CCWRO Proposed Revision to Trainings Project EAF 09-10

A. Public Benefits Advocates Training Project Objectives:

Objective 1: To conduct 10 two-hour long curriculums -based, basic-skills public benefits
training workshops serving a total of between 100-200 QLSP staff throughout the state.

Objective 2: To develop two new curricula, update CCWRO's other 13 curricula, and post all 15
public benefits curricula on the CCWRO website for QLSP clients to access on a 24/7 basis.

Curricula to be Developed
2009-2010

Child Support State Hearings
Advanced Training: CalWORKS Budget Cuts Impact on Cal WORKS Clients
Total: 2

Curricula to Be Updated and Posted on Website
2009-2010
Curriculum To be Updated
WEW Sanction Defense
Administrative Writs
Introduction to CalWIN - Major Issues
Public Benefits Fair Hearing

General Assistance

Food Stamps

Cal WORKS Cutting Edge Issues

County and State Advocacy

Citizenship Verification

In-Home Supportive Services Overview

In-Home Supportive Services Hearings

Public Benefits Basic Issues Training

Emergency Services — Expediting Benefits
Projected Quantitative Quicome Totals
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3. How will the proposed services be delivered?

All QLSP client's requesting a CCWRO public benefits training will have the option of having
the training provided either in-person or through available webh-based technology. Public
benefits training events will serve groups both large and small. All trainings are curriculum
based with curricula and handouts reflecting the latest information available related to policy,
law, procedure, and public benefits systems navigation issues. Detailed below are the
project’s three principle activities:

Curriculum Development: The current EAF 09-10 deliverable in this area includes the
development of two new curricula. Curriculum developed includes between 10-16 program
hours for legal, statutory, and field research and legal review, 1-3 program hours for curriculum
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outline and document preparation, 2-4 program hours for final legal review and revision, and 1
program hour for final legal review, post-revision, copy, filing, binding, and website posting.

Curriculum Update: The project's 09-10 curriculum update deliverable is to update all 13
public benefits curricula during the 09-10 project grant period and after update each updated
curricula will be posted on the CCWRO website in a uniform user-friendly format that is
accessible to all QLSP field staff.

Updating certain curriculum such as that covering "Welfare State Hearings Administrative Writs"
would involve between 8 to 12 hours of statutory, case law, and other research and legal
review. However, the majority of CCWRO's public benefits training curricula require an average
of between 4 to 6 hours to update. The total number of existing training curricula in the project
library is thirteen. In addition, between 1 to 2 hours per curricula is needed to create and
integrate each curriculum into a uniform format for final legal review before hard copy filing and
binding, and for website posting. The total number of program hours needed to update all 13
public benefits curricula would be between 78-90 hours.

Training Workshops: The current EAF 09-10 deliverable in this area is to conduct a total of 10
training events throughout the state. The average training event includes between 1-3 program
hours for internal discussion, scheduling, and external electronic networking, 1-3 program hours
in review of curriculum and field practice, 3-14 program hours preparing handouts, confirming
details and additional pre-training internal review and external networking activities, along with
travel and off-site networking, 2-4 hours for training and on-site networking, and an average of
1-2 program hours for post-training de-briefing, phone, mail, and other follow-up activity. A web-
based training event would involve about 12 hours, an in-person training event that does not
require airfare and overnight expenses would involve about 16 hours, and a training event that
requires air travel would involve about 28 hours. (5 web-based training events x 12 hours + 3 in
person training events x 16 hours + 2 in person training events x 28 hours = approximately 164
hours of staff time to provide the proposed 10 training events.

The project's approach will include personalized outreach to QLSDP field offices that have not
previously requested a public benefits training in order to help ensure that CCWRO ftraining
resources are known by and available to all QLSP field offices statewide. The availability of
project trainings are published in e-mail alerts that go to all QLSP field offices statewide.
Customized trainings are available on request and are largely in response to local urgency and
issue priority; these requests are infrequent but CCWRO remains committed to being
responsive to all situations in which customized trainings may help ensure the delivery of
competent legal representation to public benefits recipients.

All newly developed and updated curricula will undergo final review by legal counsel prior to
web-posting and prior to use in a training event.

NOTE: We have already provided the training on “Advanced Training: CalWWORKS Budget Cuts
Impact on Cal WORKS Clients".

