, but Nevada is the only project where the backup
sample was released. Therefore, for Nevada all released cases (initial sample releases and
backups) were included in the numerator for the selection probability.

29 Because random assignment was conducted using only households that completed the baseline survey, one could
make the argument that the relevant population of interest should include only eligible households in the
participating zip codes that would complete a baseline survey if given the chance. Random assignment ensures that
the intervention was given at random to households in this group and does not give information about the eligible
households that did not (or would not, if selected into the sample) complete a baseline survey. While this is true in a
technical sense, from a policy perspective there is more interest in the broader population of all eligible households
and so the weights were designed to be representative of this broader group.

A.29



APPENDIX A MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

The weight for household i that accounts for selection into the sample is:

Wl's = lS
p;

Adjustment 2. Next, the baseline data collection was conducted. The weights were adjusted
for the fact that some households were found with certainty to be eligible or ineligible during
data collection, while the eligibility of other households remains unknown. This adjustment is
the same as Adjustment 3 in CN and VA with two exceptions: only one model was needed
because treatment and control groups were not separate at this point, and this eligibility
determination adjustment is applied to the sampling weight without the random assignment
adjustment since random assignment had not yet occurred when the survey was administered.
Thus, after adjusting for sampling and eligibility determination, the weight becomes:

1 1 1

Ws'e = — =
p; p; @] *pf)

L

Adjustment 3. Next, the weights were adjusted for survey nonresponse. This adjustment is
analogous to Adjustment 4 in CN and VA, other than the two exceptions described above. The
weight which combines the adjustments for sampling, eligibility determination, and survey
nonresponse is:

ger 1 1 1 1
VVi = SF* == s e T
p; v pi (] *p; *P])

Adjustment 4. Finally, the weights were adjusted for random assignment. In Nevada,
random assignment was conducted at the household level—in other words, households were not
initially clustered prior to random assignment, and random assignment was only conducted
among households that completed the survey. However, there was blocking or stratification prior
to random assignment. Households were randomly assigned into one of three groups—two
treatment groups (T1 and T2) and a control group (C). The random assignment was stratified
based on zip code, number of children in the household, and baseline food security. The
probability of being assigned to each of the three groups was approximately equal (1/3) but when
rounding was necessary it generally favored the control group. Thus, the control group ended up
being slightly larger than either treatment group. The logic of the weight adjustment is the same
here as in the other projects; each household’s weight was adjusted based on the inverse of the
probability of being assigned to the group to which they were actually assigned. This probability
depends on the group they were assigned to as well as their stratum.

For a given household i in stratum j, the probability of being assigned to the first treatment
group is:

s.er
Zietlk VVL

'pile = Prob{HH i in stratum j assigned to T1 group} = G
Zi6t1k+t2k+ck VVL

Where t1,, denotes the households in the first treatment group, t2; denotes the households
in the second treatment group, and ¢, denotes the households the control group.
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The numerator is the sum of the weights among sampled households in stratum j that were
assigned to the first treatment group, and the denominator is that number plus the sum of the
weights among sampled households in stratum j assigned to the second treatment group, plus the
sum of the weights among households in stratum j assigned to the control group. In other words,
the denominator is the sum of the weights of all households in that stratum that completed a
baseline survey. The probability of being assigned to the second treatment group was calculated
analogously, and the probability of being assigned to the control group is equal to 1 minus the
probability of being assigned to either the first or second treatment group.

The weight from the first three adjustments was divided by the probability of being assigned
to the group that the household was, in fact, assigned to. In addition, the adjustment for each
group was multiplied by approximately one third to ensure that the weighted sum of the full
sample equals the population size and each group’s weights sum up to one-third the estimate of
the eligible population.

In other words, the final weight for treatment group 1 household i in stratum j is:

1 1 0.333
—*0.333 =

Ws,e,r,Tl — %
(i *pf *p)) Pl ®f *pf * ] * ")

l

The final weight for treatment group 2 household i in stratum j is:

is'e’r’n: s 1e T *%*0'3332 s 8.333 T2
(i *pi *Pi)  Dpij (p; *pi *pi * i)

And for control group households it is:

1 1 0.333
* 0.333 =

Ws,e,r,C — "
(i *pf *p]) (A -p' =) (@ *pf *pf * (A = ol —p{?)

l

This final weight accounts for sampling, eligibility determination, survey nonresponse, and
random assignment, and the sum of the weights should equal the best guess for the number of
eligible households in the population. Again, due to the variability of propensity score
adjustments in the previous steps, the weight did not exactly sum to this target, so a final
adjustment was applied that involves multiplying each weight by the ratio of the target sum
divided by the sum of the current weights.

4. Kentucky

The process for sampling, baseline data collection, and random assignment in Kentucky was
similar to the process used in Nevada. The population is SNAP households in the counties
participating in the study with an adult head, children under age 18, positive net income, and that
were not participating in the SNAP-ET evaluation. One difference between the States is that the
initial sampling of households was stratified in Kentucky—by county and presence/absence of
earnings—but not in Nevada. Another difference between Kentucky and Nevada is that there is
only one treatment group (along with one control group) in the former versus two in the latter.
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The stratification was by county and presence/absence of earning as well, but as in Nevada, there
was no clustering of households in Kentucky, just stratification before random assignment.

So the weights in Kentucky for treatment households are:

0.5

Ws,e,r,T —
(0 = of *pf * )

L

And for control group households it is:

Ws,e,r,C — 0.5
‘ (i *pf *pf * (A —p{))
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APPENDIX A.5. EDECH NONRESPONSE BIAS ANALYSIS FOR THE BASELINE
SURVEY

In each of the demonstration sites, between one-half and two-thirds of sampled eligible
households completed the baseline survey. Kentucky had the highest response rate at 66.0%,
while Nevada experienced the lowest rate of 56.9%. Chickasaw Nation and Virginia had
response rates slightly over 60% (62.0 and 61.5%, respectively). Because these response rates
fell short of an 80% benchmark (FNS 2015), a nonresponse bias analysis was conducted in each
of the four projects. Nonresponse bias can rarely be measured directly, since it is not known how
the nonrespondents would have responded to the survey, but the characteristics believed to be
correlated with key survey outcomes and that are available for both respondents and
nonrespondents can be investigated.

To address the implications of survey nonresponse, as well as to account for the sampling
design, survey weights were calculated to be used in the analysis, which will be comprised of
independent evaluations for each demonstration project rather than a pooled analysis. In this
nonresponse bias analysis, whether there are meaningful differences between the characteristics
of survey respondents and nonrespondents and whether weights helped mitigate those
differences were determined. The ultimate goal is to demonstrate that the weighted distribution
of respondents is similar to the full sample frame® in terms of key characteristics.®* This will
shed light on the question of whether survey nonresponse has the potential to lead to biased
estimates in the evaluation. For example, suppose that three quarters of survey responders come
from a household of size two, compared with only half of the target population. Respondents
from smaller households may have a tendency to answer some survey questions differently than
respondents from larger households, so without weighting the high proportion of households of
size two among responders could lead to bias in the estimates of survey responses, since the
population of interest contains a smaller proportion of size two households than the proportion
among the survey respondents.

For each demonstration project, a couple of key comparisons were undertaken for a series of
characteristics available for all sample members. First, while unrelated to nonresponse bias,
sampled households are compared to those not sampled without applying any weights to
determine whether there are substantial differences in these two groups resulting from the initial
sampling of households. Then, among the sampled households, eligible respondents are
compared to nonrespondents (mostly those with unknown eligibility status, but some known to
be eligible), applying a sampling weight that solely accounts for the probability of selection (and
not for nonresponse).* This comparison will shed light on the possibility of bias arising from

%0 The sample frame refers to the list of all households believed to be in the target population in each of the four
EDECH demonstration projects.

31 One caveat of this process is that the survey provides information about the respondents that is unknown for
nonrespondents. Therefore, characteristics in the nonresponse bias analysis must be used that are available for both
respondents and nonrespondents and that could be correlated with key survey outcomes.

32 Sample members that were found to be ineligible are excluded. The numbers of such sample members are
indicated in the notes under each exhibit.
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survey nonresponse. Finally, the distribution of characteristics among survey respondents—after
applying the final nonresponse-adjusted weights—is compared to the distribution of
characteristics among the full sample frame.® Since the purpose of the final weights is to
account for the sampling design and nonresponse, this comparison will ideally confirm that any
differences in the previous two comparisons have been accounted for by the final weight.

Chickasaw Nation

There were four demographic variables that were available to analyze for Chickasaw
Nation: household size, ethnicity, language, and race. In Chickasaw Nation, nearly all
households on the frame were sampled, so the comparison of sampled households to those not
sampled becomes less relevant. When looking at sample-weighted distributions between the
eligible respondents and the nonrespondents, there are significant differences with regard to
ethnicity and language, with no significant differences for the other two variables (Exhibit
A.5.1). Hispanic households occur more frequently among the respondents (12.3 vs. 10.0%), and
responding households are more likely than nonresponding households to be non-English
speaking (4.4 vs. 2.9%).

These differences in ethnicity and language disappear when the fully weighted sample of
2,859 respondents is compared to the frame of 4,875 households. There are 0.4 percentage points
more Hispanic households in the full frame than among the respondents (11.3 vs. 10.9%), and
the difference in the proportion of non-English speakers is only 0.1 percentage point (3.8 vs.
3.7% for the full frame and the respondents, respectively). Furthermore, the frame contains
slightly more households of size two (70.4 vs. 69.0%) and there are 1.2 percentage points fewer
American Indian/Alaskan Native households in the sample frame (33.7 vs. 34.9%).

% Itis not appropriate to run a conventional statistical test comparing means or distributions for the full sample
frame to corresponding weighted estimates for the respondents, as the two groups are not independent. In Kentucky,
the respondents represent 19% of the frame; in Nevada they represent 31%; in Chickasaw Nation they represent
59%; and in Virginia they represent 24%. On the other hand, removing the overlapping cases from the frame and
then making a comparison between the remainder and the weighted respondents confounds issues of sampling,
eligibility, and response patterns. The frame is known to contain ineligible households among those not sampled or
among those sampled but not responding, whereas the respondents are all known to be eligible (though ineligibility
was a larger issue for Virginia and Nevada than it was for Kentucky and Chickasaw Nation). In addition, there were
some small differences in distributions (and in one mean) between sampled and nonsampled households due to
chance. Thus, any statistically significant differences found in such a comparison could not be attributed to
nonresponse, which is the purpose of this analysis. Because of this issue, significance tests are not conducted for this
comparison.
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Exhibit A.5.1. Characteristics in the Chickasaw Nation demonstration
project

_ Unweighted Sampling Adjustment Final Weight
Not

Eligible Eligible
Frame Sampled  Sampled Respondents®  Nonrespondents Respondents
Characteristic (n=4,875) (n=125) (n=4,750) (n=2,859) (n=1,803) (n=2,859)
Household
Size (%)
2 70.4 76.8 70.2 69.1 71.8 69.0
3-4 26.5 20.0 26.7 27.4 25.6 27.7
5+ 3.1 3.2 3.1 35 2.7 3.3
Hispanic (%) 11.3 9.6 11.3 12.3 10.0* 10.9
Language (%)
English 96.2 97.6 96.2 95.6 97.1" 96.3
Other 3.8 2.4 3.8 4.4 2.9" 3.7
Race (%)
American
Indian/Alaskan
Native 33.7 28.8 33.8 34.1 34.0 34.9
White 47.4 49.6 47.4 46.6 48.0 47.5
Mixed/Other 18.9 21.6 18.8 19.3 18.1 17.6

 There were 88 sampled households that were identified as ineligible, which were dropped from the analysis;
however, a certain proportion of the nonrespondents included in this analysis are assumed to be ineligible.

* Difference between groups is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Significance was tested for two sets of groups,
sampled versus not sampled households (unweighted) and eligible respondents versus nonrespondents (sample
weighted).

