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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The Food Stamp Program (also known as the Supplemental Nutritional Assistance Program
SNAP) is a critical worksupport, which provides food assistance for 1.8 milliorrilo@ome

New Yorkers including families, the elderbnd the disabledThe primary goal of the program

is to help families supplement the cost of their diet with nutritious fobd2009, the N& York

City Human Resources Administration (HRA) applied for and was awarded an FY2009
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) participation grant to design and implement
the Food Stamp Recertification Improvement Project (FSRIP). The purptiss ioitiativei

which is the focus of this repdrtwas to offer electronic recertification processing at
CommunityBased Organizations (CBOs), with the goal of reducing the number of eligible
households who fail to recertify and increasing the numbpanticipants who continue to
receive benefits as |l ong as they remain eligi
Research contracted with Capital Research Corporation, Inc. to conduct an evaluation of FSRIP
aimedat documenting the implementatiohESRIP and assessing the extent to which FSRIP
achieved its goals.

Key Study Findings

A Finding #1: HRA successfully developedn electronic recertification interface. CBO
staff reporéd that theecertification interfacevaseasy to nderstand and functioned reliably
during the FSRIP pilotCBOsalsofoundthe HRA Help Desk responsive and helpéluring
the pilot.

A Finding #2: With the help of itsthree key partnering organizations-- Food Bank for
New York, New York City Coalition Against Hunger (NYCCAH), and Metropolitan
Council on Jewish Poverty-- HRA exceeded its goal of establishing 10 CBO sites in
community locations. Atthep i | o tirbAsgust R0A2FSRIP recertificatiomwere being
conducked at 25CBO neighborhood sites. Staff at eight additional sites were trained on
FSRIP recertification procedures and these new sites were scheduled to begin conducting
recertifications in September/October 2012, bringing to 33 the total number of CBO
implementirg sites. Additionally, the three k&§BO partnerhravecommitedto continue
conducting=SRIPrecertificationsafterthe pilot at mest (if not all) existing sites.

A Finding #3: By the end of the pilot,CBO siteswere spread throughout NYC providing
FSRIP recertification servicesfor areas servedbyl 2 o f NFo@IGamplCenters
Fouro f NY C b lsorodighswvere servéxy the end of the pilow{th plans to serve all 5
boroughs by October 20L2The 25 CBO sites conducting recertification offeregghly
over 500 hours of total staff availability per week to conduct FSRIP recertifications, with half
of the sites offering 20 or more hours per week of staff availability to conduct recertifications
for SNAP patrticipants.
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A Finding #4: Despite FSRIP oerall success, some implementation challenges were
encountered. FSRIP started up slowinitial marketing approach did not yield steady flow
of FSRIP participants and some CBOs had to field many inquiniedated to recertifying
eligible SNAP participars. Mailingsto SNAP participants in selected zip codes served by
FSRIPIlifted recruitment, but there were some glitches with content/format of letter
necessitating refinemenbver time.Some CBO sites stggled to fill appointment slots, and
as a rest they hadcapacity to conduct many more FSRIP recertificatimn they actually
did. Additionally, changes in HRA policy and procedures to (1) expand the window of time
available for CBO staff to assist with the recertification process and to (2) @B@vstaff to
add new individuals to a case might increase the number of participants assisted with the
recertification process in the future.

A Finding #5: The total number of FSRIP recertifications completed lagged behind initial
grant goals, but exceededAtothROAN0BSFSRIPdiI f i ed go a
recertificationsvere completed during the 27 months of the pilot. While the pace of FSRIP
recertifications was slow during the first yeatlod pilot, as more sites were added during
the second year of the pilot and outreach efforts increasedad¢beoprecertifications
escalated substantiallg.¢., during théast 6 months of pilot, nearly 300 recertifications
wereconducted on average papnth)

A Finding #6: FSRIP participants were much more likely to continue receiving Food
Stamp benefits after going through the CBO r
caseload as a whole did using other recertification methodqsuch as inperson and
telephone recertification methods) Overall, of therecertifications conducted and tracked
during theFSRIP demonstration, 89.5 percent, successfully recertified after completing the
process at the CBO site. During the same time period, 60.1 per&XASf households
successfully recertified. It is not surprising that such a high percentage of p&Rdipants
successfully recertified comparedaib SNAP participantsitywide, because FSRIP
participants are those who already took the initiativeottoghe CBO to recertifyPerhaps a
better comparison group is comprised of those who showed up at a Food Stantp office
recertify with HRA in person: ahose, 72.4 percent successfully recertified during the same
time period as the FSRIP pilot was nimg.

A Finding #6: An analysis of closing reasons suggeshat assistance provided by the staff
at the CBO implementing sites helped FSRIP participants to navigate the
recertification process About onethird of FSRIP participants closed or rejectedmiyithe
recertification process due to thesetworeasorisa i | ure t o Recertifyo (
because of MAFai | urDBoctumePrrtosva d(batidfeShichpf e rccaet ni to)n
indicated that the client did not complete all of the required adnatistrprocedures for a
successful recertificationin comparisonthreequarters of SNAP participantgho received
a mailer about FSRIP but chose not to do the CBO optased/rejected during the
recertification processerdaiitilydr (B6&c du perafe nit F
AFailure to PDocudenVsoi {Th&moktifrguuent clasing ) .
reason for FSRIP partici pdentfiedasthadosingEasore ss Ea
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for about onehird (31.6 percent) of FIR participants closing during the recertification
process (compared to 9.2 percent of SNAP participants receiving the manergll, the
distribution of closing reasons was substantially different for closed/rejected FSRIP
participants during the rex#ication process, compared to the more general population of
closed/rejected SNAP participants (receivingrtrelers informing them about FSRIP). The
difference shows that the mailer comparison group experienced more closings related to
recertificationprocedures, whereas the FSRIP participant goaispsvere more likely to
close for reasons that were not addressed by the grant initiative, stiohiag for excess
earnings.

A Finding #7: Focus group participants were generally very satisfied with FBIP,
particularly in comparison to recertification experiences at Bod Stamp Centers Focus
group participants indicatdtie features they liked ost abouthe FSRIPpilot were the
following:
o Convenience of CBO location
o Short (or no) wait times fdFSRIP appointments
o Friendly, helpful, and patient CBO staff
o Ease of getting supporting documents scanned and peace of mind that documents
would not get lost
Comfortable and generally not overly crowded office space (comparemtbFtamp
Centers)
o Having an intermediary/advocate in case documents get losbdr$tambenefits
discontinued
o Learning about and/or being able to access other CBO seraitds
0 Having ready access to native language speaking CBO staff to assist with translation
(e.g., Panish), if needed

o

In conclusion, although the number of recertifications facilitated by the FSRIP initiative was
relatively small when compared to the overall number of recertifications completed citywide, the
pilot was an investment in expandeapacity to provide services and overall continued
improvements to the Food Stamp program. FSRIP provided the opportunity to build on the
success of the earlier Paperless Office System (POS) demonstration project (aimed at conducting
initial Food Stamp pplications at CBO sites) by providing resources to develop a new electronic
interface within POS that enabled staff in CBO sites to assist in the recertification process, thus
improving access for eligible Food Stamp participants by making it easiéefartb continue to
receive benefits. Staff at parthner and CBO sites trained as part of the initiative will continue to
offer FSRIP services to participants using the process established as part of the pilot even after
the grant has ended. In additionstimitiative has provided an additional opportunity to build

upon and strengthen collaborations around delivery of Food Stamp benefits among HRA, partner
and local CBO administrators and staff.
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EVALUATION OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION FOOD STAMP
RECERTIFICATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

This reportpresents findings from the evaluation of the CitjNew York Human
Resources AdministratigHRA) Food Stamp Recertification Improvement Program (FSRIP)
an initiative designed to reduce the number ajilelé households who fail to recertify for Food
Stamp benefits by offering electronic recertification at commthaiyed organizations (CBOS).
This report (1) describes the design, implementation andjoimg operations of the FSRIP in
CBO sites and HRA ¢od Stamp Centers; (2) assesses the capacity of partnering CBOs and
implementing sites to conduct FSRIP recertifications; (3) examines trends in FSRIP
recertifications over the course of the initiative; (4) examines characteristics of FSRIP
participants ad their recertification outcomes; (5) examines Food Stamp participant perspectives
on the pilot project, as well as those of HRA and CBO administrators/staff; and (5) provides
study findings and conclusions tre FSRIP implementation and its effects oa #ood Stamp

program in the City of New York

INTRODUCTION

A. Background on the Food Stamp Recertification Improvement Program
(FSRIP)

The Food Stamp Program (also known as the Supplemental Nutritional Assistance
Programor SNAB is a criticalwork support, which provides food assistance for nearly 1.8
million low-income New Yorkers including families, the eldedyd the disabledThe primary

goal of the program is to help families supplement the cost of their diet with nutritious foods

! At the time HRA applied for federal grant funding for FSRIP, the program was referred to as the Food Stamp
Program (FSP); it has since been renamed the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). The terms
SNAP and Food Stamp Program are used symomusly in this document.
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FoodStamps can be used at many locations, including supermarkets, most farmers markets, and
some Green Carfsln part due to the deep recession and accompanying high unemployment
rates that gripped the nation (and New York City) beginning in the latteofn2008, Food
Stamp participation levels have increased dramatically in recent years: for example, nationwide,
average participation levels in SNAP increased from 28.2 million in 2008 to 44.7 million in 2011
(a 58.5 percent increase) and total benefiadohave more than doubled from $34.6 billion in
2008 to $71.8 billion (a 125 percent increas&imilarly, the number of SNAP participants
across New York Citydos five boroughs has grow
million SNAP particpants in January 2008 to 1.8 million participants in 2011 (a 50.4 percent
increase).
As the overall SNAP caseload has grown, the number of recertification cases each month
T themainfocus of theFood Stamp Recertification Improvement Prograimas also increased
substantiallymore than doubling from 20,588 in May 2008 to 48,810 three years later in May
2010(a 137 percent increase). This added volume has resulted in heavier workloads and
congestion, and, for some participants, longer s for inperson recertifications &RA's
Food StampCenters. The continued growth in SNAP enrollment has created a pressing need for
new and innovative strategies that help the agency effectively manage the SNAP caseload in a
timely and efficient mamer, without unnecessarily burdening and inconveniencing participants.
HRA, with oversight from the New York State Office of Temporary and Disability

Assistance (OTDA), has demonstrated its commitment to improving and streamlining procedures

2 For additional details about SNAP, including eligibility and how to apply for Food Stamp benefits, see the HRA
website: http://www.nyc.gov/html/hra/html/directory/food.shtml

% From the U.S. Department of Agriculture, SNAP D&tetem time series data, available at:
http://www.ers.usda.gov/datzroducts/supplementalutrition-assistancg@rogram(snapdatasystem/timeseries
data.aspx According to this time series data, average participation levels in SNAP for the State of New York
increased from 2.0 million in 2008 to 3.0 million in 2011.
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while at the ame time expanding access to benefits. Recent initiatives to enhance Food Stamp
administrative procedures in New York City include, for example: allowing online andmail
applications and initial telephone interviews for recipients; encouraging partisito mail, fax

or drop off required documentation and opt for telephone interviews for recertifications;
developing the comprehensive automated Food Stamp Paperless Office System (POS), the
electronic application and enrollment processing system ingoltad in all Food Stamp Centers;
and launching numerous collaborative efforts with CBOs to provide expanded outreach,
eligibility prescreening and application assistance, and processing at convenient neighborhood
sites (e.g., the Food Card Access ProjECGIAP]).

One such HRA initiativé which FSRIP was intended to build upowas the Food
Stamps Paperless Office Syst e m@B®) PlooRmea,anty Ba
initiative funded through a FY2005 USDA Food Stamp participation grant.PO&CBO pilot,
implemented in lat2006/early2007, was designed to increase enrollment of individuals eligible
for the Food Stamp program by expanding the role of CBOs in conducting outreach and
prescreening and in facilitating the application and emetit process at neighborhood locations
throughout the city. CBOs participating in the pildhe Food Bank for New York and New
York City Coalition Against Hunger (NYCCAH) conducted outreach efforts, assisted with the
completion of electronic Food 3tg applications, provided streamlined procedures for making
application interview appointments at designated Food Stamp Centers, and transferred required
documentation (including eligibility verification documentation) directly into the new POS
(which wasbeing phased in at Food Stamp Centers concurrently). During this pilot, a total of
2,227 enrollments into Food Stamps were facilitated through five CBOs. An evaluation of the

pilot, conducted by Johns Hopkins University, found that although enrolimesis arough the
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pilot CBOs were initially lower than expected, the percentage of enroliments facilitated by staff
in pilot sites for employed individuals and for those who had not received Food Stamps in the
past five years was significantly higher than $imilar applications processed only through the
Food Stamp CentefsOnce the POEBO pilot demonstration period ended, HRA and the
partnering CBOs agreed to sustain the initiatiend the number of CBOs participating in the
facilitated enrollment mcess has continued to expand since the end of the pilot.

Based on the successful implementation of the-R86 pilot program, HRA applied
for and was awarded an FY2009 Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)
participation grant to design andpiement the Food Stamp Recertification Improvement Project
(FSRIP). The purpose of this initiativewvhich is the focus of this repdrtwas to offer
electronic recertification processing at CBOs, with the goal of reducing the number of eligible
household who fail to recertify and increasing the number of participants who continue to
receive benefits as long as they remain eligible. Although, as noted above, HRA and OTDA
allow and, in fact, encourage participants to mail required documentation andltmicon
recertification interviews by telephone (thereby eliminating the need to go to a local Food Stamp
Center to recertify for most SNAP participants), many SNAP participants prgferson
appointments. In addition, some participants fail to compléte recertification process and
all ow their cases to be closed. For exampl e,
FSRI P, ApélR0d0bthroughJanuary 2009, 88,723 cases (1@P6cheduled

recertifications) resulted in closed Food Stammsakie to failure to report for the

“D. Nightingale, B. Barnow, J. Pollack, and M. Maori , fEval uati on of the New York
Paperless Office Systemds Community Based Organization
of Policy Studies, March 2009.

