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[Arndt No. 211]

Food Stamp Program; Administrative 
Flexibility Rule

a g e n c y : Food and Nutrition Service, 
USDA.
a c tio n : Final rule.

s u m m a r y : This rule reduces fraud and 
error in the Food Stamp Program and 
provides more flexibility to the State 
agencies in administering the program. 
This rule requires food stamp 
households to furnish the social security 
numbers (SSN’s) of all household 
members in accordance with the 1981 
Food Stamp Amendments. Also, this 
rule contains a provision of the 1982 
Food Stamp Amendments that 
eliminates the requirement that State 
agencies comply with Federal standards 
with regard to points and hours of 
certification and issuance. Other 
provisions in this rule concern 
verification, public comment, training, 
mailing of Authorization to Participate 
(ATP) cards, and staggered issuance. 
These rules give State agencies the 
authority to verify any information 
included on the food stamp application 
and require that individuals with 
questionable citizenship be ineligible for 
participation in the program until their 
citizenship is verified. 
e f f e c t iv e  d a t e :  This action is effective 
on November 26,1982. State agencies 
shall implement the new SSN provisions 
for new applicants no later than 
February 1,1983 and convert the current 
caseload at recertification or when the 
case is otherwise reviewed, whichever 
occurs first. The citizenship provisions 
must be implemented on or before April

1,1983. All other provisions shall be 
implemented at State agency discretion. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION C O N TA C T: If 
you have any questions, contact Thomas 
O’Connor, Supervisor, Policy and 
Regulations Section, Program Standards 
Branch, Program Development Division, 
Food and Nutrition Service, Alexandria, 
Va. 22302, 703-756-3429.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Classification
This final rule has been reviewed 

under Executive Order 12291. The rule 
will not result in annual economic 
impacts of more than $100 million or 
major increases in costs or prices nor 
will it have a significant adverse effect 
on competition, employment, 
productivity, investment or foreign 
trade. Further, the rule is unrelated to 
the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-, 
based enterprises. Therefore, the rule 
has been classified as “nonmajor.”

Regulatory Flexibility Act *
This rule has been reviewed with 

regard to the requirements of the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (Pub. L  96- 
354). Samuel ]. Cornelius, Administrator 
of the Food and Nutrition Service, has 
certified that this proposal does not 
have a significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.
This rule implements several provisions 
which affect food stamp certification, 
issuance, and operational issues. The 
provisions will allow State agencies to 
implement direct ATP pick-up issuance 
systems; will mandate that State 
agencies require each household 
member to provide an SSN as a 
condition of eligibility; will expand the 
State agencies’ options to verify any 
information included on the food stamp 
application; and will mandate that 
household members whose citizenship is 
in question be ineligible until proof of 
citizenship is obtained. In addition, this 
rule will eliminate the Federal 
requirements in the area of points and 
hours and allow greater administrative 
flexibility in the area of training and the 
public comment component of the State 
Operating Guidelines. These provisions 
do not represent major changes in 
certification, issuance, or operational 
policy and should have no significant 
impact on State and local social service 
agency or issuance agency workload, 
staffing needs or paperwork.

This regulation does not contain 
reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements subject to approval by 
OMB under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act. v

Introduction
The Department is concerned with 

minimizing possibilities for fraud and 
error in the Food Stamp Program and 
with lessening the administrative 
burden currently placed on State 
agencies. With this in mind, the 
Department re-examined the provisions 
concerning verification, training, public 
comment requirements on State 
operations and the mailing of ATP 
cards. The requirement that SSN’s for all 
household members be collected was 
contained in Section 1327 of the 1981 
Food Stamp Amendments (Pub. L. 97- 
98), while the 1982 Food Stamp 
Amendments (Pub. L. 97-253) eliminated 
the stringent requirements of points and 
hours (Section 167). This final 
rulemaking will revise the policy in 
these areas. In developing this rule, the 
Department focused on the development 
of procedures that are responsive to 
participant need and State agency 
flexibility.

An explanation of the rationale and 
purposes for this rule was provided in 
the preamble to the proposed 
rulemaking, published at 46 F R 14160, 
April 2,1982. Therefore, this preamble 
deals only with significant changes from 
the proposed rulemaking.

A total of 86 commenters sent in 
comments and suggestions on the 
proposed Administrative Flexibility 
rules.

Public Comment Provisions in the State 
Operating Guidelines

Current rules require State agencies to 
provide the public with an opportunity 
to comment on overall program 
operations. Public comment is required 
every four years beginning with the 
State agency’s 1982 fiscal year. The 
regulations also specify that waivers to 
deviate from program requirements 
requested by State agencies are subject 
to comment prior to submission to FNS. 
The comment period for a waiver may 
be dropped with prior FNS approval if 
an emergency situation exists. The rules 
specify that State agencies must solicit 
comments in at least one of the 
following methods: Their State’s 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA’s);
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publication of a summary of the waiver 
or general program operations for public 
comment; or State-wide public hearings. 
The proposed rule would give State 
agencies the administrative flexibility to 
solicit comments as State laws require 
as the individual State agency believes 
would be useful.

A total of 37 commenters specifically 
addressed the public comment 
provision. Sixteen of the commenters 
were supportive while 21 were opposed 
to the provision. The commenters 
supporting the proposed change cited 
several reasons for their positive 
response. Several said a Federal 
provision requiring public comments on 
State operating guidelines is redundant 
since many States have an APA. One 
commenter said that interested parties 
can register comments at anytime, 
whether or not formally solicited. 
Another said the appropriate forum for 
effective comments is at the federal 
level. Still another commenter said Food 
Stamp Program materials are already' 
open to the public. Commenters opposed 
to the provision cited various reasons 
for their opposition. Five commenters 
challenged our premise that the current 
public comment provisions are 
burdensome since the next comment 
period on State overall operations is not 
due till the State's 1986 fiscal year. 
Another reason cited for opposing the 
proposed provision was that the 
proposal would encourage growth of a 
closed bureaucracy especially if State 
agencies did not have to adhere to their 
Administrative Procedures Act (APA). 
One commenter felt that a built-in 
mechanism to require public comment 
offers the only opportunity for the local 
community and their representatives 
(particularly in States without an APA) 
to provide comments and suggestions as 
to the operation of the Food Stamp 
Program.

The Department believes that giving 
State agencies the administrative 
flexibility to solicit comments as State 
laws require or as the individual State 
agency believes would be useful will not 
prevent the public from learning how 
State agencies are operating the Food 
Stamp Program. Those State agencies 
without their own APA’s can solicit 
public comment through less formal 
contacts, such as welfare rights 
organizations and public interest groups. 
Also § 272.1(d) of the federal regulations 
requires that the public be allowed to 
examine regulations, plans of 
operations, State manuals and Federal 
procedures which affect the public.

The Department is revising the final 
rule to answer the concern of the 
commenter who feared a closed

bureaucracy by making*clear that the 
language does not permit State agencies 
to avoid the requirements of their 
APA’s. State agencies without APA’s 
will need to solicit comments as they 
feel necessary.

Further, paragraph (alip) of § 272.3 is 
removed as State agencies may now 
determine their own needs for preparing 
and providing staff with procedures for 
obtaining public comment.

