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

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
2,; \s"Fl'Rsf AVENUE, P.O. nox · so74 

SACRAJ.\ENTO 95818 

• 

February 20, 1970 

Honorable John L. Burton 
State Capito 1 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Assemblyman Burton: 

ASSEMBLY BILL 6 

NOTE: The original of this letter was delivered 
to the office of the Honorable JOHN BURTON 
on Friday February 20, 1970 at 5:30 p.m. 

This is to inform you of this department's opposition to Assembly 
.Bill 6 relative to exempting increases in social security benefits 
in determining the amount uf public assistance received by persons 
under Old Age Security. 

The department is opposed for the following reasons: 

1. State legislation is unnecessary to exempt OASDI income 
increase, as specified by recent federal law changes 
increasing 0,<\SDI in determining the amount of aid received 
under our public assistance programs. 

2. The amount of OASDI increase mandated as exempt income by 
federal law for January and February varies for each case 
and therefore an amount, as 11 the same amount 11

, cannot be 
applied for increases to non-social security recipients 
of Old Age Security. 

3. The amount of increase mandated by federal law to be exempt 
for March, April and May {received by recipients in 
April, May and June) is $4. In order to maintain con­
formity with federal law, the standard of need will have 

,-

to be raised by this amount and must apply to all recipients 
of Old Age Security whether they receive social security 
or not. Although we could, effective April 1, increase need 
across the board and forego the application of exempt OASDI 
income of $4 for those cases, this approach is not appropriate 
in view of the action take n by Congress. Congress, in enacting 
the exempt income provisions relative to the increased OASDI 

,· ... 
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benefit specifically refused to extend this exemption beyond 
the June payment because of their declared in tent to consider 
this whole matter in relation to the hearings and decisions 
relative to President Nixon's Welfare Reform Proposal 
(HR 14l73). 

If you desire to discuss this matter in greater detail, Mr. Philip J. 
Manriquez , legislative Coordinator for the Department, will be available 
upon your request. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert Martin 
Director 

. . 
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April 28 , 1970 

llo-aor4ble John Durt~n 
~001il 5144 State Capitol 
Sac:r - nto . c.lifornia 95314 

Tb.1• itJ to in.fora you of thi• Det'trt• nt' a O?po• ition to AB 186 wtiieh 
traufers a d-mini tration of public assi..utaace fr0ta couatiao to ,;tat& 

goVeJ:zwent. 

The p~posa.l ould r cquir a e~8s1wly l~r e s tatn orgaaiution and 
vould elilu.nate local it3rti.ci tio~ a welfar dceittlon9. Furt.her mo1."e, 
the bill e l il:uut.es uae of t)riwte A~~uct0~ by el ~ t i o~ t he ~ut ., ari ty 
for eontra.cting wit pd.T.2.te c=pl 011~ "'1 ,enc1 us-ed in con.J unction 
vtth the 7I l ?TI> ... ra·in. ~neral r l i ef wuld be Cl'J t 4.lb1ish~d a s a st.i t e­
vid.tt vclf3re c11tego~y caW1• n a hetivy in-e~ease in eneral fund cos t • 
SlilCh an 1 reaee hould he co1.U~cred as ;,art of tax r eform and uot as 
a sepanu :relfare i s '"1e, 

Please contact Philip Haftrtque: , Aasiatanc t.o t'aie Director of t b i a 
De?'rtc.ent ~ 1 f you le.sire ·additional infomation. 

bee! Ruman Relations Agency 
Cmedttee Chairm.ui 

bbcc: Jeff Davis, 17-10 
Phil Manriquez 
Director's File 
Central Files 

PM:sh 

.,,_. ........ 

" 



STATE Of CALlfORNIA-HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT 
SACRAMENTO 95814 

• 
March ll, 1970 

IIK~l:11 TO, 

S)a2laml 

• 
Honorable John L. Burton 
Member 0£ the Assembly 
Stato Capitol, Room 5144 

.Sacramento, Cal.i!omi.a 95814 

RONALD REAGAN, Governor 

L 

I respect.falli infors you. that the Adm1m-tration 1s opposed to your bill 
beaause the bill wuld destroy the existing authority tor contracting with 
private employment agencies £or referral of weli'are recipi.ents- to aucb 
egenciea at the same time they are referred to the Dopartman~ of Hum.an 
Resources Develop11mt-. This 18 in sddition -to stated a::Jministration 
oppositicm on the ct'Ound th8:t S'ta'te reaponsibllity for welfaN admlnistra­
td:on violates the prmciple of local. cart.rol. over local matters. 

Even it the State wre to admin18ter wel.fare, and it ehould not~ certainly 
the i\llleat part.icipation of the private sector should be maintained. A job 
tar the welfare recipient is the Ultimate goal of all efforts. The exiisting 
authority to contract with private employment aeenoies to enlist their 
facilities 1n finiing jobs far welfare recipient s is an important tool 1n 
the move .from welfure to jobs. We are there£ore apposed to the removal of 
this authority .from Section lo655 of tho 't-Iol:fare and Institutions Code b)" 
your bill. The au,thority shoUld be retained in the Department of Social 
Wel.fare, rather than eomties, 1.f' the State were to uemne reeponsil>Uity f~ 
WUare prc,eram a:Jmin:Iatration. 

Please do not heeitate to ccntaat. me U 7ou have an:r ql2dtiomt cCD0411'Ding 
our poaition. 

S1ncere~~ 

ALAN C. HELSON 
JSSIS!'A?ll' DIRECTOR• unAL 

bees Phil Manriquez, SDSW Legislative Coordinator./ 
Daniel Lopez 
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January 13, 1970 

Honorable Leo 1'. McCarthy 
Assemblyman, lli.neteentn District 
State Capitol 
Sacramento. Calit'ornia 95814 

\ . 
Dear Aasembl,man McCarth71 

I 

' 

This is in response to your inquiry on the projected impact ot the 15 percent 
increase in Social Securit1 benefits. 

Prior to answering your questiono it might be ueeful to cite some of the pro­
Tisions of tho nev tax reform lav that relate to the OASDI benefit increase.. 
Normally, · on increase 1n OASDI benefits results in direct savings in public 
assi.Gtance expenditures. For the remainder of fiscal yea:r 1969-70, howovor, 
languago of the nev l.o.w specifically precludes sta.tea from roal.1zing the full 
savings that the 15 percent increase would otherviae generate. Provisions or 
the la.v which reduce tho amount of savings aro as follows, 

1. Rcttroacti ve paj'?llenta tor the months of January e.nd February ara to be 
totally disregarded in computing the welfar& grant. (The l.5 percent 
increase is to commence with the January- benefit. However, the Social 
Security Adm.nistration will not be geared up to provide this increase 
until April, i.e., the March benefit paid in April will contain the 
increaso. A separate check will be issued at thitJ ~, eonta.:ininz 
the Januar,y and February increases and this check is not to bo applied 

/ 

in deter:rlning the recipient' e welfare grnnt.) The total disregard of 
retroactive pa~ents appliee to OASDI beneficiaries in all aid categories 
including AFDC. 

2. Of the benefit incrcaeos received for ·the months of March, April, and 
May, all but 64 ca.n be applied in reducinz the welfare grant. Since 
tho lxmefit pEcyment is received in tho month toll owing the month to 
which it applle.a, this i 4 pass-on provision affects vclfnre gronts for 
the months of April, l-'.ay, and Juno. 1'he ~ pass-on applies only to 
OA.SDI bGno.ti.c:1arice o~ t.ha adul.t aids and. therefore. does not includa 
AFDC. 

}. Commencing with the July welf'D.N grant, tha full amount or the 15 porccmt 
benefit increase can bo used to reduce the amount of the aid grant. 



\ 

• Honorable Leo. ~. McCarthy -2.- Januar, 13, 1970 

With rospoct to point three, you should know that thoro is oome evidence that 
Congreoo may act ' in the Spring to amend the law to continue the $1+ pava-on 
through fiGcal year 1970-71. Horeover, they t1ay expruid this to require our 
using the rcraoining aavinga to s;onernte a S-4 increase for all r~cipients, i.e., 
for bcnoficiarios and non-beneficiaries. 