" Difference between groups is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.
Kentucky

There were several demographic variables contained on Kentucky’s sample frame data file
(used in the process of calculating sample weights) that may differ for sampled versus
nonsampled households or for respondents versus nonrespondents. These variables include the
presence or absence of earnings, household size, gender,** race, gross income, and net income.
Among these characteristics, there are no significant differences between sampled households
and those not sampled in five of these variables. The only characteristic for which there is a
significant difference between sampled and non-sampled households is for the presence/absence
of earnings (Exhibit A.5.2). Sampled households are less likely to have earnings (37.8%) when
compared to households that were not sampled (40.3%), which is statistically significant at the
0.05 level.

Similarly, among sampled households there are no significant differences in sample-
weighted estimates between eligible respondents and nonrespondents in five of these variables.
The exception here is again earnings: respondents are less likely to have earnings (36.4 vs.
41.2%). However, when the 2,202 eligible respondents are weighted by their final weight, the

3% Individual-level variables such as gender and race refer to the respondent in the household who was the most
knowledgeable about the household and children’s food choices, since weighting and analysis is conducted at the
household level.
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weighted proportion of households with earnings (38.2%) grows closer to that of the entire frame
of 11,296 households (39.5%), with a difference of only 1.3 percentage points. The weighted
distributions of the other demographic variables among respondents are also similar to the
distributions of the sample frame. All differences in the categorical measures are less than

2 percentage points, and the differences in the two income measures are less than $7.

Exhibit A.5.2. Characteristics in the Kentucky demonstration project

_ Unweighted Sampling Adjustment Final Weight

Not Eligible Eligible
Frame Sampled  Sampled | Respondents® Nonrespondents | Respondents
Characteristic (n=11,296) | (n=7,895) (n=3,401) (n=2,202) (n=1,156) (n=2,202)
PTESEMES of 39.5 40.3 37.8* 36.4 41.2* 38.2
earnings (%)
Household size
(%)
2 20.1 204 19.3 19.1 19.2 19.2
3-4 59.6 59.1 60.9 61.4 60.3 61.5
5+ 20.3 20.5 19.8 19.5 20.5 19.3
Gender - male 16.1 16.0 16.3 15.9 16.3 15.7
(%)
Race (%)
White 92.2 92.1 92.5 92.7 92.3 92.7
Non-white 2.3 2.3 24 2.6 2.2 2.6
Unknown 5.4 5.6 5.1 4.7 5.5 4.7
MBI FlrEEs 1,169 1,174 1,157 1,168 1,141 1,162
income ($)
il e 766 768 761 775 741 766
income (%)

* Difference between groups is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Significance was tested for two sets of groups,
sampled versus not sampled households (unweighted) and eligible respondents versus nonrespondents (sample
weighted).

® There were 43 sampled households that were identified as ineligible, which were dropped from the analysis;
however, a certain proportion of the nonrespondents included in this analysis are assumed to be ineligible.

Nevada

For Nevada, seven demographic variables were used from the frame file in the weighting
process: number of children in the household, the household size, gender, race, ethnicity,*
language, and gross income. When comparing sampled households to non-sampled households,
statistically significant differences exist for all of these characteristics except household size and
race (Exhibit A.5.3). However, the magnitude of the differences is small; the largest difference
occurs for language, where 27.8% of sampled households have Spanish speakers compared to
24.0% in non-sampled households, a difference of 3.8 percentage points.

35, . . .
Hispanic vs. non-Hispanic.
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Exhibit A.5.3. Characteristics in the Nevada demonstration project

_ Unweighted Sampling Adjustment Final Weight

Not Eligible Eligible
Frame Sampled ~ Sampled | Respondents® Nonrespondents | Respondents
Characteristic (n=9,992) (n=4,059) (n=5,933) (n=3,088) (n=2,553) (n=3,088)
Number of *
children in
household (%)
1 24.8 26.6 23.6 22.2 25.0 22.8
2 29.5 29.1 29.8 29.7 29.5 29.7
3 23.2 22.7 23.5 24.4 23.1 24.1
4+ 22.5 21.6 23.0 23.7 22.5 23.5
Household size
(%)
2 28.0 27.8 28.1 28.5 27.2 27.8
3-4 49.3 49.5 49.2 49.3 49.2 49.2
5+ 22.7 22.6 22.7 22.2 23.6 22.9
Gender - male 6.4 7.4 5.7* 51 6.3 5.6
(%)
Race (%) *
White 63.9 63.5 64.2 66.3 61.8 64.1
Non-white 36.1 36.5 35.8 33.7 38.2 35.9
Hispanic (%) 52.5 50.8 53.7* 56.7 49.8* 53.3
Language (%) * *
English 73.4 75.6 71.9 65.9 78.7 70.9
Spanish 26.3 24.0 27.8 33.8 21.0 28.9
Unknown 0.3 04 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
Monthly gross 415 399 426+ 435 415 423
income ($)

% There were 292 sampled households that were identified as ineligible, which were dropped from the analysis;
however, a certain proportion of the nonrespondents included in this analysis are assumed to be ineligible.

* Difference between groups is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Significance was tested for two sets of groups,
sampled versus not sampled households (unweighted) and eligible respondents versus nonrespondents (sample
weighted).

Among the sampled households, there are significant differences between respondents and
nonrespondents for sample-weighted estimates for three of the seven variables. There are again
significant differences for language and ethnicity with respondents more likely to be Hispanic
(56.7 vs. 49.8% for nonrespondents) and to have Spanish as the main language in the home (33.8
vs. 21.0%). Race also becomes significant, with a higher percentage of white households among
the respondents than among the nonrespondents (66.3 vs. 61.8%).

After applying the final weight, however, the distribution of the 3,088 respondents falls back
into alignment with the full sample frame of 9,992 households; all differences in the six
categorical variables are within one percentage point with the exception of language, where the
weighted proportion of Spanish speaking households is 2.6 percentage points higher for the
group of respondents than for the frame (28.9 vs. 26.3%). Meanwhile, the difference in weighted
mean gross income is less than $10, with responding households having a slightly higher mean
than the frame ($423 vs. $415).

A.37



APPENDIX A MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

Virginia

In the Virginia data, there were four demographic characteristics available for the entire
frame: region (Richmond vs. Southwest), ethnicity, language, and race. Of these four, only race
showed a significant difference between sampled and non-sampled households even though the
magnitude of the differences is quite small (less than 1 percentage point) (Exhibit A.5.4).

When turning to the comparison of sample-weighted estimates between eligible respondents
and nonrespondents, the differences are statistically significant for all four characteristics. The
largest difference in magnitude is seen in language, which is less likely to be unknown for
responding households than nonresponding households (34.7 vs. 39.8%). Almost identical
patterns were found for unknown ethnicity and unknown race. Also, a higher proportion of
responding households live in Richmond than do nonresponding households (60.1 vs. 55.9%).

However, the differences are negligible when the fully weighted 2,596 responding
households are compared to the frame of 10,705 households. The proportions for all four
characteristics are all within one percentage point of each other, with the largest difference seen
in the proportion of households with an unknown race (33.3% of respondents vs. 34.1% in the
frame).

Exhibit A.5.4. Characteristics in the Virginia demonstration project

_ Unweighted Sampling Adjustment Final Weight
Not

Eligible Eligible
Frame Sampled  Sampled | Respondents® Nonrespondents | Respondents
Characteristic (n=10,705) | (n=5,955) (n=4,750) (n=2,596) (n=1,825) (n=2,596)
Region (%) *
Richmond 58.9 58.9 58.9 60.1 55.9 58.3
Southwest VA 41.1 41.1 41.1 39.9 44.1 41.7
Hispanic (%) *
Yes 58.0 57.6 58.4 58.7 57.2 58.5
No 5.7 5.8 55 6.7 35 51
Unknown 36.4 36.6 36.1 34.6 39.3 36.4
Language (%) *
English 59.9 59.6 60.2 60.9 58.1 60.1
Spanish 3.5 3.6 3.4 4.4 2.1 3.3
Unknown 36.6 36.8 36.4 34.7 39.8 36.6
Race (%) * *
White 155 15.6 15.3 16.9 13.3 16.2
Black 48.8 48.7 49.0 49.0 48.0 48.5
Other 1.6 1.3 2.0 1.9 1.9 1.9
Unknown 34.1 34.4 33.7 32.2 36.8 33.3

® There were 329 sampled households that were identified as ineligible, which were dropped from the analysis;
however, a certain proportion of the nonrespondents included in this analysis are assumed to be ineligible.
* Difference between groups is statistically significant at the 0.05 level. Significance was tested for two sets of groups,

sampled versus not sampled households (unweighted) and eligible respondents versus nonrespondents (sample
weighted).
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B.1. DATA COLLECTION METHODS

1. Telephone interviewer training

Prior to data collection, telephone interviewers completed 16 hours of general and project-
specific training. The 8-hour general training ensured that interviewers were well-versed in
establishing rapport, maintaining participant confidentiality, minimizing nonresponse, and
administering computer-assisted telephone interviews (CATI). The 8-hour project-specific
training covered the study background, data collection procedures and goals, refusal aversion
techniques, and data security. Interviewers passed a certification test before they began to collect
data.

2. Baseline survey data collection

Grantees submitted files containing eligible households and contact information. Evaluation
samples were then selected, as described in greater detail in Chapter Il. Sample selection
included both main and backup, or holdout, samples for grantees with sufficiently large
populations (or numbers of consented households). The backup samples were drawn in case the
projected number of completes was going to fall short of the target; backup samples could then
be released to help reach the target.

Sample members’ contact information was then submitted to two commercial locating
databases before data collection began. The purpose of these submissions was twofold: (1) to
obtain additional telephone numbers for households, and (2) to triangulate the telephone numbers
already available on the sampling frames. Telephone numbers found in more than one source
(for example, the sampling frame and one or both of the databases) were prioritized for dialing.

The baseline CATI survey was administered in both English and Spanish for at least 16
weeks. The target respondents were parents/guardians in eligible households. Because grantees’
implementation timelines varied, so did the timing of each field period (Exhibit B.1).

Exhibit B.1. Grantees’ baseline data collection periods

Grantee Baseline start Baseline end
Chickasaw Nation November 2015 February 2016
Kentucky August 2016 November 2016
Nevada October 2015 March 2016
Virginia February 2016 May 2016

Across the four grantees, 21,250 households were contacted. Households received an
advance letter describing the evaluation and the purpose of the interview, and inviting sample
members to call a toll-free number to complete the survey. Shortly after the letters were mailed,
outbound calls were placed to households. Household interviews were attempted multiple times
at different times of the day, from the morning to the evening, and across all days of the week to
maximize the chances of speaking with a sample member. Participating households were mailed
a $30 gift card as a thank-you payment for their participation. Non-responding households
received additional follow-up as described below.
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Response rates for each demonstration were monitored daily and follow-up strategies were
adapted to address local considerations to maximize participation. Households received mail,
email (if an email address was available), and postcard reminders throughout the field period.
Sample members who refused to participate received an additional refusal conversion letter.
Messages in follow-up communications were varied over time and across grantees to adapt to the
local populations. For example, many sample members in one of the areas said they did not need
the demonstration project benefits, and the benefits should go to other families. Written and
verbal communications were modified to emphasize that sample members’ participation in the
evaluation had the potential to help others. Other adaptive approaches included distributing
reminder flyers to non-responding households through schools as a means to augment mail,
email, and telephone communications; extending the field period; and in Nevada, when the
response rate was projected to fall short of the target, an additional 500 cases were released from
the backup sample in order to complete more interviews during the field period.

Despite using commercial locating databases prior to data collection, many households had
outdated contact information. Updated contact information was requested from grantees during
data collection so that new telephone numbers and addresses could be attempted. Additional in-
house locating, including Internet searches and more in-depth searches in commercial locating
databases, were also performed.

B.2. BASELINE SURVEY INSTRUMENT

The final baseline questionnaire for households is shown in Appendix B.2.
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OMB Clearance Number: 0584-0603
Expiration Date: 08/31/2018

Evaluation of Demonstration Projects
to End Childhood Hunger

Final Baseline Questionnaire for Households

July 15, 2016

According to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, no persons are required to respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a valid OMB control number. The valid OMB control number for this information collection will be
entered after clearance. The time required to complete this information collection is estimated to average 30 minutes

per response, including the time to review instructions, search existing data resources, gather the data needed, and
complete and review the information collection.
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A. Introduction

ALL

IF DEMONSTRATION NE CHICKASAW NATION FILL1=two parts - an interview that will take about 30
minutes today, and a second interview about 12 months later. AND FILL2=interview

IF DEMONSTRATION=CHICKASAW NATION FILL1=three parts - an interview that will take about 30
minutes today, a second interview about 12 months from now, and a third interview about 18 months from
now. The second and third interviews will also each take about 30 minutes. AND FILL2=interviews

BA1l. For quality assurance purposes, this call may be monitored or recorded.

