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April 8, 1M o }//

Mr. Robert Rosenberg
Consultant to issembly on ,
Committee on Welfare ¢
State Capitol °

Room 2183
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Rosenberg:

In keeping with our telephons conversation of April 7, 1971, regarding
AB 539 and AB 540, I am sending m,th»tollovinc information:

1. An estimate of the oost/of AB
Research and Statistics Di¥ision.
increase in acdministra

2. A4 copy of Circular Letter 2295 which deals with the
sharge for liconsing by county welfars departments.
This divides the service charges which can be claimed
at 75% from Federal Funding from the "policing® function
which is charged to the State. 4

All figures are not in from nine counties. The average
charge for the "policingz® function during the last two
quarters of 1970 was 923.91. Since Los Angeles is one
of the counties missing, this fizure may not be too
reliable but it is obvious that the average cost is
much below the $65.00 maximum alloved. In 1967, the
average cost was §54.11. The change in charging came
during that year. -

3. A statement regarding the history and use of Section
11=403 of the Helfare and Institutions Code.

4« The number of children in Boarding Eome Institutions
for whom Federal funds are claimed for maintevance.
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Mr. Robert Rosenberg -2 April 8, 197N

I hope this material does supply you with the answers you are seeking.
If you have need for further information, pleasse do not heaitate to get
in touch with the Department.

Sincerely yours,

Frank M, Hovard, Assistant Chief . §

Adoptions and Foster Cere Burean ' ) '

Enclosures

FMHsces



Hay 3, 1972

Eomorable Esrvey Johnson

State Capitel ’
Rocm &116

Sscremento, Californis 95814

Desr Asseshlymen Johnsomi
ASSEMBIY BILL 667

This is to notify you that the State Tepartaent of Social Welfare cannot
support your Agsembly Bill €67. This bill would include & child who lives
with relatives in the Geriditicd of foster care. .

Section LUS of the Social Security Aot defines & denendent child as one
who i3 deprived of pavental support or care sad who lives with rolatives.
Al& is graated to these childrea 20d peedy careiaker relastives throush

the 2414 to Femilies with Dependent (hildren Progves, Adopiing the dafinie.
ticn proposed in this biil would resove these children from the federslly.
sanctioned 214 to Faaliliss with Dependent Children sad ryeguire that they
te cared for solely &t state and county expense., In sddition to the uge
desireble fiscal impact, this action could rsise & question of canfommity
with federsl lawv,

Is view of California's critical financial situeticn and rising welfzre
ecets in particular, we cannot endorse this rsesure.

If you vish to discuss this matter furtber, plecse cuntsct Fhilip Menriques,
legislative Coordisstor, oa 445.0556.

Sincerely,
rteg ﬂ“'?’:“'ﬂz% AeC .

Al ccs mmaidcl Yo ading
ROEERT B. CARLESON

Birector of ocial ¥elfaze

ee: Assesblymen ¥illiam T. Bagley, Chairman .bee: Ron Zumbrun 17-19
Agsenbly “elisre Committee - Director’s File
Room 2158 Reading File
State Capitol legislative Fily/

Bunan Felations Agency



August 6, 1972
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Honorable Joe A. Consalves
Feom 4016

State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblyman Gonsalves:
ASSEMELY BILL 1215

This is to inform you thst this department must dicagree with the proposal
in Assemdly Bill 1215 vhich reguires that certain tax refunds be considered
as an resource to recipients of public sssistance.

The most sericus problem we see in this proposal is basically an sdministrative
one. Ve know from prior experience with the Senior Citizens Property Tax
Assistance lLav that if the recipient is eligible for a refund, the federal
agency requires that he apply. ‘This mecans, then, thatl even thoupgh the refund

to wvhich an indivisual moy be entitled is small, he will have to apply for it,
and vhen 1t is received 1t will, in most instances, have to be deducted from

his public assistance grant. Althoush this bill provides that such refunds

toc renters are to ve considered an inconsequential resource, to exclikie such
refund payments as income at the time received would probably raise a federal
conformity issue. The refund payments would duplicate in part allowances viich
had been included for remt in the recipient's public assistance need detemination.
In commenting ou & tax refund propesel in 1566 where the refund would duplicate
1in vhicle or in part allovances vhich had been imcluded in the recipient®s grant,
the Department of ieaith, Iducstion and Welfare (LiEd) indicated that such refunds
would have to be considered as income at the time received. ‘fhus, at least to
the extent the refund duplicated what the imxiividual had received for remt, it
would have to be deducted.

5

you wish to discuss the matter further, please contact Fhilip Manriquesz,
Legislative Coordinator, at 445-0956.

5

ROBERT B. CARLESOR
Director cf Soecial welfare
bee: R. Zumbrun

13537: John A. Svahn —~ girectoi I r'i?sl]Fi;e
eputy Director, Administration : Legislative File

cc: Buman Helaticns Agency
Committee Chalman
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April 12, 1971

Honorable Lec J. Ryan
Room 6001, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblyman Ryan:

This letter is to notify you that the Ssate-lepartiment
of Social Welfare cannot support youy Assembly Bills 539
and 540,

AB 539 would increasc the maximum amount of foster care
payments for which state financial sharing is available.
In view of the state's serious fiscal situation, we
cannot support this assumption of increased costs.

AB 540 would require the state to pay the full cost of
inspection activities by the county in licensing homes

for children and the aged. Again, in view of our fiscal
crisis, we cannot support a measure which would potentially
increase state costs. Also, we believe it is desirable

to retain the statltory maximum on inspection costs bc-
cause it encourages tile counties to maintain aueqa
control of such costs. v s
If you wish to discuss either of these bllls, plcaso\cal‘
my lLegislative Coordinator, Philip J. Manriquez, at 5= 8056

Sincerely,

Original Signed By Robert B. Carleson

ROBERT B. CARLESON | S
Director of Social Welfare :

’

‘¢cc: Assemblyman William T. Bagley, Chairmanp///

Assembly Welfare Committece
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SY;’\!F.~&J—!@§&;’( HPRAR RELATIONS AGEN. , RONALD REAGAN, Governor
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE AR

744 P STREET : . i L
SACTAMENTO 95814

L ey

May 24, 1971

Honorable Frank Murphy, Jr.
Room 2167, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814 -

Dear Assemblyman Murphy:

ASSEMBLY BILL 1440

This is to advise you that the State Department of Social Welfare must oppose
your Assembly Bill 1440 which creates an 0ffice of Services for the Blind in

the Human Relations Agency and transfers all functions of the Department of
Rehabilitation and the Department of Sccial Welfare relating to rehabilitation,
social services, and public assistance for the blind to the new office. Further,
it creates a new seven member (four of whom are blind) Blind Services Appeals
Board which has the power to hear and decide all appeals pursuant to a fair
hearing appeals procedure.

