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BACKGROUND:
The purpose of this transmittal is to provide responses to the most frequently asked questions related to Transitional Food Stamps (TFS) reviews.  
INSTRUCTIONS:

Use the information in the attached questions and answers (along with the other sources listed above) to process TFS reviews.

INQUIRIES:

Michael Bowman-Jones 


                                 Program Analyst

Original Signed by Joeana Carpenter
Joeana Carpenter, Chief
CalWORKs and Food Stamps 

Data Systems Design Taskforce

QC Questions and Answers for TFS

1. QUESTION:  Is QC required to complete a face-to-face interview, Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) check, and all other existing requirements for Transitional Food Stamps (TFS) cases even though the results of the field review will not impact the error determination?

ANSWER: Yes. QC is required to complete a face-to-face interview and Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) check.  CDSS, however, is continuing to communicate with FNS stressing our position that they waive the requirement for a face-to face interview. Additionally, we have requested that the DMV check be waived for all FS cases, since all vehicles are exempt in California. 
2. QUESTION:  When a household fails/refuses to cooperate with a QC review and it is receiving TFS benefits, should the case be terminated?  Also, if the non-cooperation occurs in the same Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) as the transition to TFS, is the household still eligible for TFS?  (Example:  The household fails to cooperate with a November review and is scheduled to be switched to TFS in January.)   

ANSWER:  There is no change in either the FNS-310 or Federal regulations that exempts the household from complying with the QC review requirements, so a sanction would be imposed effective the month following timely notice. (For quarterly reporting, the imposition of the sanction is a mandatory county-initiated mid-quarter change.)   If the household refuses to cooperate prior to transitioning to TFS, it is ineligible to receive either “regular” or TFS benefits.   
3. QUESTION: Would QC find the household to be ineligible to participate in TFS if it fails to provide a QR-7 prior to beginning receiving TFS? Example:  The monthly reporting/retrospective budgeting (MRRB) household fails to provide its November monthly report by close of business Jan 2 (extended filing date), and this household is scheduled to start TFS effective with the January issuance. 

ANSWER: QC would not find the household to be ineligible (and therefore unable to participate in TFS) because the only bases for ineligibility are the establishment of an intentional program violation (IPV), failure to cooperate with a QC review, and discontinuance from CalWORKs due to a CalWORKs sanction.   

4.  QUESTION:  We know that the effective date for starting TFS is January 2004. If our county starts TFS in March, do we still get the 120-day hold harmless period?

ANSWER:  No.  Since the variance exclusion period is Jan 1-April 29, your cases will have a 59-day hold harmless period, beginning March 1 and ending April 29 (March and April sample months.)  See Transmittal 02-01(FS) dated April 25, 2002 for variance exclusion review procedures and Q5i Worksheet coding instructions. 

5.  QUESTION:  Is there a QC error if the reviewer discovers that the eligibility worker (EW) miscalculated the computation establishing the TFS allotment amount?    

ANSWER: If the EW used a wrong income amount ($1350 instead of $1450 from the Example in ACL 03-66), a variance would be cited if the error amount was $26 or more. An error would not be cited if the EW used $1450 and it was discovered later that this amount was incorrect.  






