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‘State of Cullforniu = '-—'\ L.Q“S? : Human Relations Agency

Memorandum

To

Honorable Ronald Reagan Date  : May 5, 1969

SEMEERES FleNo:  HR 5-69-56 (I)

Via: Earl Coke, Assistant to the Governor “.. Subject:  Food Stamp and
for Cabinet Affairs - Commodity Distribution

Programs in County Welfare

'a f artments
o+ omestmesemry | NFORVATION

INFORMATION: A recent Federal court action required the U.S. Department

of Agriculture, as the Federal administering agency,- to
provide either food stamps or surplus commodities in all counties of the State. The
food stamp and commodity distribution programs are voluntary requiring Board of
Supervisors' action to adopt one or the other.

An effort has been made by the U.S. Department of Agriculture to have all counties
who do not have a program to request participation in one or the other. At this
point all but three counties -- Butte, Orange and Sierra -- have made requests.
However, the lag between request and implementation is such that where food
stamps are requested it will not be in operation until July or August. In the mean-
time, the U.S. Department of Agriculture is faced with a hearing to show cause
for not having moved more rapidly to comply with the action of the court. This
hearing is scheduled for June 12. In addition, the U.S. Senate Select Committee
on Nutrition announced late last week that hearings will be held in California

May 8 and 9.

. COMMENTS: The State Department of Social Welfare has made every

effort to encourage counties to participate. However, their
view is that they cannot mandate participation and should not exert undue pressure
inasmuch as the major administrative costs must be borne by the counties. The
complexity of the administration, the fact that there is no Federal sharing in
issuance costs, and until recently U.S. Department of Agriculture slowness in
approving new food stamp programs have been major reasons for the reluctance
of counties.

With respect to surplus commodities, the expense of delivery, handling, and
storage plus an inadequate variety of surplus commodities have been significant

factors in county reluctance.



The absence of one or the other program has led to the contention that
starvation or mal-nutrition (largely the latter in California) are significant
among low-income families in some parts of the State where neither program

is available. The McGovern Committee hearings, scheduled for L.os Angeles

and Orange Counties on May 8 and San Francisco and Alameda Counties on May 9,
are intended to probe these issues. There is an indication that the focus of

these hearings is to embarrass the U.S. Department of Agriculture. However,
no concrete information on the specific agenda is available. At a late date

the State Department of Social Welfare was requested to make a presentation

to the Committee.

We have decided that it would be more appropriate to file a written statement
indicating the status of programs in this State and our willingness to
cooperate in working with counties on installation where requested. We will
also identify some of the major deficiencies such as eligibility requirements
that differ from eligibility for welfare, high administrative costs with no
Federal sharing, and excessive control requirements. This statement will
be coordinated by the Human Relations Agency.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has made a substantial effort to involve

us in the court action against them. We have attempted to cooperate in every
way possible. However, we have resisted going beyond what we believe is

our appropriate role in encouraging rather than demanding county participation.
We are continuing to pursue this course of action.

N[/~

S ER WILLIAMS Originated by: John Montgomery
SecHetary : Director, Department of Social Welfare
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Secielary May 7, 1969

Honorable George McGovern, Chairman
Senate Select Committce on Nutrition
and Human Needs '

Dear Scnator McGovern:

In response to your letter of May 2, 1969, Governor Reagan
~asked me to prescent information to your Committce on Nutrition
and Human Needs. I am sorry that I was not able to deliver
this personally., The relative short notice of the hearings and
the question of what kind of testimony your committee was
interested in made it difficult to determine whether a

personal appearance was indicated and, if so, which

location would be mo_:sl_s"'ai)propriatc.

My statement transmitted with this letter is essentially a
status report on the food programs in California plus some
basic data and some suggestions relative to problems we
have had with the food stamp program for your consideration.

As you conduct your hearings throughout the State, some
questions may be raiscd that-will suggest the need for further
information. Wec will be pleased to respond promptly in
wrltmg to such qnoshons as you may carc to submit to us.

~an %
%

Sinccerely,

(el

PENCER WILLIAMS
Sccrctary '

Attachment



, STATEMENT FOR THE UNITED STATES SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE
" ON NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

in Los Angeles
May 8, 1969

Submitted by Spencer Williams, Secretary
Human Relations Agency

California provides among ‘the most liberal and progressive welfare programs

in the 50 states. Currently, it provides cash assistance through the various
categorical aid programs to nearly 1,5 million people and expenditures for
1969-70 are estimated at over $1.3 billion. A county funded genéra] assistange
program currently Is meeting the most urgent necds of over 65,000 persons ghat

do not meet categorical aid eligibility requirements., In addition, comprehensive
medical services are provided to all welfare recipients through Title XIX of the

Social Security Act,

In California, the State Department of Social Welfare has the responsibility
for the administration of the Food. Stamp Program, and the State Deparfment of
Education has the respoﬁsibility for the administration of the Commodity
Distribution (Donated Foods) program., The State Department of Social Welfare,
however, is concerned with the food needs of all needy persons in every county -

of the state,

In this state the Food Stamp Program is a voluntary program requiring a board of
supervi;ors' resolution under the Welfare aond Institutions Code (Section 18902).
Accordingly, the Food Stamp Bureau of the State Decpartment of Social Welfare has

always provided information, data, and consultation on the Food Stamp Program tc
any county (county welfare difector or board of supervisors); any group of

persons in a county; of any person or organization requesting such information,



We have also provided current updated material via Food Stamp Program manuals

and other media on changes in program policy to all counties in the state.

Not all counties have a federal food program. However, there has been a
step-up of interest since the recent federal court action December 30, 1968, in

the case of Hernandez vs. Hardin,

At the present time.there are sixteen counties operating a Food Stamp Prbgram.
Twelve others that have in the last six monfhs requested the Food Stamp Program
were approved for food stamps by the United States Department of.Agriculture on
April 9 and May 1. These counties should all be in operation within 90 days.
There‘are four other counties that have also requested the program but have Aot
yet been approved. These four (Fresno, Santa Cruz, San Luis Obispo, and Yuba)
all are,‘however, operating a Commodity Distribution program. A Commodity
Distribution program is currently in operation in 27 counties, including the
four noted above. A status report of the state's 58 counties as of May 6, 1969

is attached as Exhibit "A',

This leaves three counties out of the sixteen counties in Celifornia identified
in the federal district court order of December 30 as not having one of the two
programs, that have not as yet requested through the board of supervisors action
either of these two federsl family food assistance programs. These counties

eare: Butte, Orange end Sierra.

The Butte County Board of Supervisors voted on March 18, 1969, for a county
study of the food needs in Butte County in conjunction with the county welfare
department, county health department, and the Economic Opportunity Council,

This report is due to be presented to the board on May 13, 1969,

e
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The Orange County Board of Supervisors considered the matter on April 29 at

the request of a community group. The Board of Supervisors took the matter ''under
submission' and requested the county welfare director to return in two weeks

with a report, including estimates of the cost of the program to the county.

The Sierra County Board of Supervisors have given serious consideration to the

program, but believe the net county cost is too much for this very small county

to assume, as it has a large proportion of federal land that is not taxable.

On April 9, 1965, Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng wrote
Governor Ronald Reagan to indicate USDA approval for eight pending counties
(see status report attached). His letter indicated "After a review of food

stamp expenditure rates through February it is estimated that there will be

~sufficient funds available for the current fiscal year to permit us to designate

those counties that have food stahp requests on file and which do not now operate
a family food assistance program. This will include seven counties involved in
the California lawsuit In addition to Solano County, which had requested a

Food Stamp Program before the lawsuit was filed."

Also. 'to offer the remaining six counties every opportunity now to accept a federal
food program...we will reserve until May 15, 1969, sufficient funds to permit

prompt designation for...Butte, Calaveras, Mariposa, Nevada, Orange and Sierra."

Beforq this letger was received by the State Department of Social Welfare,
Cala;eraé, Mariposa and Nevada County Boards of Supervisors had requested the
Food Stamp Program. Our department wired the three remaining counties (Butte,
Sierra,‘and Orange) this information on April 24, 1969. Caléveras, Mariposa,

) : |
| | )
and Nevada counties were subsequently approved by USDA on May 1.

In order to assist these 15 newly approved or pending Food Stamp Program counties

to plan for the certification of potential food stamp houscholds in the county

-3=



welfare dcpartmenf's public assistance caéeload, and the nonassisted low=-income
houscholds or persons in the county, the Food Stamp Burcau of the State
Department of Social Welfare has planned at least two workshops (May 8 and
tentatively June ). Also, a training session for fHé county certification
workers will be set up, aimed particularly fcr those counties without their

own training staffs,

-We have also developed two kits of guide materials for these new counties based
largely on the experience of the operating counties. The first one, with the
emphasis on planning'for the issuance (or salc) of stamps, was sent to thesc
ounties on April 18, 1969. The second kit, basically on planning for certification,

is being distributed at the workshop in Sacramento on May 8,

The State Department.of Social Welfare staff (Food-Stamp Bureau and nine Field Deputies)
will work with these county welfare directors to assist in the implementation

.of thé Food Sfamp Prdgram. Consuher and Marketihg Service, U.S. Department

of Agriculture, has been providing assistance wheﬁ reqaested by the State
Department of Social Welfare to the new counties in finalizing their bank
contracts. This latter agency is responsible for signing up and approving

the grocers in a food stamp county and aiding in the promotion of the program

and the development -of nutrition education activities., The State Department

of Social Welférc, however, is responsible under the State Plan for the

|

certification.of eligible households.



Qur department's relationship to the county welfare departments in California with
étatc-c0unty administration of public assistence is one of supervision and con-
sultation in the Food Stamp Program as it is in public agsistance except that our
present law makes the program voluntary at the county level. Although by State
Plan the Consumer and Marketing Service of the U. S. Department of Agriculture has
contracted with the State Department of Social Welfare for the administration of
the Food Stamp Program, the actual administration is delegated to the county

welfare department as it is in the federally funded public assistance programs.

New counties are urged to start issuance as soon as it is administratively feasible
for that particular county. However, in order to insure the proper and orderly
administration of the Food Stamp Program, our state manual allows up to three
months for a county to get into operation (issuing stamps) after USDA approval.
Getting into operation at the county level involves:
(a) staff recruitment, orientation, and training;
(b) negotiating bank contracts or setting up other methods for issuing
stamps;
(c) formulating procedures and forms for certification of cases; and for
distributing authorizations to buy stamps to certified households;
> (d) planning for the preparation of the ncéessary state and federal
accqqnting and statistical forms, and related functions.
The actual certiffcation of cases prior to issuance of stamps usually requires 4-6

weeks or more.

Our department énticipates that some of the newly approved counties will be éble to
certify their interested public assistance households and some nonassisted in time
to start the issuance of stampson July 1. The others will probably be in Opc}ation
by August | or sooner. All these counties will be requested after the May 8 work-

shop to set a firm target date for opening of food stamp sales.

-5~



There is undoubtedly some malnutrition resulting from inadequate diets among
some of our citizens. To what extent this can be attributed to one of the
several possible causes, such as lack of a federal food program, low income,
lack of eligibility for a federal-state categorical aid program, poor dietary
planning where adequate financial resources exist or general inability to
manage money, is difficult to determine, However, one or more of these reasons

may be a factor in any given case.

There have been several continuing problems with the food stamp program which

your committee may want to consider.

Recentiy, Washington State gave us a copy of their position paper of March 20

on the Food Stamp Program. Without going into great detail at this point, may
| say éur state's experieﬁce leads us to concur with Washington State in pin-

pointing three of the major problem areas, as follows:

"1. The Rulés for Eligibility in the Food Stamp Program Are Too Restrictive

Congress should coordinate this law with the public assistance titles of
the Social Security Act so that the simplification of both substantive
and procedural provisions can proceed in step together; e.g., the
adoption of uniform income and resource disregard provisions, and use
of (state approved) simplified applications by affidavit with sample
verification as meeting plan requirement eligibility provisions

"2. Audit, Audit Follow-Ups and Administrative Reviews are Inordinately
Time Consuming and Expensive

Some of these audits (in Washington State) deal with cases in which the
participants were migrants without income and with very insignificant
cash income (less than a dollar - oftentimes only thirteen cents -- a
two-weeks minimum cash purchase requirement for a single person). We
doﬁ't believe it profitable to spend the time and administrative costs
.to rectify errors of such trifling amounts. It is éur position that

audit attention should be limited to fiscally significant items,



ll3.

There Is a Lack of an Efficient and Economical Delivery System

The use of commercial banks and other agents as sales outlets for food
stamps is a deteriorating procedure and threatens to be an imminently
critical problem. It is our position that the state should be

authorized to set up a mail delivery system whereby public assistance re-
cipients could have their monthly food stamp purchase requirements deducted
from their monthly warrants and have the stamps mailed to ﬁheir homes along
with or at the same time as their monthly grants. It is also our position
that the Postmaster General be authorized and required to utilize post
offices including branches, annexa, and substations as sales outleté for
food stamps. It is our-further position that the law should be amended to
provide that the stateS, in acting as agents for the National Government

in providing for food stamp sales outlets, should not be held financially
1iable for program losses due to theft, burglary, robbery, or embezzlement
of food stamps unless the facts brove mal feasance on the part of the state

or their agents."

May we add some comments pertinent to California's experience in these three problem

areas.,

Y.

In regard to Position No. 1, our department has repeatedly requested USDA

to approve the principle of accepting the applicant's delcaration of his
resources and income for eligibility determination in the Nonassistance House-
told to eliminate unproductive paper work. We believe states should be allowed
to accept an applicant's affidavit of facts, with a sample validation system
for food stamp cases covering both eligibility and purchase requirement

determination.

Our department contends that the federal Food Stamp Act requirement
(7 U.5.C. $2014(b)) that "each state shall establish standards to determine

eligibility of applicant households. . .consistent with the income

standards used by the state agency in the administration of its

-l



federally aided public assistance programs,' should really

govern Food Stamp Program policy. At the present, Consumer and
Marketing Service, USDA, superimposes at a much later date its own
interpretation of changes in federal public assistance standards.
We believe the state's public assistance eligibilfty and grant
‘determination base should be used to determine eligibility and the
amount of the purchase requirement and bonus in the state's Food

Stamp Program. CE&MS does not permit this.

A recent example of this is the CFP(FS) Instruction No, 732-10

received by our department on March 10, 1969, with a date on it of
February 10, 1969, This instruction finally gives approval to
states with Food Stamp Programs to initiate the same provisions in
relation to Conservation of Children's Income in public assistance
that were contained in the Social Security Amendments of 1967 and

signed into law by the President of the United States in January

of 1968.

Further, the income disregard provisions in the WIN program put
into effect because of the same federal legislation are not yet

incorporated in food stamp policies.

These and numerous other inconsistencies in the handling of the

!
same gross income for the two programs have not only added to
administrative costs in handling food stamp cases but in costs of

audit and audit follow=ups.



In reqard to Position No. 2, we could offer numerous examples of

such costly involvement of three levels of government over periods
of six months to two years for sums of $2 to $24 as the résult of
USDA Audits and Administrative Reviews. This is usually the result
of some eligible low-income ‘households receiving this amount as
bonus stamps "'in excess' of what they were entitled to - because
of a mathematical or other administrative error in certification

at the local level,

In reqard to Position No. 3, we certainly agree with the request of

Washington State that voluntary deductions from public assistance
warrants to purchase stamps be permitted. Our state agency is
planning to resubmit this request to the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare for a Section 1115 Pilot Project. The food

stamp counties as well as the state have also repeatedly requested

that the U, S, Post Office system handle the sale of food stamps.

The 16 operating food stamp counties in California (representing
62* percent of the sFate's population) all have similar stamp
issuance (sale) problems. The newer food stamp counties' contracts
with banks, etc., have shown a constantly rising transaction cost.
It now averages 85¢ per transaction (sale of stamps once or twice

a2 month to a certified household) and this is a 100 percent county

cost.

Los Angeles and Stanislaus counties as well as other counties are most
anxious to get approval for the voluntary deduction proposal and any

other issuance possibility.



The theft and burglary problem involving insurance coverage to cover
county and state liability is starting to become a problem. We con-
cur with an amendment to relieve thc state and counties from liability
unless there is proven misfeasance. This has already been done for
counties that mall stamps on receipt of money orders from certified

households,

Nay we.also suggest a8 fourth Qroblém area - the USDA table of coupon

issuance (pr purchase requirement and bonus table) - This table

formulated by USDA and a USDA requirement in almost all food stamp
states is not only inflexible and inequitable, but the fixed large
amount of money that a certified household must pay each month for
Its stamps is the most common complaint of participants, eligible

housecholds not participating, and the actual certifying staff at the

_county level in California.

We recommend a reevaluation of this table and appropriate changes so that

more of the eligible households can afford to participate. Only an approx-

imate 25 percent of the potentially eligible low-income household in

California are using this resource to increase their food purchasing power.

As we indiecated at thé Beginning, many of these problems have existed for a

flong time and in fairness to Secretary of Agriculture Hardin, | am sure he

has not been in office long enough to personally cope with all of the issues

that_may need His attention. However, with the prcscné public concern regarding

hungér and malnutrition and the committeé's desire to evaluate the federal food
J ]

assi;tance programs, we thought you might want to have‘our views regarding

some of the problems we have seen.

We will be pleased to respond In writing to any questions you may wish to

submit to us after you havc‘complcted your hearings in California.

~10-
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OPERATIRG
Alaneda
Contra Costo
Del Norte
Humboldt
Lassen

Los Angeles
Marin

Modoc

Alameda
Alpine
Amador

Butte
Calaveras*¥¥
Colusa
Contra Costa
Del Norte*

. Bl Dorado

resno

Glenn

. Humboldt

Imperial¥**
Inyo

Kern

Kings

Lake
Lassen

Los Angeles
Madera
Maxin*
Mariposa¥X¥#*
Mendocino
Merced
Modoc
Mono**
Monterey*
Napa
Neveda *#¥

EXHIBIT "A"

STATUS REPORT 1S OF MAY 5, 19069 ON FEDERAL FAMILY FOOD
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN CALIFORINIA

THIRTY-TWO COUNTIES REQUESTIKG FCOD STAMP PROGRAM

PENDING

APPROVED APPROVAL
Monterey Calaveras Riverside Fresno
Sacramento Imperial San Benito San Luis Obispo
San Frencisco Mariposs Siskiyou Santa Cruz
San Mateo Mono.- Solano Yuba
Santa Clara Nevada Tehama
Shasta Placer Trinity
Sonomna

Stanislaus

STATUS OF ALL 58 CALIFORNIA CCUNTIES

Started FSP 8/1/68

Donated Foods

Donated Foods

0

Approved FSP byUSDA 5/1

Donated Foods )

Started FSP oper.12/65.

Started FSP oper.3/1/69

Donated Foods

Bd.S.request FSP for T7/1-
D.F. now

Donated Foods

Started 1963 - Pilot FSP

Approved P USDA 4/9/69

Donated Foods i

Donated Foods

Donated Foods

Donated Foods

Started FSP 4/1/68

Started FSP 12/65

Donated Foods

Started FSP 4/1/69

USDA approval FSP 5/1/69

Donated Foods

Donated Foods

Started FSP L4/67

Approved FSP by USDA 4/9/69

Started FsSP 2/1/69

Donated Foods

USDA approval FSP 5/1/69

, *5ix countics approved by USDA 11/18/68 -
Eight countics approved by USDA h/9/69
¥¥¥Thrce counties approved by USDA 5/1/69

(

Orange
Placer¥**
Plumas
Riverside¥**

Sacramento¥*
San Benito¥*¥
San Bernardino

- San Diego

San Fruncisco
San Joaquin
San Luis Obispo

San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta
Sierra
Siskiyou¥*¥*
Solano¥**
Sonoma
Stanislaus*
Sutter
Techama¥*
Trinity **
Tulore
Tuolwrne
Ventura
Yolo

Yuba

0

Approved by USDA 4/9/69-Fsp

Donated Foods

Approved FSP by USDA 4/9/69-
Donated FoodsStarted 3/69

Started FSP 3/1/69

Approved FSP by USDA 1/9/69

Donated Foods

Donated Foods

Started FSP 9/66

Donated Toods

Bd.S.Resolution FSP 2/1L4/69-
Donated Foods -now.

~ Started FSP L4/67

Donated Foods
Started FSP 3/67
Bd.S. FSP res.12/17/68-D.F. now.
Started FSP 4/1/68
5 :
Approved TSP by USDA 4/9/69
Approved TSP by USDA 4/9/69
Started FSP 6/67
Started FSP L4/1/69
Donated Foods
Approved FSP by USDA
Approved 'SP by USDA
Donated Foods
Donated I'oods
Donated Foods
Donated Foods
Bd.S. ¥SP resolution 2
D.F. now

11/68-oF
h/9/69

Tehama has not been able to get into operation
due to stamp-issuance problems.
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Memorandum

To Honorable Ronald Reagan Date : May 13, 1969

Crovegmoy | FileNo.:. HR 5-69-59 (I)
(Reference 5-69-56)

Subject: Food Stamp Program

Growth in California and State

Department of Social Welfare

Via: Earl Coke, Assistant to the Governor
for Cabinet Affairs

Activities :
From : Office of the Secretary l N F O R M A ! O N
INFORMATION: In light of partisan use by some witnesses appearing

. before the U.S. Senate Select Committee on ""Hunger, "
this Administration's prior decision to limit its participation to the filing of a
written statement appears particularly sound. Although no one appeared in
person to face adverse questioning by committee members and other witnesses,
there nevertheless did take place certain reference to the administration,
especially by Assemblyman Unruh, that may bring questions on this subject
at your next news conference. As such, the purpose of this memo is to prepare
for such questioning or for use in preparing an immediate statement from
the Governor's Office if that alternative is determined to be preferable.

The State Department of Social Welfare has compiled data on the growth of the
Food Stamp Program in California as shown in the attachment with the status

on January 1, 1967; January 1, 1969; and May 12, 1969, The status of these
periods is broken down into the counties operating the Food Stamp Program,;
those counties approved by U.S. Department of Agriculture, but not yet in
.bperation; and those counties requesting USDA approval, but not yet approved

as of these dates. The January 1, 1969, date is significant due to a December
30, 1968, federal court order requiring all counties to have either a Food Stamp
or a Donated Foods Program,

The attached chart clearly shows that as of January 1, 1967, when this
Administration took office, there were only four operative food stamp counties
with an additional five at various levels of pre-operative approval. At the

time of the federal court decision involving San Benito County, but having
effect throughout the State, there were eleven operative food stamp counties
with an additional nine at various levels of pre-operative approval. Effective
this date, 16 counties now operate a Food Stamp Program with 12 additional
counties having received the go ahead from USDA and are now, tooling up for
‘early implementation. Beyond these 28 counties, there are four others where
‘the boards of supervisors have adopted enabling resolutions, but their requests
‘have not yet been approved by USDA, Thus, in less than 2 1/2 years during the
time this administration has been in office, the number of counties in operation
has increased from 4 to 16 with the figure for various levels of approval having
been increased from 9 to 32. The majority of counties were brought into the
program prior to the December 30, 1968, federal court order and under a
California State statute that authorizes this as a voluntary program within counties.