We object to the transfer of the Aid to the Blind program administration to a
separate organizationai entity because it fragments the administration of the
adult categorical aid programs, The concept is in direct conflict with the
simplification of adult aid categories through a system of flat grants. As we
attempt to simplify the very complex welfare system, we find proposals such as
AB 1440 take us in the opposite direction from the one that should be taken.

Such a change forces additional administrative complexity and cost by requiring
that county welfare departments and the Federal Department of Health, Education
and Welfare work with an additional state department for the administration of
categorical aid and services programs. The separation of fair hearings for the
blind from all others works against our efforts to consolidate the administrative
procedures and management of fiscal affairs for overall efficiency and economy.

The seven member Blind Services Appeals Board is a basic cost of AB 1440. Costs
of per diem and trave! for this board will be added costs of State Government,
In addition, it can be expected that a board secretary and stenographer would be
retained, Estimated total cost related to the board is $36,000 per year.

Implementation of the provisions of this bill would necessitate a duplicate
system for advancing federal and state funds to county welfare departments and
for county reporting of Aid to the Bliind payments. Fiscal aspects of the Aid
to the Blind programs are now handled with other assistance categories at a
minimal expense. Separate handling of Aid to the Blind payments could cause
significant increases in staff working with the Federal Government and counties
to develop procedures, prepare claims, audit records, etc,

v
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Honorable Frank Murphy, Jr. -2 May 24, 1971

County administrative costs related to the Aid to the Blind program are identified
within the total county administrative costs on the basis of an annual time study.
This activity must be centralized (SDSW is still computing county costs chargeable
to Medi-Cal).

To some extent, supportive services such as budget analysis, personnel analysis,
business services, and accounting can be drawn from the parent agency, but

normally a higher level of pay is required in the new agency because of less
supervision., Because of the smallness of the Aid to the Blind program, many
functions performed on a part-time basis in SDSW will be performed by higher paid
full-time staff in the new agency. Costs of clerical support and normal operating
expenses, including the cost of separate building space and equipmert must be added.
We conservatively estimate increased personnel services costs and related expenses
to be $103,000 per year. :

Certain miscellaneous functions are not transferrable from the State Department
of Social Welfare to the proposed agency since they are part of the functions of
other adult programs or administrative operations. Examples of such functions
are; manuals, procedures, public hearing material, and forms. Estimated total
annual cost is $25,000,

In summary, we would expect additional costs of $164,000 (State and Federal) to
result from the transfer of SDSW functions to the new agency. Start-up problems
and overlapping activities will cause additional expenditures which cannot be
quantified but should be considered.

Finally, the bill establishes an advocacy role for the new agency which is
inappropriate in government, The structure of a Blind Services Appeals Board to
decide all fair hearings for blind applicants and recipients isolated from the
procedures for other public assistance applicants and recipients contributes to
the establishment of that role.

Representatives of the Department of Social Welfare will be present at the
Assembly Ways and Means Committee hearing on Wednesday, May 26, in order to
present the Department's position and answer questions,

ROBERT B, CARLESON
Director of Social Welfare

cc: Mr. James M. Hall, Secretary
Human Relations Agency

Assembly Ways and Means Committee Members -
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llonorable William T. Bagley
tate Capitol,

«
vl

cramento,

Toom 4016
Cialifornia

95814

Lttention lire Robert R. Kozenberg

Decar Asserblyman Eagley

Thie iv in &nswer to your questicis concerning the 4TD grant.

by

l.

nuiber to ezch of the ftem glven in your lettere

The
for
wvas sel at
Jeawury 1, 19

the wanirim ATD gra
£105 froa the Lecinnine of the propram in October 1357 throuch Sentember

arncd

The coct~of-living
ce vffective

incre

$98; Lhis e

60, tlic max

Do

‘/‘()‘bc

(S

§ -

Reference is made

statutory maxiinum grant for ATD was computed on a ctatewide average Lasis
all ATD recipients beginning January 1600.
¢s increased to $1C0 beginning January 1962,
irwm vas placed upon en individual recipicnt's grant;

nt wus $LCO for the pericd Octeber 1958 through Pecember 1959,

At that tiwme, the legal cciling
Prior

to

1558.

provision under Secticn 13071 vent into cffecct with the
erber

The ATD statutory maximum grants beginning
Jauaary 1660 to date, with the reascen for change, zre given below:

AID TO TiiE

DISAD

LED’

Statutery Hexiovn Gremts
iifective Jixount of StaLuLory
Reason for change data PP, maxinun
: grantl/. .
Cost~of-living Increase ececeee Decenber 1970 $6.00 $128,.00
Cost-0f-iivins increade eseeses Decrulber 1969 5.50 122.00
Coctrof=living increcse ecscee Deccuber 1908 5.00 116,50
Costenf{~living Inircise cecaeeo Dacomber 1567 3.00 111.50
Cost~af~living {NCreast ceovas Teecouber 1966 2.C0 103,50
F('-Uer(.‘. put:!.--\).'i LeocecceGeNs0c O JCﬂlE-’Jr)’ 1966 3.50 106.50
Coctenfeliving {nercasie esoceee Decciber 1965 . 2.00 103.C0
Costwrol-1ivLiing L1.0YC2LE eeecece Deccmbor 1C04 1.CO 101.C0
L(‘};icl'l' fve chan oL+ ssescsccen Januury 1562 | 2.00 100.00
L:gi“lauivo chiallilC eescesscea! Janvary 19GO | e 98.00
ilates Chapter 182 of the atu!qLca of 1948 rafsed the naxinum ATD average grant by
f2_7r far ficenl venr ending Juna 30. 1966, and bv $4.75 for fiscal vee
ending Juns 30, 1546, Enbbc incraeases were granted to rieet an iP?”JLuLC
cirergenay, oad terninated June 30, 176% Tie 82.20 and $4.75 are in addi-

tion to th: statutory nuximuns in effecl curing the

v ., . H
1/ Daned ea viatewdide
.Y

evergge for oll 400 reeipdents for o

(:

