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Of'f'I C£ OF THE GOVER..'l•mR 
Silcramento, California 
contact: Paul Beck 
445-4571 11-2-71 

RELEASE: Immediate 

#613 

Governor Ronald Reagan today called "disgraceful and cynically 
/the actions of 

partisan 11 a group of so-called Democratic legislative leaders who 

contrived an ad hoc committee "for the sole purpose of harrassing State 

social Welfare Director Robert Carleson and undermining the 

administration's ~fforts to reform welfare." 
/so-called 

The governo_r said, "Because obviously this hearing was contrived 

for the sole purpose of harrassing Bob Carleson and undermining the 

administration's efforts to reform welfare, those in control of the 

hearing ·chose to ig~ore the fact that California is ~he only state in 

which the welfare rolls have declined for the past six months in a row. 

"'l'o blatantly exploit the legislative process in this way is 

thoroughly disgraceful an~ cynically partisan. 

"The personal and public villification o:£ any citizen, includi~g 

members of this· administration, has no place in a legislative'hearing' 

of any type. 
. . 

"In just two months, far less time than it took .the legislature to 

enact welfare reform, the Department of Social Welfare has acted 

extremely quickly and effectively in implement:1-ng the new la-w. Under 
. . 

Bob Carleson's lead2rship this progress has been .made in .spite of a 

myriad of conflicting court rulings and othe:r obstacles," the governor 

said. 
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GOVERNMENT CODE 

9400. As used in this -chapte_r, .. committee" means a 
commillte of either the Senate or Assembly, a joint commit• 
1cc of both houses. or, when any of the foregoing committees 
is authorized 10 creale ;;ubcommittees, a subcommittee. • 

<>40 I. A subpena requiring the ittendance of any 
witness before the Senate, Assembly, or a committee·may be 
issued by the President of the Senate, Speaker of the House, or 
the chairman of any committee before whom the attendance 
of the witness is desired. . 

()404. The memhers of any committee may administer 
oaths· to witnesses in any matter under examination. 

9405. If any witness neg)e.cts or refuses to _obey a 
subpcna. or appearing. neglects or refuses . to testify. or to 
produce upon reasonable notice any mate~ial and prop~r 
books. papers or documents in his possession or under his 
control: he h:is committed a contempt. • 

9409. Any witness neglecting or refusing to attend in 
obedience to subpena may be arrested by the Sergeant-at-Arms 
:ind brought before the Senate, Assembly or committee, as the 
case m:iy be. The only warr:int or authority necessary 
authorizing the arrest is a copy of a resolution of the Senate, 
the Assembly or committee signed by the President of the 
Senate, Speaker of the Assembly or chairman of the 
committee, as the case may b.-::, :md countersigned by the 
Secretary of the Senate, the Chief Clerk of the Assembly or a 
majority of the members of the -committee, as the case may 
be. 
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9410. A person sworn and examined before the Senate 
or Assembly, or any committee, can not be held to answer 
criminally or be subject to any penalty or forfeiture for any 
fact or act touching which he is required to testify. Any 
statement made or paper produced by such witness is not 
competent evidence in any criminal proceeding against the 
witness. The witness can not refuse to testify to any fact or to· 
produce any paper touching which he is examined for the 
reason that rus testimony · or the production of the paper may 
tend to disgrace him or render hjm infamous. Notrung in this 
section exempts any witness from prosecution and punishment 
for perjury committed by him on examination. 

941 I. Every State department, office, board. 
commission or bureau, including The Regents of the 
University of California, shall discharge any person who 
commits a contempt before any committee. Such person shall 
receive no compensation from the State or any agency thereof 
for services rendered after the date of such refusal. 

No State department, office, board, commission or 
bureau, including The Regents of the University of California, 
shall ever employ or compensate for services any person who 
has at any time prior to the proposed employment or 
compensation committed a contempt before any committee. 

I The committee shall read this section to the person so 
refusing, and shall certify the refusal to the State Personnel . 

. Board and to ,the State Controller . .Upon receipt of such 
certificate, th.e State Personnel Board shall immediately notify · 
every State department, office. ·board, commission or bureau. 
including · The Regents of the University of Calif omia. by 
whom such person is or has at' any tiine been employed. 
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<>41:?. Every person who. being summoned to attend as 

_wilncss before the Senate. Assembly, or any committee, 
refuses or neglects, without lawful excuse. to attend pursuant 
to such summons, and every person wl10, being present before 
lhe Senate, Assembly, or any committee, wilfully refuses to be 
sworn, to answer any material and proper question, or to 
produce, . upon reasonable nolice. any material and proper 
books, papers, or documents in his possession or under his 
control is guilt:• of a misdemeanor. 

Every member of the Legislature convicted of a 
misde~eanor under this sei:lion, in addition to the punishment 
pre~nbed, forfeits bis office and is forever disqualified from 
holding any office in lhe Stale. · · 

PENAL CODE 

/ 

• 
... 

119. The term "oath," as used in the last two sect: 
. includes an affirmation and every other mode authorized ~ 
law of attesting the truth of that which is stated. 

121. ll is no defense to a prosecution for perjury ! 
· the oath was administered or taken in an irregular manne r, 

that the person accused of perjury did not go before, or 
not in the presence of, the officer purporting to administer 
oath, if such accused caused or procured such officer to cer 
that the oath had been taken or administered. 

125. An unqualified statement of that which one c 
not know to be true is equivalent to a statement of that wh 
one knows to be false. 

126. (§82.) Perjury is punishable by imprisonment 
· the State Prison not less than one nor more than fourte. 
· years. 

.•: 

·' 

118. Every person who, having taken an oath that he 
·will testify, .declare, depose, or certify truly before any 
co~petent tnbunal, officer, or person, ih any of the cases in 
which such an oath may by law be administered, wilfully and 
conlrary to such oath, states as true any material matter-which 
he knows to be f alsc, and every person who (estif1es, declares, 
depos~s, or .certifies under penalty of perjury in any of the 
case.s m .which such testimony, declarations, depositions, or 
c~rllfic:illon is permitted by law under penalty of perjury and 
wilfully states as true any material matter which he knows to '· 
be false, is guilty of perjury. · . . 
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HEALTH AND WELFARE 

ANTHONY C. BEILENSON 
CHAIRMAN 

October 26, 1971 

Mr. Robert Carleson, Director 
State Department of Social Welfare 
744 "P" Street 
Sacramento, _califn~ n 

:., . 

Dear Mr. Ca~~ ..-

Th~s to confinn 'our phone conversation of last Friday, 
at which time you indicated you could be present for a public 
hearing on November 2. 

Accordingly, I . have scheduled a subcommittee hearing for , 
9:30 A.M. on Tuesday, November 2 in Room 3191. The purpose 
of the hearing is to investigate implementation of the Welfare 
Refonn Act of 1971. I have requested that Mr. Zumbrun of 
your Department also participate. 

Your cooperation in this legislative inquiry will be 
appreciateq.. 

LENSON 

; 

ACB:bjm 

LA1uov A . A.011AH 

C O\l "••L 

DILLl C MITC:HltLL 
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JOHN L. BURTON 
MEMBER OF ASSEMBLY. TWENTIETH DISTRICT · 

REPRESE:NTI_NG SAN FRANCISCO 

<Cl!airmau 
.As!;rmhl!J iS11lr1, [ommittrt 

... ~ . 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE November 3, 1971 

Assemb_lyman John L. ·Burton (D-San Francisco) said today the 

Governor's actions indicate that "State Social- Welfare Director 

Robert Carleson is on his . way out-- and soon." 

"Governor Reagan •·s very defensiv·e remarks about Bob Carleson 

and the welfare mess this administration has ·created sound like he 

.· is softening Bob up for the old heave-ho, 0 Burton said. 

