
County Comments on Draft ACWDL Implementing 

Citizenship/Identity Requirements

Information Technology Issues

	Page
	Section/Paragraph
	Comments
	Recommendations/?s

	6
	Assist applicants and beneficiaries with evidence of citizenship requirements
	Step 1 requires the county to submit information from the application to MEDS for a state birth records match. Since we can’t aid them until we receive their verification it would have to be entered as a pending application in the system. However, there are some questions regarding county ability to do a data match on a pending application. 
	If we are using an AP18 to make a request for a data match on a pending application, what will prevent the AP18 from creating a new case in MEDS and/or rejecting the transaction outright? That is, how will MEDS know that this data match is what we are trying to do, and not do something else that we don’t want it to do?



	12
	CalWORKs

On Page 12, paragraph 1 says: “…some CalWORKS recipients must present citizenship/identity documentation prior to Medi-Cal eligibility being established.  In these cases, CalWORKS eligibility will be established before MC benefits are granted.”   


	Currently when CW eligibility is reported to MEDS, it includes Medi-Cal in the aid code for CalWORKs – the eligibility for Medi-Cal is not reported separately.  

It is unclear why you would not grant at least restricted scope at the time you grant CalWORKs if the documentation has not been provided, because we know the person is otherwise eligible to full-scope benefits and lacks only the documentation.


	How are we to suppress the MC eligibility on a CW case for those who have not provided?  Is there going to be some kind of an aid code change for CalWORKs? For example, 

30a = CalWORKs with no Medi-Cal

30 = CalWORKs plus full-scope Medi-Cal  

30b = CalWORKs with restricted Medi-Cal

Or, will we use ‘58’ as a secondary CalWORKs aid code?  Is MEDS set up to accept a secondary aid code for CalWORKs?

 

	12
	In-Home Supportive Services Program – 

Paragraph 6 states if we discontinue someone from MC for failing to provide citizenship/identity info, the state will place that person in IHSS Residual program, then they will be evaluated for IHSS services by IHSS staff.  Then if the documents are provided, benefits will go back to regular MC. 


	Earlier in the letter it states we wouldn’t discontinue a MC case for not providing the evidence, and that as long as they are making a good faith effort, we would make that person restricted.  
	It is unclear exactly what to do with these individuals: Do we put the person back to full Medi-Cal as of the date they were first switched to IHSS Residual or as of the date they provided the required documentation? 

Do they remain on Medi-Cal in restricted scope, which drops them to IHSS Residual rather than the Plus Waiver? 

What are the aid codes to be used?

How will individuals who are restored to full-scope be moved back into the PCSP or PCSP Plus? Counties are experiencing difficulty in moving clients back out of Residual currently.



	12
	CalWORKs
	The ACWDL states that applicant/recipients who are unable to obtain citizenship verification are to be placed on aid code 55 (unless they are in long term care - then they are placed on an aid code 58). These two aid codes provide restricted and emergency benefits only.

The 1931(b) program has two aid codes: 3N which provides full scope benefits and 3V which provides restricted benefits for non-citizens, with deprivation.


	If the family is otherwise eligible to 1931(b) (meaning

they are income, property and deprivation eligible), why wouldn't we use

the restricted code 3V?  The ACWDL says to place all individuals not in long term care on 58. We just want to ensure this is really what you want since there are other restricted Medi-Cal aid codes out there.  We have no problem with the instructions on putting long-term care families into the 55 aid code. Using 58 vs. 3V is the question.



	12
	CalWORKs
	More often than not, if a family is discontinued from CalWORKs they are placed into an aid code 38.  An aid code 38 is full scope Medi-Cal and is basically a holding pattern aid code.  Counties then re-evaluate these cases and determine if there is ongoing eligibility for Medi-Cal.


	If we have a CalWORKs case which is discontinued in

October this year-and they have not met the citizenship requirements yet

(they haven't completed an RE/RV yet), are we to place them on a 58 for

restricted benefits OR to continue with the current practice of placing

them on a 38 while their ongoing Medi-Cal eligibility is determined?



	12
	CalWORKs
	One county noted: “  We have major questions about SAWS functionality.  We do not believe the system will allow cash aid to be granted on any individual who either shows as not being a citizen/legally present in the country and at the same time issue either no Medi-Cal or restricted coverage.”    
	

	12
	IHSS
	
	Can a coding specific to the cases that don’t have appropriate documents of citizenship or identity be developed and used. This will aid county staff in understanding why a case is in IHSS-R status.



