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. ·.~1t,e ~f. / alifornia - ,. l-~~ Human Relations Agency 

Memorandum 

To 

From 

Honorable Ronald Reagan 
Governor 

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

Date 

File No.: 

May 5, 1969 

HR 5-69-56 {I) 

Subject: Food Stamp and 
Commodity Distribution 
Programs in County Welfare 

Office of the Secretary I FOR fV1 AT I ONartments 

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 o _r 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 . Thi s 
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 eve ry 
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 countie s. The 
complexity of the administration, the fact that the re 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 countie s. 

With respe ct to surplus commodities, the e x pense of delivery, h a ndling, and 
sto r age plus a n ina dequa t e v a rie ty ot surplus commodities have b een signifi c a nt 

, factors in county r e luctance. 



···! 
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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 Los 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. 

Originated by: John Montgomery 
. Director, Department of Social Welfare 
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May 7, . 1969 

Honorable George McGovern, Chairman 
Senate Select Commit.tee on Nutrition 

and Human Needs 

Dear Senator McGOVGr11: 

In response to your lc-Ucr of May 2, 1969, Governor Reagan 
. asked .me to presc-nt information to your Committee on Nutrition 
and Human Needs. I am sorry that. I was not able to deliver 
this person.illy. The n·lativc short notice of the ht•arings and 
the question of what kind of testimony your committee was 
interested in made it cliffic111t to determine whet.her a · 
personal appcarancc'.\yas ii1dic.:1tcd and, if so, whfch 
location would be mos'CaiJpropriatc. 

: .. . :, 

My statement transmitted with this letter is essentially a 
status report . on the food programs in California plus some 
basic data and some suggpstions relative .to problems ~c 

have had with the food stamp program for your consideration. -

As you conduct your lw.nrings throughout the State, some 
questions may be rais<'d that-will suggest the need for furthl~r 
infor"'!ation. We will be plc.:iscd to respond promptly in 
writfog to such qncstioni; as you n1 ,1y care to sub1nit to u s . 

Sincerely, 

·Ji tJ :•, . • ~ii -1 , - . (~ . . l. l. l U.,-.,t .. , ... 
• .l ~- C- l r 

PENCER "WILLIAMS 
. Secretary ' 
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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 Aaency 

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 general assistan~e 

program currently Is meeting the most urgent needs of over 65,000 persons that 

do not meet categorical aid eliglbl llty 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 Prograrn, . and the State Department of 

Education has the responsibility for the administration of the Commodity 

Distribution·(oonated 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. 
! I 

In this state the Food Stamp Program is a volunt~ry pro9ra m requiring a boa rd of 

supervisors• resolutiqn under the , Welfare and Institutions Code (Section 18902) • . 

Accordingly, the Food Stamp Bureau of the St.:itc Department of Social Welfare has 

always provided information, data, and consJ:IIU,tion on the Food Stnmp Program to 

( any county (county welfare director or board of supervisors); any group of 

persons in a county; or any person or organization reques ting such information. 



We have also provided cu r rent updated material via Food Stamp Program manuals 

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

Not al 1 counties have a federal food program. However, there has been a 

step-up of interest since the recent federal court action December 30, t968, in 

the case of Hernandez vs. Hardin. 

At the present time . ~here are sixteen counties operating a Food Stamp Program. 
I 

Twelve others that have in the last six mon~hs 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 not 

yet been approved. These four (Fresno, Santa Cruz, San Luis Obispo, and Yuba) 

I 
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 11A11 • 

This leaves three counties out of the sixteen counties in California 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 thes_e two federal family food assistance programs. These counties 
I 

are: Butte, Orange 
1
and Sierra. 

' ! 

.The Butte County B,oard 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 boa~d on May 13, 1969. 
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The Orange Cou nty Board of Supcrvi~ors considered the matter on Apri 1 29 at 

t he request of c.1 community group. The Ooard of Supervisors took the matter ''under 

submission" and requested the county welfare director to return in two \'leeks 

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 .countie~ 

(see st~tus 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 stamp requests on file and which do not now operate 

( a family food assistance program. This will include seven counties involved in 

the California lawsuit ln addition to Solano County, which had requested a . 

( 

I 

Food Stamp Program before the lawsuit was filed." 

I . 

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 

promot designation for ••• Butte, Calaveras, Mariposai Nevada, Orange and Sierra. 11 

Before this letter was received by the State Department of Social Welfare, 

Calaveras, Mariposa and Nevada County Boards of Su~ervisors had requested the 

Food Stamp Program. 
I 

I 

Sierra, , and Orange) 
I . . 
~nd Nevada counties 

Our department wired the three remaining counties {Butte; 

this information on April 24, l,969·. Calnvcras, Mariposa, 
. I \ 

were subseq~ently approved ~y USDA on _May l. 
/ 

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

to plan for the certifi fa tion of potential food st~rnp households in the county 

-3-



,1elfarc department's public assistunce caselo0d, and the nonassisted low-income 

households or persons in the county, the Food Stamp Bureau of the State 

Department of Social Welfare has planned at least two workshops (May 8 and 

tentatively June 4). Also, a training session for the county certification 

workers will be set up, aimed particularly fer 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 sale) of stamps, was sent to these_ 

rounties on April 18, 1969. The second ~it, basically on planning for certification, 

is being distributed at the workshop in Sacr,imento on May 8. 

The State Department . of Social Welfare staff (Food Stamp Bureau and nineFieldteputies) 

will work with these county welfar_e directors\ to assist in the implementation 

of the Food Stamp Program. Consumer and Marketing Service, U.S. Department 
• • I •• 

of Agriculture, has been providing assistance when requested by the State 
. I 

Department of Social Welfare to the new counties in finalizing. their bank 

contracts. This latter agency is responsible for ~igning 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 Welfare, however, is responsible under the Stcite Plan for the 

certification .of cl igible households. 

I 
! \ 

·/ 

I 
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Our department's relationship to the county welf~rc departments in California with 

( state-county administration of public assist2ncc is one of supervision and con­

sultation in the Food Stamp Program as it is in pub! ic assistance 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 arc 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 
I 
I 

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; 

The actual 

(b) negotiating bank contracts or setting up other methods for issuing 

stamps; 

(c) formulating procedure, and forms for certification of cases; and for 

distributing ~uthorizations to buy stamps to certified households; 

(d) planning for the preparation of the necessary state and federal 

accounting 
I I 

! I 

and statistical forms, and related functions. 
' 
I 

certifi~ation of cases prior to issuance of stamps usually requires 4-6 

we eks or more~ , 

Our department anticipates that some of the newly approved counties will be able to 

certify their interested public assistance households and some nonassisted in time 

to start the issuance of stamps a, July 1. The others will probably be in operation 

by August 1 or sooner. All these counties will be requested after the May 8 work­

shop to set ·a firm taiget date for opening of food stamp sal es. 

-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. 

Recently, 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 

I say our state's experience leads us to concur with Washington State in pin­

pointing three of the major problem areas, as follows: 

11 1,; The Rules for Eligibility :in the Food Stamp Program Are Too Restrictive 

Cpngress should coordinate this law with the public assistance titles of 

the Social Security Act so that the simplification of both substantive 

and proc~dural provisions can proceed in step together; e'.g., the 

adoption of uniform income and resource disregard provisions, end use 

of (state approved) simpl if led applications by affidavit v,ith sample 

verifica~ion as meeting plan requirement eligibility provisions .. 
I , 

I 

"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 w~re 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 
I 

don't believe it profitable .to spend the time and administrative costs 

to rectify errors of ·such trifling amounts. It is our position that 

audit attention should be I irnited to fiscally significant items. 

\, 



"3. There ls a lack of an Efficient c1nd 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 their 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 outlets 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 

liable for program losses due to theft, burglary, robbery, or embezzlement 

of food stamps unless the facts prove malfeasance on the part of the state 

or their agents." 

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

areas. 

1. 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 bet ieve states should be allowed 

to accept an appl icant 1 s affidavit of facts, with a snmple validation system 

for food stamp cases covering both eligibility and purchase requirement 

determinution. 

i Our department contends that the federal Food Stamp Act requirement 

(7 U.S.C. S2,0l4(b)) that 11each state shall establish standards to determine 

eligibility of applicant households ... consistent with the income 
I 

standards used 
1

by the state agency in the administration of its 

-7-



federally aided public assistance programs," should really 

govern Food Stamp Program policy. At the present, Consumer and 

Marketing Service, USDA, superimposes at a mu:h later date its own 
~ ~ ~ 

interpretation of changes in federal public assistance standards. 

We believe the state's public assistance eligibility 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. C&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 
I . 

that were contained in the Social Security Amendments of .!.2.§1 and 

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

of .1..2§.§.. 

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 add e d to . 
' . 

administrative costs in handling food stamp cases but in costs of 
I 

I 

audit and audit follow-ups. 

, 
I 
{ 

I· -8-

( 

( 

( 



2. In regar d t o Pos ition 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 result 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 

( 

( 

I 

of a mathematical or other administrative error in certification 
I 

at the 1 oca 1 1 eve 1 • 

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

Washington State that voluntary deductions from public assistance 

warrants to purchase stampsbe permitted. Our state agency is 

planning to resubmit this request to the Department of Health, 

Education, and Welfare for a Section 1_115 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 state's population) all have similar stamp 

issuance (sale) pr9blems. The newer food stamp counties' contracts 

with banks, etc., have shown a constantly rising transaction cost. 
i 

It now ay~rages 85¢ per transaction (sale of stamps once or twice 

a month td a certified household) and this is a 100 percent .county 

cost. 

I I 

Los Angeles and Stanislaus counties as well as other counties are mos t 

anxious to get approval for the voluntary deduction proposal and any 

other issuance possibility. 

-9-



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 the state and counties from liability 

unless there is proven misfeasance. This has already been done for 

counties that m~tl stamps on receipt of money orders from certified 

households. 

4. May we also suggest a fourth problem area - the USDA table of coupon 

issuance (or 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 

lts stamps is the most common complaint of participants 1 eligible 

households 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 
I 

Ca.lifornia are using this resource to increase their food purchasing power. 

As we Indicated at the beginning, many of these problems have existed for a 

long time and in fairness to Secretary of Agriculture Hardin, I am sure he 

has not b~en ~n office long enough to personally cope with alt of the issues 
I 

that may need his attention. However, with the present public concern regarding 
I 

I 
hungJr and malnutrition 

I ' . I 

assistance programs, we 
I • 

and .the committee's desire to evaluate the federal food 
I 
I 

thought iyou, might Wilnt to h,;1ve our views regarding 

some of the ,problems we have seen. 

We will be ple<1scd to respond ln writing to any questions you ffiilY wish to 

submit to us after you havc 1 complcted your hearinas in California. 
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OPEll/\TIJ;G 
Alnmedn 
Contra Costo 
Del Norte 
Humboldt 
Lassen 
Los AnGeles 
Marin 
Modoc 

Alameda 
Alpine 
Amador 
Butte 
Cnlavera~-i<-l!-
Colusa 1 

Contra Costa 
Del Norte* 

, Bl Dorado 
( ·renno 

Glenn 
. Humboldt 
Imperial** 
Inyo 
Kern 
Kings 
Lo.kc 
Lassen 
Los Aneeles 
Madera 
Mariw 
Mariposa-X-H 
Mendocino 
Merced 
Modoc 
Mono-l<-ll· 

· Monterey-~ 
Nepa. 
Nevnc11-1 *** 

EXHIBIT "A II 

STNI'US P,EPOI1T /,S OF MJ\Y 5, 1S;69 ON Ff;DEilJ\L FAt-ULY FOOD 
.ASSIS'l'/1.NCE PHOGHAM.S IN C/IT,IFOHrHJ\ 

'11III1TY-TWO COUU'rIES nEQUESTiim FCO D S'I'f:l.T PHOGJlf..M 
PENDING 

APPROVED APPROVAL 
Monterey Calaveras Riverside Fresno 
Sacrrunento Imperial San Benito San Luis Obispo 
Sun Francisco Mariposo Siskiyou Santo. Cruz 
San Mateo Mono ... Solano Yuba 
Santa Clara Nevada Tehama . 
Shasta Placer Trinity 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 

' 
STATUS OF ALL 58 CALIFOR!HA COUNTIES 

Started FSP 8/1/68 . 
Donated Foods 
Donated Foods 
0 
Approved FSP byUSDA 5/1 
Donated Foods 
Started FSP oper .12/ 65, 
Started FSP. _aper. 3/ 1/ 69. 
Donated Foods 
Bd.S.rcquest FSP for 7/1-

D.F. now 
Donated Foods 
Sto.rted 1963 - Pilot FSP 
Approved E> USDA 4/9/69 
Donated Foods 
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 

I 

Donnted Foods · 

' 

Oranr,e 
Place~* 
Plumas 
Rivers ide-H-

Sacrrunento* 
San Benito** 
Sen Bernrffdino 
San Dieco 
San Fruncisco 
San Joaquin 
San Luis Obispo 

Sen Mnteo 
Santa Barbara 
Santn Clara 
Santa Cruz 
Shasta 
Sierra 
SiskiyouH 
Solono*l!­
Sonomn 
Sto.nisluus* 
Sutter 
Tehama* Donated. Foods 

Started FSP 4/67 
Approved FSP by USDA 
Started FSP 2/1/69 
Donated Foodh 

• Trini t.y ** 
4/9/69 Tulurc 

Tuolumne 

USDA npproval FSP 5/1/69 
Ventura 
Yolo 
Yubu 

0 
Approved by USDA 4/9/69-FSP 
Dona.ted Foods 
Approved FSP by USDA l~/9/69-

Donated FoodsSturted 3/69 
Started FSP 3/1/69 
Approved FSP by USDA h/9/69 
Donated Foods 
Donated Foods 
Started FSP 9/66 
Donated Foods 
Bd.S.Resolution FSP 2/14/69-

Donnted Foods-now. 
Started FSP 4/67 
Donated Foods 
Started FSP 3/67 
Bd.S. FSP res.12/17/68-D.F.now. 
Started FSP 4/1/68 
0 
Approved FSP by USDA 11/9/69 
Approved FSP by USDA 4/9/69 
Started FSP 6/67 
Started FSP 4/1/69 
Donated Foods 
Approved FSP by USDA 11/ 68-DF 
Approved FSP by USDA h/9/69 
Donated Foods 
Donated Foods 
Donated Foods 
Donated FoodG 
Bd.S. FSP n:r.olution 2/25/69 

D.F. now 

( 
·XSix counties approved by USDA 11/18/68 -

Bicht counties approved by USDA h/9/69 , 
~~--¥.Three countieG npproved by USDA 5/1/6<; · 

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

To 

From 

Honorable Ronald R _eagan 
Governor 

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

Date May 13, 1969 

File No.: HR 5-69-59 (I) 
(Reference 5-69-56) 

Subject: Food Stamp Program 

Growth in California and State 
Department of Social Welfare 
Activities 

Office of the Secretary I FORMATION 
INFORMATION: In light of partisan use by some witnesses appearing 

before the U.S. Senate Select Committee on "Hunger, 11 

this Adn:iinistrc3:ti~n.' s pri<2r 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 prepar.e 
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 
_operation; and those counties requesting USDA approval, but not yet approved 
as of these dates. The January 1, 1969, date is significant due to a Dece.mber 
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 a dditional 

. counties having received the go ahead from USDA and are now. tooling up for 
e-arly 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 authoriz e s this as a voluntary program within counties. 
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As further evidence of this Administration's and the SDSW 1s 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,· · Novembei- ·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 per sons - - 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. 

Attachment 

Originated by: John Montgomery, Director 
Dept. of Social Welfare 
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AS OF 

January 1, 1967 

January 1, 1969 

May 12, 1969 

- ·- --·-- -·-.... - - .. . . -·- - --•-- --· 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
STATUS REPORT 

UD R S iA APP OVED -
OPERATIVE NOT YET OPERATING 

4 l . 
Humboldt Riverside* 
Los Angeles 
Contra Costa 
San Francisco 

11 . . - 6 
·Alameda Sacramento 
Contra Costa Stanislaus 
Humboldt Monterey 
Lassen Marin 
Los Angeles Del Norte 
Modoc Tehama 
San Francisco 
San Mateo 
Santa Clara 
Shasta 
Sonoma I 

16 12 
Alameda Calaveras 
Contra Costa Imperial 
Del Norte Marin 
Humboldt Mono 
Lassen Placer 
Los Angeles Riverside 
Marin San Benito 
Modoc .Siskiyou 
Monterey Solano 
Sacramento Tehama 
San Francisco Trinity 
San Mateo Nevada 
Santa Clara ' 
Shasta 
Sonoma 
Stanislaus 

i 

May 12, 1969 

F BOARD O SUPERVISORS 
RESOLUTION -- NOT APPROVED 

4 
Santa Cla!'a 
San Mateo 
Modoc 
Sonoma 

3 
Fresno 
Solano 
Santa Cruz 

4 
Fresno 
San Luis Obispo 
Santa Cruz 
Yuba 

*USDA approved 9/66; Riverside County had bank issuance problems, withdrew by 
board of supervisors' action 3/67. 
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To: Governor Ronald Reagan 

From: Human Relations Agency 

SUBJECT: Food Stamp Program 

CABINET ISSUE MEMO 

Origina 

DECISION 
DISCUSSION 

Date: September 30, 1970 

No. HR 70-94 

by ___ _::_:.-=:..::...:=--__:_~:_.::...:::--=:!!:.-...-.::!!!!!!!!~-

Director of Social Welfare 

ISSUE: Responsibility and discretion of federal, state, and locaJ. government under 
present regulations, particularly in the area of eligibility determination. 
Can the state take direct action to prevent abuses? 

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 recent:cy 
{December 26, 1969) liberalized the purchase requirement - bonus schedule 
and (September 15, 1970) approved a simplified certification for nonassistancc . 
cases, without legislative action. 

State Regulations 

Responsibility: The SDSW by contract {State Plan) with USDA, is responsible for 
the administration of the program in California. There is no state funding exc~pt · for 
a 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 i n the proposal of amendments or 
its interpretation of federal regulations, which are then subject to chalienge by 
the federal government. 

County Regulations 

Responsibility : The county, after USDA approval, is responsibl.e to the state agency 
for administration of the program in accordance with federal regulations and the 
State Plan of Operationo The state furnishes these written policies to the c~unt_~a:. 

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

(8/70) I 
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To: Governor Rone.J.d Reagan -2- 9/:,0/10 

Eligibility Determination 

The state cannot without USDA approval Plan .A:mend.:nent) change its regulations 
for eligibility determinat on to prevent abuses or inequities. 

For example, to prevent abuse by the "voluntarily unemployed" a work condition 
amendment was submitted to Food and Nutrition Service, USDA, for approval on 
August 21.o Ai.though our department bas since been in bi-weekly contact with 
the Western Region office (USDA), no approval or disapproval has been receivedo 

Another example is a reform requested by the state for f'i ve years which woul.d 
make the eligibility requirements for the nonassisted househol.ds more consistent 
with the public assistance household eligibility requirements. Pensioners and 
the working poor have been ineligible with much less gross income than recipientso 

See attachments in chronological. order which substantiate our department~s efforts 
in these two problem areas. 

Attachments 



REGULATIONS 

FACT SHEET 

FOOD ST.AMP PROGRAM 

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 off-icial. Food and 
Nutrition Service approval of a proposed state Plan Amendment is required. 
Such amendments, plus federal. regulation, formulate the state 1 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. 88 .. 525) and subsequent amendments plus federal regulations (Part 
16oo.16o3), and FNS Instructions. 

