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February 7, 1972

Honorable Alfred H. Song
Mcmber of the Scnate

Room 3043, State Capitol . \ E
Sacramento, Callfornla 95814 . e .

Dear Senator Song:

| wos very pleased to review Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 6 Introduced
by you concerning the activities of the California Law Revision Commnission.

Your proposal that the Commission review laws relating to custody, adoption,
guardianship, etc., is most appropriate and timely, and | would llke to offer
my strong support.

Our Soard, with tha help of & tesk force, Is currently Involved In 2 major
study of the statcwide foster care progrom. As our work In this area continues,
1 believe wa will be able to offcr some proposals directly related to the
Connission's review of these statutes.

I'm very hopeful that the Commission will be authorized to expand its work into
the area suggested by your resolution, cnd that in the caurse of its activities
we will have on opportunity to share the results of our foster care study with
the Commission. '

Very truly yours,

Robert E. Mitchall
Chalrman

JWT:mo
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Honorable Clair W. Burgener
Member of the Senate

State Capitol, Room 5031
Sacramento, California 95814

Dcai Clair:.

i Atfached is a copy of a revised regulation which | filed with the

Secretary of State yesterday removing the $70 limltation on the
amount of excluded supplementation to the grant paid In ATD non-
medical ocut-of-home care cases.

This revision accomplishes the intent of your Senate 8111 926,
with one exception. Under S3 926, the department would determine
the amount for which adequats care for the recipient Is available.
State regulations provide that this determination shall be made

" by the Individual counties, and we have not changed that provision.
it is my feeling that thls arrangement allows needed flexibility

- to permit counties to establish rates which may vary according to

local conditions. Our regulations provide further that the

counties shall record the facts which support their determination

of the 'minimum amount for which adequate care is avaiilable,' and

this information is to be kept current and available for our ' . - glal
~ review at any time. P
1 helim thie revision resolves the problem which concerns you;
however, if you consider it desirable to incorporate this change
in the statutes, you may expect my continued support of SB 926.

\
Sincerely,

Origiral Signed By
ROBERT B, CARLESON
Dlirector of Social Welfare
bcc: Director's File
' Reading File
Attachment R. A. Zumbrun

P. Manriquez

WHM: jh
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CONTINUATION SHEET
FOR FILING ADMINISTRATIVE REGULATIONS
WITH THE SECRETARY OF STATE

(Pursuant to Government Code Section 11380.1)

00 NOT WRITE IN THIS SPACR

LL-111  PAYMENTS EXCLUDED OR EXEMPT FROM CONSIDERATION AS INCOME Ly-111

(Continued)
AB 422 Designated needs within the meaning of this section include:
APSB .
ATD
0AS

C. Qut-of-Home Care

(2) The total amount of voluntary contributions or
county supplementation excluded from consideration
as Iincome is the difference between the state
established maximum and the minimum amount for which
adequate ?are of the individual is available in
the community, but not to exceed $70 a month,

- (The $70 limitation shall not apply to ATD.)

-~ cee_ .9 . e 4 7 4an79



July 1k, 1972

Honorable John W. Holmiahl
Member of the Sexate

State Capitol, Room 40657
Sacrenento, California 95614

Dear Senatcr Holmdahl:
This is to advise you that we support the proposal requiring district attorneye

to submit monthly statistical reporis of their child support enforcement activities

to the Attormey General as provided inm your Semate Bill O73.

A greot muder of county ¢hild support enforcement cases are families receiving
Aid to Families with Dependent Children (ASTC). The county reports would thus
cover cases of intercest to ue and we feel ot cur chkild support enforcenent
effortas would be iacilitated if a copy of tihcse monthly reports was supplied to
our staff as well aa to the Attorney Genmeral.

Fearly fifty percent of tie welfare caselcad involves families lacking child
support. JFor this reascn, one cf the major aspectis of the administration's
Yellare Reform progran was to improve eniorcement of child support cblisations.
Recelving these monihly statisiical reports firoa district attomeys would
certainly assist in our efforts to lower the number of families which must twran
tc wvelfare due to lacik of child sugport.

Ve enclose a suzpested amendment to yowr bill axd would welcome the opportunity
to discuss this maiter with you in fuwrther detail.