Training
The Food Stamp Act of 1977, as 

amended, requires training for 
certification personnel. The current 
regulatory provisions expanded the 
statutory training requirement to include 
fair hearing officials, performance 
reporting system (PRS) reviewers, and 
others who prescreen or provide other 
services to applicants or the public. 
Current rules are very specific as to the 
contents of training programs. 
Additionally, public participation is 
required at formal State training 
sessions. Finally, the rules require that 
the contents of training programs be 
reviewed by FNS on a semi-annual 
basis. The proposed rule would only 
require training for food stamp eligibility 
workers, fair hearing officials and 
Performance Reporting System (PRS) 
reviewers. The contents of training 
programs and the public participation 
provision would not be regulated.

Forty-seven commenters addressed 
the proposed training provision. There 
were 13 general supportive letters and 
26 general opposition letters. The 
commenters supporting the proposed 
provision welcomed the flexibility given 
to State agencies in determining their 
own training needs. One State agency 
stated that this flexibility means that 
available resources can be used to meet 
State/local needs ifether than to comply 
with Federal rules.

The commenter further observed that 
training is and will continue to be a 
priority. One State agency, although 
supportive, felt the training requirements 
could be further deregulated. It 
recommended that the rule solely reflect 
the Act’s mandate on training 
certification workers.

Fourteen of those opposing the 
proposed provision were surprised that 
training would be curtailed in light of 
the high error rate, USDA’s objective to 
curtail fraud, and the numerous program 
changes. There were two areas of the 
proposed training provision that 
received the most negative responses: 
the proposed categories of personnel 
requiring training and the deletion of 
public attendance at training sessions. 
Most commenters objecting to the 
training proposal preferred to leave the

current provision intact as far as the 
type of personnel requiring training.

The Department retains the training 
provision as proposed. These rules 
acknowledge State agencies’ staff and 
budget constraints. The final rule will 
allow State agencies to determine their 
training staff needs, content of training, 
public attendance at training sessions, 
and, to a degree, personnel training 
requirements. The rule reduces the 
amount of detailed regulations that now 
exist and allows increased flexibility to 
State agencies. State agencies will 
continue to be responsible for 
developing well-designed training 
programs.

The deletion of the requirement that 
the public be allowed to attend training 
sessions is not meant to discourage or 
preclude such attendance. Rather, the 
deletion of this requirement is meant to 
remove Federal involvement from an 
operational area more properly left to 
State agencies. The Department expects 
that State agencies will continue to 
allow public participation at training 
sessions if, in the view of State agencies, 
such participation is beneficial.

Point and Hours
Current regulations provide minimum 

standards for State agencies to use in 
determining the locations and hours of 
operation of the issuance services made 
available in each State. The proposed 
rule would have established general 
authority for allowing exceptions to 
these minimum requirements. Public 
Law 97-253 (Food Stamp Act 
Amendments of 1982, enacted 
September 8,1982) amended the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to eliminate the 
requirement that State agencies comply 
with Federal standards with regard to 
points and hours of certification and 
issuance. The final rule implements this 
change by removing 7 CFR 272.5. 
However, the provision of that section 
requiring State agencies to assist 
households comprised of elderly or 
disabled members to obtain coupons 
has been retained by moving it to 7 CFR 
272.7(n)(3) and 274.1(a).

Verification
The proposed rule included a number 

of changes designed to help State 
agencies eliminate fraud and abuse by 
increasing flexibility in the area of 
verification. The following discussion 
addresses the public comment on these 
proposed changes and explains the 
provisions of the final rule.

Optional verification. Current rules 
place a number of restrictions on State 
agencies regarding what factors they
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may elect to require households to 
verify. At certification, the State 
agency’s optional verification is limited 
to liquid resources of loans, dependent 
care costs, household size, and any 
other factors for households meeting the 
State agency’s error prone profile, At 
recertification, the State agency may 
elect to verify income, medical expenses 
and actual utility expenses which have 
changed by $25 or less. (Changes in 
source or amount exceeding $25 must be 
verified.) The agency does not have the 
option to mandate verification of other 
factors.

The proposed rule would remove the 
restrictions on optional verification.
State agencies would be granted the 
option to require verification of any of 
the information on the application, both 
at certification and recertification. In 
addition, the proposed rule would delete 
the requirement that State agencies get 
prior approval from FNS to exercise 
optional verification on a project area 
basis rather than statewide.

The Department received roughly the 
same number of comments supporting 
and opposing this change. Commenters 
supporting the change agreed that it 
would help to reduce fraud, abuse, 
incorrect issuances, and error rates.

Some of the commenters who opposed 
the change maintained that it would 
lead to a variety of abuses by State 
agencies or eligibility workers. Potential 
abuses mentioned by these commenters 
include harassment, undue delays in 
processing, barriers to participation, 
arbitrary requirements, and 
discrimination. Four commenters argued 
that the change would undermine the 
Program’s uniform national eligibility 
standards. A few others contended that 
it would prove cost-inefficient and 
would unduly burden eligibility workers.

The Department does not agree with 
the commenters who maintained that 
this change would lead to abuses by 
State agencies and eligibility workers. 
The rule provides the State agency with 
the authority to mandate verification of 
any information on the application on a 
statewide or project area basis. The 
provision does not extend authority to 
eligibility workers to impose special 
verification requirements on a case-by
case basis. This sharply reduces any 
potential for abuse or discrimination by 
eligibility workers. The required 
processing time frames, combined with 
the 10 day minimum allowed for 
households to provide verification upon 
request, ensure that barriers and delays 
in recertification are not generated. 
Finally, the rule specifically prohibits 
State agencies from establishing 
verification procedures which result in 
discrimination based on race, religion,

ethnic background, or national origin. 
The rule also prohibits imposition of 
standards which target groups such as 
migrant farmworkers or American 
Indians. The Department will continue 
to enforce these provisions to guarantee 
that statewide or project area 
verification requirements do not result 
in discrimination.

The Department does not believe that 
the rule will undermine the Program’s 
uniform national standards. The 
eligibility and benefit level standards 
will remain uniform, as will processing 
time limitations. The only change is that 
State agencies will be more able to 
adapt verification requirements to the 
characteristics of their caseloads and to 
ensure accuracy in information collected 
during certification. The Department 
does not agree with the commenter who 
asserted that the change would prove 
cost-ineffective or that it would unduly 
burden eligibility workers. Because 
State agencies share in administrative 
funding, they share the Department’s 
interest in efficient and effective 
verification. The Department expects 
that State agencies will target their 
verification options to areas where 
significant abuse occurs.

The Department believes that State 
agencies will make good use of their 
increased flexibility to require 
verification. The Maryland Department 
of Human Resources commented that, 
“No doubt, FNS will receive comments 
opposing the regulations * * * on the 
basis of their potential abuse by 
diminishing services to clients and 
prolonging and complicating the 
verification process. However,
Maryland is fully committed to using 
these regulations in a balanced attempt 
to serve both client and program needs.” 
The Department believes that this 
commitment is shared by most State 
agencies. Therefore, the proposed 
optional verification provisions are 
retained in this final rule.

Definition o f questionable 
information. The current regulations 
require State agencies to verify 
questionable information that would 
affect a household’s allotment or 
eligibility. The regulations detail what 
shall be considered questionable 
information. Only if the definition has 
been met will information be considered 
questionable, and therefore be subject to 
verification.

