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!-!arch 28, l"g73 

Honorable John Burton 
Rcom 3173 
State Ca-oi tel. 
Sac...-amento, CA. 95814. 

Dear Senator Burton: 

I ) 

'lbi.s is to ad vise you that this department cannot agree with the pZ"':)Vi.gions 
contained in AB 253, The bill all.ovs empl.oyaol.e well'are recipients who are 
members or a labor union to ref'use certain otters of employment and still 
be ellg1.ble for public aaaistance. 

CUI.rent regula:tions require all emplo,-able AFDC recipi.ents to registar :f"or 
joo placsient nth the state Department oi" Human Resources Development .. 
Recipients lose their eligibility for .AFDC ti they remse a bona :fide job 
otter without. good cause. Among the .reasons considered to be "good cause" 
1.s one requiring that joba offered must pay at least t..'i.e :federal. or state 
minimum wage"' wicllever i.s higher. AB 253 ll0Uld cll.ange this consideration to 
aceommodate minimum -wages applicable- to un1an1 red trades. The change 'WCUld,. 
tor example, al.l.ov u.nemp.l.oyeci union carpenters to :re:f'i-.JSe jobs invol.ving car
pentry 1.f' such jol>a did not pa;y the prevailing rate i"or carpenters. In our 
opimon this would be di.scriminatory in that t-..o classes o-£ reci:;,ients wuld 
be created: (l) thoae required to accept jobs a.t. the state or federal. minimum 
wage,. and, (2) those not required to do so. F1naJ17 the issue raised by this 
bill 1s not one 'Which should be addressed oy· velf'a:z:-e- -policy-. The solution 
should rely upon those forces- directly invt>lved in the interaction bw.ieen 
labor organizations and the market placf! .. 

. "'-
We would be glad to meet vi.th you or your statt to discuss our opposition in 
~ detail. 

PRILIP J. MAHRIQ.m:z 
Assistant Director 

cc: Assembly Welfare Commit tee 

Hea lth a..."1d ~-le lfare Agency ( 2 )✓ 

_'-:, .. .. . ..... 
,-·~. 



'! C~ CALIFORNIA-HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY 

PARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
P STREET 
!AMENTO 95814 

Aprt 1 25, 1973 

Honorable John F. Dunlap 
Room 5156, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Dunlap: 

RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

This letter is to advise you that we cannot support your proposal to expand 
the Support Enforcement Incentive Fund {SEIF) to cases where the support 
payments are paid directly to the child as in your ~ sembly Bill 600. 

-
We understand that your intent is to have SEIF paid to counties when they 
enforce direct support payments from parents to children. SEIF is currently 
paid when · the county collects support from parents and th€n either forwards 
this contribution to the child or pays the child a welfare grant. The state 
General Fund provides a SEIF payment for these county activities. 

Your proposal would also provide SEIF payments when the parents make a support 
contribution to the child directly. Since the District Attorney and the 
county welfare department would not be involved in the transfer of the money, 
they would have no way of knowing that payment has not been made . and therefore 
take no steps to enforce payment. We feel that to enforce support payments, 
the payment must go through the District Attorney's office. Your bill 
diverts payments away from the District Attorney's office and pays counties 
even though they take no collection actions. 

The language of your bill would also affect collection of absent parent support 
payments to welfare mothers whose spouses are required to pay child support. 
To encourage direct payment of absent parent support to welfare mothers is 
undesirable for several reasons. Direct support payments to welfare mothers 
encourages fraudulent failure to report income as there is no way to verify 
that a payment was made. Direct payments are usually irregular and require 
adjustments to the welfare grants one to two months later. This can be a 
hardship on the recipient if. the contribution is spent before the aid reduction 
ts made leaving the family with inadequate resources in the month of reduction. 
Because the irregular payment of contributions requires welfare grant adjustments, 
direct payments greatly increase administrative expense for the county welfare 
department. 

We dHnk that the affect you are seeking, to enforce pa.rental support of minor 
children, can be obtained using existing law. SEIF funds can be paid to 
counties for such enforcement activities under the law as it now reads. 
The problem is that not all counties are carrying out the enforcement. New 
legislation is not needed i~ this situation. Because the bill would frustrate 
our intent for the SEIF we cannot favor the measure. 

l 
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We would be pleased to meet with you and discus·s this matter in further 
detail if you have any questions you would like us to clarify. 

Sincerely, · 

p~~ 
Assistant Director 

cc: Assemblyman Bagley 

~ 
·.,;, 
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STATE OF CAllfORNIA- HUMAN RELATIONS AGF.NCY RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

@ . . 
. 

