State of Nefo Jersey
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TreNnTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Cory Booker
U.S. Senate

306 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Booker:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older——access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 — our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program, This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/
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As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

U

h

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal govemment’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts,

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been in

valuable in ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon
sustained federal partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625
Lt. Governor

April 28, 2026

The Honorable Cory Booker

U.S. Senate

306 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Booker:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. I’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

2



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already

locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tooils for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[p]ayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP houschold. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update

on their income."”
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP guality controf. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https://fns-
prod.azurecedge.us/snap/ac



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal

contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024,
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. ] required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJF's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the
national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS® determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDSs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. | already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

é/_@

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https:'www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/
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MIKIE SHERRILL TrRENTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Andy Kim

U.S. Senate

520 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Kim:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.]1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! hitps://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/
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As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

2.
3
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The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
€rror rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikbke Sherrill
Governor
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(LT DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES oS iss ioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor

April 28, 2026

The Honorable Andy Kim

U.S. Senate

520 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Kim:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 {formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERSs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie
an enormous cost share liability;

3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.”

.
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025,

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https://fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/qc




over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal

contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erronecus QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024,
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

37 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the
national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above,

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents {ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal govenment covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The ILR. I PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,? the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

/%/_é

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Qutlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).

https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recomimendations/
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OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TreENTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Nellie Pou

U.S. House of Representatives

1007 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Pou:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older——access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies - namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)}—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/ letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining -snap-
recommendations/




Honorable Nellie Pou
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commisstoner Cha:

1.

2.
3

S

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikid Sherrill
Governor
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Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Nellie Pou

U.S. House of Representatives

1007 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Pou:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shified onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. | will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie
an enormous cost share liability;

3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. I's significant SNAP policy changes; and



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 17s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[playment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update

on their income.”?

M
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NS works chosely with state agencies 1o minimize pryments efrors Jod improve program accuracy. Theough quality control, NS hetps slate agendics identiy the root chuses of tivtir paymmienl eirors and
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). htps://fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/gc




over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal

contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

37 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet HR. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementatton of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states,

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. | cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,! the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

1 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https.//www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001
TrENTON, NJ 08625-0001

MIKIE SHERRILL
Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Christopher Smith
U.S. House of Representatives

2373 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Smith:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 — our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

I https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/ letters-nga/mga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




Honorable Christopher Smith
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

28
31

th

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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Covernor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissicner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Christopher Smith
U.S. House of Representatives

2373 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Smith:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 {(formally titled the One Big

Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on

New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;
2. USDA’s approach to calculating states” PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

[ )



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[playment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.™
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https:/fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/ge



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent 30 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

[n December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. | required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NI’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

37 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and

inappropriate.
4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be inctuded in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
andfor abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. | cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

//G%;_/_é_

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Qutlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001
TreNTON, NJ 08625-0001

MIKIE SHERRILL
Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Jefferson Van Drew
U.S. House of Representatives

2447 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Van Drew:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more,

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.!

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-
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Honorable Jefferson Van Drew
April 29, 2026

Page2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

ik

2
3

5

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
€ITOr rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts,

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Jefferson Van Drew
U.S. House of Representatives

2447 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Van Drew:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big

Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie
an enormous cost share liability;

3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update

on their income.””
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025,

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https://fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/gc




over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 miilion dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

37 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate, FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion

of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate,



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and

inappropriate.
4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. ! does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states,

H.R. | already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

é%a

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Lefter Outlining Snap Recommendations. Nationat Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https:/(www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap
recommengdations/
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Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Robert Menendez
U.S. House of Representatives

2453 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Menendez:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families——of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shifl is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! hitps://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letiers-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




Honorable Robert Menendez
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

vi
L)

RPN

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
€ITOr rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAPF administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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Governoe DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissioner
P.O. Box 700

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Robert Menendez
U.S. House of Representatives

2453 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Menendez:

[ am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

I. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie
an enormous cost share liability;

3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. HR. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. | has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[playment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP houschold. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.™

Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https:/fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/gc



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal

contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,? thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections toc USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey's QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. | PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concemns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

* NGA Joins Coalition Letter Qutlining Snap Recommendations, National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




OFFICE OF THE (GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001
TrENTON, NJ 08625-0001

MIKIE SHERRILL
Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Thomas Kean Jr.
U.S. House of Representatives

251 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Kean:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 — our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




The Honorable Thomas Kean Jr.
April 29, 2026
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As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

LAl

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikit Sherrill
Governor




MIKIE SHERRILL gtm ut ‘ﬁem gewep STEPHEN CHA, MD, MHSR

Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Comumissioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625
Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Thomas Kean Jr.
U.S. House of Representatives

251 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Kean:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 {formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s

PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1's significant SNAP policy changes; and

S



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their familics.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, HR. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely

agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.””

Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. {n.d.). hitps://fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/ge



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify, in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal

contribution to food benefits.

2, USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)(3} specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and

inappropriate,
4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic¢ burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The ELR. I PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concers and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,! the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

—~= =

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
htips://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




State of Neto Jersey
QFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TrenTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Analilia Mejia

U.S. House of Representatives

1427 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Mejia:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies -~ namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your coileagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

" https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/
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As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

]
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The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates,

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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April 28, 2026

The Honorable Analilia Mejia

U.S. House of Representatives

1427 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Mejia:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in HR. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concemns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colieagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
{USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA'’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

)



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.”?

Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https:/fins-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/ac



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issucd, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against housecholds based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied-—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

37 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 3 10 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4, H.R, 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

»"%\/,é_

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

* NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/
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April 29, 2026

The Honorable Donald Norcross

U.S. House of Representatives

2427 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Norcross:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 — our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied te the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! htips://www.nga org/advocacy-communications/ letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/
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As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha;

1.
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The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.,
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
€ITOr rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

L

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Donald Norcross
U.S. House of Representatives

2427 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Norcross:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates {PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA'’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER,;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. I’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

[¥S



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve,

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[playment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAT household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.?

.
Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP guality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https://fiis-
prod.azuregedpe. us/snap/aqc




over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJI's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

37 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recenification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbock which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,’ the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

/%\/é_

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

* NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-n jgins-coalition-letter-outlinin
recommendations/




State of Netw Jersey
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TrEnTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Frank Pallone Jr.

U.S. House of Representatives

2107 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Pallone:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies - namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 miilion in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a8 minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




Honorable Frank Pallone Jr.
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

2.
3.

AR

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
€ITor rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

L

Mikie Sherrill
Governor




MIKIE SHERRILL STEPHEN CHA, MD, MHSR
Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissioner
P.O. Box 700
Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Frank Pallone Jr.
U.S. House of Representatives

2107 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Pallone:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states” payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimurn, [ respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA'’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie
an enormous cost share liability;

3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[playment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.™

Addressing Payment Errors
FRS works (loscly with itate agencies 3 earors and improve program accurady. Through quality control. FNS hefps slate agencies kientdy the root causes of Lheir payment eirors and

astists them in developing 3 ¢otrectad 200N planto improve the accuracy of thew eliplslity and benelit d nations. Examples of M L0NS 3 SLae MIght Like INChude provding Lraning 1o
CHEWOrhers, improving data Sywems, of emplemen Lag new policies and progedures.

Payment etrors can have thgnib ant wniple stions lor both pirtipants and the program. FNS ks quality i very serigusly snd i by working ta enhance program integnty and reduce
payment errors through OALTNE MOGNITOnNE, ramng, 2nd Lechnicat Jssistance (o state apencies. FNS 2110 works to make improvements 1o Lhe Qualily conteol tystem by developing new policics snd
improved tools designed 1o prevent payment r1ors.

The SNAP Payment Error Rate Is Not a Fraud Rate

Fhe SHAP Payment Error Rate is & meaiure of how accurately siates determine eligibility and benefit amounts.

. . spege
Assessing Liabilities

USDA i3 required to cutablisht 2 hatsbty amount when 3 $txe’s SHAP payrment efrof rate cacecds the national pryment errer rate and meets JdiLional watutory criteria. These kabdity amounts can be
pord immsedhately 10 USDA Of settied by mveitang 40% of the peaalty Msount i aitivitied that ¢ & d on i drig the states . i SHAP, The irurig S0% it held ~at-rish” lor future
pay il in » thurdt year, the SLate i 2isesied 2 habuity smount agin kor poor peeformance. Ihey are required 1o pay the remaining 50% af-tisk 3mount from [he previous you o USDA
It's important tanote that by law, state agencies are responsible for mondonng and improving SHAP admnisiration. While the kedersl gower enent oversees the program, Lhe spetifie s of enwuring
ewrdte benefits 1e provded (o cizible hovtehokis 1all under LLate control, provideng wated with Julencnmry in addreising dad rectiying £irors.

Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https://fns-
prod.azureedge. us/snap/qc




over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are muitiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,? thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroncous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New lersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the
national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of HR. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA'’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

==

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

* NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlinin
recommendations’




State of Netor Jersey
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001
TrENTON, NJ 08625-0001

MIKIE SHERRILL
Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable Herbert Conaway, MD
U.S. House of Representatives

1022 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Conaway:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies - namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more,

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, untit at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dolars.

! hitps://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/mga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap
recommendations/




Honorable Herbert Conaway, MD
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

2

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely, .

Mikie Sherrill
Governor
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Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Comumissioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Herbert Conaway, MD
U.S. House of Representatives

1022 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Conaway:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

(%)



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1°s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[p]ayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.”

Addressing Payment Errors
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The SNAP Payment Error Rate Is Not a Fraud Rate
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. {n.d.). https://fins-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/qc




over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,? thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024,
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJ’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

7 CFR 275.12(dX(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and

inappropriate.
4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. I’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concemns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,? the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

/ﬁfﬁ'_/€

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://'www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letier-outlining-snap-
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State of Nefr Jersey
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TrReENTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor
April 29, 2026

The Honorable Bonnie Watson Coleman
U.S. House of Representatives

168 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Watson Coleman:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 — our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shifi is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! hitps://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




Bonnie Watson Coleman
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha;

1.
PA

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated

purposes.
New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Maikié¢ Sherrill
Governor




MIKIE SHERRILL State of Netw Jersey STEPHEN CHA, MD, MHSR

Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Bonnie Watson Coleman
U.S. House of Representatives

168 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Watson Coleman:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA'’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

)



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. | has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.”

Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. {n.d.). https://fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/gc



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA'’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,? thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NI’s 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and

inappropriate.
4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,* the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

e

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

3 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlinin
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State of Nefu Jersey
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
P.0. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TreNTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorabte Josh Gottheimer
U.S. House of Representatives

106 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Gottheimer:

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 - our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.'

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentaily flawed metric—the
USDA’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




Honorable Josh Gottheimer
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

2,
2k

A

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor




MIKIE SHERRILL STEPHEN CHA, MD, MHSR
Governor DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Commissioner
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625
Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable Josh Gottheimer
U.S. House of Representatives

106 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Gottheimer:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose-—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie
an enormous cost share liability;

3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4. H.R.1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. | has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse,

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate™ and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.”

Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure 1: This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

! SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). https://fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/gc



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erroneous QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, our PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. 1 required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars.

New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over time demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NIF's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and
inappropriate.

4. H.R. 1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the
national average.

Benefit cost shifis represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions, USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. | already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. 1 already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,’ the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions.

Sincerely,

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

* NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association. (2026, January 8).
https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




State of Nefu Jersey
OFFICE OF THE (GOVERNOR
P.O. Box 001

MIKIE SHERRILL TrRENTON, NJ 08625-0001

Governor

April 29, 2026

The Honorable LaMonica Mclver
U.S. House of Representatives

426 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Mclver;

The State of New Jersey is committed to ensuring that families have reliable access to nutritious
food. Addressing food insecurity, especially for children, is a basic building block for future success. New
Jersey’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SNAP, helps families—of participants, over 40
percent are children, one in three individuals with disabilities, and one in five seniors ages 60 years and
older—access affordable, nourishing foods at more than 6,000 retailers across New Jersey.

However, because of the Trump Administration’s policies — namely H.R.1 — our progress in driving
down food insecurity is at risk. This is significantly due to the misapplication of payment error rates, which
is compounding pressures from more than 47,000 New Jerseyans being stripped of their benefits due to
new work requirements and roughly $99 million in SNAP administrative cost shifts.