As further evidence of this Administration's and the SDSW's efforts to provide
food to needy citizens, the department's Food Stamp Bureau conducted an
eight-county (San Joaquin Valley) informational meeting in Merced County on
February 3, 1969, with the cooperation of the Merced County Board of
Supervisors. Prior to February, other meetings were held in various parts
of the State. The Department has encouraged the availability of federal
information on the Food Stamp Program and has published a departmental
brochure in both English and Spanish.

The growth of participation in operating Food Stamp counties is vividly
shown by comparing 1967 and 1968 statistics on the program in the Depart-
ment's publication, '"Public Welfare in California,' i.e., Contra Costa
County, November 1967, 13, 318 participating persons -- November 1968,

20, 449 participating persons -- or a 53.5 percent increase; Los Angeles
County in November 1967, 106, 838 participating persons -- November, 1968,
154, 609 participating persons -- or an increase of 44. 7 percent.

COMMENTS: Assemblyman Unruh's charge that this Administration

has done nothing to meet the needs of the poor relative to
food programs is absolutely untrue, as the record of the Department of
Social Welfare shows a policy of aggressive extension of the Food Stamp
Program consistent with the statutory provision of voluntary acceptance
by counties.

CER WILLIAMS Originated by: John Montgomery, Director
Secdretary Dept. of Social Welfare

Attachment



FOOD STAMP PROGRAM May 12, 1969

STATUS REPORT
USDA APPROVED - BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
AS OF OPERATIVE NOT YET OPERATING RESOLUTION -- NOT APPROVED
January 1, 1967 4 1 N
Humboldt Riverside¥ Santa Clara
Los Angeles San Mateo
Contra Costa Modoc
San Francisco Sonoma
January 1, 1969 | 11 .. - 6 3
Alameda Sacramento Fresno
- Contra Costa Stanislaus Solano
Humboldt Monterey Santa Cruz
Lassen Marin
Los Angeles Del Norte
Modoc Tehama
San Francisco
San Mateo '
Santa Clara
Shasta
Sonoma
May 12, 1969 16 12 L
' Alameda Calaveras Fresno
Contra Costa Imperial San Luis Obispo
Del Norte Marin Santa Cruz
Humboldt Mono Yuba
Lassen Placer
Los Angeles Riverside
Marin San Benito
Modoce Siskiyou
Monterey Solano
Sacramento Tehama
San Francisco Trinity
San Mateo Nevada
Santa Clara .
Shasta
Sonoma
Stanislaus

*USDA approved 9/66; Riverside County had bank issuance problems , withdrew by
board of supervisors' action 3/67.
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CABINET ISSUE MEMO

L0220 DISCUSSION [
To: Governor Ronald Reagan Date: september 30, 1970
From: Human Re]atlons Agency No. HR 70-94

t r

e Director of Social Welfare

—

APPROV
Of
SUBJECT: Fooa Stamp Program \/)/7
b
ISSUE: Responsibility and discretion of federal, state, and local government under

present regulations, particularly in the area of eligibility determination.
Can the state take direct action to prevent ebuses?

CONCLUSION:

Federal Regulations

Responsibility: The Secretary of Agriculture has the authority to administer
the program and make regulations to carry out the administration of the
Federal Act,

~ His department provides 100% funding of the bonus stamps (difference between
what eligibles must pay and the total number of stamps they receive) and a
small part of the administrative costs at the local level,

Discretion: The Secretary of Agriculture can interpret the provisions of the
Federal Act by administrative directives., For example, he has recently
(December 26, 1969) liberalized the purchase requirement - bonus schedule
and (September 135 1970) approved a simplified certification for norassistancc
cases, without legislative action,

State Regulations

Respansibility: The SDSW by contract (State Plan) with USDA, is responsible for
the administration of the program in California, There is no state funding except for
e small state staff,

The state's regulations are either based on federal regulations or policies proposed
by the state which have been approved by USDA as an amendment to the State Plan,

Discretion: The state has no discretion except in the proposal of emendments or .
its interpretation of federal regulations, which are then subject to challenge by
the federal government,

County Regulations

Responsibility: The county, after USDA approval, is responsible to the state agency
for edministration of the program in accordance with federal regulations and the
State Plan of Operation, The state furnishes these written policies to the counties.

Discretion: The county has no discretion in terms of regulations, except in the
aree of interpretation,

(8/70) - , , /



To: Governor Roneld Reagan B 9/30/70

Eligibillity Determination

The state cannot, without USDA approval (Plan Amendment) change its regulations
for eligibility determination to prevent abuses or inequities,

For example, to prevent sbuse by the "voluntarily unemployed" a work condition
amendment was submitted to Food and Nutrition Service, USDA, for approval on
Avgust 21, Although our department has since been in bi-weekly contact with
the Western Region office (USDA), no approval or disapproval has been recelved,

Another example is a reform recuested by the state for five years which would
make the eligibility regquirements for the nonassisted households more consistent
with the public assistance household eligibility requirements, Pensioners and
the working poor have been ineligible with much less gross income than recipients,

See attachments in chronological order which substantiate our department's efforts
in these two problem areas,

Attachments



FACT SHEET

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

REGULATIONS

The Food and Nutrition Service, U, S, Department of Agriculture, either by
administrative directive or interpretation of legislative action, makes all
program policy. The states may recommend changes, but officiel Food and
Nutrition Service approval of & proposed State Plan Amendment is required.
Such amendments, plus federel regulation, formulate the state®s policies,
which are mandatory for counties administering this program,

The legal basis for the program is the Federal Food Stamp Act of 1964
(P.L. 884525) eand subsequent amendments plus federal regulations (Part
1600-1603), and FNS Instructions,

Section 4(a) of the Federal Act authorizes the Secretary (of Agriculture)
"to formulate and administer a Food Stamp Program" and (c) he "shall issue
such regulations not inconsistent with this act as he deems necessary or
appropriate for the effective and efficient administration of the Food Stamp

Program",

" Federal Regulation 1601.9(c) also specifies "no amendment to the Plan of
Operation. . . shall be made without prior written spproval . . » and (U. S.
Department of Agriculture) may require amendment of any agency’s Plan of
Operation as & condition of continuing approwv:

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION

Although Section 5(b) of the Federal Act provides for the state to "establish
standards to detexrmine the eligibility of applicant households" the last
seven words of this section, i.e., "subject to the approval of the Secretary”

(of Agriculture) negates any state discretion,

States, including California, have proposed many changes in the program,
Food and Nutrition Service, USDA, has denied most of the changes proposed

by our department,

The state egreed by contracting by a State Plan (July 1965), with the USDA

to follow its policies and procedures; and likewise the counties have contracted,
by a state-county agreement (DFA 297) "to follow the State Plan of Operation as
‘approved by USDA, and the operating procedures, policies, and rules and regula-
tions of the SDSW designed to meet federal requirements and to assure effective

operation of the Food Stamp Program".



1.

II.

Food Stamp Plan of Operation for the
State of Celifornia
Amendrent No,

PURPOSE

This amendment adds & work condition of eligibility for the Food Stamp
Program intended to apply to the norassisted employebles who choose to

be unemployed and are not preparing themselves by training or educational
programs to become self-supporting or to increese their earning capacity.
It is elso intended to be consistent with the State's current public
assistance requirements (42-340,1 and .2), (44-111.24), and (30-157.3 and
.8), end any federal legislation pessed by Congress,

TEXT OF AMENDMENT

"IV. ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS"

'Add the following paragraphs:

"All able-bodied employsble nonassisted adults under the age of 50 shall

" be eligible for food stamps only upon:

(l) being currently registered at the Department of Humen Resources
Development;

(2) veing available for end seeking full-time employment.
"EXCEPTIONS: Above conditions (1) and (2) do not apply to those:

A(l) who have the responsibility for care of dependent children,
or of incepacitated adults; or '

(2) who ere perticipating as a beneficiary in a training project,
or as a bona fide student enrolled for at least one-helf of &
full-time curriculum in an accredited school in an educational
program related to future self-support and/or increased potential
earning capacity. '

The parents of all single persons under the age of 21 shall
be notified of their application for food stamps."

) ) X
\ ‘/ (\’ - A ”
\ @;._mud 1 quL%i%_ -

Charles }. Ernst, Director Robert Mertin, Director

Western Region California Department of Social Welfare
Food and Nutrition Service B

U. S, Department of Agriculture

Date of Signature Date of Signature

EFFECTIVE DATE:




Tos Agency Secretaries and
Governor's Staff

From: Jim Crumpacker
Cabinet Secretary

Cabinet, Thursday, December 3, 1970

Decision:

HR 70-112

L—HR 70-111

’/,\\

Withdrawn at request of Human Relations Agency.

The Governor approved proposed amendments (attach-
ments 1, 2 and 3 to the issue memo). Secretary
Coke will submit these documents to the USDA to
determine chances for approval. He will transmit
his findings to the Department of Social Welfare
via Secretary Vandegrift. The issues of food
stamps for students, and for strikers, will be
returned to Cabinet for decision later.

The questionnaires attached to the Cabinet memo

are to be reviewed by individual Cabinet and staff
members. Comments will be made directly to Secretary
Vandegrift. In particular, Secretary Coke, Herb
Ellingwood and Ned Hutchinson were asked to provide
appropriate comments on the questionnaire.

Assistant Secretary Ashby was instructed to have alternative plans
ready for implementation regarding welfare conformity by 8 a.m.,
 Friday, December 4, 1970.
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DECISION | x

CABINET ISSUE MEMO

DISCUSSION

To: Governor Ronald Réagan Date: November 24, 1970
From: Human Relations Agency No. HR- 70-111
Slgned : Origina J
(7 by
Secretary ‘ o Director of Social Welfare

APPROVED FOR TR%g' ITTAL

SUBJECT: Food Stamp Reform Program

ISSUE: What action should the state take to ensure that the Food Stamp Program
operates in accordance with administration policy?

CONCLUSION: The state should submit the attached proposed amendments and vigorously

seek to get the Department of Agriculture to include these amendments in
the State Plan. In addition, the welfare department should require all food stamp counties
to utilize the attached questionnaire for applications.

DISCUSSION: In May 1969, at the Governor's request, Agency Secretary Spencer Williams
submitted to the U,S. Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs
the following statement outlining California's position on food stamps:

1. Eligibility rules are too restrictive., These rules should be consistent with the

rules of welfare eligibility, |In addition, states should be allowed to accept an
applicant’s affidavit of facts for determining both eligibility and cost of stamps.

2., Federal administrative review and audits cost too much, take too much time, and
should be limited to situations of fiscal significance, rather than having three
levels of government checking up on $2 sums.

3. The delivery system is expensive and inefficient, Welfare recipients should be

: allowed. voluntary deductions from their grants to cover the cost of food stamps.
Post offices should be authorized as food stamp outlets, rather than using banks
and other commercial agents.

L4, The amount of stamps a person must purchase at one time is too large, and the table
of costs formulated by the Department of Agriculture is too inflexible,

The Food Stamp Bureau has been proceeding on the basis of the above policy statement,

The department is now taking a somewhat different direction, and it's posutnon will
be further clarified as a result of Cabinet action.

(2 /7n\



CABINET MEMO ATTACHMENT :#1 () . &\L/ ' " State Department of Social Welfare
<}N November 2k, 1970

Present Situation

Able-bodied persons who choose not to work are eligible for food stamps

if they have little or no money. This permits food stamps to be issued to
non-producers in the community, such as "hippies" and students. Strikers
also can get food stamps, which aid them in their struggle with management.

- Therefore, the following amendment to the State Plan for food stamps is
proposed.,

Proposed Amendment

"All able-bodied employable adults under the age of 50 shall be eligible

for food stamps only upon: ,

(1) being currently registered for employment with the Department of
Human Resources Development; and

(2) bveing available for and seeking full-time employment. Being
enrolled in a college or university or not working due to a strike
does not exclude applicants from this requirement.

 EXCEPTIONS: Above conditions (1) and (2) do not apply to those:

(1) who have the responsibility for care of dependent children, or
incapacitated adults; or

(2) who are accepted for or participating as a beneficiary in a .
training project related to future self-support.”
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CABINET MEMO ATTACHMENT #2 State Department of Social Welfare
November 2k, 1970

Present Situation

Rersons who own valuable real and personal property can get food stamps, because
eligibility is based only on income and liquid assets. There is no limit at all
on the value of personal possessions and real estate that a person might possess
and still be eligible for food stamps.

Therefore, the following amendment to the State Plan for food stamps is proposed.

This amendment places the same limitations on eligibility for stamps as those that
control a family's eligibility for welfare, with regard to the amount of allowable
real and personal property.

Amendment

"Definition of Income and Liquid Assets" to read: "Definition of Income and
Resources”.

Delete paragraph headed: "Liquid Assets".

Add the following:
"RESOURCES

"On a per family basis, limitations on allowable real and personal property will
be the same in the Food Stamp Program as those set forth in the state's Aid to
Families with Dependent Children program regulations.

EXCEPTION: The need for an automobile shall not be limitéd to use for work
or training but shall extend also to being essential for transportation to
obtain medical care or food purchase.

For families in Assistance Households connected to a categorical aid program
other than AFDC, limitations on allowable real and personal property will be

the same as those set forth in the state's regulations governing that particular
aid program."



CABINET MEMO ATTACHMENT #3 State Department of Social Welfare
. ' November 24, 1970

Present situation

Welfare families are eligible for food stamps. Many of these families

have earned income, giving them a series of federally allowed deductions

and exemptions. For some families, this results in a total available income
higher than that of many non-welfare families whose earnings preclude them
from eligibility for food stamps.

Therefore, the following amendment to the State Plan for food stamps is
proposed. This amendment will place the same limits on eligibility for
food stamps for welfare families with earned income as those applied to
non-welfare families.

Amendment

" “A. Public Assistance Households (including General Assistance)"

Add the following to both Paragraphs A.l. and A.2.:

"Except that the eligibility of assistance households with one or
more members with earned income is based on the non-assistance
household eligibility standards and the resource limitations

set forth in Exhibit A as proposed to be amended.'



SPECIAL FOOD STAMP INFORMATION

WHEN YOU APPLY FOR FOOD STAMPS AND AT INTERVALS THEREAFTER

, IF APPROVED, YOUR
STATEMENTS MAY BE VERIFIED AND YOU WILL BE ASKED TO PRODUCE VARIOUS BILLS, RECEIPTS
PAYMENT RECORDS, BANK OR SAVINGS PASS BOOKS, AND SIMILAR ITEMS TO SUPPORT YOUR
DECLARATION OF FACTS. _ ,

HOW WOULD YOU PREFER TO BUY YOUR STAMPS? [_Jonce a month,

[] Twice a month.

IF YOU WiISH SOMEONE TO BUY YOUR STAMPS FOR YOU, OR USE THEM TO GET YOUR GROCERIES
ENTER THAT PERSONS NAME BELOW

Authorized Representative

YOU MUST ANSWER ALL ITEMS ON THE ATTACHED FORM
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DECLARATION OF FACTS
AND
APPLICATION FOR FOOD STAMP CERTIFICATION

COUNTY USE ONLY

7.
|
\

Telephone Number County

spplicant's Name
Where you can be reached

iome Address (Street Number, Street Name, City, Zip Code) Case Number

Mail Address If Different Than Home Address‘

Birthdate of Applicant Social Security Number Public Assistance
Case Number (s)

Birthdate of Spouse Social Security Number

HOUSEHOLD DEFINITION: Any group of related or non-related individuals residing in a food stam
county who are living as one economic unit and sharing in the purchase, preparation, and con-
sumption of food.

THE FOLLOWING PERSONS LIVE WITH ME AND WE PURCHASE, PREPARE AND SHARE OUR MEALS TOGETHER:

NAME RELATIONSHIP AGE
TO ME

12.

THE( .LOWING OTHER PERSONS LIVE WITH ME BUT DO NOT PURCHASE, PREPARE AND SHARE OUR MEALS:




THE FOLLOWING REPRESENTS ALL GROSS INCOME (BEFORE ANY DEDUCTIONS) OF ANY KIND OF MYSELF AMD
_:ZEVERYONE ELSE IN MY HOUSEHOLD: :

SOURCE OF INCOME

AMOUNT
WEEKLY

MONTHLY

NAMES OF THOSE RECEIVING

INCOME

EXPLAIN SOURC
Where employe
Social Securij
Etc.

Wages, Salaries, or
Earnings

Social Security and/or
OASDI

Civil Service Pension

Unemp loyment and/or
Disability Insurance

Veterans' Benefit

Union Fund Benefits or
Pensions

Railroad Retirement

Private Retirement

Welfare or Poverty
Program Grants or
Payments

Interest or Payments
from Stocks, Bonds,
Trusts, 0il Leases,
Notes, etc,

Farming, Own
Business, Sale of
Goods

Property Rentals,
Leases, Mortgages

13.

Rental of Room

14,

Income from Boarder

IIS;

Student Scholarship,
Grants, Loans, G.l.
Bill Benefit, etc,

16,

. Student's Contribution

from Parents:
a, Cash

b, Rent Payment

c. Other

7.

Any Other Income,
Including Cash
Contributions, Child
Support and Alimony

18,

Free Rent, Utilities,
or Board and Room

Page 2 of 7
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FILL OUT ONLY IF YOU HAVE INDICATED HOUSEHOLD INCC“E FROM (1) WAGES OR EARNINGS;
(2) BUSINESS OR FARMING OR PROPERTY; OR (3) A FEDERAL WORK EXPERIENCE AND TRAINING PROGRAM

(
Ive. EXPENSES

The following represents the expenses of myself and everyone else in my household that are
necessary to obtaining this income and are allowed as authorized deductions In this program:

1. If you have indicated household income from waces, salaries or earnings, list the
involuntary deductions from earnings:

0ASDI = Soclal Security §
Withholding Tax (FICA) $
Union Dues $
Other (Indicate what) S
TOTAL

2. If you have indicated household income from your (or someone else's) own business or
farmsng, (real estate, etc.) or ownership of property, list the expenses Involved in
getting this income:

Taxes, Assessments .- S $
Insurance
Upkeep, Repair
) Interest
( Utilitles
Transportation

TOTAL

3. |If you have Indicated household income from someone's enrollment in a federal work
experience or training program, please fill out the statements below for the person

~enrolled: =
Enrolled in the program in .
The enrollee drives miles per day, per week, at 8¢ per
mile or S .
I, or , have expense allowances for .
(specify)
TOTAL

Page 3 of 7



HARDSHIP DIDUCTIONS

. Excess Shelter Cost:
a. #= own, or are buying the home in which we live Yes [::] No|::]

(‘.

Tctal Mortgage Payment § (includes taxes and/or insurance Yes! lNo[::]
17 taxes and/or insurance are paid separately frca above, give amounts Taxes$
OR , Insurance$

b. We pay rent each month Yes D No[j
Tstal rent paid is § (includes utilities Yes :I No D)

c. I=dicate name and address of landlord or mortgagee

2. Medic:1 Costs ( I (we) have receipts to verify payments of § per month for
mediczl expenses): : ‘
Balance Balance
Pay Monthly Still Due : Pay Monthly|{Still Due
Healt> Insurance Premimums $ Hospital Bills §
Eye Glasses Doctor Bills
Dentrres Drug Bills
Hearing Aids Transportation (I drive miles
each month for medical care @ 8¢ pe
¢

V(Give name of person(s) and address to whom these monthly payments are made, and detail
necessary to explain this expense, including total amount owed on each bill).

3. AttezZant Care and Housekeepingz Service Costs:

I, or pay(s) $ to
Monthly
4, Chilé Care Costs:
I, or ’ pay(s) $ to
Monthly

5. Court Ordered, or Legal Resporsibility Payments (Alimony, Child Support, Garnishment,
. Parent Support)

I, or ‘ pay(s) $ to

for

6. Tranz-ortation Costs for Employment:

I drive miles per day towrk days per month @ 8¢ per mi. $

My car payment per month {8 = = = = = = = = - - e e e e e $

EMPLOYMENT TRANSP. TOTAL $



»
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V.

VI.

Vil.

v

U dﬁm MW (L
1 (AND ﬁgvsvbvss) HAVE THE FOLLOWING yowa (IF YOU ARE MARRIED BE SURE TO

ENTER ALL MONEY FOR BOTH OF YOU):
NONE  OR AMOUNT
MONEY ON HAND OR IN THE HOUSE.seeovocesssd s
MONEY IN CHECKING OR SAVINGS ACCOUNT..... | $
MONEY IN CREDIT UNION OR SAFE DEPOSIT BOX/ $
ANY OTHER MONEY (EXPLAIN) euueveennnannnesl $
YOUR SHARE OF ADDITIONAL MONEY OWNED
JOINTLY WITH PERSONS OTHER THAN SPOUSE...d $
,Ld%m

Aﬁ% own THE FOLLOWING ASSETS (DO NOT INCLUDE REAL ESTATE IN THIS

QUESTION)
NONE  OR VALUE

STOCK AND/OR BONDSe.eeecvesocescasacnansns $
MORTGAGES, TRUST DEED, SALES CONTACTS.... $
BOATS, CAMPERS, LIVESTOCK..eoeeoceeonoased | $
YOUR SHARE OF OTHER ASSETS OWNED JOINTLY
WITH PERSONS OTHER THAN SPOUSEe . «eeceeooss $
I (AND MY SPOUSE) OWN THESE MOTOR VEHICLES:

YES NO IF YES, DESCRIBE:
VEHICLES KIND (CAR, TRUCK, MOTORCYCLE) LICENSE |MONTHLY CAR | PAYMEKTS

FEE PAID |PAYMENTS LEFT

1 $ $

2 $ $.

3 . $ $




—~

VIII.

IX. I AM KROW LIVING IN

Xe

XL

X113

( A/ |
atW '/m {‘@WW
I (AND BT‘?PO%) OWN OR SEAZ®T OWNERSHIP TN LAND OR BUILDINGS (X=tl ESTATE)

WOT USED AS O HOME :

] NONE (] OTHER LAXD OR BUILDINGS
ASSESSED VALUE (COPY TOTAL FIGURE FROM
"] RENTAL PROPERTY YGUR LAST TAX STATEMENT) $

AND INTEND TO CCRTINUE LIVING

EERE. [ ] YES 3 mA

I CAN SHOW MY INTENT TO LIVE EERE BY:
(CHECK ALL WHICH YOU CAN PRODICE.)