®HRA is currently developing an Interabased ofline recerification process, which will serve as an alternative to

in-person recertification offered at Food Stamp Centers and CBOs under FSRIP or the telephone recertification

process offered through the Food Stamp Change Centers. Whilelihe cecertificationprocess was not available

during much of the FSRIP pilot, as of 2011 it was available.
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recertificationappointmentonly to bere-operedwithin two months®® As further noted in

HRAG6Gs original grant application to USDA, i wh
may have changed, and then changgadrg in many of these cases the household simply failed

to recertify and thencame inandago pl i ed f or benefits. o HRA has
potential reasons why SNAP participants who remain eligible, do not recertify in a timely

manner and havéeir cases closed, including that the SNAP participant:

falsely believes his/her household is no longer eligible for SNAP benefits;

has lost the notice or lost track of the deadline for recertification;

did not have time to recertify;

misunderstood the damentation or other requirements of the recertification process;
and/or

{1 encountered administrative barriers, such as inconvenient office hours and lotations.

= =4 =4 -4

Case closure due to failure to recertify and subsequamaring of the case can result in

substantial hardship on SNAP recipients due to loss of Food Stamp benefits for a month or

several months, as well as additional burden for HRA Food Stamp Centers (which have to handle
additional applications of those who fail to recertify and soon aftemré&tus Center to rapply

for benefits). Additionally, as noted in HRA
to quantify, we also know there are many households that fail to recertify despite their continued
eligibility, and do notreappy f or t h%Theimpetgsrfoa the FSRIP pilot project was to

address these issues by building on the success of th€ BO®ilot. Through engagement of
community partners and expansion of the POS technology, the intent was to create a similar

process for completing recertifications more efficiently at convenient and comfortable

®Human Resources Administration/ Department of Soci al Se
Program Participants Grant (SNAP), June 2009, p. 6.
"Humam Resources Administration/ Department of Soci al Ser:
Program Participants Grant (SNAP), June 2009, p. 7.
®Human Resources Administration/ Department ofistaBeci al Se

Program Participants Grant (SNAP), June 2009, p. 7.
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neighborhood CBO sites, with the ultimate goal of increasing recertification and retention in the
program for eligible participants.

Working in partnership with Food Bamé&r New York and New York City Coalition
Against Hunger ( NYCCAH) ;CBO pRIét,dhe agereyptoposed ® 0 n
undertake four key initiatives under FSRIP:

1. DevelopElectronic Recertification ProcessHRAG6s MI S team was
developng new wekbased interfacgto retrieve existing data and documentation
from the New York State Welfare Management System (WMS) and POS so that both
HRA staff and staff in CBO FSRIP sitesuldquickly access and review previously
verified information eletwonically. Ths upgrade to PO%as aimed a¢nabing staff
to update records as needed and to scan, upload and index new documentation
required to certify continued eligibility for lmefits.

2. Engagel0 CBOsto participate in FSRIP. HRA proposed to collzorate withFood
Bank for New York and NYCCAH to identify and engage 10 CBOs that were
currently active application sites for participation in FSRIP. In addition to successful
performance as application sites, under FSRIP, selected CBOs were to: provide
services imn area underserved by HRA; act as rnm#tivice organizations; have
capacity to serve significant volume of participants; and offer services during non
traditional hours (e.g., evenings and weekends).

3. Training on recertification procedures. Food Bankior New York was tasked with
providing NYCCAH and participating CBO staff with training on regulations,
required documentation, and the new viased interfaces for the FSRIP process.
The training plan called for two days of training at each impleme@B@ site,
followed by a threalay shadowing period and eoe-one technical assistance, as
needed.

4. Communications and outreach on the new receffiication options. HRA and
CBO staff planned to implement outreach efforts to provide information about the
new recertification options at neighborhood CBOs, initially focusing on individuals
currently receiving services from the CBOs. HRA planned to phase in notification
efforts, beginning with informational letters to those who had submitted Food Stamp
applications at the FSRIP sites and later moving to those who lived in areas
surrounding the community sites.

HRA and its CBO partners laid out the following FSRIP goals to be addressed during the period

of the FSRIP pilot, from June 2010 through August 2012:

° The addition of Metropolitan Council on Jewish Poverty (Met Council) as a partner agency in February 2012 is
discussed later in this report.
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1 Establishup to10 implementation sites across New York City's five boroughs that will
provide Food Stamp recertification assistance.

1 Facilitate the submission 8{000Food Stamp recertifications at these sites during the
project period (from June 2010rttugh August 2012'°

1 Increase overall recertification rates for participants targeted by the project compared to

those using Food Stan@enters, and reduce by half the percentage of participants
targeted by the project who fail to recertify and then rgapp

B. FSRIP Evaluation Objectives and Methodology
HRAGs Office of Evalwuation and Research co
Inc. to conduct an evaluation of FSRIP. The evaluation effasaimedat documenting the
implementation of FSRIP and assessing the extent to which FSRIP achieved its goals, as
discussed above. ExhibH provides a listing of key evaluation questions addressed by this
study as well as the principal data sosittat wereused to address each study question. As
shown in Exhibitl-1, the findings of this evaluation are based on both qualitative and
guantitative data collection activities, including: (1) review of existing documentation; (2)
discussions with keytakeholders; (3)it visits tothe three key @rtnerorganizationsand

implementingCBO stes toconduct semstructuredmterviews with FSRIPadministratorsand

YHRA®s original gr ant tpatind GBOstd cormuct adotal of 28,600 feaentificatidn® p a r
based on a proposed budget of $1 million. This budget amount was reduced by 39 percent (to $609,292), reducing
the original goal to 13,404 for the implementation period of the grant. tteatie USDA from Jill Berry,

Executive Deputy Commissioner (dated July 13, 2012), HRA requested a reduction in this goal to 3,000
recertifications by the end of the implementation period (as of August 31, 2012). Several key implementation
challenges wereited in this letter to justify this goal reduction, including: (1) a-@mel onehalf month delay in

the creation of the technical interface for POS, (2) difficulties initially encountered in informing Food Stamp
participants about using CBOs as aeméative to recertifying over the telephone or at a Food Stamp office, and (3)

a relatively short window of timfor Food Stamp participants to conduct recertification interviews with CBOs under
FSRIP. These implementation challenges are discussedlatés report, particularly in the section focused on
Implementation Challenges. Source: NYCHRA, Letter to Michael Ribar, Program Officer FNS/USDA, from Jill
Berry, July 13, 2012.
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EXHIBIT | -1: OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION DATA SOURCES USED TO ADDRESS KEY RESEARCH
OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Implementation/Process
Study-- Site Visit
Interviews, Focus

Groups,and Document
Review

Outcome Studyg
Analysis of HRA
Administrative

Data

FSRIP Contex®Broject Design and Staip

Whatarethe major goals/objectives of the FSRIP initiative?

O

Who are thepartner CBOand what is their role in FSRIP

| | B

How manySNAP recertifications are each of the implementing
sites expected (contracted) to conduct?

>

How did the early planning for the initiative go (e.g., what steps
did HRA, the partnering CBOs, and implementing sites undert;
in planning the project and how long did it take)? Did HRA, thg
partnering CBOs, or implementing sites run into challenges in
planning or initiating FSRIP? If so, what were the challenges g
how were they overcome? How long did planning process/sta
up take?

A

When did the implementing sites conduct their first
recertifications?

Recruitment and Target Populations

A

What, if any, are the characteristics of individuals targeted for
recertification in the implementing sites? Specific
subpopulations? Geographic areas?

How many recertifications have been conducted to date in eag
of the implementing sites? What is the average number of

recertifications conducted per month, and how does this comp
G2 GKS AYLXSYSyGAy3a ardsSaq 3

What are the characteristics of those who have been recertifie
to date? How do these characteristics compare to characteris
of Food Stamp participants in general?

What recruitment strategies and outreach methods have the
partnering organizatins and implementing sites used to inform
SNAP patrticipants FSRIP?

Have the partnering CBOs and implementing sites experience
recruitment challenges? If so, what specific challenges have I
encountered and how have they been addressed?

Recertification Process/Flow of Participants Through Recertificatio

A

What are the basic steps that SNAP participants go through
during recertification (i.e., flow of participants from point at
which they are scheduled for recertification through to esfdhe
recertification process)?

Which staffs at the implementing sites is involved in administe
the FSRIP initiative and interacts with participants during the
recertification process?

How long does the recertification process take (averdigation;
minimum/maximum time)? How does this compare to the
duration in a regular Food Stamp center? What are participan
views about the process?

(@]

I'ha dKS AYLX SYSylUAy3 ardasSqa
problems/challenges in conducting recertifications8df what
are the challenges, and how have they been addressed?

(@]

To what extent is the recertification process similar/different

(@]

FSRIP Final Report

Page8




EXHIBIT | -1: OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION DATA SOURCES USED TO ADDRESS KEY RESEARCH
OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS

KEY EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Implementation/Process
Study-- Site Visit
Interviews, Focus

Groups,and Document
Review

Outcome Studyg
Analysis of HRA
Administrative

Data

from the process SNAP participants encounter at a Food Stan
Center?

A

52Sa | Oddzlf AYLX SYSyidldGdAzy 2
model for conducting recertifications? If so, how and why?

FSRIP Outcomes and Effects

A

What are the views of administrators/staff at HRA, partnering
CBOs, and implementing sites on theerall effects of FSRIP?

A

What are views of Food Stamp participants about

advantages/disadvantages of conducting recertification throug
CBOs? Why did some participants choose to recertify at a CB
while others elected to recertify by telephone or at a Food Star
Center?

Does using CBO partnering organizations to conduct
recertifications create a quick, convenient, comfortable way fo
Food Stamp clients to complete recertifications without having
visit Food Stamp centers? What are the
advantages/disadvantages of havingtp@ring
CBOs/implementing sites conduct recertifications (versus regu
Food Stamp center)?

Has FSRIP reduced congestion and workload at HRA Food St
centers? If so, to what extent and how?

What effect has FSRIP had on overall recertificatides for
participants targeted by the project compared to those using
Food Stamp Centers?

To what extent has FSRIP reduced the percentage of participg
targeted by the project who fail to recertify and then reapply?
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staff andto dbservethe FSRIPrecertificationprocess (4) site visits toHRA Food Stamp Home
and Change Centers to conduct interviews with Food Stamp administnatiostaff and to
observe the regular recertification progd83 in-personinterviews with Food Stamp
participantsand (6) analysis of HRA administrative data on recertifications conducted under
FSRIP and SNAP participant characteristics and outcomessindnary of each of these
activities is provided below:

1 Review ofExisting Documentation The research team collected and reviewed
reports and other program documents prepared by HRA and CBO partner staff,
including the original FSRIP grant applicatiorepared for the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) and other HRA internal memoranda/documentation.

1 Discussions withK ey Stakeholders. Preliminary discussions were conducted at the
onset of the evaluation effort with HRA administrators and staff responsible for
overseeing the initiative, focusing on clarification of the goals and structure of FSRIP
as well as refinement of the key olijees and research questions to be addressed by
the evaluation effort. Additional discussions with HRA MIS staff provided
background information on available aggregate and participaet data. The
research team also attended a number of the montl@inge convened by the
FSRIP planning committee, which included HRA administrators and staff tasked with
oversight responsibilities for the program, as well as representatives from the key
partner organizations. Attendance at these meetings kept thechetezan updated
on the overall progress of the initiative and also provided valuable insights on
implementation challenges and how they were addressed over the course of the
project period.

1 Site Visits to CBO Partners and Implementing Sites to IntervieWwSRIP
Administrators/Staff and Observe FSRIP Recertification ProcessAn important
part of the evaluation effort focused on documentation of the recertification process in
the local CBO sites and collection of the views and opinions of administrators and
staff about the FSRIP process. To accomplish this task, the evaluation team
conductedsite visitsbetween June 2011 and August 204 8ix CBOsFSRIP
implementing sitesinder the direction and supervision of the three partner agencies
NYCCAH, Food Bankor New York City and Met Counc{see Exhibit H2).
During the site visits hieresearcheamconductednterviews with a total of six
administrators at the thr&BO partner agenciess well as additional iperson
interviews withnine staffrespondile for conducting recertifications at the CBO
implementing sites. These sestiuctured interviews provided the opportunity to
gain input from multiple perspectives on topics such as: the objectives of FSRIP;
startup and ongoing challenges; marketiegfuitment strategies; client flow/steps in
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EXHIBIT | -2: FSRIP CBO SITES VISITED

CBO Partners CBO Implementing Sites Visitedas Part of the
Evaluation Effort
NYCCAH Yorkville Common Pantry (Manhattan)

Child Development Support Corporation (Brooklyr
Cathedral Community Cares (Manhattan)

Food Bank for New York City | RidgewoodBushwick Senior Citizens Council
(Brooklyn)

Food Bank Community Resource Center/Commur,
Kitchen (Manhattan)

Metropolitan Council on Jewis| Good Shepherdesvices (Brooklyn)

Poverty (Met Council)

the recertification process; participant interest in and reaction to the abitggertify

at CBO sites (as well as possible reasons for choosing not to recertify at CBO sites);
benefits of FSRIP to Food Stamp participants; @audly perceived effects and results

of the initiative*

During the site visits to the CBithplementingsites, the tearalsoobserved a total of
8 FSRIPrecertification interviews® CBO FSRIP staff were observed as they
conducted SNAP participant redédation interviews; reviewed and updated case
records; and scanned, indexed and submitted recertification documentation as the
CBO authorized representative to POS (and the Food Stamp Change Center for
processing).These observations provided the opportunity to gain aHast
understandingf the interactions betweetaff and Food Stamp participamstsdthe
various tasks associated with each step ofeabertification processDuring these
observations he regarchers weralsoable to speak informally with theajority of
theparticipants to obtain their feedback on their experiences with the process,
including their reasons for choosing a particular recertification optioaddition,

the team observealCBO FSRIP staff persowhile he completed a series of
recertiication interviews as the authorized representétiveix FSRIP participants
with the designateBood Stampg_hange Center representative. (Note: This is a
telephone discussion that normally ocnear the end of the day in which the CBO
authorized representative reviews documentation and the details of each FSRIP
recertification conducted during the day. See Section I1.B. for additional details.)