Like the current regulations, the 
proposed rule would have required 
verification of questionable information 
that would affect a household’s 
eligibility or allotment. However, the 
proposed rule removed the stipulations 
regarding what may be considered 
questionable. This change was proposed

to provide State agencies and eligibility 
workers with increased flexibility 
consistent with expanded optional 
verification. '

Commenters who favored this change 
agreed with the Department that it 
would help to reduce error rates, 
incorrect issuances, fraud, and abuse. 
One commenter approved of the 
proposal as a “logical outgrowth of 
expanded verification.” Several argued 
that the restrictions on what can be 
considered questionable have hampered 
verification efforts and prevented State 
agencies from uncovering fraud and 
abuse. One commenter requested that 
the final rule explicitly extend authority 
to State agencies to require verification 
of questionable information on a case- 
by-case basis. Another commenter 
recommended that State agencies 
establish standards for what constitutes 
questionable information. Still another 
commenter recommended that the 
regulations return to the “prudent 
person” concept (included in earlier 
regulations) for determining what may 
be considered questionable. The 
“prudent person” concept was based on 
the premise that the eligibility worker is 
able to use his or her own good 
judgement, if necessary, in eligibility 
factors.

Commenters who opposed the change 
argued that it would lead to delays, 
harassment arbitrary and punitive 
verification, and discrimination based 
on race and language. A few 
commenters contended that the change 
left too much to the discretion of 
eligibility workers. Others argued that 
the change would create barriers to 
participation or lead to the invasion of 
the applicant’s privacy.

The Department is convinced that the 
vast majority of eligibility workers 
would not misconstrue or wrongly apply 
this change so as to abuse the rights of 
applicants. However, the Department 
recognizes the commenters’ concern that 
leaving complete discretion to eligibility 
workers to determine what is 
questionable, with no federal or State 
guidance, could result in unnecessary 
demands for verification.

To address this concern, the final rule 
requires that State agencies establish 
guidelines to be followed by eligibility 
workers in determining what 
information should be considered 
questionable. The rule also provides that 
these guidelines not be based on race, 
religion, ethnic background, or national 
origin, and that they not target groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians for special 
verification. These guidelines would be 
subject to review by FNS during
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management evaluations. These 
provisions will ensure that consistent 
standards are applied within States and 
will prevent verification requirements 
based on bias or whim. At the same 
time, the provisions remain consistent 
with the basic objective of this rule 
change, which is to increase State 
administrative flexibility.

Citizenship. Current rules require 
State agencies to allow participation for 
two months by household members 
whose citizenship is questionable and 
unverified, if the household is otherwise 
eligible and efforts are being made to 
obtain the needed verification. If 
verification is not provided within two 
months, the member becomes ineligible 
and the member’s resources and 
prorated income are considered 
available to any remaining household 
members.

The proposed rule required 
verification of questionable citizenship 
prior to issuance of any benefits. The 
proposal also required that until 
verification is obtained, the resources 
and prorated income of the member 
whose citizenship is in question would 
be considered available to any 
remaining household members. These 
proposed changes concerning 
verification of questionable citizenship 
are consistent with current requirements 
pertaining to verification of alien status.

A number of commenters supported 
this change, stating that it would reduce 
fraud, abuse, error rates, and 
administrative complexity. Several 
commenters approved of the 
consistency with the provisions 
regarding alien status.

A number of commenters argued that 
this change would impose serious 
hardship on applicants. Several 
commenters asserted that the rule would 
be applied in a discriminatory manner, 
imposing special hardship on Spanish 
speaking people, people who speak 
English with a foreign accent, minorities, 
and migrants. A few added that the 
hardship would be aggravated for 
migrants because they frequently travel 
in the job stream without documentation 
of citizenship. Eight commenters 
contended that the requirement would 
cause financial hardship for residential 
drug and alcohol addiction treatment 
programs, as their residents often have 
no documentation of citizenship. These 
commenters argued that the change 
would delay food stamp certification, 
and that treatment programs could not 
afford to admit many addicts without 
immediate issuance of benefits. *

The proposed changes regarding 
verification of questionable citizenship 
are retained in the final rule. In making 
this change, the Department is removing

♦the special treatment currently given 
questionable claims of citizenships. All 
other eligibility factors for which 
verification is deemed necessary, 
including claims of eligible alien status, 
must be satisfactorily documented prior 
to certification. The Department does 
not believe that discrimination, 
harassment, or abuse will result from 
applying this general rule to the 
verification of citizenship.

It should be noted that the rule does 
not impose mandatory verification of 
citizenship: It only requires verification 
of questionable claims of citizenship. 
The Department believes that the 
changes incorporated in the final rule 
concerning what constitutes 
questionable information (described 
above) addresses the commenters’ 
concerns regarding potential 
harassment, abuse, and discrimination. 
Those new rules require that sufficient 
safeguards to ensure equal treatment be 
provided under the State agencies’ 
criteria for what may be considered 
questionable. The criteria must not 
result in discrimination based on race, 
religion, ethnic background or national 
origin, and they must not target groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians for special 
verification. State agency guidelines 
cannot rely on a surname, accent, or 
appearance which seems foreign to find 
a claim to citizenship questionable. Nor 
can the guidelines rely on a lack of 
English speaking, reading, or writing 
ability as grounds to question a claim to 
citizenship.

State agencies may wish to provide 
special guidance to eligibility workers 
regarding grounds for considering claims 
to citizenship as questionable. State 
agency guidelines must satisfy the 
nondiscrimination requirements. The 
following list suggests standards for 
considering claims of citizenship.

1. The claim of citizenship is 
inconsistent with statements made by 
the applicant or with other information 
on the application or previous 
applications.

2. The claim of citizenship is 
inconsistent with information received 
from another source.

3. The individual does not have a 
social security number.

' The Department recognizes that some 
drug and alcohol addiction treatment 
centers may experience financial 
difficulties as an indirect result of this 
change. However, it is not the purpose 
of the Food Stamp Program to guarantee 
the financial security of treatment 
centers, but to provide assistance to 
eligible households. Residents of 
treatment centers should be just as able 
as other applicants to provide

verification of citizenship, and therefore 
should be subject to the same 
requirements.

A few commenters recommended 
changes regarding the forms of 
verification of citizenship that are 
accepted. Two commenters 
recommended that SSN’s be accepted as 
adequate verification. Because SSN’s 
are regularly provided to people who are 
not United States citizens, the 
Department rejected the 
recommendation. Two other 
commenters recommended tightening 
the requirements further by deleting the 
provision allowing verification in the 
form of a statement signed by a United 
States citizen, under penalty of perjury, 
declaring that the individuals in 
question is a citizen. The Department 
rejected this recommendation because it 
believes that rule provides applicants 
with a needed measure of flexibility 
regarding the ways in which they may 
verify citizenship. However, the 
Department wants to emphasize that 
current regulations allow this form of 
verification only if other forms of 
verification cannot be obtained and the 
household can provide a reasonable 
explanation as to why verification is not 
available.

Several other commenters suggested 
modifications in and exemptions from 
the requirements. One recommended 
that the rule provide for retroactive 
benefits (to the date of application) 
when verification is provided outside of 
the normal time frames. Another 
commenter recommended that an 
exception be provided for persons 
applying for citizenship. Another 
recommended that State agencies be 
allowed to certify persons making good 
faith efforts to provide verification. 
Finally, one commenter suggested that 
individuals with unverified citizenship 
should simply not be counted as 
household members, and their income 
and resources should be ignored. The 
Department rejected each of these 
recommendations because they would 
undermine the basic purposes of the 
change—to simplify administration, 
reduce fraud and abuse, and make the 
citizenship requirements consistent with 
those regarding verification of alien 
status.