April 26, 1~73 

Honorable Louis J. Papan 
Room 4177, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Papan: 

We have reviewed Assembly Bill 235 and regret to inform you that, at this time, 
we are unable to agree wi t h i t s prov1 s 1on to make welfare recipients eligible 
to receive Senior Citizens Property Tax Assistance. 

We note that the granting of this tax assistance is timed to coincide with the 
federa _l changes promulgated under HR 1. As you know the whole matter of state 
policies to be adopted under HR 1 is being reviewed during this legislative 
session. The state will have to decide the level to which it will supplement 
the federal basic benefit provided by HR 1. In making this determination an 
important factor will be the extent to which the state wishes to meet the 
property tax needs of recipients. As you may know, there is a distinct advantage 
in meeting these needs through the present welfare system because of the federal/ 
state cost sharing arrangement. This advantage may no longer exist after 
the implementation of HR 1 and, in that case, your proposal would have merit. 
However, it is too soon to make such a determination because the federal 
regulations concerning HR 1 have not yet been finalized. 

We would be glad to meet with you, or your stafft to discuss the matter in 
greater detail. If you wish we will also share with you our materials relating 
to HR 1 and your bill. 

Sincere 1 y, 

cc: Honor ab 1 e Reyrrroncl GoRaa 1 es-~ 

.... 

. . 
I 



__________ ____,.,,_~,.,_-., 

Honorable Joe A. Gonsalves 
Room L.-016, State Capitol 
Sacramento, 95814 

Dear Assemblyman .Gonsalves: 

This is to notify you that the State Department of Social Welfare cannot agree 
_with your proposal to eliminate the relatives' responsibility provision of the 
Old Age Security program as in Assembly Bill 57. 

As the Governor stated in his veto message of a similar proposal of last session 
(SB 42), a fundamental goal of the welfare reform act of 1971 was to strengthen 
the family unit - which we believe the relatives' responsibility provision does. 
Since enactment of the new liability scale in 1971, adjustments have been made 
to the scale to ensure that in the case of hardship the liability will be modified. 

Of course, the relatives' liability provision may be eliminated under the HR 1 
assistance programs. This will be clarified only when the state supplemental 
grant program has been defined. 

If you would like to -discuss this matter in more detail, I would be pleased to 
meet with you. _____ _ 

Sincerely, 

PHil.IP J. MANRIQUEZ 
Assistant Director 

"-, 
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May 25, 1973 

Honorable John L. Burton 
State Capitol, Room 3173 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Burton: 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with the proposal to 
implement Public Law 92-603 as suggested in Assembly Bill 18 as 
amended. 

A preliminary analysis causes us to voice general disagreement 
with the program policies and state-county funding arrangements 
proposed by the recent amendments to this bill. We are greatly 
concerned about the fiscal impact of the grant levels proposed. 
In our opinion, maintaining the grant levels you suggest would 
pose a burden upon the General Fund measuring in the hundreds 
of millions of dollars. 

Our policy objections are numerous. Among those with which we 
disagree are the excluding of in-kind resources from being con
sidered as income; the method of treating a s pouse's income, 
and, the making of recipients eligible for property tax relief 
benefits. We would have liked the opportunity to discuss these 
differences in greater detail prior to the presenting of this 
administration's proposed state supplemental program. However, 
such a presentation is scheduled before the Assembly Welfare 
Committee on Tuesday, May 29, 1973. It is expected that the 
discussions surrounding these proposals will undoubtedly provide 
you the opportunity to examine in detail 'bur posture if you so 
desire. 

Sincerely, 

DAVID B. SWOAP 
Director 

By Or i g h 11l :.: ~ ~1 -;j by 
Pii.l:SI? J. '~A.KRIQUEZ 
Ass istant Director 

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ 
Assistant Director 



~ ,, . 

,. ' · .. 

. . 
Dear 

This is in response to your recent correspondence concerning the 

Legislature's action on AB 18, a bill to establish a state supplemental 

program for the aged, . bl ind, and disabled under HR 1. 

The Legislature is fully committed to having the state supplement 

the new federal Supplemental Security Income Program which will begin 

January 1, 1974, A number of us, however; were very concerned about 

establishing a viable state supplemental program at a price we can 

expect the taxpayers to pay. AB 18 went far beyond what is required 
I 

to establish such a program, to the extent that the bill . can only 

be described as fiscally irresponsible. 

• I 

The unnecessary ·costs of AB 18 would have placed the state in a 

financial crisis. In the first fiscal year (1974·75), AB 18 would 

have cost California taxpayers an additional $146 million over what 

ts now being spent on current adult assistance programs. This cost 

would have increased to $204 million in the second fiscal.year because 

of the delayed impact of expensive cost-of-1 iving increases in the 

bi 1 J. 

