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119 Washington Ave. Albany, NY 12210 
Phone 518.462.6831  Fax 518.462.6687 

 

www.empirejustice.org 
 
 

July 31, 2018 
 
Stephanie Proska, Chief 
Quality Control Branch  
Program Accountability and Administration Division 
Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 
U.S. Department of Agriculture  
3101 Park Center Drive, Room 822  
Alexandria, VA 22302 
 
RE: Docket ID: FNS-2018-0019 

Request for Information: Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Quality 
Control Integrity and Modernization 

 
Dear Chief Proska: 
 

I write on behalf of Empire Justice Center, a statewide, multi-issue, multi-strategy public 
interest law firm focused on changing the systems in which poor and low income New York State 
families live.  
 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment in response to the Request for Information: 
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Quality Control Integrity and Modernization, 
published in the Federal Register on June 1, 2018.  The request for information is intended to gather 
information intended to strengthen the integrity and accountability of the SNAP Quality Control 
(QC) system, increase transparency in the QC process, and use technology to reduce improper 
payment estimates.  

 
Empire Justice Center acknowledges the need for federal and state efforts to achieve 

accuracy in SNAP benefit processing.  Errors in SNAP issuance, regardless of whether they are 
agency or client caused, create stress and uncertainty for recipients of SNAP whose limited financial 
means leave them least able to tolerate fluctuation and variability in their budget.  Many SNAP 
recipients live not only check to check, but also without any budgeting excess for emergency or 
error.  A modest reduction in SNAP benefits due to a recoupment may wreak havoc on a working 
family with childcare and high transportation expenses. 
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Expanding use of computer databases to verify information in the QC process raises 
significant concern. Databases that provide misleading and out-of-date information will not promote 
more precise QC measurement.  Out-of-date information has been a source of improper denial and 
recertification failure in general application processing; where the same databases are used in the QC 
context, their results may be equally out of date and error prone.  To the extent that databases are 
used for verification purposes in the QC process, database records should not be treated as verified 
on receipt but merely as useful source information to clarify in the mandatory interview process with 
the SNAP recipient whose case is subject to the review.  The interview is already a mandatory part of 
the QC process.  This will not add an extra step to the review process and may save time for the 
reviewer who conducts the interview. 

 
With regard to enhancing QC completion rates, Empire Justice proffers the following four 

recommendations:   
 
(1)  First, multiple attempts and modes of contact should be undertaken to reach those 

recipients whose cases are selected for QC review.  Using only a mailed letter to make recipients 
aware of what is expected is often less effective than a telephone call or text message, or both.  For 
many clients, text messaging will be the most reliable manner of communication as they may have 
moved or have problems receiving mail regularly in any group living situation.  Additionally, using 
multiple modes of contact will certainly prove more likely to reach the client than a single manner 
made repeatedly.  There is minimal time commitment to leaving a voicemail or sending a text 
message, rather than resending a letter by mail.  Changing the modes of contact in this limited 
manner should not significantly alter the efficiency of the QC workers but may greatly improve the 
efficacy of the attempted communication.  

 
(2)  Further, use of telephone interviews in the QC process will make scheduling time with 

clients easier and more likely for them to complete the process.  In New York, those selected for QC 
review are directed by letter to remain at home for a five-hour block of time without an indication of 
when the QC reviewer will actually be arriving or what exactly to expect.  This is confusing to 
recipients and unnecessarily burdensome to many who may have to coordinate childcare, 
transportation, or work schedules.  A telephone interview scheduled on a specific date and time will 
comport more closely with SNAP application and recertification processes that are familiar to 
recipients.  This alone may well secure better participation because it is not intimidating and 
unfamiliar. 

 
(3)  SNAP recipients who fail to comply with the QC process may be subject to case closure 

by regulation but should be permitted to immediately comply at any time and have the case reopened 
without undue delay.  This is not a sanction for a program infraction and the treatment should be 
distinct.  It would be preferable still to alter this provision so that nothing in the QC processes might 
increase food insecurity by revising 7 C.F.R. §275.12(g)(ii).  To maximize food security, refusal to 
cooperate with QC review should not be inferred based on filing to respond to an inquiry letter as 
these are so often not receive. Nor should refusal be inferred for failing to appear at a QC interview 
without provision of a notice of missed interview consistent with standard SNAP 
application/recertification practices. 

 
(4)  Finally, broad “educational” information about SNAP QC processes are of limited use 

and efforts should be made to better inform recipients of expectations at the time of the QC review. 
New York already provides a general statement on the SNAP application/recertification form which 
states that QC is a mandatory part of the SNAP program and that failing to comply may result in 
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having benefits terminated.  However, this information is provided in an extremely small font and 
buried in a block of other text about multiple other program requirements. For an example of this, 
please see page 6 of the New York SNAP application/recertification form available online at 
http://otda.ny.gov/programs/applications/4826.pdf. The information is hard to discern and its 
meaning is without context to the applicant/recipient who is completing the form.  A better practice 
would be to provide a clearly worded and easily understandable notice to those recipients who are 
selected for QC review, and follow this with text and telephone contact in an effort to make the 
information readily understandable and to obtain the needed contact to complete the QC review 
process.  Providing information at a time that is proximate to the relevant QC process will be critical 
to making this understandable to the recipient.  Overly broad and minimal education efforts about 
QC requirements for all applicants at points of application and recertification have not proven to be 
informative for the SNAP recipients I have encountered who were subsequently selected for QC 
review.  The recipients were still confused and uncertain of what was happening even after the 
information had been provided with their application/recertification form.  A more specific and 
timely notice with a clear explanation of what is happening would be a vastly preferable and more 
effective way of securing participation from the SNAP recipients selected for review. 
   

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide input and comment in regard to the SNAP 
quality control mechanisms, and for your careful consideration of these.   
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Saima Akhtar 
Senior Staff Attorney 
Empire Justice Center 
119 Washington Avenue 
Albany, NY  12210 
(518) 462-6831 x 2851 
sakhtar@empirejustice.org 
www.empirejustice.org    