In respondins to your r equest, we have provided ruw.,,ers to your questions in 
the sequonce in which they were asked. 6inco the c!foctivo date of incrcns~ 
is JanWU7 l, 1970, tho infomation apecified in your requeat baa been estimated 
for the periods of ti.Tile from January through June 1970, and for the 1970-71 
fiscal year. 

1 and 2 combined. The total amount of savings to tho State General Fund 
occurring aa A result of a 15 percent increaso in Social Security benefits, 

with the effects of the pass-on provisionn included for Januar;y through 
June 1970 onl:,, is Qatimated as ..followa, by source of funds: 

Item AU programs OAS AB ATD AFDC* 

Fiscal 1%9-70 (April-Juno 197q) 

Total • • • • • • • • • . ....!.J~t..;;.600~1-I_ ~'-~:..11_246..:..:;_;.J.;12~00;.:;+-~;;.;::;.a,~~;;;J....:.~=;_1-..;;..I,,;;.:.=-i.::..;;.;;. 

Federal 
State 

· Count1 

•••••• 
•••••••• 
••••••• 

J'iseal 197Q:~ (12 months) 

'Total ••••••• 45,745,300 33,178, 
Federal ••• •• -22.;607, 900----if--1C.....C6 ,535 ,100 
State ••••••• ..J,. l9,477,6oo 14,265,7 
Count;y •••••• 3,659,800 2,37l,6o0-

• Family cases in AFDC. 

681,000 
33?, ioo 
257,700 
85,900 

3. It the full amount or tho 15 percent increase were passed to thooe public 
assistance recipients b~efiting from the increase, the average increase 
each beneficiary would receive is estimated as f'ollowo & 

OAS AB ATD AFDC• 

ru.u s9.91 11.4.88 11z..90 
• lamily eases in AFDC. 

4. If tho total revenue gonerated by a 15 percont increaoe 1n Social Security 
benefits were pnaGed on to o.J.l -public aoaistanco recipionta within a 
pro~, the average monthly aid grant increaao pe~ rocipient 1.e eatimated 
aa tollowsi 

OAS· 

AYerage increruse per 
recipient •••••• ,a.76 

• Family casea in AFDC. 

AB · ATD AFDC--

/
1 

r • 
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_,_ 
January 13, 1970 

~o• ot OASDI benof'iciariea tut1ong public o.ssistance recipients by 
_. :u eetimated aa follove 2 · 

OAS AB 

IM"'.-.i of _caseload •• 71.6 43.1 
ATD 

2'.0 ,., 

information given here meets the intent or your inquiry. It you have 
_...,..•»ca regarding thia material, pleatJe lot us knov. 

1. J'anriquez / 
W. t. Parker 
J • .. McCoy 

1)1.rector•s File 
Ccttral l'iles 
&s Files 

' .. •• . .- ~ .. • . '. £· . .... ... ~ . ., 

. . · :. 
>. 



Au~u.c;t 17 • 1970 

!!onoral,le }:111.ic L. Brovn~ Jr. 
State Capitol, 7.£10 1~ .5150 
Sacra~cuto. c..~lifornia ~5814 

__ ----:::,..t _o infor'1!1 you of t:~;.iG l)ep.ertr.::.cmt 1 ~ <>i:>r,o:d t lon. to your Avc;~:,.hly 
!ill 28 er.ar~Hnf ~ pilot pro-,: tB~ to l;et:en.-::!.ne t he effectivcncr;s of 

social velr~ra n~~sl~tter for recipient~. 

The Depat'tt-;.ent 's 01·,pooition fa 1-s-tted priJ"..r.tril.:· t1n the 1-..clief that e.µch 
a pro11rat~ iG ~anecet-.s .?.r}·. ~.'~ o.lru~Jy r~b, at leas t t:,•-, cor.tinuin;; 
e:ffortn to infon, rt>eip1.ents of t ~el.t' ri d~ tz ii!ul ro,spono11.ilitics. 
lcforuntior1al p.'!'»plllats (c.nclc~ed ) are <listri.but:ed to Cilc.h ttvl)lic:nnt 
for aid. o •• a eoutirn.d.nr h1sis, rccipicntn . m-~ in foy-;:!c..l o!: any c:ht1n f;(!S 
in hv or policy t:rrou r-h ··o tuf fers " ,,,nc.lor;cr! v itli t.!-. cit' chccl-.s. ~ ,~ 

!eel tha sddc<l e~pcms~ of pu.hllshinr. un<l distI"ihut.:ia ;: D. nc~slcttcr 
cannot be jus tified. in view of: our prc$(;nt fir::c~l situ,ition and: tbc 
ef forte ve ara alrcaJ:, ~l~int in thin o,r(!.a. 

If you t-:15h to <lisCU!>S t he r:att('l' ,1cas~ do c.ot he~itr1te to contact 
Philip l'.andriuez:. Lt= ~iel;!tiv~ Co()rdiru::.tor, i'!. t l,45-6~}56. 

1 VcrJ tru_ly yours, 

~.oh<:rt ~crtiu 
Director 

Cncloeure.s 

bee: l·hn1.1an Relationn Arency 

P!-t:pat 
66:03 

C.11airr~n - Asscr;ibly 1:cnlth and l!elfare to:.:;nittee 
Chain;tm - ~cnnte finance Co?::mittce 

/ 
I 
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Aprl I llt. 1970 

lfonor•ble WU lie 8rown. Jr. 
looa 5150 State Capitol 
S.craaento. Callfornl• 

... , Assablyaaa lra.n: 

~-~"3 - ?0 @ //! 3d 4 , wT1 

TMs Is to advise you of this Department's opposition to AB-282 which 
provldes for At d to r .. 11 ses with Dependent Ch11dren on · of 
the Inadequate earnings of• parent or S-1'ents. 

The proposal Is based uf)Oft the prec1tise that people elect to remain on 
public assistance r•ther than accept ful 1-tlae employaeat whl c t, pays 
less thu our standard of asslstence. Ve di .ugree with t h is general 
premise end believe that It shOUld not be put Into lew until the 
prlnclpl• has been carefully tested. 

Furthermore, because the Social Security Act excludes froa e11 g1bll lty 
for Aid to fami Iles with Ocpenoent Ch ildren those f•i lies of t he 
underemployed, feder•I financial partlclpat_hin would not be available. 
The cost of thl s proposal would approximate $31 aai II Ion and borne 
entirely by state and county funds • 

. , 
If you 1«>U1d ltke to discuss our position further you 118'/ contkt 
Ph I Up Hilnr I quez. Ass I stant to the O I rector.. te I e-phone mmber 
"S-8956. 

Yery truly yours. 

lobert Mart I• 
tlrector 

bee: Human Relations Agency 
Corrmlttee Chairman 
Jeff Davis, 17-10 
Legtslatlve Ft le ----­
DI rector's Fite 
Gen. Fl le 

PH:JFHc 

.-. • 



Auaust 31, 1970 

Honorable Leo T. Meea.rthy 
state Cupitol, Room 4ool 
Sacramento, California 95811). 

'lllis is in response to your request o:f' A1..1,&"Ust 26, 1970, tha.t I write 
to the Governor in support of your bill, A~ regarding "mcals-on­
'Wheels 11. I regret th~t I can.not . ask the ~ ernor to support this 
meaaure ror two ·basic rcn.sons: 

.-1. The present fiscal &i tuation ~in the state simply does not 
allow for this expenditure • 

. 2. \r!lile I recognize the value of the proposed project, I feel. 
stro~ that n. p_~gre..~ of thio t;:pe C""~ best bo h.md..lc.!. o.i 
the local level. 

I believe I expressed~ these :feelings to you in my letter of July 30. 
Unfortunately t.h~ . circura.stances remain Ullchap~d • 

. Vwy truly yours, 

Robert M'i.rlin 
Director 

bee: Dnanuel Ne-wman 
Legislative File 
Director's File 
General File 

Control# 21417 

• 

·'-. ·, 
- . 
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VEJrO MESSAGE 

AB 592 

AB 592 should be vetoed because: 
. 

1. 'lhe meals-on-wheels pro{;ram has been thoroughly tested in a 
number of areas. It is reco{:9:lized ns a valu.a.ble undertaking 
.in some circumstances, therefore further pilot programs are 
unnecessary. 