The child support training will be targeted for the Pro Bono programs of California do a lot of child support
work and should be receptive to training on getting administrative relief before going to court.
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Agencyand. | Baf garpesc | Hof ) #OLSE Current Issues Reason for Concern Desired Outcome CCWRO's Role
Divisionf Statef meetings | pre- In Group
Program County with meetin
Agency Advacat | gswith
meetings | es State/C
ounty
Agency
1.0S5 WiW 4 4 4 {B) LAFLA, | 1-1: Several counties Improperly required U and T visa 1-1: Advocales have clients who are being llegally denled aid because of no 1-1: Califonia Department of Social Services (CDSS) issue an All County Facililater and principal advocaie for
Division BALA, holders applying for CalWORKS to have & soclal security | SSN. Letter (ACL) or All County Information Nolice {ACIN) 1o provide instruclions to | LEPs
LSNC, number, the anp ing the appli of those CalWORKs “See exp at the batlom of the
Www.m_u who are victims of domestic abuse under the Viclence Against Women Ad, | P20®
A I f an oid add
CRLA, 2. ;o ; 1-2: People are being terminaled from cash ald becauss of an old address
CCLsS 1:2: LaMORKS Gﬂuar:.m Al mn_aa loinaled from used by n:u nn:i_:mm. 1-2: CDSS issues ACL or ACIN with specific standards to clarify to the

e for "wh “ when mail is
relumed to the wellare department. Ofien, reciplents
report a change of address, which is nol entered into the
computer records, or the computer reveris to an ald
G address,

1-3; Counlies informed CalWORKs students that
EOPSICARE vouchers for books had to be used before
counlies would cover the costs of bocks

1-4: As a resull of a change in aw, food stamp benefits
will no longer be reduced when a CalWORKs recipient
fails ta participate in a CalWORKs Welfare to Work
aclivity.

1-5: CalWIN compuier generated NOAs, and in
particular NOAs about transpartalion payments, do not
contain all of the detailed information that is conlained in
the CDSS produced NOAs. Absent the detailed
information, recipients are unable lo whether
the proposed aclion Is comrect or if a hearing should be
filed.

1-6: Los Angeles, Sania Clara and San Diego counties
are denying advocales the right o lcok &t clienls case
files sinca lhe case files on CalWIN and on the Leader
compuler system and confidenlial material are
inlerspersed with non-confidential information and the
case files third parly communi

1-7: There are no established standards for a case to be
refarred to welfare fraud for Investigation. Eligible
families voluniarily terminale banefits when the welfara
fraud invesligators encourage them to do sa.

1-8: Case workers often rafer cases to fraud
investigations without legal juslification. For example,
one worker referred a case to weliare froud when a
reciplent bought food in another county, which is legal.

1-8: COSS collecis no data on number and rate of
welfare fraud investigations and proseculions by the
counlies. Advocales beliave that the higher the welfare
fraud investigation rate, the less likely that eligible
household will apply for and receive wellare assistanca,

1-10: Case workers are relying on the welfare computer
sysiems 1o calculale the CalWORKs and food siamps
budgets in order 1o determine benefils. Computers
Include scholarships and grants as countable income
which reduces the amount of benefils. Some
scholarships and grants are not countabla incoma yet
because of computer programming the assistance uni

1-3: Los Angeles County began to deny supporlive services.

1-4: Counties are siow 1o implement changes without CDSS5 intervention.

1-5: Advocales noticed that computer generaled notices do not contain all of
the necessary information thal is included in the CDSS generaled nolices,

1-8: Without access 1o lha case files in Leader and CalVIN advocales are
unable to ensure full representalion.

1-7: Fraud investigalors intimidate clients lo stop benefils in order lo avoid
*fraud” chames.

1-8: Case workers refer cases to fraud investigators without legal justification.

For example, food stamps can be issued 1o buy food throughout Califomia,
waorkers refer cases to fraud when the recipient buys food in another County,

1.8: Advocates from LSNC wants the ralio of fraud invesligations to cases
and the reasons that trigger the fraud investigation on a county by county
basis.

1-10:Los Angeles advocates complain that in calculating the CaMWORKs
benefils, workers count exempt scholarships/grants. CDSS agreed lo issue
an ACL or ACIN which will provide i an which

should not be counted in delemmining the CalWORKSs benefils.

counlies that they cannot ierminate benefils for whereabouts unknown sclely
because thal mail Is retumed to the county.

1-3: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN darifying thal Counties cannot deny
supportive services to CalWORKSs students who receive EOPS/ICARE
vauchers.

1-4: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN darifying that CalWORKSs recipients
longer have thelr food stamp benefits reduced for failure to paricipate in a
CalWORKs welfare-to-work activily.

1-5: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN with a revised nolice of action for
transporiation supportive services that is due process compliant.