-

iscal yoeare

piven tive perioudce
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*  lonorable William T Bagley 2o Harch 9, 1971

2. Three closed-cnd appropriations will Le involved in ATD cxpenditurcs during
1970-71 as followss

a. Out-of-home care rate coste

Effective July 1, ‘1909, Chapter 650 of the Statutes of 1959 (SR 999) removed
the cogt of out-of=hcic care rate from the adult aid grants and ect it up

as a separate appropriation. During 1969-70, this appropriation vas not
closed~end in the sense that caseload growth vould be accommodated, but

for 1970-71, a ricney limit was inposed and out«of-home care rate ccst became
a cloescd~end appropriation. During 196970, the 4TD average grant, includ-
ing out-ci~home care rate costs, vas $124,63. Uhen the out-of-home care
rate costs werce reinoved per provisions of 55 999, the average ATD grant

wvas $§11C0.84, a differcnce of §$13.79. The ATD statutory maximum is measured
against the &7D average gront cxcluding the out-of-home care rate costs.

Although rate costs cf out-of-honic cases arce removed frem the computation
of the ATD averape giant for purposes of compering it with the statutoery
ceiling, the perscnal and incidental ceste of the out-of-heme care cascs
remain in the grente During 1969+70, rate costs verce $162 for Group I and
$187 for Croup II cases; personal and incidentzl allowences were $53 for
Croup I cnd $39 for Group Il cases. Available outsi-ic income of recipients
ig first «pplicd to rate coets, then to personal and incidental necds in
rate Insctances where inceme ic thiat large.

be 4ttendant carc=homenmnker services Cosus

Effective July 1, 1569, SB ¢S9 also provided for a separate appropriation
for  attendant care-homemalker services costu. This appropriation was closed-
end from the beginninge Attendant cere costs are pald through a recipient's
grent, aud included in the computation of the ATD statutory maximum,.

ce Housing and utility allowvarces of ATD recipients residine with parents

Effective December 1970, Chapters 1424 and 1426, Statutes of 1970 (SB 1325),
eppropristed a closcd-end amount related to responsible relative housing in
ATD, Thic ftem, too, 1is involved in the cash grent, and affects the ATD
statutory umaximune

3. You are correct in the assumption that the ATD average grant ceiling is maintainad
on «n anaucl, rather than a monthly baeise Ilowever, the law lends itcelf to
two interpretations as to vhat the statutory maximum would be for a given fiscal
year. The legal ceiling can be (1) the legal maxiinum in cffect at the end of
the fiscal year; or (2) the weighted legal waximum in effect during a given
ficcal yeare The difference arises because as of Decawber of each yecar, under
the provigsions of Scetion 13701, a cost-of-living adjuctment goes into effect.
For instance, for 1969-70, the statutory maxinum was $116.50 for the peried
July-Noveaber 1969, and $122 for the period December 1965-June 1970. If the
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» Hororable Villiam T. Iagloy -3 Yarch 9, 1971

legnl maxdmm is trat as of the end of fiscal year 1069-70, the statutory
colling for ATD would have bezon 122, However, i tho woirhted maxirun wore
to yroveil, tho 1969-70 maximua would kiwve b2en (119.83. In torns of total
dollara, tho diffcroncez in tho two statutory maxiuwums would have involved
84.5 rillion fox 1969-70, : :

4+ The comronent: of the compubed avereso ATD grant vhich falls within the
requircionis of ths statutory rotdmum include all cash grant payasnts other
thin cub-of-hors ru4s coste (less availzble oubside inconz). As proviocusly
rentioned, tho versonal and incidental eoots of tho oub-of-hone care cases
ars ¢till inclwicd in the computation of the ATD statutory masdimum.

5. The etatuiory rusimum ATD cveraze grant in 1669-70 vas £119.83 if weipghtcd

: ' by tho lermal c2iling in effect duriny the fiseal yoar, end {122 if defincd

© in torng or the stotutory wisdmura in effect at the end of tho fiscal year.

The nctunl wverage pgreab pall, excluding out-of-hows care rats costs, was
$110.84. '

6. Tho statutory mudimun for 1970-71 ig 7122 for the perlod July-Hovember 1970

and $123 fcr the rorlod Decomber 1970-June 1971. Tho estimated ATD average

grant fox 2970-71 is $115.10.

Y TN AVee maheem Y cacmarmpom AN sl meramrTm AN A b ad ek mmr e emf e Qo nd2 o VDMINN

v wa wess DEUIRI SUNERNE ALY (b €xsotdd She cwabatory movieenn, Brotfon 17700
of {ho Uelture and lastivuvtions Codo yrovidos that V... the dorartrnont shall
take irmsdiata stons do redvce or curizil payrmonts for atitehdant services
or othar onselal sorvices arising fron their disability to tho end that the
nonllly aveiars per recipient for the full {iscal year does not cicoced
ono hundred dollars (5103).%

e

I hopo this information will ba of assistance to you.

Sincerely,

ROTERT B, CARITSON '
Director of Social Walfaro

JG/kt:ek

cc: Dircetor's files (22381)
Central Files
R&S Files
P. Manriquez
J. Gzev”

. Fugina
. Bishop
. Scott
. Price
. Moss

> < g
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Sinceely,

Orizinal Simacd By Rchert B. Carfose®

ATV ,o-.-ar.p-,
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Honoradle David A. Roberti s-25-7/ @ %.3°

Dear Assenmdlyman Roberti:

ASSEMBLY BILL 2193

T™his is to sdvise you that the State Departmemt of focial Welfure cannot
mmmwbmmmmmw
General Relief and & similar Ald to Indigents Prograam
funded by the state.

Ve are opposed to this type of "welfore reform™ because it:

1. IDoes pot really reform the inequities existing im publie
assistance, but merely trapsiers responsibility;

2. Sifts costs to the state without consideration of tax
reforz, and;

3. Transfers to the state & prograa vhich has been traditiomally
and sppropriately sdninistered at the local level.

As you may know, the administration's welfare reform bills, Senate Bills
5hh, 545, and 546 provide for increesed state sharing in public assistance. .
Bowever, the dills slso provide for ¢losin:g existing loopholes to reduce
total welfare expenditures. Without these corresponding cost reducticas,
wve cannoi support legisiation which does uot reform the system, but sisply
shifts costs from the counties to the state.