	13
	Supplemental Security Income and Medicare beneficiaries


	The ACWDL states that persons receiving Medi-Cal based on eligibility for SSI and those who receive Medicare are exempt from the requirement to provide evidence of U.S. citizenship and identity.


	To avoid confusion it would be a good idea to specifically state which aid codes these individuals appear under, so that counties know which aid codes to avoid sending the new notices and information forms to.



	13
	Using a State birth records match as evidence of citizenship
	The ACWDL states that “the State will determine if there is sufficient information to obtain a valid match and notify the county of the results.”
	Once we submit a request for verification of birth through MEDS, what is the expected turnaround time? 



	13
	Using a State birth records match as evidence of citizenship
	The ACWDL states that “the State will determine if there is sufficient information to obtain a valid match and notify the county of the results.”
	What will be the format in which a county will be notified? 



	14
	Mandatory data fields
	The ACWDL states that “Because it is essential that the four automated welfare systems obtain the data that is necessary to get a valid birth records match, those data elements are necessary.”

 
	It is unclear precisely which data elements are mandatory.



	14
	Mandatory data fields
	Page 14 now states that in addition to the state of birth we also need the city or county.  In our original MEDS call, I thought we said the state or city would be the minimum.  

The MC 210 only asks for birthplace (country or state)-most people only enter US.  
	Will the MC 210 be updated to include the State, County, and City or are counties expected to call to follow up all mail in apps/RVs they receive, in order to enter this information into the SAWS systems?



	14
	MEDS Coding for citizens/nationals
	The ACWDL requires the use of Aid Codes 58 or 55.
	Why not create new aid codes for this population in order to be able to track them more easily?



	14
	MEDS Coding for citizens/nationals
	The ACWDL requires the use of Aid Codes 58 or 55 to provide limited-scope benefits to eligible citizens/nationals who do not provide evidence of citizenship.
	The ACWDL does not provide details on what counties are to do in order to reinstate full-scope eligibility for a person who later provides the required documentation. Will reinstatement occur on the first day of the next full month? Will it be retroactive, and to what date?

	9, 14
	Both pages reference the AP 18 transaction, but do not mention the AP 19. 
	There is confusion about when to use the AP 18 and when to use the AP 19. The letter needs to be more specific about what data elements counties will be required to provide, using which transaction, at what point in the process and for which populations.

The letter says, “When this update is available…” When will the update be available and will counties be required to enter data on cases that were processed before the update was available?

Will the State provide a form with the required data elements that we can use for the online transaction?


	Page 9 and 14 should clarify whether the AP18 is ready for counties yet, and how that transaction will be addressed – we would prefer in a subsequent ACWDL.

The ACWDL also should be changed to reflect the AP19 online transaction.  

This ACWDL should include the interim instructions for counties (submitting the current information or Vital match request via MEDS online through the AP19)

	14
	MEDS Coding for evidence of citizenship
	The letter doesn’t address how we clear MEDS alerts when multiple matches are returned and we ultimately place them on restricted benefits or deny benefits.
	

	N/A
	General Access Question
	Nothing is mentioned as to the level of access that will be provided to counties for screens that will house this information.  
	Eligibility staff will need at least inquiry access to this information in order for them to process their work timely without creating a bottleneck for clerical staff.  

	N/A
	General AP 18 Question
	The AP 18 is done when a case is first opened.  At that time we will not have the citizenship-related information.  Once an AP 18 is submitted, we never re-submit another one.  Any changes or updates to the information are submitted on an AP 34.  
	Are the steps being changed to require 2 AP 18 transactions per case?

	N/A
	General AP 18 Question
	If we grant an immediate need eligibility, we would do an EW 20 and no AP 18 would be submitted
	Are the steps being changed to require both an AP 20 and an AP 18 for immediate need cases? If not, how are counties to input information for immediate need cases?


Technical Issues

	Page
	Section/Paragraph
	Comments
	Discussion/???

	1
	Introduction


	The introduction lists only American Samoa and Swain’s Island as possible locations where U.S. nationals may have been born.


	The intro should mention all potential locations where U.S. nationals may have been born.

	1
	Introduction


	The introduction states that “the new DRA requirements do not change the documentation or eligibility determination process for individuals declaring as immigrants.”


	Might also add that the MC 13 process and the existing process of using affidavits for self-declaration of certain information have, or have not, changed. (We assume these have not changed, other than as described in the letter, but since they are so tied to the immigration/ citizenship question, there were some questions about these existing processes.