In New Jersey, our priority is feeding our families. Rather than creating unnecessary red tape and
barriers to benefits, we prioritize real payment accuracy and streamlining. New Jersey continues to work
concertedly to improve program integrity through updating systems and processes, enhancing technical
assistance to counties, and more.

The SNAP cost shift provisions tied to the PER should be eliminated altogether in any
legislation that addresses food and nutrition assistance. At a minimum, I respectfully urge you to
work with your colleagues to include a delay, until at least FFY2030, for the onset of the SNAP cost
shift. Delaying the SNAP cost shift is supported on a bipartisan basis among the nation’s Governors.!

Cost shifting provisions are placing increased burdens on New Jersey without adding
significant value to the SNAP program. This includes applying a fundamentally flawed metric—the
USDA'’s payment error rate (PER)—to dictate whether New Jersey taxpayers must absorb hundreds
of millions of dollars.

! https://www.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-
recommendations/




Honorable LaMonica Mclver
April 29, 2026

Page 2

As detailed in the enclosed letter from Human Services Commissioner Cha:

1.

2
3

o

The USDA’s PER is not an appropriate measurement tool for the federal government’s stated
purposes.

New Jersey has a history of receiving inaccurate and unreliable PER calculations from the USDA.
Use of the PER as a basis for the SNAP cost shift results in duplication of existing fines on high
error rates.

No official process exists for states to challenge errors in USDA calculations.

The cost shift is scheduled to apply to PERs from before full federal guidance on major SNAP
policy changes.

The PER cost shift will cost New Jersey another $98-293 million each year to deliver essential food
assistance to families. This is on top of the approximately $99 million already imposed by annual
SNAP administration cost shifts.

While our collective battle to deliver food security is far from over, SNAP has been invaluable in

ensuring access to nourishing options for about 850,000 New Jerseyans. We rely upon sustained federal
partnerships and resources to continue facilitating this important progress. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mikie Sherrill
Governor



MIKIE SHERRILL ﬁtatt nt ﬁem 3”‘2? STEPHEN CHA, MD, MHSR

LTS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES Cofumisslonen
P.O. Box 700
DR. DALE G. CALDWELL Trenton, NJ 08625

Lt. Governor
April 28, 2026

The Honorable LaMonica Mclver
U.S. House of Representatives

426 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Representative Mclver:

I am writing to you as the Commissioner of the New Jersey Department of Human Services to express my
deep concerns about the impact of the dramatic shift of the costs of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program (SNAP) from the federal government to the states, and the inappropriate use of states’ payment
error rates (PERs) to calculate these new state costs, as detailed in H.R. 1 (formally titled the One Big
Beautiful Bill Act).

The State of New Jersey has major concerns about the SNAP cost shift based on PERs and the potential for
hundreds of millions of dollars to be shifted onto New Jersey taxpayers. For the reasons outlined below,
the SNAP cost shift provisions should be eliminated altogether. At a minimum, I respectfully,urge you to
work with your colleagues to delay until at least FFY2030 the onset of the SNAP cost shift.

Overview

Beginning in Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2028, H.R. 1 will require, for the first time in our nation’s history,
that states contribute to the cost of SNAP benefits based on the United States Department of Agriculture’s
(USDA) calculation of the state’s PER. This is an inappropriate and flawed metric for this purpose—it is
not the most effective tool available to encourage administrative accuracy while reducing waste, fraud, and
abuse. The cost shift provision in H.R. 1 both fails to advance that goal and will inflict significant harm on
New Jersey residents. As detailed below:

1. The PER is not, and has never been, an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and
abuse;

2. USDA'’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to underlie

an enormous cost share liability;

Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate;

4, H.R. 1 fails to provide any due process provisions for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s
PER;

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation of
H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes; and

(9%



6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the states.
Roughly 850,000 New Jerseyans rely on SNAP to nourish their families.

Under H.R. 1, if the state’s PER is at or above 6% as calculated by USDA, the state must contribute to the
SNAP benefit costs at rates ranging from 5% to 15% of the total SNAP allotments, which translates
anywhere from $98 to $293 million annually for the State of New Jersey. Since the PER from either FFY
2025 or 2026 will be used to calculate the applicable benefit cost share for FFY 2028, H.R. 1 has already
locked New Jersey into costs without a chance to adapt.