Section 4(a) of the Federal. Act authorizes the Secretary (of Agricu1ture) 
'
1to 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 Regul.ation 16ol.9(c) also specifies "no amendment to the Plan of 
Operation ••• shall be made without prior written approval ••• and (u. s. 
Department of Agriculture) may require amendment of any a.gency•s Plan of 
Operation as a condition of continuing approval11

0 

ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION 

Although Section 5(b} of the Federal Act provides :for the state to "establish 
standards to determine the eligibility of applicant households" the last 
seven words of this section, i.e., "subject to the approval of the Secretaryt1 
{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 agreed by contracting by a State Plan (July 1965), with the USM. 
to ~ollow 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.­
ltions of the SD.SW designed to meet federal requirements and to assure effective 
'operation of the Food stamp Program". 



Food Stamp Plan of Operation for the 
State of California 

Amendment No. -----
\ I. PURPOSE 

This amendment adds a work condition of eligibility for the Food Stamp 
Program intended to apply to the nonassisted employables who choose to 
be unemployed and are not preparing themselves by training or educational 
programs to become self-sup?orting or to increese their earning capacity. 
It is also intended to be consistent with the State's current public 
assistance requirements (42-340.1 and o2), (44-lll.24), and (30-157.3 and 
.8), and a..~y federal legislation passed by Congress. 

II• TEXT OF AMENDMENT 

"IV. ELIGIBILITY STANDARDS" 

Add the :following paragraphs: 

"All able-bodied employable nonassisted adults under the age of 50 shall 
· be eligible for food .stamps only upon: 

(1) being currently registered at the Department of Huire.n Resources 
Development; 

(2) being available for and seeking fu l l - ti me emp loyment . _ 

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

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

(2) who are pe.rticipating as a beneficiary in a training project, 
or as a bona fide student enrolled for at least one-half' of a 

· :full-time curriculum in an accredited school in an educational 
program related to future sel.f-support and/or increased potential 
earning capacit y. · 

The pa rents of all s ing le pe rsons unde r _t he age of 21 shall 
be notifi ed of the ir app licat ion f or food stamps . 11 

Charles l-~ . Er nst, Director 
Western Region 
Food and Nutriti on Service 
Uo s. Departn:ent of Agricult ure 

Date of Si gnature 

EFFECTIVE DATE : -----------

Rooert Mart in, Direct or 
Californi a Departrr,ent of Social. We Lfare 

Date of Signat ure 
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To: 

From: 

Agency Secretaries and 
Governor's Staff 

Jim Crumpacker 
Cabinet Secretary 

Cabinet, Thursday, December 3, 1970 

Decision: 

HR 70-112 

~ R 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 instructe d to have alternative plans 
ready for implementation regarding wel f are conformity by 8 a.m., 

. Friday, December 4, 1970. · 
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CABINET ISSUE MEMO 
DECISION 
DISCUSSION 

To: 

From: 

Governor Ronald Reagan 

Human Relations Agency 

Date: November 24, 1970 

No. HR- 70-111 

SUBJECT: 

ISSUE: 

~;igina~ J 

Director of Social Welfare 

Food Stamp Reform Program 

What action should the state take to ensure that the Food Stamp Program 
Operates rn 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 

El 

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 1 s position on food stamps: 

1. Eligibility rul es are too restrictive. These rules should be consistent with the 
rules of welfare eligibility. In addition, states should be allowed to ac cept an 
applicant 1 s affidavit of facts for determining both eligibility and cost of stamps . 

2. Fede ral ·administrative review and audits cost too much, take too much time, and 
should be limited to situations of fiscal significance, rather than having t hree 
leve ls of government checking up on $2 iums. 

3. The delivery system is expensive and inefficient. Welfare recipients should be 
a llowed . voluntary deductions from their grants ·to cover the cost of food stamps. 
Pos t offices should be authorized as food stamp outlets, rather than using banks 
and other commercial agents. 

4. The amount of stamps a person mus t 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 s t atement. 
The depa rtment is now taking a somewhat different direction, and it's pos ition wi ll 
be fur ther clarified as a resul t of Cabinet action. 

\ 

fQ. 1-in \ 
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CABINET MEMO ATTACHMENT f l 

Present Situation 

State Department of Social Welfare 
November 24, 1970 

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) being 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 
incapaci_tated adults; or 

(2) who are accepted for or participating as a benef iciary in a 
training project related to future self-support." 



( 

• I ' 

( CABINET MEMO A'ITACHMENT #2 

Present Situation 

State Department of Social Welfare 
November 24, 1970 

Persons who owri 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 limited 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." 

I 

I 

I· 
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CABINET MEMO ATTACHMENT #3 

Present situation 

State Department of Social Welfare 
November 24, 1970 

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.1. 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." 
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SPECIAL FOOD STAMP INFORHATION 

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? D Once a month. 

D Twice a month. 

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

YOU MUST ANSWER ALL ITEMS ON Jl-lE ATTACHED FORM 

I. 
I 

Authorized Representative 
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DECLARATION OF FACTS 
AND 

APPLICATION FOR FOOD STAMP CERTIFICATION 

( 

~pplicant's Name Telephone Number 
Where you can be reached 

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

Hail Address If Oifferentlhan Home Address 

Birthdate of Applicant Social Security Number 

Birthdate of Spouse Social Security Number 

COUNTY USE ONLY 

:county 

Case Number 

Public Assistance 
Case Number (s) 

HOUSEHOLD DEFINITION: Any group of related or non-related individuals residing in a food stam1 
county who ar~ living as one economic unit and sharing in the purchase, preparation, and con­

sumption of food. 
THE FOLLOWING PERSONS LIVE WITH HE AND WE PURCHASE, PREPARE AND SHARE OUR HEALS TOGETHER: 
NAHE RELATIONSHIP AGE 

TO HE t.J.__ ________________________ _ 

2. --------------1~-------+----------------------
3--------------+--------+---------------------
4. --------------i~-------+----------------------
5. ____________ __, _________ -+----------------------
6. -------------1---------+----------------------
1. --- ----------1---------+-------------------------
8. -------------1-----------+----------------------
9 ~ --------------~~--..;.__----f----------------------
10. --- ----------+---------1-----------------------
11. 

12. ____________ _,:.,. _______ ..,__ ____________________ _ 
THE ( .L OWING OTHER PERSONS LIVE wrrn HE BUT DO NOT PURCHA'::;E, PREPARE AND SHARE OUR MEALS: 

---.... ......... • 



• TM~ FOLLO~ING REPRESENTS ALL GROSS INCOME (DEFORE ANY DEDUCTIONS) OF ANY KIND OF MYSELF ANO 
. . :EVE.RYON£ ELSE IN HY HOUSEHOLD: 

SOURCE OF INCOME 

C. Wages, Salaries, or 
Earnfnqs 

2. Socia 1 Security and/or 
OASOI 

3. Ci Vil Service Pension 

4. Unemployment and/or 
Disability Insurance 

5. Veterans' Benefit -

6. Union Fund Benefits or 
Pensions 

7. Railroad Retirement 

8. Private Retirement 

9. Welfare or Poverty 
Program Grants or 
Pavments 

10. Inter.est or Payments 
from Stocks, Bonds, 
Trusts, Oil Leases, 
Notes. etc. 

IL Farming, Own 

C · Business, Sale of 
Goods 

12. Property Rentals, 
leases. Mortqaqes 

13. Rental of Room 

14. Income from Boarder 
.. 

15~ Student Scholarship, 
Grants, Loans, G.I. 
Bll 1 Bene ff t. etc. 

16. , Student's Contribution 
from Parents: 
a. Cash 
b. Rent Pavment 

. c . Other 

17. Any Other Income, 
Including Cash 
Conttibutions, Child 
Supp6rt and Alimony 

18. Free Rent, Utilities, 
or Board and Room 

AMOUNT 
WEEKLY 

$ 

I. 
! 

-

' 

-

I 
I 

MONTHLY 

$ 

I 

' I 

EXPLAIN SOURC 
NAMES OF THOSE RECEIVING Where employc 

INCOME Socia I Sccurf 
Etc. 

-· 

-

I 

' 
\ 
I 

Page 2 of 7 
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FILL OUT O'ILY IF YOU HAVE INDICATED HOUSEHOLD INCC,IJ,E FROM (1) \./AGES OR EARNIUGS; 
( 2) BUS I NESS 0~ FARM I NG OR PROPERTY; OR (3) A FEDE=t ~L WORK EX PER I ENCE AND TRAIN I NG PROGRAM 

( 
I I I. EXPEMSES 

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 waoes, salaries or earnings, list the 
involuntary deductions from earnings: 

OASDI - Social Security $ 
Withholding Tax (FICA) $-----
Union Dues $ ------Other (Indicate what) $ ------TOTAL 

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

( 

Taxes, Assessments 
Insurance 
Upkeep, Repair 
Interest 
Utilities 
Transportation 

TOTAL 

-

$ ____ _ $ ____ _ 

3. If you have Indicated household income from 50(:)eone's enrollment in a federal work 
experi en:e or training program, please fill out the statements below for the person . 
enro 11 ed: 

Enrolled in the program in ----------------- -----------
The enrol lee drives _______ mi les per day, _________ per week, at 8¢ per 
mi le or s ____ . 

I, or , have expense a 1 lowances for • - ------------- ---.-----,------(specify) 

TOTAL ---------

. ~- Page 3 o f 7 
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HARDSHIP ~!DUCTIONS 

~ Exces~ Shelter Cost: 
( • a. ii•: own, or are buying the home in which ..._.e live YesD NoD 

( 

Tctal Mortgage Payment $ _____ (inch:ces truces and/or insurance Yes D No CJ 
I= t.ruces and/or insurance are paid seFarately frc:J above, give amounts Taxes$ 

OR Insurance$-
b. w·e: pay rent each month Yes D No D 

T~tal rent paid is$ (includes utilities --- YesO No0) 

c. b:licate name and address of landlord or mortgagee ----------------
2. Medic.al Costs ( I (we) have receip_ts to verify payments of $ _____ __.per tn0nth for 

medic.tl expenses): 
Balance 

Pay Monthly Still Due 
Heal~ Insurance 
Eye G:.assea 
Dentu:=-es 
Heari..:lg Aids 

Premimums $ Hospital Bills _____ _..,_ ____ _ _____ _..,_ ____ _ Doctor Billa 

-----4----- Drug Bills 
-----~----- Transportation 

each month for 

Balance 
Pay Monthly Still Due 

$-----+----

I drive ___ miles 
medical care@ 8~ pe 

$. _____ _ 

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

3. Atte~~ant Care and Housekeeping Service Costs: 
I, or _______________ ay(s) $ ___________ to __________ _ 

Monthly 

4. Chile Care Costs: 
I, o-:-_____________ __,. ay( s) $. __________ to _________ _ 

Monthly 

5. Cour~ Ordered, or Legal Respocsibility Pay:::lents (Ali.I.x>ny, Child Support, Garnishment, 
Parent Support) 

I, o-:-______________ """ ay( s) $ ___________ to __________ _ 

for ----------------------
6. Tra~~-=-ortation Costs for Employment: 

I dr!.Te ____ miles per day to '°rk _____ days per month @ 8¢ per mi. $ _____ _ 

My lc..a=' pa~ent per month 1a - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - $ 
, ______ _ 

EMPI...OYXENT TRA?~SP. TOTAL $ , ______ _ 
I 

/ 

\ 
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VI .. 

VII. 

,, · w 
nvV ~~ Vv\_i.¼ftil,il -

I (AND ~E) HAVE THE FOLLOWING XONEY ( IF YOU ARE MARRIED BE SURE TO 
ENTER ALL HONEY FOR BOTH OF YOU): 

NONE 

MONEY ON HAND. OR rn THE HOUSE •••••••••••• □ 

MONEY rn CHECKING oR SAVINGS ACCOUNT ..... ~ I 

MONEY rn CREDIT UNION oR SAFE DEPOSIT ooxJ I 

ANY OTHER l;iONEY (EXPLAlli) •••••••••••••••• D 

YOUR SHA.RE OF ADDITIONAL MONEY OWNED □-
JOINTLY WITH PERSONS OTHER THAN SPOUSE ••• 

OR AMOUNT 

$ ____ ....,...._ 

$ _____ _ 

$ _____ _ 

$. _____ _ 

$ _____ _ 

111.t,J..lal:i u1 >t!f i{Jf//Jd) 
I (Affi>-~&1 OWN THE FOLLOWING ASSETS (DO NOT 
QUESTION): 

INCLUDE RE.AL ESTATE IN THIS 

NONE 

STOCK AND/OR BONDS •••••••••••••••••••• ~ •• □ 

MORTGAGES, TRUST DEED, SALES CONTACTS •••• □ 

BOATS, CAMPERS, LiVESTOCK •••••••••••••••• o 
YOUR SHARE OF OTHER ASSETS OWNED JOINTLY 
WITH PERSONS OTHER THAN SPOUSE ••••••••••• □ 

I (AND MY SPOUSE) OWN THESE MOTOR VEHICLES: 

□ YES □ NO I IF YES, DESCRIBE: 

VEHICLES KIND (CAR, TRUCK, MOTORCYCLE) 

: 

l 

2 

3 .:. 

OR VALUE 

$ _____ _ 

$, _____ _ 

$, _____ _ 

$ _____ _ 

LICENSE l-K>NTHLY CAR 'PAYY.Etrrs 
FEE PAID PAYMENTS LEFT 

$ $ 

$ $ . 

$ $ 
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VIII. I (AND 'l'.Jrv--o.i,:i,.,o;.n~ OWN OR SEA.?.Z OWNERSHIP ' IN lAND OR BUILDINGS O-=-q ESTATE) 

( 

( 

HOT USED AS O HOME: 

CJ NONE D OTHER LA.'-t"'D OR BUILDINGS 

ASSESSED VALUE (COPY TOTAL FIGURE ~ 
.::J RENTAL PROPERTY YCL"R LAST TAX STATEMENT) $ ·-----

DC. I AM N~ LIVING IH~ __________ __,;AND INTEND TO CC5":'Th1JE LIVING 

HERE. D YES D ro 

X .,. I CAN SH™ MY INTEtrr TO LIVE ERE BY: 
(CHECK ALL WHICH YOU CAN PRODO:E.) 

D DRIVER'S LICENSE WITH ADDRESS 

D REID' RECEIPTS 

D AUTOMOBILE REGISTRATION 
• I 

D VOTING RLGISTRATION SLIPS 

·□ ENVELOPES ADDRESSED TO ME HERE 

D EMPLO~ SLIPS 

D OTHER EXPIAIN 

XL I, OR SOMfONE ELSE IN MY HOUSZEOl.D RECEIVE A . WELFARE PAYMENI. LJ YES D NO 

xn. }'!CST MEALS EATEN BY ME AND OTI.::::is IN MY HOt:SEHOLD ARE PREPARED 
!1, TIIB PLACE YE ARE LIVING. c:::J . YES c:::J NO . 

I 

! 
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XIII. I agree to tell the county at once ff 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. 

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

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

I 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. 

I 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 

I • ~ .• 
t ' 

Page 7 of 7 
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~ .a} \ CABINET ISSUE MEMO 
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DECISI()~J . k 
DISCUSSIONL 

To: Governor Ronald Reagan 

From: The Resources Agency 

Signed /'J ~ i · 
by tJ I]_ '-'\J~v,...f,u__ 

Date: March 8, 1971 

~~ 
l ' 1W 

Ori gina~~d 
by 

No . R-7/-21 

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. 

CONCLUSION: It is recommended that in the case of all Cabinet issues 
involving major environmental decisions there should be: 

1. Adequate lead time e:f -at -l&ast~,.~ wherein the 
Cabinet issue should be made available to all interested 
Secretaries; and 

FACTS & 
DISCUSSION: 

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 unti 1 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 discussi'on and recommendation 
before resubmittal to the Cabinet. 

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

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

.r 

Note: 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 
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To: Governor Ronald Reagan 

CABINET ISSUE MEMO 

Date: 3-13-7/ 

J.Jtt., 1 ::-i 1 u:v H 
DISCUSSION~ 

From: Human No. HR 71-9 

SUBJECT: 

ISSUE: 

Originated 
by ________________ __ 

Discussion with Dick Lyng on the Food Stamp Program. 

What action does the U.S. Department of Agriculture anticipate taking 
in implementing the new Food Stamp Statut es of 1970? What are the 
prospects for future reform? 

CONCLLJS I ON: Dick Lyng informed us that we would be rece1.vrng 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-liquid 

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 discuss ed. 
Dick Lyng stated that the Program should remain flexible to allow HRD participation in 
th e future. This would be in line with the Governor 's proposed Welfare Reform Program. 
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:::.:-11 · i1 ..:.J:g a~out Food Stil::ni;s \·71.; Li;-tl . .Iji:; 
F oou Stai:11.1 Comp • 

. I 

/ t/ 
·green · No tis~ue Ma r @ . ~.J tab @ 45 

CC of 1st run to: BN, MD, HAS , 11.zi,_1-( , vn;:v1 , Deel, i'.!ailroom , · FR , 
Vilsh.,. Governor & JJC 

--· . 

, 1971 

'h1a11k you for your letter e xpressing concern over abuses . 
of t .i.1.e Food Stamp Program. I have instructed my staff .' 
,:m o. t. i-1e 0irector of t he Department of Social i-velfare to 
r e view this er..tire subject. 

lis in so m.::.ny other instances involving our \·1elfare 
s y stem, the federal government (United States De?artrnent 
of Agriculture) es tablis21es rules for · ti;e Food Starn::: Pro­
gran and the states mus t comply to operate the progran . 

Congress has , however, taken steps to tighten food stamp 
eligibility. New legislation signed into law by Prcsicient 
1'uxon requires t hat able- bodied food stam:;;., recipients 
register for \·1ork;· that eligible " households 11 consist only 
of II related" persons unless the nonrelateci. per s on is •. ore 
tian GO years old an effect cutting off hippie- typ e · 
fa:;:ailies) ; and that minors over 18 years of age \•.'hose 
.!..;aren·ts claim them as )?ederal _Income ;rax dependents will 
not be eligi0le . 

'r'1rougi1 our Dek)artment of Soci al ,'lelfa re, California hi:ls 
r e·~ue:::;tcd t hat t i1e confide ntiality requirement be modified 
t o allou the . dei.Jartmcnt to notify parents \·1hen minors 
a :.jl:,lY for food star:1ps . He ·will continue to uork for addi­
tional r efor::1s, and to restore a balanc e between the 
legitimate needs of our lass f ortunate citizens and t hese 
of t ~e tax?aycrs. 

It is good t o know \ ·Je have your sup~ort . 