2,. AB 592 is neither intended to solve a particular problem, nor 
is it aimed at any specified target ~. - Since the value of 
the concept is acknoiTledged, Af3 592 would accomplish no purpose 
other than providing a service to a sma.11 number of people for 
a brief period of title. 

3. In view of the state's financial circumstances, the $50,000 
appropriated by this bill can better be spent on hie;her ' 
priority items. 

,, . 
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SUGGESTED REPLY 

Honorab 1 e Leo T. McCarthy 
St•t• Capitol, Room 4001 
Sacramento, C.llfomla 95814 

Dear Assemblyman McCarthy: 

Ciovemor Reagan has asked• to answer the letter you sent ht• on October 30, 

1970, regarding lq,1eraentatlon of the project Initiated by Assembly 8111 592. 

Staff of the Department of Social Welfare advise that preparation for the 

project ts unden,ay and Is designated es project Proposa1 · 13BO. Social 

Welfare Special Projects .staff are presently negotiating with the Department 

of Hulth, Eduutlon, and Welfare to determine to what extent federal funds 

can be used for such a project. Concur.rently, departmental fiscal staff are 

detennlnlng how much state eaoney can be made available from the current year 

department~l-l budgei-s~lgned to restaurant meals for adult reclplen!!d 

Dep,artmental program staff are reviewing material concerning the operation 

of several projects shnllar to "Heals on Wheels• carried out by nonprofit 

organizations. Among these are the Concord Coordinated Services Project 
,, 

(Contra Costa County) and .the Health Education Demonstration Division spon-

sored operation tn Pasadeea. Once the t'esuhs of these efforts are known. 

counties wit 1 be contacted to determine the Ir wtl ltngness to parttc t,,.ate 

In the project. 

' -~ 

- / 
1 . Please cal I me If you went more Jnfonnatton •• It Is developed. 

Very t n, 1 y yours, 

George Steffes 
Legislative Secretary 

,. . 't 

cc: Director's file / 
Legislative Office ✓ 
Charles Hobbs 

·.' 
- r 
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flay 12. 1970 

~ Honorable Jerry lewis 
Stato Capitol, Rooca 6007 . 
Sacraruento. Callfomla 95814 

Dear Asselllb.lyman Leds: 

·I.L_ ,,,,~-
s=1 J. "70 

I .' 3 <J /4· v;,;Y, 

This Is to officially lnfora you of the Admlalstratfon•s opposition to 
Al 750 ~hlch tran!fers responsibi Hty for all day care operations and sU9er­
vlslon to the Department of Education., exc:e,t those enterprises operated 
for• profit. and those caring for children less th.an three and .over eleven 
years of age. 

As already discussed with you. ware concerned about splitting bet.ten 
ti«> departments the responslbi I lty for day care of chi 1dren based upon the 
age of the children and on the Nsls of publ le, nonprofit or connercial 
eaterpr I ses. 
Also discussed with you was the fact that this Department and the Department 
of EdUQtlon were In the process of developing• contractual .srr4tlgement 
that would c:oordlnata chi ldren•s center servJces and day care services 

· between the departments. The contract wouJd •lso provide the .mechanisa to 
utl1 lze federal c::iatchlng funds as mentioned In the luidttor Genera) 's report 
on children's centers. You were given • copy of the ,u·oposed contract. 
It Is stl II our hope that your bll J can be modified to ref 1ect the $)n,vlsloas 
contained In the contract, Ja whicb case our opposition 1«>uld be wlthdra~. 

Wery truly yours. 

lobert Martin 
II rector 

bee: Human Relations Agency 
Coanlttee Chairman 

--..__.legislative file 
l>lrector•s fl le 

PJK:Jch \ . . 

• • 

. ... r 
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·, .. : .. ~ --~ ... t. ,]1e'· ~·. • ~ ·:.. ·""'::} ... ,. : I. 

",·,·; !-·':h'. . . •·:.,~:: .,: .. ,,:-•:•,»-':.:.~·: '.:·• ti . :: DE .. PARTMENT OF EDUCATION ,.: :--·~ V;-~': ::•.' : · •. · • .-·,·Pf- ,. ··~·:: . 
.'/ ,,- (- :·: · :· .. :.- ; ;.-;...:;..:,::. ·_: ··. ;;: ·. . . . . ----:'~·-~:, ... _;~ . .- :.".'i•~L.(~J~ · \:.·-.-:, · •·· 
~ · . . • ·. 1,.;'-;_ . . · · \ ·. .- . ; •· ~• . ... 'ITATE EDUCATION BUILDING, 721 CAPITOL MAU.. SACRAMENTO 95114 . , , '• .. , ,-•:. ,:,,, ·;.,i\ . .,;· -~ -·~ i. ' i 
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· August 28, 1970 

Honorable Ronald Reagan _ 
Governor, State of California 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California . 

Dear Governor Reagans 
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RES ASSEMBLY BILL NO., ll6S~' 
RECOMMENDATIONS APPROVE .. 
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This bill amends several Education Code sections 
and adds one section to the Welfare and Institutions Cbde, 
substantially changing the law relating to childrens' centers. 
It requires an inter agency agreement between the Departments 
of Education and Social Welfare. It increases· eligibility 
requirements for parents to place their children iri the 
centers. It increases the average parent hourly fee from 
fourteen cents to sixteen cents. It requires the State 
Allocation Board t(? establish priorities for new centers. 

. ·.· · I recommend that you approve this measure. 
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STATE Of CALIFORNIA - HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY' RONALD REAGAN, Gc-vc rno, 

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE 
. . 

7.C.C P STREET j 
SACRAMENTO 9581-4 

• 

August 4, 1970 

Honorable March K. Fong~ 
Member of Assembly, Fifteenth District 
Assembly California Legislature 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Assemblywoman Fong: 
I 

I appreciate your concern about funding for the State Preschool Program 
under the provisions of AB 1331 (1965) and Title IV-A of the Social 
Security Act. 

The State Department of Social Welfare, under the provisions of Title IV-A, 
receives federal funds for social services, which may include the provision 
of certain types of educational preschool services for children selected by 
social workers from Families with Dependent Children and children of low 
income, disadvantaged families. The 25% the State Department of Social 
Welfare budgeted for the preschool program earns the 75% Title IV-A funds, 
which comprises the total allocation for this program. The entire cost of 
the State Preschool Program is paid froni' the State Department of Social 
Welfare's budget. 

Although need for preschool services continues, funding ha.s remained 
_r relatively static for the past three years, except for 1969-70 Fiscal Year 

which increased $986,173 over 1968-69 Fiscal Year. For the 1970-71 Fiscal 
Year, funding will remain at the same level as for 1969-70. Through 
concerted effort, on the part of the Departments of Education and Social 
Welfare, toward improving administration and operation of the program, we 
expect to provide services for the same .number of children as in tpe past 
year and possibly a small added number. 

A review of the situation in Alameda County, especially with reference to 
the Oakland Unified School District program, reveals an anticipated small 
increase in the number of children to be served under the program. We 
have been assured that the ratio of one adult to five children, as required 
by federal standards, is being maintained. 
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Honorable March K. Fong -2- August 4, 1970 

Children in Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and the Medically 
Needy families will continue to receive medical examinations and necessary 
treatment under the Medi-Cal and Crippled Children's programs. This fiscal 
year, the Oakland Unified School District is including also a specified 
amount in the project bud_get for medical e~nations. Psychological services 
are ayailable through the local Mental Health clinics. 

~cause of the many pressures on the State budget, there was no increase 
proposed for the Preschool Services program for this fiscal year. Some 
programs received budget cuts, but we were able to maintain the preschool 
program at the current budget amount. 