DRIVER'S LICENSF WITH AI;DRESS
RENT RECEIPTS

AUTOMOBILE REGISTRATION
VOTING RZGISTRATION SLIPS

ENVELOPEZS ADDRESSED TO ME HERE

EMPLOYM=NT SLIPS

0000000

OTHER EXPLAIN

I, OR SOMEONE ELSE IN MY HOUSZHCLD RECEIVE A WELFARE PAYMENT. [ YEs [_] MO

¥CST MEALS EATEN BY ME AND OTZZ2S IN MY HOUSEFOLD ARE PREPARED
IN THE PLACE WE ARE LIVING. (—— - YES — NO



s T Sy T TN

Xill,

| agree to tell the county at once If there are any changes in my income,
possessions or expenses, or in the number of persons in my family, or of

any change of address,

| understand that | may be asked to prove my statements but that the
county is required by law to keep them confidential, and that if
dissatisfied, | have a right to appeal.

| REALIZE THAT DELIBERATE MISREPRESENTATION OR CONCEALMENT OF FACTS MAY
CONSTITUTE FRAUD FOR WHICH | MAY LOSE MY AID PAYMENTS OR CAN BE PROSECUTED

FOR A CRIME,

| UNDERSTAND THAT MY STATEMENTS ON THIS FORM MAY BE SUBJECT TO VERIFICATION
AND INVESTIGATION AND THAT MY SIGNATURE ON THIS FORM CONSTITUTES AUTHORI-

ZATION FOR SUCH AN INVESTIGATION,

| HEREBY DECLARE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY THAT ALL OF THE FOREGOING
STATEMENTS AND INFORMATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE

AND BELIEF,

SIGNATURE OR MARK ( IF YOU USE A MARK, ONE WITNESS MUST SIGN BELOW) | DATE

SIGNATURE OF WITNESS

Page 7 of 7
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> o | DECISION
2 M) CABINET ISSUE MEMO L X
' - DISCUSSINY

To: Governor Ronald Reagan Date: March 8,197i | 'L—‘“
From: The Resources Agency \&BM No. R-7/-21

, Q t\
Slgned'7 /4 ;Z/ Orlglnated

] N e VLY /C) by N. B. Livermore, Jr.
Secretary for Resou

SUBJECT: Cabinet Procedure on Major Environmental Issues

ISSUE:

The desirability of balanced presentations to Cabinet on
issues identified by the Secretary for Resources as
involving major environmental interest.

CONCLUSINN: 1t is recommended that in the case of all Cabinet issues

involving major environmental decisions there should be:

1 'Adequateleadtime ofat—ITast=two—weeks wherein the

Cabinet issue should be made available to all 1nterested

Secretaries; and

2. Any Cabinet Secretary, if he feels the Cabinet does not
have a balanced presentation on a given major environ-
mental issue should have the authority to (1) request
a postponement of Cabinet action until he has time to -

present another issue wherein he could present

modifying facts to the Cabinet at a subsequent meeting,

or (2) refer the matter to the Environmental Policy
Committee for further discussion and recommendation
before resubmittal to the Cabinet.

3. Governor to be present at first discussion on key
environmental issues.

FACTS &

DISCUSSION: Many decisions in the environmental field are 1ncrea31ngly ;

complex. The Cabinet should not make decisions in this
field without a full presentation on both sides of these
often controversial questions.

- - - - - - - - - - - . - . - - - - - - - - . - - - . - . - -

Based on hoped-for favorable action on the above issue, I hereby
request that the Secretary for Resources be allowed time in which
to submit a Cabinet issue on the Southern Crossing at the March 16

Cabinet meeting; said issue will request that espousal of the

Southern Crossing be delayed until the Cabinet can analyze and

reach a decision upon a balanced analysis which shall have adequate
input from both the Resources and Business and Transportation Agencies



Calouisd o CABINET ISSUE MEMO . DELASTUN
a.0R. ) DISCUSSION | X

To: Governor Ronald Reagan Date: 3-18-7I

From: Human Relations Agg No. HR 71-9
Slgned ﬂ/( Originated
by

Sec etary

/

SUBJECT: Discussion with Dick Lyng on the Food Stamp Program.

ISSUE: What action does the U.S. Department of Agriculture anticipate taking
in implementing the new Food Stamp Statutes of 19707 What are the
prospects for future reform?

CONCLUSION: Dick Lyng informed us that we would be receiving the new USDA Food Stamp

Regulations on or about April 15, 1971. We should be prepared to respond
quickly with comments. We should continue to treat the Food Stamp Program as a '"'welfare
program'" and not as a '"food supplement program'.

FACTS & DISCUSSION: In a meeting with Jim Hall and his staff, Bob Carleson, Chuck Hobbs,
Dick Lyng and Charles Ernst of the USDA, the following main points
were discussed:

1) Dick Lyng stated that the Food Stamp Program is a 'welfare program"” and not a food
supplement or food commodity program. He added that USDA has endeavored to shift
the program to HEW, but has met resistance.

2) With respect to the prospective Food Stamp Regulations, Lyng indicated that:

a) There will be added emphasis on the requirement to register for work.

b) Students and strikers will be exempt from the work requirement.

c) Restrictions will be placed on food stamp usage by student communes.

d) A family may lose their tax deduction for their child if the child
(student) receives food stamps.

e) A limitation will be placed on the family's liquid and non-1liquid
financial resources when determining eligibility for food stamps.
(This requirement should affect most potential strikers who apply
for food stamps).

There are other possible provisions in addition to these features of the regulations.

3) Chuck Hobbs states that USDA is proposing to permit all aliens (legal and illegal)
to participate in the Food Stamp Program. Dick Lyng said he would investigate the
possibility of limiting food stamps to legal aliens.

The feasibility of having HRD assume administrative responsibility for eligibility and
distribution of food stamps because of the proposed work requirement was discussed.

Dick Lyng stated that the Program should remain flexible to allow HRD participation in
the future. This would be in line with the Governor's proposed Welfare Reform Program.
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“ Your letter was but one of many from similarly concerned
.t?_parents, and from others deeply disturbed about the rules
*. .governing the food stamp program. As a result, I
. instructed. my staff and the Director of the Department
f'i*f' of Social Welfare to take a searching look at the entire
g.;\\subject. ; 4 .

S ,_‘As in so many other instances involving our welfare system,
(... " ' the federal government formulates rules and regulations
© Taso 0. with wHich the states must comply to qualify for funds.
-*Nevertheless, we are determined to leave no stone unturned
to eliminate abuse in the food stamp program. . One such
. . abuse is the participation by students. I have directed
b - - the State Department of Social Welfare to submit to the
T, U.S. Department of Agriculture an amendment which would
et o restrict food stamps to those registered to seek employment
and_ available for full—tlme employment.

"_- e, Ra 2o rmﬁ\ [ PSPy
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SR sy N £ [0) it t“some“backgfﬁﬁﬁa information may shed light on the
: magnitude of our problem. The food stamp program was estab-
' lished by the U.S. Department of Agriculture for the threefold
”°purpose of aiding the farmers, boosting the economy, and
. improving nutrition for the needy. The federal government
,ﬂ_prov1des 100% of the funding; the state contrlbutes the
o serv1ces of ‘a small staff. ‘

~7AThe state s regulatlons must be eitHer based on federal regu-
-.:lations, or on policies proposed by the state but approved

., by USDA. Thus the state cannot, without USDA approval, change,
- 7.°its regulations to prevent abuses or inequities. For example,
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our Department of Social Welfare attempted in the past to add a
work condition amendment to prevent the "voluntarily unemployed”
from receiving benefits, and to delete the 'confidentiality
requirement to allow parents of minors to be notified if their
child applies for food stamps. To date, these amendments have

' not been approved.

All states, including California, have proposed many changes in
the’program, but with singular lack of response from USDA. How-
TeveryrweTaredetermined-more-than ever to bring about cnanges,
One of our highest priorities during this legislative session

t will be to restore a balance between the legitimate interests of

our taxpaying citizens and those of the genu1nely dependent ; ==y
welfare rec1pient. g : ¢

It 1s good to know we have your support.

Sincerely,

RONALD REAGAN
Governor

. {
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Dear =-=-:

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on my
position with regard to welfare relief and food stamps
for members of striking labor unions.

I am very much concerned with recent court decisions and
federal interpretations resulting in aid being given to
such persons. It is my conviction that government should
not involve itself in labor disputes, and that subsidizing
strikers while they hold out against employers is morally
wrong.

This administration has proposed legislation to preclude
strikers receiving welfare benefits on two occasions--Senate
Bill 852 during the 1970 Session, and Assembly Bill 1213
in 1969. Both measures were rejected by the Legislature.

Earlier this year, the State Social Welfare Board held ‘
public hearings and issued a report recommending that public
assistance payments be denied to strikers. The State Depart-
ment of Social Welfare adopted a regulation which became
effective on July 1, 1971, concerning the portion of the

AFDC program relating to unemployed parents to require

that the parent be unemployed for 30 consecutive days

prior to the granting of aid. This regulation should
preclude many strikers from receiving public assistance.

The Department has, in addition, held public hearings

‘concerning the new proposed eligibility regulations which

include a requirement that strikers will not be eligible

’for AFDC.
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In administering the food stamp program, California is
regquired to follow restrictive federal regulations. Unfor-
tunately, the federal government prohibits denial of food
-stamp benefits due to voluntary unemployment.

We are taking all administrative action possible to curb
this misuse of public funds. I appreciate knowing you
share our concern on this issue,

Sincérely,

RONALD REAGAN
Governor

EWT ¢ ==
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March 22, 1973

Deay . ===

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on my
position in regard to welfare relief and food stamps for
- members of striking labor unions.

I am very much concerned with loopholes in the federal
law which result in aid being available to persons on
strike. It is my conviction that government should not
involve itself in labor disputes, and that subsidizing
strikers while they hold out against employers is morally
wrong.

X

This administration has consistently supported legislation

to preclude strikers receiving welfare benefits, including

Senate Bill 725 and Senate Bill 846 during the 1972 session.
. Both measures were rejected by the Legislature.

In testimony before the U. S. Senate Finance Committee last
‘year, I recommended that Congress mandate a provision by
federal law prohibiting payment of aid to strikers by any
state. Unfortunately, Congress did not pass such legis-
lation. In response to proposed HEW regulations, California
has recommended that HEW adopt a regulation which would pro-
hibit all states from paying public assistance benefits to
strikers.

The State Department of Social Welfare adopted a regulation
which should restrict the number of strikers qualifying for
welfare. A striker who applies for AFDC on the basis of his
unemployment must actively seek other employment. If he is

contees
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offered his vacated job by his struck employer, he must
accept it or he will be denied public assistance.

In administering the Food Stamp Program, California is
required to follow restrictive federal regulations. Unfor-
tunately, the federal government prohibits denial of food
stamp benefits due to voluntary unemployment.

We are taking all administrative action possible to curb
this misuse of public funds. If you haven't already, I
hope you will let your state and national representatives
know of your concern on this issue.

Sincerely,

RONALD REAGAN
Governor

EWT : ——~ ' |
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March 22, 1973

Dear =—-—--:

- Thank Ydu for giving me the opportunity to comment on my .
position in regard to welfare relief and food stamps for
members of striking labor unions. ; , :

I am very much concerned with loopholes in the federal
law which result in aid being available to persons on
strike. It is my conviction that government should not

e U involve itself in labor disputes, and that subsidizing
;23 strikers while they hold out against employers is morally
wrong. o : A

This administration has consistently supported legislation
to preclude strikers receiving welfare benefits, including
Senate Bill 725 and Senate Bill 846 during the 1972 session.
Both measures were rejected by the Legislature. .

| In testimony before the U. S. Senate Finance Committee last
’ { year, I recommended that Congress mandate a provision by

federal law prohibiting payment of aid to strikers by any
state. Unfortunately, Congress did not pass such legis-
lation. In response to proposed HEW regulations, California
has recommended that HEW adopt a regulation which would pro-
“hibit all states from paying public assistance benefits to
strikers. '

The State Department of Social Welfare adopted a regulation
which should restrict the number of strikers qualifying for
welfare. A striker who applies for AFDC on the basis of his
unemployment must actively seck other employment. If he is
| i '
| \
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offéred his vacated job by his struck employer, he must
accept it or he will be denied public assistance.

In administering the Food Stamp Program, California is
reguired to follow restrictive federal regulations. Unfor-
tunately, the federal government prcohibits denial of food
stamp benefits due to voluntary unemployment. .

‘We are taking all administrative action possible to curb

this misuse of public funds. If you haven't already, I
hope you will let your state and national represen tatives
Lnow of your concern on this issuve.

Sincerely,

RONALD REAGAN
Governor

EWT:~—~
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Ed1torof the Bee — ‘“SirWe”,"“the “wise-in"these- tactim is we arefpur
people, (thapwrpeople,thatis) aqr‘t ported to be, . we could use these tal -

: ts to far:better advantage — even.-

on a mﬁmwidsmm lik&hw,x Further on in the speech, w&an«u
make our views' known about. the’" ot help: but. compare the villification
opinions expressed in‘a speech which"*w heaped upon:the poor goid prospec:
was recently reported in your paper: . ' tor of today, who had the unmitigated
These opinions; offered* by{,nu:r es-" gall to apply for — and’ receivei— .
teemed - Gov. Ronald::
surely serve to widen the gulf of mis--- age paid to those .original gold pros--
understanding - that - already:exists:::pectors, who played such a great part
about welfare and-other public:assis-  {in" shaping:this ‘state’ s»destiny Had
tance programs, and their use andlor* ‘this’ present system beeen-in ‘effect
misuse by recipients? @ . i . v v during that earlier “gold fever”.peri- -
* . Is it not possible that the so-caned?iod, “no doubt’ mostof - the “original--
: “mghtmare of ﬁ'aud"and‘abuse"“’that;ﬂ
' » L o/ imﬁﬁ% m A"o 1 .Stamm‘;m{face L2

" mildly placed upon;the:im ns reference ﬁto,&e "able bodied a
" "of the now famous. and Infamous Wat» buymg *T-bone.:steaks _with ',
ergate affair?: Mot 5 By stamps:’our: ‘taxes- have - paid "nfor”‘
«Let us now ponder the quation of Whose taxes? It’s just possible- that -
_‘whether ’tis.more: noble’. to. lie-and.., the food stamp:user; during;his years., ,
cheat' and hurglarize and.cover-up,. ‘of labor, has paid more in taxes, and
for the purpose of personal, wealth,m may even now be paying more in tax--
"and fame and. political . - es than that high elected official who -,
than to use the same practices for the s well remembered for his: “taxes
purpose of providing food and shelter ‘should hurt” observation, He'should,

m food stamps, with the honor and hom-. -

and clothing for your family? <
How easy it is; on the one hand; tn

excuse or minimize as “pranks” the .

action of wealthy; while, on the other

hand, hammering away at the ‘‘enor-"

mous amount of fraud and abuse, sup-
posedly being perpetrated by the poor-.
in their unquenchable lust of wealth
and gain. Surely if we were-as worldlys

“ rather, be glad that someone can af-
“ford to'buy T-bone steak; so-that cat-

tle investments. can - become suffl-
aenﬂy profitable for taxesto hurt:
<:We did notice, however, a profound

v-silence on.the subject of welfare for
< the wealthy —better known as subsi-

dies. What of the millions of dollars -

of tax money that are being spent _t‘o‘ :

subsxdize the wealthy indiwdual ancl
~corporate farmers so that their virgin
““acres will have no need.to give birth
10 crops? Maybe they should consider
.such-a subsidy to encourage birth
control among the poor. We. are al-
“ways being ‘accused -of ‘having chil-
dren for profit —-in the form of big-
ger welfare checks — 5o why not pay-
ment “based ‘on the number of chil-
dren we don’t produce? Or are chil- .
. dren less important than crops? -
Space.will not permit even mention
of .the-various other forms of subsi-
‘= dies available to the wealthy, but I'm
~sure it 'would be most interesting to

. election to pubhc office,- regardless or-
pohtical party — Where do'you stand -
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ctors would have ‘been’ forced “prepare statistics for making compar-
asifiison of the costsiinyolvéd:and the in- /'
dmduakgam. ‘Weld! glade’exchange
Rew oﬁ'WeIfare;fortheirs.,;. -
+In closing, we: would. like to pose i)
thls question_ to all” candidates for &l

& 2.2%4¢)

-on.the problems of the poor? You |
would do well to remember the words !

of-Jesus, ‘the ‘poor you have always. |
with-you”. And remember, too, that a /|
*‘poor man’s: vote, counts for just as |
much as -a- rich man’s vote. We are | '

fast awakening to that fact, and are |

“determined ' that - our..votes:will go /-

“,where they may be counted on to im- |

“prove our opportunities in this “land ¢

-of opportunity”.

Rev. J. H. George, President,

kg Califorma National -

Welfare Rights Orgamzatxon. . 4

Sacramento.

}
\
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February 20, 1974

Dsar -~-—:

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to comment on my
position in regard to welfare relief and food stamps for
members of striking labor unions. _ :

I am very much concerned with loopholes in the federal
law which result in aid being available to persons on
strike. It is ny conviction that government should not
involve itself in labor disputes, and that sub51dizing
strikers while. they hold out against enployers is morally
wrong.

This administration has consistently supported legislation
to preclude strikers receiving welfare benefits, includlng
Senate Bill 725 and Senate Bill 846 during the 1972 session.
BOuh measures were rejected by the Legwslahure.

In testimony before the U. S. Senate Finance Committee in
1972, I recommended that Congress mandate a provision by _
federal law prohibiting payment of aid to strikers by any -
state. Unfortunately, Congress did not pass such legis-

- lation. In response to proposed HEW regulatlons, California -
has recommended that HEW adopt a regulation which would pro-
hibit all states from paylng public assistance beREthS to
strikers. -

The State Department of Benefit Payments adopted a regulation

which should restrict the number of strikers qualifying for
welfare. A striker who applies for AFDC on the basis of his
unemployment must actively seek other employment. If he is
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offerxed his vacated job by his stxruck employexr, he must
accept it or he will be denied public assistance.

In administering the Food Stamp Program, California is
required to follow restrictive federal regulations. Unfor-
tunately, the federal government prohibits denial of food
stamp benefits due to voluntary unemployment.

We are taking all administrative action possible to curb
this misuse of public funds. If you haven't already, I
hope you will let your state and national representatives
know of your concern on this issue.

Sincerely,

RONALD REAGAN
Governor

EWT: ———
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Food Stamps And Revolution

The REGISTER Wednesday, May 22, 1974
Feore ¥ Faloce _/:7—-&4_(,/,’, ez bo ?///4

By MARY K. SHELL
Capitol News Servics

SACRAMENTO—How are
the revolutionaries going to
pat after their revolution—aft-
r they do away with the
establishment?

According to testimony of a
former member of the-
Baml% Union in San

0se, many of these militant
Maoists calling for the violent
overthrow of the U.S. govern-
ment “would starve” if they
didn’t have U.S. government,

£

stamps, ‘
These ars the food stamps
provided with your tax dol-
lars. In California the food
stamp program will cost
about $329 miilion this year,
That’s about $18 from every
man, woman and child in the
ta. In other words, if you'rs

v§5EE
£
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States.” The committee noted
the organizations have trained
members in the use of fire-
arms and explosives to be
used under anticipated gueril-
1a warfare conditions.

“Included In their organiza-
tion is a ‘secret apparatus’
intended for completely flle-
gal activites—assassinations,
Fobberies and sabotage,” the
@ommittes report states.

The Revolutionary Union,
ergapized in 1968 in the San
Jose area, spawned the mili-
tant Maolst Venceremos
group, which has attracted
young men and women from
all races. Last year, it was
réportodthe Venceremes
were disbanding, but a for-
mer member testifying. re-
cently before the State Senate
Subcommittee on Civil Disor-
der- said the members have
simply regrouped into small
cadres, Including the Sym-
bionsga i
which has taken credit for the
murder of Qakland school su-
perintendent Marcus Foster
and is involved in the Palty
Hearst kidnapping.

The use of food stamps by
the revolutionaries was re-
vealed in testimony heard by
the House Internal Security
Committee. Two witnesses
who provided detailed infor-

mation on activities of the
Revolutionary Union in the
bay area testified that most
members of the organization
received foed stamps.

“I it wasn’t for food
stamps, they wouldn’t eat,”
one witnesg stated.

“They would uss these

food stamps; if one household

of people would have some
left over they would share
them with another household.
They would sell them for-cash
if they needed cash.”

All Californians receiving
money from the Aid to Fami-
lies with Dependent Children
program are eljgible to re-
ceive food stamps. In addi-
tion, any individual (regard-
less of age) who can convince
a local weliare department hs
or she has limited resources
also is eligible to participate
in the food stamp program.

According to the Depart-
ment of Social Welfare, ap-
proximately 421,000 individu-
als gre recejving food stamps
in California this year.

Theres . is no braakdown
available on how many of
these recipients are students,
But nothing in the program
prevenis a 17 or 18-year-old
runaway or studest living
away from home from getting

L-x1y

a monthly allotment of focd

that Daddy bought.

Any person who can provide
he has a monthly net income
of $125 or less is eligibla for
food stamps, which means he
can purcahse about $42 to $49
worth of stamps for zero dol-
lars up to $32, depending upon
his income.

The net income figurs is
arrived at by subtracting or-
dinary paycheck deductions,
plus. any amount over $10 for
medical care, any amount for
extraordinary expenses and a
certain percentage of money
pald for shelter costs.

Grocers are reimbursed
with federal funds, but 68 per-
cent of the costs of adminis-
taring the stage program ars
borne. by California’s taxpay-
ers. In California, this year,
the program is costing about
$939,000 to administer. Your
federal taxes pay for about
$325,000 for that Amount and
you pick up that balance with
your state taxes.

This federal-state program
should assure that no Ameri-
can will go hungry.

This is the government and
the system that these revolu-
tionaries want to overthrow
and replace with their brand
of Maoism,
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Administrative Officer
to the Cabinet

WORK SESSION, THURSDAY, MAY 23,

1974, 10:00-11:30 am.

Decision Issues:

——
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AS 74-16

The need for federal legislation to be enacted prior
to July 1, 1974, to permit California to cantinue
the cash-out of Food Stamp Program benefits for
adult welfare recipients in such a way that all such
recipients will continue to be ineligible to receive
food stamps.

Recommendation: The Administration should assist in
obtaining urgently needed federal legislation to avoid
a costly administrative nightmare which will ‘occur
beginning July 1, 1974, under Public Law 93-86.

Decision: The following courses of action were
recommended for approval by the Governor:

1. Secretary Jenkins is to contact Cap Weinberger,
following up the Governor's conversation with him
and set up meetings for Health and Welfare staff
to meet with HEW officials.

2. The Governor will send a letter to the President,
Governors, California Delegation and other key
personnel. EWT will transmit the letters as soon
as they are developed.

