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am a retired annuitant ALJ assigned (o review rehearing requests. The Issue below has arisan in a case assi igned to me.
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6 EGH CLAR?TY);“ e

This is a questicn pertaining to the computation of a CalFresh Ol for the menth of application where there iz a proraied
benefit of $9 {apelication was *nd month). The couﬂty contands the O for the month totals $140 notwithstanding the
claimant's entiement o a prorated benefit of 59 for the month of appiication. The county cites MPP §3-503.132 in SUpROT

of its position that the claimant should not recaive a 35 offset against the $140 in benefits issued ag no issuance below 590
ek Dl

hould be made, and that the Of for the month shouid tatal §140 rather than $131, as ordered by the ALJ who heard the

g
Case.

D ANSWER:

0. REQUESTOR'S PROPL
The Al who heard the case did not MPP 63-503.132. My role as a rehearing reviewer is to ensure the siate hearing
decision COITEpEEOa with program’s position. | do not have a proposed answer. It can be argued the county is correct in
compuiing the Ol to exciude the $2. It could a!eo he ?.rgued that MPE 63-503.132 does not apply 1o the compuiation of Ols
when the issuances for fhc month in guastion is fess than $10 but pertains only fo the separate cuestion of what benefits
would actually be issued to a recipient for a given month when the benefit amount is less than $10.

RESPONSE (CFPS (JGE ONLYE

The original hearing decision is correct. The househokd was enfitled to 9 in benefits {prorated) for the month of ﬁpp‘émiéa‘f&
{Movember 2011) and therefore this value cannol be considered as part of an O1. MPP 63-503.132 is obsolete due to th
implementation of the EBT system, which atiows for an amount lowar than $10 o be issued. Prior to EBT, when benefits
were issued in the form of coupon booklets, & 10 booklet was the smallest amount that was printed and any amount less

than $10 could not be issusd.
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