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Key 12, 1967

Assemblyman Willlam T. Bagley
Room 4130, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblymen Bagley:

This refers to AsWJLﬁn..ZQMIch you have introduced to
provide that public assistance records should be available to the
District Attorney for the investigation of a homicide.

Fedaral law reiative to the confldentlial nature of public assiste
ance records precludes the use of these records for any purpose not
directly reloted to the adainistration of public assistence., The
bill which you have introduced would appear to viclate this provision
of federal law and,would, therefore, jeopordize receipt of federal
funds by the State of California.

Very truly yours,

John €. Montgomery
Director

cc: Governor's Office

Health and Welfare Agency »
bec: Director's file

General Files
V. Gleason

| VEG:mo
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Mr. Lloyd Portis
Administrative Assistant to
Assemblyman Ray Johnson

Room 4115, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Portis:

Attached is a copy of the federal letter relative to the
provisions of Assembly Bill 2202. In essence, this letter
indicates federal questions ralised with reference to the
following provisions of AB 2202:

1. The provision that ald should be paid on the basis of the
standard of the new state of residence of the individual
instead of California's standard.

2. The provision that each county shall prescribe the
monthly report form to be supplied by the reclplent to
verify his eligiblility.

Nelther of these federal questions are cnes that cannot be
resolved by amendment to AB 2202.

Sincerely yours,

Verne E. Gleason
Staff Assistant to the Director

Attachment
VEG:mo .

AB 2202
o/



AB 229%

June 27, 1957

Assemblywoman Yvonne Brathwalte
Room 2177, State Ceplitol
Sacramento, California 95014

Dear Mrs. Brathwaite:

This refers to Assembly Bill Ho. 2233 which concerns the

al lowance of additional personal pr ty reserves essential
to the completion of a selfesupport plan. The bill as amended
on June 2lst did not restore the language of 11257 as it
currently exists in law. The agreement we reached with you

in the Social Welfare Committee meeting on this subject was

to restore the limit of 3600 and permit additional reserves
whenever It was essential to the achievement of selfesupport.
| am attaching amendments which will put the bill in the shape
that was agreed on at the time the Assembly Social Welfare
Comiittee recommended o do pass on the bill, These amendments
are in rough form and will require experting by the Legislative
Counsel's Office.

lf you wish to discuss these amendments, Mr. Gleason will be
available to do so.

ry truly yours,

QJQ C- "-’QT'*-\

John €. Montgomery
Director

Attachment

bee: Director's file
General Flles
V. Gleason .~

VEG:mo



AMENDMENTS TO ASSEMBLY BILL NO, 2293
AS AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 21, 1967

AMENDMENT NO, 1
On page 1, line 3, of the printed bill as
amended In the Assembly June 21, 1967, after the word ''paid"

Insert:

for any child who has personal property, the total value of which

exceeds six hundred dollars ($600), nor |

AMENDMENT NO, 2

On page 1, line 6, strike out ''the limitations"

AMENDMENT NO, 3
On page 1, strike out lines 7 to 8 Inclusive and

insert:
six hundred dollars ($600)

AMENDMENT NO, 4

On page }, line 13, after the period Insert:

Additional cash reserves may be retained above the s$ix hundred

dollars /($500) 1imit whenever such additional cash is deemed to be

FI

essentf‘l to fulfiliment of the self-support plan.
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May 19, 1967

Assemblywoman Yvonne Brathwalte
Room 4177, State Capltol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblywoman Brathwaitae:

This is to advise you of the Adninistration’s opnosition to
the enactment of Assembly Bill 2253. This bill would
approximately doubie personal property limitations for AFDC
families. It Is our opinion that the $00 limitation does not

Impose an undue restriction on eligibility for aid to dependent
children.

Attached is a copy of the cost effect of AB 2293.
mGl“\Ame' ymrs&yﬁ
0 by

John ©- hﬂoﬂt%o?7r Yoted BY A
Date~1’§;%}’/,li———”""‘—’
pate >°John C. Montgomery

Director

Attachment

cc: Governor's Office

Health and uWelfare Agency

bec: Director's file
General Files
V. Gleason .~

VEG:mo
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Hay 19, 1967

Assemblyman David A. Robertl
Room 3123-8, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Assemblyman Roberti:

This is to officially advise you that the Administration is
opposed to the cnactment of AB 2308 which would change the base
date for determining the cost of living Increase for Aid to
Disabled. Although the bill specifically provides that the
grant increase shall not be retroactive, It will have a
retroactive effect by changing the base date from January 1, 1964,
to January 1, 1362, and will result in a $3 additional grant
Increase as of December 1, 139567. It is our opinion that the base
date for determination of cost of living Increases should be held
permanently fixed. The cost of living index measurss changes in
cost of living from one date to the next and any change in the
base date in the law compromises the basic pringiple of cost of
living increases.