	2
	Overview of U.S. Citizenship/National Status and Identity – Third paragraph on Page 2 states that providing identity is a “one-time activity.”  
	The letter does not mention tracking the documentation of identity. (Note that we believe it’s on Sharon’s AP19 screen.) 
	Will we be tracking the provision of evidence of identity in MEDS as well?  This needs to be made clear both for workers and automation purposes. The consortia will need to know in more detail what they will need to track and send for counties.



	2
	Overview of U.S. Citizenship/National Status and Identity – Third full paragraph discussing that this is a one-time activity.
	There are exceptions to this one-time requirement listed in the Interim Final Rule. See page 88 – “Once a person’s citizenship is documented and recorded in a State database subsequent changes in eligibility should not require repeating the documentation of citizenship unless later evidence raises a question of the person’s citizenship.”

The preamble to the Interim Final Rule also states that “once a person’s citizenship is documented and recorded in the individual’s permanent case file, subsequent changes in eligibility should not ordinarily require repeating the documentation of citizenship unless later evidence raises a question of the person’s citizenship, or there is a gap of more than 3 years between the individual’s last period of eligibility and a subsequent application for Medicaid.” 


	This statement leads one to believe that it would be possible for this documentation to be requested again, yet that is not what the ACWDL states.

If counties are to follow these rules, please include a discussion of them in the ACWDL.

	3
	Overview of U.S. Citizenship/National Status and Identity – Third paragraph on Page 3 references only one new form that must be sent to applicants and beneficiaries. 


	Page 15 of the ACL discusses three new forms and notices that applicants and beneficiaries are to receive. This could lead to confusion. Consistency is important with this requirement so that there is no confusion about how counties are to implement.


	For consistency, be clear about how many forms/notices are being required under the new rules.

Also, make clear how long the requirement to send certain notices/forms to everyone will be in effect. At some point, it won’t make sense anymore to send these to all current beneficiaries at redetermination.

Also – are these NOAs or are they informing notices? It is important to be clear.

	3
	Overview of U.S. Citizenship/National Status and Identity – Third paragraph on Page 3 references Enclosure 3, “Instruction to Medi-Cal applicants and beneficiaries about providing documents of citizenship/identity.”
	Actual title on Enclosure 3 is “Instructions to Medi-Cal applicants and beneficiaries about providing documents of citizenship/identity.”

Also, reference to Enclosure 3 on Page 15 uses title “Important information about evidence of citizenship/identity for Medi-Cal applicants and beneficiaries.”


	Pick one title and use it consistently to avoid confusion.



	4-5
	Acceptable documents for evidence of citizenship/national status and identity – The five “tiers” of evidence are referenced on page 3, but on pages 4 and 5 the word “tier” is not used – the five tiers are just numbered 1 through 5.
	The ACL needs to be very clear in cross-referencing the federal law and regulations. These are new activities for counties and should be made as clear as possible.

Also, we noticed that the documents for clients use different language and have merged lists, in order of preference, rather than the tiers. Some counties commented that this could be an easier way to provide the information to staff in training and via desk aids that they will need to develop.


	At minimum:

Add the word “Tier” before each numeral.

Tier 1.

Tier 2.

 … and so on.

Ideally:

Use consistent language in the body of the ACWDL and the documents that will be sent to clients, so EWs are using the same language as their clients.



	4
	Acceptable documents for evidence of citizenship/national status and identity 


	One county commented that they think the instructions for nationals conflict with existing MEPM Article 7D. 


	Check conflict and mention in the letter; direct counties which set of instructions is to be followed.

Given that the use of these specific dates is new, a mention of the source on these dates (i.e., the Federal Register section) would be useful.



	4
	Acceptable documents for evidence of citizenship/national status and identity – The description of Tier 4 does not mention affidavits.
	Affidavits are allowed as fourth-tier evidence, as discussed later in the letter. Not mentioning them here could lead to confusion about which tier they fall into and the extent to which they are allowed.


	Mention affidavits in the initial description of Tier 4, and reference a more in-depth discussion later in the letter.

	5
	Obtaining acceptable evidence of citizenship and identity


	We received a question regarding the use of documents received via fax.
	Please clarify whether faxed documents are acceptable in any circumstances.

	5
	A reasonable opportunity to provide documents


	Third paragraph states that counties “must follow up to ensure that the documentation in the case file.”