M Discussion guides used to structure these interviews are attachependix FA (for Administrators in Partner
Organizations) and Appendix8 (for Administrators/Staff in CBO sites implementing FSRIP.)

2 During both oneon-one and focus group discussions, Food Stamp participants were informed about the purposes
of the $udy and provided consent to be observed and/or interviewed; they were also given assurances of
confidentiality if they agreed to share their perspectives about FSRIP. The focus group discussion guide (included
in Appendix FC) provides the language usadnforming participants about the study and requesting consent to
participate in the focus group discussions.
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1 Site Visits toFood Stamp Home and Change Ceasts to Interview
Administrators/Staff and Observe RegularRecertification Process.In order to
understand the implementation and operation of FSRIP from the HRA agency
perspective, the research team also visited a Food Stamp Change Center (East New
York) where staff who conduct telephone interviews are located and two Food Stamp
Home Centers (East New York aRtl Gre=re) where applicants and participants
meet in person witkood StamgProgram staff. At the Food Stamp Change Center,
the researchers comp#e interviews with three administrators and staff responsible
for overseeing and conducting FSRIP recertification telephone interviews with CBO
staff as well as standard ena-one telephone recertifications with individual
participants. Interviews werdso conducted with six administrators and staff at the
two Food Stamp Home Centers to capture differences betweengheson
recertification process and the FSRIP process. During the visit to the Food Stamp
Home Centers, the research team also obdeéeperson recertification interviews.

1 In-person Interviewswith Food Stamp participants. In order to address research
guestions focused on SNAP participant perspectives on FSRIP, the research team
conducted focus groups with SNAP participants at eathe three CBO partnering
agencies. feresearchieam with recruitment and logistical assistance from each of
the three CBO partner agenciesnvened focus groups at four CB@plementing
sites Attendees were offered an incentive payment (a $15ddatd) and a light
meal as encouragement to attend the sesgidotal of 11 SNAPparticipants who
had recently completed a FSRIP recertification at a participating CBO site attended
the focus groups arghared their views on the process, includinget@mple, their
reasons for deciding to recertify at the CBO site, how satisfied theytesservices
they received, and suggestions for improving the process.

1 Analysis of administrative data on Food Stamp participants.The quantitative
data collectio activities for the evaluation involved analysis of data from the HRA
administrative data systems on Food Stamp recipients served by the CBO
implementingsitesandFood Stamp recipients receiving FSRIP outreach mailings
HRA and the three partnering CBOs provided two main sources of data to support
these quantitative analyses: (1) aggregate data on the number of recertifications,
broken out by CBO implementing site, as well as other characteristics of
implementing sitesand (2) an individualevel SNAP participant file (including
individuals that had completed the FSRIP recertification process and others who had
received notification of FSRIP, but did not choose to recertify under the pilot), which
included demographicharacteristics of participants, recertification outcomes and
closing reasons, and their recent patterns of participation in the SNAP program.

13 The Focus Group Discussion Guide is attached as Appéi@lix
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Il. FSRIP START-UP AND ONGOING IMPLEMENTATION
In this section of the report, the stag activities and early development of the program
structure and operations are first discussed. This is followed by a detailed description of the

recertification process implemented at the CBO sites under FSRIP.

A. Start-up Activities and Implementation of Program Operations
As detailed above, HRA outlined four key tasks to be completed under the initiative: (1)
development of the electronic recertification process; (2) engagement of CBOs to participate in
FSRP; (3) training on recertification procedures; and (4) communication and outreach on the
new recertification options. The following section provides a summary of each of these
activities.
The first of these taskthe development of an electronic receiffication interface for
POSwas successfully completed by HRAGs MI S tea
phase of the FSRIP pilot was focused on getting thebaskd infrastructure up and running
properly. For the most part, the developmerthefinterface moved along on schedule and
without complications, in part because of prior system development experiences under-the POS
CBO initiative. Several aspects of developing and fully implementing the nevbassol
interface to support CBO recertiitions took slightly more time than initially anticipated. For
example, it took some added time to develop and refine the capability to allow a worker to swipe
a participantdéos Food Stamp card throuegeh a rea
would automatically popul ate with some of the
Once the new interface was operational (after absit-@eekdevelopmental and testing

period), CBO staff occasionally encountered error messages or instances wieanulthenpt
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connect to the HRA system (i.e., the HRA syst
implementing sites did not initially have progerone liner laptops. HRA information
technology staff had to work with sites to ensure that proper equipmasravailable and to
troubleshoot any initial communications glitches. After the initial rollout of the system, CBO
administrators and staff felt that the FSRIP interface functioned reliably over the course of the
project period.

CBO staff were generglable to easily adapt to using the new interface for conducting
FSRIP recertifications because they had been trained earlier on using POS to conduct initial
Food Stamp applications. According to CBO administrators and staff involved in conducting
FSRIPrecertifications (most of whom were already trained on and familiar with POS), the new
web-based recertification function was easy to understand and use. Stafipaged that they
consistentlyreceived quicland helpfur e s p o n s e s Help LeshkwhdrReahnisal
problems did ocur (e.g., when the HRA POS system was unavailaBldgw sites reported
someslowness or othatifficulties associated witlscanning and uploading documedtsing
recertification interviewshut these issues appearedtobe| at ed t o t he organi z
equipment rather than the HRA system itS&lf.

The second task, trengagement of community partners and selection of 10 CBO
sites to implement FSRIPwas accomplished with the help of the two original partner
organizationsNYCCAH and Food Bank for New York, throughout the project implementation

period (from May 2010 through August 2012), and, beginning in February 2012, with the help of

“HRA encountered some initial difficulties in systematically tiagkecertification submissions by individual

CBO implementing sites and assigned staff, but this issue was addressed with some additional system upgrades and
training of CBO staff over the course of the projeBy about the migboint of the project, HRA wsaable to track
recertifications at the CBO level by individual staff conducting the FSRIP recertification.
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new (third) CBO partner, Metropolitan Council on Jewish Poverty (i.e., Met CothaN)jith
oversight by HRA, CBO FSRIP implementing sites were selected by the CBO partner
organizations based on their past successful performance as POS sites responsible for providing
assistance with Food Stamp applications (as well as offering other typ&wices for their
target population) at neighborhood locations. Many of the CBO sites identified for FSRIP had
also been involved in thieood Card Access Proje@tCAP) outreach and application assistance
project. As described in more detail in Sectilbrgbelow), the process for selecting and
establishing FSRIP sites started out slowly and built up over time as new sites were recruited,
contracts were negotiated, and staff to conduct the recertifications were identified and trained.
Overall, HRA exceded its goal of establishing 10 CBO sites in community locations; as the
grant period for the FSRIP pilot was coming to a close in August 2012, FSRIP services were
being provided at 25 CBO neighborhood sites throughout the city, with plans for bringang on
additional 8 CBO implementing sites in the months following the end of the pilot. Section Il of
this report provides more detailed analysis of the buildup in the number CBO implementing sites
and characteristics of these sites, including staffingsahddule for conducting FSRIP
recertifications.

The third taskiraining on recertification procedures, was primarily the responsibility
of the Food Bank for New York. Initially, HRA provided Food Bank and NYCCAH staff with
training on the POS workflow and recertification regulations and eligibility requirements. Using

the POS application curriculum asnmdel, Food Bank staff developed a FSRIP Recertification

5 NYCCAH and Food Bank of New York City received grant funds to offset costs associated with provision of
FSRIP services, and, for Food Bank of Neéark City, costs associated with training and technical assistance. Met
Council did not receive grant funds for participating in FSRIP. It should be noted that the grant funding was mostly
expended on development of the web interface and other MIS gewehd costs, as well as training staff to conduct
FSRIP recertifications using POS and mailing costs associated with the monthly mailer to SNAP participants
approaching their recertification period. The ongoing costs moving forward (after the pilo}) peeodostly the

cost of the monthly mailer, which is being covered by HRA.
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User Guide and training curriculum (including PowerPoint slides to be used during training

sessions). This curriculum included stgpstep instructions on procedures for CBO staff to

follow in conducting the recertification interview and using the HRA recertification interface.
Additionally, the curriculum included instructional POS recertification screenshots supplied by

the HRA MIS staff. After HRAOGs osemeipatmer of t he
staff, was extensive and resulted in some delay in initiating the training and consequently

program operations), the new curriculum was used to duatteto full-daytraining sessions for

CBO implementing site administrators and stafftoa proper methods for conducting FSRIP
recertifications under the pilot. Food Bank trainers typically provided group training sessions,

which included presentations (using a PowerPoint briefing package), a demonstration of how to

use the electronic rec#itation interface, and handms practice by attendees in using the

interface and completing the basic steps involved in the recertification pfcBssre was

some variation by CBO in the location at which training was provided. For example, Food Bank
trainers provided training workshops for NYCC
visited the Food Bank implementing sites to conduesitatraining for their administrators and

staff!’ In January 2012, Food Bank also conducted a group traseissjon for staff at nine new

CBO implementing sites (in preparation for staptof FSRIP recertifications the following

mont h) at HRAOGs training facilities-ononeAddi ti o
training for CBO staff if it was not petble or practical to form a group for a training workshop.

Once staff were trained on how to properly conduct FSRIP certifications, Food Bank trainers

% For example, a staff person at one CBO implementing site visited indicated she had been part of a group of 12

CBO staff trained during an atlay (9 AM to 4:30 PM) workshop condted by Food Bank. Training at this session

had been provided on the FSRIP recertification process, including conducting the recertification interview,

collecting necessary documents, scanning and entry of data into POS. This staff person indi¢cheettahedr had

presented a PowerPoint briefing and that she had received a handout with additional details about the recertification
process. She also indicated that the training wor kshoj]
1n 2011, Food Bank trainers provided 26 staff at FSRIP sites on the FSRIP recertification process.
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were available to provide ongoing technical assistance as requested by CBO implementing sites,
as wellas inperson training for new staff hired at these sites.

Finally, a slightly different traithe-trainer model was employed for Metropolitan
Council implementing sites (which joined the pilot in early 2012). Under this model, Food Bank
staff trained sesral key Metropolitan Council staff, who in turn, went to each Metropolitan
Council implementing site prior to site stat to provide handen instruction on procedures for
conducting FSRIP recertif i c-bdsedoepestfation ncl udi ng
interface.

The knowledge base developed at CBO partners (and their implementing sites)
concerning procedures for conducting recertifications and using the POS interface is one of the
legacies of the FSRIP pilotone that will continue to provid#ividends as long as CBO staff
continue to conduct recertifications. Additionally, the trénetrainer model initiated when
Metropolitan Council joined the pilot represented a-tmst approach to providing training for
CBO staff that could be used imetfuture as new CBO implementing sites are added (or as a
method for training newly hired staff at existing sites).

The final task, which includecbmmunications and outreach activitiesegarding the
new CBO-based electronic recertifications beingpiloted under FSRIP, was addressed by
both HRA and partner staff. Initially, partner and neighborhood CBO staff in the first
implementing sites conducted their own outreach and recruitment efforts. These outreach
efforts, which were more broadly focusewl all SNAP participants, included posting flyers
about FSRIP in the | ocal CBO offices, at supe

Centers, and at other neighborhood locati8nisY CCAH developed these outreach materials in

8 NYCCAH, for example, made arrangements with Krasdale Corporation to post and distribute outreach brochures
in five supermarkets in the target area.
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English and Spash to inform its clientele (and particularly SNAP participants) about FSRIP
and, specifically, the option for SNAP participants to conduct recertification interviews at a
neighborhood CBO (versus going to a Food Stamp Center for@arson recertificatio
interview or conducting a recertification interview by telephone with a Food Stamp Change
Center). According to several CBO partner administrators and staff, these early outreach efforts
were not sufficiently targeted on SNAP participants due to récéotitheir Food Stamp
benefits. As a result, these more generalized outreach efforts resulted in substantial numbers of
telephone inquiries from SNAP participants not approaching their period of recertification who
were therefore not appropriate or é@ig for FSRIP recertifications. For example,
administrators at several CBO partners indicated they had to spend many hours fielding inquiries
about Food Stamps concerning a range of issues unrelated to recertification (e.qg., eligibility for
Food Stampsyhy a current SNAP participantds benefi-t
individual should go to apply for benefits or resolve payment issues). In addition to burdening
CBO partners with responding to these types of Food Stamp inquiries, the mordéizpgzhera
outreach efforts produced a very low volume of SNAP participants eligible for and interested in
recertifying their Food Stamp benefits at a neighborhood CBO under FSRIP. Consequently,
early FSRIP implementing sites (at the time mostly NYCCAH shtad)difficulty filling the
number of recertification appointment slots available at theirisiéesl completed very few
recertification interviews in the early months of the pilot (see Section Il for additional details on
the build up of FSRIP recertidtions over the course of the pilot).