If you wish to discuss Assembly Bill 2153 and cur objections to it further,
please contsct Philip Manriguez, Legislative Coordinator, st Lb5-8956.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By Robert B. Carlesed ATPROVED BY e
BONERT B. CARLESON DATE i /u N}
Director of Sccizl YWelfare -
ce: Committee Chalrmen .

Buman Relations Agency . bee: Director's File
Reading File

legislative File
bee: R. Zumbrun - e il
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JuL 2 8 19N .
Yonorahle Mike Cullen
State Asazmdly
State Capitol : 2
Scersmanto, Celifornia 95014 .o
Joar Mre Qullen:
I oo writing this lattor (n crdar to infown you of the nosition of t:m
Desartaont: of .&.1231 Carve Servicas ylth vatpect to AR 2347, smondad July 29,

1971 Dosed en the revier by thia Dopertment, we are $till in ev--:o.,....ica 0
the i1l as emended.

In 20d4tion to cur prior o,‘,::osi :Aon, which was based on (1) 2 possille $1D.5
mu,.m increnge in Coneral Himd appropricticns dua to losa of Pagoral
teling funds, (2) the ed 'fo-s:x eileat proposed westrictions would hove on

m'a $lobility of bocs for intermcediste eare paticnts end tho transfar of
patients to those bade, and (3 thn sovera.conflicts of rosponeibility erectod
bar-.mm the lamen Relotions Agency, tha Popartnont of Hezlth Carve "owicw, ,

end tha Departoent of Sml-’ Vil grdy, New opposition pust ba neted to the most
reoent gmondnants vhleh a.cctf.*::f.y ellsinzee intemediate cane oz dofined By
Feleral Remelinticons ond ¢rdnlta in its pizco enothar nursing homa Cors progrcle
The Human Iclations &,,J““f twould then ba out of complisnes “with Tedewal
Ropalations by not hovipg inplewenied sn Internodisie Care 2Togred, &9
defined by Federal Dogulations, -

Shsuld you have any quastisnn conceraing our position en thia ba1l, X will

Yo happy to discuos thum with ym‘

8inzerely,

Original Signed By ‘ /l
Morris M. RUBN MD. fopr

CARL W T s Falle

D&rcctor

bee: Fuman Relations Apency
Attention: Clyde Walthzall

Legislative Coordinator
/“'_—‘“Q\\.

— )
/7 JJH:myh-
\ — ¥ ’

3
.
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iitempts to incorporate intermediate care as a DHCS program and eliminates certification of
focilities for intermediate care, except in facilities licensed by the .Department of Social
Welfare, and requires the approval of voluntary.local health planning agencies prior to
L.censure or SDSW licensed facility certification.

- .
i ,.aulo. .I.Tg
+o

.
£

e Lasdove ITO

v

L.:etions. Ager
i et—with—Sectiomr 4000 () o The We;tare and Lnstltutlons Code.

—— - —

- e\

Section 4, Section 5, and Section 9 combine to allow certification of intermediate ca
itutions and Boardlng Homes for Aged Persons licensed by the Department of Socia

It makes such licensed facilities subject to the provisions of Section 14(02.1
The effect is then to allow certification in a facility

in Iast
Welfare.
the Health and Safety Code.

itutions

ol D-' th @

cerrec

¢
O

t in dim

B 2443).

st is denied:
] ertified to provide intermediate care.
inished cost savings to the State General Fund.

ain responsibilities to the Department of Health Care Services, it fails
he existing statutes those responsibilities as assigned to the Human
cy in Sections 13921 and 13922 of the Welfare and Institutions Code- and is

¢ needs of the recipient.”

Lon 1 nu*ports to "... more closely fit the Medical and Social care delivered to mee:
(In conflict with Section 13921 of the Welfare and

Code) This section further purports to secure maximum federal participation
in fact, there is some question as to whether federal and county participation can

censure or certification as an intermediate care facility.
The area voluntary health planning agencies' inaction on intermediate
icense requests by the private sector (for which the private sector is charged

o $20C0 for services) have yielded more program problems than solutioms. Providers

(Taken directl

from entering the program because of fees which are not refundable if the

This Section would deny existing SDPH licensed facilities the oppor
Removing these from the IC program cculd

re
3
ia

l-.ensed to provide a lower level of service than intermediate care but then denies a
feoility licensed at a level of care higher then intermediate to obtain certification.
Such a policy appears inconsistent with good delivery practices in the health care field.

(Analysis continued on following page)
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would be almost identical regardless of whether the Department of Social Welfare or
of Health Care Services is responsible for the program.

SCAL

5

-

§ assume

L4
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AB 2347 ' Ce2-

Analysis Continued

Section 5 also attempts to define an intermediate care facility resident. In so
doing it is more restrictive than Federal Regulations, Title 45 CFR Section 234.130
which requires a physician's determination of level of care. Section 5 does not
make any allowance for medical-social review 6f the patient as required in

Section 234.130 of Federal Regulations and Section 13921 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code. < :

i s

Section 6 incorporates Intermediate Care Facility Services as a "Health care and
related remedial or preventive service' in Section 14053 of the Welfare and
Institutions Code. This is clearly ar out-of-home non-medical facility under
existing statutes 13900 et. seq. of the Welfare and Institutions Code.

Section 7 attempts to put the establishment of rules and regulations to qualify
for federal financial participation for IC under the Director of Health Care
Servicés. In conflict with Section 13921 of the Welfare and Institutions Code
and Federal Regulations Section 234.130.

Section 8 talks about rate setting for IC and makes the Director responsible for
IC rate setting. The effect would be a parallel on existing rates developed by
the Agency per Section 13922 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. :

Section 10 terminates certification of SDPH licensed facilities but is silent
regarding certification of SDMH facilities. This could delay the further expansion
of the intermediate care programe. -

Section 11 would require that when establishing rate schedules, the Director use
the procedures governing the determination of reasonable costs for skilled nursing
home services as defined in AB 2346, the Department is in opposition to AB 2346.

The net effect of the bill would be to confuse the issue of intermediate care and
virtually eliminate the program as an on-going entity. The bill includes all of

AB 2345 (Department opposed), without eliminating any of the confllctlng Welfare

and Instltutlons Code.

Fiscal Continued ,

represents a possible $10.5 million increase in General Fund appropriations.
Requiring all intermediate care beds to be licensed as intermediate care beds
will restrict the growth of this program. It is estimated that this restriction
would create a loss of anticipated savings of $600,000 in 1971-72.