The study has [two parts - an interview that will take about 30 minutes today, and a second
interview about 12 months later/three parts - an interview that will take about 30 minutes
today, a second interview about 12 months from now, and a third interview about 18
months from now. The second and third interviews will also each take about 30 minutes.]
As a way of saying thank you, you will get $30 for completing the interview today and a
similar amount for the future [interview/interviews]. We will send you a prepaid gift card
after you complete each interview.

The interviews have questions about your children’s food choices as well as general
guestions about you and your household. Your answers will help the government make its
child nutrition programs better.

Your participation in this interview is voluntary and you may stop at any time. You may
also refuse to answer any question. Your benefits will not be affected by any answers to
guestions or if you choose not to participate.

All the information you give us will be kept private to the extent allowed by law. There is a
small risk of the loss of confidentiality of your data, but procedures are in place to
minimize this risk. Your name will not be attached to any of your answers. Your
information will be used only in combination with information from other households for
research purposes.

Do you have any questions about the interview before | begin?

Y E S e 1 GO TO FAQ
N e 0 GO TOBB1
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ...ttt e r

Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research B.8
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B. Household Size and Composition

ALL

The first few questions are about the people you live with.

BB1. Including yourself, how many people live in your household? Don’t forget to include non-
relatives who live in your household and, of course, babies, small children and foster
children. Also include people who usually live in your household but may have been away
within the last 30 days for reasons such as: vacation, traveling for work, or in the hospital.
Do not include children living away at school or anyone who is now incarcerated
PROBE IF NEEDED: By temporarily away we mean away within the last 30 days
|__|__| NUMBER OF PEOPLE
(1-20)
DON'T KNOW ..ottt nn e e s d Status refusal, Exit
REFUSED ..ottt n e s nn e r Status refusal, Exit
IF BB1=1
BB1la. Justto confirm, you are the only person living in the household. There are no children,
non-relatives, or people who usually live there but are currently away?
S TSRS 1 Status ineligible, Exit
NO, CORRECT NUMBER ......outtiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieisieieieieieesierenerseersrerersrerererererees 0 Repeat BB1
DONT KINOWV ... eeiiiiiiieeittetettetteaetasaeseassesesesesssssssssss s sssssstsssbs s bs s bs s ssbsbsbsssbnsnsnnnne d Repeat BB1
REFUSED ..ottt r Status refusal, Exit
[IF BB1 >1] AND [DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY
BB1b. In which county do you currently live?
[List of eligible counties]
O N I o | RS PEERR 99 Status ineligible, Exit
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e s nnne e s e d Status refusal, Exit
REFUSED ..ottt e s nnne e s r Status refusal, Exit
[IF BB1 > 1] AND [DEMONSTRATION = NEVADA]
BB1c. What is your current ZIP Code?
[List of eligible ZIP Codes]
O I o | PSRRI 13 Status ineligible, Exit
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt ettt et e s e e anneee s d Status refusal, Exit
REFUSED ...ttt ettt ettt et e e e snnee s r Status refusal, Exit
IF [DEMONSTRATION] = KENTUCKY OR NEVADA

Prepared

by Mathematica Policy Research B.9
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BB1d. Are you or others in your household currently receiving Supplemental Nutrition

Assistance Program (SNAP)?

PROBE IF NEEDED: SNAP is the program formerly known as ‘Food
Stamps.’

GO TO BB1e
GO TO BB1e

Status refusal, Exit

IF [DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY OR NEVADA] AND [BB1D = 0 OR DK]

BBle. PROBE: In the past three months, have you or others in your household received SNAP

benefits?

R = T Status
ineligible, Exit

[N L LT

DON'T KINOW ..ottt e e e e et e e e s et e e s e aae e e seba e eseaaaseeeees

[ L 15 2T Status refusal,
Exit

IFBB1>1

BB2. Do all the people who live with you share the food that is bought for the household?

GO TO BB3

GO TO BB2a
GO TO BB2a
GO TO BB2a

BB2=0,D,0ORR

BB2a. Including yourself, how many people in your household share the food that is bought for

the household?

|__|__| NUMBER OF PEOPLE
(1-20)

DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e
REFUSED ...

GO TO BB3
GO TO BB3

HARD CHECK: [IF BB2a > BB1]; The number of people in your household who share food is

greater than the total number of people in your household. Did | make a mistake?

[IF BB1 > 1] OR [IF BB2A > 1]

[[F BB2 =1 FILL= NUMBER FROM BB1], OTHERWISE FILL=NUMBER FROM BB2a
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BB3. How many of those [NUMBER FROM BB1 OR BB2a] people in your household are children
age 18 or younger or over 18 but still in high school?

|__|__| NUMBER OF PEOPLE

(0-20)
[ 10 AN I 11V ( 1 N d Go to BB3a
[ L ] I N r Go to BB3a

HARD CHECK: [IF BB3 > BB1]; The number of children living in your household is greater than or
equal to the total number of people in your household. Did | make a mistake?

HARD CHECK: [IF BB3 > BB2a]; The number of children living in your household is greater than
the total number of people sharing food in your household. Did | make a mistake?

PROGRAMMER BOX BB3

IF BB3 GTE 1 AND DEMONSTRATION=KENTUCKY OR
NEVADA, GO TO BB3B. ELSE IF BB3=D OR RGO TO
BB3A. ELSE GO TO BB4.

BB3=0,D,0ORR

BB3a. Is there at least one child living in your household?

Y E S e 1 REPEAT BB3

0 N 0 Status ineligible, Go to BB6
DON'T KNOW ...ttt nn e enes d Status refusal, Exit

L o L 15 2T r Status refusal, Exit

IF DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY OR NEVADA

IF DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY FILL1= “was born after” AND FILL2 = “March 31, 2000”
IF DEMONSTRATION = NEVADA FILL1 = “will be under age 5 as of” AND FILL2 =“April 1, 2016”

BB3b. Is there at least one child living in your household who [was born after/will be under age 5
as of] [March 31, 2000/April 1, 2016]?*

=S T PSP 1

N e e e e e e aea e aaaan 0 Status ineligible, Go to BB9
DON'T KNOW ...ttt st e e d  Sstatus refusal, Go to BB9a
REFUSED ..ottt et e e e e s nnneee e e r Status refusal, Go to BB9a

*Represents the wording used to field the question; revised from the OMB version to
coincide with eligibility age cut-offs and the intervention dates for the projects.

BB4. [I'd like to make a list of the first names or initials of the children in your household. This
will help me with asking some questions later.] What is the name of the [first/next] child?

IF NEEDED: You can give me the child’s initials or some other way to refer to the child.

NAME
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e d
REFUSED ... r
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BB3>0

FILL [ANSWER

FROM BB4]

IF BB4 =D OR R FILL “this child”

BB4a. What is

[ANSWER FROM BB4/this child]’s date of birth?

PROGRAMMER: COLLECT DATE WITH SEPARATE FIELDS

[ A Y A Y Y

MONTH DAY YEAR

(1-12) (1-31) (1996-2016)
DON'T KNOW ...t ees e ee e d
REFUSED ...t ees e ee e r

BB4A=DORR

FILL [ANSWER FROM BB4]
IF BB4 = D OR R FILL “this child”

BB4b. How old is [ANSWER FROM BB4/this child]? This information will help me with asking
some questions later.

I
(0-52)

AGE OF CHILD

BB4B = 0-52

BB4c. Is that weeks, months, or years?

WEEKS .. s 1
IMONTHS .. e e st e e s s e e e s en e e e s anneeeeans 2
YEARS e 3
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e e s e e e s e e e e s nnneeeenn d
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e e e s e e e e r

SOFT CHECK: [IF BB4b > 18 AND BB4c = 3]; The age is [ANSWER FROM BB4b] years old?

BB3>0

FILL [ANSWER

FROM BB4]

IF BB4 =D OR R FILL “this child”

BB3 GTE 1 AND AGE GTE 3 YEARS AND DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR VIRGINIA

FILL NAME1 FROM BB4
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BB4d. Is [ANSWER FROM BB4/this child] a boy or girl?
INTERVIEWER: ASK IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT ALREADY MENTIONED CHILD’S SEX.
CODE ONE ONLY

B Y e e e e e e e e 1
GIRL e 2
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e s s e e e s s e e e s nnneeeeens d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt e e e e e e s e e e e r

[IF BB3 > 0] AND
[IF DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR VIRGINIA] AND
[[IF BB4A [YEAR] < 2013] OR [IF BB4B > 3 AND BB4C = 3] OR [IF BB4B > 36 AND BB4C = 2]|

FILL [ANSWER FROM BB4]
IF BB4 =D OR R FILL “this child”

BB4e. Is [ANSWER FROM BB4/this child] in grades pre-K through 12 in your local school

system?

B =S T TSRO P UV VRURTUPPPN 1
N O ettt bbbt bt h ettt b e bt nees 0
DON'T KINOW ...ttt ettt b bttt et b et sae e nenes d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt ettt et e b e me e e e et e e ebeesbeesaeesneeaneas r

[IF BB4E = 1] AND [IF DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR VIRGINIA]

BB4f. What school does [ANSWER FROM BB4/this child] attend?
[List of schools + “other” option; “other” option routes respondent to BB9]
DONT KINOWV ... oiieteiitiiettietettttteeeaeeeaesssesaseeesssssesss s ts s s bs st s s bs s bs e bs s ts s bsbs s bnbnbnnnnes d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt s st et s ettt st s st e s tsbsbsbsbnbnennnnes r
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[IF BB4E = 1] AND [IF DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION]

BB4g. On school days during the last 30 days, did [ANSWER FROM BB4/this child] get free
lunches at school?

Y E S e e 1
N O et e e s e s e e e s e e e e 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e e s s e e e s nnne e e e s nnnneeenns d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt e e s e e e s e e e e r

[IF BB4E = 1] AND [IF DEMONSTRATION = VIRGINIA]

BB4h. On school days during the last 30 days, did [ANSWER FROM BB4/this child] get free or
reduced price lunches at school?

Y E S et 1
N e e 0
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d
REFUSED ...t r

[IF BB1A = 1] OR
[IF BB3A = 0]

BB6. |apologize, this survey is for individuals with at least one child under the age of 18 in the
house.

Go to END

[[F BB1 =R OR DK] or
[IF BBla = R] or
[IF BB3a = R OR DK]

BB6a. |apologize, this survey is for individuals with at least one child under the age of 18 in the
house.

Status refusal. Go to END

IF BB1B = 99

BB7. |apologize, only certain counties are eligible for participation.

Status ineligible. Go to END

IF BB1B = R OR DK

BB7a. |apologize, only certain counties are eligible for participation.

Status refusal. Go to END
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IF BB1C =13

BB8. |apologize, only certain zip codes are eligible for participation.
Status ineligible. Go to END

IF BB1C =R OR DK

BB8a. | apologize, only certain zip codes are eligible for participation.
Status refusal. Go to END

[IF BB3B = 0] OR
IF [BB1E = 1 OR DK] OR

IF [DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR VIRGINIA]] AND NO
CHILDREN ATTEND AN ELIGIBLE SCHOOL IN BB4F]

BB9. |apologize, you do not meet the eligibility criteria for this study at this time. We may try to
contact you again in the future.

Status ineligible. Go to END

[IF BB3B = R OR DK] OR
IF [BB1E = R] OR

BB9a. |apologize, you do not meet the eligibility criteria for this study at this time. We may try to
contact you again in the future.

Status refusal. Go to END
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C. Children’s Program Participation

For the next series of questions we’ll be asking about meals and snacks the children in your
household may have had during the last 30 days, that is, since [MONTH] [DAY].