Attached Is a cost estimate for AB 2308.

Very truly o

SI™
031@““‘,,00'5;0“?‘“1"';1 yoted 5
., » 5/

Johd
D2 —7 vJoha—€. Hontgomery .
Date Director

Enclosure

cc: Governor's Office
Health and Welfare Agency

beec: Director's file
General Files
V. Gleason _~

VEG:mo
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Decenber é’&, 1967

Asgersblyman Allen Jieroty
Asgezbly P.0, Box 59 ' ¢
Sacrazento, Califumias ‘ '

Dear Asgseublyoan Sieroty:
DPLREHTATION OF CHAPTER 1532 STAIUTES OF 1967 w

Further study and positive resctions to the proposal which I presented o
you in my lNiovember 21, 1907, letter hus resulted in =y decision that a
moject for the development of a training program for neighborhood famlly
day care houes under unds provided by this chapter, sbould be initiated.
Accordingly, I have instructed my staff to move atead with developing and
irplecentizing sueh a yproject with the Los fsngeles Deparirent of Fublie
Sceial Services, and with the Vocational Educutlon Office of the leparte
pent of bducation,

It has aleo been deteruined that the project will be desizned so that
approximately two-thirds of the funds will be expended for tmining of
recipients living in the wWatts area, and U2 recainder will be used {for
training of recipients living in the Venlce area.

!uemniduaﬂmanﬂhlptnmntwhww.

. ee: Tom Joa - OIfice of Penearch

Dtate Capdtol - focm 319 B

MIS:hs

beec: P. C. Locher
Ve Be Gleason

M. Chopson

" He Clauson
Re Goff « LA, Southern Regional Office
Director's File
Central Files, —



Deceriber 22, 1967

Assewblyman ‘Leon Raligh
S8tate Capitol - Room 2169
Sacrumento, California

Dear Assemblyman Ralphs
DPLSENTATION OF CHAPTER 1532 STATUTES COF 1967 (AB 2450)

Further study and positive reactions to the proposal which I presented to
you in sy Hovember 21, 1307, letter has resulted in wy decision that a
project fovr the develomment of a truluing program for neighborhood famdly
day care homes under {unds provided by tids chapter, snculd be initiated.
Accordingly, I have instructed ny staff to move ahead with develouing and
irpleseniizing auch a project with the Los Anveles Depuxrtment of Public
Social lervices, and with the Yocaticmal Educatlom Office of the Departe
ment of Cducation.

It bas also been determined that the project will bte desiimed 80 tlat
approdimately lwo-tbirds of the funds will be expended for trulning of
recipients living in tie Valts area, and the resaiader will e used for
training of recipleata living in the Venice aresa.

Your eonsideration and help in this matter is sypreciated.

8 1y yours, o

<y ©- MG

Jolm C. Montagomery
Director

cc: Tom Joe - Office of Research
Gtate Capitol - Room 319

bee: F. C. Locher
VY. E. Gleason
M. Chopson
H. Clauson
R. Goff - LA, Southern Reglonal Office
Director's File
Central Files e



October 10, 1967

Honorable John G. Veneman
Assemblyman, Thirtieth District
Room 5128, State Capitol
Sacramento, Callfornia 95814

Dear John:

This refers to Assembly Concurrent Resoluﬂon No. | of the 1967
First Extraordinary Ses ative to ¢ protective services
which is co-authored by you and Senator Clair Burgener. The
substance of the resolution directs the State Department of

Social Welfare to give priority to the use of additional children's
services funds received by the State of California from the enact-

ment of HR 12080 now pending before Congress.