Sincerely,

Original signed by
Philip J. Manriquez

PHILIP J. MASRIUEZ
Assistant tc the Director

Attachment



PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SB 873

On page 2, line 11, of the printed bill, after Attorney General,

insert "and to the Legal Affairs Unit of the State Department of Social Welfare".
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STATE OF GALIFORNIA—HUMAN RELATIONS AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL WELFARE

744 P STREET

SACRAMENTO 95814

April 10, 1970 /

Honorable Clair W. Burgener
California State Senate
State Capitol

Sacramento, California

Dear Senator Burgener: -

As we agreed in our meeting on March 17,Iarranged for Mr. Raymond Leber,
Chief of the Aged and Disabled Bureau, to review the ATD cases identi-
fied by Mrs. Sevick of the “San Diego Council for Retarded Children as
representative of hardship situations caused by the enactment of

SB-847 (1969).

Prior to making the trip to San Diego, Mr. Leber telephoned Mrs. Sevick
and obtained additional case names so that a total of 26 cases were
reviewed. While these were selected cases and not a random sample, it
nonetheless appears evident that SB-847, as implemented by our regulations,
is not producing the results desired even though the county welfare depart-
ment is unquestionably applying our regulations properly.

The intent of SB-847 was to assure that high income families were not
taking advantage of loopholes in the welfare laws at taxpayers' expense.
Instead, the law at least as interpreted, appears to be producing
financial difficulties for low-income families particularly for parents
who are themselves living on social security or other marginal retire-
ment income. The 26 cases reviewed were so typical of what we know about
the ATD caseload characteristics that I see little to be gained by extend-
ing the study but, rather, suggest the following alternative solutions to
the problem.

1. Repeal outright the provisions of SB-847

This would solve the immediate problem but would leave untouched those
situations involving well-to-do parents who are quite able to care

for their dependents without public assistance. It would also
increase general fund costs by 3 million dollars without providing
the one million dollar saving which we want to match with 3 million
dollars in federal sharing to increase the level of services to all
the disabled. (Assemblyman Deddeh has introduced AB-1676 which pro-
poses this repeal.)

D v



Honorable Clair W. Burgener -2~ April 10, 1970

2.

Repeal WIC 13600 and 13601 and institute instead a Relatives'
Contribution Scale

While this seems harsh on the surface, if the present 0ld Age Security
contribution scale in WIC 12101 is used, smaller expenditures would

be required of many parents than SB-847 calls for. The savings

to the general fund would necessarily be less and concomitantly
additional services slower in being realized.

Amend WIC 13601 to limit Parental Liability Only to recipients under

ége 21

Under general law parents are mainly responsible for children only
until they reach their majority or otherwise are emancipated and this
proposal would extend this equity of treatment to both parents and
adult children in the ATD program. Again, the general funds savings
generated would be less and would be realized only from recipients
coming into the program between the ages of 18 and 2l.

Revise regulations implementing SB-847 to provide a sliding scale
t0 measure ability to provide housing according to the income level
of parents

This approach was considered last year and the legality of this

method was raised but we are reopening the subject. If legal, it
would have the advantage of not working a hardship on low-income
families and yet continue the expectation that high-income families
can at least provide housing to their dependents when no additional
cost is involved. That is, a presumption would be made that parents
below a certain income level are unable to contribute to the support
of their disabled children at all. This approach would also have the
advantage of not freezing into law a method that might not produce

the desired results in practice. Departmental regulations are usually
easier to revise than statutes. However, since this method also would
not produce savings to the general fund as quickly in our existing
regulations we would need, under Section 32.5 of the Budget Act of
1969, prior approval of the Department of Finance to inaugurate this
systen.

I would appreciate having your comments on the above alternatives or,
if you prefer, we will be most pleased to discuss them with you in more
detail.

Very truly yours,

__.Q____ A

NUSA VYU A e tl‘l)

Robert Martin
Director

cc:

-

Homer E. Detrich, San Diego Co. Dept. of Public Welfare
Lucian B. Vandegrift, Human Relations Agency, Room 200, OB 1
ILouis F. Saylor, M.D., Department of Public Health, T4l P St.

Thomas J. Dooley, Legislative Budget Committee » Room 306, State Capitol
Dennis Flatt, Dept. of Finance, Room 530-A, Library and Courts Bldg.