'\ 

"In fact, the Governor's statements a~out what a great welfare . 

director Carleson is sound very much like the Temarks a baseball 

team owner always makes just before he fires his manage:r: . _" 

· Burton said the adm'inistration now has to ·face the fact that 

much of its socalled welfare reform' bill was "just 'plain illegal, 

· and the courts aren ' _t going to let them run· their game in violation 

of state and federal law. 

"This means the Governor -has · to put the blame-·on someone for ·.· 

his embarrassing situ.ation, and I rene~ my earlier prediction that 

the scapegoat will be Bob .Carleson." 
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---------·· -- - - -· -

·# # # 

. ' .o-.. . 

, . 
I . 

\· 
' . , 
I 

: I y~ ' ,. 

t ... . 

·. l . 

.. : . 

._ ..... · .. 



SENATE COMMITTEE ON HEALTH AND WELFARE 

OATH 

I do solemnly swear that the testimony I 
shall give in this proceeding shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth, so help me God. 

.Witness Signature 

Date Print Name 

. . 1: 
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r,; ERVY,~ M . D YMA LLY 

JOSEl'n t,I . K E.NN ICK 

MILTON MAU t-~5 

JAC" SCHP.AO i 

A !..FREO H . SONG 

JAMES E. WH i TMORC: 

.. 

Mr. Ronald Zumbrun 

Qlalifuruia 1-Q.cgi.sla±ur.e 

SENATE COMMITTEE 
ON 

HEALTH AND WELFARE 

ANTHONY C. BEILENSON 
CHAIRMAN 

October 26, 1971 

State Department of Social Welfare 
744 "P 11 Street, Room 1763 
Sacramento, California 

Dear Mr. Zumbrun: 

I have scheduled a subcommittee hearing for 9:30 A.M. 

COMMITT&~ AOnmrs:; 
STATE CAPI TOL 

.C4!S- !S965 

\VILLIAM E . 8 ARNAol1 
CONSULTANT 

l.AllRY A. AGRAN 
COUMS !tl.. 

BILl.lE MITCHELl. 
sac,ntTAP.Y 

on Tuesday, November 2 in Room 3191. The purpose of the • 
hearing is to investigate implementation of the Welfare Reform 
Act of 1971. Your participation in this first hearing regarding 
implementation of welfare reform would be appreciated. 

Kindly contact the Senate Health and Welfare Committee 
Office .as soon as possible to confirm your availability -for 
the November 2nd hearing. 

faaere 1y, ;/l. . 
2~ '-1 IJJ_; (__ 

ANTHONY C. B~ILEpSON 

ACB:bjm 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY IONAlD REAGAN, CoYernor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE - 744 P STREET 

STA TE SOCIAL WELFARE BOARD 
SACRAMENTO 9581' 

IIO8tRT [ . MITCHELL, CHAIRMAN 
THOMAS G. DAUC.HERTY 
DR. WALTER W. OOlflNI 
MRS. DOROTHY D NATLAND 
ALAN S. RAFFEE 
MRS. ALEXANDER RIPL[Y 
ARTHUR R. TIR ADO 
S[NATOR STEPHEN P. TEALE 
S[NATDR W I LLIAM E. COOMBS 
ASSEMBLYMAN JOHN BURTON 
ASSEMBL1"4AN KENT H. STACEY 

JACK W. THOMPSON, [X[CUTIVE S[CRETARY 

.,, 

Honorable Anthony C. Bellenson, Chairman 
Senate Health and Welfare Cormllttee 
Room 2046, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Bellenson: 

May 21, 1971 

I'm sorry I was not 6ble to make It to Sacramento to offer testimony in 
support of SB 544 and, specifically, those provisions relating to the subject 
of absent parent child support. 

As you know, the Board was alerted to serious statewide problems In both 
welfare and nonwelfare cases related to the child support Issue. With the 
asslstnnce of a task force consisting of state governmentt local government 
and private lndlvlduals, the Board conducted a thorough study of the whole 
probl!fl. Many of the recommendations contained in SB 544 and other bills 
now pending before the Legislature are based on recommendations coning out 
of this task force report. These recommendations were based on the careful 
deliberations of the task force members and have the strong endorsement of 
the State Social Welfare Board. 

The problem of absent parent child support In Cal lfornla has reached a critical · 
stage In welfare and nonwelfare cases al Ike. While the number of absent 
fathers In welfare cases increases by leaps and bounds, the percentage of 
those contributing to the support of their AFDC children has dropped fr~~ 
30.3% to 14.7% In four years. 

Public Interest and concern about this deteriorating situation and the lack 
of unifonnlty In enforcement program throughout the state t~ at a high level. 
As a matter of fact, we are seeing groups of welfare and nonwelfare mothers 
In various parts of the state organizing for the purpose of lobbying for 
Increased enforcement activity. In our view, a consistent payment pattern by a 
nonwelfare absent father can have an appreciable effect on maintaining the 
flnancfal independence of the family. 

I 
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Honorable Anthony C. Bellenson May 21. 1971 

We strongly support the provisions of SB 544 relating to chtld support 
enforcement activities and respectfully u~ge your fAvorab1e consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert E. Mitchell 
Chairman 

' .· ... ... .. ,;;,' · .. ··-.:~:· .. · .. ~ ... -:-: · .. :• . . ~ ..... .. ,, __ .. , 
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ST~E OF C~ LIFORNIA- HUMAN RELATIONS AG E1, _ ( / RONAlD REAGAN, Go•ernor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

• 
November 2, 1971 

Special Joint Subcommittee 
Se9ate Health and Wel f are Committee, and 
Assembly Welfare Committee 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CaTifornia 95814 

Gentlemen: 

/·· 
I 

I 

The attached chart cites ·the status of each· section of the .Welfare 
Reform Act of 1971. Also attached are replies to questions presented 
to this Department by a representative of Senator Beilenson 1s Office 
concerning the implementation of welfare reform. 

In addition, there are data regarding significant actions taken to 
date in the implementation of the Welfar~ Reform Act of 1971. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
ROBERT B. CARLESON 
Director of Social Welfare 

Attachments 

• 

• i• 

' ~ J 
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STA1'E DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL ·WELFARE November 1, 1971 

Sections in SB 796 84 

-
Sections Within the Purview of SDSW for Implementation 59 

Sections Implemented by SDSW Action as of 11-1-71 43 

Percentage of Sections Implemented - 11-1-71 73% 

Sections Remaining to be Implemented 16 

In Process 12 

Other 
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·.1 

.2 

.3 

.4 
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.3 
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5 

2 

5-
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Till[ 

Tit le 

~alatlve1 Outle1 

Attorney Foes 

Slepfether Support 

Attachment or Earnings 

Duptlcete Warrant• 

tlrth Certificates 

Confident la II ty 

Confidentiality 

Confident lal I ty 

Confident ia II ty 

Job Oeve 1 opmen t P rog. 

llf'lCHENTEO IIY SO ~ ACTION 
AS or ttOV[ MhlR I, ,,z1 

Not Appllceble 

Yet 

Yet 

Yea 

Not App II cab le 

Not App 11 cab 1 e 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not App 11 cab le 

Not App 11 cab le 

Not Appl I cable 

Responsibility of SPB 

Career Opper. Development Responsibility of SPB 

h111l -ly Planning Serv .. 
C0<1nty Stat Reports 

Correct Aid Determin 

Child Support Audit 

C0<1nty Servkes 

Co Service Contracts 

County Child Care 

Child Care Training 

Permitted Services 

Information Securl ty 

Aid Entitlement 

I nccxne Exe~ t l ons 

Student Loans 

Savings Interest 

Casua I Income 

Excess P ropeqy 

State Aid Contracts 

lnnedlate Assistance 

Absence from State 

Repeal Resld Req 

Allen Eligibility 

Residency Requirement 

Repeal Exel Property 

Perml ttc d P rop•rt y 

Repeal Gifts of Honey 

Lu"9 SU111 Income 

A~nuallzed Employment 

Rr~eal Resld Req 

Ur~mp lnynoent , 
Residency 

County ~ SOPH Contracts 

No 

Yes 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Not App 11 cab le 

In Process 

In Process 

Not Applicable 

Not Applicable 

Yes 

Not App 11 cab le 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yea 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