The department will present detail In its 1958 support budget on
the use of Federal Child Welfare Services funds as recelved by the
state pursuant to Part 3 of Title V of the Social Security Act. |If
Congress enacts the present provisions of HR 12030, it sust follow
up with the passage of the full fund authorization by a revenue
measure to provide more funds to the State of California. It Is my
intention after final congressional action on both HR 12080 and the
Revenue Act to proceed with a plan with the counties to improve the
child welfare services generally. Any added federal funds that the
State of California receives will be detailed In the department's
support budget.

Your continued leadership in the Legislature on this program is vital
to':lnal achievement of an adequate child welfare services program In
California.

orIc Nery truly, yours,

John OC. Zontgomery By (_/

Date______re Noted By gi_@_

Date snt /’ 4 5 £

John C. Montgomery ——
Director

.

bec: Director's file
General Flles
V. Gleason

VEG:mo .
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April 3, 1967

The Honorable Tom Carrell

Member of the Senate . ’
State Capitol '

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Carrell:

This refers to Senate 8ill No, 94 which you introduced to establish a
family preservation program. Mr. Gleason discussed this bill with you
some time ago and promised that department staff would prepare a brief
statement about some of the problems that are presented by the bill.

| should like to make clear that we believe that the legislation is socially
sound in that it attempts to provide an early intervention service to cope
with a most important problem of family life.

The principal concerns that we have with the bill relate to the development
of a plan whereby the services that are contemplated could be provided in
an effective manner. Probably the most difficult situation at the present
time is the financial implications of the bill because such a service to be
effective would require the recruitment of highly qualified personnel. At
this time, there is a great shortage of the type of professionally trained
staff that this type of service would require. One only has to look at the
recruitment problems that have beset the social service agencies across the
nation during the past decade. Staff turnover rates have remained in the
neighborhood of 30 percent. Colleges and universities are unable to turn
out professionally trained staff to meet existing vacancies, let alone make
significant progress in the improvement of the general capacity of staff to
meet ideal levels of performance.

The establishment of 58 family preservation centers without being assured
“that qualified staff can be recruited and the present limitations on public
financing to support such staff are serious qualifications for the advance-
ment of an important idea such as presented by your bill. In 1965, almost
63,000 divorce decrees were entered. Even though not all of these situations
involved minor chiidren, it is easy to see that with such a large number of
divorce decrees, family disorganization is a major problem and one that
requires much more intensive study by the Legislature. Certainly preparation
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The Honorable Tom Carrell -2- April 3, 1967

for the résponslbllltles of family life and its presentation must be given
most serious consideration if we are to prevent the continuation of present
costly trends in caring for children deprived of parental support and care.

The deveiopment of a carefully planned program of family preservation service,
which has as its goal a significant increase in the stability of family life,
will have to take into account the practical matters of funding and staffing
consideration as well as make some adjustments to existing services which

now provide some attention to the problem. Currently, there are court con-
ciliation services in operation in a number of counties. There would need

to be some clarification of the jurisdiction of the proposed family preser=-
vation centers with these court conciliation services.

Please be assured that the department is vitally interested and is anxious
to be most helpful and cooperative in any way possible on this matter.

Sincerely yours,

%«Q o MG

John C. Montgomery
Director

cc: Directorls file
Central file
Legislative file /

VE:MF

Lo



STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY RONALD REAGAN, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE

2415 FIRST AVENUE, P.O. BOX 8074
SACRAMENTO 95818

April 3,.1967

Senator J. Eugene McAteer, Chairman
Committee on Governmental Efficiency
Room 5050, State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator McAteer:

Attached is a copy of a letter which we have sent to

Senator Rodda expressing the Administration's opposition to
Senate Bill No. 306 which would transfer the administration
of public welfare and the county share of the costs from
county government to state government. This letter will
outline for your understanding the Administration's position
and the reasons for that position on this bill.

Very truly yours,

N e mk—

John C. Montgomery
Director

Attachment




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—HEALTH AND WELFARE AGENCY RONALD REAGAN, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE

2415 FIRST AVENUE, P.O. BOX 8074
SACRAMENTO 95818

April 3, 1967

Senator Albert S. Rodda
Room 4048, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Rodda:

This refers to Senate Bill No 306 which you introduced tfo
transfer the administration of public welfare and the county
government share of the cost to state government. This contro-
versial issue has been presented to the Legislature regularly for
many years.