AT LEAST ONE CHILD GTE AGE 3 YEARS

BC1. On school days during the last 30 days, how many children in your household usually ate
breakfast at school?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0-20)
DON'T KNOW ...t eee s d
REFUSED ...t eeee e eee e ee e ee e ee e r

IF BC1=1-20,D, R

BCla. On school days during the last 30 days, how many children in your household got free or
reduced-price breakfasts at school?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DONT KNOW ¢ e eeeeeeee e eeeseeeseseeess e eeseseesseeesseeeeesseeseseseeeees d
REFUSED ..o eeeoeeeeeeeeeee e eee e see e s s eeeseseeseseess s essseesseeeesseeesseeeeseseeees r

AT LEAST ONE CHILD GTE AGE 3 YEARS

BC1b. On school days during the last 30 days, how many children in your household usually ate
a school lunch?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DON'T KNOW ...t s e d
REFUSED ... r

IF BC1B = 1-20, D, R

BC1c. On school days during the last 30 days, how many children in your household got free or
reduced-price lunches at school?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DONT KNOW ...ttt ee e es s ee e eseeeeeeeeee d
REFUSED ..ot e et s eseees s s e s e s e s ee e s eseeeseeesees s es e eseeeseseeens r
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AT LEAST ONE CHILD GTE AGE 3 YEARS

BC1d. During the last 30 days, how many children in your household got free supper meals at an
after school program held in their school building?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DONT KNOW ¢ eeee e eeeeeeeseeeeeeseeeseseessseseeeseseeesseeessseeeesseeseseseeenes d
REFUSED ..o eeeeeeeeeeeeeee e see e see e s s eeseeeesseees s essseeeseeessseeeesseeseses e r

AT LEAST ONE CHILD GTE AGE 3 YEARS

BC1le. During the last 30 days, how many children in your household participated in any other
after school program where meals or snacks are served?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DON'T KNOW ..o e es e e eee e es e ee e es e es e es e es e eeseees e ees s eeseee d
REFUSED ...t ee e ee e eee s e e ees e s s es e e e e s es e eesee s ees e eseeesee r

ALL [Asked only for period when the last 30 day period included summer.]

BC1f. During the last 30 days, how many children in your household received free meals or
snacks at places such as summer school, a community center, day camp or park?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DON'T KNOW ... d
REFUSED ... r

AT LEAST ONE CHILD LTE AGE 5 YEARS

BC1g. During the last 30 days, how many children in your household received meals or snacks at
a daycare center, family or group daycare home, or Head Start center?

IF NEEDED: Please include children who received meals or snacks whether the meals or
snacks were free, reduced-price, or paid. Please also include meals and snacks that were
included in any payment you made to the center or home.

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DON'T KNOW ...t ees e d
REFUSED ...t ee e eee e ee e s e e ee e r
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AT LEAST ONE CHILD GTE AGE 3 YEARS

BC2.

During the last 30 days, how many children in your household got food through a school
backpack food program for children?

PROBE IF NEEDED: The Backpack Food Program provides food for children to take
home from school over weekends and holidays.

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DON'T KNOW ..ot ee e ee e ees e s eeeeees s eeses s eeseees e ee s eseee e d
REFUSED ... evee et eeee s es e s s e es e ee s es e eeseees s es s r

[I[F BC2 > 0] AND [IF DEMONSTRATION = VIRGINIA]

If BC2 = 1: “child”
IF BC2 > 1: “children”

BC2a. During the most recently completed school year, that is, school year 2014-2015, how often

did your [child/children] usually take home a food backpack from school? Would you
say...

Less often than once per Month, ... 1
ONCE PEI MONTN, ..t e e e e e e e nre e e e e e e e e e annes 2
Two or three times per month, Or ... 3
BVEIY WEEBK? <.t e e e e 4
DON'T KINOW ...ttt ettt sttt ettt et et eeae e aseeeneeesbeeebeesaeesaeesneeannas d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt ettt et e bt e ne e e e e e te e ebeesaeesaeesneeaneas r

IF DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION

BC3.

How many children in your household received Summer EBT for Children benefits this
past summer, that is, summer 2015?

|__|__| NUMBER OF CHILDREN

(0- 20)
DON'T KNOW ..ot ee e es e ees e s eeeeeee e es e s s eeeeees e s ees e d
REFUSED ... evee st eeeeee e es e ees e s e es e ee s es e eeseees e eeseees e r

Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research B.18




APPENDIX B MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

D. Food Purchase Behavior

These next questions are about where you shop for food for your household.

IF DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR KENTUCKY

BD1. During the past 30 days, about how many times did you or someone in your household
shop for food?

|__|__| NUMBER OF TIMES

(0-30)
DON'T KNOW ...t eeee e es e ee e d
REFUSED ...t eeee e ee e s e ee e r

IF DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR KENTUCKY

BD2. During the past 30 days, at what kind of store did you buy most of your groceries?

INTERVIEWER: READ ONLY IF NECESSARY
INTERVIEWER: CODE “ALDI” AS A SUPERMARKET/GROCERY STORE
CODE ONE ONLY

SUPERMARKETS/GROCERY STORES .......oooiiiiiiiieieiee et 1
DISCOUNT STORES SUCH AS WAL-MART, TARGET, OR KMART ................ 2
WAREHOUSE CLUBS, SUCH AS PRICE CLUB, COSTCO, PACE, SAM’S
CLUB, OR BI'S ... ittt ettt ettt 3
CONVENIENCE STORES SUCH AS 7-11, QUICK CHECK, QUICK STOP........ 4
GAS STATIONS, SUCH AS SHELL, FLYING J, EXXON, MARATHON OR
AMACO ... s 5
ETHNIC FOOD STORES SUCH AS BODEGAS, ASIAN FOOD MARKETS,

OR CARIBBEAN MARKETS ...ooiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 6
FARMERS MARKETS ... 7
DOLLAR STORES ...ttt 8
SURPLUS/CLOSE-OUT RETAILERS SUCH AS BIG LOTS .....coociieeiiieee e, 9
OTHER (SPECIFY) .ttt ettt 99
DON'T KNOW ...ttt et e et e e s e e e s e e e s nnnneee e e d
REFUSED ..ottt e e e e e e e e e r
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IF DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY

BD3. What is the main reason you shop at that store?
CODE ONE ONLY

LOW PRICES. . ..ottt e 1
SALES . e 2
QUALITY OF FOOD .....oviiieiiieiie ettt 3
VARIETY OF FOODS (GENERAL) ...c.evviiiiieieeeeesee s 4
VARIETY OF SPECIAL FOODS (SUCH AS GLUTEN FREE)........cccccovevveennnen. 5
CLOSE TO HOME/CONVENIENT ....ovtiiiieiiie et 6
EASY TO GET TO oottt e e nnneee e e 7
PRODUCE SELECTION......oitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 8
MEAT DEPARTMENT ...t 9
LOYALTY/FREQUENT SHOPPER PROGRAM......ccoiiitiiiiiiieeiiieee e 10
OTHER (SPECIFY) .ottt ettt ettt 99
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d
REFUSED ..ottt e e e e e e s e e e e r
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IF DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY

BD4. How do you usually get to the store where you bought most of your groceries in the past

30 days?
CODE ALL THAT APPLY

DRIVE OWN CAR....eeetttiiittiteieietiittaeeeetetaessaeessasssesbasssssssessssssssbsssssssssssssbssssssssssnnes 1
DRIVE SOMEONE ELSE’S CAR.....oitiiiiiiiiiiit ettt 2
SOMEONE ELSE DRIVES ME......coiiiiiiiiiiiie et 3
WALK L 4
BUS, SUBWAY, OR OTHER PUBLIC TRANSIT ....ccoiiiiiiiiiiee e 5
TAXI OR OTHER PAID DRIVER ...ccoiiiiiiitiiiiiie et 6
RIDE BICYCLE ..ottt 7
OTHER (SPECIFY) ettt ettt e e sab e e e e e e e e annes 99
DONT KINOWV ...oeieeieieieeitetteetttetetaeseassesssesestess s s s ts s s ssss s s s ss st s sssssssssstssssssssnsnsnnnnns d
REFUSED ...ttt e st et s st st s st s st sts s s tssnsnnennnnnes r

IF DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY

BD4a. About how many minutes does it take to go one way from home to that store?
INTERVIEWER: ENTER MIDPOINT IF RANGE IS GIVEN
||| NUMBER OF MINUTES ONE WAY

(0-120)
DON'T KNOW ..ot eee e ee e eeees s ee e es e ee s es e eeseees e s es e d
REFUSED ...t eeee e es e ees e s e es e e ee s s s ee s es e ees e s e r

SOFT CHECK: IF BD4a > 60; | just want to make sure | recorded your answer correctly. Did you say
[ANSWER FROM BD4a]?

DEMONSTRATION=CHICKASAW NATION OR KENTUCKY

BD4b. And approximately how many miles away is that store from your home — one way?
INTERVIEWER: ENTER MIDPOINT IF RANGE IS GIVEN; IF LESS THAN ONE MILE ENTER “0”
|__|__| NUMBER OF MILES ONE WAY

(0-99)
DON'T KNOW ...t ees e e d
REFUSED ...t eeee e ee et s e r

SOFT CHECK: IF BD4b > 30; | just want to make sure | recorded your answer correctly. Did you say
[ANSWER FROM BD4b]?
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ALL
BD5. How many nights a week does your family typically sit down together to have dinner as a
family?
CODE ONE ONLY
LAY A N O R 1
B OR B NIGHTS ..ottt ee e st e srte e et e et e e sneeennneeennes 2
B OR A NIGHTS ..ottt ee e s e e srte e erte e st e e snteenneeeenes 3
IO = B NN o 5 T 4
N = TSP 5
[0 I B 1 Y R d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt ettt s e st e e et e e s ta e e snte e e sateesnreeennes r

IF DEMONSTRATION = NEVADA OR VIRGINIA

BD6. During the past 7 days, how many times did you or someone else in your family prepare
food for dinner or supper at home? Include times spent putting the ingredients together
for dinner or supper, but do not include heating up leftovers.

|__| NUMBER (0-7)
DON'T KNOW ...t eee e es e d
REFUSED ..o eee e r

IF DEMONSTRATION = NEVADA OR VIRGINIA

BD7. How often do you shop with a grocery list? Would you say...
CODE ONE ONLY

LS < TP TP PP PP PP PP PP PTPPPPPPPPPPPPIN 1
2= 1= YT T P PPTRPT P 2
SOMEBLIMES, ettt e e e e re e 3
MOSt OF the tIME, OF .o 4
F N A= Y237 5
DONT KINOWV ...oeieeeiitietettttettteetetaeseateesssssestsesssesss s se s ts e ss s s ts s s s bs s ssbs s s bebnbnennnnes d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt s st sttt st s st ste s besssnbesnnnnes r
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IF DEMONSTRATION = NEVADA OR VIRGINIA

BD8. Inthe past 12 months, about how many classes, lectures, events, or demonstrations about
how to shop for or prepare nutritious food and meals did you or another adult in your
household attend?

|__|__| SESSIONS
(0-24)

DON'T KNOW ..ot ee e ee e es e s eeeeeee e s s s eeseees e s es s d
REFUSED ...t eeee s es e es e es e e es e ee s es e eeseees e s es s r
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E. Food Security
PROGRAMMER:

SELECT APPROPRIATE FILLS DEPENDING ON NUMBER OF ADULTS
AND CHILDREN IN THE HOUSEHOLD. DEFAULT TO MULTIPLE
ADULTS AND MULTIPLE CHILDREN IN HOUSEHOLD.

ALL

FILL [MONTH] [DAY]

BE1. Now I'm going to read you several statements that people have made about their food
situation. For these statements, please tell me whether the statement was often true,
sometimes true, or never true for your household in the last 30 days, that is, since
[MONTH] [DAY].

The first statement is “We worried whether our food would run out before we got money to
buy more.” Was that often true, sometimes true, or never true for your household in the
last 30 days?

CODE ONE ONLY

OFTEN TRUE ... et e e 1
SOMETIMES TRUE ..ot 2
NEVER TRUE .....ooiii 3
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ... r

ALL

BE2. “Thefood that we bought just didn’t last, and we didn’t have money to get more.” Was that
often, sometimes, or never true for your household in the last 30 days?