Eovember 15, 1971

Bonorable Jerry Lewls

Member of the Assembly

State Capitol, Room 2134
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Jerry:
This is in response to your letter dated November 3, 1971, and subsequent

conmminications received through your assistant, Scoti Johnsom, concerning
amendments to AB 2554.

The language submitted to legislative Counsel and quoted in your letter
leaves unresolved the main objection I expressed to you during our
meeting in your office. That is, in our opinion, AB 2554 may require
that the child care services defined in Section 10011 of the Welfare
and Institutions Code be administered under the contractual arranzement
between this department and the Department of Iiucation.

As you know I fully support the concept of day care services as a means

of enriching the lives of children, as well as & means of meeting parti-
cular needs of their parents. I also agree with you that better coordination
of the programs involved will make dey care a more effective service. Hove
ever, I must reiterate tiat child care services defined in Velfare end
Institutions Code Section 10011 is mandated on counties only for those
children vhose parents have & specific need. That is, child care rust be
provided for children whose former, current, or potential resipient
parents certify that such gervice is essential to thelr seeking, cbtaining,
or retaining employment or training. Counties must be guaranteed
sufficient flexibility to detemine how, as individual counties, the
service can best be provided. Jome undoubtedly will be able to provide

the mandated service within the Social Welfarc/Education contract; others
may want to use different alternatives.
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Honoreble Jerry lewis " 2a November 15, 1971

Current language in the bill charges the Department of Social Welfare to
maximize federal reimbursement for children's centers. It is cur contention
that in order to carry out this intent, this department can be required to
mandate, by regulation, that all counties provide the services to all
current, former, and potential recipients. You indicated that this was

not your intention. Moreover, the language submitted to Legislative

Counsel does not prohibit the mandate but merely indicates that the mandate
be accomplished in a manner that does not increase county costs. what
remaine is that the department can be forced into mandating the service

and the state forced into providing the necessary matching funds. This

not only puts the state in a highly vulnerable position but it conflicts
with the intent expressed in the Welfare Reform Act which mandated a specific
increase in county costs for child care services.

My letter to you dated November 4, 1971, suggested amendments to solve
these problems. The amendments would have: (1) made it permissible,

rather than mandatory, that the services defined in VWelfare and Institutions
Code Section 103811 be administered under the Social Welfare/Education
contract, and, (2) clarified that "to maximize federal reimbursement"

means the responsibility to obtain as meny federal dollars a&s possible

for the amount of state dollars California agrees to appropriate. I would
ask you to reconsider these amendments. Without them, I feel it my respon-
s8ibility to recommend against AB 255k.

-Sincerely,

ROBERT B. CARLESON
Director of Social Welfare
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Honorable William T. m 245 _5’—/{'7/
Rooa 2185
State (apitel

Sacremento, California 95614

Dear Assemblyman Bagley:
ASZRELY BILL 2755

This i8 to inform you that ve do not agree with the proposal contained
in your Assembly Bill 2755, relating to public hearings om proposed
regulstion changess

The requiresent for the Director or a deputy director to preside over -
all such hearings in effect merely restricts the Director's diccretiom
16 conduct hearings &3 he deems pecessary and aprropriate. Bo other
purpose is served becsuse nll testimony given prior to rejecting or
sdopting regulations is currently reviewed by the department's executive
staff.

Furthermore, we do not think it desirable to require the minimm of ten
days between adoption and effective date of esergency regulations. As

you kaow, there are occasions wien regulations must be effected irmediately
in response to court onders or emergency legislation.

If you wish to discuss the matter further please contset Philip Mauriques,
legislative Coordinator, at 44505956,

Sincerely,
Originiai Signed By Rebert B. CarlosoR

ROBERT B. CARLESON
Director of Social Velfare

ec; Comnittee Chairmen
Human Relations Agency

bee: R. Zumbrun
Director's File
Reading File
legislative File v~
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July 20, 1971 L
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Honorable Leo T. MeCarthy Ku,\"’&
Room 4121
State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblyman McCarthy:
ASSEMBLY BILIL 2969

This is to inform you that the Department of Social ¥Welfare does not agree
wvith the provisions of Assembly Bill 2989 which concerns aliens receiving
public assistance.

Under existing standards applicants for public assistance must, in addition
to other qualifying criteria, Ve residents of the state. Persons not lesally
entitled to remain in the United States indefinitely do not meet the residency
© test and thus are ineligible to receive sid. Under the provisions of Assemdly
Bill 2039, public assistance would be granted to these individuals ss long as
they are willing to certity that they are able to remain in the country in-
definitely or that they are not sudbject to deportation. Thus, the bill
circumvents the reslidency test and makes benefits avallable to a segment
not currently eligible. Furthermore, the bill does not provide a peralty
for faleifying the required certification nor does it authorize the dis=-
continuance of benefits if the certification cannct be verified.

If you have further questions, pleass contact Philip J. Manriquez, Legislative,
Coordinator, at L45+8956.

Sincerely,
Original signed by
Philip J, lanriguez

for ROBERT B. CARLESON
Director of Social VWelfare

i bee: R. Zumbrun
: Director's File~
Reading File

cc: Human Relations Agency Legislative File v
Comnittee Chairman
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April 12, 1971

Honorable Robert Moretti
Room 3164, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblyman “oretti:

Your Assembly Joint Resolution No. 15, relating to total
assumption of the welfare programs by the federal govern-
ment, is of concern to the Department of Social Welfare.

We understand that such assumption would relieve the current
extreme pressure on the state General Fund and could provide
some relief to the property taxpayer. We believe, however,
that the impact of a federal takeover on the effectivecness
of the welfare programs and the total impact on the taxpayer
should also be considered.

We do not believe that shifting responsibility to the federal
government will improve the situation of either the welfare

- recipient or of the taxpayer. In fact, the_great rise in
welfare costs and the increasing awareness of the ineffec-
tiveness of many welfare programs has occurred during a period
of increasing federal control., For these reasons we believe
that we nust assume greater responsibility and initiative
ourselves, and we cannot favor your resolution,

Ve would be happy to discuss this most important matter with
you at any time at your convenience.