Collateral contacts. Current 
regulations preclude State agencies from 
designating a particular individual to be 
used as a collateral contact in the 
verification process. The proposed rule 
would have extended to State agencies 
the authority to designate a collateral 
contact when the household fails to 
designate one or designates one which 
is unacceptable to the State agency. The
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proposed rule would have provided that 
a collatéral contact may be considered 
unacceptable if the contact cannot be 
expected to provide accurate 
verification. The preamble to the 
proposed rule stated that households 
objecting to the State agency designee 
would have the\option to request a fair 
hearing.

Nearly half of the commentera who 
addressed this change strongly 
supported it. These commentera argued 
that it would help to improve Program 
integrity and the quality of verification 
and to reduce fraud, abuse, and error 
rates.

Commentera opposing the change 
argued that it would cause applicants to 
experience embarrassment, harassment, 
and discrimination. Two commentera 
contended that the change would 
undermine the Program’s uniform 
national standards. One commenter 
argued that the change would lead to 
costly and inefficient verification.
Several argued that the change would 
violate the nondisclosure provision of 
Section 11(e)(8) of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977 as amended.

The final rule retains the provision 
extending to State agencies the 
authority to designate collateral 
contacts. The Department does not 
agree with the criticism that this change 
will lead to mistreatment of applicant 
households, nor that it will undermine 
uniform standards. Under this rule, the 
household retains the right to name a 
collateral contact. Only if the household 
fails to name a collateral contact, or - 
names one who is not acceptable to the 
State agency, will the new provisions 
come into effect. The Department is 
convinced that State agencies will reject 
an applicant’s designees only when 
there is reason to doubt that the contact 
will provide accurate verification. State 
agencies will not direct their limited 
administrative resources to identifying 
and making collateral contacts 
unnecessarily.

Commenters suggested modification 
in two aspects of the proposed change. 
Their recommendations are discussed 
below:

1. Two commenters recommended 
that the State agency’s action in 
rejecting a household’s designee and 
selecting another contact not be subject 
to a fair hearing. The Department has 
rejected this recommendation because it 
would conflict with the requirements of 
the fair hearing regulations (§ 273.15). 
However, the Department will consider 
the recommendation during the 
development of any changes in the fair 
hearing regulations in the future.

2. One commenter recommended that 
the State agency be allowed to contact

its designee without providing prior 
notification to the household. Another 
commenter recommended an explicit 
requirement that the State agency notify 
the household prior to making the 
contact in order to allow the household 
opportunity to request a fair hearing. 
Still another commenter recommended 
that the rule include a provision 
specifically requiring prior notification 
to the household in order to allow the 
household opportunity to withdraw its 
application.

The Department believes that it is 
important that prior notice be provided 
to the household when the State agency 
intends to contact an individual other 
than one named by the household. 
Providing prior notice to the household 
protects the applicant’s privacy and 
ensures that the nondisclosure provision 
is not violated. In most cases, providing 
prior notification will entail no 
additional workload. Eligibility workers 
usually discuss verification problems, 
like identification of a collateral contact, 
during the interview. The Department 
expects that in almost all cases, the 
eligibility worker and the applicant will 
agree to an alternative contact (or other 
form of verification) during the 
interview. When this occurs, no other 
notification would be needed, and any 
need for a fair hearing should be 
avoided.

The Department recognizes great 
merit in the recommendation that 
applicants be allowed to withdraw their 
applications before the contact is made, 
and has incorporated the 
recommendation in the final rule. 
Program integrity requires that State 
agencies act on verified information. 
However, the basic choice remains with 
the household regarding whether or not 
to allow State agency access to 
collateral contacts as sources of 
verification. When the household 
prefers that the contact not be made, 
and can provide no other acceptable 
verification, the household may choose 
to withdraw its application.

To provide State agencies with the 
needed flexibility and authority to 
obtain accurate verification, and at the 
same time to protect the privacy of 
applicants, the final rule makes the 
following provisions. State agencies are 
required to notify the household prior to 
making a collateral contact with an 
individual designated by the State 
agency. At the time of this notification, 
the State agency shall inform the 
household that it has the option to 
consent to the contact, supply some 
other form of mutually acceptable 
verification, or withdraw its application. 
If the household refuses to take one of 
the options, the application shall be

denied in accordance with the normal 
procedures for failure to verify 
information (§ 273.2(g)(3)).

Case file requirements. Current 
regulations contain detailed 
requirements regarding the 
documentation which must be 
maintained in case files. The regulations 
establish basic guidelines by requiring 
documentation of eligibility, ineligibility, 
and benefit level determinations in 
sufficient detail to allow a reviewer to 
determine the reasonableness and 
accuracy of the determination. Current 
regulations also include detailed 
requirements for documentation 
justifying any determination that 
information is questionable, any request 
for an alternative form of verification, 
and any rejection of a household 
designated collateral contact.

The proposed rule retained the 
general documentation guidelines, but 
deleted the detailed requirements for 
documentation justifying special 
verification actions. This change was 
proposed in order to be consistent with 
the proposed changes in the optional 
verification provisions. There are no 
specific documentation requirements for 
the exercise of the optional verification 
provisions. Several commenters 
supported the change, arguing that the 
current requirement imposes 
unnecessarily burdensome case file 
requirements.

A number of commenters opposed the 
change, contending that it would reduce 
eligibility worker accountability and 
encourage the imposition of unnecessary 
and unfair verification requirements.
The Department does not agree with 
these commenters. There is no reason to 
expect the deletion of the detailed 
special case file provision for these 
verification procedures to have such 
effects. The Department believes that it 
serves no useful purpose to continue 
requiring documentation to justify 
actions which are clearly within the 
normal discretion fo the State agency. 
What is important in a case file is 
documentation that shows that 
determinations of eligibility, ineligibility, 
and benefits are correct. Therefore, the 
proposed change is retained in the final 
rule.

Error prone profiles. Current 
regulations require that State agencies 
get prior approval from FNS for their 
error-prone profiles. To be consistent 
with other proposed changes increasing 
State agency flexibility, the proposed 
rule deleted the prior approval 
requirement.

One commenter argued that this 
change is contrary to thé intent of the 
statute, which provides for use of error
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prone profiles “as approved by the 
Secretary.” The Department wishes to 
point out that the change does not mean 
that error prone profiles are no longer 
subject to review and approval. Error 
prone profiles, like other verification 
standards used by State agencies, will 
be reviewed and approved by FNS 
during management evaluations.

M iscellaneous changes. The final rule 
makes conforming changes in language 
in § 273.2(i)(4)(ii), which deals with the 
use of collateral contacts in expedited 
service oases. The change was 
mistakenly omitted from the proposed 
rule. The change is made simply to be 
consistent with other changes described 
above.
Expanding the Collection of Social 
Security Numbers (SSN’s)

Section 1327 of Pub. L  97-98 amended 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 to require, 
as a condition of eligibility for 
participation in the Food Stamp 
Program, that each household member 
furnish to the State agency their SSN (or 
numbers, if they have more than one).