3. Health and Welfare Agency will prepare a briefing
paper for the Governor's use at the National Governors
Conference.

Pool Vehicle Mileage Rate

Recommendation: Effective July 1, 1974, the mileage
rate should be increased an average 1.8% per mile.
The current rate per mile is insufficient to recover
costs of operation as a result of sharply increased
costs of petroleum products.

Decision: Recommend approval by the Governor. Increased
costs will be absorbed by the departments. Financial
hardship cases will be returned to Cabinet. Larry

Robinson should be invited to a planning breakfast
to discuss the whole logistical problem, and discuss
what stringent controls could be developed in the
remaining months of this administration.
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SUBJECT: Need for federal legislation to be enacted prior to July 1, 197k to permit

California to continue the cash-out of Food Stamp Program benefits for adult welfare

recipients in such a way that all such recipients will continue to be ineligible to
receive food stamps.

ISSUE: Federal legislation is urgently needed to avoid a costly administrative nightmare

which, under Public Iaw 93-86, will occur beginning July 1, 1974.

FISCAL :

IMPACT: If no federal legislation is enacted prior to July 1, 1974, an administrative
nightmare will ensue on that date with General Fund costs estimated at $21 - $32
million for fiscal 1974-T5.

DISCUSSION: When Public Iaw 92-603 (HR-1) was enacted on October 30, 1972, it precluded any
SSI/SSP recipient from receiving Food Stamp Program benefits. States were allowed instead to
provide cash in lieu of food stamps at federal expense. California was one of five states
that subsequently acted to provide these cash-out benefits.

é; August 10, 1973, Public Iaw 93-86 was enacted amending the cash-out concept. While the
cash-out for all SSI/SSP recipients would continue at federal expense, some individual SSI/
SSP recipients would be allowed also to receive Food Stamp Program benefits. Determinations
of food stamp eligibility (in addition to continued cash-out eligibility) would be almost
unbelievably complex and expensive., To illustrate, if an aged SSI/SSP recipient applies for
food stamps after July lst under the provisions of PL 93-86, the county worker would need to
do the following:

1. Compute hypothetical grants based on the now defunct December 1973 State plan

for 0ld Age Security (0AS).

Compute hypothetical food stamp entitlements based on the hypothetical OAS grants.

Add the hypothetical OAS and food stamp benefits described above.

Determine future SSI/SSP entitlements. ~

. If the hypothetical "0ld" entitlements were greater than the new SSI/SSP entitle-
ments, then go on to do another complete computation for future food stamp
entitlements.

w1 =W o
L R

In all probability, these multiple, complex budget calculations will cost substantially mofe
than the cash-value of the benefits that will be disbursed.

Public Iaw 93-233 was enacted (effective December 31, 1973) to suspend the awkward provisions

of PL 93-86 for the six-month period ending June 30, 1974. If the Congress does not act

before July 1, 1974, the provisions of PL 93-86 will automatically be effective on that date.
\

Currently before a congressional conference committee is another bill, HR 3153, which would

fy~ther amend the cash-out provisions. However, our contacts in Washington, D.C. indicate

ti+ action on this bill prior to July 1, 1974 is a virtual impossibility. If the bill

3/74



were to be enacted, the immediate problem would be averted because the status quo
would be continued through June 30, 1975. On July 1, 1975, however, California's
options under federal law would be reduced to two: (1) Reduce grants; or (2) Hold
grants at existing levels by increasing State General Fund expenditures by an
estimated $57,000,000 during fiscal 1975-76. Existing state law will not permit
reduction of aid grants. Therefore, if the cash-out of Food Stamp Program benefits
is not continued, the state will be obligated to replace these federal funds, unless
a state law 1s enacted permitting a reduction in grants.

We are continuing to work through our Washington, D.C. contacts to seek the drafting
and passage of a new bill that will have the effect of continuing the suspension of
the awkward provisions of PIL 93-86 and allow the continuation of the cash-out of
Food Stamp Program benefits.
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7 feel ba 1y

zz.!cing people’s

tax money.”’
Qe o

would have to reapply. I'm afraid
that if 1 go off, I won't be able to get
on again.

“The month I declared my in-
come | had to turn in all my receipts
for yarn and materials. Then they
wanted to know my bus fare to the
yarn shop. It took me two days that I
could have been selling just to col-
lect all the information.

“That work is seasonal. People
don’t come out to look at my wares
when it’s cold out. And sometimes I
have to take a month off to learn a
new craft that is selling well.

“When my children are home
and I have to go sell, 1 take advan-

tage of baby sitter exchanges. I'd

like to find some other child oriented
wonien to share a place with so it
would be cheaper, but every room-
mate I've had has turned into a
horror show. |Either our kids don’t
get along or she rips off our foad.
One 1 had worked out really well
because she wasn’t on foed stamps
so she paid. cash for the things we
couldn’t get on food _stamps and we
shared.

“I'm the first one in my family .

to get welfare and 1 feel badly taking
people’s tax money — especially tak-
ing money from a government I
don’t approve of. 1 used to have
dreams about paying the government
back but I know I never will. I’d like
te get off welfare but I don’t see how
I can do that.

*“I have no skills that could plug
me into a good job and there’s no
time or money to learn now. 1
wanted to be with my kids when
they were young to love them. I had

~them to bave somebody to love and 1
felt a little guilty about that reason.
Now I know it’s the most natural
thing in the world.

“lI have to laugh when I hear
people saying that welfare mothers
support their boyfriends. I haven’t
had time for a date in almost two
years and even if 1 had a boyfriend,
there’s no moaey left over to support
him. Let me show you a picture of
my children. You'll sée why all this
struggle 1s worth it.” []

- nonexistent now," N
"and experience has shown _thatA
there has been an increased trend to -
discount the food stamps for pur--

O]
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End fo Food St amps

BY WILLIAM I‘AhR
Times Staff Writer N

Cancellation of the focdaral food
stamp program was suggested in a
report released Saturday by the
1973-74 Los Angeles County Grand
Jury, which recommended instead
that additional money for groceries
be .included in monthly checks
mailed to welfare recipients.

"If this program were phased out,
there could be a savings to the coun-
ty of $16 million yearly in adminis-
trative costs,” said Samuel Sherwin,
chairman of the grand jury's De-:
partment of Public Social Servxcna
Committee. -, &

It was reported that the CUunty
now employs 1,700 people for local
administration of the food itampA
program,

The grand jury pomted out mat
food stamps were originated to
assist in the distribution ot‘ a govern-

ment surplus food supply, and to'in-

sure that feod stamps be used for
the purchase of food only and not
for such items as liquor and tobacco.
"The surplus food supply iz
said Sherwin,

chases of liquor and tobacco.”

He said authorities also found
evidence of illegalitics
stamp program, including wide-
spread filing of fraudulent claims,

thelts of stamp\ and ml=a">proprv'~-.

tion of funds from issuing centers.

A report prepared by Sherwin's
cornmiltee mentioned that focod
already have becn discoun-
tinu- in the program for aid {o the
aged, blind and disabled,

starap=

in the food -
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Raps Smoking Biil

Editor. The Union: One of the worst bills
to pass the California State Legisiature this ses
sion has got to be Senate Bill 71 which legalizes
pupil-smoking in public high schools.

This legislative act’ epltnmlzns the evils ol
permissiveness in the upbringing of modern
vouth. The idea of pupil-smoking rooms in the
public school buildings of California represents
the naive reasoning of unrestrained liberalism
at its worst. -

After a long battle, public health officials
have recently prevailed on the Congress and the
Federal Trade Coramissicn to outlaw the adver-
tisernent of tobacco products by television and
radio stations and to explicitly warn smokers
of health hazards. Now our Legisluture seeks
to legalize and glamorize pupil-smoking on high-

‘school campuses by allowing the creation of
exclusive pupil-smoking clubs.

Citizens who believe Senate Bill 71 is a mis-
take in that it wiil cncourage use of tobacco by
high school youth to the detriment of public
kealth and create as many discipline problems
as it solves should write or teisthone Gav, Ron-
ald Reagan requesting him to veto S8 71, the act
to legalize pupil-smoking within the public high
schools of California.

RAYMOND E. VANDEGRYFF
Direaetor

Save Cur Neighborhood

Sct ools Committee
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Shake-up Urged |

 In Food Stamps

United Press International
A high-level Reagan administration

reform” of the federal food stamp pro-
gram to eliminate duplication and ‘“‘out-
of-sight’” administrative costs. *

Philip J. Newlin, chief deputy director
of the Department of Benefit Payments
(formerly Department of Social Wel-
fare), said much of the reform must be
made at the federal level.

THE STATEMENT came on the
heels of a Los Angeles grand jury report
recommending that the food stamp pro-
gram be abolished and that instead addi-
tional - money be included in welfare
payments.

The $50-million-a-month program in
California serves about 1.3 million per-
.sons. The figure does not include adminis-
trative costs. Recipients pay in about $25
million to purchase the food stamps.

Newlin said his department’s experi-
ence with the stamp program ‘‘generally
bears out” findings of the Los Angeles
grand jury.

Newlin said a state—county task force
he chaired early this year uncovered

examples of excessive admlmstratlve
< costs and abuses of the program. ‘
official Tuesday urged a ‘“large scale .

“WE ARE URGING the same kind of
large scale reform of thg AFDC (aid to
families with dependent children) pro-
gram that was undertaken in the Welfare
Reform Act of 1971,”" Newlin said. “‘We
are making whatever improvements we
can, but federal regulations have us ham-
strung most of the time.

‘“‘For example,” he said, “‘we can’t

even revise a standard form Wwithout
advance approval of the U.S. Department
of Agriculture.”

‘The grand jury pomted out that food

. stamps were originated to assist in the

distribution of a government surplus food
supply.

“The surplus food supply is non-exis- |
tent now,” said Samuel Shervin, chair- |

man of the jury’s department of public
socxal services committee.

He said authorities also found evxdence .

of illegalities in the food stamp program,

including widespread filing of fraudulent
claims, theft of stamps and misappropria-

tion of funds.
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Fopd Stamp Abuses.

.. California’s -welfare chief “is -
urgmg reforms 'to plug the ““ap-
pallmg lack of accountability”
in the food stamp program.
 David Swoap, director of the

Department of Benefit Pay-
ments, told newsmen at a Sac-

ramento press conference that
his - recommendations for re-

form have been forwarded to
Governor Reggan..If initiated,
Swoap said the recommenda-
tions could save taxpayers $200
million in federal, state and
county funds. {1mY

There are 1. 3 million Califor-
nians ‘receiving food stamps at
a cost of .$420 million a year to
the federal government. Na- -
. tionwide, the growth of the food
. stamp program has been rapid.
As recently -as 1971, it cost only
$1.6 billion, -but this year it is
programmed for more than $4

billion. The number of people -
receiving food stamps nation- .

wide rose from 6.5 million -in"
1970 to 13.6 rmlhon at latest™
count.

REFORMS TO save taxpay- :

ers’ money are particularly
welcome at this time, when
spiralling food costs are pricing
many staple food products be-
yond the ‘reach of the average
wage-earner. Food “stamps

(food dollars bought- at dis- .

count) artificially increase the
supply of food purchasing pow-
er and therefore contribute to
prlce rlses
competes for the same amount
of food commodities.

It may be argued that the

demands on food staples are -

not affected by the amount of
food stamps issued because
people must have the bare ne-
cessities, stamps or no stamps.
That may be true in theory, but
in actual practice, we suspect
that stamps .do get into the

as more money

ld Plug

ands of the undesm ‘gnd
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trend

* FURTHERMORE, the laxity
_m the food stamp and in other

. public .aid -programs in- the

state encourages migration into
-California and contribute to the
population pressures that are
taxing our schools and housing
facilities. Experts are predict-
ing that California’s current
population “of 21 million can

--double, to 43 million, in the

‘next 45 years. That figure is
predicated on an annual migra-

~tion of 150,000 into the state.

iReforms in the food stamp
program should not, and we
are .sure, will not victimize or
harass individuals and families
who -are deserving. But a
crackdown is overdue on the
well-to-do or the children of the
‘well-to-do who find loopholes to

.-cash in on the program while

the elderly and the moderate
income families do without to
stretch the inflated dollar

}VIR SWOAP’S recommenda-
tions include tightening of eligi-
bility requirements for college
students who are receiving food

- stamps, more accountability

and stricter control to -insure
that the stamps are reaching
their proper destinations.

The public must depend on
state and county officials to
crack down on abuses in this
field because individual citizens
are in no position to help spot
violations.

WHENEVER WE see others
in the grocery lme paying for
cartloads of fruits, vegetables,

. and meat with food stamps, we

have a right to some assurance
that they are more deserving
than we of the public aid that/
we are helping to provide. /
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In Santa Cruz just one unit of
eligibility workers — consisting
of one supervisor and four
workers — handled 1.386 recer-
tifications for the monthof June

in addition to the new
applications that come each

program.
month.

Under federal regulations,
those who get the stamps for

free—those who declare no

income

within 13 years. And with the 14

million people comes an almost

overwhelming amount of paper

work eligibility determinations
and recertifications of those

already receiving food stamp

aid.

Store owners, postal clerks

and others who deal with the
program tell many stories of

food stamp misuse.

many areas, such as Santa
Cruz, Humboldt, Medocino and

Monterey, there was a high

incidence of young people sub-
sisting on food stamps while

living in communes.

and

y

gan asking for

f therentire project.

Noting its rapid growth over
the past seven years, Swoap

&controls.”

accountabilit;
This appearsto be the case in

Santa Cruz County.
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In Santa Cruz and in many
parts of California, according to

ber of government officials and
local people who deal with the

project on a day to day basis.

According to Dorthea Latta,

chief of welfare, special ser-
vices, each of her 21 eligibility
workers handles between 200
and 250 cases each month plus
all the paper work that accom-
panies any government

program.

their

on
In addition, all other recipien-
ts must be recertified every

three to six months. This

presents a staggering amount
of work to those involved in the

applications—must be recer-

tified each month.

Once a quiet government
project that involved only 50,000
people, the food stamp program
has grown to include 14 million

people in the U. S. annual}y

Yet, this program, because of
- its large size and complexity,

invites this type of problem.

He mentioned the case of a
seven-member¥family in River-

Swoap, food stamp abuse is

becoming a critical problem.

~side. County with and $11,000

annual income living legally on
food stamps ang added that in

y, David Swoap,

Recentl
director of the state’s Depart-

ment of Benefit Paymen-
ts,called California’s food

stamp program ‘‘out of con-

(Continued on Page 3)
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his type of workload makes
it virtually impossible to catch
all instances of fraud that occur
inthe county.

Recently Gladys Agnew, 37
and her husband, Roberts, 39
both of Scotts Valley, were
brought to court on a welfare
‘fraud charge after having
received $1,297 in food stamps
with over $20,000 in the bank. -

It took more than nine months
for the illegal payments to be
discovered. -

Javid” Singleton, director of
the Social Welfare Department
in the county, called for a “‘sim-

plification of the food stamp
process’’ as a means to reduce
the incidence of fraud.

But more important than the
abuse that occurs under the
program is the regulation,
built into the food stamp
program by the federal govern-
ment, denying senior citizens on
welfare's new Supplemental
Security Income (SSI)
-program, use of food stamps.

While the new SSI program

did raise seniors’ incomes.

above that of the former Old
Age Security program plus the
$10 bonus in food stamps there
were getting, the loss of the
stamps was critical to many
seniors. ‘*The small increase
given by SSI, doesn't offset the
value of stamps,” said Connie
Keefauver, office manager for
Senior Legal Services in Santa
Cruz. “They are in a worse
position now than they ever
were.”

With rapidly rising rents and
the inflation that has gripped
the United States, many seniors
are finding themselves in
strangling situations.

Under SSI payment
schedules, a single senior may

-receive $225 each month, while

a couple over 65 can get $460 per
month. "~ .

Yet, while consumer prices

. continue tn to rise — four per

cent for the month of June —
oldsters are having a hard time
making it on their set incomes.
The addition of food stamps
could help seniors cope with
spiraling prices.

Stories of older persons
eating dog food because they
can't afford meat are reported
with increasing frequency,
according to Keeafuver.

She also told of instances of
senior citizens shoplifting items
they can’t afford.

“I’'ve know old ladies who go
to the store and slip a package
of lunch mieat into their purses
because they can't afford to buy
meat.” she said.

“I've also seen older people
staring hungrily at the meat
counter, then turn and walk
away because prices are so
expensive,”’ she said.

The addition of the elderly to
food stamp roles would cost the
state $36.million per year—only
wight.percent of the total,
according to Jim Rumble,

Collision

LINZ, Austria (AP) — Two
local trains collided near here
Monday and first reports sgid
about 20 passengers were in-
jured, five of them seriously.
The cause of the accident was

_not immediately known.

attorney for the Senior Legal
Services center.

Although there was a suit
filed against the federal depart-
ment of Health, Education and
Welfare, designed to force HEW
to include seniors under SSI in
the food stamp program, it was
later dropped by the defendan-
ts.

A compromise, which gran-
ted seniors a $10°to $12 raise in
payments was granted.

In addition,Assemblyman
William T. Bagley said he will
sponsor legislation to give SSI
recipients a cost of living raise,
according to Robert Teets,
attorney for the defendents in
the senior’s cast against HEW.

However, until the federal
government takes a closer look
at the expanding food stamp
machine and considers some
reform, the progng’will con-
tinue to be plagued with abuses
and inequities.

Santa Cruz, Calif.
Sentinel
(Cir. 5xW. 20,886
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OF‘FICE OF GOVERNOR RONALD REAGAN EMBARGOED FOR SUNDAY A.M.
Sacramento, California 95814 RELEASE (6 P.M., SATURDAY,
Clyde Walthall, Press Secretary AUGUST 10)

916-445-4571 8-9-74 #446

Governor Ronald Reagan labeled the federal food stamp program
"the newest nesting place for welfare abuse and fraud" in a Saturday
night speech at the Young Republicans National Federation banquet in
Stateline, Nevada.

Calling food stamps "a multi-billion dollar administrative
nightmare' and a "staggering financial burden at the federal level,"
the California governor offered examples of a plan of action uhderway
in his state to recommend to the federal government a list of more than
50 ways reform can be achieved in both the food stamp and Aid to Families
With Dependent Children (AFDC) programs.

Along with the report, Governor Reagan said, will come a strong
recommendation for immediate action in Washington. He did not indicate
when the proposed reforms would be presented in the nation's capital.

The governor said many abuses and outright fraud in the food
stamp program can be eliminated by federal action that would:

--Tighten up eligibility requirements. "Government--alone--is
the cause of inflation. We must eliminate every area of waste and
duplication."”

--Establish reasonable regulations to ensure that only those who
really need the stamps could get them. "Many taxpayers find it difficult
to understand why a séemingly able-bodied and otherwise self-supporting
individual can walk up to the grocery counter with a basket full of prime
T-bone steaks and lay out free food stamps--while they (the taxpayers)
are buying hamburger for their own dinners with hard-earned cash they
have left after paying taxes to cover the cost of those food stamps."

--Set a minimum age for persons to receive stamps. "A l7-year-
old student no longer desiring to live with his parents moved out and
-stays with a group of friends. He receives $46 a month in free food
| stamps and five others in the same household are also drawing free stamps."”

The forthcoming recommendations, Governor Reagan said, would, in

some cases, require changes in state laws,

wTLe=
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The governor agreed with U, S. Agriculture Secretary Earl Butz,
who has said the administration of food stamps should be transferred
from Agriculture to the Department of Health, Education and Welfare.

California alone would realize a savings of $31 million a year
in its costs, the governor said, through tighter administration and
closer coordination of the program,

When the Federal Food Stamp Act of 1964 was passed following a
'small pilot project during the Kennedy Administration, the governor said,
there were about 367,000 recipients and the cost was $26 million. By
next year, he said, the comparable statistics will be 16 million recipients
and $3 billion in costs.

In California, said Governor Reagan, taxpayers are contributing at
least $316 million this year toward the purchase of $630 million in food
stamps. And, he added, the administrative costs in his state have

reached almost $100 million.

McKelvey
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" OFFICE OF GOVERNOR RONALD REAGAN RELEASE: SUNDAY A . Ms.
Sacramento, California 95814 AUGUST 11, 1974
Clyde Walthall, Press Secretary
916-445-4571 8-9-74 PLEASE GUARD AGAINST PREMATURE

RELEASE

EXCERPTS OF REMARKS BY GOVERNOR RONALD REAGAN
National Young Republicans
South Lake Tahoe, Nevada -~ August 10, 1974

You can have faith in the Republican pﬁilosophy of fiscal
common sense, limited government and individual freedom. Let me
offer the experience of the past 7% years in California to support
that assurance.

A Republican administration replaced the Democratic administration
which had been in power the preceding eight years and found the
state was virtually insolvent---spending a million dollars a day
more than it was taking in.

We instituted a program of "cut, squeeze and trim" which was
immediately denounced by the majority party in the legislature. It
is significant that, in 6 of the preceding 8 years, inflation was
higher in California than in the rest of the nation. In 6 of the
last 7 years of this Republican cut, squeeze and trim our rate of
inflation has been lower than in the rest of the nation.

Even so, we had not been able to halt the runaway growth in
welfare. A task force was appointed to find an answer, After almost
a year's work they came in with the most comprehensive program of
reform ever proposed anywhere.

The reaction was immediate. I was turned down in my request
to present the task force plan to a joint session of the legislature.
They blasted the plan as unworkable, said it would result in a $750
million deficit and increase property taxes at the local level.

Other than that, they could not find much wrong with it. They became
part of a Nationwide chorus crying that welfare should be turned over
to the federal government entirely.

Now, 3 years and 5 months later, the case load is decreasing---
not increasing---and the decrease has been going on virtﬁal;y

uninterrupted for those 3 years and 5 months.
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There are more than 330,000 fewer people on welfare than when
we started the reforms. At the same time the truly needy---those
still dependent on public assistance---have received a 41 percent
increase in benefits.

stili, we have saved the taxpayers between $1 and $2 billion.
The burden, which our opponents said wsuld be transferred té the
counties, evaporated: property taxes have gone down in more than
40 of our 58 counties for two years in a row.

The government in Washington took several of our people who
had been instrumental in developing the reforms and they have been
working to help other states implement similar reforms.

' Last year the number of people on welfare declined nationally.
Almost half of that reduction (47 percent) occurred in California;
most of the rest came in those states which have followed our example.

One of our reforms was an experiment we were permifted to
undertake in 35 counties. It is, very simply, a community work
project in which able-bodied recipients perform useful work in
return for their welfare grants. Last year, through this program,
we placed 57,000 of them in private sector jobs---this year it will
be 85,000. But our opponents in the legislature are sponsoring
legislation to kill the program.

They are tragically wrong, just as they were wrong when they
said the reforms would fail and we would face a $750 million deficit.
We had an $850 million surplus which we returned to the people'in a
one~-time tax rebate.