Sincerely,

Orlginay Slgned By Robert b, Cartose

ROBERT B. CARLESON
Director of Social Welfare

JCE:mrt

écc: /V”WZ:( c’/ﬂé’&”;w
Kot v Aclnliro Fsir<y
A ; .-,uﬂ't/&*’*v
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March 17, 1969

Honorable Tom Carrell

Member of the Senate

Room 4086, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Pear Senator:

This is to advise you that the Administration is opposed to the enactment

of Senate Bill 71. This bill would provide that any recipient of 0ld Age
Assistance, Ald to the Disabled, or Ald to Needy Families would be pammitted
to retain income in the following amounts without such income being considered
in determining the amount of thelir need:

0ld Age Asslistance and
Ald to the Disabled . . . « « ¢ « « « » $7.50 per month

Ald to Needy Families . « « o« « « « « « $5.00 per menth for each
family member

The enactment of this bill would present several very undesirable consequences:

1. It would provide recipients of ald who have some outside income resources
to enjoy a higher standard of living than those recipients who have no
such income. It, therefore, would create two classes of recipients =
those with income and those without income,

2. The creation of these two classes of recipients would create a problem
upon which a future demand will be based to raise the nonincome recipient
to the level of the exempt income recipient to eliminate the inequity of
treatment thus created by Senate Bill 71.

3. The first section of the bill is tantamount to an indlrect appropriation
agalnst State General Funds in the form of a blank check to be executed
by the United States Congress. This type of open-end state law
conditioned upon federal cnactments would deprive future legislatures
and the administration from exercising responsibility at some future
date when a different course of action might better serve the general
public Interest.



Honorable Tom Carrell wle Harch 17, 1963

A great deal of confusion has been created about the action of Congress
~and the significance of increases in social security benefits and the

impact of such increases upon the public assistance programs in Californla.
Although public assistance is designed solely to meet income deficiencies,
many recipients of public assistance who also receive social security
benefits have felt that an increase In their income from increased social
security benefits should not result in a reduction in thelr unmet neced,
Numerous attempts have been made by some members of Congress to roquire
that special increases in soclal security benefits voted by Congress be
Ignored In the computation of the ummet need to be covered by a public
assistance payment. This argument has never prevalled in Congress.
Pespite this, there has been a continual argument that Congress intended
otherwise. Moreover, the argument that any part of the soclal security
benafit should be exempt denies the fundamental purpose of the Soclal
Security Act. From the passage of the Social Security Act public
assistance programs ware established as transitory programs to fill In
the deficiencles of the soclal security benefit system until that system
matured.

California, unlike most states, has programmed Into Its 0ld Age Asslstance
and Ald to the Disabled programs, provisions which automatically escalate
the grant as the cost=of«living Index increases. Over 2 period of time
the increases from this automatic coste=of=living escalator have exceeded
the Increases that have been specifically added to the social security
benefits by Congress. |t is, therefore, inappropriate, in our judgment,
to argue that a recipient of public assistance should receive both the
costeofeliving increases provided in our law and special cost=pfeliving
increases in the social security benefits.

In 1965 Congress, In addition to voting & cost=of=living increase for
soclal security beneficlaries, added to the public assistance titles of

the Social Security Act a provision that authorized states, If they

wished, to exempt up to $5 a month incoma. Such exempt Iincome was not
restricted to social security benefit income. At the following 1966

Budget Session of the Legislature Governor Brown refused to Issue the
necessary proclamation to permit the California Legislaturs to enact
legislation exempting the permitted $5 a month Income. To circumvent the
Governor the Legislature added a rider to the Budget Act which provided

in lleu of the $5 exempt income provision, a $4 special need grant increase
for each recipient of 0ld Age Assistance. Under this action each recipient,
except those living in nursing homes or hospitals, received a $4 a month
grant Increase., This provision made no distinction between Income and
nonincome cases. This, therefore, generally met the test of equity, but It
Is important to note that the purpose of the flrst $5 of the current maximum
of $7.50 permitted exemption has already been granted in terms of a general
overall grant Increasae. '



Honorable Tom Carrell =3« Harch 17, 1969

tn 1967 Congress again made a modest increase In the social security
benefit program and undertook a new debate about the matter of exemption
of this Increase from consideration in determining need of public assistance
recipients. The House of Representatives refused categorically to include
any provision requiring or authorizing exemption of additional Income above
the $5 provided by the 1965 congressional action. The issue was then
debated by the United States Senate, The Senate Finance Committee added

a provision that each state should Increase its benefits by an average of
$7.50 per month to be reduced by any cost-of=living increases provided
under its public assistance law during the Interim. The net effect of

this would have been to eliminate the effect of this demand in the State
of Callfornia because we have cost=of=living provisions. The Conference
Committee, in considering the differences between the versions of the two
houses, settled on a $2.50 increase in the permitted exempt Income. No
increase was made In connection with the needy children,

in summary, we are cpposed to the enactment of Senate Bill 71 for tha
following reasons:

1. 1t proposes to create a differential in the standard of living between
recipients with income and those reciplents without.

2. It is an indirect appropriatlion against State General Funds over which
neither the Governor nor the Legislature has any control without further
specifiz legislative action,

3. California's cost=of=llving Increase provisions provide annual Increases
to recipients of ald., No showing has been made that any additional
increases are justified, Any increase in grant, if justified, should
be made on the basis of such a showing.

The following estimate of cost Is included for your Information.

Increased costs resulting from the $7.50 per month income exemption In 0AS
and ATD and the $5 per month income exemption in AFDC for the full fiscal
year 1969-70 (12 months) are given belows

{tem All Programs 0AS ATD AFDC
TYotal sosuvene $38,925,300 $21,953,200 $7,611,400  $9,360,700

Federal ... 19,103,700 - 10,910,700 3,639,800 4,553,200

State ..... l6,113.800 9,465,000 3,404,200 3,244,600

County .... 3,707,800 1,577,500 "567.400  1,562.900



Honorable Tom Carrell i March 17, 1969

.~ §n the event you desire to discuss any of the points made In this letter,
Verne Gleason, Leglslative Coordinator for the Department, will be avallable

upon your call.
Very truly yours,

John C. Montgomery
Director

becc: Mr. Robert Walters

bbcc: Director's File ,
Central Files/

VG:sh Ed/qnx,/)
L SXG“K‘D : W



Haxreh 8, 1972
Honoreble Clark L. Bradley | ,VW A
Sacramento, California 9551k Mw e
4.
®

Dear Senator Hradley:

SENATE BILL 159

This is to notifly you that the Department of Social Welfare is opposed
to Cenate Bill 159, as presently worded, which limits eligidbility for
Aid to Femilies with Dependent Children to one ycar and reduces grents
after the first six months.