1-6: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN that would make case files avai
IOLTA recipienis representing their clients in state hearings,

ble 1o

1-7: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN addressing major concems raised by
advocales during a workgroup meeting with DSS regarding welfare fraud

1-B: CDSS works wilh advocates to develop a Fraud Referral farm that
Includes questions designed 1o refer meritorious cases to the Fraud
Investigation Unit.

1-8: CDSS warks wilh advocates to deveiop a survey of the Callfornia welfare
fraud system.

1-10: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN ideniifying the scholarship/grants that
are non-exempl in determining the CalWORKs grant level.




receives fewer benefits.

1-1%: Since the inception of the CalWIN compuler
systemn, NOAs have not adequaiely specified the type of
resource thal make the recipient ineligible for benefits.

1-12: Welfare fraud investigetors do not believe that
CDSS Regulations sel forth in Division 21,
Nendiscrimination in Federally Assisled Programs, apply
to them. Consequently, the mandale fo provide

i to non-English sp or limited-English
speakers is ignored by fraud investigaters, Inlerviews
and interrogations are conducied In English and the
recipient's answers are reganded as trulhful. There Is no
cansideralion of whether the recipient understood the
question.

1-13: Mental disabflities and limiled English proficiency
affect the ability of the recipient to accuraiely report
informalicn that affects the granl. Such cases are
referrad for a fraud Invesligation regardless of the ability
of {he racipient to accurately report.

1-14: Advocates have noliced an incrense of merilless
fraud allegations that were received by a county fraud
e. Counlies do nol screen fraud reperts prior 1o
sending them to the welfare fraud investigators,
regardiess of the source of the call.

1-11:When NOAs specify the type of excess resource, the reciplent will be
able o determine whether the county made a mistake and a hearing requesi
should be filed.

1-12: Advocales complained that welfare fraud Invesligators do not provide
interprelers when limied English speaking recipients are questioned. As
such, recipients do not understand their rights and admit to investigators’
slatements to avoid prosecution,

1-13: Recipienis are prosecuted for fzlse siaternenls made in the Quarterly
Reporis or to a worker when the recipient either do nof undersiand what is
being asked or has a mental disability that prevents accurate reporiing. Since
welfare fraud requires intent to commil fraud, mental disabilities or other
conditions which Impair the ebility 1o accurately report should be considered
before pursuing a welfare fraud investigalion.

1-14: A CDSS-daveloped screening loal will reduce the number of innocent
recipients from being i tigated for of fraud.

1-11: CDS5 issues an ACL or ACIN Instructing the counlies 1hat
overpayment nalices of actions for being over resource limil must identify the
excess resources so {hat ihe recipient can prepare a defense.

1-12: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN Instructing the counties that welfare
fraud investigators utilize interpreters when interviewing limited English
proficient persons.

1-13: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN Instructing the counties fraud
investigators to review and cansider exculpatory facts (e.g. mental disal
Limited English Proficiency) in determining whether 1o pursue a welfare fraud
investigalion.

1-14; CDSS and OLSP advocates will jointly develop Hot-Line protocols to be
used in the 58 counlies of California.

2.DSS Adull
Programs
Division

(9) LAFLA,

.2-1: When an eldery, disabled or blind individual who
live alone requests proteclive supervision, counlies
automatically refuse 1o evaluate the need for proteciive
supervision.

2-2: When elderdy, disabled or blind individual requests
IHSS paramedical services as a resull of such medical
problems &s diab or ice,
countles autornalically refuse 1o evaluate the need for

paramedical services.

2.3: The IHSS NOAs do not contain a thorough
explanation of the reasons 1hat the county is taking the
action, the specific regulalions supporting the action, an
explanation of the right to reques! a slate hearing and
tha circumstiances under which aid will be continued if a
hearing Is requested.

2-4: Counlies i refuse to whether a
person Is eligible for prolective supervision when the
person has moderale retardation or mental disability.

2.5: Contrary to law, countles refuse 1o allow a live-in

2-1: Counties deny eligible persons who are elderly, disabled or blind IHSS
proteclive supervision services in violation of the law.

2-2: Counties are denying eligible persons IHSS paramedical senvices in
violation of the faw.

2-3: The notices of action do nol cenform o cumrent due process siandards of
an adequale nolice in that the NOAs do not contain a thorough explanation of
ihe reesons that the county is taking the aclion, the specific regutations
supparting the aclion, an explanation of the right to request a siate hearing
and the circumstances under which eid be continued Iif a heering is
requested,

2-4: Some IHSS recipi wilh moderate or mental disability are
le for profective supervision. An automalic denial withoul evaluating the
recipient's medical records Is contrary lo the law.