Thank you for your interest and concern. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert Martin 
Director 

cc: Spencer Benbow, Superintendent 
Oakland School District 

George Stokes, AFT-Oakland 

Art Pokorny, Legislative Representative 
Oakland School District 

bee: '4. Manriquez, 17-7 
E. H. Newman, · 17-8 
M. Suzuki, 16-40 
N. Clayton, 16-39 
M. Bullard, 16-39 
M.A. Piggotti, 16-39 

Director's File - Control No. 21042 
Central File 
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r State of California 

Memorandum 

George Steffes 
'Legislative Secretary 
Office of the Governor 

Health and Welfare Agency 

Dote ·: July 22, 1970 

Subject : AB 1360 

From Department of Social Welfare, 744 P Street, Sacramento 95814 

AB 1360 was amended significantly on June 17, 1970. It was amended again 
on July 2, 1970 and July 16, 1970. The amendments of July 2, 1970, were 
technical and made no substantive changes. The amendments of July 16, 1970, 
deleted the provision to transfer subvention money to wm and add a pro­
vision that the provisions to increase grants under the Old Age Security 
and Aid to Families with Dependent O:lildren would be inoperative unless 
additional :funds are appropriated. 

The three sets of amendments have had the following effects: 

1. The bill is much less controversial. Most items drawing a negative 
response from audiences during earlier hearings were either amended 
out or compromised substantially. 

2. The fiscal impact is now uncertain. A number of cost reduction pro­
posals have been amended out. In its original form the bill would 
have saved, on paper at least, $13.2 million in State funds. To make 
this figure realistic would require that cost reduction proposals 
go into effect at the same time that cost increase proposals are imple­
mented. Any other arrangement would have, and will, distort the reported 
cost/savings effect of the bill. Furthennore, the amendment of July 16, 
1970, provides that the proposed increases to Old Age Security and Aid to 
Families with Dependent Olildren shall take effect only if the Legislature 
appropriates funds not already in the budget. In view of this amendment 
the bill can increase costs by $3.6 million for the seven month period 
December 1970 - June 1971; or it can save the State $11.3 million depend­
ing upon the State's ability to appropriate additional funds. 

3. The bill has gro'W'?l in significance. 

A. Considerable attention is being drawn to the bill because of the 
federal conformity issue in Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(AFDC). At the center of the issue is the difference between the 
Federal Government's position and that of the State regarding in­
creases in AFDC grants. A proposal in AB 1360 will increase these 
grants at a cost to the State of $24.2 million. This proposal could 
provide an answer to the federal question. Staff of the Department 
is studying the proposal in tenns of the conformity issue and will 
report on this aspect of AB 1360 under separate cover. 
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B. T:ne welfare fraud proposo.ls contained in the present versidn of the 
bill have been "vta.tered dmm" considerably. C'1anges between present 
and original versions are outlined in Appendix v. 

c. The practice of giving welfare to parents who are able to work has 
been a concern for sometime. The first version of AB 1360 would 
have required county welfare departrJents to establish public works 
employment prograins for fathers receiving aid under Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children. The present version of the bill still 
requires the em:9loyrnent prograin but ~akes the Department of Human 
Resources Development responsible for its implementation. Able 
bodied persons who refuse to accept a work. assignment will lose 
their public assistance allowance; assistance .will continue for 
other family members under a controlled payment system. 

D. The problem of persons with high incomes receiving ,.relfare is the 
problem receiving most attention at this time. AB 1360 will not 
completely eliminate the problem but it has the potential to reduce 
the incidenc~ of these cases. How the bill relates to this problem 
is explained in Appendix VI. 

The attached material consists of: 
•, 

Appendix I 

Appendix II 

Appendix II-A 

Appendix II-B 

Appendix III 

Appendix IT 

Appendix V 

Appendix VI 

Robert },~rtin 
Director 

"What Does AB 1360 Do" 

"What Does AB 1360 Cost" 

Cost Impact on State General Fund 

Cost Impact Upon Counties 

Comparison Between Effect on State Expenditures 
of Previous Versions and Present Version of 
AB 1360 

Comparison Between Provisions o:f Previous Versions 
and Amended Version of AB 1360 

Changes in the Fr~ud Proposals 

Effect of AB 1360 on Welfare Recipients With 
High Incomes 



r "WHAT DOES AB 1360 DO" 

The bill as amended July 2, 1970: 

1. strengthens provisions of the "failure to support" section of the 
Penal. Code by: 

a. Providing f'or a $1,000 fine as an alternate penalty. 

b. Authorizes the assignment of wages earned by persons failing 
to provide support. 

2. Imposes welfare fraud control measures which: 

a. Require informational pamphlets to advise recipients of their 
responsibility for reporting changes in income and family composition. 

b. Authorize the establishment of a fraud control unit in state 
goverment. 

c. Require counties to provide training courses to help eligibility 
workers identify applications which require special investigation. 

d. Cllange the penalties for welfare fraud by: 

1. repealing existing statutes which stipulate welfare fraud to 
be a misdemeanor. 

2. providing that cases involving more than $200 be prosecuted as 
grand theft and that cases involving less than $200 be prosecuted 
as petty theft. 

3. providing penalties for welfare employees who knowingly aid or 
abet welfare fraud. 

3. Tightens welfare application procedures by: 

a. Requiring both parents to sign applications for aid whenever 
possible. 

b. Requiring that social security numbers of all adult members of' a 
household be reported on the application for aid. 

c. Requiring that all applications involving an absent father be referred 
to the District Attorney for investigation. 

d. Authorizing contracts with agencies to investigate cases identified 
as needing special. investigative techniques. 

Appendix I, Pagel 
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4. Reduces wel:fare aid payments by: 

a. Allowing the implementation of a joint standard for determining 
the amount of grant for a married couple. 

I 

b. Providing that the medical care component be excluded from Consumer 
Price Indices for the purpose of determining cost of living increases 
applicable to public assistance grants. 

c. Making parents liable for aid payments provided to their children who 
become parents out-of-wedlock. 

d. Establishing a new scale which increases the amounts that adult 
children must contribute toward the support of their parents 
receiving Old Age Security. 

e. Limiting the services for which AFDC parents are eligible under the 
medical assistance program. 

5. IT FUNDS ARE APPROPRIATED Increases wel:fare aid payments by: 

a. Establishing a schedule of family allowances increasing maximum 
grants by. approximately 20</, over present maximums. 

b. Increasing grants for all persons receiving Old Age Security when 
federal law allows the action as an alternative to disregarding a 
portion of increases in Social Security benefits. 

6. Allows counties the means to reduce administrative costs by: 

a. All.owing counties to establish their own dates for mailing welfare 
checks. 

b. Prohibiting the State from imposing staffing standards.;! 

c. Providing that voluntary services shall be provided only upon 
written request. 

d. Providing that counties may deduct all costs of recovering fraudulently 
received aid payments. 

7. Requires the State to impose requirements upon counties that will increase 
their administrative costs. The requirements are: 

a. Distribute informational pamphlets advising recipients of their 
responsibility for reporting changes in income and fami'.cy composition • 

Appendix I, Page 2 
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b. Offer as a direct service or under a contractual arrangement 
family training and education for mothers receiving Aid to 
Families with Dependent Cllildren. 

c. Inform all applicants for welfare of the services availab.le to 
them but which must be requested in writing. 

d. Seek restitution before filing criminal complaints against 
recipients who obtain aid illegally. 

e. Develop regulations to make it possible for persons who cannot 
write to obtain services which are offered only upon written 
request. 

f. Requires all counties to implement the Food stamp Program. 

8. Increases State administrative costs by requiring: 

a. The development of regulations to make it possible for persons who 
cannot write to obtain services which are offered only upon written 
request. 

b. Tb.at each county welfare department be furnished a set of regulations 
promulgated by the Department of Health, F.ducation and Welfare. 

c. The printing of all infonnational pamphlets in Spanish and English. 

d. '!be Department of Human Resources Development to establish a public 
works employment program for unemployed males receiving public 
assistance. 

e. Establishing a welfare fraud control unit in state Government. 

9. Revamps the payment structure under Aid to Families with Dependent 
Cllildren by: 

a. Repealing the present standard of need. 

b. Repealing the present schedule of grant maximums. 

c. Establishing a schedule of family allowances increasing maximmn 
grants by approximately 2oi over present maximmns. 

d. Provides for automatic purchase of food stamps. 

e . Establishes a maximum grant of $539 regardless of family size. 

Appendix I, Page 3 
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10. Enables California to disregard as income those portions of increases 
in Social Security mandated by federal law to be considered exempt 
income for purposes of determining welfare grants • 

• 
ll. Allows monies from the Revolving IDan Fund to be loaned to blind 

persons already engaged in business. 