CODE ONE ONLY

OFTEN TRUE ... e 1
SOMETIMES TRUE ...ttt 2
NEVER TRUE ..o 3
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e e e s e e e s nenneee e e d
REFUSED ... .ottt e e e e e e e s nenneee e r
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ALL

BE3. “We couldn’t afford to eat balanced meals.” Was that often, sometimes, or never true for
your household in the last 30 days?

CODE ONE ONLY

OFTEN TRUE ... e 1
SOMETIMES TRUE ...ttt 2
NEVER TRUE .....ooiiiii i 3
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e s e e e s e e e s nnneeee e e d
REFUSED ..ottt ettt e e s e e e s e e e e r

PROGRAMMER BOX BE3

IF BE1=1 OR 2 OR BE2=1 OR 2 OR BE3=1 OR 2, GO TO BE4;
OTHERWISE, SKIP TO BE9.

[IFBE1=1O0OR 2] OR[IF BE2=1OR 2] OR [IF BE3 = 1 OR 2]

IF [BB1 — BB3] > 1: “or other adults in your household”
FILL [MONTH] [DAY]

BE4. Inthelast 30 days, that is, since [MONTH] [DAY], did you [or other adults in your
household] ever cut the size of your meals or skip meals because there wasn't enough
money for food?

Y E S et e e e 1

N O e 0 GO TO BE5S

DON'T KNOW ..ottt s d GO TO BE5S

REFUSED ...t r GO TO BE5S
IFBE4=1

BE4a. In the last 30 days, how many days did this happen?

|__|__| NUMBER OF DAYS GO TO BES
(1-30)
DONT KNOW ...ttt es et ee e e e es e ee e es e ss e d
REFUSED ...ttt s e s st ee s s e es e esesseeseeeeee r GO TOBES
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IF BEAA=D

BE4b. Do you think it was one or two days, or more than two days?
CODE ONE ONLY

ONE OR TWO DAYS ...ttt 1
MORE THAN TWO DAYS ..o 2
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e s e e e e s nnne e e e s nnneee e e d
REFUSED ...ttt e e s nnre e e e s nnneee e e r

BE1=1 OR 2 OR BE2=1 OR 2 OR BE3=1 OR 2

BE5. Inthelast 30 days, did you ever eat less than you felt you should because there wasn't
enough money for food?

=0 T PRSP 1
N O et e e s e e e e e e 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e e s s e e e s e e e s nnnneee e e d
REFUSED ... r

[IFBE1=1O0OR 2] OR[IF BE2=1OR 2] OR [IF BE3 = 1 OR 2]

BE6. In the last 30 days, were you ever hungry but didn’t eat because there wasn’t enough
money for food?

Y E S e 1
N O e 0
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d
REFUSED ... r

[IFBE1=1OR 2] OR [IF BE2=1OR 2] OR [IF BE3 =1 OR 2]

BE7. Inthelast 30 days, did you lose weight because there wasn’t enough money for food?

=S T TP PP PP PP PPPPPPPPPN 1
I[P TP PPEPPPR PP 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e e s e s e e e e e s s s s d
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e s r

PROGRAMMER BOX BE7

IF BE4=1 OR BE5=1 OR BE6=1 OR BE7=1, GO TO BES8; OTHERWISE,
SKIP TO BES9.
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[IF BE4 = 1] OR [IF BE5 = 1] OR [IF BE6 = 1] OR [IF BE7 = 1]

IF [BB1 — BB3] > 1: “or other adults in your household”

BE8. Inthe last 30 days, did you [or other adults in your household] ever not eat for a whole day
because there wasn't enough money for food?

YES cooooeevoeoeeesoee e oo 1

NO oot 0 GOTOBE9

DON'T KNOW ..ot d GO TOBE9

REFUSED ...oooevvvvameeessoessssesesssses s ssssss s r GO TOBE9
IF BES = 1

BE8a. In the last 30 days, how many days did this happen?

|__|__| NUMBER OF DAYS GO TO BE9

(1-30)

DONT KNOW ..ot e e esee s e e eseeeeeeeeseeeeeseeseeesese s eeseseeneeeseseenes d

REFUSED ..o e s ee e e e e e e et ee et e s e s e s e s eseenen r GO TOBE9
IF BESa =D

BE8b. Do you think it was one or two days, or more than two days?
CODE ONE ONLY

ONE OR TWO DAYS ..ottt ettt e e s e e e e e e n e 1
MORE THAN TWO DAYS .ot 2
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e e s r
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ALL

IF BB3 =1; FILL 1 “your child”

IF BB3 > 1; FILL 1“children living in your household”

IF BB1=2 AND BB3 = 1; FILL 2 “I relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed my child because |
was running out of money to buy food.”

[IF [BB1 — BB3] = 1] AND [BB3>1]; FILL 2 “I relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed my
children because | was running out of money to buy food.”

[IF [BB1 - BB3] > 1] AND [BB3 = 1]; FILL 2 “We relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed our
child because we were running out of money to buy food.”

[IF [BB1 —BB3] > 1] AND [BB3 > 1]; FILL 2 “We relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed our
children because we were running out of money to buy food”

BE9. Now I'm going to read you several statements that people have made about the food
situation of their children. For these statements, please tell me whether the statement was
often true, sometimes true, or never true in the last 30 days for [your child/children living
in your household].

[“Irelied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed my child because | was running out
of money to buy food.”/

“I relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed my children because | was running
out of money to buy food.”/

“We relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed our child because we were running
out of money to buy food.”/

“We relied on only a few kinds of low-cost food to feed our children because we were
running out of money to buy food.”]

Was that often, sometimes, or never true for your household in the last 30 days?

OFTEN TRUE ... 1
SOMETIMES TRUE ..ot 2
NEVER TRUE ....ooiiiiii e 3
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ... r

Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research B.28




APPENDIX B MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

ALL

IF BB1=2 AND BB3 = 1; FILL 1 “I couldn’t feed my child a balanced meal, because | couldn’t afford that.”

[IF [BB1 —BB3] = 1] AND [BB3>1]; FILL 1 “I couldn’t feed my children a balanced meal, because |
couldn't afford that.”

[IF [BB1 —BB3] > 1] AND [BB3 = 1]; FILL 1 “We couldn’t feed our child a balanced meal, because we
couldn'’t afford that.”

[IF [BB1 —BB3] > 1] AND [BB3 > 1]; FILL 1 “We couldn’t feed our children a balanced meal, because we
couldn't afford that.”

BE10. [“lcouldn’t feed my child a balanced meal, because | couldn’t afford that.”/
“I couldn’t feed my children a balanced meal, because | couldn’t afford that.”/
“We couldn’t feed our child a balanced meal, because we couldn’t afford that.”/
“We couldn’t feed our children a balanced meal, because we couldn’t afford that.”]
Was that often, sometimes, or never true for your household in the last 30 days?
OFTEN TRUE

....................................................................................................... 1
SOMETIMES TRUE ...t 2
NEVER TRUE ....ooiiiii i 3
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ittt e e e e e s e e e s nnne e e e s nnneeeenns d
REFUSED ... r

ALL

IF BB1= 2 AND BB3 = 1; FILL 1 “My child was not eating enough because | just couldn’t afford enough
food.”

[IF [BB1 — BB3] = 1] AND [BB3>1]; FILL 1 “My children were not eating enough because | just couldn’t
afford enough food.”

[IF [BB1 —BB3] > 1] AND [BB3 = 1]; FILL 1 “Our child was not eating enough because we just couldn’t
afford enough food”

[IF [BB1 —BB3] > 1] AND [BB3 > 1]; FILL 1 “Our children were not eating enough because we just
couldn’t afford enough food.”

BE11. [“My child was not eating enough because | just couldn’t afford enough food.”/
“My children were not eating enough because | just couldn’t afford enough food.”/
“Our child was not eating enough because we just couldn’t afford enough food.”/
“Our children were not eating enough because we just couldn’t afford enough food.”]

Was that often, sometimes, or never true for your household in the last 30 days?

OFTEN TRUE ..ottt 1
SOMETIMES TRUE ...t 2
NEVER TRUE ....ooiiiiii i 3
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e nnn e e e s nnne e e e nanneee e e d
REFUSED ...t r
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PROGRAMMER BOX BE11

IF BE9=1 OR 2 OR BE10=1 OR 2 OR BE11=1 OR 2, GO TO BE12;
OTHERWISE, SKIP TO BF1.

[IF BE9 =1 OR 2] OR [IF BE10 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE11 = 1 OR 2]

FILL 1 [MONTH] [DAY]
IF BB3 =1, FILL 2 “your child’s”
IF BB3>1; FILL 2 “any of your children’s”

BE12. In the last 30 days, that is, since [MONTH] [DAY], did you ever cut the size of [your
child’s/any of your children’s] meals because there wasn’t enough money for food?

Y E S et 1
N O ettt et e e e e s e e n e e e e 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e st e e st e e s s e e e s nnneeeeens d
REFUSED ...ttt et e et e e s nnre e e e s e e e e r

[IF BE9 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE10 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE11 = 1 OR 2]

IF BB3 = 1; FILL “your child”
IF BB3>1; FILL “any of your children”

BE13. In the last 30 days, did [your child/any of your children] ever skip meals because there
wasn’'t enough money for food?

Y E S et 1

N O ettt e e e s e e e e e e e 0 GO TO BE14

DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d GO TO BE14

REFUSED ... r GO TO BE14
BE13 =1

BE13a. In the last 30 days, how many days did this happen?

|__|__| NUMBER OF DAYS GO TO BE14
(1-30)

DONT KNOW ..ot esee s eeeee e s es e seee s et st e s eseeeseeesee s esaeeseeeseeesene d GOTOBE13b
Y] = o O r GO TO BE14
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BE13a=D

BE13b. Do you think it was one or two days, or more than two days?
CODE ONE ONLY

ONE OR TWO DAYS ...ttt 1
MORE THAN TWO DAYS .o 2
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e s s e e e s nenn e e e s nnneeee e e d
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e s e e e s nnneee e e r

[IF BE9 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE10 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE11 = 1 OR 2]

IF BB3 = 1; FILL “was your child”
IF BB3>1; FILL “were your children”

BE14. In the last 30 days, [was your child/were your children] ever hungry but you just couldn’t
afford more food?

Y E S e 1
N O et e e s e e ee e e 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt sttt e s e e s nmne e e e s nnne e e e s nnneeeenns d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt e e s s e e e e e e e e r

[IF BE9 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE10 = 1 OR 2] OR [IF BE11 = 1 OR 2]

IF BB3 = 1; FILL “your child”
IF BB3>1; FILL “any of your children”

BE15. Inthe last 30 days, did [your child/any of your children] ever not eat for a whole day
because there wasn't enough money for food?

=S T PP PP PP PPPPPPPPPN 1
[ [ O PR P TP P PRSPPI 0
DON'T KNOWV ...ttt e e e e e s s e e e e e e s snnn e d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt et e e e e e e e s r
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F. Food Expenditures

ALL

Now, I'd like to ask some questions about shopping for food and eating at restaurants. These
guestions are about out-of-pocket spending on food. Later on | will ask you about purchases
made with government benefits like SNAP, WIC, or FDPIR.

ALL

FILL DATE = [DATE] [MONTH]

BF1. First I'll ask you about money spent on food at supermarkets and other stores. Then we
will talk about money spent at fast food restaurants and other restaurants.

Excluding any government benefits like SNAP or WIC, since [DATE] [MONTH] how much
money did your family spend out of pocket at supermarkets, grocery stores, and other
stores? Please do not include fast food restaurants and other types of restaurants.

PROBE: This includes stores such as Wal-Mart, Target, and Kmart, convenience stores
like 7-11 or Mini Mart, stores like Costco or Sam'’s Club, dollar stores, bakeries,
meat markets, vegetable stands, or farmer’s markets.

PROBE: Please include the total amount spent in the past 30 days, since [DATE]
[MONTH].