The departzent agrees that eligibllity for Aild to Femilies with Dependent
Children should be modified to digqualify those persons not truly in neoed.
Althouzh Semate Bill 159 restricts eligibility, the bill does npot ciange
those aspects of the law, such &s income exempiions, which allow granting
of aid to nouneedy persons. -

Federal lav does not require a certain level of aid payment; however, it
does reqguire tast ald peyments be granted on the basis of need. Limiting
Payments on the assumption that need will diminish aiter & six month period
will, in our opiniocn, raise toe question of federal conformity.

Sincerely,

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ
Assistant to the Director

bee: R. Carleson
Re Zumbrun
Committee Chafrman
Human Relations Agency (2)
Legislative File -
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Honorable Clark L. Bradley
State Capitol

Room 5095

Sacramento, California 9581k

Dear Senator Bradley:

SENATE BILL 159

This is to notify you that the Department of Social Welfare is opposed
Lo pursertis W‘-j"*‘

to Senate Bill 159,/‘ wvhich limits eligibility for Aid to Families with

Dependent Children to one year and reduces grants after the first six

months.

The department agrees that eligibility for Aid to Families with Dependent
Children should be modified to disqualify those persons not truly in need.
Although Senate Bill 159 restricts eligibility, the bill does not change ﬂ
those aspects of the law, such as income exemptions, which allow granting

of aid to nonneedy persons.

Federal law does not require a certain level of aid payment; however, it
does require that aid payments be granted on the basis of need. Limiting
payments on the a.ssumption that need will diminisl;. r & six month period

A"_‘ b\.l 41"‘" "'\' ‘Mj '
will, in our opinion, not~gonform-wit i l

Sincerely,

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ
Assistant to the Director

bce Committee Chairman wa’-"?"/ ' Qa \\
Human Relations Agency (2) APPROVED BY e e—
Legislative File D/;TE - /< -/ }/j )\-\,

C MAM/""



Harch 17, 1970

Honorable George E. Danieison
California State Senate

State Capitol, Room 4062 V
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Danlelson:

SENATE BILL 260 ’

This is to inform you of this department's opposition to Senate Bill 260 relative
to exempting increases In social security benefits in determining the amount

of public assistance received by persons under 0ld Age Security.

The department is opposed for the following reasons:

I. State legisiation is unnecessary to exempt OASD! Income Increase, as

specified by recent federal law changes increasing OASD! in determining
the amount of ald received under our public assistance srograms.

2. The amount of 0ASDI increase mandated as exempt Income by federal law
for January and February varies for each case and therefore an asount,
as “the same amount," cannot be applied for increases to mom-social security
reciplents of 0ld Age Security.

3. The amount of increase mandated by federa! law to be exempt for March,
April, and May (received by recipients in April, May, and June) is $4.
in order to maintain conformity with federa! law, the stendard of need
will have to be raised by this amount and must apply to 2!l recipients
of 01d Age Security whether they receive social security or mot. Although
we could, effective April 1, increase need across the board and forege
the application of exempt OASDI Income of $& for those cases, this approach
is not appropriate In view of the action taken by Congress. Congress,
in enacting the exempt income provisions relative to the increased 0ASDI
benefit specifically refused to extend this exesption beyond the June say-
ment because of their deciered intent to comsider this whole matter in
relation to the hearings and decisions relative to President Nixon's
Welfare Reform Proposal (MR 14173).
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June 22, 1971-

Honorable Ceorge R. Hoscone
Room 3082

State Cepitol

Sacramento, Californis 9581%

Dear Senator Moscone:
SERATS DILL 739

This is to zdvise you that the Department of Socisal Velfere must adopt
&n adverse position toward Senmate Pill 739. The disagrescble aspoct

of the Lill is the provicion to increase the yerscanl nceds grent for
persons without income who receive care in long tens medical care facile
ities.

The proposal in effect creates tvo stondards for personal and incidental
needs, o to be provided fully by the stste end the other to be shared
between the state and recipient. The latter case, ia our opinicon, would
create & federal conformity issue beczuse recipients would be reguired

to pay £7.50 of their need with money that, according to existing laws,
must be disregarded o purposes of determuinipg public esszistance payments.

Of course, we also object to the bill because it would increasze General
Fund erpenditures for public essictence. This aspect is particularly
“offensive ot this time because of the state’s fiscal problems.

If you wish to discuss the matter furiber, please contact Fuilip Henriques,
Legislative Coordinmtor, at §45-0356.

Sincerely, ()

e &Tima T et ank T Pa L W
0“51--&: Vi o wcdls B, voNNee

ROBERT B. CARLESOR
Director of Ooclal Velfare

bee: R. Zumbrun 17-19
j Director’s File
Reading File
Legislative File v~

ce

Rmen Felations Ageacy
Comittee Chalrmmn
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July 6, 1971

| M%{/:ao
oo 2070
State Capitol

Sacremento, Califoraia 95014

Dear Senator ¥arks:
SERATE BILL 1082

Tais is to infora you that the Department of Social Velfare does not
agree vith the provision of Ceaate Bill JOG2. The bill specifies
that to the extont permitted by federal law social security increases
are not to be considered income avallable to recipients of public
assistancae.

Under soparate cover we have informed yow edministrative assistant,

Jim Hecht, vhy Califomin cannot arvitrarily elect to disrezaxd social
security benetfits as income Jor purposes of public essistance. The
letter explains the extent to which federal law pemits the practice
and also indicates that California has exercised all of the federally
peraissive cptions for the aged, blind or disabled. Thus, S35 1082
would effect only those beneiiciaries of “survivors and dlsability
benefits” who also receive ald under the Ald to Families wvith Dependent
Children.

As you may know, the grant payment structuwre for the Aid to Families
vith Dependent (hildren category, &s it exists today, coupled with the
federal requirements to disrezard income and work related expenses
résulis in sgericus inequities between those with income and those vithe
cut resources. Additional exemptions would merely enlarge these
inecquities. Fipally, the maximm grants of recipients under this
category were increased Uy 2l.4 percent effective June 1, 1971. Thus,
increasing the total benefits awmilable to a segment of this category
is unnecessary as well &3 undesirable at tais tige.