This section of the proposed 
regulations received twenty-five 
comments. Seventeen of these 
comments concerned the first change 
which requires as a condition of 
eligibility for participation in the Food 
Stamp Program that each household 
member furnish to the State agency their 
SSN. The remaining comments 
concerned the second change which 
gives State agencies the option of either 
requiring applicants to obtain SSN’s at 
the State agency or allowing the State 
agency to follow the current rule.

The former group of commenters were 
almost evenly divided between those 
supportive of and those opposed to the 
provision. Most of the opposing 
commenters felt that the current 90 day 
time period allowed for awaiting receipt 
of an SSN is excessive. Two of the 
supportive commenters also 
recommended a shorter time period. 
Another issue on which comments were 
received pertained to households’ 
responsibility to apply for SSN’s. One 
State agency recommended that 
household members without SSN’s be 
required to apply for one prior to 
certification and that households 
receiving expedited service be required 
to apply for an SSN prior to the second 
issuance rather than prior to 
certification. A State agency 
recommended that when good cause is 
determined for household members who 
have not received SSN’s within 90 days, 
they should be eligible for an additional 
90 day extension. Hie proposed rule 
would not have changed the current rule

which does not limit the time of the good 
cause extension.

The Department feels that requiring 
household members without SSN’s to 
apply for an SSN prior to certification 
would not place undue hardship on the 
household. This procedure would 
encourage faster receipt of SSN’s, faster 
application for SSN’s, and earlier wage 
matching which improves the prevention 
and detection of fraud. This requirement 
is included in final Regulations. The 
household receiving expedited service 
will adhere to current regulations in 
§ 273.2(i)(4)(i) regarding furnishing an 
SSN to the State agency. That section 
states that household members entitled 
to expedited service are required to 
furnish or apply for an SSN after they 
have received their first allotment but 
before their second issuance.

In order to be certified for the Food 
Stamp Program, household members 
need to furnish their SSN before 
certification or apply for one. These 
household members without SSN’s, must 
furnish them within 30 days of the first 
day of the first full month of 
participation. The Department has 
learned that the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) is now able to get 
SSN’s at a faster rate to applicants than 
in the past Virtually, all applicants 
(approximately 99 percent) will receive 
their social security card in 30 days or 
less. Hie Department therefore, has 
decided that for certification to continue 
for a household, members certified 
without SSN’s must furnish them to the 
State agency within 30 days of the first 
day of the first full month of 
participation.

One commenter believes that the 
Department should give a time limit for 
providing SSN’s even when good cause 
exists in order to conduct an effective 
and timely wage match on newly 
certified cases. Currently, die good 
cause provision of SSN's could be 
delayed permanendy if the SSN was not 
received within a specified time. The 
Department is adopting an absolute limit 
by giving household member’s an 
additional 30 days to furnish an SSN, 
which allows household members to 
continue to participate provided 
documentation exists of their applying 
for an SSN. It is the Departments 
position that die 30 day time limit for 
applying for an SSN and the 30 day good 
cause extension, if good cause exists, 
will result in equitable treatment of 
program participants and provide 
adequate time to receive an SSN from 
SSA. The Department wants to point out 
that the 30 day time limit for furnishing 
an SSN and the good cause extension is 
less than the current 90 day standard for

furnishing an SSN to the State agency. 
State agencies may modify these 
timeframes in order to conform to the 
Monthly Reporting Retrospective 
Budgeting regulations.

In view of the regulatory change that 
establishes a good cause provision time 
limit, this final rule makes conforming 
changes to the failure to comply section 
(§ 273.6(c)). Hie final rule states that an 
individual without an SSN and without 
good cause at the end of the 30 day 
period following the first day of the first 
full month of participation will be 
ineligible to participate in the program 
until that individual complies.

Eight comments were received on the 
section of the proposed regulations 
giving State agencies the option of either 
requiring applicants to obtain SSN’s at 
the State agency or allowing the State 
agency to follow the current rule. The 
current rule offers to applicants who do 
not have SSN’s the options of either 
applying for SSN’s at Social Security 
Administration offices or at State 
agency offices. Only one commenter 
opposed this provision, stating that 
application should be made at the State 
agency only. However, this is an option 
provided by the proposed rule. The 
Department made no change and 
incorporated the proposed language into 
final regulations.

Direct Pick-up of ATP Cards
The proposed rule allows the 

development of a broader range of ATP 
delivery systems by removing the 
requirement that ATP*s be mailed to 
participants. The proposed rule further 
stated that State agencies should use an 
alternative issuance system only when 
State agencies are having problems with 
fraudulent duplicate issuances.

This section of the proposed 
regulations received thirty comments. 
Most of the comments were supportive. 
Commenters opposing the provision 
believed that the option to offer direct 
delivery of ATP cards should be at the 
discretion of the State agency, without 
having to justify to FNS that fraudulent 
duplicate issuances are occurring. They 
stated that State agencies currently have 
the flexibility to use an HIR card 
issuance system and a direct mailing of 
coupon system without any justification.

Hie Department has rewritten the 
final regulations to allow State agencies 
to develop alternative ATP delivery 
systems at their discretion. The State 
agencies should give adequate 
notification to households of a change in 
issuance systems.

As mentioned in the preamble to the 
proposed rule, State agencies should 
make an issuance system uncomplicated
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for households and should consider the 
distance of the issuance outlet from the 
recipients, the hours of operation of the 
issuance outlet and the needs of the 
handicapped recipients.

Staggered Issuance
The proposed rule removes the 

standards and guidelines for staggering 
the issuance of ATP’s and coupons to 
recipients. The State agencies would 
have the flexibility to determine when, 
during the certification month, 
authorization cards and coupons would 
be mailed to recipients.

Thirty-nine comments were received 
on this section of the proposed 
regulations. Twenty-one of the 
commenters opposed the rule. Their 
major concern was that recipients who 
will be asked to revert to an issuance 
cycle later in the month may not have 
enough food to cover the transition 
period that would occur in the first 
month of an issuance date change.

The Department became aware that 
the staggered issuance proposal raised 
concerns in the context of Monthly 
Reporting and Retrospective Budgeting 
(MRRB) systems. Therefore, the issue of 
staggered issuance will be addressed in 
the final MRRB regulations.
Alaska

Subsequent to publication of the 
proposed rule, the Department realized 
that conforming amendments would be 
necessary in the rule establishing 
procedures for program administration 
in Alaska. So that the Alaska provisions 
will be consistent with the final rule, 
those conforming amendments have 
been incorporated into this rulemaking.
Implementation

The implementation section proposed 
that State agencies implement those 
regulations pertaining to questionable 
citizenship no later than the first of the 
month 120 days after publication in a 
final rulemaking. All other provisions 
would be implemented anytime after 30 
days following publication in final form.

This section received 11 comments. 
Nine of the commenters requested 
including in this section an 
implementation date for the requirement 
of an SSN for each person participating • 
or applying for participation in the 
program. The other commenters 
supported the section as written.

The Department agrees with the 
commenters that an implementation 
date for providing SSN’s should be given 
in the implementation section.
Therefore, State agencies must 
implement the new SSN provisions for 
new applicants no later than February 1, 
1983 and convert the current caseload at

recertification or when the case is 
otherwise reviewed, whichever occurs 
first. The citizenship provisions must be 
implemented on or before April 1,1983. 
All other provisions will be 
implemented at State agency discretion. 
The Department feels that this 
implementation schedule will provide 
State agencies adequate time to prepare 
for implementation.

List of Subjects
7 CFR Part 271

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Food stamps, Grant 
programs—social programs.