L_|__|__|__| MONEY SPENT ($0-$9,999)
DONT KNOW ¢ eeeee e ees e eeeseeeseseesssesesessseeeseeesseseeesseeseseseeeees d  GOTOBF4
REFUSED ..o eeeeeeeeeeeeeee e sees e eseeeeessseeesese e e s essseeeessseesseeeesseeeesseeseseseeees r GO TO BF4

IF BF1 = $1-$9,999

FILL AMOUNT FROM BF1

BF2. Was any of this ${AMOUNT FROM BF1] spent on nonfood items such as cleaning or paper
products, pet food, cigarettes or alcoholic beverages?

Y E S e 1 GO TO BF3
N e e 0 GO TO BF4
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d GO TO BF4
REFUSED ... r GO TO BF4
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IFBF2=1

FILL AMOUNT FROM BF1

BF3.

About how much of the ${AMOUNT FROM BF1] was spent on nonfood items?

| |__|__|__| MONEY SPENT ($0-$9,999)

DONT KINOWV ...oiieieiieeettttttttttietetaeseaasesestsestsesssssss s ss s ts s st s ss s ts s s bs s ssbsbsbsbnbnbnennnnes d GO TO BF4
REFUSED ...ttt ettt s et et st s e st s st e e tsts s besssnbnennnnes r GO TO BF4

HARD CHECK: IF [BF1 = $0-9,999] AND IF [BF3 > BF1]; The amount spent on nonfood items is
greater than the total amount spent at supermarkets, grocery stores, and other stores. Did | make

a mistake?
ALL
BF4. During the last 30 days, how many times did your family eat food from a fast food
restaurant or other kinds of restaurants? Include restaurant meals at home, at fast food or
other restaurants, carryout, or drive thru.
PROBE IF NEEDED: Please include the total number of visits in the past 30 days, since
[DATE] [MONTH].
PROBE IF NEEDED: Such as food you get at McDonald’'s, KFC, Panda Express, Taco Bell,
Pizza Hut, food trucks, Applebee’s, Chili's, TGI Fridays, etc.
|__|__| TIMES (0-99)
DON'T KNOW ....iiiiieiitiie ettt sttt et e et e e e sstaee e e sstaeeessstaeeessstaeeesssbaeeessnnaeeeans d GO TO BG1
REFUSED ..ottt sttt e e et e e e st e e e e snba e e e s snba e e e s asbaeeesasnaeeeanns r GO TOBG1
BF4 = 1-99
BF5. About how much money did your family spend on food at all types of restaurants

including fast food restaurants during the last 30 days?

PROBE: Please include the total amount spent in the past 30 days, since [DATE]
[MONTH].

| |__]__| MONEY SPENT ($0-$9,999)

[0 TN B I 1 Y S d GO TO BG1

REFUSED ....ooitiie ittt ettt sttt e sae e st e et e e snte e e nseeesnaeeanteeesnteeanneeennes r GO TO BG1
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G. Other Program Participation

ALL

Next, I'm going to read the names of some programs that provide food or meals or other services
to individuals or households.

ALL

FILL DATE = [DATE] [MONTH]

BG1. Inthelast 30 days, that is, since [DATE] [MONTH], did you or anyone in your household
receive food or benefits from the Women, Infants and Children program called WIC?

Y E S e 1 GO TO BG1A

N O e e e e s e e e 0 GO TO BG2

DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e s e e s nnne e e e s nnneeeenns d GO TO BG2

REFUSED ..ottt ettt ettt e e e e e s nn e e e s ennee e e e r GO TO BG2
BGl1=1

BGla. How many women, infants, or children in the household got WIC foods or benefits?
||| NUMBER OF WOMEN, INFANTS, OR CHILDREN

(1-20)

DON'T KNOW ...t ees e d GOTOBG2

REFUSED ... eee e ees e s e eee e r  GOTOBG2
BG1A=1-20

BG1b. Of those, how many were infants or children up to age 5?
|__|__| NUMBER OF INFANTS OR CHILDREN

(0-20)
DON'T KNOW ... eee e d
REFUSED ...t eeeee e ees et s e e e ee s r

ALL

BG2. Inthelast 30 days did you or anyone in your household receive food or meals from food
pantries, food banks, local soup kitchens or emergency kitchens, community program,
senior center, shelter, Meals on Wheels (or other programs delivering meals to your
home), or church?

Y E S et e 1
N O et e e e e s e e e e 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt sttt e s s e e s nnne e e e s nnneeeeens d
REFUSED ..ottt e e e e s s e e e s e e e e r
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DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION

BG3. Do you or others in your household currently receive monthly commodity foods as part of
the Food Distribution Program on Indian Reservations, also called FDPIR, fi-dipper, or fid-

purr?

=S TSP P PP TP PPPPPPPPPN 1
[N [ PSP P PP PRSPPI 0
DON'T KNOWV ...ttt et e e e s e e e e e e et e e e e e e s annnree s d
REFUSED ...ttt e et e e e e r
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H. SNAP Enrollment

ALL
BH1. Inthelast 12 months, has your household ever been enrolled in the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)?
D =S TP T PP PP PP OTPPPPPPPPPPPPIN 1
N[O TP P PP PP PP PPPPPPPPPPUPPPPPPPIN 0 GO TO BH2a
DON'T KNOWV ...ttt e e s e e e e s e s e e e e e e s s snnnnnees d GO TO BH2a
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e e e e e s r GO TO BH2a
BH1=1
BH1a. In thelast 12 months, how long did your household receive the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP)? If your household received SNAP, stopped receiving it, and
then started again, please include all of that time.
||| | AMOUNT OF TIME
(0-365)
DONT KINOWV ...oiieieiietetittteeitteeteeeeeeeeeeststeesestsss s ts s be s bsbs e ts s be s bsbs s ssssesbsbessbnbnsnnnnes d GO TO BH2a
REFUSED ...ttt sttt et st s et s st s et etstebsbesesneeennene r GO TO BH2a
BH1A =1-365
BH1b. Is that days, weeks, or months?
(DN 4 S T T TP TP T PP P PP PTPPPTPPPPPPPPPPPPIN 1
WEEKS ..o 2
IMONTHS ..ottt ettt ee et se s se e s e s s e snensnsnsnsnnnsnnnnns 3
DON'T KINOWV ...oeitiiiiieteieieueeeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeseeeeeeeneesssssesssesesesesnessssesssssssssnsnssssssssssnsnnnnnes d GO TO BH2a
REFUSED ..ottt eeteee e eete e se e ee e se s e te s s sssesesnsssnsnsnsnnnsnnnnns r GO TO BH2a
ALL
BH2a. In total, how long have you and your household ever received the Supplemental Nutrition

Assistance Program (SNAP)?

IF NEEDED: Please include all of the time your household has received SNAP, even if your
household has started and stopped receiving benefits more than once.

||| AMOUNT OF TIME

(0-365)
DON'T KNOW ...t ee e ee e d GOTOBH3
REFUSED ...t ee e s e es e s e eeeeees e e r  GOTOBH3
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IF BH2A = 1-365

BH2b. Is that days, weeks, months, or years?
CODE ONE ONLY

DAY S 1
WEEKS .. 2
IMONTHS .. e e e e s e e s nene e e e s nnneeee e e 3
YEARS e 4
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e e e s e e e s nenneee e e d GO TO BH3
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e e e s e e e e r GO TO BH3

[BH1=1] AND [DEMONSTRATION = CHICKASAW NATION OR VIRGINIA]

BH3. Are you or others in your household currently receiving SNAP?

Y E S e 1

N e e 0 GO TOBI1
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d GO TOBI1
REFUSED ... r GO TOBI1

BB1D=1 OR [BB1E=0 OR DK] OR BH3=1 AND [DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY]

BH4. What is the amount of the SNAP your household receives per month?
|__|__]__|__| DOLLAR AMOUNT

($1 - $9999)
DON'T KNOW ..o d GOTOBIL
REFUSED ...t eee e eee e r  GOTOBIL

BB1D=1 OR [BB1E=0 OR DK] OR BH3=1 AND [DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY]

BH5. Inthelast 12 months, did the amount of the benefit increase, decrease, or stay the same?
CODE ONE ONLY

INCREASED ...t 1
DECREASED .....ootiiiiiiiit et 2
BOTH INCREASED AND DECREASED .......ccooviiiiiiiiiiie e 3
STAYED SAME ... .o 4
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d GO TOBI1
REFUSED ... r GO TOBI1
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BB1D=1 OR [BB1E=0 OR DK] OR BH3=1 AND [DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY]

BH6. How many weeks do your SNAP benefits usually last?
INTERVIEWER: CODE ANY ANSWER GREATER THAN 8 WEEKS AS 8
|__| NUMBER OF WEEKS

(0-8)
DON'T KNOW ...t d GOTOBIL
REFUSED ..ottt r GOTOBIL
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|. Household Resources

ALL

FILL [DATE] [MONTH]

BI1.

The next questions are about working or jobs. Were you or any other adult in your
household working for pay in the last 30 days that is, since [DATE] [MONTH]?

Y E S e 1
N O e e 0
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e e s e e e s nnne e e e s nnnneeeens d
REFUSED ..ottt ettt e e s e e s nnneee e e r

DEMONSTRATION=KENTUCKY AND BI1 =1, D, R

BI2.  And what was your household’s total earnings before taxes last month? Please include
earnings from wages and salaries from a job or self-employment, or income from a rental
property. Do not include income from Social Security, pensions, child support, or cash
welfare benefits, or the value of SNAP benefits or food stamps, WIC, Medicaid, or public
housing.
$__|_|_]_|__|DOLLAR AMOUNT ($0 —99,999)

DON'T KNOW .ottt ettt ettt ettt e et e e sbe e e sab e e sabe e e sabeeenbeeennes d GO TO Bl2a
REFUSED ...ttt ettt ettt ettt sb e e be e e st e e sab e e enbe e e e r GO TO Bl2a
BI2=DORR
Bl2a. Some people find it easier to select earnings from a range. Please stop me when | reach

your household’s total earnings for last month. Was it...

CODE ONE ONLY
LESS than $500, .....eeiueeiuieeieeiteeeieeeieeee ettt et st e st e ste e eee e ee e nbe e sbeesaeesaeesneennnas 1
$500 to 1€SS than $1,000, ...ccueeiuiiiieiiiiieieeie et e e sre e e 2
$1,000 t0 [eSS than $1,500, ....cceiieiiiiiieiie et see e nee s 3
$1,500 t0 [ess than $2,000, ....ccceiieiiiiieeie ettt 4
$2,000 t0 1€SS than $2,500, ......cevuiiieirieiiieitieiie ettt 5
$2,500 to less than $3,000, OF ......ccoeiirieiiieiiiiiieie ettt 6
B3,000 OF MOTE? .ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt sb e sb e st nb e ebeenbe e 7
DONT KINOWV ...oiitietitiitittttettttetetaeseaesssesssssssesssssss s ss s ts s ss s ss s ts s s bs s ssbnbsbsbebnbnennnnes d GO TO BI3
REFUSED ...ttt sttt e s st s s st s et et s s bsbsbnbnbnennnnes r GO TO BI3

Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research B.39




APPENDIX B MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

ALL

FILL [LAST MONTH]

BI3.  What was your household’s total income last month, during [LAST MONTH] before taxes?
Please include all types of income received by all household members last month,
including all earnings, Social Security, pensions, Veteran’'s Benefits, Unemployment
Insurance, worker’s compensation benefits, child support, payments from roomers or
boarders, and cash welfare benefits such as TANF (TAH-nif) and SSI. Do not include the
value of SNAP benefits or food stamps, WIC, Medicaid, or public housing.

|l ||| __| DOLLAR AMOUNT ($0 —99,999)

NO INCOME ...ttt e st e e e s e e e s nnneee e e 0 GO TO BI4

GAVE ANSWER ..ottt ettt 1 GO TO BI4

DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e e s e e e s e e e s nnnneeeens d GO TO BI3B

REFUSED ...ttt sttt st s et s s sttt st s st s st s s tstnbnennnnes r GO TO BI3B
BI3=DORR

BI3b. Some people find it easier to select an income range. Please stop me when | reach your
household’s total income for last month. Was it...