The most costly feature of the bil I was that of the benefit levels 

it would have established. These levels far exceed what is required 

to continue California at its high assistance standards for adult 

aids recipients; compared to the other 50 states, California's need 
. 

levels are behind only the State of Alaska. The bill also contained 



.. 

several special program components which went beyond the intent of 
' .J 

HR 1. These _components· added to the increased costs of the bi 11 a·nd 

would have required extremely complex administrative arrangements 
. . 

• between the federal, state, and county governments. These administrative 

requirements would have defeated the goal of having the supplemental 

program administered by a single responsible agency. 

AB 18 failed to make use of all available resources in funding the 

new state supplemental program. For example, the bill would have 

establi~~ed an expensive in-home services program financed entirely 

by the state, al~~ough it is possible to establish adequate in-home 

care provisions which would maximize federal funding. The bill would 

have continued the responsible relative provisions in the program 

for the aged, which is _an import~nt source of revenue for recipient 

grants. The relative liability, however, was set so low that 

administratiye costs would completely discourage collection efforts. 

Finally, the L~gislature acted on AB 18 in the knowledge that the 

administration, by regulatory action, will be able to supplement the 

basic federal benefit to insure that our needy aged, bl ind; and 

disabled citizens do not receive decreased benefits. In fact, under 

the administration's planned benefit levels, approximately 86% of 

the current adult recipients will receive an increase in total income 

in January, 1974. 

' I 
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No recipient will receive less in January than he receives in 

December, unless his income or needs change . 

Please be assured that the Legislature continues to keep the interests 

of the needy of California in mind, and that everything possible is 

being done to insure that change brought about by HR 1 will not impose 

hardship. 

Sincerely, 
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ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
TWENTY- FOURTH SENATORIAL OISTRICT 

VENTURA AND SANTA BARBARA COUNTI ES 

VICE CHAIRMAN , NATURAL RESOURCES AND WILDLIFE COMMITTEE 

CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE 

MEMBER, SENATE RULE:S COMMITTEE 
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September 18, 1973 

David Swoap, Director 
Department of Social Welfare 
744 P Street 
Sacramento~ California 

Dear Dave: 

'FOR ACTION TO 

Enclosed are copies of correspondence 1 have re
ceived concerning AB 18. 

I would very much appreciate your preparing a 
suggested response that could be used regard
ing AB 18. 

Yours sincerely, 

~__t- Q_ X.V/mf ~A 
ROBERT J(LAGOM~RSINO d 
RJ L: sh 
Enclosures 

/1Jarom8Cf?.:... 
a:-, tnPrlJRJ txu e 
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-!lZB316(212 U( 1;,033281C255)PD 09/ 12/7.3 2117 

ICS IPMBAl..A SNC 

01239 NL SANTABARBARA CA 100 0~•12 ~,3P PDT 
PMS SENATOR LAGOMARSINO 

STATE CAPITOL 
SACRAMENTO CA ;. . ,_ ~;, ·.. · · 

PLEASE SUPPORT NEW BILL OF .RIDER ATTACHED TO UP COMING 

LEGISLATION. r1YS£1..r AND MANY SENIOR CITIZENS ARE \TERY UPSET AT YOUR 

SfAND .. BY NOT SUPPORTING AB 18 AND SA 110. MANY PEOU: CANT 

B£LEI,7£ IT. HAS HAPPENED. 

MARY p SUGRUE, CHAIRPERSON LEAGUE or SENIOR CITIZENS 

,: , , 

SF-1201 (R5-eSI) 

,,. .; 



Hay 2, 1973 

Honorable Leo T. McCarthy 
Room 4164, State Capltol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Attn: Janet Levy 

Dear Assemblyman McCarthy: 

' 

In response to your request, the following points are submitted for your 
consideration in regard to Assembly Bill 638. 

It Is the current policy of our department to suggest that consideration of 
bi11s with potential impact on adult aid policies be postponed until such 
policies can be reviewed In concert with t he provisions of HR I. 

The cost to the General Fund for granting the proposed increase to medical and 
non-medical care cases app roximates $266,000 per mon • Granting the increase . 
to only ·non•medical out-of-home care cases would cost the General Fund approxi• 
mately $185,000 per month. It ts conceded that the 1non-med lcaJ care cases 
could spend the additional benefit more readily than medi cal care cases. 
However, the present grant structure for these cases Is such that an increase 
ln grants does not automatically ensure. an increased spending allowance for 
recipients. The maximum need for non-medical care cases (Group I: $230; 
Group II: $241) In some counti es is Insufficient to meet the 119olng rate" 
for such services. Thus, some counties have found it d.es.ireabJe to supplement 
these payments at their own expense. If the maximum need standard (and 
maximum allowable payment) ls Increased, ln all probabil ity such Increase will 
merely reduce the amount that certain counties provide as a supplementary 
payment. 