We believe we have demonstrated that the cost of government
can be brought under control.

But, we have also discovered that it is a never-ending battle.
Welfare's excesses are like a double-jointed octopus with remarkable
regenerative powers, When you wriggle free of one tentacle, another
grows in its place and squeezes the public's purse strings a little
tighter.

We intend to continue the battle, and tonight I am taking

advantage of your hospitality to fire the first shot.
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One of the fastest-growing spending programs at the federal
level of government is the food stamp program, a part of welfare
that is not even administered by the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare.

Like most government programs, food stamps started small and
were intended for a worthy purpose. A small pilot project during
the Kennedy administration led to passage of the Federal Food St;mp
Act of 1964.

We had a problem of agricultural overproduction and food stamps
were viewed as a way of:

(a) raising the nutritional levels of the truly needy poor

(b) stimulating the nation's agricultural economy, and

(c) making possible the distribution of farm food surpluses
through normal retail food outlets.

No one can dispute those humanitarian and‘economic goals. But
part of the reason for the program has ceased to exist---weé no longer
have an agricultural surplus. Indeed, the reverse is true. Still,
as I have said before, a government program once launched is the
nearest thing to eternal life we will ever see on this earth.

The noblest. intentions in the world have a way of getting
botched up when run through a governmental bureaucracy and this
one is run through several.

Authority for its administration is so divided it is impossible
to hold any one area of government accountable.

The Food Stamp Program has become a multi-billion dollar
administrative nightmare, a staggering financial burden at the
federal level, and the newest nesting place for welfare abuse and fraud.

At best, it is totally out of control and in need of a complete
overhaul. At its worst, it is a massive ripoff of working taxpayers
because it is their tax dollars which pay for food stamps.

When people who really should not be receiving this aid get
food stamps because of legal loopholes and liberal eligibility standards,
they are---in a moral sense---literally taking bread out of the mouths

of the hungry.
Back in 1964, it was limited to about 367,000 recipients and
the cost was $26 million. By next year, the figures will be 16

million people and more than $3 billion.
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Congresswoman Martha W, Griffiths of Michigan has estimated
that, by 1977, about 60 million---or more than 1 in 4 people in
this country--—éan be eligible.

In California alone, taxpayers are contributing at least $316
million toward the purchase of some $630 million in food stamps
this year. It cost almost $100 million in California just for
administrative costs. Food stamps are rolling off the printing
presses at the rate of $20 million a day.

When we instituted our welfare reforms in California in 1971,
we did not include the food stamp program because it is totally a
federal program.

But because food stamps have become the fastest-growing part
of welfare costs, and because of repeated instances of abuse and
loose administration, we have had a new task force take a sweeping
new look at welfare, including food stamps.

At a time when inflation is hurting everyone, many taxpayers
find it difficult to understand why a seemingly able-bodied and
otherwise self-supporting individual can walk up to the grocery
counter with a basket full of prime T-bone steaks and lay out free
food stamps---while they are buying hamburger for their own dinner,
with hard-earned cash which they have left after paying taxes to
cover the cost of those food stamps.

Food stamps have become a massive subsidy for some of the exotic
experiments in group living you have read about—--what‘the>sociologists
call the underground culture.

Taxpayers have another name for them, particularly those who
find fault with the so-called Establishment while they live off the
tax dollars a compassionate society frovides to feed the hungry and
helpless who have nowhere else to turn for help.

If this sounds harsh, let me point out that it is possible, under
federal eligibility rules, for a family of four not on welfare with

an income of $10,000 a year or more to qualify for food stamps.
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One out of every four persons receiving food stamps in California
is not on welfare and many could not qualify. The faét is that the
administration is so loosely delegated and the standards of eligibility
so liberal, the food stamp program is generating social problems of
its own, encoutaging irresponsible and what we used to call delinquent
behavior among young people. Instead of solving problems, it is
causing problems among families and in the society which it is
supposed to be serving.

A l7-year-old high school student decided he no longer wanted to
live with his parents. So he moved out and stayed with a group of
friends. He receives $46 a month in free food stamps and five other
people iﬁ the same household are also drawing food stamps.

Many college students legally obtain food stamps because they
live away from home. Under the rules, attending school half-time
excuses them from work requirements imposed on the less fortunate
whose main problem is unemployment, age, an inadequate pension or
illness.

What do you say to an irate father in another state who phones
to tell us he earns $100,000 a year and is sending his son to college
in California? He wants to know why we are giving his son food stamps.
All we could tell him was that food stamps are a federal program and
the rules are established in Washington.

Some publications, published in California and elsewhere, have
printed detailed instructions to students on how to take advantage
of the eligibility loopholes in order to qualify for food stamps.

Some of the same types of abuses we found in our original
welfare reform investigation are turning up in the food stamp program.
One woman was declared ineligible for food ttamps because she

owned personal property worth more than $1,500 in value. So she
transferred the property to a relative and the helpless eligibility
worker was forced to certify her as qualified for food stamps. She
was legally eligible, Other cases involve outrigh.t fraud. Sometimes

we can catch this, but it is not easy.
One couple obtained more than $5,000 worh of food stamps over a

27-month period by failing to report more than $20,000 in personal
earnings and another $20,000 income from a business they owned. 1In

that case, the man was convicted of theft and is making restitution,



Young Republicans

Strikers are exempt from the work requirements imposed on the
truly needy and thus qualify for food stamps.

In fact, food stamps and other forms of welfare have become a
major part of the resources available to striking workers and
undoubtedly have prolonged labor disputes. This is a major public
policy that demands attention at the federal level if government is
to play its traditional neutral role in labor-management disputes.

Because of these abuses and others like theh, California is
drafting a report, along with a list of more than 50 specific,
detailed recommendations for reform in both the food stamp program
and in the federally mandated A.F.D.C. program.

We soon will be submitting this report, along with a strong
recommendation for immediate action in Washington.

The abuses and the outright fraud in the food stamp program can
be eliminated by tightening up the eligibility réquirements, by
establishing reasonable regulations that will make certain that food
stamps are legally available only to those who really need them,

One thing we must do is to establish a minimum age for qualifying
for food stamps. They should not be allowed to become a means by
which runaway youngsters can leave home at taxpayer expense and in
defiance of their own family. _

At present, the Agriculture Department has the responsibility
for administering this program; indeed it consumes two-thirds of
that department's budget. Secretary of Agriculture'Butz has publicly
declared he would like to see the program transferred to the Department
of Health, Education and Welfare. We agree. Food stamps are not only
welfare, they have become‘the fastest-growing part of welfare.

We need tighter eligibility standards; closer supervision to
prevent counterfeiting or theft of the stamps while they are in transit:;
and a top-~to-bottom streamlining of the administration of this program
to bring it under control and guarantee to the taxpayers that food
stamps are going only to those who really deserve and need this form

of assistance. We believe a closely coordinated and tighter
administration could save $31 million a year in California state costs
alone. And that would be only a fraction of the overall savings.
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The recommendations we are proposing require action at the
federal level and in some cases, changes in state laws. Our report

will deal with both these areas.

Government---alone-~-is the cause of inflation. We must,
therefore, eliminate every area of waste and duplication.

No government is ever justified in spending a single dollar
more than necessary for legitimate functions. And no government
should ever tolerate abuses, legal or illegal, that not only defraud
the people government is trying to help, but increase the taxes of
those working citizens who finance our efforts to help the poor,
the aged and the infirm.

Operating efficiently, at the least possible cost, is the only
way to balance the budget and bring inflation under control. We
believe that is what government is supposed to do. And we think we

have demonstrated in California that it can be done.

HEREHFHF

(NOTE: Since Governor Reagan speaks from notes, there may be changes
in, or additions to, the above quotes. However, the governor will

stand by the above quotes).
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'Clirb the food stamp ripoff

We are delighted that a report
from the Governor’s. office to Wash-
ington will S667 piapoint 50 specific
recommendations for tightening up
on and thus reducing the open scan-
dal of the food stamp ripoff, whose
dimensions in California are stag-
“gering. :

The food stamp swindle, being a

federal boondoggle, is almast entire-.

ly out of the control of Sacramento,
but Ronald Reagan’s cost conscious,
welfare reform-minded administra-
tion has at least gathered the data
on the dimensions of the monstrosi-
ty: _ ‘

In California alone, taxpayers
are contributing at least $316 million
toward the purchase of $630 million

‘nal intent of the program — raising
nutritional levels of the truly needy
poor, stimulating the nation’s agri-
cultural economy and making possi-
ble the distribution of farm food
surpluses through normal retail food
outlets.

Like every other federal night-

" mare, this one grew from modest

"beginnings and good intentions to

enormous dimensions and easy -

evasions of the original intent:

. When it began ten years ago,
the federal cost of the food stamp
program was about $26 million and
involved 367,000 recipients. By next
year, the figures will be $3 BILLION
and 16 million people. By 1977 one
out of every four people would be el-

in food stamps this-year. Adminis~ .-igible for the ' program unless

tration of the program. costs $100
million in California alone and food
stamps are rolling off the printing
presses at the rate of $20 million
worth per day. '
We have been witnesses, locally,
to scene after scene in which able-
bodied food stamp users are filling
their food bhaskets with prime meats
and top quality foods while the truly
less fortunate — working men and
women who may not qualify for the
food stamp largesse for which they
are paying — must make do with
less quantity and less quality.
Numerous cases of food stamp
abuse and fraud have been detailed
in California, but again it is the
looseness of requirements and ad-
ministration, rather than actual
fraud itself, which is at the root of
the problem. .
No one quibbles with the origi-

requirements are greatly tightened
up. '

It is possible even now for a
family of four not on welfare and
‘with an income of $10,000 a year or
more to qualify for food stamps.
Runaways, students living away
from home, even part-time students,
striking laborers, and many other
classifications of people are eligible
for food stamps whose use, quite lit-
erally, is stealing the bread from
the mouths of the truly needy.

At a time when runaway iafla-
tion is hurting everyone, wholesale
abuses of the faulty, poorly adminis-
tered food ‘stamp program are triply

. hurtful. We support Sacramento’s

best efforts at bringing to the feder-
al level the awesome details of this
~ scandal and hope the new regime in
Washington will respond according-

ly.
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The é)\'m-nrnellt’s free food
stamp plan came in for a blis-

tering azitack firom Gov, Ronald

- Reagan ‘last-aweek which he -

JaheTed. as the “newest nesting
place for welfare abuse and
fraud” on the federal level. He
said he is going to propose at
least” 50 ways to reform not
only the food stamp giveaway,
but also the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children Pro-
gram,

i Reagan said that while some
‘of the reforms will call for a
change In state laws, Califor-
nia would realize a savings of
§31 million a year through
tighter administration
[closer coordination of the pro-
£ram.

| - He wants the federal gov-
emment o do four things
avhich he maintains will save

billions of dellars, In Calitor--

aia, he said, the taxpayemenow
contribute at least $516 mil-
fion a rear toward the
puichase of $630 million in
food stamps, Ahnost another
©100 miilioa is used for ad-

ministrative costs under the

e_vat plan.

S B 740
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“.- .EDITOR: In regard to Gov. Reagan’s
~comments . concerning the food stamp

. program cagricd in the, Tribung Aug. 11, .
~ I'would"have to say that he is probably
4. right in that the system has toom for -
..improvement. But to.mply to the read- .. :.:. -
J -ers that’ anyone they sec using food
stamps is ‘“‘ripping them off”’ is unfair to

a great number of citizens. I'm referring
to senior citizens and persons receiving
Social Security beneflits; monies which
they have worked for most of their lives.
They receive $10 worth of “[ree"
stamps, but these are ‘“bought” for $29

~dollars a month, giving a person $39
dollars worth of food stamps.

. "No Rig OFF = 777 )
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As far as lowering State costs, it

would seem  somebody benefited from
the last Social Security raise. It was to
raise benefits 11 per cent, I believe. But
at the same time state supplemental
income was cut back, resulting in no
higher income than before.

. JAMIE FLORES,

Troamant

Food Stamps

The governor is asking for
tighter cligibility requirements
on the federal level, the es-
“tablishment of” rédsonable veg-
ulations to ensure- that onlv-
those who need stamps will get
them, the setting of a min-
imum age limit for persons
receiving stumps. and moving
the food stamp program from
the Department of Agriculture
to the Department of Health,
Education and Welfave.

‘Reagan _ told the Young
Republican  National Federa-
tion meeting in  Stateline,
Nev,, that the proovam, started
by the Kennedy administra-
tion. now has skyvrockered out

b
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DAILY SIGHAL
(Cir. D. 22,000)
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Lillens ¢ coB. Est. 1858

Wire The Governor

. The Editor, Sir: .

ot

of sight and still <limbing,

There were only 367,000 veeip-
ients then at a cost ol 826
million. By next vear, he zaid,
16 miilion will be receiving the
stamps at a cost of 83 hillion.\

No one wants to deny the
necdy the bave essentials of
lite, but at the vate the plan is
escalating, somethine mnust be
done. Gov, Reacan is vight in
asking tor tichter convrols, To
allow this program to grow un-
controlled 1s to court l'inunciai,/
disaster,

~ California

Governor Reagan has less than five months ta
serve as governor of our state and I personally
want to commend him for a job well done,
particularly in the area of fiscal responsibility.
The larger thé state budget, the larger the
amount each taxpayer has to contribute to make
up the total aggregate maount needed to run
California. o

Last October an insidious piece of legislation
reched Gov. Reagan's desk. This bill, SB 400
authored by .Sen. George Moscone, D-San

" Francisco, “would ~have - mandatéd” all - public-

_school teachers to join a union as a condition of

employment. Thankfully Governor Reagan

vetoed this bill which had passed all the

. necessary committees and the full Assembly and
" Senate. _

-~ Intne event this legislation had become law. *
within about two years after passage, it issage tc;
assume, each property owner’s tax bill would
have doubled to accommodate the dollar and
cents demarnds of the teachers’ union leadars.

A similar but INITIALLY weaker bill will
undoubtedly reach the governor's desk by Aug.
26. It is SB 1857, Rodda, D-Sacramento, which
would force each of the 1,150 school districts in
i to have only ONE teacher
orgaqxzatxon as the sole bargaining agent to
negotiate for wages and fringe benefits, etc. with
the local board of education. This legislation
would open-the door to binding arbitra:ion,
agency shop (each teacher would be forced to
pay arepresentation fee of approximately 3125 a
year) as well as legalizing strikes by teachers.
All this would usurp the rights of the people to
control sheir school districts through their duly

‘elected School board members.

lanefull_v our fiscally responsible governor

will veto again, but the best insurance for such a

stance is to wire Governor Reagan immediately

toplease veto SB 1857 as well as to thank him for
past good judgement in our behalf.

Betty Cordoba,

Sherman Qaks
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County official favors eliminating
food ;fqm_psﬂfor welfare recipients

Leereraqle

The director of Riverside Coun-
tv's Public Social Services Depart-
ment favors eliminating the food
stamp program for welfare recipi-
ents and giving them extra money in-
stead. Stamps would continue to be
given to low-income persons, he said.

Paul Wiley made his comments
against the background of recent
criticism of the food stamp program
by Gov. Ronald Reagan and David
Swoap, director of the state Depart-
met. of Benefit Payments, who said
the program is being abused.

Riverside County Supervisor Al
McCandless said he feels the pro~
gram “‘should be done completely
away with,” but said also that he
didn’t think great numbers of people
in Riverside County are getting food
stamps who don’t deserve them. *I
think we do a better than average job
of qualifying truly eligibie people for
the program,’’ said McCandless.

Wiley, whose ¢omments were
. made in response to McCandless,

said his position is that of the Nation-
al Association of County Officials and
of the California County Welfare Di-
. rectors Association, and that both
- groups *“‘are tryving to push this idca
+ with legislators.”

However, any changes in the food
stamp program will have to come as
the result of new rules adopted by the
federal Department of Agricuiture,
which administers the program, said

. Wiley. Changes cannot be ‘made at

' the county level, he said, and noted

that “‘the Department of Agriculture

has shown absolutely no interest in

making any changes, so the change I

" favor is mot ‘going to happen right
away.” e

McCandless said his reasens are
that “the structure of the program
doesn’t really represent the intent.

“It was designed to take advan-
tage of surplus foods, and improve
nutrition for low-income people, but
now acts as an additional subsidy to
the assistance grant. Individuals ds-
ing food stamps don’t buy what's in
the best interest of the family, either

. through lack of knowledge or some .

other reason.

“If you have a large family and a
restricted budget, it would appear
you would buy things that stretch the
budget and give good nutrition.

“But it is a sensitive issue, How
do you tell someone they should not
buy a sirloin steak but a roast, or that
they shouldn’t buy Sara Lee cakes.”

Wiley said he didn’t think food
stamps should be completely phased

1o Se/79

out because they are needed by low-
income people who are not on cash
assistance grants,

“But raising the grant for people

on assistance would greatly benefit
‘mothers of school-age children who
in September can’t buy food stamps
:and school clothes for their childr2n
‘at the same time.””

“They need more leeway to
spend money as its needed,” he said.

Administrative costs would drop,
he said, “since it’s cheaper to make
out a larger check than process a
whole new food stamp application.”
He said he did not have a specific fi-
gure for the amount to be saved.

McCandless said he would prefer
to see assistance grants raised to a
level to allow families to purchase
enough food to feed themselves with-
out the need for the stamps. He said
he didn’t think the bureaucracy in-
volved with the program is worth the
benefit received.

In his recent criticism, Swoap
said there is ‘‘an appalling lack of ac-
countability, an appalling lack of ad-
ministrative controls” in the state’s
food stamp program.

Swoap’s statements were based
on information contained in a recent
study of the food stamp program in
the state. Contents of the study have
not yet been released to the public
and a spokesman at Swoap’s office
said the report would not be made
public until the end of the month.

But Swoap said one of the abuses
_uncovered in the study is that eligibil-
ity for college students is not tight en-
ough, that they need not account for
money received from their parents
when applying for food stamps.

Between 200 and 400 students in
Riverside County receive food
stamps, according to Don Charbo-

neau, coordinator of the food stamp

program.

He said all are asked to report
the extent of support by their par-
ents, and parents are contacted for
verification.

Swoap has said reforms in the
state’s food stamp program could
save $200 million a year.

The projected cost of the pro-

ki

gram in Riverside County for 1974-75
is $613,836, of which $228,180 is county
money for administration. Other
~costs are borne by the federal De-
partment of Agriculture which spon-
sors the food stamp program.

Earlier this month, Reagan said
the food stamp program has become
the “newest nesting place for welfare
abuse and fraud.” He called it a mas- -
sive “ripoff of the taxpayers” which
is in need of a complete overhaul.

Wiley said the department has no
evidence that there are large num-
bers of people buying non-nutritional
foods. However, he said “there cer-
tainly needs to be more done in the
area of nutrition to help families at-
tain good nutrition.”

Reagan in his attack on the pro-
gram also took issue with what he
said food stamp users purchase. He
contended taxpayers find it difficult
to understand food stamp recipients
buying T-bone steaks when the tax-
payers buy hamburger because they
can’t afford steaks, He did not cite
specific examples.

Charboneau said, “If a person is
eligible for food stamps, are you
going to restrict what he buys?
That’s a whole new ball game.”

Supervisor Norton Younglove ex-
pressed the view that “government is
getting overbearing when it tries to
:ell’people they’re not shopping wise-
y.’

He said he thinks the program is
a good one as “‘it makes it possible
for low-income people to do more"
with their money. I'm sure most of
the stamps go for food as they’re sup-

- posed to.”

Supervisor Willlam Jones said he
is of the opinion that misuse of food
stamps is no more than can be ex-
pected. You can never eliminate all
abuses.”

Supervisor Donald Schroeder
said “‘our county seems to be pretty
clean as far as the operation of the
pmg;laml.l”“ bev

- coholic beverages, paper -
ucts and non-food items exc’ept.ms
may not be bought with the stamps.

Interviews with several food
stamp users indicate little dissatis-
faction with the program.

ConT —\



- Offshore Oil Drill ing Inevitable,

Energy Chief Tells California

LA WY ROBERT A':"ROSENBLATT ?’ 3 0—7 ‘/

Federal energy chief John Sawhill
said Thursday that extensive oil
drilling off the coast of California is
inevitable, and chastised Californians
for trying to preserve their environ-
ment at the expense of people in oth-
er states. ‘

"There is oil and gas in California
and it will be developed," Sawhill’
said flatly at a news conference.

The location and extent of 'drilling
will depend on where the major oil
fields are found, he told reporters at
the Greater Los Angeles Press Club.

"Under the proper environmental
controls, we've got to do offshore

. drilling," he said.

Sawhill said . each region of the
United States must participate in
energy development, a thinly veiled
criticism of the vocal opponents of
offshore drilling near the Atlantic
and Pacific coasts.

The federal energy chief said it's
"unfair" for the people of Colorado :
and -New Mexico to ‘sacrifice ;their -
environtient for the people of Cali-
fornia. : : ‘ ‘

(Colorado has huge deposits of oil
shale, which' can be criished and
converted into crude oil. New Mexi-
co has large coal fields, Southern

California is drawing some electrici-
ty from Southwestern power plants
fue{e)d by New Mexico and Arizona
7 B RGN
Sawhill complained that "every-
body wants more: (energy), but. no-
body wants the more to come from .
their aréa." p
- New England must par-
ticipate in offshore drill- -
ing, too, he told reporters.

Sawhill was asked re-
peatedly about the govern-
ment's response to local
opposition in California to
offshore drilling. He said
public opinion would be
considered, but insisted
that offshore drilling will
take place.

California Atty. Gen.
Evelle Younger and the
state Coastline Commis-
sion filed suit earlier this-
month seeking to stop {ed-
eral plans to lease drilling
gites along an 80-mile
stretch of California coast.
The area covers 1.6 million
acres extending from San-
ta Barbara County south
to Dana Point. The suit

~ said the U.S. Interior De-
partment has not com-

pleted an environmental
impact statement required
by a 1969 federal law.
Sawhill didn't refer spe-
cifically to this lawsuit at
the news conference, but
he said offshore drilling
will proceed after the

" government does the "ne-

cessary environmental
studies." =
The head of the Federal

“Energy Administration

said he favors opening the
‘Elk HIlls naval reserve in
addition to increasing off-
shore drilling.

‘. Sawhill used the news
conference to eriticize two
»}:olicy suggestions heard

n Washington recently, a
possible 10-cents-a-gallon
increase In'gasoline taxes,
and an end to controls on
the price of crude oil.
Either measure would
force consumers to pay
higher.retail prices.

. The. White: House has
said both ideas are under
active consideration.
However, Sawhill suggest-
ed that neither policy will
be adopted,

" The energy chief said he
met with Mr, Ford Wed-
nesday night, and was in-
structed by the President
to prepare an energy mes-
sage for Congress. The
President also asked for
new conservation initia-
tives, Sawhill said.