2.5: Stale law suthorizes a live-in relotive to be paid to provide certain IHSS
sanvices. Without payment, the IHSS recipient could be lefl unsupervised

2-1: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN dlarifying that elderly, disabled or biind
persons living alone can quelify for In-Home Supportive Services' ("IHSS7)
prolective supervision services.

2-2: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN darifying that eldaerly, disabled, or blind
persons be evalunted for paramedical senvices if they are suffering from
diabetes, bowelbladder inconlinence, etc.

2-3: CD'SS madifies HSS nolices of actians {"NOAs"} 1o meet the basic
standards of due process of law.

2-4; CDSS issues san ACL or ACIN clarifying that eldery, disabled or biind
persons with moderate retardatien or menial disability receive assessment for
protective supervision.

2-5: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN darifying that elderly, disabled or bfind
persons can receive IHSS services from relatives with whom they live,

Facilitator and principal advocate for
LSPs
*See explanalion al the bottom of the
page




relalive to provide IHSS services.

while the live-in relalive works which thraatens the safety of the recipient

2-6: CDSS Issues an ACL or ACIN instrucling countles thal an IHSS

2.8; Sacramento County does nol provide IHSS 2-8: Advocates including those in Los Angeles, Santa Clara and be made to any person who contacts IHSS.
applicalions to people inquiring about IHSS services al complain that people contact IHSS for assistance bul never get an
the time of the initial conlact. Some countles screen the | applicatian.
calls and determine ineligibilily based on a few briaf
questions and answers without medical documentation
before ihe county. No medical documeniation is before
the counlies. Sacramento County does not hand the
IHSS application 1o the applicant until the home visH,
which can be 4-8 weeks from the initial contact. In the
meanlime, people who are suffer from major health
problems which could result in placement in a nursing
home, Is being denied the less expensive IHSS.
3DSS State (10} 3-1: Curreni law requires thal the claimant has the 3-1: This violates 1he law giving the claimant the right io decide whether 3-1: CDSS amends the policy to le administralive hearings as in- Facifitalor and principal advocate for
Hearings LAFLA, choice of the type of hearing, |.e., In-person hearing, hefshe wanls a telephonic hearing in lieu of an in-person hearing, person unless the claimant requests a telephone hearing or a home hearing. LSPs
Divislon BALA, telephone hearing or home hearing. In order lo save *See explanalion at the batlom of the
Ummn. maney, Slate Hearings Instituted a palicy and practice to page
;m.mu. schedule telephenic hearings in mosi counties,
WCLEP, N
CRLA, 3:2. Anhcugh iafces for e varlus CDES PIogean:s 3.2: The Informing nollces issued by Stale Hearings, contain hearing process | 32 CDSSstaris to SHD issued hearing nolices in
IcLs, bave bieeh Irasied :.:u {anguages othar lhan Spanish, |y procedural information that, if disregarded, could forfeil access to the langunges cther than English and Spanish.
DRC, Bel tha State Hearings notices containing Important hearing
Tzedek LS | scheduling information have not been translaled. state hearing;
3-3; The Hearing informing notices were drafted In the 3-3: The new m_,;nlna_.._n notices will be si__m:. al a Bth grade level, with 3.3 nmumm revises the notices relaling to the administralive hearing process 1o
Yp added to give a claimant who is unaware of | be written at an Bth grade lavel.
16705. The forms are not easlly undersiood and the {he hearing prcass guidanca to prepare for the hearing
forms do nol contain information thal meats the cument )
due process standards of an adequale nolice.
3-4: Due 1o a lack of staff, and budget consiraints, 3.4 No defined process for expedited CDSS Hearings exisl, leading to 3-4: CDSS Issues an ACL ar ACIN for Expedited Siate Hearings for persons
hearings are being scheduled between 510 & weeks Inconsistent and siandardless responses to expedited hearing requests. #h nead of smamehcy assistaica wherby. 2 haarng wit be Held I fivs
from the hearing request. Some issues require warking days, the decislon will be Issued in 1en warking days and standards
immediate resalution 50 an expediied process was for granling expedited hearing requests will be dearly defined.
Initiated. However counlies have raceived no instructions
on how lo prepare for an expediled hearing or the steps
in the expedited hearing process.
3.5: Unrepresented claimants lose hearings because 3 - - 3-5: CDSS develops a check list for administrative law judges (CALJ) that
they lack knowledge of the legal issues and basic 3-5: Cnly afler receiving Ihe decision denying the claim does unrepresenied wauld highlight all of the major points the ALJ must cover al the starl of the
2 claimant go to legal &id for assistance. Uniil June 30, 2008, legal aid could
pracadural dus process requirements. Ifthe claimant . hearing.
;i + % somelimes gel a rehearing for the claimant when there was n showing of
fails to raise an issue, the admintstralive law judge will x i 2
nol proactively raise the issue. abusa of discretion, arbilrariness _: Ihe decision er the decision violated the
law. On July 1, 2008, State Hearing stepped processing rehearing requasts.
ALlJs rely on the claimants lo mise basic due process issues or to raise
substentive arguments. A checklist would shikt the responsibility of ralsing
these Issues from the claimant 1o the ALJ-thus avoiding procedural and
substanlive errors requiring appeal.
4DSS Civil [6]) 4-1: Counties do not understand their obligations 1o have | 4-1: Advacates in Los Angeles County complain thal disabled claimants with | 4-1: Civil Rights Bureau (CRB) visits the sites used for adr gs | F and principal advocale for
Righls LAFLA, administrative hearing ooms accessible for disabled oversized wheel chairs or oxygen tanks cannet fit through the hearing room 1o evaluate the accessibilily of the heering room to disabled claimants. LSPs
Division mmby_mw. claimants. doors so that the confidential hearing must be heard in the pubiic lobby, _..MM_M explanation ai the bottom of the
NLS,