Sincerely, 

I 
I 
I 

I. 
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· ··.<. \ 3\ _. }i·{:•:'} \ _:Your lette:r/ :was but one of many from simila.rly concerned 
'.->_:) ; .C::::,i\::f<·:· ir parents~ arid from others deeply disturbed about the rules 
-:·i: :'.)/\::'.:"::/\/.:(· _.,governing- the food stamp program. As ' a result, · I 
:·_·'. ?~::?'':'.·· .. :.·::', •\ :_:.1ns.:tructed, iny staff and the Director of the Department 

·_ ~- _·:··,.,:. ·_/·\'~/t.-' of Social . Welfare to take a searching look · at the entire 
:·· ,,_·_.,.:-.:' ·. _.,:; .. _;' t..\""subject . . . . ◄ 

. _·_ ·:.·.:::( :>,_·.' /<\J.\ . . • ' 

' · 

·_. . ·,.·.,,: ·.·::;: ·:.) .;""·,\ As in so . many other instances involving our welfare system, 
:- _. -( : \:'='i:(: ._> }: :· -~e, :£.ed~ral government formulates rules ar:id regulations 
· :· _._<.:·./r·· ·-;.·"" .. ;0 ;;· • _with wlfich - the states must comply to qualify for funds. 
_·, · ··,:f:\/):/(\;' .'.: _.-. ~everthe;Les~:, we are determined to leave no stone unturned 
. _··;,_•·'··I,:-:.:/i~i:> ·;~_ /---: .. to eliminate abuse in the food stamp program. One such 

···: .··.i;:?•;::~f-.· ·,_._·:-~~~:t!~e t~=p~~~!~tp~ii~~c~!15 ~~f~:;:• to I s~~:~t dt~e~:d 

·.:s·:::: ,. , · .. - U.S. Department of ,Agriculture an amendment which would 
·.: -/ ·•:<.. ·• ,. restrict food · stamps to those registered to seek employment 
._. ,..~ . --~\~ .... -~~----~!!..d_~ ~~~.! .la_pJ~ for, __ "~ ~.!.~~~~e . .. ~~p laymen t. 

_, '.: _ -:-,_ · . -- c.:.::"::~ '!~ 7'='~·'·A~"l~o'k""':.a't-~~51iie'"15:a"6}~grouna:tnformat.ion 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 
· ·' •• :- 0 purpose of c:tiding the farmers, boosting the economy, and 

·( 

. ·:·_~-.. ::·. improving n.utrition for the needy. The federal government 
·; ·:.·---:i--/ Provides .. 100% of the funding; the · state contributes the 

. __ ;·:· --~::, :·.{::;::,te-7:~ce~r:_~~-';,1 ··smalJ. _ ~taff. _ . , 

.· ··.- · ~:-:'; :-.· The . state_• s ~· regulations must be eitlier based on federal regu­
_._, .,> i->;-° lations, . 'oi···on · policies proposed by the state but approved 
. , . . _-~ / _by _ USDA. -.· Thus the state cannot, without USDA approval, change_ 

·• '. .--.;· / :·.:; ~ts _.regulat~ons . to prevent abuses or inequities. I:'or example, 

/ • • I 

·:..." 

.. , . . . •. ·., . . 

i. ·; 
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our Department of Social Welfare attempted in the past to ad<l a 
work coi:idition amendment to prevent the "voluntarily unemployed" 
from· receiving benefits, a nd 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 pr(?posed many changes in 
.: .:, :' ' . ·. ·. ·• the · progr~, but with singular lack of response from USDA. How­

-::-· ;: -~~:·_:·~:_-;::•-:-:-:-··ev~r,·,,we , are,· tdeterm±rred-more--than· ever to bring about changes, 
·_ ·: ·_. · .· -... ·. ::;: One of our highest priorities during .this legislative session 
. .. · ·.(.···. -:: ",": will be to restore a balance between the legitimate interests of 
· :, · : .. ) ~-,:,i-.. :.• · our taxpaying .cij:lzens and those of the genui.:nely dependent 

_: ., ··· :· ':.. ,_·_·.: i ... welfare recipient.. . 

/. 

• ~ .... . - ... . . . .•. i •. . . 
:-f.. ... ~·.•ji - ,1. ; ' • .. ;:(/"·J,i\,.-·· .. 

It :: is good · to '.' know we have ·your support. 
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February 15, 1972 

I 
I 
I 

Dear---: 

I 
Blue seal, 1 t~ssue, 1 _ green 

I • 

. ! 

· 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 
1 

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. 

--- -- -·-··-- --- -.. ~ ........ ---·---- -· .. 

' i 
/ 
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-2- · February 15, 1972 

In administering the food stamp program, California is 
required to follow restrictive federal regulations. Unfor­
tunatelyi 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. 

EWT:--

Form approved by: 

2/15/72 

8/1/71 

Sincerely, 

RONALD REAGAN 
Governor 

Form approved by: 

Date 

X-7 
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March 22, 1973 

Dear----: 

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~ 

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 bef·ore the U. S. · Senate Finance Corrnni ttee last 
year, I recommended that Congress mandate a provision by 
federal law prohibitin.g 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 s hould 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 

I 

i 
I 

cont ••. 
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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 Prograt~, 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. 

Ew""T :--- - . 

Form approved by: 

fl / 3/22/73 I 

_8/1/71 . , 

Sincerely, 

RONALD REAGAN 
Governor 

I 
I 
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· March 22, 1973 

Dear----: 

Thank you ,for giving me the opportunity to COJIIIll£nt 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~ 

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. 

I . . . . • 

I • I i' 

II. In testimony before the U. S. Senate Finance Cammi ttee last 
year, I recorrmended 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. rn · response to proposed HEW regulations, California 
has recorn."llended that HEW adopt a regulation ·which would .Pro-
hibit all states from paying public assistance benefits to 
stril.(ers. 

The' State D~partment of Social Welfare adopted a regulation 
which should restrict the nw"Tlber of strikers qualifying for 
welfare. A striker who applies for AFDC on the basis of his 
unemployment must actively seek other employment. If h.e is 

I 
I 

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

In ac1.-ninistering the Food Staiilp Program, California 
required to follow restrictive federal regulations. 
tunately, the federal government prohibits denial of 
stai--np benefits due to volunta ry unemployT11ent. · · 

is 
Unfor­
food 

_ ·we are taking all acLrninistrative action possible to curb 
this misuse of public fu,.'1.ds. If you haven't already, I · 
hope you will let your state and-national representatives 
know of your concern on this issue. · 

I 

i 
I 

EWT:---

Form approved by: 
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Sincerely, 

RONALD REAGAN 
Governor 
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February 20, 1974 

Dear--: 

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 ti~e federal 
law which result in aid being available to persons on · 
strike. It is my conviction that govern.i~ent should not 
involve itself in labor disputes, and that subsidizing 
strikers while . they hold out against employers is morally 
wrong. 

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

In testimony before the u. s. Senate Finance Committee in 
1972, I reconnnended that Congress mandate a provision by 
fe~eral law prohibiting payment of aid to strikers by any · · 
.state. Unfortunately, Congress did not pass , such legis-

. lation. In response to proposed Hfilv 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 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 · 
un~ployment must actively seek other employment. If he is 
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offered his vacated job by his struck employer, he must 
acc_ept it or he ·will be denied public assistance. 

In administering the Food Sta.111p Program, California is 
required to follow r~strictive federal regulations. Unfor­
tunately, the federal governnent prohibits denial of food 
stamp benefits due to . voluntary unemployment. 

We are taking all ad..111inistrative 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. 

EWT:---
i 

Form approved by: 

. . /c.L 
2/20/74 31 
8/1/71 

I 

Sincerely, 

· RONALD REAGAJ.'1 
Governor 



By MARY K. SHELL 
Capitol News Service 

SACRAMENTO-How are 
th9 revolutionaries going to 
!at after their revolution-aft­
l!r they do aw y with the 
tStabll:shment? 

Accordmg to testimony of a 
f o r m r member of the­
R$volntionary Union in San 
J'05e, many of these militant 
MAolsts calling for the violent 
ov&tlµ'ow of the. U.S. ·govern,. 
inent "woa1d starve" if · they 
didn't . have U.S. government. 
food stamps. 

The.tie. Ma the food . stamps 
PO"V1ol!C1 with }"Our UIS dol-­
lars. In California the food 
stamp progi am will cost 

bout million th.i8 year. 
'lbat's about $16 from every 
man, woman and child in the 
eta~ hi other words, if you're 
part of the establl8hment you 
.are helping to pay · for· your· 

demiae. 
Ia this juat handful_ of 

radicals who· should be tg. 
llC.red? After bearing testimo­
'11:1 from former members and 
csthmw involved in these ha, 
affla groups, the House Com. 
mlttee OD · Internal Security 
concluded that the Revolution­
ary UnJon and the Vencere,. 
mca org:an1%aUon "consUfiife 

tial tbreet to the inter­
Dal cecurit;r qf the United 

a sA 
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States." The committee noted 
the organizations have 'trained 
members in the use of fire­
arms and explosives to be 
used Wlder anticipated gueril­
la warfare conditions. 

"Included in their organiza. 
tion i3 a 'secret apparatus' 
J.ntended· for completely llle-
1al activites-assassinaUoM, 
Wobberies _and ·sabotage," the 
~mmittee report states. 

Tb9 Revolutionary Union, 
ergamed ha i968 in the Su 
Jose area, spawned the mili­
tant ?11aoist Ven c a·r e m o a 
group, · which has attracted 
young men and wo~en from 
all races. Last year, it was 
r t p o r t e d the V, cerei;noa 
were disbanding, but a far­
mer member tes~ . re­
cently before· the State. Senate 
Subcommittee on Civil Disor­
der -- said the members hav• 
simply regrouped into small 
cadres, lncludiJ:Jg the Sym­
bfonea Liberati29 !§J:: 

'which bu taken credit for the 
murder of Oakland echool su­
perintendent Marcus F~ 
and 13 involved In the Patty 
Hearst kidnapping. 

The use of food stamps by 
the revolutionarlea was :nt­
vealed in testimony beard by 
the House Internal Security 
Committee. Two witnesMI 
who provided detailed lnf,oc,. 

ination on activities of the 
RevolutiQ!UU'Y Union bl the 
bay area testified that mo&t 
members of the organization 
received food stampa. 

"If · it wasn't for food 
stamps, ~, wouldn't ut,•• 
On& witnes_, stated. 
•~y wouid use these 

food stamps; if one household 
ct people would have some 
left over they would share 
them ,vith another household. 
TJley would sell them for -.cash 
if they·needed cash." 

AU Californians receMng 
money from the Aid to Fami­
Iie,s witb Dependent Children 
program are eljgible t.o re­
ceive food stamps. In addi­
tion, any individual (regard­
less o( age) who can convince 
a local welfare department he 
or she has, limited resourees 
also is eligible to particlp te 
ln the food stamp program. 

According to the Depart. 
~ent of Social Welfare, Bl> 
proximately 421,000 indlvidu­
llla. are recejving food stamps 
Jn California thls year. 

There . 1s DO breakdown 
available on how many of 
these recipients are student.,. 
But nothing in the program 
prevents a 17 or 18-year~ld 
runaway or •tudeot llvua, 
away fro)Jl home..frcim, Jetting 

a monthly allotment of food 
stainps.,..even .though· ha.ma:, 
be driving a 19'13 Poracba U 
that Daddy bought 

Any person who can provide 
he bas a monthly ~ In-com. 
of $185 or less 15 eli3iblt. for 
food stamps, whk'h mum be 
can purcahse about $0 to $49 
worth of stamps for zero dol­
lars up to $32, depending upon 
bis Income. 

The net income figure Is 
arrlv.ed at by subtracting or­
dinary paycheck dedact!oll3, 
plus.any amount over $10 for 
llre<lical care, any amount fut 
extr ordinary expen.su and a 
certain percentage of moeey 
pald for shelter co:st.s. 

&rocers are mm!>UXMd 
with federal fun<b, but 68 ·per­
cent of the COBts of dlnuJ1t. 
terlng the stage program ar. 
borne. by California's taxpay­
ers. ID Callfonua, th13 year, 
th• program Is costing about 
$939,000 to admlnlster. Your 
federal taxes pay for about 
$325,000 for that Amount and 
you pick up that balance with 
your state taxe.,·. 

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

This is the government and 
the ~tem that these revolu­
tionaries want to overthrow 
and replac, with their brand 
of Maoism. 



To: Work Session Members 

From: Edwin W. Thomas 
Administrative Officer 

to the Cabinet 

WORK SESSION, THURSDAY, MAY 23, 1974, 10:00-11:30 am. 

C = Decision Issues: 

74-16 

AS 74-16 
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Q\1 

. \ 
} 

The need for federal legislation to be enacted prior 
to July 1, 1974, 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. 

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 Presidenti 
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 GovernorE 
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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? • .. , CABINET ISSUE MEMO 

( ~~ : Governor Ronald Reagan 

. DECISION L_J 
DISCUSSION LJ 

DATE: May 22, 1974 

SUBJECT: Need for federal legislation to be enacted prior to July 1, 1974 to permit 
California to continue the cash-out of Food Stamp Program benefits for adul,t welfare 
recipients in such a way that all such recipients will continue to be ineligiole to 
receive food stamps. 

Pa ents 

ISSUE: Federal legislation is urgently needed to avoid a costly administrative nightmare 
which, under Public raw 93-86, will occur beginning July 1, 1974. 

FISCAL 
IMPACT: If no federal legislation is enacted prior to July 1; 1974, an administrat:j.ve 

nightmare will ensue on that date with General Fund costs estimated at $21 - $32 
million for fiscal 1974-75. 

DISCUSSION: When Public raw 9~-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. 
I . 
ct - August 10, 1973, Public I.aw 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/ 
$SP recipients woul,d 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 1st 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 Old Age Security (OAS), 

2. Compute hypothetical food stamp entitlements based on the hypothetical OAS grants. 
3 . Add the hypothetical OAS and food stamp benefits described above. 
4. Determine future SSI/SSP entitlements. · · 
5, If the hypothetical "old" entitlements were greater than the new SSI/SSP entitle­

ments, then go on to do another complete computation for future food stamp 
entitleme~ts. 

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

Public I.aw 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, 19.74, the provisions of PL 93-86 will automatically be effective on that date. 

I I · , · 
Currently ·before a congressional confere~ce . committee is another bill, HR 3153, which would 
fv-~her amend the cash-out provisions. However, our contacts in Washington, D.C. indicate 
t i· action on this bill prior to July 1, 1974 is a virtual impossibility. If the bill 
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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 ~tate will be obligated to replace these federal funds, unless . 
a state law is 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 PL 93-86 and allow the continuation of the cash-out of 
Food Stamp Program benefits. 

I 
' I 
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~, I feel lwdl.'f 

t~king people's 
tax money." 

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

"The month I declared my in­
come I h3.d .to tum 1n 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 th~ 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. 

"\Vhen my children are home 
and I have to go sell, I take advan­
tage of baby sitter exchanges. I'd 
like to find some other child oriented 
women to share a place with so it 
would be cheaper, but every room­
mate I've had has turned into a 
horr.or show. IEither our kids don't 
get along or she rips off our food. 
One I had worked· out really well 
because she wasn't on food stamps 
so she paid . cash for the things we 
couldn't get on food stamps and we 
shared. ' 

'Tm the first one in my family . 
to get welfare and I feel ba dly taking 
people's tax mone)' - especially tak­
ing money from a gove1nment 1 
don't approve of. J used to have 
dreams about paying the government 
back but I know I never will. I'd like 
to 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 
ti.me or money to learn now. I 
wanted to be with my ki,ds when 
they were- young to love theni. I hat! 

_ them to have somebody to love and I 
felt a little guilty about that reason. 
Now I know h's the 1nos t natura l 
thing in the world. 

"I have to laugh when I h ear 
p eople saying that welfore mothers 
support their boyfriends, I h aven't 
had ti me for a date in almost two 
yc:1rs a n ti even if l li :i<l :1 boyfri e.1d . 
there's no 1ncmcy left o\·cr to support 
him. Lc> t 1nc show you a picture of 
my ch ildre n. You'll slic v1hy all th is 
strug~k is worth it." D 

r. °" . • ,_ ) ! I j ''I' : ~ '· ,,, I" "' i ' . I l l J j ! • . - \ V l Ul tU ... u.} .. J . ~ v .J 

Extra \A1elf are /\id, 
End to food Stamps 

BY WlLLL\iH FARR 
Times Sl aff Writer 

Cancellation of the fec=ral food 
stamp program was suggested _i !i ·a 
report released Saturday by t he 
197:J-74 :i;,os Angeles Count.y Grand 
Jury, which recommended instead 
that additional money for groceriei; 
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 $1G million yearly in adminis• 
tratiYe costs," said Samuel Sherwin, 
chairman of the g1:and jury's De-, 
partment of Public Social Services 
Committee. 

It was reportecl that the county 
now employs 1,700 p~ople for local­
administration of the food starrip . 
program. . 

The grand jury pointed out that 
food stam;1S were o:.-ig inated to 
assist in the distritJulion of a g_civeni­
ment surplus food supply, and to in:. ·.· 
sure that food slamps be used for · 
the purchase of food only and n ot 
for such items as liquol' and tobacco. 

"The surplus food supply 'j_;; · 
nonexistenl now," said Sher,d n; · 
"and experience has sho\\·n _ths.(· 
there has been an increased irend to -
discount the food stamps for pur- • 
chases of liquor and tobacco." · · 

He said authorities also fou1~d 
eYidence of ill egalities in t he food ' 
stamp program, inclur! i:1g wide­
spread filiug of. fraudulent claims, 
theits of stamps and mirn ppropria- .. 
tion of funds from issuing center.:;. -

,\ report prepared by Sherwin's 
cnrnmiltee ment ioned t.hat foo,l 
~tam p~ already ha '-'C bc~- n ch con- . 
t in u• ··, in th0. progn1m fo~· aid te, the 
c1g0d , 'blind ;ind di sa blecl, 
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Y:J> R 1 • n •11 naps o .rno.1·~1 n g ll...Jli 

Editor. The Union: One oi the worst bill! 
to pass the California State Legi;;lature this sc;; 
sion hr1 s got to be Senate Bill 71 which legali ze! 
.pupil-smoking in public high schools. 

This leg islative ad rpitomizes the evils ol 
permissiveness in the upbringing of modern 
youth . The idea of pupil-smoking rooms in the 
public school buildings of California represents 
the naive reasoning of unres trained liberalism 
at its wors t. · 

After a long battle. public health officials 
have r<'cent!~· prevailed on thP. Congress and the 
Federal Trade Commission to outlaw the adver­
tisement of tobacco products by tel evision and 
radio stations and to cxp licitlv warn smokers 
of he.: lth ha7.ards . Now our Le~i~l:, tu re see ks 
to lf.'gali7.,; an<.l )!l;imorize pu1,il-smoking 011 high-

. school ca mouses bv allowinrr the creation of 
exclus ive p~pi l-sm;king club;. 

Citizrns who believe Se n:i tr Bill 71 is a mis­
take in that it wiil cncour.ige use of tobacco by 
hi gh sd1,1ol youth to thr dct :- imf'nt of public 
health .ind c-re:, te as mar::•, <li •:eip!inc prCl~ll' rns 
as it solve:; Si!tlu l<l wri ter, ;- l(·:., · hunt, G!Jv. Hun · 
al<l H<'ilga n r , q t.: es ting him tu vctl) SB 71. th~ al' l 
to lcgali w pupil -:m10king wit hi n 1he public high 
school s of California . 

RA YMONJ) E, '.' A~DEGflffF 
Dirc.: tor 

S:wc Ou, . ·c i1:hborhoorl 
Sci oo l!> Committee 
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a 
United Press International . ·· :; examples of excessive administrativ~ 

A high-level Reagan administration , costs and abuses ·or the program. ; 
official Tuesday urged a "large scale 
reform" of the federal food stamp pro­
gram to eliminate duplication and "out­
of-sight" a•dministrative· 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 $SO-million-a-month program in 
California serves about 1.3 million per­

. sons . The figure does no·t inc~ude 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 \he Los Angeles 
grand jury . 

Newlin said a s tate-county task force 
he chaired early this year uncovered 

"WE ARE URGIN.G the same kind of 
large scale r~form of tht:; AFDC (aid to 
families with dependent children) pro­
gram that was undertaken in the Welfare 
Reform Act of 1971, •• Newlin said. "We 
are making .whaiever 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 without 
advance approval of the U.S. Department 
of ~griculture." . 