HRA and the CBO partners determined in the first few months of the pilot that a more
targeted and nuanced outreach approach was needed undeii EBRRIfhat was squarely

focused on SNAP participants who had previobisgn engaged with CBO sites or participants
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due for recertification in specific zip codes served by the CBO implementing sites. Initially, in
the summer of 2010 (shortly after the first sites began conducting FSRIP recertifications), HRA
developed a neWwOS interface that provided NYCCAH and the Food Bank with an automated

|l ist of wupcoming recertifications by CBO site
NYCCAH and the Food Bank could conduct targeted outreach to these individualstocagec

them to schedule an appointment for their recertification at a nearby CBO implementing site.
HRA and its CBO partners also determined that targeting SNAP participants who had previously
used a particular CBO to apply for Food Stamp benefits anel algo coming up for

recertification would be a more direct and effective recruitment strategy. Despite the
implementation of this more targeted approach, the volume of FSRIP recertifications continued
to lag behind levels anticipated originally under ginent, and CBO implementing sites were

unable to fully fill FSRIP recertification appointment slots throughout much of the first year of
the pilot.

Beginning in May 2011, in an effort to expand outreach efforts and identify even more
potential candidats for FSRIP recertification services, HRA designed and began sending
targeted fimailingso or |l etters to all/l Food St
resided in zip codes served by the participating CBO Sit@iese letters, timed to ard at the
reci pientds home at nearly the same time the
(described below), reminded the recipient of his/her upcoming recertification and provided
contact information for the designated FSRIP CBO partner or 8pegsglementing site, based

on the participantTthse skeoricdHeedh armd iz proauadeNei gh

¥ Targetedmailers were not employed at the outset of the pilot, in part because the HRA FSRIP Oversight
Committee had concerns that CBOs might get inundated with calls for scheduling appointments and have to turn
clients away, which might reflect poorly on the CB@sice they are there to serve the community). After initial
responses to nemailer outreach efforts were studied and CBO appointment slots were going unfilled, the mailer
was tried as a means of boosting volume by spreading the word about FSRIP.
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instructed recipients to call the designated CBO to learn more about the FSRIP recertification
process and whether they were likely eligitb conduct their recertification at the site. Exhibit

II-1 shows monthio-month patterns in the number of mailings sent to SNAP participants
informing them that they could potentially recertify with a FSRIP CBO implementing site in

their community, aan alternative to conducting their recertification eithegpenson at a Food

Stamp Center or by telephone, if eligible. As shown in the graphic and table portions of Exhibit
[I-1, the mailings began in May 2011 (one year into the pilot period) and egtémdugh

August 2012 (the end of the pilot peridd)During the 16month period between May 2011 and
August 2012, a total of just fewer than 100,000 outreach mailings were distributed to SNAP
households potentially eligible for FSRIP recertificationsrgtiementing CBOs. As shown in

the tabular part of this exhibit, the number of zip codes covered by the mailings increased by
about tenfold over the course of the pilot, reflecting the expansion in the number of CBO
implementing sites (and overall cagg@f CBOs to conduct recertifications). In May 2011, the
mailings covered 5 zip codes and were sent to 1,559 SNAP households due for recertifications.
The number of zip codes targeted for the mailings about doubled in August 2011 to 11 (and went
to 3,628 SNAP households) and then jumped fivefold in May 2012, to 51 zip codes (and went to
14,244 SNAP households). Over the course of the 16 months in which the mailings were sent

out, on average the mailings went to 314 SNAP households per zip code.

% Thesemailings have continued after the end of the FSRIP pilot, and according to HRA officials, are expected to
continue indefinitely after the end of the pilot, as long as the CBO partners agree to continue to conduct FSRIP
recertificatiohp. | sAiooppuof Nehghblde hoodd mailer as of
I-A.
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Augri2
Julri2
Junri2
Mayti2
Aprri2
Marri2
Febri2
Jnti2
Decril
Novril
Octril

Sepril

Mayrll |

Exhibit 1ITL: Number of FSRIP Outreach Mailings Sent per Month

Augril [ | 1,765
il o |1736

dunrll e | 1,867

,559

16,793

17,556

17,150

2,000
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4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000 18,000 20,000
Number of FSRIP Recruitment Mailings Sent
# of Zip
Mon_t_h %) _C_odes Ma#iﬁli(rz;s M::\Illggz grer
Mailing Mailings Are Sent Zip Code
Sent
May-11 5 1,559 311.8
Junll 5 1,867 3734
Jutll 5 1,736 347.2
Augll 5 1,765 353.0
Sepll 11 3,623 329.4
Oct11 11 3,638 330.7
Nov-11 11 3,621 329.2
Decll 11 2,904 264.0
Janl2 11 3,324 302.2
Feb12 11 3,258 296.2
Mar-12 11 3,099 281.7
Apr-12 11 2,978 270.7
May-12 51 14,244 279.3
Juni2 53 16,793 316.8
Juk12 53 17,150 323.6
Augl12 51 17,556 344.2
Total 99,115 313.7
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In addition to the outreach conducted by CBO partners and the HRA mailings,
information on the FSRIP recertification option at local CBO sites was posted on the HRA
website. Some partner sites also conducted other outreach activitigghthubthe project
period. For example, Food Bank for New York used a Twitter account to provide information
about FSRIP and also experimented with roblis to targeted individuals. Interestingly, CBO
staff reported that wordf-mouth referrals from pacipants who had already completed the
recertification process at CBO sites was also an important source of candidates for FSRIP
recertifications (and became increasingly more important over the course of the pilot as SNAP
participants told relatives aridends about their experiences in recertifying at a neighborhood
CBO and word about FSRIP spread). Overall, HRA administrators and CBO staff felt that the
HRA-generated monthly mailings became a critical outreach/recruitment tool under the pilot,
estimaing that half or more of the FSRIP participants contacted CBO implementing sites in
response to the HRAenerated mailings. Notably, the pace of recertifications conducted under
FSRIP picked up when HRA initiated these mailings and as the number of GB&nemting
sites proliferated during the second year of the pilot. HRA and CBO partnering administrators
and staff all agreed that implementing the more targeted recruitment approach undeir FSRIP
and particularly the monthly targeted mass mailingssa critical adjustment that substantially

boosted participation in FSRIP.

FSRIP Final Report Page23



B. FSRIP Recertfication Process at CBOmplementation Stes

As part of the standard recertification process in New York State, Food Stamp recipients
receive a recertification pket from OTDA, which includes the recertification application form
and a recertification appointment notf¢eThe packet is typically mailed to the recipient about
eight weeks prior to the benefits termination date. For example, a recipient who raceives
recertification notice in midhpril will cease to receive benefits after June 30 if the recertification
process is not completed successfully. As part of the effort to encourage telephone
recertification interviews, the recertification notice stipul@epecific date and time that the
recipient will be called for the interview (typically several weeks after the date of the letter)
noting that the completed recertification form, including any required income and expenses
verification documentation, mube received by the Food Stamp office prior to the date of the
scheduled call. If these materials are not received and processed well before the scheduled date
for the call, the call will not take place. The recertification notice also indicates that the
participant has the option of completing a fh@dace interview in a local Food Stamp Center.

As stated above, the purpose of the FSRIP pilot was to provide recertifying participants
with a more accessible, convenient, and reliable option for compteergontend portion of
the recertification process at a neighborhood CBO site. The following section provides a
description of the steps involved in the FSRIP recertification process, as implemented in the
local CBOs. With minor exceptions, the praz@gas successfully implemented in a similar
manner in all of the sites visited by the research team.

Step 1i Initial Contact. As discussed in greater detail in the preceding section on

outreach and recruitment, SNAP participants became engaged witin@Bnenting sites

ZIn NYC, HRA mails a brochure describing the Food Stamp telephone recertification option to participants one
month prior to the mailing of the recertification package.
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under FSRIP in a variety of ways, including: (1) the participant was contacted via a letter or
phone call from partner or CBO staff Dbecause
provided by HRA of those who competed applicagiahthat site and were scheduled for an
upcoming recertification; (2) the participant received a mailing from HRA describing FSRIP and
initiated a call to the CBO designated for his/her zip code (although CBO sites were not
restricted to serving participts from the zip codes assigned to their site); or (3) the individual
learned about the FSRIP option through wofanouth (or another source) and called or visited
the CBO site as a walk. For example, participants who completed initial Food Stamp
applcations at some CBO sites were told at the time of initial application to contact the CBO site
as soon as they receive their recertification packages in the mail to schedule their recertification
interview; some followed up on that advice.

Step 2:Prescreening and Appointment SchedulingInterested participants were
screened for eligibility for FSRIP services, either by partner agencies or CBO staff. Depending
on the site, the screening process could be conducfeetson (for walkns) or by phae. For
example, individuals who called the NYCCAH phone number listed on the HRA letter spoke
with a partner staff member who determined if he/she was an appropriate FSRIP candidate prior
to scheduling an appointment at a local CBO site. Ideally, tieersicg process ruled out:
participants who had waited too long and were not within the allowable time frame for
completion of the process through FSRIP prior to their scheduled interview; participants who
had already mailed their completed recertificatpplication and documentation to the Food
Stamp Center; and participants who were required to go to the Food Stamp Center due to specific
household circumstances (e.g., adding a new household member to the case, needing to comply

with the fingerimaging equirement). Eligible participants were scheduled for a recertification
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appointment (typically within a few days) with staff at the CBO implementing site and provided

with a detailed checklist of the documentation required for the meeting, includirxaiople:

proof of income, proof of rent, proof of residence, utility bills and proof of other relevant

expenses (e.g., child care expenses). Most CBO implementing sites also placed a reminder call

to the participant the day before the scheduled appointmemsure that they were prepared for

the meeting and to again emphasize the importance of bringing the appropriate documentation.
Step 3: FSRIP Meeting at the CBO siteThe participant anthe FSRIP recertification

specialist typically met atthe latr 6 s d e s k euldentehdata inth tbe/ campu@shike

the participant was preseninitially, the participantvasasked to sign two agreementsne that

all owed the worker to view the partietopantos

act on the participantodos behalf with the Food

the fAauthorized repd permission to complete t

the participant, eliminating any further need for aemiew between the participant and a Food

Stamp Center (or Change Center) worker, eithgreirsonor by telephone. Partner staff

reported that the majority of FSRIP participa

repo; HRA f oetcentof rechriéfying @iehts Ghosp this optférAn additional form

that records the language spoken during the meeting was also completed at this time. The

recertification specialist logged into the HRA POS website and accessed the screens available t

the CBO site teams. Using the participantos

appropriate case record had been selected and updated the record as needed based on

documentation related to income, expenses and household composition ¢thantes

participant has provided. Although some CBO workers reported that lack of acceptable

documentation was sometimes a stumbling block to timely completion of the recertification

22 etter from Jill Berry of HRA to USDA, July 13, 2012.

FSRIP Final Report Page26



process, most of the participants observed by the research teanohgial ihe appropriate
documents to their meetings. During the interview, the worker also asked a standard series of
guestions (regarding, for example, receipt of benefits in other states, pending criminal charges)
included on the application, and thennped out the prgpopulated recertification application for

the participant and the worker to review and sign. Copies of all verification documents were
then made for retention at the CBO sites in case there were questions about missing
documentation latethe originals of documentation submitted by the participant were returned to
the participant. All documentation (including the completed Food Stamp recertification form
and the verification documentation) was then scanned, uploaded, indexed (irezeargad
identified), and forwarded to the Food Stamp Agency for review and processing. Most workers
reported that they did not submit a recertification to HRA unless all of the verification
documentation had been provided and were in an acceptabld.forheaworker then told the
participant that he/she would receive an approval letter from HRA that provides details on their
new Food Stamp benefit period.

Time permitting, some recertification specialists also used this meeting as an opportunity
to shae information about other available services and benefits for which the participant might
be eligible. For example, during one recertification interview observed by the site visit team, the
worker advised the participant about the schedule for anotfenstmber who could process
health insurance applications on site. Although the time required for a FSRIP recertification
interview conducted at CBO sites can vary, most staff indicated that the required time ranged
from 1545 minutes, with most meetingseraging around 385 minutes. The time required to
complete a recertification can vary depending on the number of household members, the number

of documents to be uploaded and indexed, and the efficiency of the scanning equipment

FSRIP Final Report Page27



available at the CBGite. However, most CBO sites scheduled recertification appointments one
hour apart (leaving a full hour for each recertification appointment), deviating slightly from the
30 minutes proposed for each meeting in the original grant application. Overaéisdarch
team did not identify any noteworthy differences in either the time required or the recertification
process itself as conducted at the CBO site compared with meetings conducted at the Food
Stamp Home Center.

Step 4: CBO Caltin to Food Stamp Genter. Each FSRIP CB@mplementingsite hal
a designatetiaison @nd at least one baalp worker)located at thassigned~ood Stamp
Change Centewrith whom theycoordinaté on completon ofthe recertificatiorprocess for
FSRIPparticipants. Because the designated liaisons were also responsible for other duties at the
Food Stamp Change Centers (e.g., conducting telephone interviews to recertify SNAP
participants), CBO staff had specific days and times during which they cdltldetaHRA
Food Stamp workers to complete the FSRIP c&sa@gpically conducted at the end of the day
(usually between 3:00 and 4:00 PM), the calls provided the opportunity for the CBO FSRIP staff,
acting as the authorized representative, to completeettertification interview process for
multiple participants at one time. During the call, the FSRIP worker used prepared notes to
highlight aspects of each case submitted while the Food Stamp liaison reviewed the case record
and the scanned documentsaiged earlier in the day. If documents were missing or
unacceptable, the FSRIP worker was notified and instructed to provide additional documentation
as needed. If the information provided was complete, the Food Stamp liaison accepted the
recertification. The time required to review each individual case varied but staff indicated that it

usually took between three to seven minutes per case during the call with the assigned Food

% Each CBO implementing site was assigned to a primary and at least one secondary liaison (if the primarily liaison
was not available for a particular day) at the Food Stamp Change Center.
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Stamp Change Center liaison. The research team observed one of thékataatituded

reviews for six cases; the call lasted about 40 minutes (i.e. about 7 minutes pefStata).

some CBOs indicated that from time to time they had experienced challenges making contact
with their primary HRA liaisons, attributing this éxcessive caseload size for HRA or other
factors (e.g., annual leave, sick leave, other administrative duties), but even in these instances
they could generally reach the secondary liaison the same day (or if necessary, call the next day
to discuss each dlfie cases recertified the previous ddyDverall, lth CBO and Food Stamp
agency staff agreed thiie FSRIP collaboration worked smoothly over the course of the pilot
period. CBO staff felt that the liaisons were helpful, cooperative, and thorouggh Stamp

agency staff indicated that their counterparts at the CBO were knowledgeable apepaaied

for the recertification reviews. CBO staff indicated that after having conducted just a few of the
telephone interviews as an authorized representatthethe Food Stamp Change Center

liaisons that they understood the documentation requirements and likely questions the liaison
would have and they made sure that they collected the necessary information and

documentation so that their calls went as sy as possible with the liaison.

