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Fam reviewing a decision in which the claimant has requesied a rehaaring o dispute the judge's upholding of the county's right to
demand that she repay a $4345 CalFresh overissuance for the period of August 2007 through July 2009, $2920 of which the courty
had already collecied through a federal fax intercapt.

The gvidence In this case indicates that the county sent the claimant's ex-hushand a notice of action dated June 27, 2011 in which it
informs him of a §4345 CalFresh overissuance. A review of the notice reveals that it is legally inadequate for not including the
computations an which it based this overissuance. There was no evidence presentad that the claimant's ex-husband requested and
pariicipated in a stale hearing in response to this notice.
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It is my first impression that the 2012 INS letier would not constitute a “demand lefter” referred to in ACIN 1-03-02 and, therefore, the
county cannot collect against the claimant, because it did not meet the statute of limitations under Sec. 63-801.111.

This beiief is based on the fact that the Istter from INS does not meet the requirements for legal adequacy of notice under CDSS
regulations and federal reguiations.

CHINTY GUES

e household was adsquately noticed of the overissuance by the county June 27, 2011 per MPP 63-801.431. Whan the NOA was
issued to the HH on June 27, 2011, counties where not required to included an overissuance budget worksheet. ACL 11-28 daisd
March 14, 2011 reguirgs counties to comply with the Heathcock lawsuit which mandates overissuance NOAs include an overissuance
budget worksheet within gix monihs of the date of the ACL issuance, Therefore, all overissuance NOAs must include an overissuance
budget worksheet after Seplember 14, 2011,

Additionally, Per MPP 63-801.1, alt adult household members shall be jointly and individuaily liable for the value of any overissuance of
bensfits 1o the household. Therefore, since the HH was sufficiently noticed of the of overissuance and the wife was part of the HH
whan the overissuance ocourred, the {ax intercept was an appropriate action.