	We interpret this to mean that the county should follow up with the client periodically to check in on their progress in obtaining the necessary documents, with the goal of getting the documents in the case file as timely as possible. Please clarify whether this is correct – we did receive comments wondering whether the follow-up was for documentation of the good faith effort (rather than the identity/citizenship documents themselves).



	6
	Definition of “good faith effort”


	The definition is a good start. We think some examples – with “including but not limited to…” language – would be useful.


	Suggested examples include:

· Copy of request for document

· Copy of document that was not an original, with documentation that the original or a certified copy has been ordered.

· Notation by county worker that the document has been ordered.

· Copy of check, receipt or other documentation indicating that the document has been ordered.

· Affidavit by client that they are seeking a specified document

· Documentation of time frame by which document is expected to be received.



	6
	Specific requirements for assisting applicants 


	This section lists seven steps counties are to follow in assisting applicants to the program.


	What is the statutory basis for these requirements?



	6
	Specific requirements for assisting applicants 


	This section lists seven steps counties are to follow in assisting applicants to the program.


	Some counties were confused because these steps are very similar to SB 87. Should be clear in the letter, both here and in the current recipients section, that this is not the SB 87 process.



	6
	Specific requirements for assisting applicants 

(Same issue with “Specific requirements for assisting beneficiaries at redetermination”, page 7)
	Current processing timeframes are two 10-days pending letters for applicants and SB 87 rules for recipients.  This new procedure adds a lot of extra steps in the processing that are outside of this system—in essence creates a parallel system solely directed to the gathering or citizenship information.   
	The ACWDL should be more specific regarding time frames for these steps – otherwise each county will be doing it differently. We suggest minimum timeframes be provided rather than maximum time frames, given that counties are required to extend the reasonable opportunity period if the applicant/ beneficiary is working in good faith.



	6
	Specific requirements for assisting applicants 

Item 2
	Please clarify the use of documents in other program files. Per Federal audit review of Medi-Cal cases, we had to pull many early parts of files (ie. Part I of VII of the CalWORKs file).
	In order to ensure that the Medi-Cal worker documenting the existence of certain documents in the other program’s case file will work with persons later reviewing the cases, unless the letter specifically states that this is ok for QC purposes.



	6
	Specific requirements for assisting applicants 

Item 2 – sentence regarding referrals to Investigations.


	
	Please elaborate or reference other existing instructions about referring someone to Investigations about counterfeit or altered documents. 

Also, is aid paid pending during the investigation? At the full-scope or restricted-scope level?



	6
	Specific requirements for assisting applicants 

(Same issue with “Specific requirements for assisting beneficiaries at redetermination”, page 7)
	Item 4 states that “a second form must be sent” but that form is not provided in the letter and it is unclear what is to be used. Some suggested language is provided, but not in a format that can be used.


	Recommend utilizing a new form similar to the existing MC 355 used for SB 87, incorporating reworked language similar to, but more easily understandable to clients than, the suggested language on pages 7 and 8. Counties are happy to work with DHS to put such a form together.

 

	7, 9
	Suggested language for counties to use for applicants and beneficiaries – includes statement that “the county will assist you if you need help”


	This statement will be misleading to clients.  Clients will expect counties to pay for their birth certificates or other documentation when counties do not have the funds to do so.  

Note also that the language does not appear to have been Turnerized (actually, none of the enclosures appear to be written at the correct reading level for clients to understand).
	As noted above, we think that state and federal funds should be provided to pay for documentation when needed. 

We also would reword this suggested language to state that “the county will guide you if you need help.”

Note similar issue on Enclosure 3, first paragraph.

Language should be Turnerized.



	7, 9
	Suggested language for counties to use for applicants and beneficiaries – includes statement that “If you don’t have one of those documents, there are many other documents you can provide (along with proof of identity) to prove you are a U.S. citizen or national.”  


	This sentence is incorrect for virtually all naturalized citizens.  Other than a U.S. passport, certificate of naturalization, or certificate of citizenship, the only other acceptable citizenship document for any naturalized citizen is a U.S. citizen identification card issued between 1960 and 1983 to naturalized citizens living near the Canadian or Mexican border who needed it for frequent border crossings.   Very few, if any, Medi-Cal recipients will have a U.S. citizen identification card.

   
	Rework language  with respect to naturalized citizens.