. ANALYSIS OF AGGREGATE DATA ON FSRIP CBO IMPLEMENTING SITE
CAPACITY AND CERTIFICATIONS CONDUCTED

Based on aggregate data provided by NYC HRA and the CBO partnering sites, this
section of the report provides matetailed analysis of the builgp of the number and capacity
of FSRIP implementing sites, followed by analysis of trends in FSRIP certifications conducted

under the pilot.

XForexampleaccording to one CBO partner administrator, Alt
calls, but now we work well together. o
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A. Number and Characteristics of CBO Implementing Sites

Number of Partnering CBOs/Local CBO Implementing Sitesand Their Start-up.
As described abovene of the key goals of the FSRIP pilot was to build a network of local CBO
i mpl ementing sites across New York Cityds fiv
intended to offer BAP participants with a convenient alternative to either conducting-an in
person recertification interview at their assigned Food Stamp Home Center or a telephone
interview at one of NYCO6s Food Stamp ChHeange (
pilot was to provide SNAP participants with custoffregndly, mediated assistance at a CBO
i mpl ementing site, making sure the customer s
and received by the Food Stamp Change Center, as well as to maikethattall of the
guestions/information items needed to be successfully recertified were fully addressed.
Although the overall volume of recertifications was at a relatively small scale compared to the
overall volume of recertifications across the fi@dughs (less than one percent of all
recertifications scheduled citywide, as discussed later in this section), an added goal of the pilot
was to reduce the recertification workload at the Food Stamp Change Centers and Home Centers
across the city.

As noted in the original grant application, HRA, NYCCAH, and the Food Bank were to

identify local implementing sites that met the following conditions:

have a positive track record for high quality applications and significant client volume;
include areas wterserved by HRA offices;

are multiservice organizations, not exclusively food programs;

have capacity to accommodate significant client volume for recertifications; and
provide nontraditional hours, evenings, and/or Saturdays.

E R I
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Exhibit 11ITL: Number of CBO Implementing Stes Available to Conduct
FSRIP Recertifications, by Month, June 2010 mAugust 2012
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As originally planned, for most of the 27 months of the initiative, NYCCAH and the Food Bank
were the two partnering CBOs under the initiative. However, in February 2012 {tneo2eh
of the initiative), NYC HRA reached agreement with the Metropolitan Council,ganiation
with a long history of providing Food Stamp outreach and enrollment services throughout the
city, to become a third partnering CBO. The addition of Metropolitan Council had a substantial
effect on increasing the number of CBO implementing sitekcapacity to conduct
recertifications under FSRIP.

As shown in Exhibit IH1, over the course of the 2@onth implementation period, the
number of CBO implementing sites grew from 3 original CBO implementing sites submitting
FSRIP recertifications bagning in June 2010 to a total of 25 sites by August 20d®re than

double the 10 CBO i mplementing sites proposed
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consideration the additional 8 Metropolitan Council implementing sitekere staff have been
trained and will initiate recertifications beginning in September or October 2012 (after the end of
the pilot)-- the number of CBO implementing sites established under the pilot increases to 33.

Exhibit Il1-2 (sorted by month of first FSRIP submissiomypdes additional details
about the gradual build up of CBO implementing sites over the course of the FSRIP pilot. As
shown in this exhibit, the five NYCCAH sites were the first to schedule and submit
recertifications under the initiative, with three N€8H sitesi Child Development Support
Corporation (CDSC), Yorkville Common Pantry (YCP), and Part of the Solution (POTS)
conducting their first recertifications start
Development Alliance (ERDA) began scheduling andmitting FSRIP recertifications a month
later (in July 2010). There was then a amenth break before the fifth (and last) NYCCAH
implementing site was trained and began submitting recertifications (in March 2011).

Once the NYCCAH sites were up anahning, there was another fimeonth gap
following the establishment of the last of the five NYCCAH sites (ERDA) before the first of the
Food Bank implementing sites (and the sixth implementingRited Bank Community
Resource Centgbegan to schedubnd submit its first FSRIP recertifications (in August 2011).
This was followed again by a fivaonth gap until the next group of CBO implementing sites
were trained on the FSRIP recertification process and began to submit recertifications. During
the first four months of 2012, the number of implementing sites jumped fourfold from 6 at the
end of 2011 to 23 implementing sites submitting FSRIP recertifications by the end of April 2012.
As shown in Exhibit IH2, 9 Food Bank implementing sites (includirmgree FCAP sites) were

added during a foumonth period in the first part of 2012. It was also during this first quarter of
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Exhibit 11l -2: Monthly Pattern of Establishment of New CBO FSRIP Implementing Sites

Submited CBO Site S
Jun10 | Child Development Support Corp. (CDSC)| NYCCAH Brooklyn
Jun10 | Yorkville Common Pantry (YCP) NYCCAH Manhattan
Junl0 | Part of the Solution (POTS) NYCCAH Bronx
Jull0 | East River Development Alliance (ERDA) | NYCCAH Queens

Mar-11 | CathedralCommunity Cares (CCC) NYCCAH Manhattan
Augl1 | Food Bank Community Resource Center | Food Bank | Manhattan
Janl2 | Ridgewood Bushwick Senior Citizens Cour Food Bank | Brooklyn
Janl2 | Encore Senior Center Food Bank | Manhattan
Janl?2 | Isabella Resource Center Food Bank | Manhattan
Feb12 | Transfiguration of Christ Church Food Bank | Queens
Feb12 | Davidson Community Center Food Bank | Bronx
Feb12 | Chinese American Planning Council, Inc. | Food Bank | Manhattan
Feb12 | Self Help North Food Bank | Queens
Feb12 | CUCSEastHarlem Met Council | Manhattan
Feb12 | Boro Park JCC Met Council | Brooklyn
Mar-12 | The Riverfund Food Bank | Queens
Mar-12 | Bronx Defenders Met Council | Bronx
Mar-12 | St. John's Bread and Life Met Council | Brooklyn
Mar-12 | WHEDCO Met Council | Bronx
Mar-12 | GoodShepard Services Met Council | Brooklyn
Mar-12 | CUCS Crotona Park Met Council | Bronx
Apr-12 | Bronx Works Food Bank | Bronx
Apr-12 | Center for Family Life of Sunset Park Met Council | Brooklyn
Augl2 | MinKwon Met Council | Queens
Augl2 | Goddard Riverside Met Council | Manhattan
Sepl2 | *West Bronx Housing Met Council | Bronx
Sepl2 | *Pelham Parkway Met Council | Bronx
Sepl2 | *UJO Williamsburg Met Council | Brooklyn
Sepl2 | *Groundwork Inc Met Council | Brooklyn
Sepl2 | *Midwood JCC Met Council | Brooklyn
Sepl2 | *LIFT Met Council | Bronx
Sepl2 | *NMIC Met Council | Manhattan
Oct12 | *Project Hospitality and El Centro Met Council | Staten Island

*Indicates that the implementing site did not conduct FSRIP recertifications during the pilot
period (ending August 2012), but was trained and planned to begin scheduling recertifications in
either September or October 2012.
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2012 that Metropolitan Counalgreed to join NYCCAH and the Food Bank as a CBO partner
and began to quickly add local implementing sites. In February 2012, the first two Metropolitan
Council sites began to submit FSRIP recertifications, and this was followed by the establishment
of five more Metropolitan Council sites in March and two additional sites in April 2012. The
final two Metropolitan Council sites began to submit FSRIP recertifications during the final
month of the project (August 2012). This brought the total number offF&#plementing sites
(that had submitted at least one FSRIP recertification) by the end of the pilot to 25: NYCCAH (5
sites); the Food Bank (10 sites); and Metropolitan Council (10 sites).

Boroughsand Food Stamp CentersServed by CBO Implementing Sies. One of the
goals of the FSRIP initiative was to provide SNAP participants with additional, convenient
service locations where they could complete recertifications, as an alternative to going to a Food
Stamp Centeor conducting a recertification irieew over the telephone with a Food Stamp
Change Center. Exhibit B provides a breakdown of the boroughs served by CBO
implementing sites as of the end of the pilot period, showing multiple CBO site locations in four
of the five NYC boroughas of Augist 2012: Manhattan (8 CBO implementing sites); Bronx (6
sites); Brooklyn (6 sites); and Queens (5 sites). With the 8 Metropolitan Council sites that were
trained prior to the end of the pilot initiating FSRIP recertifications in the two months following
the pilot (in September/ October 2012), all fi
CBOs: Manhattan (9 CBO implementing sites); Bronx (9 sites); Brooklyn (9 sites); Queens (5
sites); and Staten Island (1 site).

Similarly, Exhibit 11I-3 shows thepecific Food Stamp Centers served by each of the
CBO implementing sites. As shown in the exhibit, the 25 FSRIP CBO implementing sites that

had submitted at | east one recertification th
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Exhibit Il -3: Boroughs and Food Stamp Centers Served by the CBO Implementing Sites
(Sorted by Borough and Food Stamp Center)

Date 1st RIP Borough Food Stamp Center
Submitted CBO Site CBO Served Served
Jun10 | Yorkville Common Pantry (YCP) NYCCAH Manhattan FO2East End
Feb12 | CUCSEast Harlem Met Council | Manhattan FO2East End
Mar-11 | Cathedral Community Cares (CCC) NYCCAH Manhattan F14St. Nicholas
Augl1 | Food Bank Community Resource Center | Food Bank | Manhattan F14St. Nicholas
Janl2 | Encore Senior Center Food Bank | Manhattan F14St. Nicholas
Augl2 | Goddard Riverside Met Council | Manhattan F14St. Nicholas
F14St. Nicholas/
Janl?2 | Isabella Resource Center Food Bank | Manhattan F13Washington Hts.
Feb12 | Chinese American Planning Council, Inc. | Food Bank | Manhattan F19Waverly
Jun10 | Child Development Support Corp. (CDSC)| NYCCAH Brooklyn F20Ft. Greene
Mar-12 | Good Shepard Services Met Council | Brooklyn F20Ft. Greene
Janl2 | Ridgewood Bushwick Senior Citizens Cout Food Bank | Brooklyn F2EtWilliamsburg
Feb12 | BoroPark JCC Met Council | Brooklyn F22Coney Island
Apr-12 | Center for Family Life of Sunset Park Met Council | Brooklyn F22Coney Island
Mar-12 | St. John's Bread and Life Met Council | Brooklyn F26North Brooklyn
Jun10 | Part of the Solution (POTS) NYCCAH Bronx F45Concourse
Feb12 | Davidson Community Center Food Bank | Bronx F45Concourse
Mar-12 | Bronx Defenders Met Council | Bronx F45Concourse
Mar-12 | WHEDCO Met Council | Bronx F45Concourse
Apr-12 | Bronx Works Food Bank | Bronx F45Concourse
Mar-12 | CUCS CrotonaPark Met Council | Bronx F46Crotona
Jutl0 | East River Development Alliance (ERDA) | NYCCAH Queens F53Queens
Feb12 | Self Help North Food Bank | Queens F53Queens
Feb12 | Transfiguration of Christ Church Food Bank | Queens F53Queens/F54Jamaica
Mar-12 | TheRiverfund Food Bank | Queens F54Jamaica
Augl2 | MinKwon Met Council | Queens F54Jamaica

Sepl2 | *NMIC Met Council | Manhattan F13Washington Hts.
Sepl2 | *UJO Williamsburg Met Council | Brooklyn F22Williamsburg
Sepl12 | *Midwood JCC Met Council | Brooklyn F22Coneylsland
Sepl2 | *Groundwork Inc Met Council | Brooklyn F28East New York
Sepl2 | *LIFT Met Council | Bronx F45Concourse
Sepl2 | *West Bronx Housing Met Council | Bronx F46Crotona
Sepl2 | *Pelham Parkway Met Council | Bronx F46Crotona
Oct12 | *ProjectHospitality and EI Centro Met Council | Staten Island F99Richmond

*Indicates that the implementing site did not conduct FSRIP recertifications during the pilot period (ending August

2012), but was trained and planned to begin scheduling recertificatioathiar September or October 201ZHE
Only Food Stamp Centers not served: -58 Office; F4llelrose; F44-ordham; F61-Residential Treatment
Center; and H#9-Rockaway.

FSRIP Final Report

Page35



Food Stamp Centers. While most Food Stamp centers were served by one or two implementing
CBOs, four of the Food Stamp Centers were served by three or more implementing CBOs: F14
St. Nicholas and F4&oncourse (5 CBO implementing sites serve each of teders) and
F53-Queens and F5damaica (3 CBO implementing sites serve each of these centers). When
the 8 additional Metropolitan Council implement sites begin conducting FSRIP recertifications
(i.e., during September/October 2012), two additional Ftadhp Centers will be served,
bringing the number of Food Stamp Centers ser
With these added centers, the 5 centers across the five boroughs not served by the implementing
CBOs will be the following: F15SI Office (which serves SSI recipients only), Rd@lrose,
F44-Fordham, F64Residential Treatment Center, and FR@ckaway.