If we may be of further assistance please advise. 

Sincerely, 
Origir.al si ·,·~e'.1 1:y 
PHILIP J . nLl.@IGU-E.Z 
As s is t ant Director 

PHILIP J. MANRH!UEZ 
Assistant Director 

.. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
7« P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 9581-4 

@ . . . . 

May 17, 1973 

Assemblyman Robert Crown 
Room 2140, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Crown: 

This is to advise you that, at this time, we cannot agree with your proposal 
(AB 639) to maintain current grant levels for adult aid recipients after HR 1 
Ts imp 1 emented. 

Because federal standards defining all HR 1 prov1s1ons are not yet available, 
prospective alternatives concerning methods of grant delivery and levels of 
assistance cannot be completely analyzed at this time. Thus, it is premature 
to establish the statutory requirement contained in your bill. 

We would be available to meet with you if you would like to discuss our concerns 
in further detail. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Assistant Director • 

cc: Assemblyman William Bagley 
Health and Welfare Agency 

I 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

May 15, 1973 

• Honorable Alex Garcia 
Room 6001, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Garcia: 

RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

We are sorry to inform you that the Department of Social Welfare opposes the 
proposal contained in your Assembly Bill 789. The bill would extend to all 
adult aid categories the specia l need paymen t fo r property taxes presently 
granted to Old Age Security recipients. 

A notion which has gained acceptance in recent years is that government should 
help to pay the property taxes of aged persons with low income so they will 
not lose a home acquired through a lifetime of labor. Thus, California has 
adopted the Senior Citizens Property Tax Assistance Law. Last year, in recog
nition of the fact that welfare recipients are ineligible to receive this tax 
relief, the Governor signed into law AB 1896, which authorized a special need 
payment for property taxes of recipients of Old Age Security. Your bill (AB 
789) would extend this benefit to welfare recipients of every age and in our 
opinion, would go far beyond the concept of helping aged persons keeping an 
asset acquired through their own labors. Accepting the concept embodied in the 
bill would put the public assis t ance system in the position of unilaterally 
accommodating purchases of real estate by welfare recipients. This would 
constitute a serious inequity to those members of our society who may never 
qualify for welfare; wi11 work their entire lives; yet will never be in a 
financial position allowing them to purchase a home. 

If you would care to discuss this further, we would be glad to meet with you. 

Sincerely, 

~-
Assistan 

cc: Assemblyman William Bagley 
Health and Welfare Agency 



RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIJ WELFARE ~ 
\~ 

744 P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

• 

May 24, 1973 

Honorable Ken Meade 
Room 3146, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Meade: 

This is to advise you that ·we cannot agree with your AB 1403 proposal to move 
back the base year for calculating cost-of-living adjustments f or Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children from April 1972 to January 1970. 

The grant structure for Aid to Families with Dependent Children was made current 
by provisions in the Welfare Reform Act which were developed by legislative 
staff. The legislature agreed that t hese grants should be kept current by 
application of an adjustment to reflect cost of living changes occurring after 
April 1972. It is our understanding that the decisions concerning the application 
of cost-of-living adjustments were based upon the notion that the grant structure 
changes did indeed make AFDC grants current. 

This bill (AB 1403) is based upon the indication that the proposal prepared by 
legislative staff in 1971 did not make the AFDC grants current; but, merely 
updated the grants to December 1969. We disagree. 

Secondly, we object to the provisions of this measure because of its fiscal 
Impact. If AB 1403 is enacted, the grants for AFDC family group cases would be 
Increased by $22 per month; grants for AFDC unemployed cases would be increased 
by $29 per month. _The -increases would be granted immediately beginning in 
January 1974. This would increase total expenditures for AFDC by $60 million 
dollars for FY 1973-74 (January - June 1974). The state's share (which will also 
include the county share because of the SB 90 mandate) of this amount would be 
$30 million dollars. 

If you wish to discuss this in further detail we will be pleased to meet with you. 

Sincerely, 

~-. ~ ----} ' /t[d{ , . f /4 ·J" . 
PHILI~. 'MANR1~2) -
Asslstant Director '-· ·· 

cc: Honorable Wil 1 iam T. · Bagley 
Health and Welfare Agency 

' 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- HUMAN RELATIONS AG E, _ Y RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
7:44 P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

• 

August 15, 1973 

Honorable Bob Wilson 
Room 5140, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Wilson: 

This is to advise you we cannot agree with your measure (AB 2034) to increase 
foster care payments. -

Last year we supported and the governor signed AB 2089 (1972) which increased 
the maximum for state participation by 50%. In our opinion an additional 
increase is not justified at this time. 