Payment accuracy is and always has been a priority for New Jersey. We have implemented significant
measures to improve payment accuracy, including system updates, streamlining processes, providing state
staff support to administering counties, creating a state-level corrective action team, and developing detailed
analytic tools for SNAP caseloads and payment errors.

1. The PER is not an appropriate metric for assessing SNAP waste, fraud, and abuse.

The PER is not, and has never been, a measure for rooting out fraud and/or waste. Using the PER as the
metric to reduce the federal contribution for a food benefit for individuals is ungrounded, unprecedented,
and harmful to state and county governments, and to the individuals who we serve.

The USDA has repeatedly expressed that the purpose of the quality control process and resulting PER is to
ensure that eligible SNAP recipients get the correct amount of benefits, and to identify areas for states to
improve their programs. In printed material, on its websites, and in official guidance, the USDA has
repeatedly stated that “the PER is not a fraud rate” and has reiterated that “[pJayment errors are largely
unintentional and may be on the part of the state agency or the SNAP household. For example, the state
agency incorrectly calculates a household’s expenses, or a client forgets to provide the state with an update
on their income.”

Addressing Payment Errors
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Figure : This is a screenshot of the USDA webpage for the SNAP Quality Control program from June of 2025.

Moreover, the PER is not reflective of federal waste, since it is a combination of both under- and over-
issuances. For example, if quality control (QC) reviews find that, over the course of a full year, $2,000 was

2 SNAP quality control. Food and Nutrition Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. (n.d.). hitps:/fns-
prod.azureedge.us/snap/ge



over-issued and $2,000 was under-issued, this scenario would represent $0 in additional Federal SNAP
costs. Both scenarios are issues to rectify; in no case should this scenario lead to a loss of federal
contribution to food benefits.

2. USDA’s approach to calculating states’ PERs is not sufficiently accurate nor reliable to
underlie an enormous cost share liability.

There are multiple instances where SNAP regulations do not align with QC rules,’ thereby creating payment
errors despite State agencies following federal regulations correctly. Moreover, USDA’s published PERs
do not always match USDA’s own calculation methodology. New Jersey’s experience over the past few
years demonstrates these shortcomings, exposing some major flaws in how USDA has determined our PER.

In FFY 2023 and 2024, USDA made substantive changes to the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) 310
Handbook (the federal manual that dictates how SNAP QC reviews are conducted), which resulted in an
inflated PER for New Jersey for those years. New Jersey submitted written objections to USDA on June
1, 2023 regarding those changes and their effect on our PER, outlining how they did not align with federal
regulations and Congressional intent. The State of New Jersey formally requested that the USDA withhold
publication of the PER, dismiss claims established against households based on erronecus QC findings,
refund payments to households, and hold states harmless for any errors incurred due to this. However, no
response was received from FNS.

In December 2024, the USDA issued a QC policy memo with a retroactive policy reversal for FFY 2024.
If that policy reversal had been applied to New Jersey’s QC cases for FFY 2023, cur PER would have
decreased from 35.70% to 4.91%. Although the policy reversal did apply retroactively to FFY 2024, it was
incorrectly applied—inflating our PER to 14.33% when it should have been 5.65%. These massive
discrepancies demonstrate the fundamental flaws in the current PER system. If the cost shift provision of
H.R. | required the use of FFY 2023 or FFY 2024 PER instead of FFY 2025, this discrepancy would have
unjustly cost the State of New Jersey $293 million dollars,
New Jersey PER - 20 Year History
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Figure 2. New Jersey payment error rates over lime demonstrate the substantive impact of the 310 Handbook changes
that implemented the inclusion of administrative errors in the PER. Under the revised December 2024 policy memo,
NJF's 2023 true PER would be 4.91% and the 2024 true PER would be 5.65%.

3 7 CFR 275.12(d)(3) specifically excludes administrative deficiencies such as a missing application or overdue recertification
from the payment error rate. FNS implemented changes to sections 751 and 752 the 310 Handbook which mandated the inclusion
of these administrative deficiencies in the error rate.