12. Adopts public assistance standards to determine Food Stamp eligibility. 

Appendix I, Page 4 



WHAT DOES AB 1360 COST 

If funds in addition to the current budget are made available prior to 
December, 1970, the bill as amended JuJ.yJ6, 1970: 

I. Increases State costs for the seven month period December 1970-
June 1971, by at least $3.6 million dollars. 

a. State aid payment costs will increase $3.6 million. 

b. State administrative costs can be expected to increase 
slightly. 

II. Potentially decreases county costs for the seven month period 
December 1970 - June 1971 by $4 million dollars. 

a. County aid payment costs will increase $5-5 million. 

b. County supplementary aid payments will decrease $9.5 million. 

c. County administrative costs will increase in some areas and 
decrease in others. The decreases should more than offset 
the increases. 

If :funds in addition to the current budget are NOT made available during 
FY 70-71, the bill as amended July 16, 1970: -

I. Reduces State costs for the seven month period December 1970 -
June 1971, by $ll.3 million dollars. 

a. State aid payments would be reduced by $ll,336,ooo. 

b. State Administrative Costs would be expected to increase 
slightly. 

II. Reduces county costs for the seven month period December 1970 -
June 1971 by $1. 4 million dollars. 

a. County share of aid payments will be reduced by $1. 4 million 
dollars. 

b. County Administrative costs will increase in some areas and 
decrease in others. The decrease should more than offset 
the increases. 

< Appendix II 
---------- - - -::1:1..-===:::: 

· - - . ---- -----
App. II 



.. 

AB 1360 

rnPAcr UPON STATE GENERAL FUND 

(Seven month estimates December 1970 - June 1971) 

- ~ 

, z,,, I J3,' 
( ~ ,,,,--- , , 

fJ 
);-, 

&I ., I I I. 

I. IMPAcr UPON AID PAYMENTS. 

II. 

Adopt Joint Living Standard 

Exclude Medical Ca.re Comp_onent 

Responsibility of Parents of Unwed Minors 

Revise Relative· Contribution Scale 

Reduce Medi-Cal Benefits for Parents 
Under Aid to Families with Dependent 
Qlildren (AFDC) 

Increase Grants for AFDC i ~ , t.,,, 

~-tf 
Increase Grants for Old Age Security .;.,r 

f~~~ 

IMPAcr ON ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS. 

There are four proposals in the bill 
potentially increasing state adminis­
trative costs. They are: 

a. Provide counties with sets of 
federal regulations. 

b. Print informational pamphlets in 
Spanish and English. 

c. Establish a welfare fraud control 
unit. 

d. Require the Department of Human 
Resources Development to establish 
a public works employment program. 

Increase 

+ $14,128,000 

+ ! 800,ooo 
+14,928,000 

7. ~ 

!8 ;,,,/,,J 

Reduction 

- $1,247,900 

- $1,627,500 

- $1,412,000 

- $1,565,000 

- $5,483,000 

'. .. 

Net 
Effect 

$11,336,000 / +$3, 592, C 
o/,r-f (in~rease 

i VII", P-0 tn-1 ..,;.-<,,<,, 

Is.~ t>f / 1,',, 

/;. . ,,J I .,. 2 t :, . 

I)\ ?) , , . 
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Providing each county with a set of 
federal regulations will not cost 
anything. One-fourth of a position 
will probably be needed to dis­
seminate changes to these manuals. 
Assuming that manuals were distri­
buted in December, this proposal 
would cost approximately $2,500 
dollars during FY 70-71. 

Printing informational pamphlets in 
Spanish and English should cause a 
very slight increase ·in costs. Most 
pamphlets of this nature have already 
been or are in the process of being 
translated and printed in the Spanish 
language • . 

Establishing a welfare fraud control 
unit will increase costs. It has been 
assumed that such a unit would consist 
of fiv~ persons each with an annual 
salary of $15,000. Assuming that such 
a unit could be established and put 
into operation for half' of the current 
fiscal year, it would cost the State 
approximately $37,000 in salaries. 

'll:le requirement for the Department of 
Human Resources Development to establish 
a public works employment program does 
not take effect until July 1, 1971. 
Therefore, the proposal has no effect 
upon current year costs ♦-

Increase 

$2,500 

$37,00<? 

+ $39,500 

Net Total 
Impact on State: 

Reduction 
Net 
Effect 

Negligib2.e 

None 

$3.6 mil.:..:.:­
( increa.-= e ) 
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AB 1360 

rnPACI' UPON COUNTY COSTS 

(Seven Month Estimates December 1970 - June 1971) · 

I. COUNTY SHARE OF AID PAYMENTS. 
Net 

Increases Reductions Effect 

Adopt Joint Living Standard - $211,000 

Exclude Medical Care Component - .$283,000 

Responsibility of Parents of Unwed 
Minors - $680,ooo 

Revise Relative Contribution Scale - $261,000 

Reduce Medi-Cal Benefits for Parents 
Under Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children {AFDC) None ,-~ Increase Grants for AFDC + $6,802,600 

Increase Grants for Old Age Security + fz; 88z200 
+,890,866 - $1,435,000 + $5,455, 0C 

{increase) 

II. COUNTY SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS. 

During 1969, counties supplemented 
payments under Aid to Families with 
Depend~nt Children {AFDC) at a · cost 
of $11,767,339. Increasing AFDC grants 
as proposed in AB 1360 will remove the 
need for supplementation in most cases. 
During previous hearings it ·was stated 
that by increasing grants as proposed in 
AB 1360 counties would no longer have to 
make supplementary payments costing 
$9.5 million dollars. - $9,500,000 - $9, 500,0< 

(decrease : 

-
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III. COUNrY ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS. 

In general, the proposals related to 
tightening application procedures, 
improving the system for collecting 
support payments, and improving efforts 
to detect welfare fraud will increase 
county administrative costs. There is 
no information available which would 
provide a reliable estimate of how much 
county costs would increase as a result 
of carrying out these requirements. 
Furthermore, for an estimate to be 
reliable it would have to be related 
to the benefits accrued to the county 
as a result of these efforts, e.g. 
reduced fraud, increased. collections 
etc. 
It is expected. that the increase in 
Administrative costs will be more than 
offset by those elements of AB 1360 
which provide counties administrative 
latitude. Examples of these elements 
are giving counties complete authority 
to establish local staffing standards, 
to establish their own days for mailing 
welfare checks, to provide voluntary 
services on'.cy upon written request, and 
allowing that recovery costs be deducted 
from the collection of fraudulent aid 
payments. 

IV COUNTY HOSPrrAL COSTS. 

The only proposal contained in AB 1360 
which would have any impact upon county 
hospital costs is the proposal to limit 
medical assistance to parents of _child­
ren receiving Aid to Families with 
Dependent O:lildren (AFDC). Under this 
proposal the AFDC parent would not be 
eligible for non-emergent dental care, 
transportation and services from 
optometrists and podiatrists. Persons 
needing such services would most likely 
request them from county hospitals. 

Net 
Increase Reduction Effect 

Slight Good Potential 
Potential Potential for Slight 

Decrease 
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Resultant costs would depend upon a 
county's willingness to accommodate 
these persons; therefore no reliable 
prediction of a cost estimate in this 
area is possible. 

V. COUNTY GENERAL RELIEF COSTS. 

Tb.ere is no proposal in the present 
version of AB 1360 that will directly 
effect the costs for General Relief. 

Net Total · 
Impact upon 
Counties: 

Increase 

Potential 
for slight 
increase 

Reduction 
Net 
Ei'fect 

Slight 
inc:rease 

None 

- $4,044,20< 
(potential 
savings) 
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State of California Health and Welfare Agency 

Memorandum 

' o Robert Martin 

cc: C. Hobbs 
J. Davis 

Dote 

Subject: 

July 22, 1970 

Comparison Between Effect 
on State Expenditures of 
Previous Versions and 
Present Version of AB 1360 

From Department of Social Welfare 

Philip Manriquez 
Assistant to the Director 

Based upon the May 1 estimates, the original version of AB 1360 would have 
reduced State costs by an estimated $2e.2 million dollars for the seven 
months of' December 1970 - June 1971. These savings were to have financed 
an increase in the maximum grants for Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) and a $4 per month increase for recipients of Old Age 
Security. These two proposals would cost the State approximately $15 
million dollars for the seven-month period cited above. Therefore, the 
original bill would have produced a net savings to the State of approxi­
mately $13.2 million dollars. ($28.2 less $15 million= $13.2 million). 