	7
	Item 7 appears to require us to send a “10 day change NOA” on pending applications.


	
	Why would we send a “change” NOA if no benefits have yet been determined? Shouldn’t that be a denial letter for full scope coverage, and/or a granting letter for restricted coverage explaining why the person is receiving restricted and not full-scope? We assume that some of those notices will need to be redone in order to cover this new scenario – what is the timeframe for this?



	7-8
	Enclosures and suggested language on pages 7 and 8
	These are all in English. Counties will need these in the other threshold languages well.
	What is the time frame for translating these notices and what languages will be provided?



	9
	Specific requirements for assisting beneficiaries at redetermination


	Paragraph 2 states: “As soon as the required evidence is provided, complete the redetermination.”


	Counties were thinking it might be better to complete the redetermination prior to provision of the documentation, but flag the case for followup. This is because automated systems set up auto discontinuances if a redetermination is not checked off as completed within the system, and it would require overrides to stop this from happening. We could do this in the system, so that no one loses benefits inappropriately during their reasonable opportunity period, but tell the beneficiary we still consider their redetermination to be incomplete until they provide the documents.



	9
	Specific requirements for assisting beneficiaries at redetermination


	Paragraph 3 states: “… the period of time must be extended if the beneficiary needs more than 30 days to provide documents.”
	The 30 day requirement is not necessarily a problem but it is unclear where that comes from. For example, one county noted that aliens have 60 days to provide information that we request of them. Is this intended to approximate the length of time we would normally give someone to work with us to complete their redetermination?



	9
	Limited benefits for failure to meet evidence of citizenship/national status


	
	Should clarify here and in other places in the letter where it is appropriate that since the new requirements are individual-level, that as each family member completes the requirement they can be placed into the full-scope program, with the rest of the family members remaining in restricted-scope until their documentation requirements are met.



	9
	Limited benefits for failure to meet evidence of citizenship/national status

Last full paragraph


	
	It is unclear whether full scope benefits are provided retroactively back to the application date, retroactively to the denial date, effective the first of the following month or effective the month that the evidence is provided? (We would suggest retro to app date.)



	9
	Evidence of citizenship documents must be original
	We will often have a copy of a person’s ID from the previous application on file. At Intake, the EW usually writes seen CA DL, ID.  If a statement of this nature is in the original notes, do we have to duplicate the comments at RV or next application to show that we did the new, citizenship/identity review? Do we have to actually touch the real driver’s license again a second time or are the notes from this program stating that the worker saw the original ID (or in the case of citizenship, birth certificate or other document) sufficient?


	If the notes indicate the original DL was seen at time of application, county should be able to make case comments that the original was seen by the original intake EW.

Questions:

1. Should we keep a screen print of the AP 18 or AP 19 transaction?

2. Should we keep a paper copy in the file of the MEDS match or is the fact that this data is in MEDS enough for QC?



	9
	Evidence of citizenship documents must be original
	
	It is unclear whether the AP 18 transaction should include information only about the evidence of citizenship, or also the evidence of identity that was provided.



	10
	Handling original documents –


	“If counties receive original citizenship or identity documents by mail, it will be important to exercise extreme care when handling them.”  
	The ACWDL should clarify what CWDs should do with mailed in original documents (e.g., how quickly CWDs are expected to return the documents to clients; whether the documents may be returned by mail; what liability the counties may have if documents are misplaced.)  



	10
	Handling original documents –


	“In order to handle original documents with the care that is required, we encourage counties to implement special procedures or set up a special documents processing unit, if necessary, to ensure that original documents are reviewed, copied and returned in a timely manner.”  


	The State should fully reimburse counties for the cost of handling/ processing original documents or of a “special documents processing unit.”

We anticipate greatly increased walk-in traffic as a result of these new requirements. The State should allocate additional Medi-Cal administration funding to counties to cover their significant increase in workload associated with applicants and recipients presenting their original documents in person.  



	10
	Evidence of citizenship is only required once
	 “If MEDS shows that the required evidence of citizenship and identity was provided at any time in the past, counties must not request it again. However, if the documentation was provided prior to July 1, 2006, it must still meet all of the requirements described in this letter to be acceptable.”


	The two sentences seem to be counter-acting one another. 



	10
	Evidence of citizenship is only required once
	
	Does the sending county in an ICT need to send copies of the documents or does the MEDS notation/ data in the system meet the requirement?

	10
	Using affidavits as evidence of citizenship


	It is not clear from this description that the federal Interim Final Rule considers affidavits to be a Fourth Tier document. This description makes it sound as if the affidavits are completely outside the normal process, which they are not.