7 CFR Part 272

Alaska, Civil rights, Food stamps,
Grant programs—social programs, 
Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements.

7 CFR Part 273
Administrative practice and 

procedure. Aliens, Claims, Food stamps, 
Fraud, Grant programs—social 
programs. Penalties. Reporting and 
recordkeeping requirements, Social 
security, Students.

7 CFR Part 274

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Food stamps, Grant 
programs—social programs, Reporting 
and recordkeeping requirements.

Parts 271, 272,273 and 274 are 
amended as follows:

PART 271—  GENERAL INFORMATION 
AND DEFINITIONS

§ 271.6 [Amended]

1. In § 271.6, paragraph (a)(1), the 
reference to § 272.7 is revised to read 
§ 272.6.

2. In § 271.7, paragraph (g) is revised 
as follows:

§ 271.7 Allotment reduction procedures. 
* * * * *

(g) Issuance services. State agencies 
must have issuance services available to 
serve households receiving restored or 
retroactive benefits for a prior, 
unaffected month.
* * * * *

PART 272— REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PARTICIPATING S TA TE  AGENCIES

§ 272.6— 272.8 [Redesignated as 
§§ 2 72.5 -7 ]

1. In Part 272, the table of contents 
section, the entry for § 272.5 is removed, * 
and the entries for § § 272.6, 272.7 and
272.8 are redesignated as § § 272.5, 272.6 
and 272.7, respectively.

2. In § 272.1, paragraph (g)(5) is 
revised to read as follows:

§ 272.1 General terms and conditions. 
* * * * *

(g) Implementation. * * *
(5) Amendment 211. State agencies 

shall implement the new Social Security 
Number (SSN) provisions for new 
applicants no later than February 1,1983 
and convert the current caseload at 
recertification or when the case is 
otherwise reviewed, whichever occurs 
first. The citizenship provisions must be 
implemented on or before April 1,1983. 
All other provisions shall be 
implemented at State agency discretion. 
* * * * *

3. In § 272.1, paragraph (g)(12) is 
removed and reserved for future use.

4. In § 272.3 paragraph (a)(5) is 
removed, paragraphs (a)(6) and (a)(7) 
are redesignated as paragraphs (a)(5) 
and (a)(6) respectively, paragraphs (c)(5) 
and (c)(6) are removed, paragraphs (c)(7) 
and (c)(8) are redesignated as 
paragraphs (c)(5) and (c)(6) and 
paragraph (d) is revised. The revision 
reads as follows:

§ 272.3 Operating guidelines and forms.
* * * * *

(d) Public Comment. State agencies 
shall solicit public input and comment 
on overall Program operations as State 
laws require or as the individual State 
agency believes would be useful.

5. In § 272.4, introductory text to 
paragraph (d) is removed, (d)(1) is 
revised and (d)(3) is removed. The 
revisions read as follows:

§ 272.4 Program administration and 
personnel requirements.
* * * * *

(d) Training.—(1) Minimum 
requirements, (i) The State agency shall 
institute a continuing training program 
for food stamp eligibility workers, 
hearing officials, and performance 
reporting system reviewers. Sufficient 
training shall be provided to these 
people prior to their initial assumption 
of duties and, subsequently, on an as- 
needed basis.

(ii) The State agency shall provide 
sufficent staff time to ensure that the 
minimum training requirements are met. 
* * * * *

§ 272.5 [Removed]

§§ 272.6,272.7, and 272.8 [Redesignated 
as §§ 272.5,272.6, and 272.7]

6. Section 272.5 is removed in its 
entirety, and §§ 272.6, 272.7 and 272.8, 
are redesignated as §§.272.5, 272.6 and 
272.7, respectively.
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7. In newly designated § 272.7, 
paragraphs (b), (e) and (n) are revised 
and paragraph (o) is removed. The 
revisions read as follows:

§ 272.7 Procedures for program 
administration in Alaska. 
* * * * *

(b) Applicability. The regulations 
established in this section except for 
paragraphs (0  Hotlines and (j) 
Resources of this section shall apply 
only in those areas of Alaska which are 
designated by FNS as “rural”. All 
regulations not specifically modified by 
this section shall remain in effect The 
State agency, in consultation with FNS, 
shall establish the criteria for 
designating areas of the State as “rural” 
taking into consideration such factors as 
population concentrations, weather and 
road conditions, the risk to the health or 
safety of applicants in traveling, and the 
regularity of mail service. The State 
agency shall, in consultation with FNS, 
determine those areas that meet the 
rural criteria. The criteria for 
designating rural areas and the 
designated areas shall be identified in 
the Alaska State Plan of Operation as 
an addendum to the Program and Budget 
Summary Statement.
*  *  *  *  *

(e) Training. The State agency shall 
institute a continuing training program 
for fee agents. Sufficient training shall 
be provided to these people prior to 
their initial assumption of duties and, 
subsequendy, on an as-needed basis. 
The State agency shall provide sufficient 
staff time to ensure that the minimum 
training requirements are met.
* * * * *

(n) Issuance services. (1) With the 
approval of FNS, coupons may be 
mailed on a quarterly or semiannual 
basis to certain rural areas of Alaska 
when provisions are not available on a 
monthly basis. The decision to allow the 
distribution of coupons in this manner 
will be made on an annual basis, 
separate from die determination as to 
which areas of Alaska are to be 
designated as rural areas. These areas 
shall be listed in the State’s Plan of 
Operation in the same section as the 
rural area designations. The State 
agency shall advise households that live 
in rural areas where quarterly or 
semiannual allotments are authorized.
If, as the result of the issuance of 
quarterly or semiannual allotments, food 
coupons are overissued or underissued, 
the State agency shall process claim 
determinations and restore lost benefits.

(2) Hie State agency may choose 
among a wide variety of issuance 
methods to fullfill the issuance service

needs of the low-income people in the 
State. Hie methods include, but are not 
limited to, the use of contract issuance 
agents such as banks, post offices, credit 
unions, eta; government issuance 
offices; itinerant issuance offices; mobile 
issuance units; and mail issuance. Mail 
issuance may be used to comply with 
any or all of the requirements specified 
below.

(3) Those households comprised of 
elderly or disabled members which have 
difficulty reaching an issuance office to 
obtain their regular monthly allotments 
shall be given assistance in obtaining 
their coupons. The State agency shall 
assist these households by arranging for 
the mail issuance of coupons to them, by 
assisting them in finding authorized 
representatives who can act on their 
behalf, or by using other appropriate 
means.

PART 273-CERTIFICATION OF 
ELIGIBLE HOUSEHOLDS

1. In § 273.2—
(a) In introductory paragraph (e)(2), 

the phrase"as provided in §272.5” is 
removed from the second sentence.

(b) In paragraph (f)(l)(v)(B), the word 
“only” is removed from the last 
sentence.

(c) In paragraph (f)(2), the 
introductory paragraph and (f)(2)(ii)(B) 
are revised.