. :-

IHPL£M(NTATION 
SlAYCO BY 

COUR·T OHO fR 

Not Applicable 24,7 

No 24.12 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Not App 11 cab le 

No 

No 

24.,13 

24. 14 

25 

25.1 

2s.2 

25.3 

25.4 

25.5 

26.1 

27 

28 

28. 1 

28.S 

29 

29.1 

29.2 

29.3 

29.S 

30 

31 

31.5 

32.5 

32.9 

33 

34 

34;1 

34.2 

38 

~9.01 

39.02 

39. 1 

39.2 

39.3 

Not Applicable 39,4 

No 39,5 

Not Appl / cable 39.7 

No 

No 

41 

42 

Not Applicable 42.5 

No 43 

TrTlE 

\ 
) 

Age Requlrea,ents 

Property Exc l usions 

Property Exduslons 

Lu~ Suen ,lna,me 

Ellglbllltr Proce,s 

Immediate -.s~r stance 

Cross Income limit 

Community Worlt Exper 

Repe• I RecOY f"l' rop A Id 

Sepa rat I on '' Desert I on 

Repeal Stepfather Lieb 

Absent Parent Support 

Maximum Aid 

Vork Related fxpenses 

Hin Standarifs of Care 

Repeal AFDC dget Rev 

Cost of Llvl11191 (AFDC) 

Food Sta"4) Cnh Out 

Spec Needs-Vedor Paymt 

In Kl nd Payml!ll'U 

Support-Enforcement 

Support Reco....-les 

Support-A ttacllt Wages 

Reoeal OAS Resi d Req 

Repea I lu"l' Sn Prov 

OAS Re lat Ives l"e.spons 

Support Contri & to Co 

OAS Sea le/l)l r Cption 

Repea I Lu"l' m Prov 

Repea I ATD R'esl'd Req 

HI nor Hea 1th 6re liabl 11 ty 

Support lncenltlive Fund 

Sharing Formulla (OAS) 

Sharing formula> (AB) 

Sharing Formu'llil, (APSB) 

Sharing Formu (ATll) 

llepea l Res I ~nsy Stet 

Spec App rop r I attl ons 

Sever•b i 11 ty 4:l•use 

Emergency C 1-.-

Shar Ing Admln ll'osu: 

Cpc ratlve Date 

IHPLEHCNTCO DY SOSW ACTION 
AS OF ~OVEMer R 1, 1971 

Yu 

Yes 

Yes 

Yas 

Yes 

Yes 

In Process 

In Process 

Yes 

In Process 

Yes 

In ·Process 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Not App 11 cab le 

No 

No 

Yes 

Not App Ii cab le 

Not App II cab I e 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Not App Ii cab le 

In Process 

In P roces-s 
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State of California 

Department of Social Welfare 

) 

November 2, 1971 

A number of allegations have been presented to the State Department 

of Social Welfar~ by a member of Senator Beilenson's staff, with a request 

that answers be presented at today's hearing. 

The initial thrust of these allegations is based ~pan the conclusion 

that numerous sections of SB 796 have not been implemented by SDSW. There 

-
is nothing in SB 796 requiring simultaneous implementation of all of its 

provisions. Section 43, thereof, provides, with few exceptions, only that 

the act would become operative on October 1, 1971. 

Prior to and subsequent to that date, efforts toward implementation 

of that act have been undertaken by many departments of both State and 

county government. Many provisions are specifically to be implemented by 

other departments of State g.overnment with or, in some cases, without SDSW 

involvement. Moreover, many provisions of SB 796 are self-implementing 

and require no regulatory treatment by SDSW. In certain instances, 

regulations or other guidance might be desirable for purposes of clarity 

or uniformity, but are not necessary for such provisions to become operative 

·- ana bYn~di"ng on the counties which must apply them. Often, knowledge gained 

only by experience is crucial in identifying those problem areas which would 

benefit from such treatment. 

Implemen tation of SB 796 by regulatory and administration action 
; 

began on August 16, 1971. Initially, each provision was assigned a priority 
t--~ 

status ) ascd on five criteria: (1) significance (goal-related); (2) urgency; 

(3) complex i t y; (4) resou rces; and (5) savings. Anothe r important consideration 

was the length of time r~quired to complete the necessary res earch and 

drafting. 
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Steps were taken to insure that all earties involved with · implementation 

were fully informed and utilized in the development of necessary administrative 

and regulatory changes. Since this act had a significant impact on the 58 

counties of California, those counties played an important role in the develop

ment of the implementation plans and schedules. A task force made up of county 

welfare directors, members of county administrators' offices, and district 

attorneys• · offices was established. It was the purpose of this task force to 

advise on the setting of priorities and the assessing of the impact of each 

provision on county administration. 

A the same time the Department began -drafting regulations, where needed, 

to implement the act. Some regulations already exist~d in draft form while 

others, on a priority basis, had to be developed fran scratch. Input from 

the Regulations Unit was given to the county task force and to all county 

welfare administrators at a series of meetings set up to infcirm them of 

· reform implementation and to receive their input in return. 

Assignments were made to SDSW staff to develop plans for those new 

provisions of the bill which were added during negotiations between legislators 

and the Administration. Also, assignments were made and task forces established 

to review and develop implementation plans for those provisions of the bill 

which required research and analysis prior to regulation or program development. 

Certain provisions of the act relate to programs that, prior to going into - . . -· .. . .. . . 

effect, must be· approved by the Secretary of the Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare. Assignments were made for the development of an implementation 

plan for each of those prog rams . Di s cu ssions were held with representatives 

of the Secr etary on th e Community Work Experience Pr.ogram and on the provision 

of th'e act re lating to 150 pe rcent limitotion on gross .inc·ome. These discussions 
. .. ~ ,- -~ 
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have continued up to the pres~nt d~te and it is expected that these issues 

will be resolved in the near future. 

On September 2, 1971, as a result of joint State-County meetings, 

the first of a series of telegrams and letters was sent to all county 

welfare directors informing them of the_ steps that were necessary in 

order to implement the most critical aspects of the act on October 1, 1971. 

These guidelines were established as a result of meetings with the county 

task force and covered the most significant portions of the act. 

Attached to this memorandum you wi 11 find a stat.us re~hrt cover_ing 

ead1 section of SB 796 an~ additional reports listing in chronological 

order significant actions taken by SDSW in implementing this act. 

. -... · . . . -
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Certaln regulations promulgated by the Director, SDSW, have been 

challenged as being 11contrc'.lry to Jaw". The Director is, of course, 

required to formulate and adopt regulations which are consistent with 

law (Section 10553 W&I C). Further, the Di re~tor is the only person 

authorized to adopt regulation~ to implement, interpret or make specific 

· the . Jaw enforced by the Department (Section 10554 W&IC). In each of the 

subject areas raised by the objections listed belD'.-1, either the applicable 

law h; s b~en misinterpreted or there has been a failure · to recognize that 

the regulatory provisions in point are reasonable and proper interpretations 

of spe~ific portions of SB 796. 

WORK-RELATED EXPENSES 

OBJECTION: 

."Section 28.1 of SB 796 establishes a standard (i.e., flat) 

allowance of $50 per month for work-related expenses. 

"Section 44-133.241 of SDSW regulations, adopted September 29, 

1971, allows only $25 for part-time employment of 10 days or less per 
., 

month. 