This is to officially advise you that the Administration is
opposed to the enactment of this measure. We believe such a

plan is unsound in principle and is not feasible because of the
fiscal impact upon the state. |t is our opinion that the
elimination of the local government as an administrative partner
is not in the interest of good government, and that such a
transfer would further lessen citizen interest in and concern for
individual and family welfare.

In tThe next few months the Administration has plans to identify "
and clarify the nature of the problems and issues relative fo

the administration of public social services. We plan a delibera-
tive approach calling upon all parties to participate in.the de-
velopment of plans for corrective action.

On balance, there is no state among the 50 states that offers

the same quality and quantity of financial assistance and welfare
services as is offered by the State of California. This out-
standing program of public social services has developed and is
sustained by the long standing state-county administrative
partnership. : a

The enactment of SB 306 would have an immediate financial impact
of increasing General Fund expenditures by more than $200,000,000
annually. While it might be argued that this is a fiscal matter

that is solely within the province of the w?§=:3a¢:uea#s Committee,
- FiINvANCE |




Senator Albert S. Rodda -2~ April 3, 1967

| do wish to bring to the attention of you and your committee
colleagues that the approval of bills based on policy only
transfers a vital policy decision about the relative importance
of bills to another committee. Obviously, the fiscal situation
of State Government is such as to preclude final approval of
most of the policy bills which will require an additional ex-
penditure of state funds beyond the present budget projections.

Sincerely yours,

John C. Montgomery
.Director

cc: Governor's Office

Health and Welfare Agency




April 7,7 1387

Senator John G, Schmitz
Room 5370, State Capitol
Sacramento, Californis 95314

Dosr Senater Schmita:

This Is to officially advisa you that the Adainistration is
oppased to the enactment of sem_zt._c_u_l_l_m wirich LI1] weuid
provids inspactiona and publlcation of dislursamant records
rezarding resipients of publie assistanws. The reasons for
the Administraction’s opposition to the enactaent of thls bild
are st forth beiow,

This 511 would serve no useful purpose even If it wars amended
to meet the strict limitations of federal lme which wouild allow
individual inspection of disburscment records by a formal request
procedure.  Tue stalas which 4did enact ieqizlation In this
racard have not evperienced ony satisiastery rooults from It IR
was aroned In 1951 that caseionds would bo significantiy decreesed,
This heg not becn proven o bo e caza. All of the astates have
exgerlenced the saw kind of cesaload ircrease that hos been true
throuchout the ration, Inciuding Callifornia, Frloral funds for
the 105703 fiscal year are estimated at I3 alliicn iIn
reizbursemont of the costs of pudlic assistance and for the costs
of state and local adninistration. __

Very truly yours,

<oim €. Fontoomory
Birector

cc: Covernor's Office
Hoalth and telfare Agency

bee: Director's file
General Files
V. Gleason

YEG:m0
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Py Same letter to all Senators on the Social Welfare Commission

April 18, 1967

AIR MAIL

S

Senator Clair W. Burgener

Social Welfare Commission, Chairman
State Capitol

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Burgener:

In behalf of the Los Angeles Area Chapter of National Association of Social
Workers, an organization of 1800 members, we are expressing strong opposition
to Senate Bill 485 because it is punitive and self-defeating. It will not
solve the problem of illegitimacy, and it will cause a heavier burden to the

taxpayer.

This bill attempts to single out welfare recipients for special punitive
action, Only one out of five {llegitimate children receive AFDC. The other
four fi<ths of the illegitimate children would have the privilege of staying
in their own homes, We agree with the statement by the State Social Welfare
Board that, "...this represents a most undesirable public social policy,
because the right of every child to remain in his own home under the care of
his own mother should not be disturbed unless it has been established by
careful, individual case investigation that such removal is absolutely demanded
for the welfare and nurture of that particular child. A blanket legal mandate
for such wholesale removal of children from their own homes is unnatural, un-
desirable, unnecessary and financially extravagant.”

Most children with parents not married to each other receive adequate care.
Many parents have lived in stable common law relationships which are legally
recognized in other states. If these families should later need public
assistance or counseling and other services, they would not be eligible under
provisions in the Schmitz Bill. There is no provision in the bill for deter-
mining what is best for each child. Too many families would be faced with the
avwful choice: '"Give up your children or go hungry'.