4-2: Welfare fraud investigalors do not belleve that

4-2: The Clvil Rights Bureau Is responsible for the enforcement of Division 21.

4-2: Welfare fraud unils and D.A.5 are ordered 1o comply with Divislon 21




LASSD,
WCLaP
CRLA

CDSS Regulations set forth in Division 21,
Nondiserimination in Federally Assisled Programs, apply
1o them. Consequently the mandate lao provide
Inlerpreters to non-English speakers or limied-English
speakers Is ignored. Inlerviews and interrogations are
conducted in English and the recipient’s answers are
regarded as truthful. There is no consideralion as to
whether the recipient understood the question.

4-3: The Civil Rights teem requests certain county
informalion befors the on-site review. From the
informalion provide, the review team prepares the
review. As a resull of frequent contacts wilh the caunty,
advocales know of problems thal may not surface if the
Clvil Right team does not look the problems.

4-4: Although notices for ihe various DSS programs
have been iranslated inlo languages other than Spanish,
the State Hearings nolices conlaining important hearing
scheduling information have not been translated.

The CRB agreed with advocates that welfare fraud invesligators should
provide interpreters when [imited English speaking recipients are questioned,

4-3: When Chvil Rights team perfarms a review, they do not Interview local
advocates as lo problems that the advocates have witnessed. A telephonic
or tn-pi meeting with ad' prior to the review, will give the team
addiional informalion,

4-4: The Hearing informing nolices, drafted in the 1970s, are not easily
understood and the forms do not contain infarmation that maets the civil rights
stendards.

rufes. The S!Us and Das are not using Inlerprelers as mandsted in Division
21.

4-3; Civil Rights Bureau staff visits wilh LSPs during the civil rights review of a
county.

4-4: Civil Rights Bureau works with SHD to provide thal hearing decisions are
send to claimants in their own language consisient with the provisions of
Divisicn 21.