, Tlie grand· jury pointed 011t that food 
. stamps were originated to assist in 01e 

distribution of a government surplus food 
supply:; 

"The surplus food supply is non-exis­
tent nbw," said Samuel Shervin, chair­
man of the- jury's department of public 
social" servi<;es committee. 

He said authorities als!> found evidence · 
of illegalities in the food stamp program, 
including widespread filing of fraudulent 
claims, Ureft of stamps and misappropria­
tion of funds . , · · 

, J, 
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: .. 25 a ~( :S oJliJLp"f~"':, . 
. , .• ::., ,··· :i: ,.. _g . 

. ;_.f9,p~:: S!P~R~:~~~~~s; k. ::~:, 
• ;:, C~lifo~~a~. "Welfare··chief-riis -TH:: andsJ'fOf :.th~ .. 'urideseffmi' an 
f urgi_ng:reforms 1o plug the'_ 'ap- :. · ontr.ibtite~'l<>'~•tlie :Jrifiifi n~ ·} 

pallmg· Jl~~k ~f ·accountability" .,- "'tr-end .. ~·i ·lt~':c.~=. -1 ... -- ....... ~ . ., ·: 
ID t.Qe foo(! stamp program. ' r • . - ., 

. · David ~\\'.oap, .dfrector·:of .the-,· · l FUR~EftMORE, ,the laxity 
. Depart.men~ · '.of .ffiei:iefit .J>.ay.. · :1 t~~ -f~ :stamp and ~ :other 

men ts,_ told .newsmen . af a · Sac- +.-.. P.Ubli~ •. !'aid ~ rograms . m , the 
. i:amento -_press .conference that ~>. ;-sta~e en~ourages · migration into 
/ his -: re~ommendations· . or . .:.re- ~-.: -qalifo~a, ·and contribute to the 
: form· .ha~e 'Deen ·forwarded to · pop_ul_abon _,:pressures J that are 
, Govemor Reagan.:rf initiated, . tax~~ pur schools and housing 
. _ Sw~ap .. said the recommenda- · ~ acilibes. Experts are predict-

'91is .:could ,.save .taxpayers '$200 ·. l~g sthat _California 's .~urrent 
.million ~in :~federal,';, state ·r, and . population ~;of. : 21 milliQn ·-can , ' 
coµnty Jtinds: "i1{,t4 i i-,:fl ' · , . : , . ' -~oub1e; ~. to 43 m~ion,. . "in· ··the .. ·1 

T~ere ar~ ·;l:3 million 'iCalifor ~ .·- ·n~xt: 45 years. · That ' figure is 
1 }!.ians_ ~receiving food stamps at :·; 1>_f~d1cated on ~n annual migra-

a cost of ,~O million -a .year to /-t10n of 15~,~o mto the s~ate. . 
t~e f_ede):.a1 • goy~~rnmenL ·Na,., ·-f e~orms -ID : the . fo,od ~tamp 

f tionw1de; 'the growth of the:food · .P:t,?~r~J!l . should 11ot, · and we 
! , stamp program lias been rapid. _ .: .a~e ,slll'.~, --~ip •Jiot. .victimize or 
, As rec_e~tly -as· 1971

1 
it cost -only ~ ''. har~s~_·-:1_ndiv1duals _and families 

. $1.~ _bilb~n, ,but this year it :i? ., t,','P,o , · a!e · ~eservmg; · ;But a , 

1 
_ P:o~rammed for .more than ~ , · .ci;rackdown -:-1s ov~~due .on the · 

• · bilh~n: · 7'he· ~umber of people .;"'. _.\\$II-to~~ -or the_ children of the 
rece1vmg food stanJ.pS nation- ·· w~ll-t~-00 who find.loopholes .to 
wide rose '.from .:6.5 .million '·n / · ·cash ·m ·on :the ·program while 
1970 .to · .13.6 millio~'/at ···-latest-; . ih e{derlf :and. the moderate 
count; ·:,. ··,.~ . t .... -~:. · . income families do without to : 

- .l. ,;J • ~- l~ ~ .. · :"'"< , :, .. ~ ,st etc}} the· inflated dollar · ...:... . - i 

~r!~~~!~s -~~~ ;~~~;:~1~:r; _t .: \ )lf:s~~~~4 f{c~::in:e~~~~ . j 
welcome · at this time when · • t10ns include tightening of eligi- · · 
spiralling food costs are 

1

prlcing _ bility requirements for college 
f _. many -stapl~ food · prodqcts .be- · s~~dents who, are receiving food 
; yond the.~_rea~~ .'of !h~_~vefr.age_ ~-,(staµip~! -mor.e. -ac~.o~nta_bili_ty 

wage-~arner. ·.Food ,~~:stamps '· .• an, :5tnct~r :control- to • ms~re 
(food dollars ·-boµght ·• at . dis: ~ . tha~ the stamps are ·reaching 
count) .artificially .increase the . their proper destinations. 
supply of food purchasing pow- ··_ TJ:ie . public must , depena on 
er and therefore contribute ; to , state , and · county officials to 

• price rises, · as - more ·· money · · · c_r_!lck down . on abuses in this 
competes for the same· amouilt .· :field .because individual citizens 
of food commodities. · , .- .a~e ~ no position to help spot 

It may be argued that the violations. · . -. . · 
demands on food staples are WHENEVER WE see others 
not affected by the amount .of , in the grocery line paying for 
fo,od s~a~ps · issued _because · cartloads of fruits, vegetables, 
peo~l~ must have· the bare ne- . ~nd meat with food stamps, we 
cess1bes, stamps_ ~r no stamps: - .have a -right to some assurance 
!hat may~ e true ·m t~~Qty,.b~t ... · .that they are more deserving 
m actual pr~cti~.• we:,suspect . than we of the public aid that/ 

__ . that _ stamps A~ :~et~ !° . ~~:_ . _ !~~ :_e_lielping to ~!"ovide. ( _ 



~Od-in11ed from Page 1) 
11lttis tJpe of workload makes 

It virtually impossible to catch 
all instances of fraud that occur 
in the county. 

Recently Gladys Agnew, '!l 
an~ 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. . 

..>avid-Singleton, director of 
~e Social Welfare Department 

~ the county, called for a "sim-

plitica'tion 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 i'tito the food stamp 
program ~Y the federal govern­
ment, denying senior citirens on 
welfatets new Supplemental 
Securit-y_: lncome (SSI) 

• PfOll'atn, use ol food stamps. · 
While the new ~I program 

did raise seniors ' incomes . 
~bove 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 sta~ps." said Connie 
Keefauv~r, office ,rianager 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 Unite_d States, many seniors 
are fin<tiJ1g themselves in 
strangling ~ituations. 

Under SSI payment. 
schedules•, a single .senior may 
-receive $225 each month; while 
a c~~ple O\'.er 65 can get $460 per 
month. -· . ..i.: • · 

Yet, while conswner 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 d9g {ood because they 
can't afford meat are reported 
wi~h increJising frequency, 
according to K,:e~fuver. 

She also told of instances o( 
senior citizens shoplifting items 
they can't afford. 

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

" I' ve ~Jso seen older people 
staring hungrily at the meat 
~ounter, then turn· and walk 
a·way because pr_ices are so 
expensive," she said. 

The addition of the eiderly to 
food stamp roles would cos.t the 
stat,e ·$36:;million-~ .year--<>nly 
.-gbt.,t,ercent of .the total, 
according to Jiin Rumble, 

:Collision 
LINZ, Austria. (AP) - Two 

)peal trains collided near here 
Monday and first reports said 
about 20 pa~sengers were in­
jured, five of them seriously. 
The cause of the accident was 

- ~t i"!,J!!!!~iately known. 
attorney for the ~ Legai · 
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 Wlder SSI in 
the food stamp program. it was 
later dropped by the defendan­
ts. 

A compromiae, 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 prograniwill con­
tinue to be plagu~ 1'~ abuses) 
and inequities. · f 

Santa Cruz, Calif. 
Sentinel 

(Cir. 6xW. 20,886 
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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 underway 

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 d i fficult 

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 (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 17-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. 
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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, h~ said, the comparable statistics will be 16 million recipients 

and $3 billion in costs. 

In California, said Governor Reagan, taxpayers are contributing at 

ieast $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. 

# # # 
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EXCERPTS OF REMARKS BY GOVERNOR RONALD REAGAN 
National Young Republicans 

South Lake Tahoe, Nevada -- August 10, 1974 

You can have faith in the Republican philosophy of fiscal 

common sense, limited government and individual freedom. Let me 

offer the experience of the past 7½ 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 II 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 ans-wer. 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 "-'Ould 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 virtually 

uninterrupted for those 3 years and 5 months. 

- 1 -



Young Republicans 

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 re.ceived a 41 percent 

increase in benefits. 

Still, we have saved the taxpayers between $1 and $2 billion. 

~e burden, which our opponents said would be transferred to 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) occµrred in California: 

most of the rest came in those states which have followed our example. 

One of our reforms was an experiment we were permitted 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 tn 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. 

- 2 -
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Young Republicans 

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 Stamp 

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-~-we 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 a-dministration 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, 

~hey are---in a moral sense---literally takin~ 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 • 

. - 3 -



Young Republicans 

Congresswoman Martha w. Griffiths of Michigan has estimated 

that, by 1977, about 60 million---or more than l in 4 people in 

this country---can 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 

adminis·trat ive 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 rr~vides 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. 

- 4 -
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Young Republicans 

One out of every four persons receiving food stamps in California 

is not on welfare and many could not qualify. The fact 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, encouraging 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 17-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 in 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 pr.oblem 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 £o r food stamps because she 

owned personal property worth more than $1,500 in value. So she 

transferreq 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 outright 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 Qwned. In 

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

- 5 -



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 

t'o play its traditional neutral role in labor-management -disputes. 

Because of these abuses and others like them, 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 fo·od stamp program can 

be eliminated by tightening up the eligibility requirements, 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 sta_ndards: 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 WQuld be only a fraction of the overall savings. 
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Young Republicans 

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 t_hat is what government is supposed to do. And we think we 

have demonstrated in California that it can be done. 

###### 

(NOTE: Since Governor Reagan speaks from notes, there may be changes 
in, or additions to, the above quotes. However, the governo·r will 
stand by the above quotes). 
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Richmond, Calif. 
Independent 
(Cir. D 33,902) 

. 1 9197• 

.Afi,n; P. C. B. Est. 1888 

Editoria-1 

C6rb. the food .. stamp ripoff 
We are deU,ghted that a report ·nal intent of the iprogram - raising 

from the Governor'!,;..office. to Wash- · nutrnional Jevel~ of the truly needy · 
ington will soon 1pinpoint 50 specific poor, stimulating the nation's agri-
recommendations for tightening up cultural economy and making ,possi-
on and thus redud.ng the open scan~ ble the distribution of farm food 
dal of -the food ·stamp ri:poff, whose surpluses through no'rmal iretail food 
dimensions in California are stag- . . outlets. 
gering. Like every other .federal ni"ght-

The food stamp swindle, ibeing a · mare, this one grew from m o d e s t 
federal boond~ggle, is almost e.ntil:e- . · beginnings . and good intentions to 
ly out of the control of Sacramento, enormous dimensions and e a s y 
but Ronald Reagan's cost conscious, evasions of the original intent: 
welfare ref~rm-minded administra- . When it began ten years ago, 
tion ihas at least tgi,\lthered the data · the federal ·cost of the food stamp 
on the dimensions .-cf the monstrosi- iprogram ~was about $26 million and 
ty:_ involved ·367,000 reciipients. By next 

In California aione, taJDpayers year, the figures will ibe $3 BILLION 
are contributing at least $316 million and 16 million people. iBy 1977 one 
toward the purchase of $630 million out of every four jp80ple would ibe el-
in food stamps this -year~ ~ ...... igible for t!he · !Program unless 
tration of the program. costs $100 requirements are ,greatly tightened 
million in California alone and .food up. · 
stamps are roUlng off the printing It is ipossiible even now for a 
,presses at the · rate of $20 million family of four not on welfare and 
worth per day. , •with an •income of $10,000 a year or 

We have been witnesses, locally, more to qualify for food stamps. 
to scene after scene in which able- Runaways, students living away 
•bodied food, stamp users are filling from ihome, even part-time students, 
their food baskets with prime meats striking laborers, and many other 
and top ' quality foods while the truly classifications of ,people are eligible 
less fortunate - working men and for food stamps whose use, quite lit-
women ' •who may not qualify for the erailly, is stealing the 1bread from 
food stamp laz,gesse for whkh they the mouths of the truly n~edy. 
are ,paying - must make do with At a time when ,runaway iafla-
less quantity and ,less quality. tion is hurting everyone, wholesale 

Numerous cases of food stamp abuses of the faulty, ,poorly adminis-
abuse and fraud ·have been detailed tered food ·stamp program_ are triply 
in California, ibut again it is the hurtful. We support Sacramento's 
looseness of requirements and ad- best efforts at bringing to the f eder-
miriistration, rather than . actual al level the awesome details of this 
fraud· itseU, which is at the !l'Oot of scandal and ~~pe the new regime in 
the iproblem. Washington will irespond according-

No one quibbles with the origi- ly. 
I • 
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They receive $10 worth of "free" 
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· dollars a month, giving a person $39 f 
dollars worth o( food stamps. i. 

l· 
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' ·}. "\ . -,,~ As far as lowering Sta.le costs, it. 
would seem · somebody ·benefited from · 
the la~t 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 
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r Wire The Governor 
. higher incoine than before. . The Editor, Sir: . 

JA..'\IIE FLORES, Governor Reagan has less than five months to 
f ; .: · : • ,-, ..... '-'· i;-... _,.... serve as governor of our state and I personally l. i:. ;:. ! ss_:s want to commend him for a ljob well _b~ol,nte, 

R d F d S 
particularly in the area of fisca respons1 1 1 f · 

e ~ g an. an 00 t·n. 1nps The larger the state budget, the larger the ct · . . d amount each taxpayer has to contribute to make 
/ up th'e total aggregate maounl needed to run 

The ~·on~rnmeuf:-. fn~e food The g·overn01· i::-- a~king- fo1: California. · 
, r..ast October an insidious piece of legislation 

stamp pla n t·ame in fot· a lili;:;- tightet· (·ligibilitr l'l'quirements reched Gov·. Reagan's desk. This bill, SB 400 
tPl"_ill_!.!· attut·k i'l'om (;m~-- Ronald . 1>11 the. fodt•r;d !eye], the ~s- · autnored . by . ~en. Geor.g.e . ~1o~c~ne, O-S~t: 

. Re.agan ·1~1~t -.week which he . ·t;.lbli~hntent of l"E.',isonah!e: ·i•:e,i~· r.• ... .... ... f'Yanrisco. "i.voti\'d ' hav~ .mandated at! publr~·-· 
• I • .-... h I t h€ s to 1· oin a Ullion as a condition of lat>eTHLt.-;- t lu"' .. 1wwe::--t 1w::;ting- ulatwns to en::;ure ·· that. on Iv· - ·sc 00 eac r 

• · employment. Thankfu.lly Governor Reagan 
pla<.:e for ·welfan• abu~l' and those who 1~eed :-;tamp~ w1ll,g-et · vetoed this bill which had passed all the 
fraud" on the federal level. He them, the ::;etting of a min- ; necessarycommitteesandthefullAssembly and 
~aid he i, going to proposl~ at jmum age limit f<Jl'. per::;on8 ' Senate. ! 
lea~t · ~O ways t<, reform 11ot reCl!ivin,e; stamp::i. and modng: · · : 1~ me event this legislation had becorr.e la~. 

within about two years after passage, it is sage to 
only the food stamp g-iveawa.v. the food stamp program from assume, each property owner's tax bill wouJd 
but al:-;o thL• Aid to [,'amilies t-he Department of Agl'iculture ' have doubled to accommodate the dollar and 
with Depen<lt!nt Chilch-en Pro- to tlw Depal'tment of Health; cents demar:tls of the teachers' union lead~rs. 

gTam. Education and Welfare. A similar but TNITIALLY weaker bill will 
· Rea~:an _ told the Y oun,i:,· untlou~tedly reach the governor's desk by Aug. t Re,1_c:ran :=;aid tllat while some 

·or the l'Cf1)}'1TI :-; will call fur ,l 

change in ~tate laws,. Califo~·­
nia ,vould realize a saving;; of 
~31 mrn ion a year t11l'ough 
'tighter ar.1inin.i::itration and· 
clo~er coor lination of the pro­
gTam. 
, : He wants the federal (1·ov• . ~ 

. ernment tp q.o fom• thing-s 
':which he J11a111taihs ,vill ~an~ 
billions of clollm·s. 

1 
ln Calilcn·- · 

nia, he said the ta:xpayet'liii: now 
eontrib 1ta at least ~:_; 1c; 'mil­
lion n. tear tO\rarcl t:,c 
purchase of SG30 mi!Iion in 
food sta:i~p;,. 1most . a11utlle1· 
5 100 million is use<l , :f,n·· nd­
rnlnistrativo co.sts undei· the · 
!--~-·"'.i~ pl~n. _:;_ ·:· ~ ·~ : __ . ,. 

_ 26. It 1s SB 1857, Rodda, D-Sacramento. which 
Repuhlic;an Xational FedC'l'a- would force each of the 1,1so school districts in 
tion meeting in Stateline. California to have only ONE teacher 
Nev., that. lhe prngi-am, stal'tl!l.i organ_i zation as the sole bar r,a ining agent to 

b ·ry negotiate for wages and fri11ge benefits, etc. with. 
. y tlw \.enned,v administl'a- the local board of education. This legislation 
tion. lHIW ha5 ~k,\'l'Oc:kuetl out would open · the door to binding arbitration, 
of s ight and :-;till d imbing. agency shop (each teacher would be forced to 
·'l'hL•l'li wn1·e on l_v '.·!f,7,01 ,n 1·cei1 ,- pay a representation fee of approximately Sl:?5 a 

yean .as well as lega lizing strikes by teachers. 
icnt:-; then at a <:o;-;t uf ~~(i All this wo~lcl usurp the rights of the people to 
million. n.v next :n.•m·, li e said, ' control ~heir school districts through their duly 

16 milliqn will 1,c rcc:eh·inp: the ' elected school board members . 

stamps at a en:::t of~:.! billion. \ Hopefully .our hcnlly responsible governor 
(\o one , ,-all t::i lo lh~ny tlil• will \'eto aga m, but the best insurance fur~ui.:b a 

stance is to wire Governor Reagan immediately 
need_v the hare ('.;-;;-;vnt ial::; ',r to please veto So 1857 as well as to thank him for 
lifo, lmt at the l'ate llH· plan is past good judgement in our ~half. 

c•sc:alatin!.;, ~on1dh in!c_· llllt :-;t lw HcttyConfoba. 
done. Gov. lte:u .. !:a11 i:-; L'i: • .d1t in ShcnnanOaks 

a;-;k~u!.!,· tin· lil.!·liL1·1· co n~r,.>I;-; . Tu • .,. • 
a!l1)W this pro!,£ram tn gTnw un- / 

, coutrnllGd i:--; tu cuurt financi::-d,, 
disaster. 
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County offic· f a~of s eliminating 
food stamps for Welfare recipients 

· ~~ A~ f'/.J-,/7y 
The director of Riverside Coun­

tv's Public Social Services Depart-
1i1ent fa\'ors e liminating th e food 
t-tamp program for welfa re recipi­
ents and giving them ~xtra money in­
stead. Stamps would continue to be 
given to low-income persons, he said. 