Zip Codes Served by the CBO Implementing SitesAs discussed earlier in this report,
a letter showing coverage of each of the tipaener CBOs and, for NYCCAH and Met
Council, their implementing sites is provided by HRA each month to SNAP participants
scheduled for a recertification appointment. The letter displays the names of the partner CBO
organizations and selected CBO impletmansites by borough, and the zip codes served. By
the end of the pilot project, a total of 64 separate zip codes across 4 of the 5 New York boroughs
were being served by the implementing CE®Jhere are a total of 162 zip codes served by the
Food Stapmp Centers across New York Cityods five bor
about 4 in 10 (39.5 percent) of the zip codes served by Food Stamp Centers citywide. With the
addition of 8 new Metropolitan Council CBO sites in September and Octob2y &0 additional

14 zip codes (including Staten Island zip codes) not previously covered will be added, bringing

% See Appendix IHA for a detailed listing of zip codes covered by NYC Food Stamp Centers and CBO

implementing sites under FSRIP. The number of zip codes covered (65) by CBO implementing sites as listed in the
mailer is slightly higher than the numberzip codes to which the mailers are sent (as discussed in Section II, which
was at its highest 53 zip codes in June and July 2012).
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the total number of zip codes covered by FSRIP to 78 zip codes or nearly half (48.1 percent of

the zip codes served by Food Stamp Centerssa¢he five boroughs). It should be noted,

however, that implementing CBO sites are not limited to serving participants from their
neighborhood zip codes; a Food Stamp recipient can take advantage of FSRIP services offered at
any participating CBO site.

Hours of Availability and Staffing at CBO Implementing Sites. One of thamportant
goals of the FSRIP pilot was to build capacit
boroughs to conduct recertifications. Building capacity included both openwng ne
implementing sites (i.e., at least 10 under the terms of the grant), providing flexible hours in
which SNAP patrticipants could conveniently schedule recertifications within neighborhood
locations, and making weltained staff available at these commurhitcations to conduct the
recertification interviews. Exhibit H# shows the daily schedule and total number of hours that
each CBO implementing site were available for conducting FSRIP recertifications. As shown in
the upper portion of the table, tAB CBO sites that conducted at least one FSRIP recertification
as of the end of the pilot (in August 2012), offered slightly over 500 hours of total availability
per week to conduct FSRIP recertifications (503 hours). It is important to note that staff
involved in conducting FSRIP interviews often had other responsibilities (e.g., conducting
interviews for Food Stamp applications), and so, while CBO staff were trained and available to
conduct recertification interviews, they did not have SNAP particigfisduled throughout the
period of availability. These 25 CBO implementing sites were on average available to conduct
FSRIP recertifications 21 hours per week. As shown in the exhibit, the number of days that
CBO implementing sites were available to coctdrecertifications was as many as five days and

as few as a single day a week, as follows:
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Exhibit 11 -4CBO | mpl ementing Sitesd Weekly Availability to Conduc
Borough FSRIP DailScheduld Availability | Monday | Tuesday| Wednesday | Thursday | Friday | Saturday | Total
CBO Site CBO Served at Location (as of August 2012) | (Hours) | (Hours) (Hours) (Hours) | (Hours) | (Hours) | Hrs.
Goddard Riverside Met Council Manhattan | M, W, Th, F (®); T (97) 8 10 8 8 8 42.0
CUCSEast Harlem Met Council Manhattan | M-F (95) 8 8 8 8 8 40.0
Bronx Defenders Met Council Bronx M-F (95) 8 8 8 8 8 40.0
Center for Family Life of Sunset Park Met Council Brooklyn M, T, F (16); W (117), Th (116) 7 7 8 7 7 36.0
St. John'8read and Life Met Council Brooklyn M-F (8:3@83) 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 32.5
Boro Park JCC Met Council Brooklyn M-Th (95) 8 8 8 8 32.0
Good Shepard Services Met Council Brooklyn M-F (95) 8 8 8 8 32.0
Food Bank Community Resource Center | FoodBank Manhattan | M-F (93) 6 6 6 6 6 30.0
Self Help North Food Bank Queens M-F (93) 6 6 6 6 6 30.0
CUCS Crotona Park Met Council Bronx M-Th (94) 7 7 7 7 28.0
The Riverfund Food Bank Queens W-Sa (93) 6 6 6 6| 24.0
Chinese American Planni@puncil, Inc. Food Bank Manhattan | W-F (94) 7 7 7 21.0
Transfiguration of Christ Church Food Bank Queens M, W (1G65) 7 7 7 21.0
Encore Senior Center Food Bank Manhattan | M-Th (91) 4 4 4 4 16.0
Child Development Support Corp. (CDSC NYCCAH Brooklyn W, Th (93) 6 6 12.0
Part of the Solution (POTS) NYCCAH Bronx M, F (93) 6 6| 12.0
Cathedral Community Cares (CCC) NYCCAH Manhattan | M, W (1063) 5 5 10.0
MinKwon Met Council Queens Th (95) 8 8.0
Ridgewood Bushwick Sr. Citizens Counci| Food Bank Brooklyn Th (94) 7 7.0
Davidson Community Center Food Bank Bronx Th (165) 7 7.0
East River Development Alliance (ERDA)| NYCCAH Queens M (9:30- 4) 6.5 6.5
Yorkville Commo#Rantry (YCP) NYCCAH Manhattan | W (93) 6 6.0
Isabella Resource Center Food Bank Manhattan | W (92) 5 5.0
Bronx Works Food Bank Bronx F (92) 5 5.0
Subtotal (as of August 2012) 101.0 78.5 119.5 117.5 67.5 19.0 | 503.0
*LIFT Met Council Bronx M-F (95) 8 8 8 8 8 40.0
*UJO Williamsburg Met Council Brooklyn M-Th (95) 8 8 8 8 32.0
*NMIC Met Council Manhattan | T-Th (95) 8 8 8 24.0
*West Bronx Housing Met Council Bronx T, Th (%) 8 8 16.0
*Pelham Parkway Met Council Bronx M, W (95) 8 8 16.0
*Groundwork Inc Met Council Brooklyn M, W (1G6) 8 8 16.0
*Midwood JCC Met Council Brooklyn T (95); F (92) 8 5 13.0
*Subtotal (Sites Added after 8/31/2012) 32.0 40.0 40.0 32.0 13.0 0.0 | 157.0
Total (as of October 2012) 133.0 118.5 159.5 149.5 80.5 19.0 | 660.0

Notes: Data not available for WHEDCO and Project Hospitality and El Centis. exhibit shows availability to conduct FSRIP interviews at each CBO
implementing sité in nearly all sites only a portion of the time available was actually scheduled for FSRIP recertifications.
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1 7 sites (5 Metropolitan Council and 2 Food Bank sites) were available to conduct FSRIP
recertifications 5 days a week;
1 5 sites were available to conduct recertifications 4 days a week; and
1 12 sites were available to conduetertifications 3 or fewer days (including 7 sites that
were available to conduct FSRIP recertifications one day per week).
As also shown in the exhibit, three FSRIP CBO implementing sites had 40 or more hours of
availability per week to conduct receitdtion, while over half of sites (13 sites) offered 20 or
more hours per week of availability. As also shown in the exhibit, Metropolitan Council was the
only CBO partner that offered FSRIP recertifications more than 30 hours per week (at 7
MetropolitanCouncil site as of August 2019.Fi ve of Food Bankods 10 i mr
scheduled recertifications between 21 and 30 hours per week; while all five of the NYCCAH
sites were available to conduct FSRIP recertifications between 6 and 12 hours peFiwakx.
in response to scheduling constraints that some households may have had because of work or
other commitments, three CBO implementing sites were open Saturdays to conduct FSRIP
recertifications and several CBO sites made staff available to coRERGP recertification
interviews after 5 pm at least one day a week (2 sites, as of August 2012, and a third site as of
October 2012).

As discussed earlier, an important goflahe pilot was to train CBO implementing site
administrators and staff on how to condretertification interviews and to generally build the
capacity of CBOss alternativeeenues fotow-income household® apply for and recertify
their SNAP benefits As shown in Exhibit IH5, across the 25 CBO implementing sites
(operating as of the end of the pilot in August 2012), the number of R&kieéd and available

staff to conduct recertifications under the pilot ranged from one to thre@ataffiplementing

site, with 6 CBO implementing sites makingrainedstaff available 10 CBO sites making 2

% Metropolitan Council will be offering 30 or more hours of availability to conduct FSRIP recertifications at 2
additional dsies by the end of October 2012)
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EXHIBIT

[l -5: NUMBER OF FSRIP STAFF TRAINED AND AVAILABLE TO

CONDUCT FSRIP RECERTIFICATIONS, BY IMPLEMENTING SITE,
AS OF AUGUST 2012

# of FSRIP
Borough | TrainedStaff
CBO Site CBO Served Available

St. John's Bread and Life Met Council | Brooklyn 3
Good Shepard Services Met Council | Brooklyn 3
Ridgewood Bushwick Senior Citizens Council Food Bank Brooklyn 3
Goddard Riverside Met Council | Manhattan 3
Chinese American Planning Council, Inc. Food Bank Manhattan 3
Isabella Resource Center Food Bank Manhattan 3
CUCS Crotona Park Met Council | Bronx 2
Bronx Works Food Bank Bronx 2
WHEDCO Met Council | Bronx 2
Center for Family Life of Sunset Park Met Council | Brooklyn 2
CUCSEast Harlem Met Council | Manhattan 2
Food Bank Community Resource Center Food Bank Manhattan 2
Self Help North Food Bank Queens 2
The Riverfund Food Bank Queens 2
Transfiguration of Christ Church Food Bank Queens 2
MinKwon Met Council | Queens 2
Bronx Defenders Met Council | Bronx 1
Part of the Solution (POTS) NYCCAH Bronx 1
Davidson Community Center Food Bank Bronx 1
Boro Park JCC Met Council | Brooklyn 1
Child Development Support Corp. (CDSC) NYCCAH Brooklyn 1
EncoreSenior Center Food Bank Manhattan 1
Cathedral Community Cares (CCC) NYCCAH Manhattan 1
Yorkville Common Pantry (YCP) NYCCAH Manhattan 1
East River Development Alliance (ERDA) NYCCAH Queens 1

*Subtotal (for Sites Operating as of August 2012 47
*Project Hospitality and El Centro Met Council | Staten 4
*LIFT Met Council | Bronx 2
*UJO Williamsburg Met Council | Brooklyn 2
*Groundwork Inc Met Council | Brooklyn 2
*Midwood JCC Met Council | Brooklyn 2
*West Bronx Housing Met Council | Bronx 1
*Pelham Parkway Met Council | Bronx 1
*NMIC Met Council | Manhattan 1

*Subtotal (for Sites Added after 8/31/2012) 15
Total (for Site as of October 2012) 62

Note: Some staff are deployed to more than one site, so the total staff count inatodiiple counts of staff that
serve more than one implementing site. Additionally, staff trained to conduct FSRIP recertifications often have
other responsibilities, such as conducting SNAP initial applications, and though available to conduct
recertificdions, may devote relatively little time to conducting FSRIP recertifications (depending upon the volume
of scheduling of recertifications at the CBO site) . Data not available for WHEDCO and Project Hospitality and El
Centro.
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staff available; and 9 CBO sites making 1 staff availalilshould be noted that the CBO

partners deplogd some staff trained to conduct FSRIP recertifications at more than one
implementing CBO site each week (e.g., NYCCAH deptbgne of its staff to anduct FSRIP
interviewsat several NYCCAH implementing sites for one day a week at each of the separate
locations). Additionally, while staffwas availabléo conduct FSRIP recertificatiorthey

typically had other responsibilities (for example, facititay initial Food Stamp applications

providing referral and case management services, and, in some instances, providing other types
of services available through the CB&nhd so, generally devatenly a portion of their time to

conducting=SRIP recertittations.

B. Trends in FSRIP Recertifications Conducted

Number of Total FSRIP Certifications Conducted As discussed earlier, a key goal of
FSRIP was todcilitate the submission &ood Stamp recertifications conducted by CBO
implementingsites during th@roject period (from June 2010 through August 20 EXhibit I11-
6 shows the cumulative buildup of FSRIP recertifications across all CBO implementing sites
from the beginning (in June 2010) through the end (August 2012) of the FSRIP pilot project. As
shown in the exhibit, the FSRIP implementing sites conducted a total of 3,005 recertifications
over the course of the avonth pilot project’ In August 2012, just as the pilot was coming to
an end, the cumulative number of FSRIP recertifications achiendds(ightly exceeded) the
pil otés goal of conducting 3,000 recertificat
number of FSRIP recertifications accumulated at a relatively slow pace early in the pilot as the
two CBO partner organizations estahked local implementing sites and trained staff to conduct

the recertifications. Over time, as more implementing sites and staff were added by NYCCAH

%" The total count of FSRIP recertifications is based on counts maintained and provided by the three partnering
CBOs.
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Exhibit 11I-6: Cumulative Number of Food Stamp Recertification
Conducted by Implementing CBOs, FSRIP,
Overall, June 2010 - August 2012
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and the Food Bank, the pace of enrollments increased substantially. When Metropolitan Council
wasadded to the pilot project as a third CBO partner in February 2012, the number of FSRIP
recertifications accelerated even more, leading to a particular surge in FSRIP recertifications
over the final six months of the project.