Although unable to agree with your proposal we would like to offer the 
following suggestions. First, the bill should propose to amend Welfare and 
Institutions co·de Section 11450 "as amended by Chapter 75, Statutes of 1973." 
Secondly, the provision providing that at least $30 of such increase be 
passed on to the person providing foster care mitigates against those counties 
which have increased foster care rates due to this year's Chapter 75. 
It would seem more desireable to take a base period, such as foster care 
rates paid during 1970/71 fiscal year, and make it mandatory that payments 
for .foster care be $30 more per month during the 73/74 fiscal year. These 
suggestions are made in the spirit of helping you improve AB 2034 and are 
not meant to imply that our position of "oppose" will . be changed. 

We would be gfad to discuss this further with you or your staff at your 
convenience. 

Sincerely, 

· cc: Honorable Willie Brown, Chairman, Ways and Means Committee 
Health and Welfare Agency 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
7-4-4 P STREET 

SACRAMENTO 9581-4 

June 22, 1973 

Honorable Bob Wood 
Room 4121, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Wood: 

RONALD REAGAN, Go vernor 

We cannot agree with your measure to discontinue considering the value of housing 
and utilities provided to AFDC children living with a non-needy relative as 
.income to be considered in determining those recipients grants, as contained 
in your Assembly Bill 2327. 

In our op1n1on your measure violates the traditional mores of our society 
which guides relatiJes to care for members of their families that have been 
unfortunate regardless of financial considerations. This fact is consistent 
with the administration's policy of strengthening family ties. It should 
be noted that current policy does not necessarily penalize these relatives but 
merely assures that they be reimbursed for actual costs {without profit or 
added expense). 

We will be glad to discuss this matter further with you or your staff at your 
convenience. Please advise. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Honorable Willie Brown, Chairman, Ways and Means Committee 
Health and Welfare Agency 



!fow::,.:-.:,.hJ_~ R3ll)!l C., DilJ.s 
?.oom 5'J~ ( Jt S t a t e Cffpit ol 
[~ncr1:1u:~r/(Oi Galif o~ia 95814 

D0ar Senator Dills: 

This is to notify you th~t the State Dzpartme~t cf Social Welfare cannot 
D.fP.'C;;e wit ~: your proposal to eli.oL"late the relnti""ez' responsibility proviEio!l. 
of the Old Age St-~uri ty :p:-ogra:m as in. S:3 7 • 

.As i:h.e Governor E.'mted in hls veto :r:-~GGap;·3 of yo~r si.rn.il:ir ;ir-oposaJ. of last 
session. (Bll 42)1. u fundc:i;ontal goal of the welfare reform act of 1971 was to 
crb .·•2ngthe:1 the .:f~r.:fly -unit - which we believe the relatives' res:,~.nsibility 
pro~isicn C.oes o Since enactr:iont of# tte ne1! lin.bilit~r sc:lc i r! 1971, c.dju.st!!:ents 
h.r?,ve b ef:n t;;:.. cle to the scale to en..s-..ire that in t he- c&.£e of 1mi·&:,~ _p the liability 
tn11 be r.:o~ified. 

Of co'l.l:"ee 1 the relatives' liability provision may be elj ~inatctl under the li!:1 l 
assistn.11ce progr.::;.r::;s . Tb.is wi 11 be clarifie d orJ..y wb.En the- s t ate supple~1e:utal 
grc:n.t r,ro6 ... ~c.r..1 has been defined .. 

If you wc:.llcl J.ike to diccu.ss this watter :L"'l l!'t.:>!"e det.;:.l, I wo-:D.d. be pleased to 
meet Hith you .. 

Sincerely, 

PJtTT;rp J., HArffiIQtr.SZ 
Assist~t to the Di~cctor 
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--STATE O F CALIFORNIA - HUMA N RELATIONS AGENCY . 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STRE ET 

SACRAM EN TO 958 14 

April 10, 1973 

.Honorable Nicholas Petris 
Room 3082, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Petris: 

ROMAl0 REAGAN, Go,c,rnor 

We have reviewed Senate Bill 15 and regret to inform you that, at this time, 
we are unable to agree with 1.t s provision to make welfare recipients eligible 
to receive Senior Citizens Property Tax Assistance. 