5.DSS Child 5-1: When special needs children are in out-ol-county 5-1: When special needs children are placed In counlies with higher rates, the | 5-1: Within the current year 2010, CDSS Issues an ACL or ACIN on Hosl Facililator and principal advocate lor
Welfare placament, the law requires that special needs children service provided 1o the child is more expensive. If payment is al the lower County Specialized Care rate policy for child welfare services. mmnm
Sarvices receiva the foster care rate of the second county. rate, special needs children will not receive the full range of needed services, See explanation al the bollom of the
.mBnE_.: s d Conlrary 1o the law, counlies compare tothe rales and page
in 2009)
pay Lhe lower of the two rates.
. h Il Speciaflized Care Lists of the 58 counties on its web page.
5-2: When special needs children are In out-of-county 5-2: Advocales cannol determine whether proper foster care rates are paid. #:2; COSS posts all Gpedlaty L pag
placement, the law requires that special needs children
receive ihe fosier care rate of he second county.
However advocales do not know the rale of the second
county.
Youlh Law
Center 5-3: During fosler care hearings, the county presenis
5 g . . . c CIN regarding actess lo nonprivilidged
portions of documents from the child welfare services file | 5-3: The document presenied by the county, if reviewed in #5 enlirely, may 5 3CD5S maunpay _.-E 2 g g : PrRDe!
. . 3 . documents and infermation for the Child Welfare Services ("CWS") Frogram
to lhe ALJ withoul allowing either the ALJ or contain which supports the foster care child's position. Some
R £ o during the slate hearings process.
to review Lhe complete document, Information, which the county deems privileged, may not be privileged and
could contain perlinent informalion supperting the advecata's posiien.
5-4: The child welfare services nolices do not compart whth the due process | 5-4: CDSS lssues an ACL ar ACIN or sel up a workgroup lo address lhe
5-4: The child welfare services NOAs merely stetes thal | pquirements of an adequate nolice of action, Child Welfare Services NOAs | nadequacies of the CWS NOAs. The oulcoma is that revised NOAs will be
the county has made a cerlain defemmination without do not contain a thorough explanation of the reasons that (he county is toking | Published that would used throughout the stale.
explanation the rationala behind lhe dacision and the the action, the specific regulations supporiing the action, an explanation of the
statutory for the county's decislon. right to request a state hearing and the circumstances undar which ald will be
conlinued if a hearing Is requested.
5-5: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN instructing counties that child welfare
- 5.5: Abused children who do not enler Inlo the foster care program are not waorkers that respond to child abuse holline case are required to inform
”.m. m_s._mam:ng. ?_munnn,ma ___nnnhw_.__ﬂ,ﬂwumm Jvnnu _:n_q-“w_ efigible for services including mental health treatment or counseling services. | potential guardians and the parent(s) that if Probate Court guardianship were
ngRes i Later, when the child needs services, 1he refalive-guardian is unable to pay sought in lieu of Dependency Cour, then children would be ineligible for foster
abused child In lleu of removal and placement inta the
for the treatment. care benefits.
foster care program.
6.DSS {5) B-1: The CalWin Consortium promulgated NOAS that 6-1: Computer generaled NOAs shou'd be identical to the CDSS generated B-1: Within the current year 2010, CDSS reviews all CalWIN NOAs to insure | Faciilator and principal advocaie for
Technology LAFLA, DSS deemed to meet the standands of an adequate NOAs that meet due process slandards for an adequale NOA. the compuier-generated nolices are the same as forms developed by COSS. _-.mv..u
Bureau BALA, NOA. The CalWIN program was designed 1o omit Afler reviewing the notices, CDSS will instruct the CaWIN Consoriium to da See explznation at the bottom of the
Um_._MP informalion. As such, CalWIN NOAs do not contain all of an emergency change order lo correct all defeclive notices in CalWiIN. page
_|>m.mu the informaticn thal is required for a legally sufficient

NOA.

8-2: The CalWIN compuler sysiem is unable to report
the time from the food stamp applicalion to approval.

8-3: Advocales leamed six months ago that CalMIN was
programmed so that eligibility for supportive services
would star on the first day of the following month thal a

8-2: Wilhout this information, advocates are unable o determine if the county
Isin pli with the State p ing tmelines.

8-3: By law, supportive services mus! be provided on the first day that the
reciplent participates in Welfare 1o Work.

8.-2: CDSS Issues an ACL or AGIN Instructing counties o program the
automation sysiems 1o report caseload numbers regarding food stamp
processing timelines are standardized.

B-3: CDSS issues an ACL or ACIN instruciing the 18-counly CalWIN
consorium lo insure that supportive services, including transporiation and
child care start an the same day as participalion in the Welfare to Work plan




Welfare to Work conlract was signed.

8-4: When CDSS promulgaied its NOAs refating ta
excess income,CDSS determined thal to meet the
slandards of an adequate NOA, the months In which the
excess income was recelved and the type of income had
to be idenlified. Since the inception of the CalWIN
computer system, NOAs have not adequalaly specified
the source and type of income that made the assistance
unit over income for assistance.

B-4: If CaNVIN NOAs contained all of the information that is required for a
legally sufficient NOA, including identifying the type and amountl of incoma
which make the recipient ineligible for the recipient will be able to

determine whether the counly made a mistake and a hearing request should
be filed.

instead of 1he first day of the following month.

8-4:CDSS Issues an ACL or ACIN instructing the counties that averpayment
NOAs for being over income limit fer eligibility must idenlify the exact manths
and type of income so that the recipient can propare a defense.