"There was no discussion of such a reduc_tion in allowance for 
. 

part-time workers. There is no statutory authority for the reduction. 

It penalizes part-time workers, reducing their incentjve to work. It 

also creates undue additional administrative burdens for the counties." 

REPLY: 

Section 28.1 of SB 796 provides that work-rel·aterl expenses "shall 

be t~m~ t ed to a standard allowance of fifty dollars ( 50.00) per month, 
~) 

plus reason.:ible and necessary cost of child care .• " Tite September 2, 1971 

4 . . 
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l 
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telegram to the counties from the Statci Director, the official regulations 

distributed on Septembe r 28, 1971 and the regulations scheduled to be filed 

on September 28, 1971, all contain such provi~ions. The act specifies that 

the $50.00 amount shall be the standard and shall limit the amount of 

·work-related expenses allowed. The act does not provide that allowed 

work-related expenses shall never be less than, this amount. Utilizing 
. 

the $50.00 standard, the Director's guidelines and regulations provide 

that where a recipient works less than ten working days per month, he shall 

be entit1ed to one-half of the standard. Where a recipient works more ,. 

than ten· working days per month, then he is entitled to the full standard. 

The treatment of the standard allowance of $56.oo per month in 

departmental regulations recognizes that the language 11 per month" carries 

the reasonabl~ implication that in those cases in which the recipient is 

employed for one-half of the month or less, the allowance should be 

prorated for that period. 

It ii i~lt that the subject regulation complies with the spirit of 

S~ 796, is a reasonable interpretation of Section 28.l agd does not 

conflict wit~· any .agreements reached between. the legislative negotiators 

and- the Administration. However, if the Director- determines that the 

average monthly work-related expenses for those employed less than 

full-:time were considered in setting the standard allowance at fifty 

dollars per month, this regulation will be so amended. This determination 

will be made after public hearing and a further study of the history of 

Section 28.1 • 

• 

·w ~'C • /t&f ?' 
•' .. • .., .... 1 <,;· . -· .. 
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CHILD CARE 

OBJECT! ON: 

• I 

1 ~~/ 

"Section 28. 1 of SB 796 allows as a work-:-related expense the 

reasonable and necessary costs of child care. 

"Section 44-133.242 of SDSW regulations, adopted September 29, 1971, 

allows such a deduction only when 1 the county determines that adequate 

care for the recipient's children cannot be provided during his working 

hours by nonworking persons in his household. 1 This regulation adds a 
{J.~ 

totally new condition to the child care provisions of Section 24 L;i£7 

one which is unauthorized by law, 11 

REPLY: 

The objection goes to the Director's interpretation of "reasonable 

and necessary· costs 11 of child care • . The regulation., in effect, states 

that the cost of child care which could be provided by nonworking persons 

in the household is unnecessary. In other words, it is not necessary to 

pay for a service which could be provided by the family, itself; therefore, 

the cost of such a service is n~t considered necessary. 

The limitation on allowable child care costs is a specific and 

reasonable interpretation of the word 11necessary" ·as used in Section 28. 1 

and is certainly within the Director's authority to issue. 

SPEC! AL NEEDS 

OBJECTION: 

"Section 28 of SB 796 defines non-recurring spedal needs as those 

arising . from •sudden and unusual circumstances beyond the control of the 

ne~<ly fam.i 1 y .• 1 

··-1) . 
· "Section 44-265. 3, ndopted October 5, 1971, deflncs non-recurring 

special needs as those arising from catastrophic acts of God, such as 

6 ., 
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fire or earthquake. It also imposes a dollar limi.t which is ~ot imposed 

by statute. Both provisions narrow the statute beyond recognition." 

REPLY: 

Section 28(d) (2) provides that an allowance shall be made for non

recurring special · needs "caused by sudden and unusual circumstances beyond 

the control of the needy family". Section 28(d) (3) provides that the 

Department shall establish rules and regulations assuring uniform state-· 

wide application of subdivision (d). 

The Di re.ct or has made a specific interpretation of the 1 anguage of 

" Section .28(d) (2), as follows: 

11A special need shall be allowed . to replace certain items that are 

owned by the recipient when they are destroyed by fi r e, flood, earthquake, 

storm or other acts of God. 11 

This interpretation is reas.onable and insures uniform application 

of the provisions of Section 2~(d) (2) statewide. 

Further, Section 28 (d) (2) provides that an a 1 l O1:,ance be ·made to such 

needs. It does not require that these needs be met i n full, irrespective 
' 

of any other limitations which might reasonably be i~posed. The 

principle has been recognized and applied in Departmental regulations for 

many years with respect to other subject matter - su~h as the automobile 

allowance. Moreover, such a maximum is an effective means of assuring 

uniform applicability of this provision throughout the State. 

OAS GRANTS 

OBJECT! ON: 

"Se ction 34 of SB 796 calls for -payment of relat ive contributions 

dir t!! ~t.::< to the county we lfare department, rather than as previously to 
•J 

. ~.f. ,,. 

7 
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the recipient • .The purpose is to assure payment of the full g_rant 

entitlement to the recipient, with the county treating relative 

. contributions as recoveries. 

"Sections 43-103 and 43-109 of SOSW regulations, adopted September 2~, 

1971, fail to direct the counties to adjust OAS gr ants upward in accordance 

with the new statute. A consequence of this fai l ure is likely to be 

improprerly reduced grants to aged recipients." REPLY: 

One purpose of Sections 33 and 34 of SB 796 is certainly that 

. stat~d above. In addition, the recipient is to receive a full grant 

regardless of the amount contributed by the responsible adult child to 

the county. Any additional income received by the recipient normally is 

required by State and Federal Jaw to be reflected in the grant calculation. , 

STEPFATHER INCOME 

·oBJECTION: 

{ 

"Section 8.6 of SB 796 specifies that the wife's community property 

interest in her husband's income is determined after first excluding 

$300 per month plus prior support ila~illty (for his natural children). 

"Section 44-133,S of SDSW regulations, adopted September 24. 1971, 

allegedly is contrary to the statute in two respects: 

' (1) It defines the wife's interest as one-half the husband's 

gross income, rather than one-ha 1 f the ~ after excl usions. (Where 

the remainder of income after exclusions is less than half ~he gross, 

the remainder, rather than half the remainder, as provided by law, is 

counted as the wife's interest) . .. 
. (2) It excludes only the amoun~ of prior suppor t actuall't_ being 
.... .." 

paid, r}~ther than the prior support liability." 

. ' 

8 
. '· • .!. 
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REPLY: 

Section 8.6 of SB 796 provides that in determining the wife's 

interest in the community property earnings 6f he r husband, prior 

support liability ?f her husband, plus three hundred dollars ($300) 

gross monthly income shall first be excluded. It was intended that the 

subject exclusions protect the lower-income st~pfa ther and that the 

support of his natural children be given priority. 

The official guidelines and regulations of SDSW properly provide 

for exclusions of amounts actually paid by a stepfa-ther for the support 
( . 

of his natural children. There was never any intent expressed by the 

· legislative negotiators or the Administration to exclude amounts which 

the stepfather is obligated to pay for the support of his natural 

children, but which amount he fails to pay or make available to his 

natural children. There was an intent to provide an exclusion for such 

.payments when they are actually made. Providing a windfall exclusion for 

stepfathers who fail to provide support for their natural children would 

be inconsistent with' .the entire philosophy. of the Welfare Reform Act and 
l 

Section 8.6, as well as the principles specified in Section 42 relating to 

refer.ming the welfare program and meeting the minimum needs of truly needy 

individuals on an equitable basis. 

