\ LRS/C-IV Migration LRS
Design Difference Committee Review Form

DDCR # 4040

Committee/Workgroup: Medi-Cal/CMSP
List if “Other” selected above:

Review Date: Click here to enter a date.

Point of Contact (C-IV/LRS): James Dorame

Programs Impacted: Ocw OCF 0OcApPl Ocrap OcCMSP [OFC
O KG MC [ORCA OGA/GR OGROW [OWTW
Other:

C-IV SCR Number(s) (if applicable): | 1164

LRS SCR Number(s) (if applicable): | 39410

C-1V Design: CO-068: SB75, Full Scope Medi-Cal for All Children (57535)- SB75 Section 35, WIC Section
14007.8(a) & ACWDL 16-12

Senate Bill 75 grants full scope MC to children under age 19, regardless of immigration status, if they
meet all other eligibility criteria, effective May 1, 2016.

Beginning May 1, 2016, CalHEERS will place these children into the appropriate full scope MAGI aid
codes.

This change in CalHEERS is addressed with CR 52030, and DHCS System Enhancement Request DHCS-
0071. The authority for this change is found in Senate Bill 75, Section 35, and WIC, Section
14007.8(a).

Recommendations:
1. EDBC Rules Updates
a) Update the logic that determines the MC aid codes for a given budget type to use Full Scope
aid codes instead of the equivalent restricted aid codes based on the Restricted Aid Code
Crosswalk for an individual if the following are true:
i.  The person is a child under 19 years of age.
ii.  The benefit month being run is on or after the SB 75 Begin Date as defined above.
b) Update the logic that determines benefit elections for Batch EDBCs to always elect MAGI for a
person who is potentially eligible to both MAGI and non-MAGI benefits.

LRS Design: Please see attached LRS SCR 39410. SB75 functionality was implemented in release 16.04

Design Difference(s): None. Both systems have the same logic to grant full scope MC to children
under the age of 19, regardless of immigration status, if they meet all other eligibility criteria,
effective 05/01/2016
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\ LRS/C-IV Migration LRS
Design Difference Committee Review Form

Project Recommendation (if applicable):

Committee Review and Outcome

Design Difference Outcome: (Select one of the check boxes below)
[0 SCR Recommendation(s)
(Select one or both check boxes below)

O Modify existing LRS Functionality [ Migrate C-IV Functionality

(Document high-level SCR recommendations below)

O No Change Required
(Select one or both check boxes below)

[0 Retain LRS Functionality As-Is 1 Do Not Migrate C-IV Functionality

[0 Escalation Required
(Provide brief description below and complete Escalation Form)

Voting Breakdown:

R1: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present R2: [ Agree [ Disagree LI Not Present
R3: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present R4: [ Agree [ Disagree LI Not Present
R5: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present R6: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present

R7: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present
R8A: [1 Agree [ Disagree [1 Not Present R8B: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present
R8C: [ Agree [ Disagree [1 Not Present R8D: [ Agree [ Disagree [ Not Present

Design Difference Priority: [1 High 0 Medium [ Low

Priority Reason:
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Comments/Notes:

Attachments: Yes 0 No
| POF | =
J- e
C-IV SCR 1164.pdf  |RS SCR 39410
SB75.pdf
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