Exhibit IlI-7 shows the pattern of monthly FSRIP recertifications conducted by the CBO
implementing sites. Over the 27 months of the pilot project, on average a total of slightly over
one hundred (111.3) FSRIP recertifications were conducted per moaosis atrCBO
implementing sites. This chart shows the meotinonth variability in the number of
recertifications conducted (e.g., ranging from 14 to 42 recertifications per month during the first
year of the pilot), as well as the overall pattern of lecagng numbers of monthly FSRIP

recertifications over the course of the pilot (e.g., over the final six months of the pilot, FSRIP
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Exhibit 11177: Monthly Number of Food Samp Recertification
Gonducted by Implementing CBOs, FSRIP, Overall, June 2010 1t
August 2012
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recertifications ranged from 201 to as high as 355 recertifications per month). For example,
during the first six motis of the pilot, the average monthly number of FSRIP recertifications

was 25.5, but over the course of the final six months of the pilot this average monthly total had
increased by more than tenfold, to 287.7 FSRIP recertifications completed per monthted\s

earlier, two important events boosted the volume of FSRIP recertifications during the pilot (with
the second being the most evident in boosting the number of recertifications conducted under the
pilotT (1) in May 2011, HRA initiated mass mailingsgelected zip codes served by the
implementing CBOs (with the numbers of recertifications about tripling over May levels by
September 2011); and (2) the addition of Metropolitan Council implementing sites beginning in
February 2012, which again provide@ost to the numbers of recertifications (i.e., leading to

another about tripling of recertifications, into the 300s by May 2012).
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Exhibit 11178 Number & Percentage of Food Samp Recertification
Gonducted by Implementing CBOs, FSRIP, June 2010 1August 2012

NYCCAH
Accounted for
about /2ofal /./
recertifications.

Number of FSRIP Recertifications Completed per CBO Partner.The FSRIP pilot
began in June 2010 with two partnering CBO organizations involved in the préjeod Bank
and NYCCAH. In early 2012, Metropolitan Council joined the initiative, conducting its first
FSRIP recertifications in February 2012 and quicklyding its capacity to conduct
recertifications over the final seven months of the pilot project. Exhikit pliovides a
breakdown of the total number and percentage of FSRIP conducted by each of the partnering
agencies over the 2vonth pilot. As show in this exhibit, just over half (50.7 percent) of all
FSRIP recertifications were conducted by NYCCAH; slightly undertbimd (29.3 percent)
were conducted by the Food Bank; and-6fik (20.0) percent were conducted by Metropolitan

Council sites.
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Exhibit 111-9: Cumulative Number of Food Stamp Recertification
Conducted by Implementing CBOs, FSRIP, by CBO, June 2010 - August
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Exhibit I11-9 shows the cumulative buHap of recertifications for each of the three
participating CBOs, with each of the CBOs gradually picking up pace in their submissions of
recertifications over the course of the pilot. The curve of the Metrapdlibuncil line is
particularly steep, reflecting its very rapid buil@ of implementing sites and capacity to
conduct recertifications over the final six months of the project.

Finally, Exhibit 11l-10 shows the monthly patterns of FSRIP submissionistbeecourse
of the pilot project. Over the course of its 27 months of involvement in the pilot, NYCCAH

conducted (on average) 56.4 recertifications per month, while Food Bank conducted 32.6
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Exhibit 111-10: Monthly Number of Food Stamp Recertification
Conducted by Implementing CBOs, FSRIP, by CBO, June 2010 - August
2012
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recertifications per montff. By comparison, over the coursgits 7 months of conducting

FSRIP recertifications, Metropolitan Council conducted an average of 86.0 recertifications per
month. As also shown in Exhibit 1ll0, while there were monthly fluctuations in the number of
recertifications conducted by tlleree partnering CBOs, over time the numbers of FSRIP
recertifications conducted increased, reflecting the expanding capacity of each of the CBOs over
the course of the pilot. AppendicesBland I1-C provide a monttiby-month tally of the

numbers of FSFP recertifications by CBO partner and by CBO implementing site.

% Food Bank conducted slightly higher average monthly recertification (at 35.2 per month), if the firsbmits
of the pilot are not considered (when Food Bank was just getting sites up and running and did not record any
recertifications).
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Number of Recertification Completed per Implementing Site.A total of 25 local
CBO implementing sites conducted FSRIP certifications over the 27 months of the FSRIP pilot.
As shown in Exibit Il -11, a relatively small share of these 25 implementing sites accounted for
most of the FSRIP recertifications. Nine of the 25 local implementing sites recorded 100 or
more FSRIP recertifications, accounting for 84.1 percent of the recertificabamdeted under
the pilot. The top four local implementing sites accounted for over half (56.8 percent) of all
FSRIP recertifications Part of the Solution (16.5 percent), Child Development Support Corp.
(16.0 percent), Food Bank Community Resource &di#.2 percent) and Yorkville Common
Pantry (10.1 percent). The numbers of recertifications conducted ranged in excess of 400 in
three local sites (and as high as 496 at Part of the Solution) to less than 10 recertifications in four
implementing sitestliree of which had been established during the final seven months of the
pilot). The average number of recertifications conducted by each of the 25 sites over the course
of the projected was 120 per site (though, as shown in the next exhibit, thersigr@aficant
amount of variation in the number of months each site participated in the pilot, for example, with
10 sites involved in the pilot six or fewer months).

Exhibit I11-12 show the considerable variation in the average number of recertifications
conducted per month across the 25 implementing sites. As shown in this exhibit, the average
number of recertifications conducted per implementing site was 12.0 per month. The average
number of recertifications ranged in excess of 30 per month in twdBded Bank Community
Resource Center, 32.9 recertification per month; and Boro Park JCC, 32.1) to less than to less

than 10 per month in 14 implementing sites (and less two per month in four sites).
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EXHIBIT 11l -1 NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF FSRIP RECERTIFICATIONS BY
CBO IMPLEMENTING SITE (SORTED BY NUMBER OF RECERTIFICATIONS
COMPLETED)
# of FSRIP
CBO Implementing Site CBO Bst’)er?\tleg dh Dl(zltseli'illlf’t Fi;ig:; Rel;)tive Cum;: U
Submitted Completed
Part of the Solution (POTS) NYCCAH Bronx Jun10 496 16.5% 16.5%
Child Development Support Corp. (CD{ NYCCAH Brooklyn Jun10 480 16.0% 32.5%
Food Bank Community Resource Cent| Food Bank | Manhattan Augll 428 14.2% 46.7%
Yorkville Common Pantry (YCP) NYCCAH Manhattan Jun10 304 10.1% 56.8%
Boro Park JCC Met Council | Brooklyn Feb12 225 7.5% 64.3%
Transfiguration of Christ Church Food Bank | Queens Feb12 202 6.7% 71.0%
Cathedral Community Cares (CCC) NYCCAH Manhattan Mar-11 187 6.2% 77.3%
Good Shepard Services Met Council | Brooklyn Mar-12 104 3.5% 80.7%
Ridgewood Bushwick Sitizens Counci| Food Bank | Brooklyn Janl2 100 3.3% 84.1%
St. John's Bread and Life Met Council | Brooklyn Mar-12 93 3.1% 87.2%
Bronx Defenders Met Council | Bronx Mar-12 89 3.0% 90.1%
East RiveDevelopment Alliance (ERDA NYCCAH Queens Jut10 56 1.9% 92.0%
Davidson Community Center Food Bank | Bronx Feb12 40 1.3% 93.3%
CUCS Crotona Park Met Council | Bronx Mar-12 38 1.3% 94.6%
WHEDCO Met Council | Bronx Mar-12 25 0.8% 95.4%
Encore Senior Center Food Bank | Manhattan Janl2 24 0.8% 96.2%
Isabella Resource Center Food Bank | Manhattan Janl2 23 0.8% 97.0%
Bronx Works Food Bank | Bronx Apr-12 21 0.7% 97.7%
The Riverfund Food Bank | Queens Mar-12 21 0.7% 98.4%
Center for Family Life of Sunset Park | Met Council | Brooklyn Apr-12 18 0.6% 99.0%
Chinese American Planning Council, Irf Food Bank | Manhattan Feb12 12 0.4% 99.4%
Self Help North Food Bank | Queens Febl1l 9 0.3% 99.7%
MinKwon Met Council | Queens Augl2 6 0.2% 99.9%
CUCSEast Harlem Met Council | Manhattan Feb12 3 0.1% 100.0%
Goddard Riverside Met Council | Manhattan Augl2 1 0.0% 100.0%
Totals 3,005| 100.0%
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EXHIBIT 1l -12 AVERAGE NUMBER OF FSRIP RECERTIFICATIONS BY CBO
IMPLEMENTING SITE , JUNE 2010i AUGUST 2012 (SORTED BY AVERAGE
NUMBER OF RECERTIFICATIONS CONDUCTED PER MONTH)

CBO Site cso | Booush | DS o e e

Served Submitted I'nvolved Completed Recerts/

in FSRIP Month
Food Bank Community Resource Centg Food Bank | Manhattan Augll 13 428 32.9
Boro Park JCC Met Council | Brooklyn Feb12 7 225 32.1
Transfiguration of Christ Church Food Bank | Queens Feb12 7 202 28.9
Part of the Solution (POTS) NYCCAH Bronx Junl0 27 496 18.4
Child Development Support Corp. (CDY NYCCAH Brooklyn Junl0 27 480 17.8
Good Shepard Services Met Council | Brooklyn Mar-12 6 104 17.3
St. John's Bread and Life Met Council | Brooklyn Mar-12 6 93 155
Bronx Defenders Met Council | Bronx Mar-12 6 89 14.8
Ridgewood Bushwick Sitizens Council| FoodBank | Brooklyn Janl2 8 100 125
Cathedral Community Cares (CCC) NYCCAH Manhattan Mar-11 16 187 11.7
Yorkville Common Pantry (YCP) NYCCAH Manhattan Junl0 27 304 11.3
CUCSCrotona Park Met Council | Bronx Mar-12 6 38 6.3
MinKwon Met Council | Queens Augl? 1 6 6.0
Davidson Community Center Food Bank | Bronx Feb12 7 40 5.7
Bronx Works Food Bank | Bronx Apr-12 5 21 4.2
WHEDCO Met Council | Bronx Mar-12 6 25 4.2
Center for Family Life of Sunset Park | Met Council | Brooklyn Apr-12 5 18 3.6
The Riverfund FoodBank | Queens Mar-12 6 21 3.5
Encore Senior Center Food Bank | Manhattan Janl2 8 24 3.0
Isabella Resource Center Food Bank | Manhattan Janl2 8 23 29
East River Development Alliance (ERD{ NYCCAH Queens Jutl10 26 56 2.2
Chinese American Planning Courait. | Food Bank | Manhattan Feb12 7 12 1.7
Self Help North Food Bank | Queens Feb12 7 9 1.3
Goddard Riverside Met Council | Manhattan Augl2 1 1 1.0
CUCSEast Harlem Met Council | Manhattan Feb12 7 3 0.4
Totals 250 3005 12.0
FSRIP Final Report Page49




FSRIP Recertifications as a Percentage of All Food Stamp Recertifications for New
York City. As a pilot project, FSRIP targeted specific zip codes across the city to provide a
smallscale test of involvement of CBOs in recertifying SNAP households. ritéet iof the
pilot was to demonstrate the feasibility of expanding the role of CBO partners from assisting
with initial Food Stamp applications to helping with processing recertifications. As shown in
Exhibit I11-12, the number of FSRIP recertificatiormnducted over the 2ihonth pilot (3,005)
accounted for about offeurth of one percent (0.28 percent) of the slightly more than one
million recertifications scheduled citywide over the same péfiddence, at the scale in which
the initiative was mountedSRIP reached only a very small fraction of SNAP households and
had little effect on the volume of Food Stamp recertifications processed either at Food Stamp
Cent er s o €Change&Cantetd. RA& Shewn in the exhibit, as the number of implementing
CBOsites expanded over the course of the pilot, there was a gradual increase in percentage that
FSRIP recertifications accounted for of total recertificafidny the end of theemonstration
period, FSRIP recertifications accounted for nearly 1 percent @cartifications across the

cityés five boroughs (e.g., 0.88 percent as o

C. Characteristics SNAP Participants Conducting FSRIP Recertifications

HRA collected data on FSRIP participants using its normal SNAP/Food Stamp
management information system by noting within the system if a SNAP participant had been
sent a mailer indicating his or her household was located within a particular zip code being

served by the FSRIP initiative and whether a SNAP recipient had participated in FSRIP (i.e., by

®This total for New York Cityds five boroughs excludes
househtdls scheduled for IVR were not offered the opportunity to recertify through a CBO under FSRIP.
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EXHIBIT Il -13: FSRIP RECERTIFICATIONS AS A PERCENTAGE OF ALL FOOD
STAMP RECERTIFICATIONS CONDUCTED IN NEW YORK CITY, BY MONTH,
JUNE 20101 AUGUST 2012

# of FSRIP as % of
# of FSRIP Recertifications | Recertifications
Recertifications| Scheduled in NY{ (excluding IVR) ir

Month Completed (excluding IVR) NYC
Junt10 14 39,108 0.04%
Jutl0 26 42,121 0.06%
Aug10 20 42,671 0.05%
Sepl0 26 40,869 0.06%
Oct10 40 45,777 0.09%
Now10 27 52,224 0.05%
Decl0 35 38,158 0.09%
Janll 42 42,854 0.10%
Feb11 37 37,566 0.10%
Mar-11 30 37,225 0.08%
Apr-11 41 33,637 0.12%
May-11 42 34,311 0.12%
Junll 51 40,977 0.12%
Jukll 87 41,012 0.21%
Augll 78 41,265 0.19%
Sepll 120 39,225 0.31%
Oct11 129 41,884 0.31%
Now11 101 43,105 0.23%
Decll 101 35,754 0.28%
Janl2 90 39,852 0.23%
Feb12 142 37,186 0.38%
Mar-12 223 37,091 0.60%
Apr-12 201 33,826 0.59%
May-12 311 33,707 0.92%
Junl?2 345 39,733 0.87%
Juk12 291 39,575 0.74%
Augl2 355 40,426 0.88%
Total 3005 1,064,444 0.28%