7.Depariment (5 Facilitaler and principal advocale for
of Health LAFLA, 7-1: California Department of Health Care Services (DHCS)issues an ACL LSPs
Services (new NLS, 7-1: Med|-Cal notices of action are nol eesily undersiood | 7-1: With inereased Maedi-Cal case larminations, the NOAs must be regarding Medi-Cal NOAs. This AGL will set forth stale policy for revised “See explanalion at he bollom of the
in 2009) LSNC, and the forms do nol contain informalion required by due | understandable so that the recipient can decide wheiher to challenge the notices of action and a host of revised NOAS. page
Mnurﬂ.u process. benefils termination

7-2: With increased Medi-Cal case lerminalions, 7-2: Counlies are responsible for {he Med-Cal cases within their boundaries. H‘._uam_“wmm_wmcmw h“_qu-m_m”“”n:a ”M_“ﬂMnMu_mnnasnz the'case iraemative:

countles are nol considering whether recipients are ILis y for les lo whethera would be eligible '

enliled to altemative Medi-Cal programs for coverage as | for continued Medi-Cal benefits under a different Medi-Cal program.

Prcirat by SB 87 prickto!ed-Cal ssrmination: 7-3: When Medi-Cal recipients are unable to meet thelr share of casts, they 7-3: DHCS issues an informing notice lo Medi-Cal recipients with a share of

7-3: Many Medi-Cal recipients are raceiving NOAs that | lose Medi-Cal. If recipients are 1old how 1o meet their share of costs, they will cost on ways to meet he share of cost requirement.

continuing be able to keep Medi-Cal.

eligibility for Medi-Cal is premised an paying a monthly

share of cost (SOC) before heing eligible for Medi-Cal

services. Within Lhe last year, advocates have seen lhe

monthly SOC in the amount of $1,000-$2,000, money

1hat the Medi-Cal recipieni does noi have la pay Med}-

Cal bills.
B.California (1) LSNC Facilllator and principal advocate for
Dopartment of 8-1: DCSS dovelops a separale authorized mpresentative form that is not part | LSPs
M:,_a. Support -1: Department of Child Suppor Services (DCSS) 8-1: To institule a method for claimants at administrative hearings to nolify ofthe hearing request form. .Mnn explanation at the bottom of lhe

ervices page

iniliated #s own administrative hearing procedures on
July 1, 2008, Currently, the only appointment of
authorized representative form is part af the hearing
request, Claimants oflen request a hearing before
obtaining an autherized representative. Without a

parate authorized repr fve form, claimant would
have to submit a new hearing request form to inform
DCSS of the idenlifying infarmation for the authorized
representative,

8-2: DCSS initlated its own ad ralive hearing

procedures on July 1, 2009. Atthis time, DCSS has no
formal policies or for their p I
process that delermine which cases meel the

Child Support Services and the Office of Administrative Hearings thal
subsequent to the hearing request
representative for the hearing.

ing, the claimant obtafned an authorized

B-2: DCSS refies on two staff io do all of the prescreenings. If one or both
staff are absent from work, the prescreening process is deloyed and cases
are not set for hearing. In addition, the prescreening process direclly affects
due process fights to a hearing. Tha prescreening process must be based on

for a hearing or if a hearing is necessary.

8-3: DCSS did not consider assigning codes to issues
argued in administrative hearings. Assigning a code to
ench issue thal is decided by an adminisirative law judge
will allow DCSS 1o idenlify the number of times a specific
issue was raised during the hearing.

B-4: A complaint resolution is a prerequisite lo requesling
a hearing. ARer a complaint resolution is ed, he

policies and 1hat are nol arbitrary and capriclous.

B-3: DCSS initiated its own i ive hearing on July 1,
2009. Without issue codes to track ths disposition of administrative hearing
cases, advocales are unable to determine if a questionabte palicy is isolated
10 a specific case or is a statlewide problem.

8-4; By Issuing instructions on how to respond to complaini resolulions,
DCSS will promote the efficien! and timaly use of the i hearing

8-2: DCSS fommalizes the prescreening process for reguests far
adminisiralive hearings.

8-3; DCSS ideniifies and assign hearing codes to issues raised ai
administrative hearings.

8-4: DCSS issuas instruciions to the Local Child Support Agencies on
responding 1o requesis for complaint resolutions.