The manner in which the exemptions are applied to the stepfather's 

gross monthly income and the manne r in which the wife's interest in the 

. community property is comput e d, a r e consiste nt with traditional community 

property concipts and with the language and spirit ·of SB 796. State 

Depa t mcnt of Social We lfare regulations fully protect all low-income 
':: ,;" 

·-"J 

stepfathe rs and provide tha t the full $300, plus the amount paid to 

. . ~. 
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support the stepfather's natural children arc fully excluded before 

calculations are made. In no event, can a stepfather have less than 

these amounts excluded from consideration. 

150% LIMITATION ON GROSS INCOME 

OBJECTION: 
_.-_,/ 

"Section 25.2 of S13 796 expressly provides t hat the 150% limitation 

on gross income shall be exclusive of grant payme ~t. The telegraphic 

guidelines issued by SOS\✓, dated September 2, 1971, are silent as to 
. ·Q.~ 

whe her the grant payment is to be excluded in determinin~ the gross 

income. The consequence of a failure to clarify this point may be to 

d~ny aid i 1 legally to thousands of AFDC fami 1 ies. 11 

REPLY: 

Section 25.2 of SB 796 provides - that the 150% limitation on gross 

· income shall be "exclusive of grant payment 11
• ·This quoted langauge 

was inserted for the first time in the August 5, 1971 amendments to 

SB 796 as a result of the legislative-administratron negoJiations. 

During June 1971, the Department had conducted a public hearing on a 

proposed regulation on this subject which did not excl ude the grant payment. 

Subse~uent to the August 5, 1971 amend~ents to ss ·796s the Department has 

~ o~. a!_. a.n~ ! im~ issued any guideline which provides for the inclusion of 

the grant payment. The State Director's September 2, 1971 telegram to 

all county v✓e lfare dire ctors also did not provide for the inclusion of 

the grant payment. The Department's conduct at all t i mes subsequent to 

August~ have been fully co~sistent with the amendment s ~hich provided 

that the gross · i ncomc sha 11 not inc 1 ude the grant payDl'Cnt. 
- -~ 

"4...... __ ..,. 
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The Director also has indicated in writing to the counties that he 

is not implementing the 150% limitation provision at this time until 

the issue of whether it is permitted by federal law is resolved to his 

satisfaction. In any event, the grant payment would be excluded in any 

regulation or guideline promulgated by the Director unless it resolved 

some special element of a special federal demonstration project, or 

other such possibility not presently under consideration. 

LOANS OR GRANTS TO UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS 

OBJEf TION: 

"Section 21 of SB 796 specifies that state loans or grants to 

undergraduate students of accredited colleges not be considered in 

determining eligibility or amount of the grant. The purpose of this 

provision to prevent welfare authorities from deducting such student 

loans and grants from the family _irrcome and thus discouraging young 

people of poor families from continuing their education. 

11SDSW regulation 44-111.432, dated September 24, 1971, woutd ·exempt 

such funds only 'when the conditions under which they are obtained and 

used prevent their use for current living costs"'. 

REPLY: 

The language in Section 21 of SB 796 exempts such loans or grants - .. ·- · . . .. 
"to the extent permitted by federal law". Federal law, namely, 

45 CFR 233.20(a) (3) (iv) (b) excludes such loans and grants when they are 

"obtained and used under conditions that preclude their use for current 

living costs''. 

The Department's regulation on this point . accurately reflects the 

" 1egisl.:it.,e intent reflected in the language of Section 21. 

1 I 

. ~-
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Certain regulations have been objected to on the grounds that 

they have no basis in 1·a\>1 •and that they implement concepts considered in 

negotiations be tween legislators and the Administration but not included 

in SB ·796, This allegation confuses measures requiring legislative 

authority with those for which such authority might be desirable but 

not necessary. 

In addition, there was no agreement in the negotiations covering SB796 

to limit welfare reform to that bill. The Governor's Welfare Reform Plan 

of ,J1arch 3, 1971, encompassed a \vide ra.nge of items which either were not 

discussed in SB 796 negotiations or were discussed and, for a variety of 

reasons, put aside as being inappropriate to that 'bill. The Oepartment will 

continue, as a part of its proper function, to administratively improve the 

operation of California's welfare system. 

SPEC! AL NEEDS - SPEtW-D0\./N 

OBJECTION: 

"In welfare reform negotiations, the Legislature specifically and 

repeatedly rej ected a spend-dm·(n provision proposed by the Administration, 

which would have .made recipients inelig·ible . for special need grants until 

they had spent down a portion of their allowable - cash reserves . 

"Section 44-265.13 of SDSW regulations, adopted October 5, 1971, 
.. . _ ... 

requires tha t recipients spend all of their cash rese rves before qualifying 

for special needs. This violates agreements with the Legislature and has 

no basis in l aw. 11 

REPLY: 

The "spend-down" provisions discussed in negoti at ions applied to all 

person6) prope rty. The Depa rtment's regulations go only to the utiliza tion 

of l iq uid ass ts . Such a 'prov i si'on i 5 no.t cont rnry t Q State o r feder nl 

12 
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law and is consistent with the purpose for · which such assets moy be rese·rved 
~ 

in the first place, i.e., "to meet the current and future needs while assis tance 

is received on a _continuing basis (45 CFR 233.20(a ) (3)(1)). · 

MULTIPLE GRANT HOU SEHOL DS 

OBJECTION: 
, 

"The Burgener bills proposed to consider a portion of the grant to ' 

an aged, blind or disabl ed recipient living with an AFDC family avail able 

to the AFDC family, with a consequent grant reduction. The Senate rejected 

Burgener bills~ and the same proposal was rejected by the legislative 

ne~otiators in welfa re reform talks. 

11Section 44-115.8 of SDSW regulations, adopted October 5, 1971, 

incorporates this proposal without l~gal basis and despite the repeated 

rejection of the concept by the Legislature." 

REPLY: 

When two recipients of the same aid or d'ifferent aids are living 

together, no provision was made in prior regulations for "economics of 

scale." This multiple grant loophole requ-ired closing. There was a 

provision for reducing need st~ndards for adult aid recipients living 

in independent shared housing situations. Reductions for "economics of 

scale" when two or more FBU's share housing is a]so taken care of in 

another regulation. This then only leaves a possible loophol-e when one 
.,,, ..._ _ . . ... .... 

or more adult aid recipients share housing with one or more FBU's. 

Since , for admini s trative ease, the uniform standard of assistance 

in the adult aids only identifies one need it em - Hou s ing and Utiliti es -

provision for reducing allov-1a nce s for "economics of scale" for adult aid 
• . 

recipients and FBU's wa s restricted to this same item of need. From a 
~, 

pract 'i ~a l standpoint, it is the only area whe re reai "economics of scale" 

can be realized. This is acconip ished by_ Sect ion 44- 115.8. ,( ' 
13 
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IV 

One re9ulation and one possible policy determination under consideration 

have been objected to on the basis that the Director has unjustifiably relied 

on SB 796 with respect to each. This allegation fails to recognize that a 

major reform of the welfare system could have repercussions regarding many 

subject areas not directly covered by legislation. Such .is the case as 

described be 1 ow. 

IN-KIND INCOME 

OBJECT I ON: 

r 

"Section 44-115.61 of SDSW regulations, adopted October 5, 1971, 

arbitrarily reduces grants to children living with non-needy relatives. 

This is accomplished by considering the room and board provided the child 

to be an 11 in-kind11 contribution and deducted from the grant. · There is no 
I 

legal basis for this reduction." 

REPLY: 

In the' past, a housing all0\1'1ance and similar allowances were provided for 

recipients in calculating their grant. This system has been replaced with 

a flat grant approach, the maximum amqunt of which includes all such former 

allowances. Where a recipient does not have such needs~ he is charged with 

in-kind incom~, and that allowance is eliminated from the flat grant. In the 

case of an AFDC child living with a nonneedy relative, the child is treated 

in this respect in the same manner as an AFDC child living with a needy relative, 

and such in-kind contributions are recognized. 