The Schmitz Bill will not solve the problem of illegitimacy. The Bill assumes
that additional illegitimate children are sought by welfare recipients in order
to receive & higher AFDC grant. Welfare recipients know that the larger the
family the tighter their budget becomes. In larger family units, regardiess

of the children's legal status, the State does not pay recipients the full
amount of their coded cost needs. A budget loss of $50 a month for larger
AFDC families is not uncommon. An already inadequate housing allowance can
seldom buy decent housing for larger families.

/
*
v



Senator Clair W. Burgener Page two

Solutions to the problem of fllegitimacy - for rich and poor alike - lie in
other directions than pointed to in Senate Bill 485. 1In addition to improved
moral standards in American life, there are other preventive and corrective
measures needed, Education in planned parenthood needs to be available to all
interested persons. More counseling services to both the unwed mother and the
unwed father will help prevent additional cute-of-wedlock children. Free legal
services to the poor will make divorce and ree-marriage possible, and avoid
births occurring out of wedlock. More adoptive homes for non-white children
would enable all parents to choose this alternative.

Better employment opportunities would stabilize many families. The negro adult
male, ir particular, needs to be helped in his wish to provide for his family
80 he witl not be forced to flee from it. He has usually had even poorer job
opportunities than the Regro woman. A man needs gainful employment and the
self-respect it brings if he is to be the head of his household.

Senate Bill 485 suggests reduced costs to the State since aid would be blocked
in some instances. Any saving of this kind would be greatly outweighed by
additional costs to the State. California stands to lose millions of dollars
in federal reimbursement as did Louisiana before that state repealed similar
legislation. In addition to this, it costs nearly three times as much to care
for a child in a foster home or institution than in his own home, This does
not include the cost and difficulty in finding and approving the many added
foster care spaces that would be needed.

The Los Angeles Area Chapter, National Association of Social Workers is firmly
opposed to Scnate Bill 485 therefore, because of its deleterious effects on
children and on the taxpayer as well,

Sincerely yours,

George M. Nishinaka, ACSW
President

GmN smh

cc: John C. Montgomery
Curtis C. Aller, Jr.

bc: Helen Grant
San Diego Chapter, NASW
Public Welfare Commission
Peter Karis A
Ruth McClellan 4

Photocopy: V. Gleason
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April 7; 1967

Senator John G. Schmitz
Room 2070, State Capltol
Sacramento, California

Dear Senator Schaitz:

This is to advise ydu officially that the Administration i3 opposed
to the enectment of Sgoatg Bill 185 which would disqualify for ald

any child born ocut of wediock If such child is the second lllegitimate
child in that fomily.

The reasons for this opposition are as follows:

/

1. The denlal of ald to such a child is to deny that child care and

suppert for reasons unrelated to the child's need or

\ clrcumstance.

‘ 2. Ye have been advised by the Federal Covernment that the enactment

|

i
'\ the total cost of the assistance and in sost counties 75 percent

of such a bill would disqualify the State of California for
further receipt of fedoral funds which comprise 50 percent of

of the cost of adainistration. This revenue ioss is far in
excess of any cost reoduction that micht be sccomplished under
the terms of Senate Bill 435,

The Federal Government bases its position on the faect that denial of

\

/
|

{

!

gssistence to children as proposed by Scnate 8ill do. &35 would impose
en eligibility requirement unrelated to the factor of need. Under the
Social Sccurity Act coch state is responsible for establishing the
scope and awunt of financial assistance necessary to mest need, but
is not allowed to estabilish eligibility requirements which create
unreascnable classifications. /,

,rSennu Bill 535 Is similar to a proposal enacted by the State of

/

58 yeb

&7/

Louisiana a number of ycars aco which was held by tha Federal Department

of Hcaith, Education, and Helfare to disqualify the slate of Louisiana

for federal funds. The federal department was sustained in its position.

Therefere, wo are sure that the federel egency wouid immediately

| withhold federal funds from the State of California if this bill were

| enacted into iaw.



Senator John G. Schmitz «2e April 7 1967

Attached'are a copy of our cost analysis of this bill and a copy of
the federal letter advising us of their position on it.

Very truly yours,

John €. Montgomery
Director

Attachments
cc: Governor's Offlce

Health and Welfare Agency

bec: Director's flle
General Files
¥.Gleason

VEG:mo
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June 8, 1967

Senator John G. Schmitz
Reem 5073, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Schmitz:

This is In response to your letter about Senate Bill 948 requesting a
suggestion as to the maximum amount of welTare ald which | consider to
be an appropriate maximum for receipt In any single household.