March 19, 1970

Senator Clair W, Burgener
Stote Cepitol, Room 5091
Sacramento, California 95314

Dear Senator Burgener:

This will confirm the understondings we reoched at the meeting in your
of fice on March 17 when Nrs, Sevick and Mrs. Stevens of San Diego
reported on allcgad cases of severe ATD grant reductions for mentally
retorded reciplents in San Diecvo 83 a consequence of & regulation
issued under $B 847 (1960), Scction Lh=207,214 of our Maenual of
Pollcy and Procedures. A copy of the regulation Is attached,

1. As proposed by Mr. Hilsnack and generally eccepted in the
meeting Hrs. Sevick has presented us with a list of 9 cases
known to her where changes In grant were considered drastic
enough for the oarents of the reterded recipients to contaect
the local Assoclation for the mentally retarded. We have
communicated with the Sen Dleqgo County Welfare Department
asbout these cases and they concur In the necessity of our
making on investigation of them,

Ve are prepared to assign staff to this taesk next week who
will visit the Son Dicgo County Welfare Department and look
Into the cases. Ve shall also ask them to contact Mrs. Scvick
about any other cases she wishes to repart.

2. On the basis of findings derfved from the review of these
speclflic ceses we are prepared to expand our Investication of
the application of our regulation as indicated In order to
determine the nature and scverity of problems assoclated with
ft. V¥e would plan to broaden any such Investigation to include
one or more additional counties,

We wish to point out something that was not made clear In our
meeting on March 17 with regard to the effective date of cur
rule. The requlation became effective for all new applications
for ATD on Janvary 1, 1970, 1t docs not require the. county to
apply the rule to existing ATD cases prior to July 1, 1970,



Senator Clair W, Burgener w2 March 19, 1970

3.

We have developed substltute lanquace for the exlsting Sectlon 3
of $B B47 in line with the discussion at the meeting. The vere
slon has been forwarded to your offlce end should now be In your
possession, Our effort Is directed at broadening the uses of
the million dollar allocation derlived from Implementation of

the act, so that case services of a varlety of appropriate

types may be provided to ATD reciplents In liecu of only pri=~
va:e Instituticnal care of the mentally retarded as presently
written,

This change will help Insure that state funds recelve maximum
Federal matchling and are avallabie to a breader section of ATD
recipients thaen just the mentally retarded, Ve are particularly
Interested in our abillity to extend such services to the mental=
ly 111 who are belng released from state hospitals.

I belleve you will find our proposed language takes care of the
Issue of constitutionality or equity, however 1t may be Judged,
which was ralsed by Hrs. Sevick.

We appreciate very much the opportunity to meet with you on thls subject
and to work out these plans for nipping potential problems In the bud
and emerging with a better and stronger program.

Sincerely,
<§223£2ﬁl}¢vﬂ waﬁk;;é

—A
Robert Martin ’\‘_\3#0

Pirector

cc: Homer Detrich, Dlrector
San Dlego County VWelfare Department

Luctan Vandegrift, Administrator
Human Relations Agency

Dennls Flatt
Department of Flinance

Attachment

WHW:alb

bce: E. Newman, 17-8
W. Wllsnack, {;—;
White -
22;;¥ Kenyo;, so. Regional office
M. Chopson, 1 =42
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SUGGESTED REPLY

Mr. Rogu‘ De HaCka’ Jre !
Executive Director ?
St. Paul's lManor

2635 Second Avenue

Sen Diego, Califormia 92103

> '.
<

Dear Mr. lNackey:

I received your letter of September 28, 1972 regarding AB 1204, signed into
lav by the Covernor on August 17, 1972 as Chepter 1022, Statutes of 1972,
This law adds Section 11008.8 to the Welfare and Inatitutiom Code -nandatine
an increase in adult categorical aid grants by $12 begimning October 1, 1972.
However, this increase does not apply to adult recipieats in out-of-home care
facilities. The law does not mandate an increase in the need atandards estab-
lished pursuant to Section 13900 of the Welfare and Institutions Code which
governs need determination of recipients in ocut-of-home care facilities.

If I can be of any further service oan this matter, please contact me again.
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5t. PNaul’s Manar

2635 SECOND AVENUE
SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92103

TELEPHONE 239-2097

September 28, 1972

The Honorable E. Richard Barnes
Member of the Assembly

State Capitol Building
Sacramento, California 95814

- Ref: AB1204, McCarthy
Dear Assemblyman Barnes:

Referenced bill, signed into law increased
welfare payments by $12.00 a month in Social

- Security "pass on" to blind, disabled and- aged

Californians. It is-a good, and fair bill.