3. Using the PER for the SNAP cost shift is duplicative and inappropriate.

Longstanding federal quality control laws already impose a financial liability on States if their PERs exceed
a national benchmark for two consecutive years. This liability is assessed directly upon the State, and not
on the federal contribution to benefits. The PER was specifically designed to assess this liability amount
using QC data; and, prior to H.R. 1, it was never contemplated that the PER would be used in a cost shift
context nor impact the federal contribution to benefits. Not only is the PER not designed for cost shift
purposes, but the PER is now used to impose two separate and distinct financial penalties for exactly the
same circumstance. Having multiple financial penalties from a single metric is duplicative and

inappropriate.
4. H.R.1 fails to provide any mechanism for challenging USDA’s calculation of a state’s PER.

Despite the unprecedented policy change of reducing federal contribution for food benefits by hundreds of
millions of dollars, the benefit cost shift provision in H.R. 1 does not include any due process provisions
for a state to appeal or dispute the PER published by the USDA. Current law only permits a state to appeal
a PER if the state is assessed as a QC liability for the second year in which the state exceeds 105% of the

national average.

Benefit cost shifts represent a larger financial risk to states than the QC liability amounts, yet H.R. 1 failed
to provide any transparency or due process mechanism for a state to appeal FNS’ determination of a PER.
An appeal process should be included in the statute prior to the implementation of the cost shift provision
of H.R. 1, particularly given the discrepancies over time and the discrepancies between the QC handbook
and federal regulations detailed in section #2 above.

5. Cost shift liability should be postponed due to USDA’s delayed and unclear implementation
of H.R. 1’s significant SNAP policy changes.

H.R. 1 included complex federal changes to SNAP policies relating to Able Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWDs), non-citizen eligibility, and heating and cooling deductions. USDA has
implemented these significant policy changes with delayed and/or inadequate guidance. Although New
Jersey will continue to do our best to train over 4,000 county social services agencies’ employees on the
new policies, the lack of clear guidance has made it difficult or impossible for us to consistently implement
the new law optimally in FFY 2025 and 2026. New Jersey has had to sue in order to meaningfully escalate
errors in USDA’s guidance and prompt USDA to issue updated, corrected guidance. Accordingly, so that
New Jersey and other states do not incur enormous financial liabilities based on payment errors directly
attributable to USDA’s inadequate implementation of new SNAP policies, the cost shift liability should be
postponed until at least FFY 2030, using the PER from FFY 2027.

6. New Jersey cannot financially sustain H.R. 1’s shift of the economic burden of SNAP to the
states.

H.R. 1 already incorporates a change in administrative costs that is straining county governments. Before
H.R. 1, the federal government covered 50% of administrative costs. Starting in FFY 2027, that amount
will be lowered to 25%, meaning that the State agency and County government partners will already need
to cover approximately $99 million in additional costs here in New Jersey each and every year. When we
compound that with the additional potential SNAP cost shift of $98-293 million each year, this potential
cumulative burden of hundreds of millions of dollars each year becomes untenable. The cost shifts threaten
both State government and County partners’ budgets and, as a result, our ability to deliver social services
to our most vulnerable residents.



Conclusion

The H.R. 1 PER-based cost shift provisions do not improve payment accuracy nor address waste, fraud,
and/or abuse, and create a substantial burden on our State and County administrations that threatens our
ability to address the critical needs of low-income families across our State. While we urge the elimination
of cost shift provisions entirely, we recommend at minimum postponing the implementation of the SNAP
cost shift to allow sufficient time to address the many concerns and inconsistencies in its implementation.

Delaying the H.R. 1 cost shift provisions until at least FFY 2030, using the FFY 2027 PER, will ensure that
States are held accountable for program errors only after clear policy guidance on complicated federal
program changes has been provided and fully implemented. FFY 2030 is the same year that H.R. ] already
permits those states with the highest PERs to implement the cost-share provision. This request to delay the
onset echoes the proposals set forth by the National Governors Association,? the American Public Human
Services Association, the National Association of Counties, the National Conference of State Legislatures,
the National Association of County Human Services Administrators, the National League of Cities, the
International County/City management Association, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, the Council of State
Governments, and many other state and local agencies.

Thank you for your consideration, and please feel free to contact me for more information or if you have
questions,

Sincerely,

Stephen Cha
Commissioner

4 NGA Joins Coalition Letter Outlining Snap Recommendations. National Governors Association, (2026, January 8).

https:/fwww.nga.org/advocacy-communications/letters-nga/nga-joins-coalition-letter-outlining-snap-

recommendations/