At the Wednesday
meeting, the President
reaffirmed his interest in
energy indépéndence for
the United States, Sawhill
said: "Project Indepen-
dence, first advocated by
former President Nixon
last year, would increase
supplies. and reduce . de-

mand so.the United States

will be safe from an oi
embatge by 1980. -
Mr. - Ford wants the

compreheénsive blueprint

for " Project ‘Independence:

on his desk by early _#ized

November, Sawhill said.
" Later'in the day, Sawhill

repeated his advocacy of &
pr

ore drilling in a

ael g+amf>: Lol

Some, like Nancy Morse, a stu-
dent who applied for food stamps aft-
er losing her job, thinks the program
is a boon to those on limited incomes.
She said “there needs to be more
money allotted to people because it’s
just not enough.”

She said, with the current high
“cost of food, the stamps don’t buy as
much as they should. But, she said
“the welfare people have been just
great, they do the best they can with
what they have.” ;

Mary Jobe, a mother with four
children, said not having food stamps
would “‘affect me really bad. Food is
a big expense.

“Without the stamps, I would
probably think about a garden or or-
ganizing a food co-op and I would
probably have to eliminate meat alto--
gether.” :

She said her only complaint is
that change for less than 50 cents is
given in the stores’ own chits rather
than in money. .

Florine Sanders and her husband
David are two of the approximately
125 families who get food stamps
free. David Sanders is a student at
the La Sierra campus of Loma Linda
University. Florine, a housewife,
doesn’t work but looks after their
three children, aged eight months,
five and six years.

She said applying for food
stamps meant contending with a lot
of paperwork, but that she had no

major complaints.

The program has been operating
in Riverside County since 1969. Only
2,563 households were getting the
stamps then., The peak year was 1972
when 12,232 households were en-
rolled. Currently there are 8,000 food
stamp households in the county.

{ o

Beach -Chamber of Com-
.merce luncheon on the

Mary.

His one-day visit to Los
.Anto ge‘l’efs t'ha;so llncluded a
_tour of the nuclear power
‘plant at San Onofre, and a
solar-energy project oper-
ated by Los Angeles Coun-

é“’i--,-"Sawhill. who empha-
Bized at the news confer-
2ence the need to conserve
(Bhergy, traveled with his
Most, Supervisor James

ayes, in a blue Lincoln

speech before a ' Long :Continental,
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‘ One Out

Food With Stamps

SANTA CRUZ — About one
out of every 10 persons in
Santa Cruz County uses fed-
eral food stamps for grocer-
ies.

That means that more
than 14,000 people last
rionth bought $544,843
worth of groceries with the
food stamps — for which
they paid $174,024.

Food stamps are issued to
individuals and families on a
basis of need. The eligibility
figured out by the County De-
partment of Social Services
allows individuals and fami-
lies to buy food stamps on
.discount.

Sncial Services Director

IDavxd Singleton said 14.390
ipersons received the food
Istamps in July of 1974 as

of 10 Buy

compared to 15,093 in July of
1973. )

Part of the drop in cases
would appear to be due to a
change in the system by
which elderly persons are
given federal and state as-
sistance.

In January the federal gov-
ernment transferred all eld-
erly welfare recipients onto
social security rolls instead
of welfare rolis. 2N
This caused a dramatic
drop in the number of wel-
fare assistance cases in the
adult category. A drop of
about 1,000 cases occurred in
February of this year.

The number of persons
getting the food stamps
traditionally shows a drop
in the summer months

partly because some uni-
versity students are eligi-
ble for food stamps bhe-
cause they are living on
small incomes while going
to school.

The people who are eligible
for food stamps are given
certificates, which they use
at the post office to qualify
for purchase of the food
stamps.

The food stamps are then
used as cash in grocery
stores, which report that
roughly 10 per cent of their
sales are made by the use of
food stamps.

"The stores turn the food

.istamps into their banks in

much the same way ~as thev,
would cash for deposit. The

' Ibanks send them to a central

banking agency for reim-
bursement by the federal

government.

NEARLY $1 BILLION : .
Trade Balance
Deticit Increases

From United Press Internutional and Associoted Press
Overall imports rose near- -

WASHINGTON — The

United States imported $728 -

million more in goods than it
exported in July, pushing the
nation’s trade balance al-
most $1 billion in the red for
tne first seven months of the
year, the Commerce Depart-
ment said yesterday.

The high cost of foreign-
produced oil continued to be
the chief cause of the deficit.

The United States now has
run trade deficits in four of
the first seven months of the
year and the combined defi-
cit totals $983 million. This is
well ahead of the $823 mil-
lion deficit for the compara-
ble January-July period last
year.

In 1973, the United States
chalked up a $1.7 billion sur-
plus.

OIL EXPENDITURES

Last month, the U.S. spent
a record $2.3 billion for
petroleum products. The vo-

lume of foreign-produced .

crude oil and related prod-
ucts, 200 million barrels,
also was a record for one
month,

ly 5 per cent in July, faster
than in the previous three
months. Exports, on the
other hand, fell 0.6 per cent

N

after an unusually fast 10 kj

per cent rise in June.
The-$728 million difference
in the July imports value of
$9.04 billion, and exports
value of $8. 31 billion was the
steepest decline in the trade
balance since May’s $777
million deficit plunge, which
was the second biggest on

- record.

FOREIGN INVESTMENT
Meanwhile U.S. direct in-

* vestment abroad in 1973 rose

14 per cent to a total of $107.3
billion. Most of the increase
was attributed to higher
reinvestment overseas of in-

+ come earned by foreign sub-

sidiaries.

The overseas money
stayed there because of
strong business conditions

abroad, the 1973 devaluation

of the dollar and higher proi-
its for overseas oil opera-
tions, the Commerce Depart-
ment said.
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EXCERPTS OF REMARKS BY GOVERNOR RONALD REAGAN
Sacramento Host Breakfast
September 6, 1974

‘,
|

This is the last time we shall break bread together under these
f l

|

same circumstances. It seems only yest :rday, and yet i; has been
eight years since I first began telling you how much we had sa&ed on
paper clips. And I might add eight of the most exciting, challenging
and personally satisfying years of my life. ' |

I have learned many thihgs. If you have an interest in genéalogy,
may I suggest a term in public offiée? It is the cheapest way you
will ever find‘to get a thorough research of your family tree;

I have also learned that politics, which is often called the
second oldest profession, has a great similarity to the first..

Over these eight years, as we have met at this Host Breakfast,
Ivhave éried to give you something of a State-of-the-State repdrt,
summing, up where we are and where we hope we are going. Maybe it would
be more appropriafe today to do something akin to Washihgton's
farewell address, but I won't. \

Let me reéap a bit. 1In our first‘meeting, I told you I did not
know whether I had been elected govérno} or appointed receiver. It
was the time of the Great Society and California had been caught up
in the explosive growth of government's'size and cost., New and
glittering social reforms had been instituted on a buy now, pay later
plan and "later" was already upon us. California was virtually
insolvent, with outgo exceeding income by more than a million dollars
a day. : |

The teachers' retirement system was an unfunded actuarial nightmare--

3 potential $4 billion ﬁiscal time bomb threatening every property

|

owner in the state. The great Water Proﬁect was underfunded by several
|

hundred million dollars simply because the original bond issue was.

based oﬂ what they‘ thought the people woul§ approve, not what the

job woulq acfually éost. Welfare costs and caseload had begun a space

trip fueled by the prevalent Great Society philosophy.

‘ The crime rate was soaring, but every effort to pass effective

crime laws was stopped in a legislative committee imbued with the sawe

philosophy and dominated by permissiveness.



Host Breakfast
State government needed a fresh, objective and analytical look
at where we were, where we ware going and how we expected to get theré;
| :
an inventory as it were, 6f problems, programs and possible pitfalls.
Many gf you here participated in that objective analysis through the

[}

businessmen's task force, the first of many such efforts to utilize
;

the most creative braiﬁs and talenf in our state to solve California's
problems.

Our goal then was to meet government's legitimate functions

--without allowing new programs to proliferate;

--to cut out all waste and duplication;

~-to streamline government in every way we could so that the
taxpayers would get a dollar's worth of service for every dollar spent.
And if there were any dollars left over, to make sure they were returned
to the people. This last, I might add, flies right in the face of a
governmental mentality that regards a good tax dollar as one you spent
yesterday. The first time we fought our way clear of red ink the then
Director of Finance, Cap Weinberger, informed me we would have a $100
million surplus. He was sure there would be more than $100 million
worth of spending proposals once the news got out. I said "Let's

. !
give it back to the people." He said: "It's never been done before."

Well, an actor had never been governor}before, so we did it in the
form of a‘lo percent rebate on your income tax.

That became the first of three sucﬁ rebates---one for $250 million
and last year's $850 million surplus, which was returned by way of |
rebates in the sales and income tax.

We enacted the first comprehensive property tax relief program in
our state's history; we have adopted special property tax relief
programs for senior citizens; tax credits and deductions to help
renters; cut the iqventory tax in half and rolled back school tax
&ates fhis year in 55 pércent of our st?te;s échool districts. fhis
year, for the first time {n 23 years, the average property tax rate.
in California declined.

I;knowlthe imp?ct of this tax relief has been somewhat obscured
and overshadowed by‘inflation. Bﬁt we have made progress, A few
years ago, California was fifth among the western states in average

tax rates. We have now dropped back to seventh, even though many

other states do not have all the different kinds of taxes we do.



Host Breakfast

At the end of the current fiscal year, the total tax relief
enacted and put into’effect during these past eight years will amount
to more than ¥5.7 billion.

And next January, the incoming governor of California will, for
the first time in 22 ycars, inherit a balanced budget with a surplus
irstead Qf a budget deficit. P

I would not want YOu to think I I ve forgotten about the paper
clips and typewriter ribbons entirely.

One of the things I am pfoudest of is the fact that for the
first time in memory we were able to aétually reduce the amount of
government recofds stored away. ‘It was only 3 pe:cent last year but
that meant:

--we didn't have to buy 4,500 new filing cabinets, and

--we didn't have to find 24,000 square feet of building space
to store those unneeded filing cabinets, .
| Crine

We have tried to approach the crime problem from many directioﬁs.
We put into operation the country's first computer to computer crime
information network; created the Crime Technological Research
Foundation to encourage development of modern crime fighting methods
and expanded the mutual aid program to give local police the help |
they need in controlling riots and other major emergencies. And,
 during one brief period.when we had a temporary change in one or two
legislative committees, we put new laws on the books providing fof
stronger penalties against rape, robbery, burglary and drunk driving.

We passed a swéeping drug inventory control program to combat drug abuse,

And when ﬁhe people, bf a 2 to 1 vote, reversed the state Supreme
Court ruling aginst capital punishment, we were able to get legislation
putting it back inkthe statutes.

All this has slowed down the increase in crime. But it has not
accomplished all that we know must be done to protect the people.
Howeverxr, we ére léaQing to those who come after us a blueprint to
follow in.sucﬁ areas as court feform, streamlining the criminal
‘justice system and new laws to make sure the heroin pushers and \
cr}minals wholg7e a de;dly wefpon‘will ?o to prison when they are

(I / .
convicted. | |
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Now thig comes as a great surprise to some, but education
was one of our top priorities. In these eight years, we have more
than doubled: the amount of state aid going to public schools and our
university and college system; the budget for‘community colleges has
more than tripled and state_funding of student scholarships and loans
is nine times whét it was eight years ago.

The Teachers' Retirement fund is "o longer an unfunded $4 billion
liability. It is now on a sound financial basis. The water plan is
nearing completion, without any new bond issues and our credit rating
by Moody's has gone to triple A,

Our hospitals for the mentally ill have dropped in pétient
population from 26,000 to 7,000 and we have developed a program of
local mental health care clinics that has become a model for the country.

Finally, as you all know, we did something no other state was
willing to try. We took on the welfare program and proved that
welfare can be reformed at the state level with great savings to the
taxpayers and better provision for the deserving needy.

l Just 3% years ago, early in 1971, the welfare rolls in our state
were growing by 40,000 a month. For almost 3%‘years this has not been
so. They are going down, not up. The savings to the taxpayers
approaches $2 b11110n and the truly needy have had their grants
increased to meet the rise in cost of 11v1ng.

We have also expanded the Medi-Cal program to relieve éounties of
this burden. Washington has taken a number of our experts back to
the Potomac to help spread these reforms into every state in the‘Union.

Last year the welfare rolls were reduced nationally and almost
half of the éécline occurred in California. The rest came in states
which have‘fbilowed our example. |

We also reintroduced something that had been missing from public

‘assistance for a iong time: the work ethic. Our various work
incentive programs in California put more than 75,000 recipients into
regular pobs in the past year, including 47,000 Qho entered the job
market Because of the Community Work program we instituted as part

- of our reform in 35 California counties. This is an experiment HEW
allowed us to Fry in which able-bodied welfare recipients perfor%

‘Wéeful communi#y work for tﬁeir welfare grants.

|

|
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But we héve learned that reforming any part of government---
and expecting it to stay re.crmed---is like going over Niagéra Falls
in a barrel t%e hard way---upstream., We have had to fight a continual
battle against those who call our community work prbgram slavery in
spite of its success.

Some months ago, we put together another task force to take a
fresh look at welfare, to see if ther« were additional steps we could
take to tie down any loose ends that may have developed because of
court rulings or federally mandated laws.

This included a sweeping review of one area of welfare that is
not even part o% the national wélfare program: food stamps.

We did not include them in oﬁr first welfare reform because they
were entirely a federal program, run and directed from Washington,
although some parts of the eligibility process ére delegated to iocal
. governments. |

Our task force found a nightmare of fraud and abuse in the food:
stamp area. '
| Today, I am submitting to the California ‘legislature and to
California's congressional delegation alcomprehensive reﬁort outlining
the Sreas of abuse that exist in these programs, along with specific
recommendations 'for reforms. | _ _ .

Launched in 1961 as a small pilot project involving 367,000 people
and costing ohly $26 million it has become a loosely run operation that
by the middle of ne#t year will be offering a welfare subsidy to 16
millioh people at a cost exceeding $4 billion. Some membe?s of
Congress saygﬁnless the growth curve is reversed, 60 million people
will be eligibie in the nexf few years and the costs can be expected
to skyrockef even faster if past experience is any guide.

Riddled with abuses, the whole program is a multi-billion dollar
administrative nightmare, taking up two-thirds of the Agriculture
Department 's budget., From what we have'discévered in our review, the

amount of fraud and abuse is probably enormous.
Like many other government efforts to solve a problem, the program

itself has become the biggest problem.
'The eligibility rules are ridiculous. One. applicant in California

Mc}aimed to be;? full time gold prospector. That was his way of meeting

the work requirement and become eligible immediately for food stamps.
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Another case involved an exconvict who used forged credentials
to obtain a $16,500 a year /jvb as a hospital administrator. Then he
falsely claimed his monthly salarxry was only $300 and obtained $1,400
in bonus food stamps. At least, in this case, he has been convicted
of a variety éf criminél charges.

One enterprising young lady m;naged to get herself exempt from
the work requirement because she was er :olled more than.half time at
one of our universities---studying witchcraft. The county welfare
department called to see if this wﬁs an approved course of study,
eligible for the work exemption, they were informéd it was and she
got her food stamps. | |

Americans‘are a generous and compassionate people, they do not
deserve this kind of abuse and fraud. Businessmen have been angered---
with justification---because food stamps and the welfare system are
being used to finance prolonged strikes, This makes government a
partner‘on one side of labor disputes rather than a referee, |

Other citizens, standing in the chéck-out line at the market,
simply cannot understand why the able-bodied fellow in the same line
is buying T~bone steaks with food stamps their taxes paid for and
they have troﬁble affording hamburgeri |

At a time when food stamps are rolling off the presses at the
~rate of $20 million a day, there is an unbelievably casual attitude
toward safeguarding food stamps in traﬂsit and making sure they get
to officials responsible for their disfribution.

In one case in California, $20,000 in food stamps was stolen in
a post office burglary. In another case, $455,000 in food stamps were
delivered after hours to a county welfare department. When the janitor
on duty refused to accept or sign for them, they were turned over to
%he‘sheriff's departmenﬁ. .

Food stamps are e&sily counterfeited. 1In one case we discovered
three‘peOple were arrested and federal agents confiscated $1.3 million
in phon&z food stahps, along with the equipment used to produce them.

The‘report we %re submitting to our own legislature and to
‘Washington contains detailed and specific recommendétions for reforms.

1

One immediate need is to transfer the entire food stamp program
from the Agriculture Department to the Department of Health, Education

and Welfare. Secretary Butz has publicly urged that this be done.
Policing welfare is a difficult enough task without complicating it by
trying tc run it through a maze of different agencies, each drafting
its own regulations and procedures,
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There ﬁust also be a general tighening up of the whole food
stamp program, including new federal rules.to:

_-Requﬁre the federal government to assume complete responsibility
for assistance to aliens.

--Require able-bodied students to be subject to the same work
requirement as any other food stamp applicant.

--Allow welfare departments to rc¢ er food stamp récipients to
union-related jobs, and impose more realistic requirements for self-
employed recipients.

There should be a minimum age for receiving food stamps and fhe
federal regula%ions must be chénged to permit welfare departments to
notify parents when their minor @r student children apply for food
stamps. The taxpayers should nof be financing runaway teenagers nor
should food stamps be available to students who are being fully
supported by their parents,.

We also would like to see an Earnings Clearance System similar
to Fhe one we established in our welfare reform. This would allow a
check on actual earnings of food stamp recipients against the amount
they report in their applications. This is not done at present and
the chance for widespread abuse is obvious.

Finally, our report also contains specific recommendations
designed to minimize the potential for loés, theft or counterfeiting
for food stamps, by making government more accountable for safeguarding
food stamps from the printing plant to eventual redemption.

. Food stamps are as negotiable as money, and they should be
protected as;éublic monies are when transferred from one place to another

I am urging our Congréssional delegation to immediately make these
reforms a tbp priority. And I urge the new state legislature, which
starts in December this year, to give equal priority treatment to
the other welfare reforms we have found to be necessary.

We must never'tolerate cheating and abuse in a program intended to
aid the poo?. But in this time of runaway inflation, there is additional
reason té curb unnecessary spénding. Inflation is caused by one thing

on1y~—-government spending more than it takes in. $

/ !‘
] ‘\ ]

/ .
| : ’
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This, of course, refers to the federal government. But in the
numerous welfare programs and categorical aids, efficient administration
at the state level can have a sizeable effect on national spending.
We cannot sa§e a state dollar without saving a feaefal dollar at the
same time infmany of those programs., Call it coincidence if you will,
but from 1960 through 1966 the cgst of living rate was higher in
California than in the rest of the covatry. .

For six of the last seven years of '"cut, squeeze, and trim, " it
has been lower in California. I don't think it is a coincidence.

We have a two-party system. The adversary system is a built-in
part of our political process.. But our real adversaries are the
problems we face, not each other. |

There is only one lasting way to assure tbat the needs of the
people will be the major consideration of their government: make every
level of government more visible, more accountable., A legislative
committee killed our proposal which would have required anyone
introducing a spending bill to submit a tax bill to pay for it. That
did no service to the people of California. The people should know
what areas of government spending ?re out of control and what has to
be done to bring spending back int6 line.

That was the whole purpose of Proposition 1, to slow down the
growth of government spending so that it would not grow faster than
the income of the people. We often hear the phrase "uncontrollable
spending" when the federal or state budget is being discussed. What
that really means is spending mandated by some previous statute which
government accepts as unchangeable. There is no government program
which should be exempt from constant review and cancellation if common
sense indicates it is not worth its cost t; the taxpayer.

We did not succeed in doing all the things we tried to do or
?wanted to do, but I believe we demonstrated that government can be
controlled; it can be efficient; it can meet the legitimate needs of

the people without bankrupting them with higher and higher taxes.

| |

|
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We have heard a great deal lately about special interest groups.
As I look at so many familiar faces, so many of you who served
whenever called upon, lending your talents to help slee'some problem
~affecting our state, may I say you are a special interest group and
your interestihas been the welfare of California. I shall never
forget you or cease t3~be gratefui.

Government by the people works wh'n the people work at it and
in these almost eight years you have worked at it.

Please don't stop.: I have learned something elsé in these
éight years---there are other special interest groups whose interest
is more personalized and limited in scope than the welfare of
California. They never rest. Match them in dedacation, in effort,
and in vigilance. If you do any less, they will make that bear on

our flag a cow to be milked.

# # # H# #

(NOTE: Since Governor Reagan speaks from notes, there may be changes
in, or additions to, the above quotes, However, the governor will
stand by the above quotes). :
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Governor Ronald Reagan, in a sweeping series of new proposals to
reform the nation's welfare system, also called for a drastic overhaul
of the federal Food Stamp program and further refinements in the Aid to
Families with Dependent Children program.

The proposals are contained in a 70-page report made public today.

Costly abuses of the program were discovered by the Governor's

Food Stamp Task Force. The task force was initiated in 1973 along with

. a task force to re-examine the state's Aid to Families With Dependent

Children (AFDC) program.

Both the Food Stamp and AFDC task forces gathered extensive data
on their respective programs through direct contact with welfare
officials at all governmental levels, and through the utilization of
analysts employed by the Department of Benefit Payments.

Governor Reagan said the food stamp program is "out of control"
and is "a national scandal." He pointed out that lax eligibility rules
and glaring loopholes in the program make it far easier for persons to
get food stamps than to get into many other wélfare>programs.

"The food stamp program has multiplied nationally from 367,000
persons in 1964 to 13 million today, a 3,400 percent increase," the
governor said. "By next year one in every 14 persons will be using
food stamps and, according to a congressional committee report, within
three years one in every four Americans could be eligible."

He said that in the current fiscal year the federal government
will contribute at least $316 million in tax dollars to underwrite the
program in California alone. An additional $100 million will be spent to
administer the program in California. By the middle of next year, the
national program will cost more than $4 billion annually.

"The food stamp program was originally established to help shore
up the nation's agricultural economy by distributing food surpluses
through retail channels. Those surpluses have now disappeared and the

program has become a separate welfare system supervised by yet another

- giant and expensive bureaucracy in Washington," he said.

"The U.S. Department of Agriculture is in charge of the food stamp
program and the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare has

the authority over the rest of the national welfare system.

-
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"Having two separate welfare programs being run by two giant
federal bureaucracies is simply one bureaucracy too many. This is a
source of many of the problems which plague the overall welfare system
in our nation today."

Governor Reagan proposed that the food stamp program be transferred
to HEW, Until this is done, he said, county welfare workers who must
administer regular welfare prngrams as well as food stamps at the local
level, will continue to face the hour-by-hour nightmare of trying to sort
out the widely differing and complex regulations which govern the two
velfare systems. He said one out of every four Californians receiving
food stamps today isn't even in a regular welfare program, or does not
qualify for welfare. This is because food stamp eligibility requirements
are far more liberal, he noted,

The Fond Stamp Task Force identified 88 specific problems and
solntions.