	1. Add comment that affidavits are a fourth tier document.

2. Also add a note regarding special rules for identity affidavits for children. Having those two section separated with no cross reference or discussion of the exceptions caused confusion.



	10
	Using affidavits as evidence of citizenship


	It is not clear from this description that a person may not self-attest to their identity or citizenship. 

It is also not clear that one of the two individuals signing affidavits can be related to the applicant/beneficiary.


	Please clarify both items.

We also think it would be helpful to provide a sample affidavit for counties to use as an aid for workers and individuals signing these documents.



	10
	Using affidavits as evidence of citizenship


	Regarding the requirement that the two signers also prove citizenship and identity.
	1. Do we need to retain copies of these documents in the case file of the applicant/ beneficiary?

2. How are we to enforce this requirement? Is an affidavit outright unacceptable if the signer cannot or will not provide the needed documents?

3. Can all of these affidavits and the associated evidence be provided via mail or authorized representative?



	11
	Assist persons who are incapable of providing evidence of citizenship


	This section does not provide any guidance to counties about how to provide this assistance. 
	Might include examples of how to assist, such as referencing the possible use of nursing home admission records for clients in long-term care, or of using affidavits if nothing else is available.

We also suggest that in cases where the individual is extremely incapacitated and unable to act on their own behalf, and no one can be found to attest to their citizenship, that the county’s attempt to do so be documented and that the person be provided full-scope benefits for as long as they are otherwise eligible. At a minimum they should be deemed as acting in good faith for purposes of providing an extended reasonable opportunity period.



	11
	Using an affidavit as evidence of identity for children


	
	Please turn this into a  section highlighting special rules for children, more in line with the federal guidance and interim final rule - it is kind of buried now. Please cross-reference this section earlier in the document so people know it’s there.



	11
	Presumptive Eligibility, Accelerated Enrollment for Children and Minor Consent


	Similar to the special rules for children, this section is a bit buried.
	Please separate into two sections – one for AE/PE and one for Minor Consent, as these are different programs. 

Cross reference the sections higher up in the letter as appropriate. 

Counties requested more detail about what they are to do when a child comes in with presumptive eligibility from SPE, from CHDP, from Express Lane; what do to when an adult comes in with presumptive eligibility. We assume that they are beneficiaries; are there any different steps that a county is to take for these individuals than for other beneficiaries?



	11
	Presumptive Eligibility, Accelerated Enrollment for Children and Minor Consent


	
	We think there are opportunities for SPE to do some informing of applicants, giving them a heads-up about the requirement and that the county will be contacting them – we were thnking maybe after the children are placed on AE and at the same time the app is being forwarded to the county. Would like to talk with you further about this concept.



	11
	Title IV-E Foster Children


	This is so vague that it will cause confusion about what exactly the eligibility worker is to do in order to collect the required documentation. Should they call the child, their parent, their foster parent or caregiver, or the social worker? We would assume the last – the child’s social worker – but that is not made clear in the section.


	Include more detailed instructions about what county Medi-Cal staff should do to collect the required information.

The ACWDL should clarify who signs/makes the declaration of citizenship or satisfactory immigration status, which is not currently required.  Clearly, foster children (especially young children) and foster parents are not in the position to declare citizenship or satisfactory immigration status.  To the extent that such a declaration is required under Federal regulations, it might make sense for a CWD children’s services worker or a representative of the juvenile court to sign such a declaration.

The other major problem is that the next to last sentence reads as if foster children are responsible for complying for the requirements – that is, “these Medi-Cal eligible children must be given a reasonable opportunity to comply.”  Foster children cannot be expected to comply with these requirements on their own.  County welfare departments should be responsible for obtaining the needed documentation.  The ACWDL also should clarify that the State and Federal Medi-Cal, not Title IV-E funds, shall fully reimburse counties for the added cost of obtaining the documentation as well as of complying with the record-keeping requirements.  

One important question is whether CWDs currently have the authority to compel parents to cooperate in obtaining needed documents because their cooperation may be necessary in order to obtain primary documents.  For example, in order to obtain a  passport for a child who received derivative citizenship, the certificate of naturalization of the parent, the child’s foreign birth certificate, and proof of the child’s admission for permanent residence is required, all of which would require the cooperation of a parent.



	12
	CalWORKs
	If the section on CalWORKs is read on its own, it appears that we would not approve Medi-Cal until documentation is provided (which may be never in some cases).  