Paul Wiley made his comments 
against the background of recen t 
criticism of the food stamp program 
by Gov. Ronald Reagan and David 
Swo p. director of the state Depart­
mt>fl i. of Benefit Payments, who said 
the program is being abused. 

Rive ide County Supervisor Al 
McCandless said he feels· the pro:. 
1,!fam .. should be -done completely 
away "ith,♦' 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 eligihle people for 
the program," said McCandless. 

Wiley, whose ~omments were 
made in response to McCandless , 
said his positiort is that of the Nation­
al Association of County Officials and 
of the Califomia County Welfare Di-

. rectors Association, and that both 
: groups ••are trying to-push this idea 
, 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 Agriculture, 

which administers the program, said 
· Wiley. Changes cannot be ·made at 
I 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 'Tiot ·going to happen right 
away." ~1 · • 

McCandless said his reasons are 
that "the structure of the program 
doesn't really represent the intent. 

"It was designed t.o take advan­
tage of surplus foods. a nd impro'vC 
nutrition for low-income people, but 
n(lw acts as an additional subsidy to 
the assistance grant. Individu'als us­
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 3nd 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 sotneone 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 
stamos should be completely phased 

out because they are needed by low­
income people who are not on cash 
assistance grant,. 

"B_ut raising the grant for peopl~ 
---

on ass stance ;would greatly benefit 
mothers of scbool~age children · who 
,in_Se_ptember can't tiuy food stamps 
;and school clothes for their chlldT:m 
·at the sanie time." · 

"They need more ·1eeway to 
spend money as its needed.'' be sal~. 

Administrative costs would drop, 
he said, "since it's cheaper to make 
out a larger check than proc_ess a 
whole new food stamp application." 
He said he.did not have a speclflc ·fl­
.gure for·the amount to be sa ed. 

. McCandl~s~ ~al~ he ·would. prefer 
to see assistance grants raised to a 
level to allow famn,es 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 "&JI appalling lack of ac­
countabJllty, an appalling lack of ad­
ministrative controls" in the state's 
food slam.» 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 tl;le study is that eligibil-

. tty f, r college students is not tight en­
ough, that they need not account for 
money received from their parents 
when ~pplying for food stamps. 

Between 200 nd 400 students in 
lverside Cou~ty 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
ent,s, a.~d parents are con~cted (o~ 
verification.' . 

Swoap has said reforms in the 
state's food stamp program could 
save $200 million a ye_ar. · 

The projected cost of the pro-
•. • I 

" .... .,.,, 1,,uf,.' 

gram in Riverside County for 1974-75 
is $613,8_36, of which $228,180 is county 
money for administration . Other 
costs are bome by the federal De-

. partment of Agriculture which spon­
sors t~e food stamp program. 

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

Wiley said the department has no 
~vidence ·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 f~ stamp users purchase.' He 
contended taxpayers find it difficult 
to understand food stamp recipients 
buying T-bone steaks when the tax­
p ye buy hamburger because they 
can't afford steaks. He did not cite 
s fie 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 
tell people they're not shopping wise­
ly." 

He said he thinks the program is 
a good one as ''it make~ 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 WUllam 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 
program." 

. Alcoholic beverages, paper prod­
ucts and non-food items except. seeds 
may not be bought with the stamps. 

· lriterviews with several food 
stamp users indicate ' little dissatis­
faction with the program. 

' ' 



·-Offsh re Oil Dri lin Jn · Vitable, o6of 

Energy . Chief. •Tells · lifor.n.ia.· 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 

/ LJ ~y ROBERT A. RO_SENBI.,A'l''t 
fl'-rl · . ' TIIIIII Stiff Wrlltr 

Fedei:at energy chief John Sawhill' 
said Thursday that extensive · oil 
drilling off the coast of California is 
inevitable, and chastised Californians 
for trying tp 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," 8(1.whHl '. 
said flatly at a news conference. 

'the location'and·'~xtent of"dHllihg 
wil\ depend on w,here the major oil 
fields are found, he .told reporters at 
the Greater 1,ps Angeles Press Club. 
. "TJnder the proper envirorurierttal 
rontrols, we've got to do offshore 

, drilling," he satd. · 
Sawhill said each region of · the 

United States ·must pArtfcipate 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 tpe people of Colorado . 
and , New Mexico to ·sacJ'ifice , their · 
environment.-fpr the · people ·of Cali-
fornia. · · -

(.Colorado ha,;; huge d~poslts of .o\1 
shale, which · can be crushed and 
converted into crude oil .' New Mexi­
co has large . coa~ fields. South~ 
California is•drawing some electrld- , 
ty from Southwestern power plants 
fueled by New Mexico and Arizona 
coal.) . · , . 

Sawhill complained that "every­
body wants mor~. (energy), but. no­
body wants the more to. come fl:om . 
their area.~ · . . . 

"' -· . •-. 
· New England must par­
ticipate in offshore drill- ,. 

Ing, too, he told reporters. 
Sawbill was asked re­

peatedly about the govern­
ment's response to local 
opposition in Califorriia to 
offshore drilling. H~ said 
public opinion would be 
,considered, but i n s i st e d_ 
that offshore drilling will 
take place. 

· California Atty. Gen. 
Evelle Younger and the 
state- Coastline Commis­
sion filed suit earlier this · 
rnonth seeking to stop fed­
eral plans to lease drilling 
sites 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-
'fically to this lawsuit at 

the news conference, but 
he said offshore drilling 
will p r o c e e d after the 

· government does the "ne­
e e s s a r y environmental 
studies." . 
. The head• of the Federal 

-,~;ti.e.r ,g y Admiriistration 
said he favors opening the -
Efk HI11s naval reserve in 
,addition to increasing off­
·ahore. drilling. 

'. Sawhill used the ·news 
copference to erfticize two 
policy- suggestions heard 
In Washington recently, a 
possible 10-cents-a-gallon 
increase In gasoline taxes, 
and art end .to controls, on 
the price of crude oil. 
Either me a ·s u re would 
force con~umers to pay 
~\gp.er .. retail, prices. . · 

1 The, . White . House has 
said both ideas are under 
a·c t i v e c o n s ideration. 
-Hqwever, Sawhill suggest­
ed t~at neither policy will 
~ adopted, . 
· The energy chief said he 

met with Mr. Ford Wed­nesday night, and was in­
~truct~d by the President 
tq'.Pre}1are an e~ergy mes­
sage for Congress. The 
President also asked for 
new conservation initla­
.tfves,:·sawhill said. 

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 so 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 ls a student at 
the La Sierra campus of Loma Linda 
University. Florine, a housewife, 
doesn't work but looks after their 
three chUdren, aged eight months, 
five nd 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 eri­
tolled. Currently there are 8,000 food 
stamp households in the county. _ 

·I' --At the ,Wednes4ay 
meetin.$, th e President 
feaUihned Jii~f· Interest in 
energy' 'independence for 
~h~-.U~ited. ~tates, Sawhlll 
safit; ·' Pfoje_ t Ind e,p en- geach · Chamber of Com: 
dence, first advocated• by . merce luncheon · on the 
former President Nixon :Queen Mary. 
last· y_ear, . would increase . His one-day visit to Los 
supplies and reduce , de- -~geles also included a· 
,mand so.the United States :Joqr of the nuclear power 
will ·be · safe from an oil .:~plant at San -Onofre, and a 
emba~g9 by -1980. . . : solar, energy ,p;oject oper-

:Mr .. • F.oJ'd. • wants the :_,)_t ~-- by 'Lo,s :¥1_. geles Coun­
comprehensive blueprint' tJf. 
for · Project · lndependence: ,.: Sawhill, who e m p ha-· 
on his d~sk: by early ~ -1Jled at the news confer­
November, Sawhill' said. : ~~ce the need to conserve 
~- Later'fn the day, Sawliill ,,ehergy, traveled with his 
.repeattd his _advocacy of J1ost, · Supervisot .J a mes 
offslio'i;-e · drilling :In a .'.Rayes, in a blue Lincoln 
speecl\ before , a · Loiig'' ·; ,Conttnental, 
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SANTA CRUZ - About one compared to 15,093 in July of 

out of every 10 persons in 1973. . 
Santa Cruz County uses fed- Part of the drop in cases 
era! food stamps for grocer- would appear to be due to a 
ies. \ change in the system by . 

That means that more 
than 14,000 p e o p I e last 
r-,onth b-o ugh t $544,843 
worth of groceries with the 
food stamps - for which 
they paid $174,024. 

which elderly persons are 
given federal and state as- · 
sistance. 

In January the federal gov• 
erriment transfer.red all eld­
erly welfare recipients onto 
social security rolls instead 

Food stamps are issued to of welfare rolls·. . 
individuals and families on a This caused · a dramatic 

· ~asis of need. The eligibility drop in the number of wel­
flgured out by the County De- fare assistance cases in the 
partme~t ?f. Social Service_s adult category. A · drop of 
allows md1v1duals and fam1- about 1,000 cases· occutred in 
lies to buy food stamps on February of this year. 
discount. · 

I 
S n c i a I Senvices Director The number of persons 

David Singletbn said 14 .390 get t_i n g the food stamps 
·!persons received the food traditionally shows a drop 
stamps in July of 1974 as In the summer month 

partly because some uni­
versity students are eligi­
ble for food stamps be­
cause they are living on 
small Incomes ·while going 
to sc,hool. 

The people who are eligible. 
f.or food stamps are given 
certificates, which they use 
at the post office to qualify 
for p u r c h as e of the food 
stamps. 

The food stamps ,are then 
used as cash in gr o c er y 
s to re s. which report that 
roughly 10 per cent of their 
sal~s are made by the use of 
food stamps. ' 
' 't'he stores turn the foot! 

, stajnps into their banks in . 
much the same way ' as they 1 

wou Id cash for deposit. The 
' banks send them to a central 

b a n k i n. g agency Cor reim­
b u r s e m e n t by the federal 
government. 

( 

/ 
I 
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NEARLY $1 BILLION 

Tra Bal.anc 
D es 

From United Pren tnle,notlOIIGI and ASIOciotld· Pre'Sf 

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. 

Overall imports rose near- · 
ly 5 per cent in July, faster 
than fn the previous three 
months. Exports, on the , f\ 
. other hand, fell 0.6 per cent V ! 
after an unusually fast 10 \j 
per cent rise in June. 

The $728 million difference C . 
in the July imports value of 
$9.04 pillion, 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. o() 
FOREIGN INVESTMENT 
. Meanwhile U.S. direct in• 9J 
vestment abroad in 1973 rose ._J 
14 per cent to a total of $107.3 , 
billion. Most of the increase ...J · 
was attributed to higher ..t. 
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 prof­
its for overseas oil opera­
tions, the Commerce Depart­
m~nt said. 
.<· 



I 
I 

RELEASE: FRIDAY P . Ms . OFFICE OF GOVERNOR RONALD REAGAN 
Sac r ament o, California 95814 
Clyde Walt hal l, Press Secretary 

SEPTEMBER 6 , 1 974 
~~·.\<2,e,&.sto~ 

916-445-4571 9-5- 74 PLEASE GUARD AGA I NST PREMATURt . 
RELEASE 

EXCERPTS OF RE.MARKS BY GOVERNOR RONALD REAGA N 
Sac r a mento Host Breakfast 

' 
I 
I 
I 

September 6, 1974 

This is the last t ime we shall break bread together under these 
I 

same circumstances. It s e ems only yes~ Jrday, and yet · it has b een 

e i ght years since I first began telling you how much we had s a ved on 

pape r clips. And I might add eight of the most exciting, challenging 

and personally satisfying years of my life. 
I 
I 

I have learned many things. If you have an interest in genealogy, 
' 

may I suggest a term in public office? It is th~ cheapest way you 
I 

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, 

I have tried to give you something of a State-of-the-State report, 

summ ing, up where we are and where we hope we are going. Maybe it would 
I 

be more appropriate today to do something ak in to Wa s hington's 

farewell address, but .I -won't. 
' j 

Let me recap a bit. 1I n our first1 meeting, I told you I d id not 
I 

know whether · I had be e n e lected governo'~ o r appo i ~ted r ec e iver . · I t 

was the time of the Great Society and California bad been caught up 

in the explosive growth of government's size and cost. ~ew and 

glit t ering social reforms had been instituted on a buy now, pay later 

pla n and "la t e r" was already upon us. California was virtually 

ins olvent', with out go exceeding ' income by mo r e than a million dollars 

a day . 

' The teache r s ' ret irement syste m was an unfunde d actua rial n i gh t mare --
I 

i j P<;>tent ia l $4 b .i llion / iscal t ime bomb t h~ea~ e ning every propert y 

owner in the s tate . The 9f ea t Wa ter Pr oJ ect wa s u'nderfunded by seve ral 
I 

hundred mil i ion dollars s imply b ecause the o r iginal bond issue wa s . 
I i 

based op what they thought the peop l e would approve, not what the 

j ob woul d a~tual l y dost. Welfare cos t s a nd c as~load had begun a spac e 
I 

t rip fue led by t he p revalent Gr eat Society philos ophy. 

The c r ime r at e was soaring, but e very effor t t o ' pas s e ffec t i ve 

c rime laws was s topped in a ·l egislat i ve committ e e i mbued with the sawe 
I • 

phi losophy and dominated by permissiveness. 

1 -
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Host Breakfast 

State government needed a fresh, objective and analytical look 

at where we were, where we were going and -how we expected to get there; 

an inventory as it were, of problems, programs and f)Ossible pitfalls. 

Many of you here participated in that objective analysis through the 
I 
I 

businessmen's 1task force, the first of many such efforts to utilize 

the most creative braiis and talen~ 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 ~very way we 9ould 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 ~ought our way clear of red ink -the then 
l 

Director of Finance, Cap We,inberger, informed me we would have a $100 

million surplus. He was sure there would be more than $100 million 
I 

\\Orth of spending proposals once the news got out. I said "Let's 

give it b~ck to the peopl~." I. a He sai ; "It's never been done before." 
; I 

Well, an actor had never been governor ,before, so we did - it in the 

form of a 10 percent rebate on your income tax. 
/ I 

That became the first of three such 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 speciai property tax relief 

programs for senior citizens; tax credits ~nd deductions to help, 

~enters; cut the inventory tax in half and · rolled back school tax 
' j , I I I 

irates this year . in 55 prrc
1

ent of our st\te ;'s scho~l districts. This 

year, ~or the first time {n '23 years, the average property tax rate . 

in 

and 

California declined. 

I 
1

know, 1the imprct of this ta7 relief ' has b~en somewhat ~bscured 

overshadowed by inflation. But we have made progress. A few 

~ears ago, California was fifth among the western -states in average 
' I 

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. 

- 2 -



Hos t Breakfast 

At the ehd of the current fiscal year , t he tota l tax re lie f 

enacted and put into e f f ect furing these past eight yea rs will amount 
,; 

to more than ~5.7 billion. 

And next Janua ry, the incoming governor of Cali f o r n i a will, for 

the first time in , 22 yea rs, inherit a b a lanced budge t with a sur plus 

i rs tead of a budget deficit . 

I would not want you to think Ir. ve forgotten about the paper 

clips and typewriter ribbons entirely. 
I 

One of the things I am proudest of : is the fact t hat for the 

first time in memory we_ were able to actually reduce the amount of 
I 

government records stored away . It was only 3 percent last year but 

that meant : 
I 

--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. 

Crime 

1

we have tried to approach the crime problem from many directions. 

we put i nt9 operation the country's first computer to computer crime 

information network; created the Crime Technological Research 

Foundation to encourage development of modern c rime f ighting methods 

and expanded .the _1 mutual aid progr am to give loc~l police t he help 

they need in controlling riots and other major emergencies. And, 

during one brief period when we had a t e mporary change in one or two 

legislative committees, we put new laws on the books providing f or 

stronger penal~ies aga i nst 

We passed a s w4eping drug 
. . I I 

And when ; ~he people , 

r ape, robbery, burgl a r y and drunk driving. 

inventory control program t o combat drug abuse . 
I 

b~ a 2 to 1 vote, reversed t h e sta te Supreme 

Court ruling aginst capital punis hment , we were able t o get leg i slation 

put ting it bac k in the statut es. 
I ' 

All t his has s l owed down t h e i nc rease in crime. But it has not 

accomplished all that we know must be done to pro~ect the people . 

However, we are leaving to those who come after us a blueprint to 
I 

follow in such areas as court teform, streamlining the criminal 

_justice system and new laws to make sure the heroin pushers and 
. I I . . 

~·rt· m~nals who . fie a deadly we,r pon will go to prison when they are 

co victed. , ' / 

. I 
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Now th i~ comes as a great surprise to s ome, but education 

was o ne of our top p r io r i ti~s. In these e ight years , we have mo re 

t ha n doubled··. the amount o f state aid going to public schools and our 
\ . 

un i versity and col l ege system; the budget for community colleges h as 

mo r e than triple d and s tate funding of stude nt scholarships a nd loans 
I 

i s nine times what i t was eight yea•rs ago. 

The Teachers' Retire ment fund is ·o longer an un~uµded $4 billion 

liability. It i s now on a sound financial basis. The wa t er pla n is 

ne aring comple tion, without any new bond issues and our credit rating 

by Moody's has gone to triple A. 

Our hospi~als for the mentally ill have dropped in patient 

populat~on from 26,000 to 7,000 and we have developed a p rogram of 

local mental health care clinics 1that 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 
I 

taxpayers and better provision for the deserving needy. 

Just 3½ years ago, early in 1971, the welfare rolls in our state 

were growing by 40,000 a month. For almost 3½ years this has not been 

so. They a r e going down, not up. The savings to the taxpayers 

approaches $2 billion and the truly needy have, had their grants 
. ' 

increased to meet the rise in cost of living. 

We have .also expanded the Medi-Cal program to relieve counties of 

this burden.· Washington has taken a number of our experts back to 

the Potomac to help spread these reforms into every s tate in the Union. 

Last ye~ f the wel f are rolls were reduced nationally and almost 
f ' 

half of the d~cline occurred in Califor nia. The rest came in s t ates 
. ! I I 

which have followed our e x ample. 

We also reint roduced something t hat h a d been miss i ng from p ublic 
I 

ass istance for a long t i me: the wo rk e thic. Our vario us work 

i nc e ntive programs in Ca lifornia put more t han 75,000 rec ipients i nto 

regular 
1

jobs , in ~he .p as t year, inc luding 47 , 000 who enter ed t he job 

market b e c ause o f the Communi~y Work progra m we instituted as part 
I , 

. of our reform in 35 California counties. This is an e xperiment HEW 

· allo~ed us t o try i n which a b l e-bodied we lf~re 

1 ·+ ef~l commuhfil y 'WOrk ,for th./e ir welfare g r ants. 

recipients perform 

. \/ / . 
I , 
i 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
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But we h~ve learned that refo r ming any part of government---

and expecting_ it to stay r(;:. ... :<' rmed---is like going over Ni~ga ra Falls 

i n a barrel t ~e hard way---upstre am. We have had to fight a cont i nual 

battle against those who call our community work program slave ry in 

spite of its succ~ss. 

Some months ago, we put toge t ,her another task force to take a 

fre sh look at welfare, to see if ther, were a_ddit ional steps we could 

take to tie down any loose e nds that may have developed because of 

court rulings or federally mandated laws. 

This included a sweeping review of one area of welfare that is 
I 

not even part of the national welfc\re program: f_ood stamps • . 
I 

We did not include them in our f1rst welfare refo=m because they 
I 

were entirely ~ federal prog_ram, run and directed from Washington, 

although some parts of the eligibility process are delegated to local 

1 
governments • 

I Our task force found a nightmare of fraud and abuse· in the food · 

s t amp area. 
I 

Today, I am submitting to the California. ·legislature and to 

Ca lifornia's congressional delegation a comprehensive r eport outlining 

t he a'reas of abuse that exist in these pro·grams, along wit h specific 

r ecommendations .' for reforms. 