CODE ONE ONLY

LeSS than $500, ....ceeeiieieiriiiriie e 1
$500 t0 1€SS than $L,000, .....eevueiiiiiiieiieitiesiee ettt 2
$1,000 t0 [eSS than $1,500, ....cciiiiiiiiiieiieeieie e 3
$1,500 t0 less than $2,000, ....ccccieiiiiiieie e 4
$2,000 t0 [€SS than $2,500, ....cciiieiiiiiieie et 5
$2,500 t0 less than $3,000, OF ...ccccouiiiiieiieiee e 6
3,000 OF MOTE? ..ttt etee ettt e st st e teete e e e seeeteentesbeene e tesseesesbeaseeseesseaneeneens 7
DON'T KINOW .ottt e e e e e e e e et e s e e et e e e ta b s e e e aeeeeesenen d
REFUSED ...t e e e e s e e e e e e e e e e e aeaeaas r
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ALL
Bl4.  And, what was your household’s total income last year before taxes?
PROBE IF NEEDED: Please include all types of income received by all household
members last year, including all earnings, Social Security, pensions,
Veteran’s Benefits, Unemployment Insurance, worker’s
compensation benefits, child support, payments from roomers or
boarders and cash welfare benefits such as TANF (TAH-nif) and SSI.
Do not include the value of SNAP benefits or food stamps, WIC,
Medicaid, or public housing.
INTERVIEWER: “LAST YEAR,” MEANING 2015.
] ] ] | DOLLAR AMOUNT ($0 — 150,000)
DON'T KNOW ....iiiiie ittt ettt sttt e e st e e e sstaee e e sstaeeeesntaeeessntaeeesssbaeeesssnaeaeans d GO TO BI4A
REFUSED ....ooiiii ittt ettt e e e st e e e st e e e e ssta e e e e sntaeeesssbaaeesasnaeeeanns r GO TO BI4A
Bl4=DORR
Blda. Some people find it easier to select an income range. Please stop me when | reach your

household’s total income for last year. Was it...
CODE ONE ONLY

LesS than $L10,000, ......eeeeeiiiiieeiiiiee et etee e st e e e stae e e e stae e e e staee e s ssbaeeessnraeeeaans 1 GO TO BI5
$10,000 to less than $20,000, .......ccuurriiiriiiieiiiie e siee e srer e nrree e eeees 2 GO TO BI5
$20,000 to less than $35,000, ......cccuuuiiiiiiiiieiiiieesiiee e e e sree e nnree e 3 GO TO BI5
$35,000 to less than $50,000, ......cccuriieiiiiiieiiiie e e e e nrae e 4 GO TO BI5
$50,000 to 1ess than $75,000, .....ccocvriieiiiiiieiiiiie e e ssiee e e e srae e nees 5 GO TO BI5
$75,000 to less than $L100,000, ......cceereerieriiiiieiieieesiee et 6 GO TO BI5
$100,000 to less than $150,000, OF ......ccveerririeiiienieeniee e 7 GO TO BI5
BL50,000 OF MOTE? ...ttt ettt ettt sttt ettt sb e st e s et b e beenbeenbee s 8 GO TO BI5
DON'T KNOW ...ttt d GO TO BI5
REFUSED ..ot r GO TO BI5
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ALL

FILL [MONTH] [DAY]

BIS5. The next questions are about sources of income. The answers to these and all other
questions on this survey will be kept private and will never be associated with your
name. During the last 30 days, that is, since [MONTH] [DAY], did you or anyone in your
household receive...

CODE ONE PER ROW

DON'T
YES NO KNOW REFUSED

a. TANF, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families

or other welfare such as General Assistance? ! g ¢ '
b. Social Security from the government for
retirement, disability, or survivors’ benefits, or
. : 1 0 d r
other retirement benefits such as a government or
private pension or annuity?
c. SSI or Supplemental Security Income from the
1 0 d r
federal, state, or local government?
d. Veteran's Benefits? 1 0 d r
e. Unemployment Insurance or worker’s
. . 1 0 d r
compensation benefits?
f.  Child support payments or payments from
1 0 d r
roomers or boarders?
g. Financial support from friends or family? 1 0 d r
h. Any other income besides earnings? 1 0 d r
BI5SH = 1
BI5H_Specify. What is that other income?
DESCRIPTION
DON'T KNOW ....iitiiieiiiiiie ettt ettt ettt et e e st e e s snba e e e s snbe e e e s snbaeeessnbaeeeen d
REFUSED ..ottt ettt et e et e e e st e e s snbe e e e s snbeeeessnbaeeeee r

[BI6 on household limitations deleted per OMB on August 10, 2015.]

Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research B.42




APPENDIX B

MATHEMATICA POLICY RESEARCH

ALL

BI7. Now I'd like to ask you about how much help you would expect to get from different
sources if your household had a problem with which you needed help, for example,
sickness or moving. After | read each source, please tell me if you would expect to get all
of the help needed, most of the help needed, very little of the help needed, or no help?

INTERVIEWER: REPEAT ANSWER CHOICES AS NEEDED.

CODE ONE PER ROW

MOST OF VERY
ALL OF THE LITTLE OF
THE HELP | HELP THE HELP NO DON'T
NEEDED | NEEDED | NEEDED HELP | KNOW | REFUSED
a. Family living nearby? 1 2 3 4 d r
Friends? 1 2 3 4 d r
c. Other people in the
community besides family 1 5 3 4 d ;

and friends, such as a social
service agency or a church?
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J. Trigger Events

The next few questions are about changes that may have occurred in your household in the
past 6 months.

ALL

BJ1. Has there been a change in the number of people living in your household over the past 6
months?
B =2 T PSRRI 1
N PP PUPPPRTPRR 0 GO TO BJ2
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt ettt ettt e et e e s snbe e e e s sabe e e e s ssbeeeesanbeeeeanns d GO TO BJ2
REFUSED ...ttt ettt e e sttt e e s bt e e e s nbbe e e e s nnneeeeane r GO TO BJ2

BJ1=1

BJla. What caused that change?

CODE ALL THAT APPLY

BIRTH OF CHILD.....ccuttiiiiiieitie ittt 1
NEW STEP, FOSTER OR ADOPTED CHILD .....coiiiiiiiieeieeeesiee e 2
MARRIAGE/ROMANTIC PARTNER ....ooitiiiiiiieitie ittt 3
SEPARATION OR DIVORCE ..ottt sttt 4
DEATH OF HOUSEHOLD MEMBER .......coioiiiiiiiiiie it 5
FAMILY/BOARDER/OTHER ADULT MOVED IN......ccciiiiiiieieiie e 6
FAMILY/BOARDER/OTHER ADULT MOVED OUT .....cccooiiiiee et 7
HOUSEHOLD MEMBER INCARCERATED ........cuuuutiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeneeeneneninenennnens 8
OTHER (SPECIFY) cttiiiiie ettt e ettt e s s st e e e e e e s sntnaee e e e e e s s snnrnnneeeeeesennnns 99
DON'T KINOW ...oeieiiiiitieeeieeeeeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeseeeeeeeeeeseenseessesesesesnsssesesssssssssssnssssssssssnsnnnnnes d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt sttt ettt e e be e sbe e saeeseeesneennnas r

ALL

BJ2. Atanytimein the past 6 months was your household evicted from your house or
apartment?
B S T SRRSO 1
N USRI 0
DON'T KINOW ...ttt ettt sttt sttt ettt s bt e sbe e se e e meeebe e sbeesbeesaeesanesneas d
REFUSED ...ttt ettt sttt b bbb nenas r
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ALL

BJ3. Have you or anyone in your household had a change in employment or a change in pay or
hours worked from a job in the past 6 months?

Y E S e s 1

N e e 0 GO TO BK1
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e s s e e e s e e e s nnneeee e e d GO TO BK1
REFUSED ..ottt e e e e e s nnnee e e e r GO TO BK1

BJ3=1

BJ3a. What was that change in employment or a change in pay or hours worked from a job that
you or someone in your household experienced in the past 6 months?

CODE ALL THAT APPLY
OBTAINED A JOB ..ot ee e eee e 1
LOST JOB ..o eee e ee e s ee e 2
INCREASE IN PAY OR HOURS .....cocoveoieeeeeeeeeeeeeeoeseeeeeeseeeeeeee oo reene 3
DECREASE IN PAY OR HOURS ......covvvieeieeeeeeeeeeeeee e 4
OTHER (SPECIFY) .o 99
DON'T KNOW ...t d
REFUSED ..o r
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K. Respondent Demographics and Health Status

ALL

BK1. Now, | have afew questions about you.
[RECORD GENDER FROM OBSERVATION.]

[PROBE ONLY IF NECESSARY: Because it is sometimes difficult to determine over the
phone, | am asked to confirm with everyone...Are you male or female?]

INTERVIEWER: CODE DON'T KNOW IF RESPONDENT DOES NOT WANT TO IDENTIFY AS
MALE OR FEMALE

MALE . ..o 1
FEMALE ... 2
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ...t r

ALL

BK2. What is your relationship to the children living in the household?
INTERVIEWER: READ ONLY IF NECESSARY

CODE ALL THAT APPLY

BIOLOGICAL/ADOPTIVE PARENT ...occiiiiiieeeiieeiee e sieesee e stee e e e 1
STEP-PARENT ..ottt ettt et e et e e st e e st e e e te e et e e sabeeeraeenes 2
GRANDPARENT ...ttt ettt st e e st e e s te e et e e sabeeereeenes 3
GREAT GRANDPARENT ..ottt ittt ettt se e tee e s e et eanteeesneeeennee e 4
SIBLING/STEPSIBLING .....cootiiiiiieeiie et sie e siee et e e tee e st eeaeeesteeesnteeesneeennes 5
OTHER RELATIVE OR IN LAW ...ooiiiieiiee ettt eee et seeeiee et e nnee e 6
FOSTER PARENT ..ottt sttt e e st e st e stae e st eesneeesnaeesteeesnteeenneeennes 7
OTHER NON-RELATIVE ...ttt ettt ettt e e aee e ntee et eennee e 8
PARENT'S PARTNER ..ottt ittt ettt ettt 9
DON'T KNOW ..ottt ettt ettt sttt s e st e e saae e s te e e sabeeereeenes d
REFUSED ..ottt ettt et e et e st e e st e e st e e s te e e sabeeeraeenes r

ALL

BK3. Are you of Hispanic or Latino origin?
HISPANIC OR LATINO ... .ttt ittt ettt et e et stee e snve e aaeenes 1
NOT HISPANIC OR LATINO ...oiiiiiitie ettt ettt st 0
DON'T KNOW ..ottt ettt ettt et e e st e et e e s aae e snte e e sabeesbeeenes d
REFUSED ....ooiiiie ittt ettt ettt sne e s nte e st e e sn e e e s e e ssaeesnteeesnaeeanseeennes r
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ALL

BK4. |am going to read a list of five race categories. Please choose one or more races that you
consider yourself to be. American Indian or Alaska Native; Asian; Black or African
American; Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander; White?

CODE ALL THAT APPLY
AMERICAN INDIAN OR ALASKA NATIVE ....ootiiiiiiiii e 1
ASTAN et 2
BLACK OR AFRICAN AMERICAN ..ottt 3
NATIVE HAWAIIAN OR OTHER PACIFIC ISLANDER.......ccccccoiiieiiiieee e 4
WHITE ..o e 5
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e s d
REFUSED ... r

ALL

BK5. What is your current marital status? Are you now married, divorced, separated, widowed,
never married, or living with a partner?

CODE ONE ONLY

MARRIED ...ttt 1
SEPARATED OR DIVORCED .......cciiiiiiiiiiiccieiee e 2
WIDOWED ...ttt ettt 3
NEVER MARRIED .....coooiiiii e 4
LIVING WITH PARTNER ..ot 5
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e s s e e e s nnne e e e s nnnneee e e d
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e s nnne e e e e r

ALL

BK6. What is your date of birth?
PROGRAMMER: COLLECT DATE WITH SEPARATE FIELDS
|

MONTH DAY YEAR
(1-12) (1-31) (1916-2001)
DON'T KNOW ...t eeeee e ee e d
REFUSED ...t eeee e ee e e s ee s r
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BK6 =D ORR

BK6a. |can record your age instead if you would like. How many years old are you?
|__|__| YEARS

(18-99)

DON'T KNOW ...t eeees e es e d

REFUSED ..o eeee e ee e r
ALL

BK7. What is the highest grade or level of school you have completed or the highest degree you
have received?

