PREVENTING QC ERRORS WHEN REQUESTING VERIFICATION

In this video you will learn how to prevent the most common causes of QC errors related to requesting verification. The ADM-92, or Client Contact and Information Request, is the official DHS form for requesting verification from clients. In recent years, incorrect use of the ADM-92 has been one of the most prominent causes of QC errors. Policy requires us to be clear, consistent, and fair when requesting verification, so the proper use of the ADM-92 is critical.

Some of the most common mistakes are
	• Not sending an ADM-92,
	• Sending the ADM-92 to an incorrect address, 
	• Not allowing adequate time,
	• Requesting unnecessary verification,
	• And not being specific when completing the ADM-92

Now let’s go over these mistakes and some strategies to prevent them.

Number 1: Not sending an ADM-92

Whenever DHS needs verification from a client, an ADM-92 must be sent or given to the client. A verbal request for verification, whether documented or not, is not an adequate substitution for the official ADM-92. It is still good practice to document requests in case notes, but make sure you are also providing the client with an ADM-92 to officially request verification. It is also imperative that a copy of the ADM-92 is stored in the imaging file. This documents that the ADM-92 was provided to the client. If a copy is not in the case file, QC will determine that an ADM-92 was not provided at all, regardless of what’s documented in case notes.  Make a habit of using FACS to generate the ADM-92, so that it can be uploaded directly to imaging. 

Number 2: Sending the ADM-92 to an incorrect address

Another common cause of QC errors is sending an ADM-92 to an incorrect or outdated address. SNAP policy states that the client is entitled to receive a proper and timely notice of missing verification. If the ADM-92 is not sent to the current and correct address, the client will not receive proper and timely notice. Therefore, QC would consider this an invalid negative action.  To avoid these errors, and ensure that we are being fair to our clients, it’s important to remember to always update addresses as they are reported. Prior to generating an ADM-92, check the address coded in FACS. Make sure this matches the most recently reported address. Remember, clients don’t always report address changes on an FSP-38; Address changes can also be reported on paper applications and reviews, OKDHSLIVE renewals, or even LIHEAP applications.  Check imaging and Disc Image prior to generating the ADM-92 to make sure you haven’t missed an address change, and that address is entered correctly in FACS. Check for incorrect abbreviations, missing apartment numbers, misspelled street names, or transposed numbers. 

A helpful tip for ensuring address accuracy is to examine the zip code field in FACS. When an address is entered in FACS (and the change has been completely pushed through) FACS will add the last four digits of the zip code. If an address is invalid, the last four digits will appear as zeros. When this happens, this could mean that the address was entered or reported incorrectly. The “Zip Code Lookup” tool on the USPS website is also a helpful resource for determining address validity and checking for the correct spellings and abbreviations. If the address in FACS is entered exactly as the client reported, but it appears to be an invalid address that is not recognized by the USPS website, it is a good practice to try to contact the client by phone and clear up the discrepancy. If you are unable to contact the client, the ADM-92 must be sent to the address most recently reported to the agency. 

Number 3: Not allowing adequate time 

When we request verification from clients, we are required to allow adequate time for a response. This means, we must list a verification deadline on the ADM-92 that is at least 10 days from the current date.  

In most cases, the verification deadline will fall within the 30 day application timeframe. In this instance, you should not manually deny the application for missing verification. You should use the FDENY process instead. 
Sometimes, giving the client adequate time means that we allow them to provide verification after the 30th day of the application period. Even if this causes the case to be untimely, we are still required to allow adequate time for a response. Remember, we cannot deny an application prior to the verification deadline listed on the ADM-92, therefore, if you have to enter a date on the ADM-92 that falls after the 30th day, the case cannot be in FDENY status. The FDENY process automatically denies SNAP applications on the 30th day, which would not allow adequate time for the client to provide verification. If the client fails to provide the requested verification, you will have to manually deny the application AFTER the verification deadline listed on the ADM-92. 

For example, John Blue applied for SNAP on 01/15/2016 and missed his scheduled interview. John called to complete his interview on 02/12/2016, which is day 28. We are requesting income verification from John. When we allow 10 days, the 10th day falls on February 22nd, which is after the 30-day application timeframe. Even though this will cause the application to be untimely, we will still enter 02/22/2016 as the verification deadline on the ADM-92. We will NOT use the FDENY 45 process. If John fails to provide the requested verification by 02/22/2016, we will manually deny the application. 

Number 4: Requesting unnecessary verification

Another common cause of QC errors is requesting verification on the ADM-92 that the client is not required to provide. Some factors of eligibility are not required to be verified. We should only request verification that is necessary to determine eligibility for the benefit requested. 

Policy does allow us to request verification for circumstances where the eligibility information is contradictory or questionable. In these instances, we must document the situation in case notes. Documentation should explain why the information is questionable, giving as much detail as possible to justify asking for verification that is not typically required. Without this documentation, QC will determine that the ADM-92 is requesting unnecessary verification, which will be considered an invalid negative action.

Remember, we cannot determine if verification is required until after the interview, so we should not request verification prior to completing the interview. Any verification requests that are generated prior to the SNAP interview may be considered QC errors if it’s determined the verifications were not needed to determine eligibility. 

Number 5: Not being specific when completing the ADM-92

When we request verification, we have to be specific in our request. The client should be aware of exactly what is needed to determine eligibility for each program they are applying for. We often work with clients who are receiving or requesting more than one DHS benefit. Each program that we work has its own policies and requirements regarding verification- what is required for one program may not be required for another. When we send an ADM-92 for multiple programs we must specify for which program the verification is being requested. For example, Mary Teal is applying for SNAP and Medical. She receives RSDI and is employed part time. On the ADM-92, we will specify that we are requesting verification of earned income for SNAP and Medical, and verification of resources for Medical only. This way, the client is informed which verifications are required for each program.

In addition to being program-specific, verification requests should leave no question in the client’s mind as to what needs to be verified. Include as many details as possible in your request.

For example, when requesting earned income verification, you must specify whose income verification is being requested, for which dates, as well as from which employer. 

Keep in mind that while we must be specific in WHAT verification is required, we cannot limit the client to one specific SOURCE of verification. The ADM-92 provides the client with options for acceptable sources of verification. In our example, we did not limit her to one specific source of verification, such as paystubs. Instead we requested income verification to allow Katie the option to provide a signed statement from her employer or paystubs, as both are acceptable sources of verification. 

Let’s look at an example of a correct request for verification. Heather Grey applied for SNAP and Child Care benefits on 03/08/2016. After completing a phone interview the same day, it was determined that income verification was needed for both programs, and Heather needed to select a provider for Child Care. An ADM-92 was generated on the day of the interview. The address was updated to reflect Heather’s current and correct address. The verification was requested by 03/18/2016, allowing 10 days for Katie to submit verification. The ADM-92 does not request unnecessary information; it only requests the verifications that are required to determine eligibility. The verification requested is specific, so Katie knows exactly what to provide for each program that she is applying for. We are now ready to upload the ADM-92 directly to imaging, and provide Heather with a copy. 

Remember, policy requires us to be clear, consistent, and fair when requesting verification, so it is imperative that ADM-92s are used appropriately. 

Today you have learned about the common ADM-92-related QC errors and strategies for avoiding them. We hope it was helpful.  

This video was presented by the Quality Assurance Unit, and approved by the Snap unit, the training unit, and Quality Control. 