We note that the granting of this tax assistance is timed to coincide with the 
federal changes promulgated under HR 1. As you know the whole matter of state 
policies to be -adopted under HR 1 is being reviewed during this legislative session. 
The state will have to decide the level to which it will supplement the federal 
basic benefit provided by HR 1. In making this determination an important factor 
will be the extent to which the state wishes to meet the property tax needs of recipient , 
As you may know, there is a distinct advantage in meeting these needs through the 
present welfare system because of the federal/state cost sharing arrangement. 
This advantage may no longer exist after the implementation of Iffi 1 and, in that 
case, your proposal would have tremendous merit. However, it is too soon to make 
such a determination because the federal regulations concerning HR 1 have not yet 
been finalized. 

We would be glad to meet with you, or your staff, to discuss the matter in greater 
detail. If you wish we will also share with you our materials relating to HR 1 and 
your bill. 

Sincerely, 

b:?,; ¼ fH~o?~ 
Assistant Director 

cc: Senator Randolph Collier 
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D EPARTMEN T OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
74-' P STREE T 

SACRAM EN TO 95814 

Ma rch 16, 1973 

• Honorable John A. Nejedly 
Room 2057, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Nejedly: 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with the proposal concerning 
implementation of Public Law 92-603 as in your Senate Bill 53. 

Your bill declares a purpose and intent to fully implement a state supplemental 
payment program on January 1, 1974 at the maximum payment level permitted by 
federal law. It is unclear exactly what level of supplemental aid is intended 
since the language of the bill seems to be based on the conclusion that a maximum 
combined state and federal amount of aid payment has been established by federal 
law. Public Law 92-603 sets forth no absolute maximum level. That function is 
presently d~signated to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and may 
even become the subject of further Congressional action. Since federal law 
has established no absolute maximum combined aid payment level, there is presently 
no upper 1 imit on state supplementary payments to which the language might apply, 
As a result, the bill would require the state to spend an unknown amount. 

With neither the present ability to define nor the future ability to limit 
"maximum combined aid payment," the language of this bill would have the state 
commit its funds to an unknown and unlimited level of expenditure. 

Of final concern is the language that would require federal administration of 
the state supplementation program. While the benefits to be derived from making 
such a choice may seem advantageous at this time, it is our opinion that judgment 
on this issue be reserved until the merits of all.alternatives have been fully 
explored. 

If you would like to discuss this matter in further detail we would be pleased 
to meet with you at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

- . . . -· --- ---- -- -~ - -·--·· ., ·.:·-·- ··•~-~ .. --:r.;-7,-. 
-~.:.:=--:-._ 



DEPARTMENT O F SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STR EET 

SACRAMENTO 95814 

• 

March 29, 1973 

Honorable Donald L. Grunsky 
Room 3070, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Grunsky : 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with the requirement to have certain 
probation officer duties relating to dependent/neglected minors transferred to 
local county welfare departments as suggested in Senate Bill 108. 

We feel that the mandatory aspect of the bill is undesirable in that it denies 
local governments flexibility to determine where these duties can best be performed . 
Currently, numerous counties have already transferred these functions to their 
welfare departments. Under existing law counties are free to reassign these duties 
as they find most appropriate to their own local needs . 

Since the reassignment of duties which your measure is seeking can be accomplished 
under existing law, and, we do not favor I imiting local autonomy, we are obligated 
to oppose the measure. 

If you would. like to d iscuss this matter in further detail we will be pleased 
to meet with you. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~ I ~ ; ., . 
PH IL Ip' J AA~ ~Qu~z'tr°o 
Assistant Director 
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D t::PAR f ,'Y\ E N r O r- ~OC I A L 

7-1 -l f' STR EET 

SACS:AM EN TO 958 14 

Ha.re~ 15 , 1973 

l 

HoZ1orable George Noscone 
Room 4o8, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 958l4 

Dear Senator Moscone: 

.. , -··•· .. ~-- ··"'"··---------

T'nis is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal establishing the 
Aged, Blind, and Disapled Pension Act of 1973 as in your Senate Bill llO. 

Your measure as currently printed requires federal aQ~inistration of the state 
supplemental program under PL 92-6o3 (HR 1) and specifies grant levels to be 
provided and incone disregards to be applied. Because federal standards clearly 
defining the implementation of HR 1 are not yet available it is not possible 
to analyze at this time all the alternatives which may be made available to the 
state. In our opinion, it would be advisable to wait· until all options are 
clarified before deciding which alternatives the state ·should select. 

If you would care to discuss this further we would be pleased to meet with you. 

Sincerely, 



7 4 4 P ST REET 

SAC RAMENTO 9 58 14 

Ma rch 26, 1973 

Honorable David A. Roberti 
Room 4090, State Ca~itol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Roberti: 

This Is to advise you that we do not agree with the proposal that every person has 
the right to inspect any file kept on them by a state agency as provided in your 
Senate Bi 11 178. 