Launched in 1961 a s a small pilot project involv in'g 367,000 people 

a nd costing only $26 million it has become a loosely run operation that 

by the middle of next year will be offering a welfa r e subsidy to 16 

mil lion people at a cost exceeding $4 billion. Some members of 
I 

C<;>ngress say 1unless the growth curve is reversed, 60 mill i on peopl e 
• I 

' ' 
wil l be eligib'.le in the nex:t few years and t h e cos ts can be e xpect ed 

t o skyrocket even fas ter i f past e xpe rie nce is a ny guide. 

Ri ddled with pbuses, t he who le p r ogra~ is a multi-b i l lion dolla r 

administrative nightma re, taking up two- t h irds of the Agriculture 

Department' s budget. From what we have discover~d in our review, the 
amount o f fraud and abuse j& probably eno rmous. 

Lik many other government efforts to solve a problem, the program 
I 
I 

itself has become the biggest problem. 

' The eligibility rules are ridiculous. 1one. applicant in California 
I 

ctaimed to be · ~ ful l 

i ,ti e work r equli-ement 
\ 

I 
\ 

I 

t
1

ime gof d prospector. That was his way of meeting 

and become eligible immediately for food stamps. 
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Another case involve d an exconvict who used forged c r edentials 

to obtain a $16,500 a year :J vb as a hospital administrator. Then he 

falsely claime9 his monthly salary was only $300 and obtained $1,400 

in bonus food ~tamps. At least, in this case, he has been convicted 
I 

of a variety of criminf l charges. I 

I 
One enterprising young lady managed 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 

depa•rtment called to see if this was an approved .course of study, 
I 

eligible for the work exemption, they were informed it was and she 

' got her food stamps. I· 
I 
I 

I 

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 syste~ are 

being used to finance prolonged strikes. This makes government a 
I 

partner on one side of labor disputes rather than a referee. 

Other citizens, standing in the check-out line at the market, 

simply carinot understand why the able-bodied fellow in 1 the same line 

is buying. T-bone steaks with . food s\tamps their taxes paid for and 
' I ! 

they have trouble affording hamburgeri 
I 

At a time when food stamps are rolling off the presses at the 
I 

rate of $'20 miilion a day, there is an hnbelieva}jly casual attitude 
I 

toward safeguarding food stamps in transit and making sure they get 

to officials responsible for their distribution • . 

In one case in California, $90,000 in food stamps was stolen in 

a post office burglary. In annther case, $455,000 in food stamps were 

delivered after hours to a county welfare pepartrnent. When the janitor 

on duty refused to accept or sign for them, they were turned over to 
I 
i . 

/
the sheriff's department. • . . . I . , 

Food stamps are casqy .counterfeit~d. In one c ase we discovered 
I 

three 
1

peopl~ were arrested and federal agents confiscated $1.3 million 
I I I 
1 in phony foorl stamps, along with the equipment u s ed to p r oduce them. 

I 

The report we \are submitting_\ to our own lE;,gis lature and . to 

,Washington contains detailed and specific recommendations for ' reforms. 

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

a nd Welfare. Secretary Butz has publicly u_rged that this be done. 

Po l ic i ng welfare is a i difficult enough task without complicating it by 

try i ng to run it through a maze of different agencies, each drafting 
its own regulations and procedures. 



l 
I 

Host Breakfas t 
I 

There must also be a gene r a l tighening up o f t he whole food 

s t amp progr?m, including new federal rules :to: , . 

--Requ ~re the federal government t o assume complete responsibility 

for assistance t o a liens. 

--Require able-boni e d students to be subject to the same work 

r equirement as a ny other f ood stamp applicant. 

--Allow welfare departments to re .er food stamp recipients to 

union-related jobs, and impose more realistic requirements for self­

employed recipients. 

There should be .a minimum age for receiving food stamps and the 
·1 

federal regulations must be changed to permit welfare departments to 
j 

notify parents when their minor br · student children apply for food 
I 

stamps. The taxpayers should not be financing runaway teenagers nor 
' 

should food stamps be available to students who are being fully 

supported by their parents. 

I We also would like to see an Earnings Clearance System similar 

to ithe 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~ o~r report also contains specific recommendations 

designed to minimize the potential for loss, 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 ne gotiable as money, and they should be 

protected 

I am 

' i as 1public monies are when transferred from one place to 
I I I • 

urgi ng our Congre:ssional de l egation to i mmediately make 

another 

these 

reforms a t ;op priority. An'd I urge t he new state l egislature, which 

starts in December , this ye a ~, to g ive equa l p r iority t rea t ment to 

the othe r welfa re r efo rms we have found to be necessary. 

We must never t o lerat e cheating and abuse i n a p rogram i nt e nde d t o 

aid .the poor . But ih this time o f runaway inflat ion, ther e is additional 
I 

reason to curb unnecess ~ry spending. I nflation is caused by o ne thing 

only..---gove r nment spending more than it .tak~s in . 
I 

. I !./ 
I 
I 

I I . 
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This, of course, refers to the federa l government . But in the 

numerous welfare programs and categorical aids, efficiept administration 
I 

at the state l evel can have a sizeable effect on national spending. 

We cannot save a state dollar without saving a federal dollar at the 
I 
I 

s ame time in ' many of )t hose progr~ms. Call it coincidence if you will, 

but from 1960 through 1966 the cJ st of living rate was higher in 

California than in the rest of the cot· 1try. 

For six of the last seven years of "cu.t, squeeze, and trim, " it 

has been lower in California. I don't think it is a coincidence. 
I 

We have a two-party system. The adversary 1system is a built-in · 

part of our political process • . But our real adversaries are the 
i 

problems we face, not each other. 

There is only one lasting way to assure that 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 

be done ·to 

of government spending ire out 

b~ing spendin~ back into ~ine. 

of control and what has to 

That w~s the whole purpose .qf Pr~position 1, to slow down the 
I 

growth OF government spending so that it would not grow faster than 

the income of the people. We often hebr 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 

governmept 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 to the taxpayer. 

\ We did not su~ceed in doing all t he tpings we tried to do or 
I ' I ' I 

!wanted to do, but I be~ie~e we demonstr~te'd that gove:i:-nment can be 

contr~lled; it can be efficient; it can meet the legitimate needs of , 

1 the people without bankrupting them with higher and higher taxes. 
I i 

\ · 
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we have heard a great deal lately about special interest gr oups. 

As I look at so ma ny familiur faces, so many of you who served 
I 

whe never called upon, · lending your talents to help solve some problem 

affecting our !state, may I say you are a special interest group and 
I 

your interest/ has been the welfare of California. I shall never 

forget you or cease t d be gratefu~ . 

Government by the people works wr.· 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 else in these 

eight years---there are other special interest groups whose interest 

is more pers-onalized and limited in, scope than t:i-ie welfare of 
I· 

California. They never rest. Match them in dedication, in effort, 
I . I 

and in vigilance. If you do any less, they will make that bear on 

our flag a cow t'o be milked. 

I 
I 
j 

\ · 

##### 

I 

(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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#506 

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 fQrce 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 ext ensive 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 Re.agan said the food stamp program is "out of control" 

and is "a national scandal." He pointed out that l ax eligibility rules 

and glaring loopholes in the program make it far easier for persons to 

get food stamps than to get into many other welfare programs. 

"The food stamp program has multiplied na't.ionally from 367,ooo· 

persons in 1964 to 13 mil lion today, a 3,400 percent increase," the 

governor sai d. "By next year one in every 14 pe.rsons 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 

nationai 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 Washinguon," he said. 
. . . 

"The u.s. Department of Agriculture is in charge of the food stamp 
prog~am and the federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare has 
the ~uthority 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 

adrninieter regular welfare pr~grams as w~ll 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 

\oFOJ.farA sys+-.~rns. He said on~ out of every four Californians receiving 

food S'carnps 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 Fo~o ~tamp Task Force i dentified 88 specific problems and 

solntim,s ~ 

The rf~port includes a vax-ie\.:y of examples of how food stamp 

r~cipients as vell as pe't'sons in the AFDC program a:r:e able to abuse t;.he 

system. 

C-~v~rro~ Re~gan no~ed that as~ result of the comprehensive 

welfa~e and M~1~ -C~l re~oi m program he ~~nt ~o the legislature three 

year e JE\go, manv ~.'buses i n California have b~en eliminated and weaknesses 

corre~tcd. However, ha said he never intendec. that tho~e reforms would 

co>1si tit:.nte the final chapter in the administ:a:ation's efforts to improve 

th~m. 

11 Abt~ Zl' P.3 ~onti.r.u-'1. Loophol~s remain. Red tape persists," he said. 

N~VGrthelena, t:he governor pointed out that the reforms he 

spo~ao~~d in 1971 havP. reduced the state's AFDC welfare rolls by 350,000 

a.nd h~.ve; a ::-\ve.ci the ta,xpayerR of Californic- some $2 billion. He noted 

that Jo)e f:::;~ e d 1cP.e i:-ef":i..·ma were implemented, the state's welfare rolls 

wer~ apiri:'.Lling upwa~d at the x-ate of 40,000 a month and that welfare 

i n CaU.forn :i.a "'lad hecornc a $3 billion moral and administrative disaster 

wr.itlh W? a 1~;1.cing ue down the road to bankruptcy. 11 since then, however, 

he said th~ st.~t-.. ~ hn.~ ~eP.n able t.o increase basic welfare grants to the 

trul~, needy by 41 p·~rc:!nt. In addition, the :reforms have enabled at 
leaat 42 ccu~ties to ~educe their property tax rates, he said. 
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The new reform proposals submitted today recommend changes in 

both federal and state laws an 1 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 sai d, "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~rnrnental lev&l 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. 

# # # 
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iLagan .Attacks food ,Stamp~ Program 

. · · . · · SAC. 13 EE-. -:-·-t!J- ~ - 7-¥ , . '~ 
. 1/;;, . · ~ Ronald Bluballih- ' __ ,of a:~ye-c_9.v~~g~e rt'~rt entj- · ~ ~as the~ food ~p ,l'~- . -"~me memb~ of ~ng_ms say 

·· · •. , BH 
sta

ff writer . J. . tled ~!California's Bl¥~i>ritit for ~fa; . w~. dr~, ~ost of Reagan•~_ atten- : · ~ !fle. ,growth c~ve ~ -~~se~, 
-~ his final sp~ech at the, ann~;,L,. tionJlWelfa~~~t cop;ps·of.~e · uon !n the ~eech at today's event· 60 ~on people will be· eligiije m 

,~;µn~nto ?ather.ing of ~~o~ia'l' report were sent to all mem~l'fr'Of sp°"'°ret$..:"by· the Sacramento Host ·the next ~ew ,Yeaf.s and the costJ can 
mdustrial elite, Gov. Rona:li:I Reagan the California delegation to 'the us Committee, · ~ expected.to sk!rocket .~ve~. faster 
t()day condemned the federal food Congress and to members ol tlie legis- - - , . ~t_exper1ence IS.any ~de . . . 
stamp program- as "a ·nightmare of lature. . · · . · · "'Launchecrm 1961 as .a 'S.ltlill pilot Reagan describe~ various ~lutples 

l fraudandabuse." - · · · : - · · · · project involving 367,000·people and·- · of persons he said .should nQl ~ re-
., . . :Speaking to-.SQme 900:busuiess;: tn- . ·Tbef8port alsQ ~ for nurrierous : costmg._qnly'$2&million1f~s~come cei$.g food stamps. Amtinf 'them 

.· · dustrial and g~rnmental leaders at ~ fi} ,the !ed:eral Aid t.o Families . a loosely ru111 operatiqn,1,bat by, the'. waia tn;m who gave his occupation as 
. flie Host Breakfast in the . W~_odlake With Dependent_" Children program. : middle of ·next-year wiµ~~ o'ff~ a ·,: a !fill~unie gold prospector. and , stu-

" ~. the state's chief e~ecutive said The changes propo~ed for both pro- welf?Xe subsidy to 16 mµuon people dent of witchcraft. · · : 
the food stamp program is growing gratnS ate the product of task for.ces at · a cost exceeding $4 billion," he "Americans ' are a generous and 
out of all bounds. formed by Reagan last y_e.ar. said. · See Back Pag~ Al~, Col 5 
. "-Riddled with abuses, .~e wboie · · · · 

• ·-program is a multi-billion dollar ad­
ministrative nightmare, taking up 

California business leader$ look 
to the nation's capital for agg_res• 
sive program to combat inflation. 
Stones and pictures on Page CS. 

two-thirds of the Agriculture De~ 
, ment's budget," Reaga~i said. ''From 
· what we have discovered in our re­
view, the amount of f~ud and abuse 
is,;prol)ably enoqnous." 

' The governor, nearing the .end of 
.his second and final term, called for 
the immediate .transfer of the food 
~tamp program from the Agriculture 

. Department to the Department of 
-Health, Education and Welfare-which 
iitaiiages· all other· federal welfare 
pr.ams. He said it is difJiculi •o to 'polic:e welfare efforts with­

.c;ut •e complication of "trying to run 
if ·tipip~h .a maze ~f _clif~ent · agen­
~ies, ~~- drafting its•own ~tions 
~ ~pt()¢eduresr ,..,- · ! ··. · 

His sp~ch coincided with ~lease · 
) > 

~ . 
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Reaga? Calls 
Food Stamps 
'Nightmare' .. , ....... ,, - . . 

Sacnunento Reagan said it is· frustrat-
Governor Ronald Reagan ing to taxpayers unable to 

renewed his suggestion yes. afford hamburger to see 
terday that the federal food stamp users g et T-bon• 
stamp program b e re- '3teaks at the supermarket. 
formed. Reagan calle~ the I And he warned that infla­
program 3: . "multi-b~ion tion which he said is caused 
dollar admirustrative rught- by ' excess government 
mare.'' · spending, is an added reason 

Iteagan said the program to curb abuses µi the food 
had burgeoned irom a sm~ . stamp program. 
pilot project costing $26 mil- ,. Reagan had previously at- · 
lion in 1~1 to a "loosely rl,ID 'tacke4 the p r o g r a -m in at 
operation that by the mid~e s p e ec h th i s summer at 
of next year will beoffer~g • Stateline, Nev. , before a 
a welfare subsidy to 16 mil· \ GOP' 'aroup. And his top wel­
lion people at a cost exceed- fare adviser, David Swoap, . 
ing $4 billion." had ouWned similar abuses 

He addressed his remar~s an~ . ccr_"J'l~erns at a press 
to 900 leading Califorma hnef \ <11., July. 
businessmen attending the 

0
~ur (,orr~a-,,ondellS 

48th an nu a 1 Sacramento 1--
I-Iost Bteakfast. · 

To clean up the program, 
Reagan recommended shift­
ing .administrative control 
from the Agriculture De­
µartment to the Department 
of Health, Education a n d c 
Welfare,. tightening eli~bili- < 
ty requirements, runmng a t 
check on the earnings of 1 
stamp applicants and im- l 
proving security to curt> 
stamp ·counterfeiting an d 
,misuse. 

The "Overnor announced . 
tllal a 

0

detailed 70-page re­
po rt on improving the food 
s\c1 mp program and other 
welfare programs has been 
prepared and given to th~ 
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 ~f an individual 
who · obtained $1400 in food 
~lamps while earning $16,500 
a year . 

Marysville, Calif. 
• emocrat 

Al:IG 1 7 1974 

Jllleri '• P. ·C. a. Est. I 881Bi 

1 Star. ps For The Rich 
As Well As The Poor 

GOVERNQR Ronald Reagan 
has made an appfiusal of the 
Food Stamp Program and 
pronounced it "a massive ripoff 
of working taxpayers because it 
Is their tax dollars which pay 
forfoodstamps" . · 

The program has become a 
"multi-million dollar 
administrative nightmare, a 
staggering financial burden at 
the federal level and the newest 
nesting place for welfare abuse 
and fraud", said the governor. 

As one example of ripoff, the 
governor mentioned "the 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." 

PROBABLY everyone Who 
shops at a supennarket . has 
been astounded on discovering 
who gets food stamps and the 
luxury foods they purchase. 

The governor suggests that 

much of the abuse and 
"outright fraud" could be 
eliminated by tightening the 
eligibility requirements, by 
establishing "reasonable 
regulations to ensure that only 
those who really need the stam­
ps could get them" and by set­
ting a minimum age for 
recipients. ("A 17-year-old 
student no longer desiring to 
live with his parents moved out 
and stays with a group of frien­
ds. He re<;eives $46 a month in 
free food stamj)S and five others 
in the same household are also 

. drawing food stamps." l 
When the . Food Stamp 

Program was initiated in 1964, 
there were about 367,000 
recipients and the cost was $26 
million. By next year, said 
Reagan, the figures will be 16 
million people ;md more than $3 
billion. 

IT ISN'T likely that the gover­
nor's food stamp reforms would 
eliminate nearly all the abuse. 
but at least he's trying to more · 
the government in a directio 
that any reasonable perso 
should endorse. , · 
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~TAMPS 
~o:ntinued from First· Page. 
r•, . 
•. The investigation is con- ' 
tinuing, he said, and there 
fs a possibility of more. ar• 
tests. · 
} __ Secret · Service . agents , 
~tarted their probe on 
Aug. 2, Powis. said-, when 
<l2l,Ulterfeit food stamps 
&;gan .showing up 
~oughout·south:. Central 

t~u~~eleJ;~·- ~~n · -t~o 
teeks. eight persons were · 
a~.r~sted. while attempting. 
~ -pas~ the bogus _coupons . 
~t various food stores, he 
$id. .• · 
! T h e .' arrests, coupled 

"3/ith leads provided by in. 
i;prm_ants, led the agents. to· 
three locations, two in LM 
.Angeles. and one in Ingle­
wood, that. were kept uh• · 
(J er • surveillance . ni o r e 
(nan .a. w~ek. . . . . : · .. 
! Monday, nearly 25 .: Se-

~ret S~rvice agents closed 
~ ~n ~e. suspec~.... , . ; 
i Patterson was arrested 

fn the parking lot of a· res-
taurant ·. on La . Cienega 
l;llvd. behind the wheel of 
~ panel truck contaiping · 
more .tha.n .$600,000·worth· 
of_ counterfeit stamps~ ·,, 
! J_ones·_, ~d Lewis,~--:-.d 

scnbed by, Powis. alt ·the 
rlng's printers, were, takerr• 
into- custody, ·outside··· the, 
secret-· Printing· plant; ,JO,:,·: 
cated in a ·garage. behind a 
Hoine on 5th, Ave. _-Inside . 
t,he garage, •. agents found, 
more, than $500,000 ··worth · 
df ph<:)ny food stamps._..-.: . 
, Another.'$-10,000 worth o! 

counterfeit . stamps - w a:s . 
seize<! at a.second.location -

· Jo~!~~ ~at a~e~t~d i\ h~s: 
. ~ Although large baui~ ·of , · 
~l;lllterfeit.. food ·stamp_s · 
hqve·· been · .seized·. else- i · · 
w~ere _in . the country, Po- I 
ms said . Monday's seizure f 
represents the largest one. 1 
~o date.·. _ · 

The.largest previous sef- ,.. 
zure was made in Orange': 
County . near I y · fonr 
months ago when Secret 
Service agents arrested I 
two· men and a,\w b ni an J 
a1;d. confiscated n~rly . $hJ 
million w or th of . bogus· 
stamps. _ _ J , . ' . . 