The Department's position with respect to this s·itua tion is· consistent 

with St :.t~ law, and is required by 45 CFR 233.20{a)(4)(i) and (a)(3)(ii)(a). -~ 
r " . .,. 

o- I~ • 
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STATUS OF THE UNBORN CHILD FOR PURPOSES OF AFDC 

OBJECTION: 

) 
·., 

/ 

"For over 20 years, pregnc:int needy women have been considered eligible 

for AFDC on the basis of their unborn child. SB 796 did nothing to weaken 

this policy. Yet in the past f ew \'✓eeks, - there have been communications 

be·tween SDSW and county welfare directors (inclu_ding proposed regulations in 

writing) indicating the Department intends to use SB 796 as a means of denying 

aid to the unborn child. At least one county welfare department was prompted 

to send termination of aid notices, subsequently cancelled, to all women whose 

eligibility was so based. Further, the Director and the chief SDSW legal 

officer advised that the matter sti 11 is under consideration. The consequence 

of SDSW action in this area would be to deny an expectant mother funds for 

feeding and other care of the fetus. 

•~ny change in the existing policy as to the status of the unborn child 
.. 

·cpuld do grave violence to long-standing law and practice." 

REPLY: 

Currently, t\vo-thirds of the states participating in the AFDC program do 

not consider a fetus to be a child from the time of conception, for the purposes 

of determining eligibility for AFDC. Section 39.01 of the SB 796 contains new 

• provisions relating to medical care for pregnant minors. On M~rch 17, 1971 

a public hea ring was conducted by the State Department of Social Welfare· 

concerning the subject of an unwed pregnant minor's eligibility for AFDC. 

Subs eq u e nt to the enactment of SB 796, the Director of the Department 

of Social yelfare has not furnished guidelines or regulations relating to 

the subject of \vhether a fetus should qualify, together with its mother-to-be, 
lo. ;;, ' • 

\ 
for eligibility in the Aid to Fami lies with Dependent Children ~rogram. · 
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There have been informal discussions · between the Director's staff and 

certain county personnel concerning this subject. One county ient out a 

notice to its pregnant recipients pertaining to this matter. The Director 

of the Department of Social Welfare immediately instructed that county to 

retract its notice and informed all counties that this issue has not been 

resolved. 
. . 

The Director presently has not made any decision concerning the eligibility 

of a fetus. In addition, neither staff recommendations nor the transcript or 
,,, ...... 

testirn..ony of the March 17, 1971 hearing have been presented to the Director ! 

for consideration. No regulations on this subject are expected to be effected 

~rior to November 1, 1971. 

tn closing, ho\<Jever, it's clear that neither State nor federal law 

require the existing policy on this matter which is strictly within the 

Director's discretion • ' \ 

• 

'\ 

. . 
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December 30, 1971 

Mr. Robert Carleson, Director 
Department of Social Welfare 
744 11 P 11 Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Bob: 

I 
> \ 

,') 
I , 

fi, I 

,. 

As part of our continuing inquiry into implementation of 
welfare reform, concern has been voiced about recent pressures 
on the fair hearing system and the operation of the system in 
light of these pressures. 

In order for the 3enate-Assernbly Subcommittee on Welfare 
Reform to gain a p r oper perspective on this matter, I am 
requesting that you supply my office with the pertinent fair 
hearing data from January, 1965 through the present: namely, 
the monthly DPA 9 1 s for the above time period-

Your prompt response to this request will be appreciated. 

~' .. 

ACB:bjm 
., 

.. .. 

'-"""y A. AO,.AN 
COUHallL 

BILLI& MITCHELL 
•11c11ffAIIY 

I 
.' 
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
144 ; ST ilE ET 
SACl!MIENTO 9.581.C 

January 14, 1972 

• Hon. Anthony C. Beilenson 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 

Health and -Welfare 
State Capitol, Room 5072 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Tony: 

Pursuant to ~our request, furnished herewith are all SOSW DPA 9 montnlv 
stitistical data forms prepared since January of 1965. These monthly 
reports reflect the dramatic increase in fair hearing requests chat have 
been filed with our Department. You will note ihat during 1965 the numbe r 
of claims ranged from 188 to 301 claims per month. During 1970, the ~~ge 
was from 835 to 1,647 claims per month. During the first 10 months or 
1971; the range was from 1,629 during January to a high of 9,809 claims 
during October. · 

I am pleased that you have shown interest in this problem. We have 
evidence indicating there is an organized effort by welfare rights org~~ . 
zatlons to "jam" the fair hearing process by urging wholesale request c.. f o · 
fair hearings. Appropriate action is being taken by us to insure that ,y 

i improper or illegal efforts be curtailed. In the meantime, however, t hc: s. 
efforts on the part of these organizations have been successful in c , ~atin .. 
a tremendous ·backlog of fair hearing cases. It woul d appear that the 
primary motivation for this is the fact that grants may be made to rec. 1;,ien·~ 
not entitled to the grants or to the size of the grant, but they would 
continue to receive the grants until a fair hearing decision is reacheu 
because of Federal regulation requirements. At the same time, those 
.persons whose cases have merit who have applied for a fair hearing fro .- · 
initial . decisions and are not receiving aid because of the jamming pro, ~ 
may be experiencing hardships. 

Because of this problem, last year, shortly after I became Direc·.:or o·= _.,.
State Department of Social Welfare, I presented a specia l budget augr ~~ -u . ~n 
request to the State Legis lature seeking an additional amount oi $1.L 1,•i . , .:>,-, 

($600,000 General Fund monies) to be made available to our Departmen ~ ?0. .-

.. . ..:; ;_ { 

the purpose of employing additional hearing officer personne l . This ~eque sc 
was not granted. In August 1971 during the welfare reform negotiation ~, 
I renewed this request. As a result, the Welfare Reform Act (SB 796-Be ·,cnson) 
appropriated $600,000 to the Office of Administrat1ve Prcceaure for t n . -pose. 
Of course, these funds did not become ava ilable unt i l October. 1 und , 
that the Office of Administrative Procedure is in the midst of its ~~ -
ment effort to provide the hearing officers made ~ossible oy t h,s a~;:· ,ation. 
The OAP has indicated that they will provide these services a~ quicK \v 
they can under Civil Service Procedures. 
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Hon . . Anthony C. Beilenson 
Page 2 
January 1 If, 1972 , 

As the fair hearing backlog continued to grow, and Federal conformity 
pressures developed, it was necessary for the State Department of Social 
Welfare to divert other budgeted resources to the fair hearing process. 
This resulted in a significant undesirable impact on other Department 
programs. I have made some changes in the fair hearing organization in 
order to help solve the problem, and a management study is being conducted 
at present of the entire fair hearing process. In a very short period of 
time I will be In a position to recommend some specific additional efforts 
to alleviate the problem. At that time I would appreciate your support 
in our efforts. 

ROBERT B. CARLESON 
Director of Social We.Hare 

Encl. 
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January 14, 1972 

Hon. Anthony C. Bel1enson 
Chairman, Senate Committee on 

Health and Welfare 
State Capitol, Room 5072 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Tony: 

Pursuant to your request, furnished herewith are all SDSW DPA 9 monthly 
statistical data forms prepared since January of 1965. These monthly 
reports reflect the dramatic Increase In fair hearing requests that have 
been filed with our Department. You will note that during 1965 the number 
of claims ranged from 188 to 301 claims per month. During 1970, the range 
was from 835 to 1,647 claims per month. During the first 10 months of 
1971, the range was from 1,629 during January to a high of 9,809 claims 
during October. · 

I am pleased that you have shown Interest In this problem. We have 
evidence Indicating there Is an organized effort by welfare rights organi
zations to 11Jant' the fair hearing process by urging wholesa le requests for 
fair hearings. Appropriate action Is being taken by us to Insure that any 
Improper or Illegal efforts be curtailed. In the meantime, however, these 
efforts on the part of these organizations have been successful In creating 
a tremendous backlog of fair hearing cases. It would appear that the 
primary motivation for this Is the fact that grants may be made to recipients 
not entftled to the grants or to the size of the grant, but they would 
continue to receive the grants until a fair hearing decision is reached 
because of Federal regulation requirements. At the same time, those 
persons whose cases have merit who have applied for a fair hearing from 
Initial decisions and are not receiving aid because of the ja1Tmlng process 
may be experiencing hardships. 

