
 
 
 

HUSKY A Compared to FRPL as a  
Proxy for Low-income Students 

 

 

February 14, 2017  
 
Research shows living in a low -income household is linked to lower educational 
outcomes for students. i In Connecticut, there is a strong correlation between a school 
districtÕs median family income and the educational attainment of its students. ii 
 
Policymakers and researchers alike recognize it requires additional resources to provide 
higher -need students with educational opportunities equal to those of their non -need 
peers. iii As a result, 30 states have adopted weighted school funding formulas iv and of 
these, 17 states use some method to provide additional resources to low -income 
students. v,vi  
 
Connecticut, like more than 30 other states and the U.S. Department of Education 
(USDE), currently identifies low -income students based on studentsÕ eligibility for the U.S. 
Department of AgricultureÕs National School Lunch and School Breakfast Programs. vii 
Connecticut s tudents who are eligible for these programs are generally referred to as 
being eligible for free and reduced price lunch, or ÒFRPL.Ó  
 
 
Why was eligibility for FRPL used as a proxy for identifying low-income students? 
 
Eligibility for FRPL has been used as a proxy for identifying low -income students for 
multiple reasons.  
 

1. Adopting the method used by USDE as the proxy for low -income students has 
provided uniformity between state and federal identification methods.  

2. FRPL provides student -level data, rather tha n only having the data available at 
the community level.  

3. FRPL identifies not only students who live at or below the federal poverty line but 
also those whose household incomes are up to 185 percent of the federal 
poverty line, viii meaning a larger segment of low -income students is included.  

 
 
Why is eligibility for FRPL no longer suitable for use as a proxy to identify low-
income students? 
 
Despite the benefits of using FRPL -eligibility to identify low -income students, the program 
was designed as an anti -hunger program Ñ not a proxy for student poverty. As a result, 
researchers warn FRPL -eligibility may be an inaccurate proxy for low -income students. ix 
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The need for a more accurate, verifiable proxy for low -income students is growing 
quickly as a result of the Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) of the federal Healthy, 
Hunger Free Kids Act of 2010, which allows all students to receive no -cost meals if their 
school or district qualifies and participates. x,xi To qualify for CEP, at least 40 percent of a 
school or districtÕs enrollment must be identified as eligible for FRPL via direct 
certification. xii Direct certification, a provision of the Child Nutrition and WIC 
Reauthorization Act of 2004, is a method by which students can be deemed eligible for 
FRPL in the National School Lunch program. xiii This provision allows students who are 
categorically deemed at -risk of hunger to qualify for no -cost meals without needing to 
complete an application. xiv 
 
Since its introduction in 2010, CEP participation rates have increa sed annually and are 
likely to continue increasing as more and more eligible schools and districts adopt the 
program. xv While CEP is a valuable nutrition program for students, families, and school 
districts, it makes FRPL functionally unusable as a proxy fo r low -income students. CEP has 
the effect of inflating FRPL rates in participating schools and districts because all 
students receive no -cost meals through CEP, regardless of family income. Additionally, 
because CEP eliminates the need for families to subm it applications to be eligible to 
receive free and reduced price meals, it will no longer provide individual, student -level 
data for all eligible students.  
 
As a result, CEP is affecting the validity of FRPL as a proxy for low -income students in 
Connecticu t, as it applies to school finance. As higher -need districts, such as Bridgeport 
Public Schools and Waterbury Public Schools, adopt CEP district -wide, their FRPL rates 
become 100 percent Ñ meaning all of the students in the district could be counted as 
low -income in the ECS formula, even though not all of the students live in low -income 
households.  
 
For the 2015 -16 school year, 42 districts and an estimated 130,000 Connecticut students 
were participating, eligible to participate, or near eligible to participa te in CEP.xvi With 
nearly one -quarter of ConnecticutÕs students universally identified as low -income 
through CEP, and participation in the program expected to continue increasing, the 
use of FRPL as a proxy for low -income st udents is not a useful measure.  
 
 
Why is using eligibility for HUSKY A (children’s Medicaid) as a proxy to identify 
low-income students superior to eligibility for FPRL? 
 
Eligibility for HUSKY A is an improvement for identifying low -income students for multiple 
reasons.  
 

1. At 93 percent of e ligible children participating, HUSKY A has a very high utilization 
rate, both in comparison to other social programs and to other states .xvii 

2. It has been determined that HUSKY A has been a consistently similar indicator of 
student poverty to FRPL over the past 10 years.  