Unfortunately the State of California, Depart-
ment of Social llelfare manuals do not interpret
this to mean that all blind, disabled and aged
persons receiving puo]1c ass1stance are eligible
for the $12.00 "pass on".

A case in point is the following: Our home
provides two types of care as defined by SDSY,
i.e. Independent Livina and Board and Care Group I.
The San Diego County Welfare Department interprets
the State manuyal concerning AB1204 as allowing
the "pass on" of $12.00 of the Social Security
increase to the recipient on Independent Living
without reduction in the public assistance grant;
contrariwise, lelfare interprets the manual as
not increasing the maximum rate for Board and Care -
Group I and therefore deducts the $12 00 from the

_pub]lc assistance grant.

As you can see, the one class receives a net

“‘increase in "income" of $12.00 per month, while
fhe other class remains at the same "1ncone" level.

It is our feeling that the 1nterpretat1on

presently being followed was not the intent of

by

—r
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The Honorable E. Richard Barnes = 2 September 28

thé Assembly 1in passing the bill or"of the Governor
in signing the bill into law.

lle urge immediate action to correct this
injustice.

Yours very truly

PAUL'S HANOR

. . - fj b? )4/_m¢</ﬁ‘/”]§*\)4

ROGER D. MACKEY, JR,
Executive Director

RDM:me

cc: to District Office

3320 Kemper Street

Suite 101

San Diego, California 92110

e pv—r - F W L R — r = - S > . —
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State of California Health and Welfare Agency

-7

"Memorandum

To : Connie Chaney 17-5 Date : April 21, 1972
lLegislative Office
Subject: Assembly Bill 667
cc: P. Manriquez 17-5 and Assembly Bill
J. Moniz 13-75 1029 —
K. McKinsey 13-77

From : Department of Social Welfare, Adult Systems Management Bureau

Agnes Gregory

This will confirm our telephone discussion on April 19, 1972 regarding the
proposal in the above bills to amend W&IC Section 12101.1 to read as follows:

"Relatives' Contributions under Section 12101 shall be paid to the
county department and be treated by the county as recoveries on aid
granted provided, however, that the exemption of income allowed under
Section 11008.1 shall apply to such contributions, which for purposes
of Section 11008.1 shall be considered income.” (Underlined part
represents the proposed amendment.)

We believe that very few OAS recipients would be affected by this proposal.
This is because most OAS recipients have income from another source and
the $7.50 income exemption is applied to the other income so they are

not entitled to additional exemption.

2. Prior to October 1, 1971 Relatives' Contributions in cash or in kind were
made directly to the recipient and the $7.50 income exemption provided
under Section 11008.1 was in some instances applied to the Relatives'
Contribution income. Usually this was only when the recipient did not
have income from any other source to which it could be applied. However,
effective October 1, 1971 the law was modified to require that Relatives'
Contributions (other than those made in kind) be made to the county rather
than to the recipient and be treated as collections of aid paid. This in
effect removed most Relatives' Contributions from an "income' classification.
In the interest of equal treatment, regulations were modified to provide
that the $7.50 income exemption does not apply to Relatives' Contributions
made to the county or made in kind ‘to the recipient.

3. It would be possible, by regulation, to extend the $7.50 income exemption
to the "in kind" contribution without any legislative change but this does
not seem equitable.

Although the exemption proposal in AB 667 and AB 1029 would affect few
recipients, we believe it could create some major administrative problems
for those few cases affected where the recipient does not have other income
and the Relatives' Contributions are made to the county. How would the
exemption be extended to a contribution which goes to the county rather



Connie Chaney ) -2~ April 21, 1972

than to the recipient? Does the Legislature intend that the county send
on to the recipient $7.50 of the amount collected or is it intended that
the county advise the relatives to contribute $7.50 directly to the
recipient and the balance to the county? If there are several responsible
relatives involved this latter would add to the administrative complexity
as it would be necessary to determine which one must pay $7.50 of his
contribution to the recipient. Presumably if he failed to make the con-
tribution directly to the recipient but there were some contributions by
him or other relatives to the county the county would have to send $7.50
of the amount collected on to the recipient.