	Please clarify that restricted benefits would be given if documentation is not provided.

	12
	IHSS


	
	Similar to the section on IV-E children, counties requested additional information on who would be responsible for gathering the documentation – the Medi-Cal worker or the IHSS worker, or both working in conjunction? [The extent to which the IHSS worker is to get involved may be a DSS question.]

To the extent that IHSS worker time is involved the county should be reimbursed for this new workload. 

Move up last sentence regarding SSI/Medicare to the first paragraph to avoid confusion.

Since the Medi-Cal application process “must be extended,” how does the county treat the pending IHSS application or active case?  In other instances of failure to provide, the Medi-Cal application or redetermination would be denied or discontinued and the IHSS case would follow the same process. Why is this different for the citizenship requirement? [This may be more of a DSS question.]

If a recipient discontinued from MC is stating they are a citizen/national but failing to make a good faith effort to provide proof, though they are deemed capable of doing so, can they be discontinued from Residual? 

What is the timeframe for county to complete an IHSS-R redetermination?  How will this affect the State QA reviews? [DSS question]

 

	13
	Using a state birth records match as evidence of citizenship


	
	Please clarify in this section that the electronic match is enough for counties not to have to request additional citizenship evidence and that they only need to make sure they have identity information on file to consider the case complete.



	15
	Outreach
	The second full paragraph, relating to Enclosure 3, requires the information to be provided to all applicants and beneficiaries.


	What if someone was successfully matched using the mass data match referenced in the letter? Wouldn’t it be potentially confusing for them to receive the documents?



	15
	Outreach


	The first bullet point includes a mass mailing to all beneficiaries.


	We thought that the use of the data match would ensure that not everyone needed to receive information about the requirement – if a mass mailing is going out counties would like a copy in advance and a heads-up on the mailing date so we can be prepared for calls.



	N/A


	Intercounty Transfers
	It was mentioned on a prior call between the state ITSD and county IT reps that the state wants counties to input the information we received from the customer, (regardless if we needed a match) to benefit the applicant/recipient when/if an ICT was completed.  
	What if they move multiple times?  What identifier will be present, so we know which county has the actual evidence in its case files?

	N/A
	Adopted children
	There are special provisions in the interim final rule allowing for the use of adoption decrees to serve as evidence of citizenship.
	There should be a special section on adopted children in the letter.

	N/A
	How to assist people
	The letter is thin on detail about how the county is to assist the person if an ex parte review is not successful. The documents provided to the individuals indicate that we will assist them, but the only idea provided in the letter is that we refer them to another office. This seems unhelpful and misleading.


	Provide more detailed guidance on how counties can provide assistance to these individuals. May be an area for future technical assistance/best practices discussion with state and counties.

	N/A
	Eligibility when a person is unable to provide documentation.
	The ACWDL seems to state that there may be some individuals who fail to provide documentation and are not eligible for the program at all, yet it also continues to discuss those that don’t provide verification will be placed on restricted benefits.  
	Would there ever be an example where the customer is denied and not just placed on restricted benefits? If so, please give an example; if not, it would be good to state that.  




Notes on Tables

	17
	Table One

· Asterisks are used in a few places but there is no explanation of what the asterisks mean.

· Footnote one has a couple of incorrect dates and does not include the Virgin Islands – double check the dates against the interim final rule.

· Footnote five – Second sentence is a fragment.

· Footnotes are very small text.

· The ACWDL says that “souvenir birth certificates” are not acceptable, but hospital records are okay as long as they are on hospital letterhead.  Are the Hospital Certificates (the ones with the little foot prints) acceptable?  They are printed with the hospital name and address and are signed by a doctor so we do not consider them “souvenir.”

	18
	Table Two

· The final bullet is awkwardly worded – it should be constructed to read the same as the other bullets: “For children under 16, an affidavit by a parent may be used to document identity. The affidavit is only…”

· Ninth bullet, add “record” at the end of this sentence.




Notes on Enclosures

	Enc.
	Enclosures – General
	The lists used in Enclosure 3 seem easier to follow than the tier tables provided for eligibility staff – some of the phrasing is more straightforward, for example, and the idea of listing them in descending order in one list, B, rather than across three tiers (2-4) was appealing.

Using “tiers” in one and “lists” in the other may raise unnecessary confusion.


	Consider ways of making the documents more similar so that county staff are speaking the same language as clients.