·., 
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Itlsurance Commissioner Cracks Down 
XJcu! u,,,,._~ r- /0., 7<./ 

Buried in the news by other seemingly more important things, with 'ALTHOUGH Hl!: SAID the industry ful{y supported his position, appar-
perhaps some mention in the business sections, is the story of some formi- ently some thought he was only kidding. Perhaps because in the past some 
dable action against five major title companies by State Insurance Com- commissioners have exhibited more concern for the welfare of the insur­

missio~e~ ~leeson L._ Payne. It w~s pro_bab~y the ance companies than the public, they thought his utterings were for the 
first d1sc1plmary action taken agamst tltle-msur- benefit of the public and didn't take his warnings to heart. 
ance companies in the history of the state. It cer- At least Payne indicated that may have been the case, for he safd 
ta!nly wa_s the most noteworthy and to call it for- that shortly after his bulletin was issued, coI?plaints came to him that 
m1dable 1s perhal)s an understatement. The fact some were continuing to favor the real-estate agents. 
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, be said he thought 
competition would surface "if there is no personal benefit to the lender or 
seller in the selection of a tit,e company. 11 

"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 be 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. 

AS A RESULT of the investigations of these complaints, Title Insur-'' 
ance and Trust Company of Los Angeles, the largest in the nation, has beetj•_. 
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 Insurance Corporation was fined $187,000 as a result., 
1 

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, whil~ :, 
Trans&merica Title was fined '37,500 and Western Title Insurance Compa-
ny was fined $12,500, all for improper rebates. • ;; 

PAYNE SAID his investigaCions were continuing · and several other .~ 
companies are involved. · · · 

"Where we find violations, we intend to levy appropriate fines . If viola­
tions continue, we will take stronger action. 11 

Asked what he meant by action stronger than .some of the stiff fin~ ,. 
meted out, Payne said "the giving and taking of rebates is a criminal 
offense. In addition, the insurance commissioner can take action to revoke ~ 
the license of an offending company if lt persists in violating the laws." 

Few Food Stantp Users 
Aware 'Of Reag~il'~ Bl'a~t.:;; 

% '>daAJ;)~ 9- i -- 7 
Qy PAUL MAPES ' · 

Staff Writer 
Gov~o,.;-.ReagJn ,Fr' 

urged ~r4eldo\iffi bn the·-r·' -
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 bad 
hellrd 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 s,a11 ,...,;., 

guess food stamps are all right. Food stamps: Center -of a controversy. 
They have to be. But it's sure ; 1 

awful hard to get anything pay more for them too." He showed a letter he had; 
ahead." Said another \vorj)an in the · written which be said he was 

Her complaint was similar to . Washington area "If you have going to send to the Letters to 
that of a woman in her 30s in a telephone they take off $5 the Editor columns In the locai 
North Sacramen,to. "Yo~ nev- because they say a telephone is newspapers. A part of the let­
er know what you are gomg to a necessity. But they don't ter said, "It's easy to excuse 
have to spend," she said. " You think a washing machine is a · and minimize the pranks of the 
have to send in how much you necessity even if you got 12 wealthy (for example, Water­
and your _husband make every children. And you can't buy a gate) and hammer away at the 
month with your check stubs lot of things like toilet paper, enormous fraud and abuse of 
and then you get a letter back or soap, or toothpaste which the poor. . 
saying how manf lood stamps you have got to- have as much " But I ponder whether it is 
you can buy this month and as you•ve got to have a tele- nobler to lie and cheat and bur­
what they are going to cost phone." glarize and cover up for per­
you. If you make a little extra But in Oak Park, the Rev. sonal wealth, fame and politi­
money, the stamps cost you John Henry George had read c~l expediency than to use the 
more. Or if the price or every- the governor's 'remarks. same tactics to get food, shel­
thing goes Up, you get some "Somebpcty•s got to answer ter and clotliing for your fami-
more stamps but you have to· .tat mm/' he said. ly . . . " 
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Reaga.~;,_I~ ~X.P~~ted Jp-.U~e:.~ 
ReforrrnPlQrLAs Spri-n'gboard 

·-= .... • 2 ,'-•;t:.-:f~::~ .1t~-=~'.i.. :; ..,, .'.~~---i-, ·., ... :· _;,,i · ,; :. "T.···. "~lf'TY 

. · .. . -'. ·By Leo Rennerr·,·'.::-•"t~f.:.:gold ·seaE_i:ir-the- ·govemor h ee~ 1as a bid ·to ·strengthe 
· · ·.-,., a.. staff wtttt,o- •. '·' \.·_.ft.r: "and 1 titlecf":'j":!'California's · ·bis national position· as th~ 

WASHINGTON · .,.:... ·. C$ ~"-Blueprint for.. National Wel- foremost spokesman · fo~ 
forni~ Gov. Ronald.Reag_an? -1are Reform;f,.!.have been - conservative causes and ' t · 
is expected to: use: his new.,,. forwarded ·:·,, to ·. President ·- Iay ·tbe groundwork for an 
welfare·:.-_reform proposals . ;:{'rerald Forct··ano. to gover• ~other--·possible·· trr at th~ 

. to spar~~his -push for-Iead. ,~_ no~ .,. state:--_welfare direc- ·· White House-·if F'ord stumj 
ers~itf of a national conser•• tors and·.-~ local-~. 'officials · b~s or _m._~~~-~~~o .!..3:E.!~-~h 
va_tive · movement after he·· throughout the country. ·. ~ cen_ter.;::,: :},·.~· · _- : ;-·. ·./:::: ...,;;_,_ 
leaves office this year..1 ·~: .: · •• :-Virtually ,.all ,. recommen- -~~,.,:4k .~: news. ,_briefing. t 

·The · reform package/ ilii.;~1 dations, . · in:cluding' tighter Reagan's Washington offi~ 
veiled by · the lame-duck' ·. eligibility .rules -and stiffer -yesfer_daY~ :--;-,.. •. afternoo 

. governor- in · a State Fair--:c.ontrols againsL cheaters, Swoap-_ ca~e armed with . 
speech; in.Sacramento : last would require·· federal ac- set:of,fllp ch3:~s to expla· 

. Friday, ~ _the subject of a .!:'tion ~ a virtual iinpossibili- the n~w-welfare .. reforms ...... · 
quick" but;- intensivee ·fol ·Jy-this year.;~~_.;' .. . ,- ·. ~Theh:enactment -hesaid:j 
low-up . ·promotion:,: ,_effort_<~-- Thus, Reagan-?will . h~ve· would 'result _in,.an;ual sav, 

· here this wirelr. -.' .. Y~ · .. ?"--:· ample . opportunity_;:. to use i.rigfof :nearly;$2' billion. "7 i 
. · · S~ate JWelfafe. Dire~or~ ~- the !epo~ next. year in re• _· s·ome- of the more cont:r~ 
· DaV1d Swoap. accomparued · new1ng his CI')l~de for; a versial .. proposals ca.fr fo 

by_ three·top--le.vel aides, · ar- . crackdown on welf~e a bus- transfer· of the. food stam 
rived Tuesday-to carry Rea- :••·es . .. ,,·: ·~,_. ·· ·; ~; ·-::t ¥. program froni 'the Agricul 

: gan's· new ~elfa,re-message ... ·· The: · governor's· increas-- ture= .. Department to HEv 
. . to · Wh}t~' House '?ffictals.- J ng attention·to-national js- denra.l · of 'foo_d stamps ,,.,t · 

- and congr~ional .. commit.,....:.sueg, -viewed; here as · a families of striking work'E(. 
, tees. -~,., .. ':"";"-- ·: --~~: • :'--'~ sign,,:of-unquenche_d:· presi•: an(f a sharp curtailment~o 
. . He-~·met with Heal~ den,ua1· ambi~ons. :- · has thelr · use by colleg~_:,.st · 
· Education,and Welfare.Sec 1.- been·underscored m ·recent. dents. . · .... ,,_ 
. :retary . ~aspir: :Weinberge~, (- ~eeks-· ~Y' h~s ;·~volv~ment _ A. ~thoug~ these i~eas arq 
. y;ho ; shc:>we<t 1:1terest-. but ~- _1? ~ey congr~_ss1onal _fights: m ..- lme with the views of 
. m_ade ncrcorilmitments, and t··.•.~He spoke o?t agamst na- major. ':~b-usines~::,_ group~ 
~ :"r;h the ~ouse_;yf~ -~teer-y-non~l-hea~t~,msuranc~ and they may not _sit well wit? 

m=-· Comnuttee-,__ _ .. ., i lobb1e<! a':'a~st a na~onal another key . element ·., oi 
• Sw~api wh_o- did! not 'look '._·. la~_~•use bill and creatlo~ of Reagan's ·political constituj 
ror . nnmediate-· endors~ a ·,,. · Consumers ·· Protection ency _ agribusiness intef.i 
·rnents, said he expects Rea-:• ·Agency. He _afso has chal• . ests. ·s ·· · · .. · ·: -~ I 

. • gan to push for overhaul of ~ lenged · President . Ford to · · _ • · 
: food stam~a.~d. family aid.,· .re_main loyal ... to-, ,Rich~rd ~ 1 

programs · ··: ur · speeches:..· Nixon's 1972 conservative 1 
across the, CO!,l,_.ntry in,1975 · ~~'.)gan~fate." ,· .. ... ; 1 

and beyond. ,: .. · -.. · ·. . _. Aiong with the new push · 
Copies of the 70'-page re- · for . "national" · welfare re­

port, bearing- the official , forms, these ' · moves are 

·I 

I • 



I 
I 

; •. '} ~~- ,;;-{, 1'.i" ~: I, 

--S a ~ ses; ·-E.xcesse·s·· A.~ ~ 

Ut"\J...Q'U ~-:\. -,~ . ;· ·-.~ -k :. ; ., . 
..... - ~-- \ ~l, • • ...... ..... ~ , ' ~ --~ .... ~) t ·'•\.· .. ...... \,l. .. ~t .. , ._ ,f' 

, Governor Reagan d~serves hJgh pr.?ise: · J270 million 31 .ye¥t' ,,i·/ Ii • . .. '. · · 
for launching a campaigtJ,"~gai~.sk,'abu._ses a.gp;{ ; .. · And, Goy~moi- Reaga6 was.,wise to vet<? • 
excesses which are rid<lt~' etlederal' ~ ~ \ the legislation which would have abolished his-."'• 
stamp program-in · -iVJ~S.:. ~).'multiritil- :~· administrati&n s . \Vork-fof-V{Jlfa:e prograp;i .. ~ ~: 
tion-dollar administraWv ';'i}iglitmare,. taking G\ .This progra . ' designed tb- put-· able-bodloo·~­
up two-thirds;: .. th .. iAgricul(~re Depa~ ·,. t:.,,1elfare recie_ients. to .work; to-eat'll: their· we1-: ... 
inent's budget.'f ~~ .; : . ,..~ ~ .. ~· ,.;4,/ .,:'f:"-- -.·-. f_:tare pay~~~~ ~i}~~ J<>/>s:~hi~.will equip•i•'~ 

At last week's Host Breakfas -m· Sa~ra~ ~ ,,.them for. gainful employment, has been under .. ! . 
mento, the Govern~r backep up:bii. criticism -"; ;.. incessaqt .attack by some members of the ~­
with these facts :: · · • · :.,..,;,. (''. ~- .. ,_. ~ _.,;-Democrat-con troll~_ Califor:ni~ State Legis- • . 

. . " .v The _federal food•st-a~p··, progr~m.:. ·;;J~ture. The legisl~tu>nrv-etoedby the Governor .~·,. 
beginning in. 1961, involved ~~!.000.people a~d. .. --~ as AB 35~i(As~emblyman Jo~ Foran, D~~ : 
cost $26 million· ... It has- mushroomed to Uie: ·-.~· San, Francisco) , which would have repealed.:..-;;! 
point that in 1975 it will become-a welfare su~, ?· the experimental' ·ealifornia,~ work Experi· ·--:-·:;· 
sidy for Hi-million people at a cost of $4 bil-, -~ ence Program . (CWEP)-a·:- part.1 ·of the, --· 

• lion. · ~ '· ·, ~; ·:r../'t· ·A· ::,, Reagan·. A(!ministraf'IBn's 1971 · welfare ~,,.,.~ 
- ' v _Juvenile runaways, ,.some,: 14-. y'ears of,. reform. •· ·,, --1 "'..;.~ ... •~'f ·' ': . . . · · ~-\- .t . ' .' 

~ge, living-cur ~ommunes.-a~;su~isting off ~,;., - '.R~ferrini to}he F?ntroversl~- Work-for-·.:.,,:•. 
food stamps= • . . '", . ;. ' . :..' : C • • ,Welfare program, staff writer Larry Irby ~-

.... vFood ··stamps·-and' the welfare sysie ~-; reported : -,:' 0
• : '. -:;-1 ,. :.. . '.'f' ~<"; -.. . -~·. 

are being.· ~ ~ strate&i~alf . !ti:- fptance- pr~ ' :t~ ~; ''There a~e-752;300_'.pers9ns j~b-hunting· in ~_ 
l_onged st~ikef~against~th~,,-f(ee~ n.terpr~s~ ';~_~alifornia, .150,000 employa~le welfare recipi- . •. 
community.:.J~ .. ~:~..-" ::~_;t:, i .,,i_ !. _--.· •::_ . f ~/'ents, Peter Rank~ deputy dirE!;:~or of the State-- -·. 

Governor- Reagan -balanced. his cnticism_,,:-• .E'mployment· Development Department - · 
. 'Yith these c_9Qstructive· pro·pa~a!s .-to elimi.~':! " EDD) , ·said. Rank, who cannot hide bis ,, 

nate cheating , an<f abuse m..;;a _ -program +•enthusiasm fhr .a program •for which he bas 
designed to-aiclthe: truly._need.y.-,,~, .;,- :'"!.~ :; . . provided the.learning wheels and know-how, · 
~ v "An eaj-nn;gs ci.earance system ;imii'iq~ · .. 1says employers ~a employables all can ~e­
to the on..,..$ e' establish .. ' . . 'ow:-\ welfare-';\.,fil.by the Govern.or's-braincbiliLThe-taxpay-~.,. 

.. -~..-- ~ ;. '~ • • • . , , ¾ ·-d 

ieform. 'fhis.fwoWd allow a rcheck. on: actualr:--ers also-benefit; he says, because the welfare-< ' 
. · earnings oftJ,9P&stjlmp recipients against ~e :; _'wprk.system~putipe<>pleon payrolls.:....getting . 

amount t~ey re~rt ip· th_ei_i; ~pplications.~;l- · t•tbem off-welfar,frolis~ ifhev~t~ vastmajori' .,. 
. . ~ A m!:t,imu.n:i, -~~~e--b£~S • f~od-s!~~-p•~ t~ _ _p!,these r,ecip~~il~ r~a~y want.to find work.~;? 

rec1p1ents. ,.. ,,"":':-i.. . ,, f;,. •1 .7'- , :-~;~ · ~8?• we 've ~en our: ex1st1ng resources ~d at · 
. ., vWelfaredepartmentssbould be permi~, ; . ~o additionalfaxpayers' cost-the very-same j · 

tcd to notify.;parents when. theit.minor~~hi~d .. >,., le.v~l of resource's·;~e bad in-1970-:~d ~e've '::' 
ren apply '"fcir.· food· stamps;:,.,, :-:.:./ ,_..,; · J'. .. ,,r~•:-...• been abie to niake'tbiS:Jncrease-from 15-,000 to :'!", 
. v Tougher federal cont~ols. to make off}. _- . , 71>,000.' ,: '. ·; .~ ,1,i;; : ' -~ ' :·. .. : ~·~. ~· ._ J . ;;=-s:,t'. 

cials dealil)g: with. f~· more accountable . ,~,..::~ The people of California, who pay the tax- , ~· 
; "Federal r,esponsibility fo all · assist:.....~ .. es to support the most expensive state govern.: . 
ance for aliens~requiring ~able-bcidied stu-: ~•.;, ment in the nation, owe much to the fiscar · • 
~ents to meet the same requirements as other_' · policies of Governor Reagan in his eight years "· 
food-stamp applicants, and permitting ·wet~ -- as California 's highest electiv•e· officiaL We, . . 
fare departments to refer food-stamp- recipi~•· don't buy the rhetoric of the fire-breathing '..,. · 
e11ts to union-related jobs-, .. . ':;t '·· .. · · :~ - liberals who are writing him off. as a " do- \ 
· , These are only five of the 88 recom.men~ . nothing"_ lame duck: -

dktions the, Governor forwarded. to federal Hopefully, the Gover:nor's successor will .. 
officials for reform of the •food~stamp.'. pro- , . · profit by his common-sense, traditional 
gram which, he said, co~~~ s~~-~ a_~,:n~c~ a~::. ·American a~proach \to fis~al p~oblems:: ,. ... 

( ~· ' ,r ~#\ ,l I I 
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ood. -St9ni·p~c~ 
Fraud Feared 
1n· Th iS Areci. , -~~-=-~ ~,;.. , .. '• '.. !<t • .• 

fare Iu-nds." 
- The USDA has provided 

a broad set of guidelines for 
food stamp qualification. 

. The guidelines, among other 
! things, allow students to get 
• !he stamps without register­

mg for work, allow striking 
employes to get the stamps 

i and allows the issuance -of 
f. the coup~ns to teenagers 
~ .. who have left home-.under 
l the "emancipated minor" 
; laws. . 

-Reagan nas called these 
Program New Here, B_ut Reagan ' rules "foolishly weak." 

• • 
0 

• "They will cost taxpavers 

Desc~ib4?s CheatJ~n-g .Elsew~ '.Lere . . $316 million in California . 'rl r:-· alone this year," he said in a 
. , . - • .. ,recent plea for stamp re-

S'D t.J/U.bYL first in a series CJ-;i ~ _ 71_ form. · 
. By PETER H. BROWN •" . Reforms could save as 

Wayne Scoggins can see the food stamp nne from his· ,much_ ~.:7 · ·01,1.natiQnal-
welfare office at 7949 Mission Center Court. ly says Reagan. - · 

Teena~ers ~ surf trunks, _a family of three .and San .Diego 'Ther~ is f!O o tective dike 
State Uruvers1ty studen~ with books under their arms were old ba what ;local.and 
leaving ~ith the precious stamp ;approvals. ,."''-,·.): __ ., . officials believew11.1.be 

Scoggms, deputy ._ director ·.of the . county's ' '.food stainp , a!RQi>d u 1~ tiflses. ~ 
pr?gram, shrugged his shoulders, saying: "We know there.are ·· ~C0]11C~~~ YOI_CEf) =t~ ;_-,: ,· •, 
gomg to be abuses in-this program - abuses of all types. ·But -~ ... e -are~reUy~ ~ure. ~he 
wecan'tdomuchaboutit." . • . . '1 ,· · p w.aD:. ·-~; alrea~y llemg1 

.~ood stamps, which Gov. Reagan $ays will be the _new ~--- atiu~ed .,.by some :5ta.mp 
billion~dollar. )Y-elfare scandal, have _;j. .begun• -ma.k _ . :--Jtr. ....jl~ der1,. · S<!-YS Scoggms: as-
rustle rn county cash registers. _ ~-... . -~ ~ ~ , ..-- ·• . --:;~ . tant_to FQ.Od-Stamp Drrec- : 
60,000 HERE -i- :no_t~er:..coup~~ escribe!J!° : l!'.~r~_: ~ :_Lowe~~--'./; 

More than 60,000 San Die- , \ m the survey reee1ved '$5,000 coggms, -the man closest 
gans have applied for- and 1f in food >stamps by·,;liiding .. . ield_ operations in the 11-
received - · the stamps !'-$20,000 in earnings._-.;p,. ' ~ we.·~ -old _p~ogram, says the 
which can be bought at cut- FUND Pl{OBLE.l\f . ~DA designed a plan to sell 
rate prices and used as cash . Scoggins, who has neither r-_ tJier s~ps. bu.t prqvided no 
in the supermarket. - the. funds nor facilities to ~ ;~:.. ~~m. :to __ J>Olife_ :the _pro-

But already -the men who police the _plan, says such t ... ,gJ_:JHJl~;:-:? -~::JS,;..··;~-:~ , 
run the subsidy plan are , abuses co~~ happen h~re. f-.>_,.i~ i •. tilcl:_,Jti~J.~bu-~es un-
predi cting widespread T~n off1c1~ls questioned ,:- ~ered·rn.o,t1Ier3co.urity pro-
abuses. . ~ . . s_ay . they beheve the _po!en- .,·....:-gr;un~ J>ei:epJjited;J_Jere? · .. 