Note: Recertification conducted by Interactive Voice Recognition (IVR) have been excluded
from the total number akcertification conducted citywide. The total number of recertification
scheduled citywide over the 27 months of the pilot was 1,293,739; the total number of IVRS
recertifications scheduled was 229,295 (17 percent of total recertifications scheduled).
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going to a FSRIP implementing site to conduct his/her recertification with an CBO authorized
representative’? Exhibit Il1-14 provides an overview of the basic characteristics of FSRIP
participants. As shown in this exhibit, FSRIP participants were:

1 nearl threequarters female (73.2 percent);

1 about half Hispanic (47.3 percent) and -thied Black/African American (32.0 percent);

1 mostly never married (60.7 percent);

1 about onehird under 30 years of age (33.9 percent) and 8 in 10 are under 60 yeges of a
(80.6 percent);

1 over fourthfifths U.S. citizens (83.2 percent);

1 mostly receiving their recertification notification in English (74.1 percent), with the
remainder receiving their notifications in Spanish (25.9 percent);

1 very unlikely to be veterar(ess than one percent);
1 about twethirds residing in private dwellings (66.9 percent);

T fairly evenly spread across three of New Y
percent); Brooklyn (33.0 percent); and Manhattan (28.1 percent);

9 about as likely to ve some Food Stamp total income (51.0 per@ntd have no
income under the Food Stamp program (49.0 percent), with an average (mean) Food
Stamp total income of slightly below $200 per month per household ($194.08);

1 onefifth with earned income (19.2 percent), with earned income averaging $22.38 per
month per household (including those with no earned income);

1 onethird with unearned income (32.8 percent), with unearned income averaging $196.46
per month per househb(including those with no unearned income); and

% HRA needed to rprogrammed its data system to include a variable identifying SNAP participants that were
recertified by a FSRIP implementing site. This tiagkvariable was included in the HRA data system several
months into the implementation period (as a result of time needed develop cogedgraen the system) and so
tracking of FSRIP participants within the data system was initiated several monttieiptoject. As shown in
Exhibit I11-14, participant level data was available on 2,302 payees/alternative payees of the slightly over 3,005
FSRIP participants.
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EXHIBIT Il -14: FSRIP PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Participant Characteristics Number REEIT AMTICIS
Percentage| Percentage
Sex
Male 618 26.8% 26.8%
Female 1,684 73.2% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Race
White (NonHispanic) 356 15.5% 15.5%
Asian/Pacific Islander (Nehispanic) 98 4.3% 19.7%
Black/African American (NeaHdispanic) 735 32.0% 51.7%
Hispanic (Any Race) 1,087 47.3% 99.0%
Multi-Racial 24 1.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,300 100.0%
Missing 2
Marital Status
Married 438 19.2% 19.2%
Separated, Divorced, Widowed 459 20.1% 39.3%
Never Married 1,388 60.7% 100.0%
*Total* 2,285 100.0%
Missing 17
Age atRecertification
18-29 324 14.1% 14.1%
30-39 456 19.8% 33.9%
40-49 498 21.6% 55.5%
50-59 577 25.1% 80.6%
60-69 296 12.9% 93.4%
70+ 151 6.6% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average 47
Citizenship Status
Citizen 1,916 83.2% 83.2%
Non-Citizen 386 16.8% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Notice Language
English 1,706 74.1% 74.1%
Spanish 596 25.9% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Preferred Language for Interview
English 1,667 72.4% 72.4%
Spanish 584 25.4% 97.8%
Chinese 30 1.3% 99.1%
Russian 7 0.3% 99.4%
Other 14 0.6% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Borough
Bronx 598 26.0% 26.0%
Brooklyn 759 33.0% 58.9%
Manhattan 648 28.1% 87.1%
Queens 293 12.7% 99.8%
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EXHIBIT Il -14: FSRIP PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Participant Characteristics Number REEIT AMTICIS
Percentage| Percentage
Staten Island 4 0.2% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Veteran Status
Veteran 16 0.7% 0.7%
Not a Veteran 2,286 99.3% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
SSI Status
Never Active SSI 1,575 68.4% 68.4%
Active SSI 173 7.5% 75.9%
SSI Pending 13 0.6% 76.5%
Deemed Eligible - 0.0% 76.5%
Closed/Denied/Suspended (Appeals Exhausted) 526 22.8% 99.3%
Closed Continue OASDI 15 0.7% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Shelter Type
Private 1,541 66.9% 66.9%
NYCHA/Section 8 630 27.4% 94.3%
Undomiciled or Temporary/Migrant 44 1.9% 96.2%
Homeless/DV Shelter 67 2.9% 99.1%
Group Quarters/Congregate Care 20 0.9% 100.0%
SSI Categorically Eligible - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Food Stamp Total Income Amount
$0 1,174 51.0% 51.0%
$1-$99 164 7.1% 58.1%
$100$199 153 6.6% 64.8%
$200:$299 170 7.4% 72.2%
$300$399 140 6.1% 78.2%
$400:$499 125 5.4% 83.7%
$500$749 230 10.0% 93.7%
$750$999 146 6.3% 100.0%
$1000+ - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average $194.08
Food Stamp Total Net Income Amount
$0 989 43.0% 43.0%
$1-$99 41 1.8% 44.7%
$100$199 73 3.2% 47.9%
$200:$299 75 3.3% 51.2%
$300:$399 110 4.8% 56.0%
$400-$499 123 5.3% 61.3%
$500$749 507 22.0% 83.3%
$750$999 384 16.7% 100.0%
$1000+ - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average $274.33
FoodStamp Earned Income Amount
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EXHIBIT Il -14: FSRIP PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Participant Characteristics Number REEIT AMTICIS
Percentage| Percentage
$0 1,859 80.8% 80.8%
$1-$99 6 0.3% 81.0%
$100$199 15 0.7% 81.7%
$200$299 26 1.1% 82.8%
$300$399 34 1.5% 84.3%
$400$499 42 1.8% 86.1%
$500$749 154 6.7% 92.8%
$750$999 166 7.2% 100.0%
$1000+ - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average $122.38
Food Stamp Unearned Income Amount
$0 1,548 67.2% 67.2%
$1-$99 33 1.4% 68.7%
$100$199 36 1.6% 70.2%
$200$299 57 2.5% 72.7%
$300$399 58 2.5% 75.2%
$400$499 56 2.4% 77.7%
$500$749 268 11.6% 89.3%
$750$999 246 10.7% 100.0%
$1000+ - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average $196.46
Food Stamp Dependent Child Care Amount
$0 2,144 93.1% 93.1%
$1-$99 25 1.1% 94.2%
$100$199 11 0.5% 94.7%
$200$299 29 1.3% 96.0%
$300$399 31 1.3% 97.3%
$400$499 18 0.8% 98.1%
$500$749 32 1.4% 99.5%
$750$999 12 0.5% 100.0%
$1000+ - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average $24.96
Food Stamprotal Deductions Amount
$0 59 2.6% 2.6%
$1-$99 - 0.0% 2.6%
$100$199 1,118 48.6% 51.1%
$200$299 439 19.1% 70.2%
$300$399 324 14.1% 84.3%
$400$499 162 7.0% 91.3%
$500$749 147 6.4% 97.7%
$750$999 53 2.3% 100.0%
$1000+ - 0.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0%
Average $257.56
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EXHIBIT Il -14: FSRIP PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

Participant Characteristics Number REEIT AMTICIS
Percentage| Percentage

Food Stamp Allotment
Less than $200 461 20.0% 20.0%
$200 657 28.5% 28.5%
$367 234 10.2% 38.7%
$526 111 4.8% 43.5%
$668 44 1.9% 45.4%
$793 24 1.0% 46.5%
Other Amount 771 33.5% 80.0%

*Total* 2,302 100.0%

Average $315.18
Food Stamp Appointment Center
F45Concourse 309 13.4% 13.4%
F14St. Nicholas 294 12.8% 26.2%
FO2East End 283 12.3% 38.5%
F53Queens 229 9.9% 48.4%
F22Coney Island 223 9.7% 58.1%
F26North Brooklyn 168 7.3% 65.4%
F20GFt. Green 159 6.9% 72.3%
FAGMelrose 141 6.1% 78.5%
F28East New York 127 5.5% 84.0%
F46Crontona 86 3.7% 87.7%
F21Williamsburg 78 3.4% 91.1%
FA4Fordham 62 2.7% 93.8%
F54Jamaica 49 2.1% 95.9%
F13Washington Heights 35 1.5% 97.4%
F15SSI Office 32 1.4% 98.8%
F19Waverly 20 0.9% 99.7%
F79Rockaway 3 0.1% 99.8%
F99Richmond 3 0.1% 100.0%
F6XResidential Treatment Center 1 0.0% 100.0%

*Total* 2,302 100.0%

Note: Data is for SNAP payees and alternative payees that conducted recertification interviews with FSRIP CBO
implementing sites. FSRIP participants served early in the pilot were not identified in the HRA data system and are
not included in the analyses.
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1 likely to receive maximum standard Food Stamp allotments by household size (e.g., $367
for a twoperson household), with the FoStamp allotment averaging $315.18 per
household.

It was also possible to compare participant characteristics of FSRIP participants with all
SNAP participants that received mailers informing them of the option to use a FSRIP
implementing CBO for their recertification interview. Exhibit15 shows basicharacteristics
of FSRIP participants (i.e., FSRIP payees and alternate payees) compared to those of SNAP
participants receiving mailers informing them about FSRIP for an-eighth period (Januaily
August 2012). This exhibit shows that in comparispBMNAP participants receiving the mailer
informing them of FSRIP, SNAP participants that recertified through the FSRIP initiediee
more likely (i.e., a difference of at least 5 percentage points between FSRIP participants and
those receiving the maileto be: white, Hispanic, married or separated/divorced or widowed;

older (50 or older); Spanistpeaking; residing in Manhattan or Queens; have no Food Stamp

total net incomeafter certain allowable deductigremd have no Food Stamp earned income.

D. Recertification Outcomes for FSRIP Participants

A key goal of FSRIP was to facilitate the recertification process by providing SNAP
participants with a convenient and supportive alternative to recertifying by telephone with the
Food Stamp Change @ter or inperson at a Food Stamp Center. An important goal of the
initiative was to reduce the number of eligible SNAP households who fail to recertify because of
a variety of administrative reasons, such as failure to provide necessary documentation and
failure to schedule or show for a recertification interview. Under FSRIP, CBO implementing
sites provided a convenient and comfortable neighborhood location where SNAP participants

could go to conduct their recertification interviews with a CBO authdniepresentative.
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EXHIBIT 1l -15: FSRIP PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS COMPARED WITH SNAP
PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING MAILER INFORMING THEM ABOUT FSRIP

SNAP FSRIP Participants

Received FSRIP Mailing

Relative | Cumulative Relative | Cumulative
Participant Characteristics Number | Percentage| Percentage| Number| Percentage| Percentage
Sex
Male 618 26.8% 26.8% 16,989 29.1% 29.1%
Female 1,684 73.2% 100.0% 41,426 70.9% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0% 58,415 100.0%
Race
White (NorHispanic) 356 15.5% 15.5% 5,495 9.4% 9.4%
Asian/Pacific Islander (NeHispanic) 98 4.3% 19.7% 4,897 8.4% 17.8%
Black/African American (Neldispanic) 735 32.0% 51.7% 22,004 37.8% 55.6%
Hispanic (Any Race) 1,087 47.3% 99.0% 25,519 43.8% 99.4%
Multi-Racial 24 1.0% 100.0% 360 0.6% 100.0%
*Total* 2,300 100.0% 58,275 100.0%
Missing 2 140
Marital Status
Married 438 19.2% 19.2% 8,201 14.2% 14.2%
Separated, Divorced, Widowed 459 20.1% 39.3% 7,183 12.4% 26.7%
Never Married 1,388 60.7% 100.0% 42,340 73.3% 100.0%
*Total* 2,285 100.0% 57,724 100.0%
Missing 17 691
Age at Recertification
1829 324 14.1% 14.1% 13,841 23.9% 23.9%
30-39 456 19.8% 33.9% 14,562 25.2% 49.1%
40-49 498 21.6% 55.5% 12,769 22.1% 71.2%
50-59 577 25.1% 80.6% 11,519 19.9% 91.1%
60-69 296 12.9% 93.4% 4,029 7.0% 98.1%
70+ 151 6.6% 100.0% 1,089 1.9% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0% 57,809 100.0%
Missing - 606
Average 47
CitizenshipStatus
Citizen 1,916 83.2% 83.2% 47,869 82.0% 82.0%
NonCitizen 386 16.8% 100.0% 10,518 18.0% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0% 58,387 100.0%
Missing - 28
Notice Language
English 1,706 74.1% 74.1% 48,840 83.6% 83.6%
Spanish 596 25.9% 100.0% 9,569 16.4% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0% 58,409 100.0%
Missing - 6
Preferred Language for Interview
English 1,667 72.4% 72.4% 46,562 79.7% 79.7%
Spanish 584 25.4% 97.8% 9,598 16.4% 96.1%
Chinese 30 1.3% 99.1% 1,482 2.5% 98.7%
Russian 7 0.3% 99.4% 330 0.6% 99.2%
Other 14 0.6% 100.0% 443 0.8% 100.0%
*Total* 2,302 100.0% 58,415 100.0%
Borough
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