Because of this problem, last year, shortly after I became Director of the 
State Department of Soclai Welfare, I presented a special budget augmentation 
request to the State Legislature seeking an additional amount of $1.2 million 
($600,000 General Fund monies) to be made available to our Department for 
the purpose of employing additional hearing office r personnel. This request 
was not granted. In August 1971 durfng the welfare reform negotiations, 
I renewed this request. As a result, the Welfare Reform Act (SB 796-Bellenson) 
appropriated $600,000 to the Office of Administrative Procedure for this purpose. 
Of course, these funds did not become avaf lable untl 1 October. I understand 
that the Office of Administrative Procedure ts In the midst of Its recruit-
ment effort to provide the hea ring officers made possibl e by this appropriation. 
The OAP has Indica ted tha t they will provide these service s as quickly as 
they can under Civil Service Procedures • 
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Hon. Anthony C. Beilenson 
Page 2 
January 14, 1972 

I 
·/ 

As the fair hearing backlog continued to grow, and Federal conformity 
pressures developed, it was necessary for the State Department of Social 
Welfare to divert other budgeted resources to the f~ir hearing process. 
This resulted in a significant undesirable impact on other Department 
programs. I have made some changes in the fair hearing organization in 
order to help solve the problem, and a management study is being conducted 
at present of the entire fair hearing process. In a very short period of 
time I will be in a position to recommend some specific additional efforts 
to alleviate the problem • . At that time I would appreciate your support 
in our efforts. 

Sincerely, 

ROBERT B. CARLESON 
Director of Social Welfare 

Encl. 

c'C-
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December 30, 1971 

Mr. Robert Carleson, Director 
Department of Social Welfare 
744 "P" Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Bob: 

.. 
I · . '' ··" 

As part of our continuing inquiry into implementation of 
welfare reform, concern has been voiced about recent pressures 
on the fair hearing system and the operation of the system in 
light of these pressures. 

In order for the Senate-Assembly Subcommittee on Welfare 
Reform to gain a proper perspective on this matter, I am 
requesting that you supply my office with the pertinent fair 
hearing data from January, 1965 through the present: namely, 
the monthly DPA 9's for the above time period. 

Your prompt response to this request will be appreciated • 
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Febru.ary 25 1 1972 

ttonorc1ble Anthon)' C. Be l! enson, Cholrlmllt 
.$cn~t<'.l COlffllltt6a on tkl~ltil " \-: l i~ro 
Room :>0/2. 
$tate Ga?ltol 9~14 

TAfs h ln ressx,.n~o to your letter of J a.nuary ; 1. l:}72 regar:dlng 
Hr . tia '1 d Ke 11 y ' $ propos~J cnan~e In .state financial part le:: lpot k,n 
In the coit of fo~t.er t;:-41'!ro for FOC tll l l or~n . 

t ccrta lf1ly a~re-~ ~1Ith Mr . ~l ly t hat th•r• h a tmjor need to 
fOC.U$ on ~ays to prevent t.ne ne-t!d for fouer care . t ha ve- a5;ked 
tM· Stet, Soc fat \Jelfare ooard to ~oncuct ~n ln-oopt~ s t ~oy cm 
Ure ent:tre are.- of fG$ter c.ar~ . T!lfl So-arc: :ta.s est~ol f s~1ed a 
stattw; l <i.e task force (lfl AfOC foHer c;aro reform. four suh
eoimltteus, ona <>f whh;.t, ls c;haire-d py Mr . Kelly , -1re ~rrent fy 
·stuJ yJrig r.i.1jor problem a re3s . Trie- task force h !t i H in the 
proGcss of ~ata ~therlng enc: <inaly$fs ~md has not y~t JM<!li any 
r ~"0111menda t fQJJS to me, re:g&rcing propo~ec, cours~s of- &ct ion . IA 
ll uht of this faet, t sia \U f t nhol ; i n-g ct)ll~ Jc;;e r.at1on of tn 1hdtluat 
proposal, until t :,e talk fOl'Ge has complttted Ju a,$ t9nment .. f 
u confi ~nt U1~t too t~.sk fore~ anq tno Soc. l~d ~t:tf~r Bo r d 
,.,11 1 c:ons h :.-er Nr . ~ 1 l y • s prQJ,osa t w:wn :)rah Ing the l r recor.menaat Ions . 

Stncor~ly, 

Origin:il Signed By P.cbert B. Carlesoff 

&OBERT a. CARL.ESCH 
Olr~Gtor of So~ tat ~a l f ~re 

c;c: Hr . Dav l <i C. ~ll y 1 OJrector 

bee: 

ttuM?Sot-a-t Gounty Departoont o f Publ ic ~e l f.are 

R~be r t £ . Mltch~ ll. t i·,a Jrr,nan 
St~te S~ lal walfar~ eo~r~ 

HS/jsc 

SURNAME AND DATE 

Chuck Hobbs 
Jack Thompson 
Ph 11 Manr I quez 
B. Bishop 

~ector's File 
Rea d ing Fi le 

17-11 
17-8 
17-5 
13-80 

Control File # 24574 
K. HcKinsey Jj -77 
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January 31 6 1972 

Mr. Robert Carleson 6 Director 
Department of Social Welfare 
744 "P" Street 
Sacramento 6 California 95814 

Dear Bob: 

~R,IAcy,ION TO ~) ~ 

ta 7J?IMUt-n 

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter sent to me by 
David Kelly, Director of the Humboldt County Welfare Department. 
It concerns what he regards as the grossly inadequate State 
contribution in support of AFDC foster children. 

I have informed Mr. Kelly that I would forward his letter 
to you, asking that you comment regarding the corrective legisla
tion which he proposes in this area. 

Personally 6 I found Mr. Kelly's letter to be most thoughtful 
in its content. 

I would appreciate your early reaction to his proposals, 
and I have informed Mr. Kelly that in addition to my seeking 
your comments, I would request that a copy of your reply be 
sent directly to him for his consideration. 

Thank you for your 

ACB:bjm 
Enclosure 

~ -
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WELF'ARE DEPARTMENT 

COUNTY OF HUMBOLDT 

Senator Anthony c. Beilenson 
State Capitol - Room 5072 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Beilenson: 

EUREKA. CALIF'ORNIA 95501 

January 14, 1972 

I am writi.ng to you and several other legislators pcrsonnlly, as· a concerned 
County Welfare administrator and specialist in the field of child placement, 
to learn of your interest in supportinp, much needed legislative reform in 
California's Aid to Familj_es with Dependent Children foster care prograrrt. 
As you may be aware the number of children requiring placement in licensed 
boarding homes has skyrocketed beyond all proportion to State population in
crease in recent years. The number of children in placement in 1960 was 12,700, 
by 1970 the total reached 31,800 and continues to rise at a disastrous rate. 
While the major need is for State leadership to focus on programs that will 
really prevent the need for foster care - the existing placement is crippled 
by mounds of unfair and outdated laws. 