Because the bill would be i·mpossible to implement without endangering the 
confidential nature of some information and because it would demand extensive 
review and monitoring of welfare records, we foresee severe problems with the 
proposal. 

The measure would require review of each file to assure that no documents were 
included which could compromise the confidentiality of other recipients. 

Screening would also be required to protect privileged information in a file such 
as from a physician, an attorney, marriage counselor, or concerning fraud. 

The bill would require a county welfare worker to monitor the inspection of the 
file by the recipient or applicant to assure the department 1s only copy was 
not altered or removed. 

If you would like to discuss this in further detail we would be pleased to meet 
with you at your convenience. 

Sincerely, 

/4.i1 -~¼ /i:t:t:,# ,,,~~ 
PH ti IP ✓ AANR IQUEi () 
Assistant Direct~-r 



Honorable Donald Grunsky 
Member of the Senate 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Grunsky: 

SB 197 

J • • · ... 
.. : '1 .... ,1.;. .. \ \ .! ... ; -· ; . 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal to eliminate 
certain fees to family care .homes caring for mentally disordered, incom- . 
petent, or dependent and neglected children as in your Senate Bill 191. 

' . ' ' . -: '. : .. \ .. 
We questi~n the provisions of your bill which exempt some care homes from 
the fees but do not exempt other homes, some of which provide similar 
services. Your bill does not consider, for instance, day care facilities, 
homes for delinquent children, aged persons, physically handicapped, 
alcoholic recovery homes, and drug homes. This seems to establish an 
inequitable policy. 

We would be available to discuss this matter in :Eu!-ther detail if you would 
wish to. 

Sincerely, 

. . ' .. ', 

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ 
Assistant Director 

PJM:kl 

:- ·\ 
_____ I_--~ 
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rATE OF CALI FORN IA- HUMAN RELATION S AGENCY 

)EPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
4-4 P STREET 

ACRAMENTO 9581-4 

April 11, 1973 

Honorable Alfred Alquist 
Room 5031, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA. 

Dear Senator Alquist: 

~-' . 
,•Im-· ,I' . , ,j, _..,ljt;f.,IJ,':c·J1' •' llJ~ ,l<J•.,1.,.~ , Governor 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal to transfer adminis
tration of all welfare and services programs from the counties to the state, as 
in your Senate BiJJ 307. 

~ 

We believe that such a transfer of administration to the state would be a mistake. 
The existing state/county delivery system for services and grants has the valuable 
advantage of maintaining administration at the closest level to the people being 
served. It is our view that the closer government is to the people, the more 
effective it can be. 

Secondly, we view seriously the tremendous magnitude of the proposal ~ It is our 
judgment that this transfer of responsibility should only be considered as part 
of a complete tax restructuring. The proposal contained in your bill would 
affect the total state tax plan and for this reason we think your proposal should 
not be taken up in isolation but rather should be considered only as part of the 
s ta t e tax "ma t r i x • 11 

We- will be available to meet with you if you would like to discuss this matter 
in further detail. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Senator Anthony Beilenson 

fl 

,(: . ~ ,0J,)1 {t 
q-·lY ! 
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Hon. Al f red E. Alquist 
Room 5031, State Capitol 
Sacramento , caiifornia 95814 

Dear Senator Alquist: 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal 
to transfer administration of all welfare and services programs 
from the counties to the state, as in your Senate Bill 309. 

We believe that such a transfer of administration to the 
state would be a mistake. The existing state/county delivery 
system for services and grants has the valuable advantage of 

~ maintaining administration at the closest level to the people 
being served. It is our view that the closer government is 
to the people, the more effective it can be. 

Secondly, we view seriously the tremendous magnitude of the 
proposal. It is our judgment that this transfer of responsi-

- bility should only be considered as part of a complete tax 
restructuring. The proposal contained in your bill would 
affect the total state tax plan and for this reason we think 
your proposal should not be taken up separately but rather 
should be considered only as part of the state tax "matrix". 

We will be available to meet with you if you would like to 
discuss this matter in further detail. 

Sincerely, 

_,,g/_ \ A 

/ ~ /tltr~~ 
PHIL-f;P /J. ~~Qa'EZ 
Assist!ant Dit ector 

cc: Senate Randolph Collier, Chairman 

f'.1 fl . ,cJ ~ vlf / . r:. )b~· . 

L~ 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STREET 

SACRAMENTO 95814 

June 4, 1973 

Honorable George N. Zenovich 
Room 2054, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Zenovich: 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal in SB 568 
that earnings of Aid to the Totally Disabled recipients working in certain 
rehabilitation facilities be considered as exempt income. 