(d) Paragraph (f)(3) is revised.
(e) Paragraph (f)(4)(ii) is revised.
(f) Paragraph (f)(5)(ii), (f)(6), and

(f)(8)(i)(C) are revised.
(g) In paragraph (i)(4)(i), the fourth 

and sixth sentences are revised. The 
fifth sentence is removed.,

(h) Paragraph (i)(4)(ii) is revised.
The revisions read as follows:

§ 273.2 Application processing. 
* * * * *

(f) Verification. * * *
(2) Verification o f questionable 

information. The State agency shall 
verify, prior to certification of the 
household, all other factors of eligibility 
which the State agency determines are 
questionable and affect the household’s 
eligibility and benefit level. The State 
agency shall establish guidelines to be 
followed in determining what shall be 
considered questionable information. 
These guidelines shall not prescribe 
verification based on race, religion, 
ethnic background, or national origin. 
These guidelines shall not target groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians for more intensive 
verification under this provision. 
Procedures described below shall apply 
when information concerning one of the

following eligibility requirements is 
questionable. ,
* * * * *  *

(ii) Citizenship. * * *
(B) The member whose citizenship is 

in question shall be ineligible to 
participate until proof of U.S. citizenship 
is obtained. Until proof of U.S. 
citizenship is obtained, the member 
whose citizenship is in question will 
have his or her income, less a prorata 
share, and all of his or her resources 
considered available to any remaining 
household members as set forth in 
§ 273.11(c).

(3) State agency options, (i) In 
addition to the verification required in 
paragraphs (f)(1) and (f)(2) of this 
section, the State agency may elect to 
mandate verification of any of the other 
factors which affect household eligibility 
or allotment leveL Such verification may 
be required State-wide or project 
areawide, but shall not be imposed on a 
selective, case-by-case basis on 
particular households.

(A) The State agency may establish its 
own standards for the use of 
verification, provided that, at a 
minimum, all questionable factors are 
verified in accordance with paragraph 
(f)(2) of this section and that such 
standards do not allow for inadvertent 
discrimination. For example, no 
standard may be applied which 
prescribes variances in verification 
based on race, religion, ethnic 
background or national origin, nor may 
a State standard target groups such as 
migrant farmworkers or American 
Indians for more intensive verification 
that other households. The options 
specified in this paragraph, including 
verification resulting from a State’s 
error-prone profile, shall not apply in 
those offices of the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) which, in 
accordance with paragraph (k) of this 
section, provide for the food stamp 
certification of households containing 
recipients of Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) and social security 
benefits. The State agency, however, 
may negotiate with those SSA offices 
with regard to mandating verification of 
these options.

(B) If a State agency opts to verify a 
deductible expense and obtaining the 
verification may delay the households 
certification, the State agency shall 
advise the household that its eligibility 
and benefit level may be determined 
without providing a deduction for the 
claimed but unverified expense. This 
provision also applies to the allowance 
of medical expenses as specified in 
paragraph (f)(l)(iv) of this section. 
Shelter costs would be computed
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without including the unverified 
components. The standard utility 
allowance shall be used if the household 
is entitled to claim it and has not 
verified higher actual costs. If the 
expense cannot be verified within 30 
days of the date of application, the State 
agency shall determine the household’s 
eligibility and benefit level without 
providing a deduction of the unverified 
expense. If the household subsequently 
provides the missing verification, the 
State agency shall redetermine the 
household’s benefits, and provide 
increased benefits, if any, in accordance 
with the timeliness standards in § 273.12 
on reported changes. If the expense 
could hot be verified within the 30-day 
processing standard because the State 
agency failed to allow the household 
sufficient time, as defined in paragraph
(h)(1) of this section, to verify the 
expense, the household shall be entitled 
to the restoration of benefits retroactive 
to the month of application, provided 
that the missing verification is supplied 
in accordance with paragraph (h)(3) of 
this section. If the household’s would be 
ineligible unless the expense is allowed, 
the household's application shall be 
handled as provided in paragraph (h) of 
this section.

(ii) Error-prone profiles. The State 
agency may require additional 
verification of other eligibility factors as 
indicated by error-prone household 
profiles developed and based on 
statistically representative data derived 
from the State agency’s quality control 
review, audits, or other special reviews 
in accordance with § 275.15(a)(2). These 
expanded verification requirements 
would be applied only to those 
particular eligibility factors and/or 
households identified as being error- 
prone, and would apply only on a 
uniform basis statewide or in one or 
more project areas. In addition, if the 
State agency’s error-prone household 
profiles demonstrate that verification o f  
particular eligibility factors (other than 
gross nonexempt income, declared alien 
status, and social security numbers) 
mandated under § 273.2(f)(1) is not 
needed for particular categories of 
households, the State agency may 
appropriately reduce mandatory 
verification. The State agency shall not 
implement verification policies that 
result in prohibited discrimination based 
on race, religion, ethnic group, or 
national origin. For example, an error- 
prone profile may not be used to target 
particular racial minorities, or groups 
such as migrant farmworkers or 
American Indians, to more intensive 
verification than other households. 
Error-prone profiles shall be used in a

selective manner in modifying 
verification requirements.

(4) Sources o f verification. * * *
(ii) Collateral contacts. A collateral

contact is an oral confirmation of a 
household's circumstances by a person 
outside of the household. The collateral 
contact may be made either in person or 
over the telephone. The State agency 
may select a collateral contact if the 
household fails to designate one or 
designates one which is unacceptable to 
the State agency. Examples of 
acceptable collateral contacts may 
include employers, landlords, social 
service agencies, migrant service 
agencies, and neighbors of the 
household who can be expected to 
provide accurate third party verification. 
If the State agency designates a 
collateral contact, the State agency shall 
not make the contact without providing 
prior written or oral notice to the 
household. At the time of this notice, the 
State agency shall inform the household 
that it has the following options: (A) 
Consent to the contact (B) provide 
acceptable verification in another form, 
or (C) withdraw its application. If the 
household refuses to choose one of 
these options, its application shall be 
denied in accordance with the normal 
procedures for failure to verify 
information under paragraph (g)(3) of 
this section. Systems of records to which 
the State agency has routine access are 
not considered collateral contacts'and, 
therefore, need not be designated by the 
household. Examples are the Beneficiary 
Data Exchange (BENDEX), the State 
Data Exchange (SDX) and records of 
another agency where a routine access 
agreement exists (such as records from 
the State’s unemployment compensation 
system).
*  k k  k  k

(5) Responsibility fo r obtaining 
verification. * * *

(ii) Whenever documentary evidence 
is insufficient to make a firm 
determination of eligibility or benefit 
level, or cannot be obtained, the State 
agency may require a collateral contact 
or a home visit. The State agency, 
generally, shall rely on the household to 
provide the name of any collateral 
contact. The household may request 
assistance in designating a collateral 
contact The State agency is not 
required to use a collateral contact 
designated by the household if the 
collateral contact cannot be expected to 
provide an accurate third-party 
verification. When the collateral contact 
designated by the household is 
unacceptable, the State agency shall 
either designate another collateral 
contact, ask the household to designate

another collateral contact, or to provide 
an alternative form of verification, or 
substitute a home visit. The State 
agency is responsible for obtaining 
verification from acceptable collateral 
contacts.