Honorable Mllton Marks o July 6, 1571

If you wish to discuss the matter further, please contact Philip Manriques,
legislative Coordinmtor, at 4h5-8956.

Sincerely,

ROSERT B. CARLESON
Pirector of Socizal Welfare

cc: Human Relations Agency
Comittee Chairman

bee: R. Zumbrun
Director'’s File
Reading File
legislative File v~
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July 12, 1971
A
4/36 ",
Honorable Mervyn M. Dymally J}‘e ‘,/\‘ ﬂ/{
gooa n a, ¥
tate Capitol M (N
éa

Dear Senator Dymally:
SENATE EBILL 1157

This is to advise you that the Ctate Derortment of Cocial Welfare
cannot support the provisions of your Senste Bill 13157. This bill
vould increase the property reserve limitations in the Ald to
Families with Dependent Children progrum and would reduce a step-
father's liability for support of his stepchildren. A third major
provision of the bill would greatly incresse the smount of Ald to
Femilies with Dependent Childrem gruntis.

¥hile there are clearly inequities in the Aid to Femilies with
Pependent (hildren program, we cannot agvee thet expanding the
prograa to make more pecpie eligible, end then sirmly granting

all recipicnts incressed veneiits, is the desiroble solution. As
you may know, the aduinistrastion's welfare refomm progrem would
overcose some of the inequities in the Aid to Fanilies with Dependent
Children program and would provide for equitable epportionment to
enaure proper distribution of availeble funds to the truly needy.

In viev of the nced for refoms, not liberelization, of the &1d to
Femiliea with Dependent Children program, and decsuse of California's
serious fiscal situation, ve must oppose Senete Dill 1157.

ATPRCVED BY 1%5( :
DATE ’]j,i 5 (l’)\




Honorable Mervym M. Dymally 2. July 12, 1971

If you wish to discuss the matter further, pleese contact Fhilip Menriquez,
legislative Coordinator, at 445-83956.

Sincerely,

Original Signed By Robert B. Carleson

FOBERT B. CARLIGON
Director of Social Felfare

ecs Antiony C. Eeilenson,
Comitice Chairman

Humen R:lations Agsacy

bee: Re Zumbrun 17-19
Director's File

Reading File
Legislative File ,
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June 29, 1971

pstiiA oy
Honoreble James Q. Wedvorth 309 po. M 6-27-7/
Roca &000 2 H
State (npital

Sacramento, California 95314

Dear Cenator Wedworth:

SENATE BILL 1337

This is to inform you that the Department of focial Velfare is unsble
to suyport Semate 511l 1337 which reguires the licensing of certain
wt-ot-@mwcmuua.

It 18 pgreed that focilities providing board and some elament of care
for perscns between the ages of 16 through 6# should be regulsted on

a statevids basis. The main argpusent egainst wndertaking this respone
eibility is that it would cost several hundred thousand dollars.

A8 you may know, the lezislature is currenily considering two other
vills vaich relate to the gubject covered by your vill. Assembly Bill
3% (Drathvaite) roguires licensing end provides for the alced costs

to be reinbursed throush a license feoe system. Assembly Bill 2227
{Duffy) reguires the State Fire Marshall to estoblish and enforce statee
vide minloun fire safety standards applicabls to these facilities.
Either of these altematives, to varying degroes, achieves the odbjective
of your bill in a loss costly mmnner. -

If you wish to discuss the matter further, please contact Philip Manrigues,

Sincerely,

Original-Signed by: Ronald A. Zumbrun
7:nosmr B. CARLESON § 277/

Pirector of Social ¥Welfare

bee: R. Zumbrun
Director’'s File
Reading File
Legislative File

ce:  Haamn Relations Asency
Comnittee Chairman
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Juna 22, 1971
A
AL ¥V
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Eonorable Nicholas C. Petris
Foos 3002

Secramento, California 95518

Deayr Senator Fetris:
SEVATE BILL 1442

This 1s to advise you thst this department cennot surrort Semate Bill 1542,
The bill requires the davelopment of cooperative demcnstration projects
imvolving the Departments of Education and Social Welfare.

¥e agree that the possibility of iavolving the education system in efforts
t0 combat the problems of poverty ead welfare ghould be explored. However,
one camnot ignore the fiscal implicetions of such an endsavor. This is
rarticularly ioportant during this cessiom as the legislature strives to
recolve the fiacal dllesma confronting California. Wwe are eognizant of
the dilemna and cur primeyy objective is to institute reforms which would
allow us to control the rapidly incressing costs of welfare., ZIExisting
funds could then be rodirected to better meet the needs of persous who

are totally witbout rescurces. In view of ocur primary ohiective, we feel
obligated to withhold support of ony measure that increases General Fund
expenditures.

If you wigh to discuss the matler further, please contact Fhilip Menriques,
Legislative Coordinstor, at §45-8956.

ﬁw’ l}
Orfztnal Signed By Robert B. Carlesoff 4 * ”

RORERT B, CARLESON
Directar of Soclal Welfare

BCC: R, Zumbrun 17-19
Director's File
Reading File 7
Legislative File
¢¢: Ihemn Felations Agency
Camitice Chairomn



Septemder 9, 1971
/M
@-,5-7
The Honorable George R. Moscone & 3 'vs
Rooa 3002
State Capitol

Sacremento, California 95014

Dear Senator Moscone:
SEHATE BILL 1509

You may recall that the State Department of Socisl Welfare cpposed SB 1509
before the Senate Eealth and Welfure Committee on July 20, 1971. e have
anzlyzed the amendments to the bill and find no basis for changing cur
position.

¥e wish to reiterate that, in our cpinion, sug:esting the changes contained
in your ®ill is premature. A4s you know, Jongress is still bolding hearings
on welfare reform cs contained in IN-l and it is reasonable to expect that
the existing versicn will be modified. Thus, it cannot be held that the
gelections made in 5B 1500 of elternatives provided in the present versicn
of HR~l are in the Test interest of the citizens of California.

ioreover, there is a strong possibility that the effective date of foderal
welfare reform will be delayed one year beyond that originally expected.
Thus, the urgency you sttrivute to the timing of 5B 1509 does not exist.

If you wich to discuss the matter further, please contact Philip J. Manriquesz,
legislative Coordinator, at 445-59556.

Sincerely,
Original Signed By Robert B, Carlescq

ROBERT B, CARLESON
Director of Social ¥Welfare
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