The report includes a variety of examples of how food stamp
recipients as well as persons in the AFDC program are able to abuse the
svsgtem,

Goverror Reagan no*ed that as & result of the comprehensive
welfare and M24i-Cal reform program he sent *o the legislature three
yearg ago, manv =kuses in California have been eliminated and weaknesses
~orrectad, Howcver, he said he never intended that those reforms would
conetitute the final chapter in the administration's efforts to improve
them,

"Abvzes nontirun, Loopholes remain. Red tape persists," he said.
Nevertheleas, the governor pointed out that the reforms he
sponso~z~d in 1971 have reduced the state's AFDC welfare rolls by 350,000

and heve saved the taxpayers of Californiz some $2 billion. He noted
that hefie chere reforms were implemented, the state's welfare rolls
ware spiralling upwaxd at the rate of 40,000 a month and that welfare
in California "had bhecome a $3 billion moral and administrative disaster

wkich wes l2acding ue down the road to bankruptcy." Since then, however,
he said th~ stata hae HDeen able to increase basic welfare grants to the
truly needy by 41 pareant. In addition, the reforms have enabled at
least 42 counties to reduce their property tax rates, he said.,

-

s
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The new reform proposals submitted today recommend changes in
both federal and state laws an' regulations. If fully adopted, they
could save the taxpayers as much as $270 million a year in the Food
Stamp, AFDC, and Medi-Cal programs, the governor said.

"This report," he said, "not only looks at the glaring weaknesses
in both the food stamp and AFDC programs, but even more important, it shows
the way to solve the problems at each gov-rnmental level requiring
corrective action."

The governor noted that current federal AFDC rules still permit
welfare recipients earning as much as $13,000 a year to qualify for
welfare. "Once a person gets on welfare he automatically qualifies for
free medical care, and, in many cases, even food stamps---all at the
taxpayers' expense," he said,

The welfare system still contains many inequities---not only for
the taxpayers who support the system with their hard-earned dollars---
but also for the truly needy who have nowhere else to turn but to welfare
to meet the most basic, minimum requirements of living, he said.

But, he cited numerous other examples of other persons in the AFDC
program and on food stamps, who are legally abusing the system and getting
away with it.

Copies of the governor's message are being sent to all members of
the Congress, governors of all the states, state welfare directors,
California county supervisors and welfare department directors and others.

David B. Swoap, director of the Department of Benefit Payments,
will conduct a series of briefings on the task force's findings in

Sacramento and Washington, D.C.

Walthall
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By Ronald Blubaugh
I ; Bee Staff Writer
In his final speech at
stamp program as “a nightmare of
. “Riddled with abuses, the whole
*program is a multi-billion dollar ad-

fraud and abuse.”
the food stamp program is gréwing

today condemned the fedéral food
out of all bounds.

"dustrial and governmental leaders at changes in the federal Aid to Families - a loosely run)operation that by the' wasa man who gave his occupation as

_ Inn, the state’s chief executive said The changes proposed for both pro- welfare subsidy to 16 million people

industrial elite, Gov. Ronald Reagan
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Continued from page Al

Compassionate people, they do hot de- "

serve this kind of abuse and fraud,”
.-he said. “Businessmen have been an-
‘gered—with  justification—because
- food stamps and the welfare system

are beéing used to finance prolonged .
strikes, This makes government a

partner on one side of labor disputes
rather than a referee. ’
.« “Other citizens, standing in the
check-out line at the market, simply
cannot' understand why the able-
.bodied fellow in the same line is buy-
ing T-bone steaks with food stamps
their taxes paid for and they have
trouble affording hamburger.”
'The governor said food stamps

should not be available for strikers,
students who are being supported by
their families and juvenile run-aways.
He said there should be an earnings
-clearance program for food stam
.users and persons receiving fo
stamps should be subjected to tighter
eligibility requirements. :
~He said in the current fiscal year
the federal government will contrib-
.ute at least $316 million in tax dollars
to underwrite the food stamp pro-

.gram in California. An additional -
$100 niillion will be spent to adminis-

ter the Californja program.
Reagan said many abuses have
been stopped in welfare programs as
a result of the comprehensive reform
“programs he éent to the legislature
< three years ago. However, he said he

never intended that those reforms
-Would constitute the final chapter in

the nistration’s efforts.
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The blueprint for reform distribut-

Health, Education and Welfare which

Reagan Attacks
Food Stamp Setup

ed to the press by the governor’s of-
fice went into more detail about Rea-
‘gan’s concerns over the AFDC pro-
gram. The document criticizes fea-
tures of the Jaw which allow persons
to continue to receive. AFDC aid while
earning considerable amounts of
money. It says the intent of the pro-
gram is to encourage welfare recipi-
ents to find jobs, but in practice re-
cipients often stay on the rolls long
after their earnings are more than
comfortable. g
According to the report, recipients
with jobs paying as. much as $1,200 a
month continue to draw welfare
checks, . T
‘The report also calls for revisions

.. in rules concerning work-related ex-

penses. And, as with the food stamp

. program, it neBm. lains that strikers

are eligible for aid. - .
Reagan’s report urges the federa
government to establish tight securi-
ty protection for the transport of food
stamps whieh it compares to curren-
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Reagan Calls
Food Stamps
'Nightmare'

sacramento

Governor Ronald Reagan
renewed his s on yes-
terday that the federal food
stamp program be re-
formed. Reagan called the
program a “multi-billion
dollar administrative night-
mare.”’

Reagan said the program
had burgeoned from a small
pilot project costing $26 mil-

lion in 1961 to a “loosely run
operation that by the middle \

of next year will be offering
a welfare subsidy to 16 mil-
lion people at a cost exceed-
ing $4 billion.”

He addressed his remarks
to 900 leading California
businessmen attending the
48th annual Sacramento
Host Breakfast.

To clean up the program,
Reagan recommended shift-
ing administrative control
from the Agriculture De-
partment to the Department
of Health, Education and
Welfare, tightening eligibili-
ty reqmﬁrements, running a
check on the earnings of
stamp applicants and im-
proving security to curb
stamp counterfeiting an d
misuse.

The governor announced
that a detailed 70-page re-
port on improving the food
stamp program and vther
wellare programs has been
prepared and given to the
Legislature and to the Cali-
fornia congressional delega-
tion.

To bolster his contention
that food stamp operations
are “a nightmare of fraud
and abuse,” Reagan cited
the case of an- individual
who obtained $1400 in food
stamps while earning $16.500
4 year.

Reagan said it is frustrat-
ing to taxpayers unable to
afford hamburger fo see
stamp users get T-bone
steaks at the supermarket.

And he warned that infla-
tion, which he said is caused
by  excess government
spending, is an added reason
to curb abuses in the food
stamp program.

1 Reagan had previously at-
tacked the program in a,
speech this summer at
Stateline, Nev., before a
|GOP' group. And his top wel-
fare adviser, David Swoap,
had omned similar abuses

and Ycerns at a press
briefil\\*\‘n July.
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/ Stamps For The Rich

As Well As The Poor

GOVERNOR Ronald Reagan much of the abuse and
has made an appraisal of the ‘“outright fraud” could be
Food Stamp Program and eliminated by tightening the
pronoulgeed it “a massive ripoff eligibility requirements, by
ofwor_kmg taxpayers becauseit establishing ‘‘reasonable
is their tax dollars which pay regulations to ensure that only
for food stamps”. those who really need the stam-
“The program has become a Pps could get them™ and by set-

multi-million dollar ting a minimum age for
mmtahve nightmare, a recipients. (“A 17-year-old
staggering financial burden at student no longer desiring to
the federal level and the newest live with his parents moved out
nesting place for welfare abuse and stays with a group of frien-
and fraud”, said the governor.  ds. He receives $46 a month in

As one example of ripoff, the free food stamps and five others
governor mentioned “‘the irate in the same household are also
father” in another state “who drawing food stamps.™)
phones to tell us he earns When the Food Stamp

8!00,000 a year and is sending Program was initiated in 1964
his son to college in California. there were about 367,000
l-!e wants to know why we are recipients and the cost was $26
giving his son food stamps. All million. By next year, said
we could tell him was that food Reagan, the figures will be 16
stamps are a federal program Mmillion people and more than $3
and the rules are established in billion.
Washington.” :
' IT ISN'T likely that the gover-

PROBABLY everyone who nor's food stamg reforms%vo:ld
shops at a supermarket has eliminate nearly all the abuse,
been astounded on discovering but at least he’s trying to move
who gets food stamps and the the government in a directio
luxury foods they purchase. that any reasonable perso

The governor suggests that should endorse.
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food stamps and arrested four men.’  The negatives were not dxscovered ‘
Monday in what they described “as. until.-hours after the.arrests while -
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Cuntinued from First Page

: The investigation is con-
hmung, he said, and there !
isa p%sxbthty of more ar-|
rests - = o

: Secret Servnce agents,
started their - probe on|
Aug » Powis said, when |
equnterfext food stamps |
Began showing up; -
throughout South- Central
Los Angeles. .

H Dunng the next two
weeks eight persons were
arrested while attempting .
to pass the bogus coupons
at various food stores, he
gaid.

‘The arrests coup}ed
with leads provided by in-
formants, led the agents to
three locations, two in Los
Angeles and one in Ingle-
Wwood, that were kept un-
d er surveillance . more
than a week.

! Monday, nearly 25 Se-
cret Service agents closed
in on the suspects..... . .-

"+ Patterson was arrested
ln the parking Iot of a res-
taurant -on La Cienega ;
Blvd. behind the wheel of |
a panel truck containing |
more than $600,000 worth'
of eounterfeit stamps.

- ¢ Jones. and Lewis, ~dew|

_ scnbed by Powis as the
ring's printers, were taken:"
into- custody. outside - the
secret - printing plant, lo- |
cated in a ‘garage behind a
home on 5th- Ave, Inside
the garage, agents found
more than $500,000 worth
df phony food stamps. -

; Anether $10,000 worth of
counterfext stamps was
sexzed at a.second location...

i Pitts was arrested at hls
home

Although large hauls of
counterfeit” food ‘stamps |
have" been seized . else- {
where in the country, Po- |
wis said Monday's seizure |
represents the largest ona |
to date.

The largest prekus sej--
zZure was made in Onnge
County nearly four
months ago when" Secret |
Service agents arrested |
two men and a woman'!
and confiscated nearly $1:!
million worth of bogus
stamps :
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Insurance Commissioner Cracks Down

XA ¢ U e

Buried in the news by other seemingly more important things, with
perhaps some mention in the business sections, is the story of some formi-
dable action against five major title companies by State Insurance Com-

: missioner Gleeson L. Payne. It was probably the
first disciplinary action taken against title-insur-
ance companies in the history of the state. It cer-
tainly was the most noteworthy and to call it for-
midable is perhaps an understatement. The fact
is that “Tige” Payne wound up and socked them
with fines totaling nearly a half-million dollars.
The penalties were based largely upon violations of
the state’s anti-rebate laws. Early this year,
Payne had made it clear that unfair competitive

practices would not be tolerated. He said methods

by which title companies were inducing lenders

and real-estate agents to steer title business to
them must cease. Pointing out that it was strange to him that two compa-
nies had managed to corral two-thirds of the business, he said he thought
competition would surface ‘‘if there is no personal benefit to the lender or
seller in the selection of a title company.”

“‘AS IT HAS BEEN, the seller, motivated by rebate enrichment, may
steer business to one having neither the best insurance product nor the best
price.”

So that there would be no misunderstandings of what he meant, he
issued a 10-page bulletin to all of the companies. In it he spelled out exactly
what he would consider improper huckstering in the future.

He also made it clear he intended to investigate complaints and would
take a tough stand on violations.

7-10-7

‘ALTHOUGH HE SAID the industry fully supported his position, appar-
ently some thought he was only kidding. Perhaps because in the past some
commissioners have exhibited more concern for the welfare of the insur-
ance companies than the public, they thought his utterings were for the
benefit of the public and didn’t take his warnings to heart.

At least Payne indicated that may have been the case, for he said
that shortly after his bulletin was issued, complaints came to him that
some were continuing to favor the real-estate agents.

AS A RESULT of the investigations of these complaints, Title Insur-"
ance and Trust Company of Los Angeles, the largest in the nation, has been
fined $125,000 for depositing funds in a bank to serve as a compensating bal-
ance for a loan to a realtor to induce him to steer business to them.

Lawyers Title Tnsurance Corporation was fined $187,000 as a result
of an escrow scheme which provided escrow services to brokers at a rate”
cheaper than the broker charged his clients.

First American Title Company of Santa Ana was fihed $60,000, whlle
Transamerica Title was fined $37,500 and Western Title Insurance Compa-~
ny was fined $12,500, all for improper rebates. -

PAYNE SAID his investigafions were continuing- and several othef |
companies are involved.

““Where we find violations, we intend to levy appropriate fines. If viola-
tions continue, we will take stronger action.”

Asked what he meant by action stronger than.some of the stiff fines
meted out, Payne said ‘‘the giving and taking of rebates is a crimin
offense. In addition, the insurance commissioner can take action to revoke *
the license of an offending company if it persists in violating the laws.”

Few Food Stamp Users
Aware of Reagan’s Blast

" dae

By PAUL MAPES

Staff Writer

Govegnor+Reagan -Fri
urged erdckdown on the Fe
eral Food Stamp Program call-
ing it ‘‘a nightmare of fraud
and abuse.”

But a survey Saturday of
those using food stamps in area
markets indicated that few had
heard the governor's blast.

What comments there were
had to do with individual
hopes; individual problems.

A young woman packing a
16-month-old baby said, “I
guess food stamps are all right.
They have to be. But it’s sure
awful hard to get anything

(/&n/w—w
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Food stamps: Center of a controversy.

ahead.”

Her complaint was similar to 1

that of a woman in her 30s in
North Sacramento. ‘“You nev-
er know what you are going to
have to spend, ‘‘ she said. ‘‘You
have to send in how much you
and your husband make every
month with your check stubs
and then you get a letter back
saying how many food stamps
you can buy this month and
what they are going to cost
you. If you make a little extra
money, the stamps cost you
more. Or if the price or every-
thing goes up, you get some
more stamps but you have to

pay more for them too.”

Said another woman in the
Washington area, ‘“‘If you have
a telephone they take off $5
because they say a telephone is
a necessity. But they don’t
think a washing machine is a
necessity even if you got 12
children. And you can’t buy a
lot of things like toilet paper,
or soap, or toothpaste which
you have got to have as much
as you've got to have a tele-
mne ”

But in Oak Park, the Rev.
John Henry George, had read
the governor’s remarks.
“Somebody’s got to answer
'ut man,” he said.

He showed a letter he had’
written which he said he was
going to send to the Letters to
the Editor columns in the local
newspapers. A part of the let-
ter said, “It’s easy to excuse
and minimize the pranks of the
wealthy (for example, Water-
gate) and hammer away at the
enormous fraud and abuse of
the poor.

“But I ponder whether it is
nobler to lie and cheat and bur-
glarize and cover up for per-
sonal wealth, fame and politi-
cal expediency than to use the
same tactics to get food, shel-
:er and clotlnng for your fami-
y
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Reform Plan As Spnngboard
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. ByLeoRennert’ ,j‘gold sl of- the -governor

: > Baw Statt weiter: [\ - vand .. titled’ ““California’s
WASHINGTON — Cali ~ Blueprint for National Wel-
fornia Gov. Ronald Reagan - -fare Reformy,”.'have been
is expected to use his new: forwarded :-to President

welfare - reform proposals"“ ‘Gerald Ford and to gover- -

- to spark: his push for-lead- - nors, ‘state:-welfare direc-
ership of a national conser-- tors and “local = officials
vative' movement after he- throughout the country.
leaves office this year: X .: 2 Virtually..all - .recommen-
"The reform package; lm-?"dauons including® tighter
veiled by the lame-duck " eligibility rules and stiffer
governor in ‘a State Fair~ controls agamst cheaters,
speech in, Sacramento last would require-federal ac-
. Friday, was the subject of 2 Etion —a vu'tnal xmp0551b1h-
quick but intensiver - fol«-.. ty this year B
low-up pramotxon efiort Thus, Reagan wﬂl have
here this week. - " ample opportunityto use
-State iWelfara Dtrector -the report next year in re-

-David Swoap, accompanied ' newing his crusade for a

by three-top-level aides, ar- crackdown on welfare abus-

rived Tuesday to carry Rea- --es. . o e

gan’s new welfare-message:. . The guvemor’s increas--

"to" White: House officials~-ing attention to national is-

-and congressxoual commlt-—*-suee — viewed: here as a

. tees, e signr-of-unquenched- presi-
He alsa met vnth HeaﬂtlLt dential ambitions — - has

' Education.and Welfare Sec—-; been‘underscored in recent

retary Caspar ‘Weinberger, ! weeks- by his“involvement
who - showed interest but* mkey congressional fights:
" made no commitments, and# ** He spoke out against na-
- with the House~ GOP Steerv-trona}«health insurance and
* ing Committee.* -{ ‘lobbied against a national
Swoap; who- did: not look land-use bill and creation of
for . immediate- endorse-*+ a: " Consumer- - Protection

‘ments, said he expects Rea-+ ‘Agency. He also- has chal-

- gan to push for overhaul of’ lenged President Ford to -
. food stamp~and family aid: remain loyal - to . Richard;
programs ‘7 in- speeches- Nixont’s 1972 conservativey,
" ‘across the country in 1975 !

- “mandate.”
and beyond...

Copies of the 70-page re-- for . “national” welfare re-|
port, bearing the oificial: forms, these  ‘moves are!

"Along with'the new push -'

seen ‘as a bid to strengtheJ
~his national position as thé

foremost spokesman for
- conservative causes and t
~-lay the groundwork for an
-other- possible- try”* at thé
- White House- if Ford stumy
“bles or moves too far to the

. center\ PSR T

& At a news brxefmg x
P.eagan s Washington office
yesterday - afternoon
Swoap came armed with. 3
set-of flip charts to explain
the newwelfare reforms.~-

“Their enactment, he said|
would result in-annual sav:
ings of nearly-$2 billion. -

‘Some of the more contro
versial -proposals call- for
transfer of the.food stamp
program from the Agricul
ture: Department to HEW]
denial of food stamps-=tq
families of striking workers
and'a sharp curtailment.of
their- use by college . stu
dents..

Although these ideas ars
insline with the views of
major. "‘business : groups|
they may not sit well with
another key element “of
Reagan’s :political constitud
ency — agnbusxress mter—
ests. - .
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Food Stam}» Abusés, Excesses :

Governor Reagan deserves high praxse $270 million a yeat, ay ~‘.
for launching a campai gainst abuses andﬁ‘ ~ And, Governor Reagan was. wxse to veto -
excesses which are ridgl‘% ‘the.federal food-" the legnslahon which would have abolished hls«
stamp program-—in WQrds, a-“multuml-*:" administration’s. Work- for-Welfare program..
lion-dollar administra amghtmare taking.ii This program. designed to ‘put’ able-bodied -
up two-thirds:-ofi: the. ASl’lculture ‘Depart:
ment’s budget.”;, & * s fare payments and learn jobs which will equip. .
At last week's Host Breakfast‘ in Sacra- them for gainful employment has been under -
. mento, the Governor backed up hxs criticism - _ incessant attack by some members of the
with these facts: . - _-Democrat-controlled California State Legis--
v The federal food-stamp program;. 5 "_lature The legislation vetoed by the Governor .
beginning in 1961, involved 367,000 people and - was AB 3508 (Assemblyman John Foran, D-.

P+

‘,‘?.

cost $26 million. It has musln'oomed to the %' San Francisco), which would have repealed E:

point that in 1975 it will become a welfare sub-  ~ the experimental California Work Experi-
sidy for 16-mxlhon people at a cost of $4 bll—r ... ence Program (CWEP)—a - part' of the
lion. ¥ 3

+ Juvenile runaways,. some- 14 years of-

reform. [ % %a" HRGH Y 2

' age, living-in communes are subsisting off Refemng to ‘the controversml Work-for-:""'

food stamps: ‘s Welfare program stafi wnter Larry Irby
=  vFood stamps and the welfare systemm ~reported : e

are bemg used st.rateglcallymo finance pro-: ,a w7 *“There are 752,300 ] persons Job-lmntmg in-
longed strnkee agaxnst the: free-enterpnse «+ California, 150,000 employable welfare recipi-

community... N AR TEM o ,‘.‘.:“énts Peter Rank, deputy director of the State
Governor Reagan balanced his criticism . Employment Development Department
-with these constructive proposals to elimi- < (EDD), 'said. Rank, who cannot hide his

nate cheating and abuse <in::a - program +-enthusiasm for a program for which he has

desngned to- axd the truly needy* i 4., provided the learning wheels and know-how,

~ "An earmngs clearance system sxmllar \says employers and employables all can bene-

to the onevwesestabhshed.xm our welfare - m by the Governor’s brainchild. The taxpay- -

reform. This. would allow'a check on actual. . ers also benefit, he says, because the welfare- -

' earnings of.iood-stamp recipients against the ~ | work system puts people on payrolls—gettmg

amount they report in their applications.’?-%
v A mmunum age for food stamp

recipients. : -

.- Jevel of resources we had in 1970—and we've
_been able to make thxs increase- from 15,000 to -
Sy 76- m yy

ted to notify. parents when. theu: minor. chlld
ren apply for food stamps. -
v Tougher federal controls to make ofﬁ ) ~
cials dealing: with food more accountable: . The people oi Cahforma who pay the tax- :
v Federal responsibility for- all’ assxst-‘ -~ _es to support the most expensive state govern-
ance for aliens—requiring -able-bodied stu-:“ ment in the nation, owe much to the fiscal
dents to meet the same requirements asother  policies of Governor Reagan in his eight years
food-stamp applicants, and permitting wel- ~ as California’s highest elective official. We.
fare departments to refer food-stamp recnpl- don’t buy the rhetoric of the fire-breathing .-
ents to union-related jobs. . - s >~ liberals who are writing him off as a ‘‘do- "
These are only five of the 88 recommen- nothing’’ lame duck.

daticns the Governor forwarded to federal Hopefully, the Governor’s successor will .

officials for reform of the:food-stamp.pro-. . profit by his common-sense, traditional
gram which, he said, could save as much as - American approach to fiscal problems.

i

welfare recipients to work.to-earn their wel- +

" Reagan Administration’s 1971 welfare 5

\
‘t
:
1

ad
|
|
i
2
i
4|

|
A

o
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them off welfare rolls:=The vast, vast majori-- 3
.ty of these recipients really want to find work..