"You· undoubtedly have.,. t1al for abuse was built rnto -,,. ' !}.e pr-0.!>~b!Y.::!e~u.!d;" 
fraud and misuse in the prO:. the food stamp rules when ays , . coggms1--,':«,For ;in-· 
gram down there," says P. · they were drafted . .. · __ stance:;. if:a.student comes in 
J . Newland, deputy director Her_e .are the re_asons as .:$. . ~d telli us·ne is making--$50 
of the state food stamp plan. descnbed by Scoggms, New- r ~a month, we pretty much 
"It just hasn't shown up yet. land and spokesmen in the ,,,,. •haveq_o take him at11is word. 
San Diego just started in . governor's office: · ~-';.,_. -•He it th~n allowed-to buy. $38 
July. There has been nosur- · - _ The fooii stamps are 1 • .:- w.orth pf food stamp~}or~." 
vey such as the one that has prov1ded .11nd ultimately paid , : .. -, :'RANDOI,tt CHECKS · ::· 
turned up major abuses for by the U.S. Department -· There is no way now ac~ 
statewide." of Agriculture. This means f · .c-0rding to Scoggins to check 
GOVERNMENT CHECK says Newland, that the ' f .: on whether _that student is 

'Newland is speaking of. a money comes in to be passed i • - one of thousands receiving 
government check on food ?n to !he counties for admin- f

1 

f money · from his parerits. 
stamp programs in other 1strat1on by the, welfare de- b ~An we can do_1srely on the 
California counties. partment. , _ · ~ . r.andom -cliecking_, that is 

That survey found that -The welfare department i'lone on :a regular basis,". he 
federal rules have made it · then takes charge of certify- L said. , . 
possible in some areas for a ing food stamp applicants. ~ ·No statistics have been 
family of four with an in- · - In San Diego, for instance, corflpiled to determine -the 
com~ of $10,000 a year to - ,j' the ?3ndidates (ill out an , number of students_ on the 
qualify for food stamps. : · :income form to receive a program. But Scoggms says 

The same probe discov- 1 card. : .•~ - "they undoubtedly account 
ered a 17-year-old hig:ij"~ :,_--· - ~"Since "the money t for a .sizable portion of 

' · school stu~ent living with i ..... ,. com~s..:_ from_ •~the federa l f b~yers," . ' 
group of fnends and regular- USDA budget,,,· says· John , . ~ survey m the San Fran-
l~ collecting, along with -his-- , ~ Sulliv~n of -·the- alifornia c1s1co B~y Area showed that 
five pals, $46 a month in free t- .Food Stamp Office, 'there is I...,_: - ' about· ~ _per -ce. Il_! · of. -1he 
stamps... little incentive for the county ... sta1pp bo1ders are ·students. 

; to police the program. They ~ • ~ he food stamp cha~, 
. havE- their hands ftill pre- . ~ \\inch resembles a compli­

t ~ , . cated routftpli~ti...Qll tabl~2 

~ puts students at Die easy erm 

t
• . of the _qualification de-

mands. . 
•.., ,A ,:sin~ student whose . 

, .. ., month1y'mconie 1s less than 
$29.99 a month can receive 
$46 in stamps for $1. 

"And the student can sub-
J.. tract tuition, medical ex-
t penses over $10 and rent that 
- .~ faam .exceeds 30_per .cent of 
":·, ~e pe~sonJ . in~e;''.;1Scog-

. _gms SaJ~,-tN.l . ~. •· 
.. These ·quaUfications '. in- ~ . . . .,. . 
-crease with·farrilly s1ze-and 
morted income. -., -: . 

:· - The food staIJJp : offices 

f ' 'here . .tak~.- whatever . roof 
:.- . th~y :can _get ,of mcoin -;· •·• -

. Smee man of 'Our--reci-
t> p1ents are not on elf are, we 
h .don' t have th~ major checks 
t: 7 o os . urces " said .a 
! 'SJ)OkesimµJ-. . e -

ment. . - ' ·T _ .-: 
,_ .1-::..~ 

t · ' - . . · ·r - ay . s, 
tel;l5~ - ~- [g . t}.Y get "BO 
• m row their ·p,arents 

pind wha ever tooFwe . :. 
tget;"i · ·scciggin"s' -:saii:I. ;,:.we 

retty much·h~vf o :a"~t 
hat they claim to be. !.:. -

~

San Diegans who· leave the 

~~si§~:,f:}pit;~~~, 
. ards that let 'th~m "°Quy :­
;-get free - · the ·stamps 
~through a mail-order pro-
~cess. ,_ _ 
~- The .starµp ,app_licants 
t"must s~nd -a check or money 
~,order to a post offic-e box .in 
La -Mesa. In the case . -of 
. elfaie recipieiits;:they:can 

f.h~ve _};it taken .frq!D their 

(
hecks.· -~ -. ·- . 
"'Scoggins and other:"°rounty • 

. fficicrls w.ilLncit"Teveal ihe • 
Hoc~t_ion _of th~ 1o6d stamp · 
;mailing center. --n is closely 
tguarded to prevent thefts. 
tGOOD AS CASH "' · £~ 

~

!l'~e .§. tamps_;¥e. ~ ,good as ·. 
sh "for ..any .'food ttenifrom 
urniet wild nce''aiia soda 

. op to-pmto beans.~ ~· 
r And the cost to .the holder 
@epends on his income:. • 
t . -/. .;. 
:- . Fo_r 1nsta~ce, ·a fami!y of 

our~lnaking.$109 perjnonth 
tpays_ $25-for ,$125'.in slamps. 
'The same family with an 
adjusted monthly income of 
$419 pays $113 _for tbe .same 
'$125 in stamps. 

~; .Applicants can subtract 
illlajor doctor bills, some. of 
itheir rent, catastrophic ex­
tpenses (from a house fire or 
raccident) and, in the case of 
•students, tuition and books . 
.. .From that -jx>mf on, r sa.Y 
fficials, f~ ~pf we 

~ bout as easy to trace, ·and 
r.control.( as a do}Jat bill. , .... .4 ;,..;..-· _.._. • ·-' 
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U nti I Ford and Nelson 

Rockefeller came along, California Gov. 
I 

Ronald Reagan had hi '. eye on the 1976 
GOP presidential nomination. 

The pol itica l scene has now changed, 
at least temporar ity, but Reagan has 
i ust re leased the . results of task force 
studies of the federal·. food stamp ., 
program and Aid-' to Fam il ies • with 
Dependent Children· (AFDC). 

requirement a na r o oecome ~11 g1t>1 e 
im mediately for stamps.\.).,).~~~ 

"Another enterprising young lady 
managed to get nerself exempt from t he 
work requ ire r ,ent because she was 
enrolled monr than half time at one of 
our univ~rs'ities--studying witchcraft. 
The coun ty welfare department called to 
see if this was an approved course, was 
informed 'it was and she got her food 
stamps. Americans ar e a generous and 
compassionate people but they do not 
deserve this kind of abuse and fraud. 
Businessmen-_have been -angered-•with Reagan said the food sfamp program 

is "out of control" and a "national 
scandal." · 

It is probable Reagan had the reports • 
assembled for use 1n his presidential 
drive. 

'. justification--L?ecause · food stamps and · 
~ . -the welfare system are being · used to 

finance prolon'ged strikes. This makes ., 

Candidate or not, the findings. deserve · ~ 
the study of all citizens. ~ 

Reagao said the food stamp program·, · ~ 
nationally, has multipled from 367,000 ; ~ · 
persons in 1964 to 13 million today, and 

1 

~ 
by next year, one in every 1_4 persons will ~ 
be using the stamps. By- the middle of · ~ ­
next year, the r:,ation_al annuiil cost will , "'\ 
be $4 billion. 

1
. . 

Reagan . points out the food stamp 
·program was · first established to i help 

. . .,. shore up the agricultural ·econorriy by 
~'.~~:·~ - di stri buti ng .food surpl us~s- through · : 1 

· · retail channels. Those· surpluses have 
_. now disappeared ·and .th_e program has 

. ··· become a separate; welfare system 
·. ,· ·_. supervi,sed: ·by ' y·et 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 ot the national welfare system. 

Re.agan. .r.ecommends that .. . the food 
stcim"p b~~'ines~·. be '\ .~ansfe·r:~ed .. to HE w: 
He said one of every ·tour Californians 
gett ing foodr stamps isn't . in a :regular 

I ' ' L we lfpre ·program, or does not qu~lify for 
welfare. This is because food ·sta111p 
e l igibility I requirements · are · more 
liberal. · 

I 

J Reagan cq'lled the · fodd stamp rules 
1
• · '' ridicuJous"1 and gave these examples: 

- ,r;,Ontt applicant 'in iCalifof nia c.faimed . 
to be a full Jtime 'goJ_d prospector. This 

government a partner on one side of 
labor disputes rather than a referee. 

"Other citizens,~',. _he co.ntinued, 
"standing in the check~out Hne at the 
market cannot understand why the able­
bodiec.! fellow in the same line·i~ buying 
T-bone ste~ks with f_ood stamps_ their 
taxe~ paid for and they : have trouble 
affor-~:H ng hamburger." 

Reagan made 88 recommendations 
for. changes in ·t he rules, - including 
r~qui'ring _ the _f.ed~r.al government · to 
assume com piet~:-- respa.nsibi I ity for 
ali7ns; requi ting stµ_den!5 to be subfect 
to the same work requirement as aov 

. -· ··-- ~ ' , 

0th.er stamp / recipient; . -;etting a 
mi~imum wage for receiv ing stamps 

· and _permitting welfare departments· to 
notify parents when • their m inor or 
student ch ildren apply tor food _stamps. · 

Said the governor: - "The taxpayers 
should · not be financing _ runaway 
teenagers nor should food stamps be 
availctble to students who are being ful ly / 
suppor,ted by thei r parents." 

Reagan h a s. been successfu l i _n 
tr imm ing welfare rolls in Ca lifornia , 
saving. $2 billion since 1971. At the same 
time, basic welfare grants to t he /'tru ly 
neetiy" were increased 41 per cent. 

Reagan may not now have the national 
forum he wanted to talk about weffare 
reform . But he should get a heari ng in 

. Washing ton and the people should make 
sure that · he does. 

· Omaha World Herald 
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_,,,, Governor . agan's 

Welfare eform 
'Makes Serise 

Governor Ronald Reagan, iri a report 
issued to meiiffiers of congress and every 
other state governor, .say& the United 
States could save $270 million in taxes 
through welfare reform. And we are sure 
he is right about the saving~, even though 
the exact figure may be questioned. 

It seems pretty obvious that sorn~thin_g 
is wrong with the welfare pro&r.am µJ.~IS 
countrywhenthenumwrup«!!)pledraw­
iqg £ . r;s 't:lliri6s f rt>m 367,000 in 
1964° to 13 million today. In ~even years 
the number has -increased 3400 percent. 
Next ye~r; ·according to predictions aitd · 
unless sofuething .is done, Orie in every 14 
persons will be using food · stamps. ,In 
three more year~. Reag~ predicts, one 
in four could be eligil)le. · 

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 agricuHura'l surpluses 
today, what with that and the Russian 
wheat deal. · ~ 

Americans have always belie"ed 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 

'. get food stamps. For another,, in creating 
: the food stamp program,· Uncle Sam 
/ created another whopping big bureauc­
_: racy and food stamps, in effect, became a 
; separate welfare program. 
J California's Blu~print for National 

Welfare Reform -- tlie report Reagan is , 
submitting to Washington -- would plac·e : 
food stamp administration in the same 
agency that handles the other welfare 
programs. It also ~pells 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 11bureaucrats" are an easy 

target..for ambitious pol!ticians, 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 sometin:ies have 
the effrontry to stand up to elected 
officials. 

At last summer's GOP bullroast at 
Centreville, Gov, l!mWd Rea~ was 
enthusiastically received by bore 
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 diita 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 comm~rce 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 

evidence. That led to the cyclamate 
ban. 

The often-used argument that what's 
bad for rats is not necessarily bad for 
men, women and children has just 
been brushed aJide by a federal judge 
in a suit brought by Shell to permit it to 
-continue manufacturing dieldrln, 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 m~ 
and women who feel a prime 
responsibility to the nation rather than 
to partisan or other special interest,. 
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Public eaches: Closed to the 
\~\..C',~ 

Public _ · . 
Calif_ornia residents who have difficulty findin_g a / Pedro), committee chairman. agree that the exclu­

place to sun along the state's more than 1,000 miles sion of the public is clearly improper, and that ren:.. 
1' of coastline will be int-erested in a joint legislative -... tals charged by the state.and the ci_ty are far be­
{'. committee report .on the history of three-beach · low the current market value. 

1 sites that the public owns but may not use. 
~ What, then, are the public's chances of occu-

. Between 1950 and 1968, the California Depart- pying its own land? 
1 ment of Parks and Recreation spent $2.4 million to . . . . 
~ acquire more than 16 acres of choice beach and - · ~at dep~n~s on W1~am Penn Mott, state pa~ks 

park property-13 acres in the Malibu area and chief, :v,ho ms1sts_ that We (the state} are ~ovm! 
two valuable sand sites in the city of Santa Monica. as rapidly as possible to put the land to public use. 

The state, of course, still owns the sites, two in · 
partnership with .Santa Monica. __ But who has been 
us,ng the land? One-third acre serves as a private 
parking ,lot for the Jonatha~ 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 · 
"t are open to the public. The remainder, except for 

That purported rapidity isn't nearly fast enough. 
The Jonathan Club's lease will expire.Dec. 1, Pep­
perdine1s next June. Then, we assume: the public 
will be permitted in. But t~e private club holding 
·.three acres of Santa Monica property has a many­
times-extended lease that won't expire until 1981. . : 

about an a<:re leased as a home for the chancellor 
of Pepperdine University, has yet to be developed 
for public use. 

There may have been reasons, as the state park 
chi~f 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 
prop~rty the public does own shoul_d be developed 
and'opened for the public. 

Auditol' General Harvey M. Rose; author of the . 
report, and Assemblyman Vincent Thoma~ ID-San 

- ~~~ . 19· .<t · 1Y 
-N onweHare families a e 

• ~ ·... ,.1 . • ) j •' ' • • i • 

~::~:' hu)?:llg more .· f oo<J .. stamps 

. ... .., ..,• ... 

· More and· more low:income families 
not receJ.ving welfare · ·are finding it 
worthwhile to lbuy food stamps the­
Shasta -County welfare director reported 
Monday. 

Stamp purehases by this group totaled . 
1,543 last. month, up 531 from September 
1973. The increase followed jwnps of 383 
jn 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
inc.'Ome families are findjng it wor­
thwhile," she said in explaining the 
ooupons' rising popularity. 

· Each dollar's ·worth ol stamps is 
· buying almost $3 worth of groceries this 

i 
I , . 1-:-, 

. :•!;1/ r , , 

i 
year compared to $2 in groceries in 1973, 
according to Welfare Department 
figures . 

Last Tuesday and . Wednesday, the 
. county issued stamps worth $90,94j in 
the store for a cost of $32,268. 

The comparable amounts f.or all of 
October_ 1973 were about $205,000 in 
coupons for $103,000 cash,. Mrs. Balbiarz 
reported. 

The welfare director also co~ented, 
"We have not yet begun to pick up 
strikers: we haye had them inquire 
aliout 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 witlihold '48~296 
from the county in December. 
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. . The food Stamp Outreach 
..... . ...... .... • By SUZANNE 0~ LESSEPS 
: · : As spiraling inflation drives food 
prices higher and higher, f t deral 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 authprized $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 
on(v in its own editorials. 

. _piiations for fiscal year 1965. Now, 10 
.::~ats later, the food stamp program has 
-~·gft)·wn 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 
pr,ogram was heavily criticized for 

.J~,_ching only 38 per cent of eligible 
. ·~rsons and for failing to keep up with 
. .inflation. A panel on nutrition and spe­
: fill! groups, in its report to the full 
: ~mittee, recommended (1) giving free 
·stamps to families- with net monthly 
incomes below $100 instead of the cur­
rent $30, (2) allowing stamps to be 
mailed to recipients, and (3) advertising 

; fne food stamp program through radio 
:ahd TV. 

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 no:w 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 ~ay which groups, 
how many groups or what the state will 
supply th~se 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 $278 million in sur­
_plU$ 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 fQ.r food stamps. Rona1a 
Pollack, director of FRAC, thinks the 
ruling will be a tremendous help in all 
outreach s~its. _ . . 
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~r Food Stamp Co~t~~a _1'4 
_ . In Washington, some of the Bureaucrats replace it w it h a guaranteed annual in• 

a·re alleged to be worried about the rising come, which might be still more costly. 
cost of the federal food stamp programs. In California, Gov. Ronald Reagan has a 
Already costing taxpayers about $2. 7 bil· suggestion we think is more nearly in line 
lion a year, it may soar to $6 or $8 billion with the economic situation and with com­
unless something is done. mon sense. He says close some of the gap-

In Tallahassee, the food stamp office ing loopholes in the food stamp eligibility 
staff itself is concerned--eoncerned at so ·requirements. 
many able-bodied, healthy students crowd- Some of these loopholes, Reagan said, 
ing in for a share of the freebies while old- allow immediate drawing of stamps, even 
er, poorer and genuinely needy persons if the applicant has transferred property or 
wait hours or days for attention. c a s h to another just to qualify; striking 

Maybe Washington could think of a way union members may qualify for stamps 
to connect these two concerns. · · from the first day of their strike; college 

As a Tallahassee Democrat news article students often qualify just because they 
reported last week, the workers manning live away from home and have little or no 
the local food stamp office worked to get bank accounts, without regard for the fi­
through college, a n d resent the cynical, nancial ability of a student's family; fami­
get-everything-possible attitude of the stu- lies with income of $10,000 or more often 
dents who come in to claim stamps, easily can still get free stamps, and finally, fed­
meeting the lax requirements for this hand- eral rules discourage states from acting 
out. strongly to weed out the fraud by requiring 

The food stamp program is adminis- local governments to pay all the costs of 
tered under the federal agricultural tent of r e c o v e r y but turn over the recovered 
agencies. The eligibility standards are more money to the federal government. 
lax than even federal welfare aid require- Under the circumstances, it would be 
ments which are administered by the De- surprising if t h e costs of the food stamp 
partment of Health, Education and Wel- plan ran anywhere other than out of con- / 
fare. HEW officials are bad-mouthing the trol. This situation calls for fast action by .. 
costs of_ the food stamp plan. They want to_ Congress and President Ford. 
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