3. HUSKY A has a slightly higher income threshold than FRPL , and will therefore 
capture more children in measurements (see Table 1 below). xviii  
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4. Due to the similarity in counts between FRPL and HUSKY A eligibility, the use of 
HUSKY A is not likely to result in a large increase in overall state spending during  a 
difficult fiscal climate.  

5. HUSKY A data is available at the individual student level. xix 
 
 

Table 1: Annual Income Eligibility for FRPL and HUSKY A 
  

Family 
Size 

No-Cost Lunchxx 
Reduced Price 

Lunchxxi 
HUSKY Axxii 

3 $26,117 $37,166 $40,381 

4 $31,525 $44,862 $48,743 

5 $36,933 $52,558 $57,105 

 
 
 
How does HUSKY A compare to FRPL in terms of the number of students identified 
as low-income? 
 
As the Connecticut School Finance Project explained in its June 2016 report, Achieving 
a Better Proxy for Low-Income Students in Connecticut, Connecticut would i deally use 
multiple indicators to determine which Connecticut students live in low -income 
households, as no single indicator can capture all low -income students. However, in 
that report, the Connecticut School Finance Project also found that if Connecticut  
chooses to use only one measure to determine whether a student is low -income, HUSKY 
A would be the best cho ice of the options considered. xxiii 
 
Connecticut and its policymakers should utilize recognized best practices and 
implement appropriate proxies for low -income students . A better proxy for low -income 
students in Connecticut means more targeted funding, more accurate data, and more 
opportunities for ConnecticutÕs low -income students.  The following table details the 
difference in poverty proxy counts for  each Connecticut town. In nearly all instances , 
HUSKY A eligibility counts are larger than FRPL counts in Connecticut towns.  
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Table 2: 2015 Poverty Proxy Counts per Town 
 

Town Name 
FRPL Count 
(October 
2015)xxiv 

Preliminary 
HUSKY A Eligibility 
(October 2015)xxv 

Change 
(Number) 

Change 
(Percent) 