Might say “List A stands alone but List List B and List C must be added so that:

 B + C = A”



	Enc.
	Enclosures – General
	The enclosures do not state that SSI and Medicare recipients don’t have to meet the documentation requirements. 


	Because some households have beneficiaries in different programs, it would be prudent to put this information on all the notices and forms clients will use.



	Enc.
	Enclosures – General
	References to the various enclosures are spread out throughout the letter.
	Counties expressed interest in seeing additional details in the ACWDL on when to use each notice and form and with which sets of clients. 

Modeling this after a letter released by CDSS a few years ago, when a lot of new forms and notices were included, might be good – they had a separate section on “new or changed forms and notices” and ran through each one in a series of bullets, where they gave the name of each form, whether it was required or just recommended, what the form was for and when it was to be used.



	Enc. 1
	Tier 1 Table 
	“Consequently, the citizenship and identity of the included person can be established when one of these passports is presented.”

This paragraph refers to both pre-1980 and post-1980 passports, so it is not clear which is being referred to by this sentence.


	Clarify that passports issued prior to 1980 that include multiple individuals can be used to document identity and citizenship for any of these individuals.



	Enc. 1
	Tier 1 Table 
	“Do not accept any passport as evidence of U.S. citizenship when it was issued with a limitation. …”


	Counties are not clear what “limitations” may be placed on a passport. Please provide some examples of the types of limitations that may be placed on such documents.



	Enc.1
	Tier 2 Table
	 “The birth record document may be issued by the State, Commonwealth, territory or local jurisdiction. It must have been issued before the person was 5 years of age.”  


	We think this should say, “recorded or issued”.  

The issuance date will normally refer to the date the certificate was produced (which may have been recent), but the recording date will refer to the date the information was provided to the registrar.



	Enc. 1
	Tier 2 Table


	The explanation regarding collective naturalization generated some confusion. (The individual “may” be collectively naturalized; “See additional requirements…” with no cross-reference to a page or enclosure, etc.)


	Clarify the note regarding collective naturalization.



	Enc. 1
	Tier 2 Table


	
	Would “other insurance” include only health-related insurance or could it also include auto, life, homeowners, etc. if the necessary information were provided on the documents?



	Enc. 1
	Tier 5 Table


	
	May a parent write one affidavit covering identity for all children or must they write separate affidavits for each?



	Enc. 1
	Related Issue
	Enclosure 1 mentions the Form BC-600 and states that that the applicant, recipient or State should complete the form.
	There is a fee for this form. If the state prepares this form, who pays the fee? 

Are 623 forms still to be used? 



	Enc. 2
	Enclosure 2
	There is concern that the wording on this enclosure makes it appear to be a consent form – that is, if the person does not fill it in, they may have the impression that the vital records match will not be attempted.

We also received some suggestions for clarifying when to use the form and making it easier for both applicants and existing recipients to figure out why they are receiving the form and what they need to do.
	Rework bold sentence to make it clear that this is not a consent form.

Consider separating into either two forms – one for applicants and one for recipients, or separating the information on this form with a couple of sentences for applicants and a couple of sentences for recipients. 

Clarify that we do not send this form if the mass vital records match already caught the person or if their documentation has otherwise been verified already.

There needs to be a bit more space between the “name of person requesting the search” field and the “date” field. They are very close together.

It should be made clear that the person should complete as much of the form as possible, and that they should still send it in even if they cannot fill in all the information, because a records match may still be able to be completed even with partial information. “Please Print Clearly” should also be somewhere on this form.



	Enc. 3
	Enclosure 3
	First paragraph – similar to above comment.

“They can explain the requirement to you and will assist …”  

Similar to the technical comment above, we are concerned that in the absence of financial assistance with documents, the use of the word “assist” is misleading to clients.


	Can this be reworded to say “They can explain the requirements to you and will guide you…”

	Enc. 3
	Enclosure 3
	
	Paragraph 2 talks about both identity and citizenship for children but the heading makes it look as if it only addresses citizenship.



	Enc. 3

&

Enc. 4
	Enclosures 3 & 4
	These two enclosures are somewhat duplicative. We are thinking that Enclosure 4, which seems intended to be a handy brochure, may need some polishing to differentiate it and make it the most user-friendly document possible.


	We are attaching samples from two other states. We would like to work with DHS and advocates to develop the most user-friendly materials possible. 



	Enc. 5
	Enclosure 5
	This seems a little out of place.
	The statement about persons born in Guam being citizens regardless of date of birth should be in the text of the letter.
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