The amendments of June 17, 1970 deleted five cost reduction proposals 
originally contained in the bill. The proposals were: 

1. Drop the non-federal AFDC-U cases 

2. Limit eligibility for AFDC families 
to those whose income was below 75i 
of California families. 

3. Welfare to be a lien upon property 

4. Man assuming role of spouse to support 

5. Limit aid payments to new residents 

7 month savings: $12 million 

7 months savings: $300,000 

7 months savings: $10 million 

7 months savings: indeterminate 

7 months savings: indetenninate 

TOI'AL SAVINGS DELEI'ED BY AMENDMENTS: ~22,300,000 

Four of the original cost reduction proposals remain in the bill . They are: 

l.. Joint living standard· 

2. Exclude med-care from cost-of-living 

App. III ' 

7 months savings: $1,247,925 

7 months savings: $1,627,500 

Appendix III, Page 1 
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Robert Martin 

3. Parents of unwed nothers to be 
responsibl~ for their support. 

4. Revise relative's contribution 
scale 

-2- July 13, 1970 

7 months savings: $1,hl2,250 

7 months savings: $1,565,487 

RETAINED SJ\VD-:0S FRO!t, COST-REDU<.:1'IO!T PROPOSALS: $5,853,162 

To offset the less in expected savings, Asse~blyr~a.n Duffy added e prop~sal 
to reduce me:lical e.:;sista.nce be:1efits to :perents of ch::.lGren receivir.g AFDC. 
T'nis propcsal -.,;as p~cs-=~:-£tc:i to the AsGen:::ly Col~.r:ittec on !I~alth c.ni ;·lelfare 
as producing a i:rn.vi!'lc;S of ~il8 m:i.llicn_ colla1·s fer Fiscal Ycf!r 1970-71. It 
has since been c:ete2 r.iined that this figure rc9resentc totul federal sml 
State money, t!'lcre!orc s:iould have bce::1 prcscntc1 as a proposal to znve 
$9 million. Furt;1emore, the proposal is contingent upon receiving a waiver 
fro:n the fece2·al goverm::e:-it before i ~ c~n be im?lcr.iented. If such a m:.i ver 
is not received the State saves nothin6 • Assu::1ins that the waiver is granted, 
the seven cor.ths saYir.,ss would be o::1ly $5} million. 

Adding the e;:pected seven '!I:Onths savi:13s from }-!r. Du.ffy' s new proposal to the 
expected seven r.:onth savings frct1 the criE;in2.l proposuls ::.·etained in the bill 
produces a total expected saving of $11,400, O·JO. '1:-ie seven r:~::)nth cost of the 
bill is approxinately $15 1r.illion. T.~e!'efore, the ar:;endcd. bill is now a cost 
bill w1hich will increaze State expendit'..!l·es by appro:;.:ir.iatclJ· $3.6 ~illion 
dollars. 

I 
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DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL 

Sec. 47: Welfare to be a lien on 
property 

Sec. 49: Joint living standard: 

Sec. 51: Exclude V.ed-care compon,ent 

Sec. 56: Exclude non-federal AFDC-U 

Sec. 57: Limit Elegibility for AFDC 

Sec. 59: Parents of unwed minor mothers 

Sec. 69: Revise Rele.tive's contributions 

Sec. 61: ~:e.n assuming role of spouse 

Sec. 50: Limit aid to new residents 

TOTALS: 

FISCAL IMPACT Oli' AB 1360 
(Amended Jw1e 17, 1970) 

7 Months &i.vines­
OriGinal yersion 

$10,213,000 

1,247,900 

1,627,500 

ll,830,000 

291,000 

1,412,000 

1,565,000 

indeterminate 

indctennino.te 

$28,185,000 

.. 

18.·1 cos·r-REDUCTIOU PROPOSAL AMF..!mED nrro AD-1360, June 17, 1970: 

So.vinGs Amended 
Out of Bill 

$10,213,000 

ll,830,000 

291,000 

indeterminate 

·indeterminate 

$22,334,ooo 

Sec. 75: Reduce Medi-Cal benefits for parents of AFDC Children. Seven month savings: 

TOTAL EFFECT' OF COST-REDUCING PROPOSALS IN AMENDED VERSION OF AB-1360: 

So.vinf;s Hctaincd 
in the Bill 

$1,247,900 

1,627,500 

1,412,000 

1,565,000 

$5,853,000 

~i5, 483,000 

$ll,336,000 

COST-n:CREASE PROPOSALS CONTAINED IN AB-1360 (There is no change between original and amended version effect) 
Sec. 62: Inc=ease grants for AFDC by establishing Schedule of Family Allowance: $14,128,000 (7 mos.} 

Sec. 68: Pass-on of Social Security increase to all recipients of Old AJ;;e Security: 

~· 
\ 

TOTAL EFFEcr or COST-nrCREASE PROPOSALS .IN AME:t-JDED VERSION OF AB-1360: 

Ce l1!ET FISCAL IMPAcr OF AB-1360 AS AMENDED J'Q1\"E{ - "!.970 _( cost minus savings~ 
', 

~00,000 (7 mos.) 

$14,928,000 

~~ 

£Q§! $3,592, ' -

X 
orl 
'O 
C: 
CJ 

~ 



?J 

\ 
j ~ 

'O 
(l) 

R 
~ 

~ ... 
1 

1~ · o:, 
~ 

j-1 

SECTION PAGE 

* 34 ll-12 

35 

36 

37 
37 .4 

!
7.5 

~ ts 

39 

39.5 

40 

41 
I 

13 

13 

13-14 

14 

14 

14 

lli-15 

15 

PREVIOUS VERSION 

Revised failure to 
provide section of the 
Penal Code and requi red 
mandatory jail sentence 
for repeaters 

Assignment of wages in 
f ailure to provide cases 

Concurrent jurisdiction 
of courts in failure to 
provide. 

Mandatory training of 
AFDC mothers 

Voluntary services 
upon written request 

Penalties for welfare 
employees. 

ADDITION 

Inf ormat i onal pamphlets 

Fraud Control Uni t within 
the Human Relations Agcy. 

* "Sections 1 - 33 concern amendments to the 
Uniform Enforcement of Support Act. Olanges 

AB 1360 - •ed Julyl6, 1970 

AMENDED VERSION 

Adds a maximum $1,000 
fine as alternate 
penalty 

No change 

deleted 

Requires the Department 
to offer family training 
& education. Permits such 
training to be contracted 
for. 

POSITION 

oppose 

neutral 

favor 

Requires departments to favor 
inform persons of services 
available. Requires the 
the Department to develop 
methods so persons who can-
not write can obtain services. 

No substantive change favor 

Requires Department to oppose 
provide counties with sets· 
of Federal Regulations. 

No change 

Unit to be supervised by support 
Human Relations Agency • 

made to these sections were worked out by the 
., 1 .. f'I.C, 

COI-,,1!-IENTS 

This amendment complet ely 
waters down the deter rent 
language. A nominal f i ne 
could be i mposed by the court 
in lieu jail. 

This section was requested by 
the fraud study group and would 
mainly effect L.A. county. 

Since this training is to be 
"offered" instead of required 
the amendment removes the 
religious objections to making 
fa:nily planning mandatory. 

The amendment merely simplifies 
the language. 

Oppose is suggested because of 
the fiscal impact and the ad~in­
istrative burden to be caused. 

Suggest language to ensure that 
the agency's role is not an 
operational one. 
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42 

(43) 

44 

45 

(46) 
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PAGE 

15-16 

1.6 

1.6 

17 

17 

PREVIOUS VERSION 

ADDITION 

Provided for staggered 
payment dates. 

Provides access towel.­
fare records. 

Investigative training 
courses. 