At this point, | am unable to make a suggestion for a maximum amount
per Tamily. | am Interpreting your use of the térm household to refer
to a related family unit where each member is legally responslblc for
each other's support and care.

It Is my hope during the next few months to start serious work on the
development of a single adult category of ald which 1 believe will lead
not only to a simplification of the administrative process, but also to
the ultimate development of notions around a family assistance grant
rather than the present system of individual category grants as now
exist In California, /

This move toward the development of a single category of ald and the
ultimate development of family assistance grants is not an easy step to
take. There are strong political forces that will continue to push for
the maintenance of catecories of ald for the aged, vor the bilind, for
the disabled, and for children. It Is our belief that the first step to

-be taken is one that moves to develop a2 single category for all adult

recipients.

| an hoping that the Legislature will undartake interim committee study In
this area to assist us in the development of this single adult category.
A legislative comittee can provida a significant public forum for
discussion of some of these problems »nd issues.



Scnator John G. Schmitz w2 June 8, 1967

It appears to me quite possible that Senate BIll 948 would not meet with
success In the Assembly even if the Administration withdrew its objection.
| believe that it might be advisable to refer the bill to Interim
committee study on the Senate side. This, of course, is a matter for
your decision, but | offer the suggestion on the basis that this would
give you an opportunity to participate in the interim consideration of

the problen.
Yery truly yours,

gl omdm

Director

bce: Director's file = 1338
General Files
V. Gleason

VEG:mo
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Senator John G. Schaietz
Room 5070, State Capitol
Sacramcnto, California 95814

Dear Senator Schajtz:

This refers to Senate ?_P_LM which would limit the total
combined amount of public assistance or the total income in a housee
hold with public assistance reciplents to @ maxicum of $400 per
month. This Is to advise you that the Administration is opposed to
the encctment of this measure.

We are uncertain as to the meaning of the term household, but even if
we assume that the term were to be defined to cover only rélated
fomily members who had leqal responsibility for the support of one
another, the anount of %400 would work an extrame hardship on some
very serious fomily prodbiems., There are a number of elderly coauples
whose maintenance in their own homes is In excess of this emount of
$00, However, thalr piscement in a nursing home or some other type
of protective living errancement would be considerably more than to
maintain them in their own homes in the care of an attendant.

California’s public assistance laws have long made a great distince
tion between the adult categories es individual allowances and not
related to other needy famiily menbers.

¥e areo qults concerned about the ability under the provisions of
Scnate Bill 943 to esteblish reasonable standards of assistance
covaring the provision of financial aid and other services which
wouid permit equitable treatment for the needy pecpie involved.

T Very traly yours,

: 28T U
Joha £, Hontgomery
Director

cc: Governor's Office ‘ -

Health and Welfare Agency

bec: Director's file
General Files
V. Gleason g

VEG:mo ' &
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August 10, 1967

,/‘/
74
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/

/f’rhe Honorable Ronald Reagan

/

K
2

Governor of Californias
State Capitol
Sacramento, California 958”&

/

;" Dear Governor Reagan:

This refers to Senate Bill No. 990 introduced by Scmator Stephen Teale.
This bill would provide that Soetat—Sccurity benefits received by a
reciplent of 0id Age Assistance shall, to the cxtent permitted by
federal law or recqulations enacted or adopted after January |, 1967, be
disregarded In computing the Oid Age Assistance grant.

Reclplents who have Social Sccurity Income would recelve preferred
greatment as compared to other recipients vho do not have such income.

; {t would thus establish a higher standard of living for reclplents of

Social Security.

.'11‘.1!3 arorosal Is contrary to the fundamental principle of the Soclal

- Security Act. The Social Security benefit program, supported by empioyer~

employee contributlons, Is expected to assume the major responsibility
for supporting eged pecople in retirement. It has aiways been expected
that the Social Security benefit program would eliminate the necessity
for 01d Age Assistance. This bill would run counter to that basic

purpose.

The 0id Age Assistance program is designed solely to meet the needs which
cannot be provided by other income. To disregard Social Security benefits,
even to a minor extent, is improper and tends to force a perpetuation of
publlc assistance.