84 " So, we've taken our existing resources and at
v Welfare departments should be penmt~  no additional taxpayers’ cost—the very same :
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gt State Sen. GeorgeMosc!m&
" 'says the administrations of -
‘Gov. Ronald Reagan and
former President = Nixon' .

- “deliberately tried " to - ob-
- .. struet: mplementatmn <of
Y program;m feed the poor.”#
“it < Moseone;s: D-Sa.n Francis- |
i~ jeo; addressed ‘a conference

+ on:how to “fee@*‘the”poor’w

-—

Jorityf leader and chalrman.‘
<of the State'Senate subcom-*
‘mittee on-nutrition and hu--
Jman; needs; . added . that
~+ i “chances- of " improvement

. ..y . jare good;” with the Ford"
"4 - ;administration and: ‘a new.
2id Cahfornia. gOovernor. :
The Food Advocatesstaff #
L estlmated that - only about:,
. 450,000 of 975,000 ehglble
California families are us-
ing food stamps, although :
the enabling legislahon was; ;.
passed in 1965.7 - j
“It’s clearly a case of mar-
.administration,” saig Rob-*
ert Teets, a staff attorney 7
for Food Advocates... -

\&Lo_Qe:dviang |



Food Stamp

Fraud Feared
In This Area

Program New Here, But R'eogon.

Describes Cheating Elsewhere

sD U m First in a series

7-22- 7‘/ |

: By PETER H. BROWN |

Wayne Scoggins can see the food stamp fine from his
welfare office at 7949 Mission Center Court.

Teenagers in surf trunks, a family of three and San Diego
State University students with books under their arms were
leaving with the precious stamp approvals g

Scoggins, deputy director -of the - county’s food stamp
program, shrugged his shoulders, saying: *‘We know there are
going to be abuses in-this program — abuses of all types. But

we can’t do much about it.”

Food stamps, which Gov. Reagan says will be the new

billion-dollar welfare scandal, have ju& make @ :
rustle in county cash registers. - e w‘«; S

60,000 HERE

More than 60,000 San Die-
gans have applied for — and
received — the stamps
which can be bought at cut-
rate prices and used as cash
in the supermarket. -

But already the men who
run the subsidy plan are

predicting widespread

abuses.

“You undoubtedly have.

fraud and misuse in the pro-
gram down there,” says P.
J. Newland, deputy director
of the state food stamp plan.
“It just hasn’t shown up yet.
San Diego just started in
July. There has been no sur-
vey such as the one that has
turned up major abuses
statewide.”
GOVERNMENT CHECK

Newland is speaking of a
government check on food
stamp programs in other
California counties.

That survey found that
federal rules have made it
possible in some areas for a
family of four with an in-

come of $10,000 a year to -

qualify for food stamps.
The same probe discov-

ered a 17-year-old high:
+ school student living with & .

group of friends and regular-

ly collecting, along with-his -

five pals, $46 a month in free
stamps.

}\nother ‘couple described -
“inthe survey received $5,000
~in_food .stamps by -hiding

~-$20,000 in

{

earnings. -
FUND PROBLEM -

Scoggins, who has neither
the funds nor facilities to
police the plan, says such
abuses could happen here.

Ten officials questioned
say they believe the poten-
tial for abuse was built into
the food stamp rules when
they were drafted. = -

Here are the reasons as
described by Scoggins, New-
land and spokesmen in the
governor’s office: -

— The food stamps are
provided and ultimately paid
for by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture. This means,
says Newland, that the

money comes in to be passed |

on to the counties for admin- |
istration by the welfare de- |

partment. .

— The welfare departmem
then takes charge of certify-
ing food stamp applicants.
In San Diego, for instance,
the candidates fill out an

' income form to receive a

' —. *“Since the money
comes from the federal
USDA budget,”” says John

“Sullivan of ‘the “California
* Food Stamp Office, *‘there is

little incentive for the county

" to police the program. They

have their hands full pre-

fare funds.”

— The USDA has provided

a broad set of guidelines for

food stamp qualification.

The guidelines, among other

things, allow students to get

the stamps without register-

ing for work, allow striking

' ' -employes to get the stamps

and allows the issuance -of

the coupons to teenagers

~who have left home .under

the “‘emancipated minor”
laws.

Reagan has called these
rules ‘“‘foolishly weak.”
“They will cost taxpavers
$316 million in California

. alone this year,” he said in a

| ..recent plea for stamp re-

; form.

] - Reforms could save as

' ¢ ‘much as $2.7 billion national-

, ly, says Reagan
Tnere 15 10 D
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> lcoycmn VOICED -
“We are pretty sure the

ab sed by some stamp
;_ l;olders "'-says Scoggins, as-
¢. - sistant to Food Stamp Direc-
. for’P. M: Lowe; ¢«
E ;’Scoggms the man closest
F‘ witield operations in the 11-

week-old program, says the
USDA designed a plan o sell
thie. stamps but provided no
system to pohce the pro-

am. '
uld the abuses un-
tﬁvered in other-county pro-
i+~ grams be repeated here?
o V“Irhey probably - could,”
says ~Scoggins. “‘For in-
stance, if'a student comes in
and tells us he is making $50
-d"month, we pretty much
‘havedo take him at his word.
+He is then allowed to buy $38
- waorth of food stamps for $8.”
“RANDOM CHECKS = -
-~ There is no way now, ac-
cording to Scoggins, to check
on whether that student is
one of thousands receiving
i money - from his parents.
+. “‘All we can do is rely on the
random - checking , that is
done on a regular basis,” he
said.

No statistics have been
compiled to determine -the
number of students on the
program. But Scoggins says
“they undoubtedly account
for a sizable portion of
buvers,” ’

‘A survey in the San Fran-
cisico Bay Area showed that
about 35 per cent of the
stamp holders are students.

The {food stamp chart,
which resembles a compli-

. cated multiplication tabie,
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puts students at the easy end
of the qualification de-
mands.

A smgle student whose
monthly income is less than
$29.99 a month can receive
$46 in stamps for $1.

“And the student can sub-
tract tuition, medical ex-
penses over $10 and rent that
faam exceeds 30 per cent of

“the person /] mcome ! Scog
* gins said. - Ll

These qualmcatlons m- 5

-crease with family size and |
Jfeported income. -

The food stamp offices
here take whatever. proof
they can get of i mcome.

“Since manyvf our- reci-
pients are not on welfare, we
don’t have the major checks

rget,” Scoggms‘ said. "We
Eﬁz retty much have to accept
hat they claim to be.”
! San Diegans who leave the
{Mission ' Valley -office with
Hood stamp approval -carry
tcards that let them buy —
; get free — the stamps
«through a mail-order pr&
LCess.

The stamp appllcants
must send a check or money
Lorder to a post office box in
'La ‘Mesa. In the case-of
'welfare recipients, they. can

i have it talken from their
{ checks. S
L 6coggms and other oounty
officials will .not Teveal the °
‘location of the food stamp
mailing center. 1t is closely
;guarded to prevent thefts.
:GOOD AS CASH - o
~The stamps are as. good as
icash for .any food item from
igourmet wild rice and soda
op to pinto beans.
. And the cost to the holder
«depends on his income.

e ~

For instance, a family of
four making $109 per month
‘pays $25-for $125 in stamps.
“The same family with an
adjusted monthly income of
$419 pays $113 for the same
$125 in stamps.

' Applicants can subtract
major doctor bills, some.of
itheir rent, catastrophic ex-
/penses (from a house fire or
raccident) and, in the case of
‘students, tuition and books.
L,me that point on,” say
fficials, food stamps are
:about as easy to trace, and
»controly as a dollar bill.



-Tood Mamps dcandal

Until Gedald Ford and Nelson
Rockefeller came along, California Gov.
Ronald Reagan had hi'. eye on the 1976
GOP presidential nomination.

The political scene has now changed,
at least temporarity, but Reagan has
just released the results of task force
studies of the federal food stamp
program and Aid to Families- with
Dependent Children (AFDC).

Reagan said the food stamp program
is ““out of control’” and a ‘‘national
scandal.”’ ’ : '

It is probable Reagan had the reports
assembled for use in his presidential
drive.

Candidate or not, the findings deserve
the study of all citizens.

Reagan said the food stamp program,
nationally, has muitipled from 367,000
persons in 1964 to 13 million today, and

by next year, one in every 14 persons will
be using the stamps. By the middle of
next year, the national annual cost will
be $4 billion. - ,

Reagan points out the food stamp
program was first established to: help
shore up the agricultural economy by
distributing food surpluses through
retail channels. Those surpluses have
now disappeared and .the program has
‘become a separate welfare system
“supervised by yet another giant
bureaucracy.
" The Department of Agriculture is in
charge of food stamps while the
Department of Health, Education and
welfare (HEW) has authority over the
rest of the national welfare system.
Reagan_recommends that. the food

- stamp business be transferred to HEW.
He said one of every four Californians
getting food- stamps isn’t in a regular
welfare program, or does not qualify for
welfare. This is because food stamp
eligibility | requirements are more
liberal.

Reagan cglled the food stamp rules
 “’ridiculous’” and gave these examples:
"'One applicant 'in California claimed
to be a full-time gold prospector. This
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~other stamp recipient;

reguirement and To become eiligipie
immediately for s?amps.\->-“Jb
““Another enterprising young lady
managed to get nerself exempt from the
work requirerient because she was
enrolled more” than haif time at one of
our universities--studying witchcraft.
The county welfare department called to
see if this was an approved course, was
informed it was and she got her food

" stamps. Americans are a generous and

compassionate people but they do not
deserve this kind of abuse and fraud.
Businessmen have been angered--with

justification--Lecause food stamps and -

the welfare system are being used to
finance prolonded strikes. This makes
government a partner on one side of
labor disputes rather than a referee.

©"QOther citizens,” he continued,
“’standing in the check-out line at the
market cannot understand why the able-
podied fellow in the same line is buying
T-bone steaks with food stamps their
taxes paid for and they have trouble
affording hamburger.”’

Reagan made 88 recommendations
for changes in the rules, including
requiring . the federal government to
assume complete responsibility for
aliens; requiring students to be subject
to the same work requirement_as _any
etting a
minimum wage for receiving stamps
and permitting welfare departments: to
notify parents when -their minor or
student children apply for food stamps.

Said the governor: ‘‘The taxpayers
should not be financing runaway
teenagers nor should food stamps be
available to students who are being fully”
supported by their parents.”

Reagan has been successful in
trimming welfare rolls in California,
saving $2 billion since 1971. At the same
time, basic welfare grants fo the “truly
needy’’ were increased 41 per cent.

Reagan may not now have the national
forum he wanted to talk about yveh‘are
reform. But he should get a hearing in
‘Washington and the people should make

sure that he does.
Omaha World Herald
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Welfare Reform
' Makes Sense

Governor Ronald Reagan, in a report
issued to memibers of congress and every
other state governor, says the United
States_could save $270 million in taxes
through welfare reform. And we are sure
he s right about the savings, even though
the exact figure may be questioned.

It seems pretty obvious that something
is wrong with the welfare program in this

country when the pu mber of people draw-
gl mbs from 367,000 in

ing f
1964 to 13 million today. In seven years
the number has increased 3400 percent.

Next year, according to prednctlons and -

unless something is done, one in every 14
persons will be using food: stamps. In
three more years, Reagan predicts one
in four could be eligible. '

If, as Reagan says, the program was
originally established to help, not only
the needy, but the nation’s agricultural
economy by distributing food surpluses,

it has accomplished one thing. At least .

there are no agricultural surpluses
today, what with that and the Rmsnan
wheat deal.

Americans have always belieyed and
acted to the end that the needy should be
helped. They also believe that people
should help themselves as much as they

can. But between food stamps and wel-
fare, managed the way the two programs
are today the latter rule seems to be
. going out the window.
For one thing, it is too easy for people to

- getfood stamps. For another, in creating
- the food stamp program, Uncle Sam

. created another whopping big bureauc-
- racy and food stamps, ineffect, became a

. separate welfare program.

California’s Blueprint for National

~ Welfare Reform - the report Reagan is

submitting to Washington -- would place '
food stamp administration in the same
agency that handles the other welfare
programs. It also spells out the weaknes-
ses in the food stamp and the aid to
families with dependent children prog-
rams and give guidelines for solving the
problems at each governmental level.
Primarily, it is a tightening of eligibility
standards and eliminating unnecessary
bureaucracies.

Nobody should go hungry. But if infla-
tion keeps on spiraling -- much of it
caused by excess governmental spending
and the day comes when one of every four
people get welfare, this country is in real
trouble. We hope somebody listens to the
Reagan proposals. -- JY

Not Safe Yet-

The ‘“bureaucrats’” are an easy
targetfor ambitious politicians, budget
cutters and taxpayers but they are an
integral part of any government. Not
only do they carry on the great body of
public business, they sometimes have
the effrontry to stand up to elected
officials.

At last summer’s GOP bullroast at
Centreville, Gov. Ropald Reagan was
enthusiastically received by Shore
party faithful who didn’t seem aware
that some of the Reagan rhetoric
skirted the facts. The governor picked
land use as a popular whipping boy
and singled out government action in
banning cyclamates from use by in-
dustry for sarcastic comment.

Almost simultaneously with the
Reagan attack, the Food and Drug
Administration advised the nation’s
major cyclamate producer, Abbott
Laboratories, that data it had sub-
mitted to support a request to resume

marketing the artificial sweetner do
not conclusively refute earlier studies
which questioned the safety of
cyclamate in human food.

FDA has recognized the extent of
Abbott’s efforts. It made 300 different
toxological studies in its bid to get
cyclamates back on the market. First
produced for commerce in the 1950s,
cyclamate won special approval for
use in the diets of diabetics. Those
were the days before the government
required pre-marketing safety tests for
such additives. Cyclamate sales in the
1960’s zoomed, largely due to use of the
chemical in soft drinks.

Abbott itself in 1969 submitted data
to the FDA showing that animals fed
cyclamate develop tumors of the
bladder. Subsequent FDA study
confirmed those test = results and
caused it to conclude that questions
involving human safety could not be
resolved on the basis of the existing

gvidence. That led to the cyclamate
an.

The often-used argument that what’s

bad for rats is not necessarily bad for
men, women and children has just
been brushed aside by a federal judge
ina suit brought by Shell to permit it to
continue manufacturing dieldrin, an
agricultural chemical used on corn
crops in some areas of the country.
With alternate low-hazard pesticides
available, the judge held that the world
food supply is not critical enough to
justify tampering with the public
health of a nation.

There are no simplistic answers to
environmental problems which involve
complex health and economic factors.
Politicians have a stake in the outcome
but their mandate is not so broad that it
justifies tarring the reputation of men
and women who feel a prime
responsibility to the nation rather than
to partisan or other special interests.
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Public Beaches: Closed to the Public

California residents who have difficulty finding a

place to sun along the state's more than 1,000 miles

)\ of coastline will be interested in a joint legislative
™

y sites that the public owns but may not use.

O\ - Between 1950 and 1968, the California Depart-
Q' ment of Parks and Recreation spent $24 million to
L acquire more than 16 acres of choice beach and

park property—13 acres in the Malibu area and
§ two valuable sand sites in the city of Santa Monica.
]
N

The state, of course, still owns the sites, two in - '

partnership with Santa Monica. But who has been
using the land? One-third acre serves as a private
parking lot for the Jonathan Club; three acres con-
tain the nonpublic facilities of another private
group, the Sand and Sea Club. Of the 13 acres

along both banks of the Malibu Lagoon, only four "

are open to the public. The remainder, except for
" about an acre leased as a home for the chancellor
of Pepperdine Umversny, has yet to be developed
for public use.

Auditor General Harvey M. Rose; author of the :

report, and Assemblyman Vincent Thomas (D-San

Pedro), committee chairman, agree that the exclu-
sion of the public is clearly improper, and that ren-

~ tals charged by the state.and the city are far be-
committee report on the history of three beach -

low the current market value.
What, then, are the public's chances of occu-
pying its own land?

That depends on William Penn Mott, state parks
chief, who insists that *"We (the state) are moving
as rapidly as possible to put the land to public use."

That purported rapidity isn't nearly fast enough.
The Jonathan Club's lease will expire Dec. 1, Pep-

" perdine's next June. Then, we assume, the public

will be permitted in. But the private club holding
three acres of Santa Monica property has a many-
times-extended lease that won't expire until 1981.

There may have been reasons, as the state park
chief insists, for the leasing of public land to pri-
vate parties in the past. But there is no reason now

. to continue the practice. California has a much-too-

limited supply of public coastal real estate. What
property the public does own should be developed
and opened for the public.
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Nomtwff are amilies are
buymg more food stamps

' More and more low-income faxmhes
not receiving welfare are finding it
worthwhile to buy food stamps the
Shasta County welfare director reported
Monday.

Stamp purchases by this group totaled .

1,543 last month, up 331 from September
1973. The increase followed jumps of 383
in August and 499 in July from the

- same months of 1973, said welfare
director Marian Babiarz.

Households receiving public assistance
and using food stamps did not increase
significantly in the same period, Mrs.
Babiarz told the Board of Supervisors.

“The purchase value (of stamps) has
increased significantly, so these low-
income families are f{finding it wor-
thwhile,” she said in explaining the
coupons’ rising popularity.

Each dollar's worth of stamps is

" ‘buying almost $3 worth of groceries this

year compared to $2 in groceries in 1973,
according. to Welfare  Department

Last Tuesday and Wednesday, the .
county issued stamps worth $90,949 in
the store for a cost of $32,268.

The comparable amounts for all of
October 1973 were about $205,000 in
coupons for $103,000 cash, Mrs. Babiarz
re .
The welfare director also commented,
“We have not yet begun to pick up
strikers: we have had them inquire
about it (using food stamps).”

Machinists Union Local 1397 struck
automobile dealers and parts houses in
the Redding  Automotive Service
Association Sept. 18.

In .a second welfare report, Mrs.
Babiarz told supervisors that the federal
Department of Health, Education and
Welfare is threatening to withhold $48,296
from the county in December.
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.- ® By SUZANNE DE LESSEPS

<" <As spiraling inflation drives food
prices higher and higher, federal food
assistance programs take on greater
importance for more and more families.
Chief among these is the federal food
stamp program, set up during the John-
son administration to alleviate hunger
and malnutrition. The original 1964 legis-
lation authorized $75 million in appro-

® This signed commentary is from Editorial
Research Reports. The opinions offered are
presented to give readers a variety of view-
points. The Tribune's opinions are expressed
only in its own editorials.

- priations for fiscal year 1965. Now, 10
-.years later, the food stamp program has
““grown to a $4-billion-a-year operation

serving approximately 14 million per-

sons. Despite such large growth, many
people feel the program is not function-

ing properly or adequately.

Last June, during hearings conducted
by the Senate Select Committee on Nutri-
tion and Human Needs, the food stamp
program was heavily criticized for

.reaching only 38 per cent of eligible
. “persons and for failing to keep up with
_inflation. A panel on nutrition and spe-
. cial groups, in its report to the full
: committee, recommended (1) giving free
stamps to families with net meonthly
incomes below $100 instead of the cur-
rent $30, (2) allowing stamps to be
~mailed to recipients, and (3) advertising
-the food stamp program through radio
and TV. _

- The Food Stamp Outreach

Publicity is essential if the food
stamp program is to attract a larger
percentage of eligible persons. Congress
saw the need for greater advertisement
in 1971 when it passed amendments to
the Food Stamp Act requiring states to
inform low income families of the bene-
fits of the food stamp program and to
ensure their participation. As a result of
these amendments, states are now re-
quired to have ‘‘outreach” plans ap-
proved by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture (USDA). '

The ‘‘outreach’ strategy has not
worked as well as many had hoped. The
Food Research and Action Center
(FRAC), a private legal services firm
based in New York, recently filed suits
against 17 states for failing to administer
adequate outreach programs. In all of
the 17'states, large numbers of eligible
persons are not receiving food stamps.
“The state outreach plans generally evi-
dence nothing more than intentions,”
says Jay Lipner, a FRAC attorney.
“They are so unspecific as to be almost
meaningless. For example, a plan may
say that the state will contact minority
groups, but it will not say which groups,
how many groups or what the state will
supply these groups.”

The FRAC lawsuits also charge the
USDA with negligence. FRAC claims
that it does not enforce its own deadlines
for submitting outreach plans, nor does
it act when a state refuses to implement
its plan.

FRAC got a boost in its fight for

better outreach plans when a federal

judge in Minnesota ruled Oct. 12 that the
USDA must spend $278 million in sur-

Pplus funds from 1973 on the food stamp

program instead of impounding it in the
U.S. Treasury. Judge Miles Lord held
that the USDA had failed to carry out the
1971 outreach amendments and had vio-

“lated the law in refusing to spend money

appropriated for food stamps. Ronald
Pollack, director of FRAC, thinks the
ruling will be a tremendous help in all
outreach suits. L
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_Food Stamp Costs | Rise

In Washmgton some of the Bureaucrats
are alleged to be worried about the rising
cost of the federal food stamp programs.
Already costing taxpayers about $2.7 bil-
lion a year, it may soar to $6 or $8 billion
unless something is done.

In Tallahassee, the food stamp office
staff itself is concerned—concerned at so
many able-bodied, healthy students crowd-
ing in for a share of the freebies while old-
er, poorer and genuinely needy persons
wait hours or days for attention.

Maybe Washington could think of a way
to connect these two concerns.

As a Tallahassee Democrat news article
reported last week, the workers manning
the local food stamp office worked to get
through college, a n d resent the cynical,
get-everything-possible attitude of the stu-
dents who come in to claim stamps, easily
imeeting the lax requirements for this hand-
out.

The food stamp program is adminis-
tered under the federal agricultural tent of
agencies. The eligibility standards are more
lax than even federal welfare aid require-
ments which are administered by the De-
partment of Health, Education and Wel-
fare. HEW officials are bad-mouthing the

costs of the food stamp plan. They want to

Lo 14

replace it with a guaranteed annual in-
come, which might be still more costly.

In California, Gov. Ronald Reagan has a
suggestion we think is more nearly in line
with the economic situation and with com-
mon sense. He says close some of the gap-
ing loopholes in the food stamp eligibility
requirements.

Some of these loopholes, Reagan said,
allow immediate drawing of stamps, even
if the applicant has transferred property or
c ash to another just to qualify; striking
union members m a y qualify for stamps

from the first day of their strike; college

students often qualify just because they
live away from home and have little or no
bank accounts, without regard for the fi-
nancial ability of a student’s family; fami-
lies with income of $10,000 or more often
can still get free stamps, and finally, fed-
eral rules discourage states from acting
strongly to weed out the fraud by requiring
local governments to pay all the costs of
recovery but turn over the recovered
money to the federal government.

Under the circumstances, it would be
surprising if t h e costs of the food stamp
plan ran anywhere other than out of con-

trol. This situation calls for fast action by '

Congress and President Ford.