If the county must pay the $7.50 to the recipient from amounts collected
from relatives it would have to be as a separate payment and not part of
the aid payment. We assume this could be handled in a manner similar to
return of erroneous collections.

In any event we believe any proposed legislation on this should include

a specific directive as to how this $7.50 exemption is to be accomplished
with respect to the cash contribution now made only to the county welfare
department.

GriLs % /

AG:bt




Mr. Barry Whittlesey
Legislative: Coordinator
Human Relations Agency

August 3, 1972
AB 99

s Til P Street, Sacramento

Mr. Carleson has asked me to respond to your letter, dated today, which
requests that we forward a factual, objective Enrolled Bill Report on

A399.

Initially it must be stated that we are very much displeased with the

charge that our previous Enrolled Bill Report on the measure was emotionally
subjective and misleading. The issues raised in our report are matters of
point and reference and are neither misleading nor based on personal bias.
Fotwithstanding the sincerity of agreed-upon arrangemmnts (which are unknown
to us) it would be derelict for us to report to you anything other than what
we perceive in the bill.

We feel obligated to respond to the points made in your letter in the following
format for ease of understanding.

1.

2.

Point

Section 16732 of the bill is so »
worded to offset your concern re:
"in-home care" thereby reducing the

1 to 1 ratic to 1 to many which will
result in savings.

There is no lessening or liberslizing 2.
of the meaning "potential recipients”
and further definition thereof will

be by the contract executed between

the Office of Education Liaison in

the Health and Velfare Agency and

the Department of Eiucation.

You are incorrect. Our concern
was not with cost but with removal
of before and after school in-home
care option for CWEP parents. How-
ever, Children's Center experience
and the overly complex standards of
this bill and fedezdl regulations
will undoubtedly make AB 99 care
more expensive.

You are incorrect. Contract defini-
tion cannot limit or supersede
Education Code Section 16728, which
explicitly qualifies all children
for whom "federal reimbursement ...
is allowed by any federal law or
regulation”. Also, agency contract
will cover less than one-third of
AB 99 services.



3. The power and effectiveness of the 3. You ' are incorrect. Education Code

Health and Welfare Agency to deal Bections 16703, 16710, 16728, and
properly and completely by contract 16732, along with Welfare and

with the Department of Fducation can Institutions Code Section 11L451.6
be no less in any respect than has and the repeal of Sections 10811
previously been accomplished. and 10811.5 preclude Agency's exer=

cise of even minimal controls of
eligibility and range of services
that Welfare presently exercises.

As to your last paragraph, there is no incentive to increase fees and there is
no priority given to working welfare recipients; in fact, the priority given to
working persons is specifically diminished under the circumstances described in
the second paragraph to Education Code Section 16728.

We cannot overly emphasize the need for a thorough analysis of this measure before
final action is taken. It is our contention that the Enrolled Bill Report pre-
viocusly submitted to you should remain as it stands and be included as part of
any analysis to be done on the measure before it is presented to the Governor.

Sincerely,

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ
Assistant to the Director

A e




Mr. Barry vhittlesey
Legislative  Coordinator
Human Relations Agency

August 3, 1972
AB 99

s Thh P street, Sacramento

Mr. Carleson has asked me to respond to your letter, dated today, which
requests that we forward a factual, objeective Enrolled Bill Report on

AB 99.

Initially it must be stated that we are very much displeased with the

charge that our previous Enrolled Bill Report on the measure was emotionally
subjective and misleading. The issues raised in our report are matters of
point and reference and are neither misleading nor based on personal bias.
Kotwithstanding the sincerity of agreed-upon arrengememts (wvhich are unknown
to us) it would be derelict for us to report to you anything other than what
we perceive in the bill.

We feel obligated to respond to the points made in your letter in the following
format for ease of understanding.

1.

2.

Point

Section 16732 of the bill is so 1.
worded to offsel your concern re:
"in-home care"” thereby reducing the

1l to 1 ratio to 1 to many which will
result in savings.

There is no lessening or liberalizing 2.
of the meaning "potential recipients”
and further definition thereof will

be by the contract executed between

the Office of Iducation Liaison in

the Health and VWelfare Agency and

the Department of Education.