Income reports and 
provided social-security 
numbers, and, 

re~uires recipient to 
authorize employer to 
submit monthly reports, 
and, 

AMENDED VERSION POSITION 

Prohibits Department from Support 
imposing staffing standards. 

Makes stasgered payments favor 
optional to counties if 
plan is approved by the 
Department. 

deleted 

No change 

No change 

deleted 

not favor 

support 

support 

support 

disallows income deductions deleted 
in detennining amount of fraud. 

Not favor 

Repeals payment date. 

Welfare payments to be 
considered a lien on 
property. 

Enabling statute to 
exempt social security 
increases. 

Restores payment date. 
Companion to Sec. 42. 

deleted 

No change 

favor 

support 

support 

..., -----
COMMENTS 

To be implenented by adminis­
trative action 

This is the author's "Merchant's 
.Amendment" 

Some vestige of the original 
proposal should be maintained. 

It does not appear to be real­
istic to exclude a portion of 
the grant received where the 
recipient fraudulently presented 
a claim. 

Companion to Section 42. 

The Administration supports 
removing this proposal. 
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(50) 
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52 

(53) 

54 

55 

PAGE 

18 

18 

18-19 

19 

19 

PREVIOUS VERSION 

Joint living standard. 

Limit aid payments to 
new residents. 

Exclude 11free 11 items 
from cost of living 
increases. 

Tighten application 
procedures by requiring 
signature of both parents. 

Requires supplemental 
income report. 

Investigation of 
applicants. 

Penalties for 
welfare fraud to 
be as provided in 
PC Secs. 486,-7,-8. 

and, 
requires all actions 
necessary to obtain res­
titution. 

AMENDED VERSION 

Requires DP.partment to 
report annually to Legis­
lature on the rational and 
procedures used to arrive 
at the standard. 

deleted 

Excludes only medical 
care component. 

Changes "mu.st sign11 to 
"shall sign." 

deleted 

POSrrION 

support 

support 

support. 

support 

support 

Permits contractual support 
arrangements for investi-
gative services only ·if 
federal funds are available. 

Stipulates in W&IC that 
fraud over $200 is a 
felony. 

support 

Requires departments to oppose 
first advise offender, in 
writing, of the suspected 
offense and to pursue developing 
"restitution agreement" before 
~~i mi nal action is f i led. 

COMMENTS 

Medical care currently is the 
only item included in the 
Consumer Price Indices which 
is provided under public assist­
ance and not paid for by the 
recipient. 

This is currently being done 
on a pilot project basis. If 
determined to be feasible, the 
report can be required by admin­
istrative action. 

This is a "cleaner" way of 
making penalties coincide with 
grand theft & petty theft. 

Hampers effectiveness of fraud 
control efforts. 
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PREVIOUS VERSION AMENDED VERi:>.LvN POSrrION COMMENTS .) 

Exclude nonfederal 
AFDC-U 

deleted 

Limit elegibility for deleted 
AFDC to families whose 
income is less than the 
income of 75% of the families 
in California. 

Each county welfare 
department to establish 
a public employment 
program for recipients. 

~..akes Department of 
Human Resources Develop­
ment responsible. 

oppose 

support 

neutral. 

Parents of minor unwed 
mothers to be responsible 
for their support. 

Unwed minor mother to be favor 

Responsibility of man-· 
assuming-role-of-spouse. 

elegible for AFDC; makes 
aid payments chargeable against 
parents. Unwed mother can 
delay action against parents 
if child is placed for adoption. 

deleted support 

Increases grants for AFDC Establishes a maximum favor 
by adopting a Schedule of grant of $539• 
Family Allowance and repealing 
provision for a Standard of Need. 

Repeals payment date. deleted, 

It is recommended that the orig-, 
inal proposal be put back in. 
It now appears ·that the FAP 
will exclude AFDC-U entirely. 
As a compromise, excluding only 
persons receiving unemployment 
payments should be considered. 

Preliminary responses from 
IlEW indicate this proposal 
would have raised another con­
formity issue. 

Full support is ~ot expressed 
because of the Departments . 
original position on this proposa 

·Program elements within the 
Department advise that the max­
imum grant will raise another 
conformity issue. Despite this 
information it is reconnended 
that the proposal, as amended, 
be presented during the hearings 
on AFDC conformity issue for 
HEW's reaction. 

Companion to Sec. 42 
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SECTION 

64 & 
65 

66 & 
67 

68 

(68.5) 

69 & 
70 

71 & 
72 

73 

74. 

> 
!g 75 a 
~ 75.5 
E! 
~ 
~ 76 thru 
"'e2 

'AGE 

25-26. 

26 

26 

26-28 

28 

28-29 

29 

29 

29 

29-31 

~ 

PREVIOUS VERSION AMENDED VEnS.1.0N POSITION 

Investigation of appli­
cations by District 
Attorney. 

Makes investigation of oppose 

Repeals existing penalty 
provisions for AFDC. 

Increase al.l. Old Age 
Secuxi ty grants by amount 
of social. security in­
crease mandated to be 
exempt. 

Mandates increase in Ol.d 
Age Security December 1, 
1970. 

nonsupport cases invobing 
adoptive child contingent 
upon· mother's request. 

No change 

No change 

deleted 

support 

support 

support 

Increases relative's 
contribution scale. 

Provides that contributions support 
be treated as recovery of 
aid granted. 

Repeals existing penalty 
provisions. 

deleted support 

Broaden base for loans 
to blind persons. 

No change 

Repeals penalty provi- No change 
sions in Aid to the Blind. 

Repeals penalty provisions No change 
in Aid to the Disabled 

ADDrrION L:lmi ts medical. services 
provided to parents of 
AFDC children. 

support 

support· 

support 

support 

Mandated Food Stamp 
Program 

Applies public assistance support 
elegibility standards to 
determine Food Stamp elegibility. 

COMMENTS . . 
The word 11ma.y11 should be restore~ 
in this section. The operation 
of these sections should not be 
limited to t he request of the 
mother who may be subject to the 
adverse influence of the non­
paying father. 

Companion to Section 55 

This provision was agreed to in 
deliberations carried out by 
the Human Relations Agency. 

Amendment provides that federal. 
and State share is to be paid 
back to those jurisdictions. 

Companion to Section 55 

Companion to Section 55 

Companion to Section 55 

This is Mr. Duffy's proposal to 
offset in part the cost of in­
crease in AFDC. 

Amendments were suggested by 
this Department's food sta.:I:!1) 
personnel. 
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AB l.360 • ~ended July 16, 1970 

SECTION PAGE PREVIOUS VERSION 

(ts3) 31 Transfers $3 million 
subvention 1'unds to 
WIN. 

83 31 ADDITION 

84 31 ADDITION 

.. ., W\6 . . ... 
AMENDED VERSION POSITION COMMENTS 

• 

Deleted Favor 

Makes increase in OAS Favor It is too soon to assess 
grants and AFDC grants the :f'ull impact of this 
contingent upon the provision. If additional 
Legislature appropriating funds are not available 
additional funds. to appropriate then the 

entire complex of the 
bill is changed. The bill 
would then be a pure cost 
reduction measure. 

Sets July 1, 1971 as the Neutral Companion to Section 58. 
date for the Department of 
Human Resources Development 
to assume responsibility 
-for public works programs. 



AB-1360 

C1IAH3ES IN FRAUD PROPOSALS 

The fraud relnted proposals in AB 1360, together with the amendments to the 
Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of Support Act (URESA) were hcnrd in the Asser:ibly 
Cerroni ttee on Judiciary. Amendments to URESA were worked out by the legal staff 
of this Department and staff of the Attorney General's Office. Cha.nges were 
mostly technical and it is assu;:;ed that they were in the best interest of' the 
State. 

Amendments to the fraud~related proposals in most cases veakened the proposal 
involved and were justified by reasons related to administrative probler:is in­
volved in implementing orie;inal version conc c::pts of justice, and, whether or not 
original proposals cou_ld be i r.iplemented by regulation wj_ th out a statute. 

Tne following d..a!lges were made: 

ORIG ll'iAL PROPOSAL 

Revise failt:re to support J.aw 
(P. C. SecU.on 270) to provide 
mandatory sentence for second 
conviction, to require assign­
ment of wages, and to grant 
superior courts concurrent 
jurfod.iction . (Sections 34-36, 
SDSW proposal H-92). 