Andover 80 122 42 53% 
Ansonia 1,606 2,336 730 45% 
Ashford 146 318 172 118% 
Avon 133 325 192 144% 
Barkhamsted 48 153 105 219% 
Beacon Falls 123 225 102 83% 
Berlin 366 620 254 69% 
Bethany 42 111 69 164% 
Bethel 559 989 430 77% 
Bethlehem 59 147 88 149% 
Bloomfield 1,138 1,379 241 21% 
Bolton 79 143 64 81% 
Bozrah 74 140 66 89% 
Branford 775 1,248 473 61% 
Bridgeport 20,316 26,639 6,323 31% 
Bridgewater 8 31 23 288% 
Bristol 3,807 5,761 1,954 51% 
Brookfield 242 596 354 146% 
Brooklyn 293 570 277 95% 
Burlington 103 255 152 148% 
Canaan 14 208 194 1386% 
Canterbury 127 346 219 172% 
Canton 110 292 182 165% 
Chaplin 102 155 53 52% 
Cheshire 320 635 315 98% 
Chester 65 127 62 95% 
Clinton 424 661 237 56% 
Colchester 447 777 330 74% 
Colebrook 36 29 -7 -19% 
Columbia 52 214 162 312% 
Cornwall 31 86 55 177% 
Coventry 318 565 247 78% 
Cromwell 294 601 307 104% 
Danbury 5,747 9,322 3,575 62% 
Darien 40 317 277 693% 
Deep River 94 217 123 131% 
Derby 869 1,347 478 55% 
Durham 81 154 73 90% 
Eastford 24 64 40 167% 
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East Granby 67 201 134 200% 
East Haddam 163 290 127 78% 
East Hampton 224 499 275 123% 
East Hartford 5,171 7,320 2,149 42% 
East Haven 1,705 2,250 545 32% 
East Lyme 331 675 344 104% 
Easton 46 162 116 252% 
East Windsor 498 713 215 43% 
Ellington 247 524 277 112% 
Enfield 2,004 2,938 934 47% 
Essex 94 171 77 82% 
Fairfield 956 1,693 737 77% 
Farmington 319 708 389 122% 
Franklin 38 61 23 61% 
Glastonbury 548 913 365 67% 
Goshen 48 118 70 146% 
Granby 132 322 190 144% 
Greenwich 1,300 1,910 610 47% 
Griswold 723 1,068 345 48% 
Groton 2,260 2,294 34 2% 
Guilford 323 526 203 63% 
Haddam 164 290 126 77% 
Hamden 2,706 3,539 833 31% 
Hampton 54 121 67 124% 
Hartford 19,304 25,813 6,509 34% 
Hartland 22 89 67 305% 
Harwinton 84 203 119 142% 
Hebron 141 262 121 86% 
Kent 46 130 84 183% 
Killingly 1,050 1,724 674 64% 
Killingworth 62 134 72 116% 
Lebanon 185 349 164 89% 
Ledyard 473 757 284 60% 
Lisbon 101 241 140 139% 
Litchfield 140 347 207 148% 
Lyme 25 60 35 140% 
Madison 182 331 149 82% 
Manchester 3,839 5,720 1,881 49% 
Mansfield 418 544 126 30% 
Marlborough 110 189 79 72% 
Meriden 6,168 8,083 1,915 31% 
Middlebury 90 210 120 133% 
Middlefield 55 144 89 162% 
Middletown 2,351 3,664 1,313 56% 
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Milford 1,376 2,134 758 55% 
Monroe 271 473 202 75% 
Montville 858 1,276 418 49% 
Morris 52 120 68 131% 
Naugatuck 1,865 3,139 1,274 68% 
New Britain 8,616 12,953 4,337 50% 
New Canaan 3 245 242 8067% 
New Fairfield 280 458 178 64% 
New Hartford 102 250 148 145% 
New Haven 12,817 21,283 8,466 66% 
Newington 933 1,305 372 40% 
New London 2,560 4,359 1,799 70% 
New Milford 891 1,497 606 68% 
Newtown 283 714 431 152% 
Norfolk 28 55 27 96% 
North Branford 332 481 149 45% 
North Canaan 100 61 -39 -39% 
North Haven 432 807 375 87% 
North Stonington 158 256 98 62% 
Norwalk 5,466 7,986 2,520 46% 
Norwich 3,177 5,474 2,297 72% 
Old Lyme 82 219 137 167% 
Old Saybrook 262 414 152 58% 
Orange 118 365 247 209% 
Oxford 154 373 219 142% 
Plainfield 1,088 1,700 612 56% 
Plainville 667 1,024 357 54% 
Plymouth 401 831 430 107% 
Pomfret 72 201 129 179% 
Portland 238 423 185 78% 
Preston 92 231 139 151% 
Prospect 188 302 114 61% 
Putnam 744 986 242 33% 
Redding 71 177 106 149% 
Ridgefield 159 385 226 142% 
Rocky Hill 330 685 355 108% 
Roxbury 17 45 28 165% 
Salem 68 207 139 204% 
Salisbury 49 120 71 145% 
Scotland 61 40 -21 -34% 
Seymour 639 1,004 365 57% 
Sharon 44 115 71 161% 
Shelton 1,135 1,807 672 59% 
Sherman 21 118 97 462% 
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Simsbury 318 540 222 70% 
Somers 116 284 168 145% 
Southbury 132 393 261 198% 
Southington 1,010 1,804 794 79% 
South Windsor 451 803 352 78% 
Sprague 188 384 196 104% 
Stafford 449 771 322 72% 
Stamford 7,669 11,503 3,834 50% 
Sterling 219 264 45 21% 
Stonington 498 1,184 686 138% 
Stratford 3,351 4,091 740 22% 
Suffield 188 391 203 108% 
Thomaston 259 395 136 53% 
Thompson 349 631 282 81% 
Tolland 191 397 206 108% 
Torrington 2,127 3,526 1,399 66% 
Trumbull 557 1,129 572 103% 
Union 4 16 12 300% 
Vernon 1,577 2,432 855 54% 
Voluntown 73 172 99 136% 
Wallingford 1,143 2,246 1,103 97% 
Warren 19 48 29 153% 
Washington 40 124 84 210% 
Waterbury 15,144 21,478 6,334 42% 
Waterford 544 992 448 82% 
Watertown 686 1,079 393 57% 
Westbrook 114 266 152 133% 
West Hartford 2,026 2,822 796 39% 
West Haven 4,090 6,152 2,062 50% 
Weston 42 139 97 231% 
Westport 177 380 203 115% 
Wethersfield 777 1,208 431 55% 
Willington 98 236 138 141% 
Wilton 72 255 183 254% 
Winchester 644 1,007 363 56% 
Windham 2,484 3,702 1,218 49% 
Windsor 1,359 1,936 577 42% 
Windsor Locks 596 902 306 51% 
Wolcott 541 769 228 42% 
Woodbridge 75 237 162 216% 
Woodbury 161 282 121 75% 
Woodstock 137 406 269 196% 

Total 192,154 291,399 99,245 52% 
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