As Chairman of Subcommittee #2, Recruitment, Retention and Compensation of Foster 
Homes of. the California State Social Welfare Board Task Force on AFDC Foster Care 
Reform, I, along with other subcommittee memhers, have identified several major 
problems that could be alleviated with minor corrective legislation. The fore
most prohlem when placement out-of-home is required of a child is the lack of 
an adequate number of qualified licensed foster homes. This is particularly an 
acute problem with teenagers where often no home at all may be available. 
California laws now provide a wide ranr,e of cumbersome barriers that inhibit 
public interest in participating in the placement pro8rams as licensed foster 
homes. A major deterent is the rate paid for foster care throughout the State. 

Section 11450 of the Welfare and Institution's Code has lonr. limited State parti
cipation of foster care to 67-1/2 percent of the first $80 in monthly board pay
ment. Over the years, rates have risen slowly as the County property taxpayer 
has had to foot the entire cost of these increases. Attachment A - an illustra
tion of the breakdown made this year on rates paid in Humboldt County, shows that 
usin~ just AFDC cost standards there are grossly inadequate amounts essential to 
recreational and educational items, particularly for teenar,ers, and practically 
nothing for the twenty-four-hour, seven-days-a-week "care and supervision" offered 
by the foster parents. 

Attachment n shows the resultA of a recent survey comparinR rates paid by eight 
Nnr.th~rn Cnl:f.fornin count::leA for vnri.nun nr.f' p,rnupn nf children, 
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From our study and discuss.ion with foster parenti:; these rates are often so low 
that the private citizens who become foster parents actually have to subsidize 
the cost of maintaining the foster child from their personal incomes. California's 
Foster Care Program as a r~sult actually exploits citizens who volunteer to serve 
as foster parents. 

The recommendation is for introduction and passage of legislation that would 
increase State participation to a reasonable percentage of what is the actual 
cost of care of the counties, with emphasis on participation in the cost of the 
hard to recruit and hard to retain foster homes for teenagers. The following are 
the current regulations followed by the proposed regulations: 

Current Regulation 

11450. Table of amount of aid for needy families: Increase or decreases com
mensurate with Federal contributions: Payment for children receiving "foster care" 

(a) 
(b) 

. . . . . . . . . . . 
For children receiving foster care who are qualified for aid under 
the provisions of this chapter, except as provided in Section 11403, 
there shall be paid the sum necessarv for the adequate care of each 
child, but not to exceed in any month the product of eir,hty dollars 
($80) multiplied by the number of children in county receiving foster 
care. · The state shall pay 67.5 percent and the county shall pay 32.5 
percent of the aid furnished for the ade~uate care of such children. 

The maximum amount of aid payable under ,the previous paragraph shall 
be increased up to one hundred dollars ($100) per month in assistance 
in those cases and during such times as the United States government 
contributes. 

Proposed Regulation 

11450. Table of amount of aid for needy families: Increase or decreases com
mensurate with federal contributions: Payment for children receiving "foster care" 

(a) 
(b) 

(c) 

. . . . . . . . . . 
For children ages O through 12 years receiving foster care who are 
qualified for aid under the provisions of this Chapter, except as 
provided in Section 111 .. 03, there shall he pnicl the smn necessary for 
ci~ adequate care of each child but not to exceed 67.5 percent of 
the average foster care rate paid by the counties of California as of 
January 1 each year. The county shall pay 32.5 percent of the non
Federal share. 

For children receivinr, foRter care ages 13 and over who are qualified 
for aid under the provisions of this chapter, except as provided in 
Section 11403, the State shall pay the sum necessary for the adequate 
care of each child, but not to exceed in any month 75 percent of the 
non-Federal share of the average board rate paid by the counties of 
California as of January 1 of each year. The County shall pay 25 
porccmt of the non-l•'ccl~rnl nhnrt•. 



• Current Rerulation 

15200. Appropriati.on for needy children 

There is hereby appropri.ated out of any money in the State Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, and after deducting federal funds available, the following sums: 

(a) To each county for the support and maintenance of needy children, 
67.5 percent of the sums specified in Section 11450. 

(b) To the Department for the support and maintenance of needy children, 
the sum specified in Section 11403. 

Proposed Rer,ulation 

15200. Appropriation for needy children 

There is hereby appropriated out of any money in the State Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, and after decluctinr, federal funds available, the followinr, sums: 

(a) To each county for the support and maintenance of needy children, 
67.5 percent of the sums specified in Section 11450 (b) and 75 
percent of the sums specified in Section 11450 (c). 

In addition, it is recommended that the legislature ask the State Department of 
Social Welfare to undertake an objective study of the realistic costs of successful, 
sustained foster home placement for the four basic age groups of foster children 
with the State Department required to report back to the legislature with -findings 
and recommendations by no later than January 1, 1973. The recommendations should 
be for a flat statewide rate adequate to assure elimination of many special rates 
and fees now paid in many counties and adequate enough to compensate foster parents 
for participation in training - something now totally lacking. 

'fhe disconcerting thing for those of us concerned about change in the long neglected 
field of foster care placement is the l~ck of a California legislator who is dedicated 
to learning about and taking leadership in br:f.nging about long overdue reforms. Some
one who recognizes that tomorrow's society depends on the job we do in raising our 
children today. 

If you have such an interest, I and other specialists in the field of child placement 
and protection would be glad to meet with you and assist in any way we can to pass 
necessary corrective legislation. 

Very truly yours, 

mn·mOLDT · COUNTY WELFARE DEPARTMENT 

~Q__\Lj 
David C. Kelly 
County Welfare Dire or 

DCK:sd 

ntt11t:hmC'nts 

; -. 
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B.H.C. RATE STRUCTURE AS OF 
{Corrected Copy) 

. Manual Section 10-225 
{computed by formula) 
Lawrence nlythe, 7-23-71 

.111 Predictable direct costs 
basic rates: 

{a) noom and Board food 
allowance (Arne) 
{one person AFDC) 
HouRehold allowance 
(one person AFDC) 
llousinr, & Utilities 

(b) Clothing, etc. 
Clothinr, 
Personal Needs 
Recreation 
Transportation 

{c) Education and · 
Incidentals 

.111 Basic Subtotal 

Amount available for 
following re~uirements: 

.112 Car.e and Supervision 

.113 Other costs and services 
rate as of 7-23-71 

DCK:sd 

Attachment A 

Infant 
Through 

Six 

$21.05 

$ 8.{,0 

$32.00 

$ 7.15 
$ .95 
-0-

$ 2.40 

$ 1.95 

$74.10 

$ 5. 90 . 

$80. 00 -

7-23-71 

Seven noy Girl 
Through 13 'l'hru 13 Thru 

Twelve 17 17 

$27.80 $34.45 $29.25 

$ 8.60 $ 8.60 $ B.60 

$32.00 $32.00 $32.00 

$10.45 $13.95 · $11.95 
$ 1.60 $ 2.35 $ 2.45 
$ .55 $ 1.30 $ 1.95 
$ 2.40 $ 2.40 $ 2.40 

$ 1.95 $ 1.95 $ 1.95 

$35.35 $97.00 $90.55 

$ • 35 $ 3.00 $ 9.45 

$85.00 $100.00 $100.00 
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COUNTY 

BUTTE $ 

CONTRA COSTA 

MARIN 

NAPA 

SAN MATEO 

SHASTA 

SONOMA 

YOLO 

HUMBOLDT 

DCK:sd 

Attachment B 

FOSTER HOHE RATE SlTRVEY 

AGES AGES ACES 
0-6 7-12 13 and OVf.R 

76.00 $ 81.00 $ 93.00 

100.00 . 105. 00 120.00 

94.00 106.00 122.00 

72.00 82.00 92.00 

97.95 103.20 126.75 

76.00 95.00 100.00 

80.00 90.00 100.00 

72.00 82.00 102.00 

80.00 85.00 100.00 

I • 