Callfornla experienced the dilemma of having @ double standard of assiste
ance in the 0ld Age Assistance progrom. {t was finally resoived at great
cost to the state. The differential between income cases and nonincome
cases was el iminated by raising the maximum grant sufficiently to provide
thase persons without income the same standard of living as the erempt income
cascs were provided., Senate Bill 992 would prupose that we re-embark on
this same difficult course of a program with two stendards.
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The Honorable Ronald Reagan o | August 10, 1967

At the present time, the amount of grant under the 0ld Age Assistance
program is Increased automstically in accordance with the cost of

living index. In addition to this cost of living provision, there Is
another provision in the law that requires the grant to be increased
whencver the United States Congress increases its share of the cost of
public assistance. This bill then proposes to add a third escalator
clause whereby (ongress can increase grants in Californla sutomatically
by stating that a part of the Social Security payment may be disregarded
83 Income. MNot only will inequity be created beiween recipients, but the
state would not be able to judge the fliscal significaence of the act.

There wiil be assertions that the state is taking awey from old people
Socizl Sccurity increases voted by Congress if and when the pending

Social Security increase bill is adopted. This will erise because as the
Income to the old person from Soclal Security is increased, his need for
public assistance is reduced by the amount of such increase. Complaints
about this balancing reductions In 0ld Age Assistance have been heavy in
the past and can be expected to be heavy in the future. The nature of the
complaint will be magnified by those legislators wiwo support the notion
that Increases in the Social Securlty program should not be reflected

in savings to the State General Fund.

The State of California offers to Its needy oged the most pervasive and
generous public ossistance program of any state in the nation., It is the
ganerous nature of this program which gives rise to the large number of
aced persons who are in receipt of both Soclal Sccurity beneflts end 0id
Age Assistance. lore than 200,000 persons are in reccipt of benefits from
both programs. bNo other state has this volume of duplication.

In sumnary:

1. Senate Bill 290 is contrary to the basic principle of the Social
Security Act.

2. It Is designed to create a differential in the standard of living
betwoen Social Security beneficiaries and nonbenefliclaries.

3. It represents an Indirect appropriation against State General Funds
in the form of a blank check to be drawn by the Unlted States Congress.

b, In creating an Inequitable relationship betwoen two catecorles of
reciplents, it will create a problem, the solution of which will support
& future demand upon the State General Fund.

5. It will creats some unfavorable political flak which will be reflected
in correspondence to the Governor's Offlce.
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1, therefore, respectfully urge that you disapprove ef this measure. It
is my considered judgment that the preponderance of reasons argue against
this bilil,

Very truly yours,

John C. Hontgomery
Director )

<P etz -

Spencar Willlams, Administrator
Health and Welfare Agency

‘bec: Director's file
General Files

v. Gleason/

VEG:mo
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May 16, }957

Senator Stephen P. Teale
State Capito!
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Teale:

This refers to Senate 8i11 No, S90 and is to advise you of the official
opposition of the administration to the passage of this bill,

The administration®s opposition to this bill is based upon the fact that
it would create preferential treatment to those recipients who have
income as compared to those who do not have Income. Moreover, it seeks
to combine the exemptions of incentive Income which are placed In the
law to encourage reciplents to undertake tralning to restore their
capacity to be self-supporting with exemptions for special privilege.
The notlon that increased social Insurance benefits should not be
deducted from public assistance payments, {s contrary to the basic
principles of the Social Security Act. This basic principle was that
the ultimate course would find the assistance programs being replaced
by the social insurance program.

| am attaching a copy of the estimate of cost of Senate Bill No. 990 for
your information,

Sincerely yours,

John C. Montgomery
Director

Attachment

]

becc: Director's File '
Central File
Legislative File/

VG:mf

o

cc: Covernor's Office

. Health and Welfare Agency
LS 6 ) . Lomm.
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DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE

2415 FIRST AVENUE, P.O. BOX 8074
SACRAMENTO 95818

June 22, 1967

Senator Ralph C. Dills
Room 4047, State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Dills:

This refers to Senate Bm_&% which was discussed last week by
the Senate Social Welfare Committee and some questions were raised
which led to the suggestion that you confer with the department and

to attempt to work out satisfactory amendments for presentation at the
meeting of the committee on June 22.