(6) Documentation. Case files must be 
documented to support eligibility, 
ineligibility, and benefit level 
determinations. Documentation shall be 
in sufficient detail to permit a reviewer 
to determine the reasonableness and 
accuracy of the determination.
* * * ♦ *

(8) Verification subsequent to initial 
certification. * * *

(i) Recertification. * * *
(C) Other information, changed or 

unchanged, may be verified at 
recertification. However, any 
information which is questionable shall 
be verified in accordance with 
paragraph (f)(2) of this section. 
Verification under this paragraph shall 
be subject to the same verification 
procedures as apply diming initial 
verification.
k  k  k  k  k

(i) Expedited Service. * * *
(4) Special procedures fo r expediting 

service. * * *
(i) * * * Households entitled to 

expedited service will be asked to 
furnish a social security number for each 
person or apply for one for each person 
before the first full month of 
participation. Those households unable 
to provide the required SSN’s or who do 
not have one prior to their next issuance 
shall be allowed 30 days from the first 
day of the first full month of 
participation to obtain the SSN, in 
accordance with § 273.6(a)(2). * * *

(ii) Once an acceptable collateral 
contact has been designated, the State 
agency shall promptly contact the 
collateral contact in accordance with 
the provisions of paragraph (f)(4) (ii) of 
this section. Although the household has 
the primary responsibility for providing 
other types of verification, the State 
agency shall assist the household in 
promptly obtaining the necessary 
verification.
* * * * *

§273.3 [Amended]

2. In § 273.3, the phrase “in 
accordance with the provisions of 
§ 272.5,” is removed from the first 
sentence.

3, In § 273.6, remove the following 
language in the title of paragraph (b),
“16 years and over and children 
receiving income.” Paragraph (a), 
introductory language of (b)(2), first 
sentence of (b)(2)(i), and paragraphs
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(b) (2)(ii), (c), (d) and (e) are revised and 
read as follows:

§ 273.6 Social Security Numbers.
(a) Requirements for participation.

The State agency shall require that a 
household participating or applying for 
participation in the Food Stamp Program 
provide the State agency with the social 
security number (SSN) of each 
household member or apply for one 
before certification. If individuals have 
more than one number, all numbers 
shall be required. The State agency shall 
explain to applicants and participants 
that refusal or inability to provide an 
SSN will result in disqualification of the 
individual for whom an SSN is not 
obtained in accordance with paragraph
(c) of this section. The member that has 
applied for an SSN shall be allowed to 
participate for 30 days from the first day 
of the first full month of participation 
while awaiting receipt of the SSN.
Hr Hr Hr Hr *

(b) Obtaining SSN ’s for food stamp 
household members. * * *

(2) i ?or those individuals required to 
provide an SSN who do not have one, 
the State agency shall act as follows. A 
State agency with an enumeration 
agreement with SSA shall either require 
the individual to apply for an SSN 
through the State agency or shall allow 
the individual to choose between 
applying through the State agency or at 
SSA. A State agency without an 
enumeration agreement shall require the 
individual to apply for an SSN at SSA.

(i) If an individual applies through the 
State agency, the State agency shall 
complete the application for an SSN, 
Form SS-5. * * *

(ii) If an individual applies at the SSA, 
the State agency shall inform the 
household where to apply and what 
information will be needed. The State 
agency shall suggest that the household 
member ask for proof of application 
from SSA, in the event his or her 
application is not processed within the 
30 day time period described in 
paragraph (a) of this section. SSA 
normally uses the Receipt for 
Application for a Social Security 
Number, Form SSA-5028, as evidence 
that an individual has applied for an 
SSN. State agencies may also use their 
own documents for this purpose.
★ Hr Hr *  Hr

(c) Failure to comply. If the State 
agency determines that a household 
member(s) required to provide an SSN 
as a condition of eligibility has refused 
to provide it, then the individual without 
the SSN shall be ineligible to participate 
in the Food Stamp Program. If, at the 
end of the 30 day period allowed in

paragraph (a) of this section, the State 
agency determines that a household 
member required to provide an SSN has 
failed without good cause to obtain an 
SSN, the individual without the SSN 
shall be ineligible to participate. The 
disqualification applies to the 
individual(s) for which the SSN is not 
provided and not to the entire 
household. The earned or unearned 
income of an individual disqualified 
from the household for failure to comply 
with this requirement shall be handled 
as outlined in § 273.9(b)(3) of these 
regulations.

(d) Determining good cause. In 
determining if good cause exists for 
failure to comply with the requirement 
to provide the State agency with an 
SSN, the State agency shall consider 
information from the household member, 
the Social Security Administration and 
the State agency (especially if the State 
agency was designated to send the SS-5 
to SSA and either did not process the 
SS-5 or did not process it in a timely 
manner). Documentary evidence or 
collateral information that the 
household has applied for the number or 
made every effort to supply SSA with 
the necessary information shall be 
considered good cause for not 
complying timely with this requirement. 
If the household member(s) can show 
good cause why an SSN has not been 
obtained in a timely manner, they shall 
be allowed to participate for an 
additional 30 days. If the household 
member(s) applying for an SSN has been 
unable to obtain the documents required 
by SSA, the State agency caseworker 
should make every effort to assist the 
individual(s) in obtaining these 
documents.

(e) Ending disqualification. The 
household member(s) disqualified may 
become eligible upon providing the State 
agency with an SSN.
★  * * * *

PART 274— ISSUANCE AND USE OF 
FOOD COUPONS

1. In § 274.1, paragraph (a) is revised 
to reads as follows:

§ 274.1 State agency issuance 
reponsibilities.

(a) Basic issuance requirements. Each 
State agency is responsible for the 
timely and accurate issuance of coupons 
to eligible households in accordance 
with these regulations. Those 
households comprised of elderly or 
disabled members which have difficulty 
reaching an issuance office to obtain 
their regular monthly coupon allotments 
shall be given assistance in obtaining 
their coupons. State agencies shall assist

these households by arranging for the 
mail issuance of coupons to them, by 
assisting them in finding authorized 
representatives who can act on their 
behalf, or by using other appropriate 
means. The State level agency shall 
establish an issuance and accountability 
system which will insure that (1) only 
certified households receive benefits; (2) 
coupons are accepted, stored, and 
protected after delivery to receiving 
points within the State: (3) program 
benefits are timely distributed in the 
correct amounts; and (4) coupon 
issuance and reconciliation activities 
are properly conducted and accurately 
reported to FNS.
Hr Hr h  Hr Hr

2. In § 274.2, paragraph (e)(5) is 
revised and reads as follows:

§ 274.2 Issuance systems.
Hr *  Hr *  *

(e) ATP issuance. * * *
(5) The State agency may mail the 

ATP to the household or may use an 
alternate method of ATP delivery, 
except when the ATP is handled as 
specified in paragraphs (g) or (h) of this 
section. When the ATP is mailed to the 
household it shall be mailed in a first 
class, nonforwarding envelope. The 
State agency may also use certified mail 
for ATP delivery, and shall use an 
alternate method of ATP delivery for 
households which report two losses of 
ATP’s through the mail within a 6 month 
period.
Hr Hr v Hr Hr Hr

(91 Stat. 958 (7 U.S.C. 2011-2029))
(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program No. 10.551, Food Stamps)

Dated: November 18,1982.
Robert E. Leard,
A ssociate Adm inistrator.
[FR Doc. 82-32255 Filed 11-24-82; 8:45 am]
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Agricultural Marketing Service

7 CFR Part 907

[Navel Orange Reg. 553]

Navel Oranges Grown in Arizona and 
Designated Part of California; 
Limitation of Handling

AGENCY: Agricultural Marketing Service, 
USDA.
A C TIO N : Final rule.

s u m m a r y : This regulation establishes 
the quantity of fresh Califomia-Arizona 
navel orangea that may be shipped to 
market during the period November 26- 
December 2,1982. Such action is needed 
to provide for orderly marketing of fresh