You are incorrect. Our concern
was not with cost but with removal
of before and after school in-home
care option for CWEP parents. How=-
ever, Children's Center experience
and the overly complex standards of
this bill and fedezdl regulations
will undoubtedly make AB 9 care
more expensive.

You are incorrect. Contract defini-
tion cannot limit or supersede
Education Code Section 16728, which
explicitly qualifies all children
for whom "federal reimbursement ...
is allowed by any federal law or
regulation”. Also, agency contract
will cover less than one-third of
AB 99 services.
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3. The power and effectiveness of the 3. You ' are incorrect. Education Code

Health and Welfare Agency to deal Sections 16703, 16710, 16728, and
properly and completely by contract 16732, along with Welfare and

with the Department of Education can Institutions Code Section 11451.6
be no less in any respect than has and the repeal of Sections 10811

and 10811.5 preclude Agency's exer-
cise of even minimal controls of
eligibility and range of services
that Welfare presently exercises.

previously been accomplished.

As to your last paragraph, there is no incentive to increase fees and there is
no priority given to working welfare recipients; in fact, the priority given to
working persons is specifically diminished under the circumstances described in
the second paragraph to Education Code Section 16728.

We cannot overly emphasize the need for a thorough analysis of this measure before
final action is taken. It is our contention that the Enrolled Bill Report pre-
viously submitted to you should remain as it stands and be included as part of
any enalysis to be done on the measure before it is presented to the Governor.

Sincerely,

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ
Assistant to the Director

LU e




State of California Human Relations Agency

Memorandum

To : Mr. Barry D. Whittlesey Date : August 3, 1972
Assistant to the Secretary .
Human Relations Agency Subject: A 99

915 Capitol Mall

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

Our August 1 enrolled Eill report of AB 99 stands.

In reference to the points of your August 3 memo:

1. You are incorrect. Our concern was not with cost but with removal of
before and after school in-home care option for CWEP parents. However,
Children's Center experience and the oveH'complex standards of this bill
and federal regulations will undoubtedly make AB 99 care more expensive.

2. You are incorrect. Contract definition cannot limit or supersede Education
Code Section 16728, which explac:tly qualifies all children for whom
""federal reimbursement ... is allowed by any federal law or regulation'.
Also, agency contract will cover less than one-third of AB 99 services.

3. You are incorrect. Education Code Sections 16703, 16710, 16728, and
16732, along with Welfare and Institutions Code Section 11451.6 and the
repeal of Sections 10811 and 10811.5 preclude Agency s exercise of even
minimal controls of ciigibility and range of services that welfare presently

exercises. =

As to your last paragraph, there is no incentive to |ncrease fees and there is ,
no priorit |ven to workin welfare recipients, - /’ W 1o um/um pisrng #9
- It appears you have not had the time to analyze the htstory or content of this 4%5¢v/4¢7
bill thoroughly. | hope that a thorough analysis, utilizing our enrolled bill
report, will be accomplished by you and the Governor's office to preclude any
rushed signing.

ROBERT B. CARLESON
Director of Social Welfare

cc: Dr. Earl W. Brian
Mr. Thomas McMurray
Mr. Harry Grafe



State of California Human Relations Agency

Memorandum

To : Mr. Barry D. Whittlesey Date : August 3, 1972
Assistant to the Secretary
Human Relations Agency
915 Capitol Mall

Subject:  ap 99

From : Department of Social Welfare = 744 p Street, Sacramento 95814

Our August 1 enrolled bill report of AB 99 stands.

- a—

In reference to the points of your August 3 memo:

1. You are incorrect. Our concern was not with cost but with removal of
before and after school in-home care option for CWEP parents. However,
Children's Center experience and the oveﬁ?complex standards of this bill
and federal regulations will undoubtedly make AB 99 care more expensive.

2. You are incorrect. Contract definition cannot limit or supersede Education
Code Section 16728, which explicitly qualifies all children for whom
""federal reimbursement ... is allowed by any federal law or regulation''.
Also, agency contract will cover less than one-third of AB 99 services.

3. You are incorrect. Education Code Sections 16703, 16710, 16728, and
16732, along with Welfare and Institutions Code Section 11451.6 and the
repeal of Sections 10811 and 10811.5 preclude Agency's exercise of even
minimal controls of eligibility and range of services that welfare presently

exercises. 2

As to your last paragraph, there is no incentive to increase fees and there is \

no priority given to working welfare recipients‘2:2%&15§?4¢"“$ i) Fo wmbinme, feading A

It appears you have not had the time to analyze the history or content of this ‘z%4a~;¢;2f
bill thoroughly. | hope that a thorough analysis, utilizing our enrolled bill ’
report, will be accomplished by you and the Governor's office to preclude any

rushed signing.