[ENTER HIGHEST LEVEL OF SCHOOL.]

NEVER ATTENDED/KINDERGARTEN ONLY ...coociiiiiiiiiiienree e 0
LST GRADE ...t 1
2ND GRADE ...t 2
BRD GRADE ... . 3
ATH GRADE ...t 4
STH GRADE ... ... 5
BTH GRADE ... .. 6
TTH GRADE ... . 7
BTH GRADE ... ... e 8
OTH GRADE ...t 9
LOTH GRADE ... ettt e e e e s e e e e 10
LITH GRADE ...ttt e e e e e s e e e e 11
12TH GRADE, NO DIPLOMA ... .ottt 12
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE ...ttt 13
GED OR EQUIVALENT ...ttt 14
SOME COLLEGE, NO DEGREE ........ccctiiiiiiiiiiieece e 15
ASSOCIATE DEGREE: OCCUPATIONAL, TECHNICAL, OR VOCATIONAL
PROGRAM . ... 16
ASSOCIATE DEGREE: ACADEMIC PROGRAM ......cccoiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 17
BACHELOR'S DEGREE (EXAMPLE: BA, AB, BS, BBA)......ccooiiiiiiieieieees 18
MASTER'S DEGREE (EXAMPLE: MA, MS, MEng, MEd, MBA)...........ccocvenneene. 19
PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL DEGREE (EXAMPLE: MD, DDS, DVM, JD)........... 20
DOCTORAL DEGREE (EXAMPLE: PhD, EAD) ......ccovoiiiiiienree e 21
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e s e e s s e e e s s e e e s nnnneee e e d
REFUSED ..ottt e e e e s e e e s nnnaeee e r
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ALL

BK8. In general, would you say your health is excellent, very good, good, fair or poor?
CODE ONE ONLY

EXCELLENT Lt 1
VERY GOOD ...ttt 2
GOOD ... 3
FAIR L 4
POOR ..t e e e e 5
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e e s e e e s e e e s nnneeee e e d
REFUSED ...ttt et e e s e e e s e e e r
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L. Closing Information

ALL

BL1.

Thank you very much for your time. You have really helped us with this study. I'd like to
confirm your address so we can send you a $30 gift card within the next few weeks.

According to our records we have...

[FILL NAME FROM SAMPLE FRAME OR SCREENER]

[FILL STREET ADDRESS FROM SAMPLE FRAME]

[FILL CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE FROM SAMPLE FRAME]

[IF SECOND FOLLOW-UP FILL EMAIL ADDRESS]

[IF SECOND FOLLOW-UP FILL PHONE NUMBER]

CONTACT INFORMATION IS CORRECT ....oiiiiiiitiit ettt 1
CONTACT INFORMATION NEEDS UPDATING .....ccooiiiiieiieniie e 0
UPDATE: NAME

UPDATE: STREET ADDRESS:

GO TO BL2

STREET 1

STREET 2

STREET 3

CITY

STATE

EMAIL

DON'T KNOW

REFUSED......

Prepared by Mathematica Policy Research
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ALL

BL2. [We would also like to do a second telephone interview 12 months from now to see how
you are doing. You will get another prepaid card for participating in that interview.]

In case we can’t reach you at this number, is there another number we should try?
CODE ONE ONLY

=S T PP PP R UPRTPPRO 1
NO ADDITIONAL PHONE AVAILABLE ........ooiiiiie e 2 GO TO BL2C
REFUSED TO GIVE PHONE NUMBER..........cociiiiiiniieieeee e 3 GO TO BL2C
REFUSED TO PARTICIPATE IN SECOND INTERVIEW ......cccooiiiiiiiieeeeee 9 STATUS REFUSAL,
GO TO END
DON'T KNOW ...ttt d GO TO BL2C
REFUSED ..ottt nn e e r GO TO BL2C
BL2=1
BL2a. What is the telephone number we should try?
|
DON'T KINOW ..ttt ettt sttt e e bt sa e e sbb e e s abe e sbe e e sab e e e beeeees d GO TO BL2C
REFUSED ...ttt ettt ettt et e sbb e e bb e e sabe e e sabe e s nbeeeanes r GO TO BL2C

IF BL2A = ANSWERED

BL2b. What type of phone number is this?
CODE ONE ONLY

HOME PHONE .....cooiiiiii e 1
OFFICE PHONE .....oiiiiieie ettt 2
HOME AND OFFICE PHONE .......oooiiiiiiiiiiieee et 3
CELL PHONE ...ttt sttt 4
PAGER ... 5
COMPUTER/FAX LINE. .....ooiiiiiiiiie ittt 6
OTHER .. e 7
DON'T KNOW ..ottt s e e d
REFUSED ...t r
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[IF BL2B = 2] AND [DEMONSTRATION = KENTUCKY, NEVADA, OR VIRGINIA]

BL2c. May we send text messages to your cell phone regarding the second interview?

Y E S e 1
N e 0
DON'T KNOW ..ottt e e d
REFUSED ...ttt et e e e e e e s nnneee e e r

[BL2 =1, 2, 3, D OR R] OR [BL2A = D OR R]

BL2d. Do you have an email address where we can try to reach you?

Y E S et 1

N O e s e e e e e e e 0 GO TO BL3

DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e e s e e e s nnne e e e s nnneeee e d GO TO BL3

REFUSED ...ttt sttt e e e s nn e e e s e e e e r GO TO BL3
BL2D =1

BL2e. What is the email address where we can reach you?

EMAIL ADDRESS
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e d
REFUSED ... r

BL2E = ANSWERED

BL2f. What type of email address is this? Is this a home email, office email, or something else?
CODE ONE ONLY

HOME EMAIL.....oiiiiiie e 1
OFFICE EMAIL ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e 2
HOME AND OFFICE EMAIL....ccciiiiiitiiiiiie ettt 3
OTHER ..ttt e e e e e s s e r e e e e e s n e 4
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ALL

BL3. In case we have trouble reaching you in 12 months, please give me the names and
telephone numbers of two relatives or friends who would know where you could be
reached. These should be relatives or friends not currently living in your household. Let's
start with one friend or relative. What is his or her name?

[BE SURE TO VERIFY SPELLING]

FIRST NAME

LAST NAME
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d GO TO END
REFUSED ...t r GO TO END

IF BL3 FIRST NAME = ANSWERED OR
IF BL3 LAST NAME = ANSWERED

BL3a. What is the telephone number we should try?

DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e s e e e s nnne e e e s nnnneee e e d
REFUSED ... r

IF BL3 FIRST NAME = ANSWERED OR
IF BL3 LAST NAME = ANSWERED

FILL = FIRST NAME FROM BL3
IF BL3 = D, FILL “this person”

BL3b. And what is [FIRST NAME FROM BL3/this person]’s relationship to you?

RELATIONSHIP
DON'T KNOW ...ttt ettt e et e e e s e e e e e e e s sannne s d
REFUSED ...ttt e e r e e e e r
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BL2 =1, 2, 3, OR BL3A PHONE NUMBER ANSWERED

BL4. How about a second friend or relative? What is his or her name?
[BE SURE TO VERIFY SPELLING]

FIRST NAME
LAST NAME
DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e s e e e s e e e s nnneeee e e d
REFUSED ..ottt ettt e e s e e e s nnnee e e e r GO TO END

BL4 FIRST NAME = ANSWERED
BL4 LAST NAME = ANSWERED

BL4a. What is this person’s telephone number, beginning with the area code?

DON'T KNOW ...ttt e e e e e s e e e e s s s d
REFUSED ...ttt e e e e e s r

BL4 FIRST NAME = ANSWERED
BL4 LAST NAME = ANSWERED

FILL= FIRST NAME FROM BL4
IF BL4 = D, FILL “this person”

BL4b. And what is [FIRST NAME FROM BL4/this person]’s relationship to you?

RELATIONSHIP
DON'T KNOW ..ottt d
REFUSED ... r

ALL

IF BL2 NE 9: We look forward to speaking with you again in 12 months.

END. Thank you again for your help and have a good day/evening. [We look forward to speaking
with you again in 12 months.]
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EXHIBITS
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Exhibit C.1. Final baseline survey response rates by treatment group

Total Response Response
number of Response Number of rate of Number of rate of
Demonstration eligible rate of all treatment treatment control control
project cases cases (%) cases group (%) cases group (%)
Chickasaw Nation 2,879 62.0 1,350 64.8 1,529 59.7
Virginia 2,618 61.5 1,390 62.2 1,228 60.8

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Response
rates calculated by Mathematica Policy Research using AAPOR response rate 4 (AAPOR 2016).

Note: See round 1 CONSORT Flow Diagrams in Appendix A, Exhibit A.3 for additional details. The responding
households in Kentucky and Nevada were randomized after completing the baseline survey.

AAPOR = American Association for Public Opinion Research.
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Exhibit C.2. Food security at baseline for households in Chickasaw Nation

Treatment Control Significance level
Children
Secure 61.7 64.7
Insecure 38.3 35.3
VLFS 25 2.9
Adults
Secure 50.8 54.7 *
Insecure 49.2 45.3 *
VLFS 25.3 24.3
Households
Secure 45.1 49.6 *
Insecure 54.9 50.4 *
VLFS 25.3 24.6
Sample size 1,339 1,518

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: VLFS is a subcategory within food insecurity but shown separately for descriptive purposes. Significance
tests were calculated as the difference between the treatment and control groups for each food security
category displayed.

* Difference between groups is significant at the 0.05 level.

VLFS = Very low food security.
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Exhibit C.3. Food security at baseline for households in Kentucky

Treatment Control Significance level
Children
Secure 63.3 63.1
Insecure 36.7 36.9
VLFS 3.3 4.5
Adults
Secure 44.1 43.3
Insecure 55.9 56.7
VLFS 31.8 34.0
Households
Secure 41.6 40.5
Insecure 58.4 59.5
VLFS 32.1 34.5
Sample size 1,100 1,094

Source  Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: VLFS is a subcategory within food insecurity but shown separately for descriptive purposes. Significance
tests were calculated as the difference between the treatment and control groups for each food security
category displayed. None of the differences between the treatment and control groups is statistically
significant.

VLFS = Very low food security.
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Exhibit C.4. Food security at baseline for households in Nevada

Treatment group #2
(SNAP benefits plus

Treatment group #1  case management/

(SNAP benefits) nutrition education) Control group Significance level
Children
Secure 65.5 65.5 65.4
Insecure 34.5 34.5 34.6
VLFS 55 5.7 5.4
Adults
Secure 48.4 47.5 48.4
Insecure 51.6 52.5 51.6
VLFS 23.0 22.2 215
Households
Secure 44.4 43.2 45.4
Insecure 55.6 56.8 54.6
VLFS 24.0 23.2 22.2
Sample size 980 988 1,114

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2015-2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: VLFS is a subcategory within food insecurity but shown separately for descriptive purposes. Significance
tests were calculated as the difference between the treatment (T1, T2) and control groups for each food
security category displayed. None of the differences between the treatment and control groups is
statistically significant.

C = control; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; T = treatment; VLFS = Very low food security.
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Exhibit C.5. Food security at baseline for households in Virginia

Treatment Control Significance level
Children
Secure 79.3 77.1
Insecure 20.7 229
VLFS 2.3 2.6
Adults
Secure 69.0 67.6
Insecure 31.0 324
VLFS 15.8 14.5
Households
Secure 66.6 64.0
Insecure 33.4 36.0
VLFS 15.9 15.3
Sample size 1,376 1,215

Source: Evaluation of Demonstration Projects to End Childhood Hunger, 2016 baseline survey. Tabulations
prepared by Mathematica Policy Research.

Note: VLFS is a subcategory within food insecurity but shown separately for descriptive purposes. Significance
tests were calculated as the difference between the treatment and control groups for each food security
category displayed. None of the differences between the treatment and control groups is statistically
significant.

VLFS = Very low food security.
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