It Is our belief that the bill which adds Section 11152.5 is improperly
placed in the code since this general area of the code refers to
property requirements and we believe that your bill is primarily
concerned with income. Ve would suggest that the title be amended to
strike out the Section No. 11152.5 and insert 11009.1. We would then
suggest striking the entire bill as it Is now in print and insert the
following:

The value of free board and lodging supplied to a
recipient during a temporary absence from his home of not
more than one month, shall be considered an inconsequential
resource and shall not be deducted from the amount of aid
to which the recipient is otherwise entitled.

After an absence of one month, free board and lodging shall
be considered income to the-extent the value exceeds the
continuing cost to the recipient of maintaining the home
to which he expects to return.

We believe that the above describes the practice that is generally

followed by county welfare departments; however, we bel ieve that a

clear statutory statement will eliminate any question about this and
" we are, therefore, happy to cooperate with you in this redraft.

Very truly yours,

John C. Montgomery
Director
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May 31, 1967

Senator Ralph C, Dills
State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95314

Dear Senator Dills:

This letter refers to &Mtew and Senate Bill No. 1333,
which we have interpreted as being companion bills to repeal the
responsibility of aduit children to contribute to the support of their
parents who are in receipt of 0id Age Security. This is to advise you
officially that the administration is opposed to the enactment of these
measures.

Attached s a copy of the estimated cost of Scnate Bill No. 1174, You
will note that we have made three separate assumptions about the impact
of this bill on the current contribution that recipients are receiving
from thelr adult children. The estimate attached covers the cost of
the reduction in present contributions and makes no estimate of the
increased cost that would result from additional applications for aid
with the outright repeal of the relatives® resgonsibility. It is our
opinion that the present law does not work @ hardship on any of the
adult chiidren and should be continued as a basic part of our public
welfare low.

S!n;gfely,yourq,
b rakzizsry . A
L B F i A W& pd= 1 Rich:

“Jokin"C. Montgomery ——
Director

. Attachment

becc: Director's File
Central Files

VG:mf



May 31, 1967

Senator Alfred E. Alquist
State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Senator Alquist:

This letter refers to Senate Bill No, 1232, which would require all
department reguiaticns to be submitted to the Attorney General for a
written opinion that the regulations are consistent with legislative
intent whenever a requiation would result in @ decrease in benefits

to recipients of public assistance. This is to advise you officially
that the administration is opposed to the enactment of this bill.

All department reqgulations are enacted in strict compliance with the
Administrative Procedure Act and are filed with the Secretary of State
as required by law. Copies of all reqgulations are aiso filed with the
Rules Committee of each house of the Legislature and are available to
the Legisiative Council for review as to compliance with legislative
intent. The requirement that a written opinion as to the conformity
to legislative intent from the Attorney Ceneral on such rules would
appear to be an unnecessary complication. Moreover, we believe that
such a provision would place the Attorney General in a position that
Is inconsistent with his basic purpose of the principal legal officer
of the state.

Sincerely yours,

John C. Montgomery
. Director

— JJ""?"”’J".:?GL byl

becc: Director®s File
Central File

VG :MF

S8 123-
Py
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May 16, 1967

Senator Joseph Kennick
State Capitol
Sacramento, California 95314

Dear Senator Kennick:

This is to advise you of the administration®s opposition to the passage
of Senate Bill.lMo. 1397. We are not quite clear @s to the fuil import of
Senate Bill No. 1397, but as we read it, it appears to say that if a
spouse or rejative living with the reciplient is unable to share equaily
in the housing cost then there can be no reduction in the aliowance to
the recipient. This language would seem to preclude consideration of
any amount the spouse or relative could pay if the amount were less

than ar equal share. Secondly, the provisions of the bill would seem

to permit consideration only of the income of the spouse or relative in
determining his ability to pay his share of the cost. No consideraticn
would be allowed, apparently, for property holdings, property reserves,
etc. In addition, this bill would seem to give a preferential considera=-
tion to shared housing where it was shared with @ spouse or relative as
compared to housing that was shared with a nonrelative.

I am enclosing @ copy of the cost estimate oh Senate Bill No. 1397 for
your information.

Sincerely yours,

John C. Montgomery
Director

. Enclosure

becec: Director's File
Central File
Legislative File

VG:mf

cc: Governor's Office

Health and Welfare Agency
5.5 w. Cemm