B.Califomia [] [:] [:] (1} LSNC Fecilitalor and principal advocale for
Department of 8-1: DCSS develops a sef authorized repr form that is not part | LSPs
Child Suppart B-1: Depariment of Child Supporl Services (DCSS) To institute a method for claimants of administralive hearings o notify of the hearing request form. *See explanation at the bottom of the
Sarvices Iniliated is own administrative hearing procedures on Child Suppart Services and the Office of Adminisir: Hearings that page

July 1, 2000. Cumently, the only appainiment of subsequent o the hearing request filing, the claimant obtained an authorized

authorized representalive form is part of the hearing represeniative for the heering.

request, Claimants oflen request a hearing before

obiaining an authorized reprasentative, Without a

separale authorized rep: live form, would

have te submit a new heering request form to inform

DCSS af the identifying Information for the authorized

representative. — S— A " voth 8-2: DCSS formalizes ihe prescreening process for requests for

-2: refies on twa siaff to do all of the prescreenings. If one or bol inistrative hoa s

8-2: DCSS Initiated its own administralive hearing staff are absent from work, the prescreening process Is delayed and cases administraf il

procedures on July 1, 2009, Atlhis time, DCSS hasno | 4re ot set for hearing. In addition, the prescreening process direclly affects

formal policies or procedures for Iheir prescraening due process rights to a hearing. The prescreening process must be based on

] processdhat na_.m_._.:__._m which cases meet the guidelines | d policies and procedures that are not arbilrary and capricious. B-3: DCSSidenlifies and assign hearing codes lo issues raised at
for a hearing or if a hearing Is necessary. administrafive hearings.
B-3: DCSS initiated its own adminisirative hearing procedures on July 1,

8-3: DCSS did not consider assigning codes loissues | angg, without Issue codes to track the dispasition of administrative hearing

argued In administrative hearings. Assigning acodelo | pqsps, advocates are unable to determine If a questionable policy Is isolated

each issue thal is decided by an adminisirative law judge | o a specific case or is o stofewide problem.

will allow DCSS lo identify the number of imes a specific

Issue was raised during lhe hearing.

B-4: DCSSissues instructions to _=m Lecal nz__n Support Agencies on

B-4: A complaint resolulion Is a prerequisite 1o requesling | 8-4: By Issuing instruclions on how to respond lo complaint resolutions, responding lo for

a hearing. After a complaint resclution Is requesled, the | DCSS will promote the efficlent and timely use of the adminisiralive hearing

Local Child Suppart Agency {LCSA)} must make a written | process.

response within 30 days. Some LCSAs provide a generic

answer (hat is not responsive 1o the parents complaint

and does not inform parents as 1o whether an

adminisiraliva hearing Is needed.
9.Sacramento | 6 3] [] {2 Facilitator and principal advocate lar
Department of LSNC, LSPs
Human NLS 8-1: The CalWIN computer sysiem in Sacramento 9-1: Slale law provides that recipiants receive Transilional Food Slamps 8-1: Departmeni of Human Assistance (DHA) researches and rep the | “See exp! at the bollom of the
Assistance County i i from the automatically for five months without being required to submit Quariery CalWIN compuier sysiem lo prevent the discontinuance of Transitional Food | Page

Food Stamp Program who have not submitted a Reports. Eligible food stamp recipients are being wrongfully denied food Stamp recipient for not submitling a Quarterly Report.

Quarterly Report. slamp Bessistance.

8-2; A large perceniage of CalWORKs recipients are nol | 8-2: State law requires Lhat counties advance transportalion money when a

receiving iransportalion funds. CalWORKs recipient is engaged in Welfare to Work activitles so that 9-2: DHA mantors payment for iransportalion expenses and collect payment

3n__”._m_.zm do not have 1o use the CalVWORKs grant to pay E:E:wun_am:u? stalistics, including the number of cases in which advance transpartalion is
Ak Aatinad that ause B0 AFlha Aialfaen bn \Rinc pald.

“Role of the Fal

alor - Facililator is the lead person for LSPs for the various workgroups. As staled in the proposal, the lzad person meels with the agency

and

the issues, delermines whera the Depariment Is on each issue, and provides

and

This entails researching lhe Issues and doing stalistical analysis, if needed. CCWRO attends all workgroup meetings. All Issues raised are thoroughly researched by nneemn_ befare they are put on tha table. It is CCWRO's role to be thoroughly familiar with the Issues in order 1o represent these matiers for the LSPs

before the siate agencies.

The facilitator will be respansibie for selling up the pre-meeling calls, gather issues, analyze the issues, compose issue memos when needed for presentation to DSS, meet with DSS before and afler each meeling to make sure work an issues on gelting the atlention from state stafl.

CCWRO siaff also makes regular conlacts with persons who have responsibllily at the state level lo work on the issues.

Finally CCWRO p

on spin off

such as the CW 81 workgroup revising 1he disability verification forms, fraud workgroup

workgroup to increase __E:mwa:a_a: payments to VW parlicipants.

g changes rec

Each of these workgroups need legal and stalislical informalion gathered and analyzed to be presented ol the warkgroup meetings

ded by QLSPs, DV-ICT workgroup working on prolocols for viclims of domestic violence maving from one county to another and transportalion