Require that applications 
involving an absent ~arent be 
referred to the district 
attorney for investigation. 
Investigation by DA to be 
optional if adoption is a 
consideration. (Sections 
64 and 65, SDSW proposal H-92). 

Require recipients of welfare to 
furnish income data including 
social security numbers of all 
persons in household and to 
authorize eI:Iployer to submit 
income reports upon request. 
(Section 45, SDSW proposal H-93), 

DISCRIPTIO:N OF CI-IAEGE 

Amended to perll'...it a fine not exceeding 
$1000 as an alternate sentence for second 
convictions. Amendment reduces deterrent 
effect of confinement in jail. 

Aillended to delete provision allowing 
superior court concurrent jurisdiction 
in failure to provide cases. Amend-
ment is of no consequence except to 
Los /J1geles county. 

Amended to provide that cases involving 
an adoptive child will be investigated 
only upon mother ' s request . The ru;iend ­
ment weakens the original proposal because 
District Attorneys would be required to . 
halt their investigations at the mother's 
request even though it is due to pressure 
from the nonpayj_ng father . 

Amended to delete requirement for income 
reports fro~ employers. T'ne amenci!!:ent 
weakens the original proposal, ho~ever 
is felt to be justi~ied. T'ne rc~uire~ent 
for these reports would have adverse 
effect upon eTiployer/e ip_oyee relat ions 
and would have been an adzrinistrative 
burden upon counties . 
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Delete current provicions 
relating to handling of under­
payments and overpayments . Deny 
income exemptions for purposes 
of determining aroount of aid 
obtained illegally. Repeal 
restitution law in AFDC • 
(Sections h5 and 67, SDSW 
proposal H-93 and H-92). 

Require recipients of AFDC to 
submit a monthly income report 
to the Department. (Section 53, 
SDSW proposal H-98). 

Establish State Fraud a.nd 
Investii3ation unit in Hu.man 
Relations Agency. (Section 41). 

-2-

Amended to require counties to seek 
restitution from persons obt·aining aid 
illegally before a crimi.nal complaint is 
filed. 'I'bis amendment completely eliminates 
the deterrent effect ·which the original 
version was intended to effect. luso 
amended to repeal the p~ovision denying 
income exemptions, This weakens t he 
original proposal because it makes it 
possible to exclude part of the £rant 
received frauduantly. However, technically, 
it would be correct to allow these exemp­
tions so persons would be prosecuted only 
ror that part of the grant to which they 
are not entitled. 

Amended out of the bil.l entirely. The 
Department is currentl;ir engaged in a 
pilot project to test the feasabj_lity 
of monthly income reports. If found to 
be beneficial the practice can be imple­
mented by administrative action. 

Amended to provide that the proposed 
fraud-control unit is to be su.~erviscd 
by the Secretary of Human Relationz. 
The change is technical as the original 
proposal did not intend to establish an 
operating unit within the Agency. 

NO·CHANGES WERE MADE IN THE FOLLOWING PROPOSALS 

Require both parents to sign 
applications for AFDC~ (Section 
52, SDSW proposal H-97). 

Require annual report from 
Legislative Annlyst on effect­
iveness of pilot project and 
cost/benefits resulting from 
modifications in laws relating 
to welfare fraud. (Section 41). 

Establish pilot project to 
develop and test incentives to 
counties to improve fraud pro­
cedures. (Section 41). 

Provide that unauthorized use 
0£ Food Sta.mos is a misdemeanor. 
(Section Bl). -

Appendix V, Page 2 
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Eliminate welfare fraud penalty 
,sections in each aid category and 
provide general enforcement section 
to coincide penalties w1th those 
provided. in the Penal Code · for 
petty or grand thef't. (Sections 
55, 66, 71, 74, 75, SDSW proposal 
H-92). 

Provide penaltie~ for welfare 
worker lrnowingly aiding a r ecipient 
to defraud. (Section 39, SDS'W 
proposal H-94). 

Require welfare J.n-Service 
Training to include courses to 
help eligibility workers identify 
cases requiring special investi­
gation (Section 44, SD.SW proposal 
H-99) • 

-3-

Require thorough investigation of 
all applications and where deemed 
necessary to include cpecial 
investigative techniques. Special 
investigation to be provided by 
contract with other agencies. 
(Section 54, SDSW proposal H-95). 

Require information pamphlets to 
inform recipients of ther respon­
sibilities to report income and 
resources. (Section 40, SDSW 
proposal H-96). 

Appendix V, Page 3 
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ISSUE: 

CONCLUSION: 

DISCUSSION: 

EFFECT OF AB 1360 ON WELFARE 
RECIPIENTS wrrH HIGH INOOMES 

Do the provision of AB 1360 correct or have any effect upon 
the problem of personswith high income qualifying for public 
assistance? 

AB 1360 will not eliminate the problem but it will reduce the 
number of such cases. 

Cases, such as found in .Al.ameda County, where persons with 
high incomes receive aid under Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children are caused by a combination of: 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

the open-ended exemption of earnings required by the 
Social Security Act, Section 4o2 (a) (~); 

the inability of the state to place a dollar limit on the 
amount of "reasonable" work expenses which are required 
deductions from non-exempt earnings under Section 402 
(a) (7); 

the requirement in federal regulations which require 
that earned income exemptions be computed on gross 
rather than net earned income; 

the cost-of-living increase in the Aid to Families with 
~pendent Children standards of assistance required by 
Section 4o2 (a) (23). (This has resulted in this State's 
standard of need to be significantly higher than the 
statutory maximums for aid under this program.) 

AB 1360 does nothing, nor can it do anything about items (a), 
{b), and (c). The original version of the bill proposed to 
limit eligibility to families whose gross income was less than 
that earned by 75% of families in California. Response from 
.the Department of Health, F.ducation and Welfare indicated that 
the proposal could not be approved under existing provisions 
of the Social Security Act. Therefore, the proposal was taken 
out of the bill. 

AB 1360 contains a proposal to eliminate the present standard 
of need and the existing statutory grant maxi.mums. The proposal 
offers some relief to the "Alameda" type situation as it elim­
inates the situation described in paragraph (d). Eliminating 
the current standard of need and grant maximums is accomplished 
in sections 62 and 62.5 of the bill. The two devices are replaced 
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by a "Schedule of Family Allowances" which provides a payment 
level above the current maximum grant; but, which is less than 
the current standard of need. Thus, for determining the amowit 
of grant, nonexempt income will be deducted from a lower dollar 
figure offered by the new Schedule of Family Allowances. For 
example: 

The standard of need for a family living in Los Angeles 
(mother and three children) is $314.50. The maximum grant 
is $215. The composite family is entitled to a grant if 
nonexempt income is less than $314.50 per month. If non­
exempt income is $275• per month the family is entitled to 
a grant of $39.50 ($314.50 minus $275). 

Under the proposal in AB 1360, the standard of need ($314.50) 
and maximum grant ($215) are repealed. They are replaced by 
a Schedule of Family Allowances which provides an allowance 
of $270 per month for the same family. Therefore, the family 
would not be entitled to a grant unless its nonexempt income 
is less than $270 per month. With nonexempt income of $275 
per month the family in our example would not be entitled to 
a grant. 

It is estimated that if this proposal becomes law, the AFDC grants 
of approximately 1,200 families will be reduced to zero. This 
effect has been computed in the cost estimates developed for this 
proposal. It should be noted that the 1,200 persons who will no 

longer receive a grant will not necessarily be those with the 
.highest gross incomes; they will be those with the highest non­
exempt income. (That is, those who play the welfare game well, 
but not well enough). 

Incidently, as a s~parate action this Department is negotiating 
with the Department of Health, Education and Welfare to have its 
staff review, with the intention of changing, its regulations 
requiring that income exemptions be computed upon gross rather 
than net income. 

In conclusion, the problem of -persons with high incomes qualifying 
for welfare is being attacked on two fronts, AB 1360 and our neg­
otiations with Health, F.clucation and Welfare. The combined result 
of both efforts hopefully will eliminate the problem. 
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