The intent of welfare payments is to contribute toward the support of a 
person unable to completely support himself. Income which the welfare 
recipient can earn is to be supplemented by public assistance to give the 
person enough money to meet his basic needs. 

As a recipient is able to earn some income toward supporting himself the 
welfare grant becomes smaller since a portion of his need is being met by 
his own earnings. 

Your measure provides that a full welfare grant be paid to recipients 
regardless of certain income they can earn on their own. This would result 
in welfare being paid above the amount necessary to meet their needs. 

It is our goal to direct the state's limited welfare funds to the truly 
needy - those who have no source of income asrde from their welfare grant. 
For this reason we cannot support your proposal. 

We would be pleased to meet with you at your convenience if you wish to discuss 
this matter in further detail. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Senator Anthony Beilenson, Chairman, Health and Welfare Committee 
Health and Welfare Agency 

: @ 
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
7-4-1 P STREET 

SACRAMENTO 9581-4 

\ 
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May 22, 1973 

Honorable Nicholas Petris 
Room 3082, State Capitol 
·sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Petris: 

We regret to inform you that we cannot agree with your proposal to allow public . 
ass:istance recipients .to receive the homeownersl property tax exemption (SB 688). 

As you know the c.onsistent _argument against this proposal involves the question 
of using general fund monies as opposed to county and federal sharing funds. 

· If upon implementation of HR 1 the traditional fiscal argument against extending 
the homeowners' property tax exemption to welfare recipients is eliminated · 
we wi 11 re-eva 1 uate our position. 

If you wish to discuss this matter" further, we would be pleased to meet with you 
or your staff at your convenience. 

s·t nee re 1 y, ·o 
~,_o 

. ~ ~~- r(~" ,: \11 ~~4" u 
~ 0,, 

cc: Senator Walter Stiern, Chatrman, Senate Revenue and Taxation Committee 
Health and Welfare ~gency 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA - HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STRE ET 

SACRAMENTO 95814 

June 5, 1973 

Honorable Peter H. Behr 
Room 5053, State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Behr: 

RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

We cannot agree with your measure to increase welfare grants paid on behalf 
of AFDC children living with non-needy relatives to equal that paid for 
children in foster care, contained in your Senate Bill 1061. 

In our opinion y.our me_asure violates the traditional mores of our society 
which guides relatives to care for members of their families that have been 
unfortunate regardless of financial considerations. This fact is consistent 
with the administration's policy of strengthening family ties. It should be 
noted that current policy does not necessarily penalize these relatives but 
merely assures that they be reimbursed for actual costs (without profit or 
added expense), 

We will be glad to discuss this matter further wtth you . or your staff at 
your convenience. Please advise. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Senator Anthony Beilenson, Chairman, Senate Health and Welfare Committee 
Health and Welfare Agency 



L.::PAt<TMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
744 P STREET 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

June 11, 1973 

Honorable George N. Zenovich 
Room 2054 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Senator Zenovich: 

- RONAC07!EXGAN, Governor 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal to implement 
Public Law 92-603 as suggested in your Senate Bill 1222. 

A preliminary analysis establishes that your measure in its present form 
is essentially a spot bill and will need substantial amending to be workable. 
However, we must state our opposition to your proposed grant levels as they 
are in excess of the administration's proposed levels, and would re~uire 
additional state funds. 

We would appreciate discussing this with you in further detail at your 
convenience. Please advise. 

Sincerely, 
Oi--' • 

ig1 ?J.al si r.-·.,, od '-
1>HI ~ ./". •~- uy . 

LIP J . ,·.:t_:mw·rmz 
A~sis t~t . .Di.-...:.:_ 

PHILIP J • .MJUmi~~ 
Assistant Director 

cc: Senator Anthony Beilenson 

·DLt.t,i.LJl __ ,, 

:Rb•· 
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--- DEPA RTMENT O F SOCIAL WElFARE 
7 .. -4 P STRlCT 

SACRAM EN TO 9j8 1 ◄ 

June l;l.., l973 

Honorable Ralph C. Dills 
Room 5050, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Senator Dills: 

. ) . . 
• a• I 

This is to advise you that we cannot agree with your proposal to establish 
outdoor educational-recreational programs in the children's services programs . 

A preliminary analysis of your measure, Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 56, 
determines that the Director of Social Welf'are would have the implied require-

·ment to establish and. administer the aforementioned programs. We would at 
this time request your consideration of th ract that after July 1, 1973, the 
Children's Services will be under the Department of Health and at that time 
will establish the priorities of programs they will initiate. 

If we.may be of further assistance to you, please advise. 

Sincerely, 

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ 
Assistant Director 

cc: Honorable Anthony Beilenson 

;;. "A, 