ROBERT B. CARLESON
Director of Social Welfare

cc: Dr. Earl W. Brian
Mr. Thomas McMurray
Mr. Harry Grafe




Mr. Barry wWhittlesey et FAL NG July 17, 1972
legislative _Coordinator
Human Relations Agency

- Thh P Street, Secramento = 77 °
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Pursuant to your request, attached are 2 copies of the Department's suggested
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AMENDMENTS TO AB 99

AMENDMENT

On page 6, at line 3, Section 16702 of the Education Code is amended

to read: LRI

It is the intent of the Legislature that in providing Ebde deyelépment
LR ROPN T . F
programs the Superintendent of Public Instruction will givéghffér}ty,tp
children of families who qualify under federat regutatiens as former,

current, or potential recipients of public assistance. and ether tow

tneome and disadvantaged femtttesr Former or potential recipients of

public assistance are those families or children who have been or are

likely to be recipients of financial assistance under Part 3 (commencing

with Section 11000) of Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code

and who are eligible for public social services under that Division

(including services rendered under this chapter) for which federal financial

participation is available.

The State Department of Social Welfare shall adopt requlatfons

pursuant to this section. 1t shall administer such requlations so as

to maximize federal financial participation available for services rendered

under this chapter to such eligible families or children.

AMENDMENT

On pages 6 and 7, strike out Sections 16703, 16704, and 16705 of

the Education Code.

o Y



AMENDMENT

On page 8, at line 9, insert:

(1)

In home care.

On pages 9 and 10,

of the Education Code.

On

On

On

On

page

page

page

page

12,

12,

13,

21,

strike

strike

strike

strike

AMENDMENT

w

strike out Sections 16726, 16727, and.16728 **

AMENDMENT

out lines 20 to 22, inclusive.

AMENDMENT

out Section 16736 of the Education Code.

AMENDMENT

out Section 16741 of the Education Code.

AMENDMENT

out Section 16781 of the Education Code.

-. * .
re Loa, 2 &
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‘AMENDMENT

On page 21, at line 22, Section 16782 of the Education Code is

amended to read:

oA

Any money appropriated to be apportioned by the Departméﬁttdf.- i

Education, for the purposes of this division, to school diséh}§t§-oc~'

county superintendent of schools er ether pubite er private pggdgﬁés

o7

matntatning ehtld devetlopment pregrams pursuant te thts divisien and

to the governing authorities of state or private higher educational

1

Y

institutions maintaining child development programs, shall be apportioned

to such school districts, county and governing authorities solely in
accordance with the provisions of this division.

State allocations or apportionments shall be paid te scheeot

distriects oF eodunty superintendent of seheols er other publie or private

egenetes on a monthly basis. by the Superintendent of Pubite instruectten-

AMENDMENT

On page 22, at lines 21 and 34, strike out ''16728', and

- finsert 1"16702'",

AMENDMENT

On page 23, at line 8, strike out ''16728", and insert '"16702'".

AMENDMENT

On page 25, strike out lines 1 to 3, inclusive.

-3~




On

On

On

On

On

page 25,

page 26,

page 27,

page 28,

page 29,

AMENDMENT

strike out lines 29 and 30.

AMENDMENT

strike out lines 1 to 40, inclusive. P

AMENDMENT

strike out lines 1 to 4O, inclusive.

AMENDMENT

strike out lines 1 to 18, inclusive.

AMENDMENT

at line 37, subsection (a) of Section 16173 of the

Welfare and Institutions Code is amended to read:

(a) The sum of three million dollars ($3,000,000) to the Health

and Welfare Agency to be expended through a centract with or transfer to

the Department of Eduecatien for the purposes of Bivisien #2:5 {commenecing

with Seetion 167600} of the Edueation Eede Sections 10811 and 10811.5 of

the Welfare and Institutions Code.

AMENDMENT

On page 30, strike out line 1.




Mr. Barry whittlesey July 17, 1972
legislative _Coordinator
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AMENDMENTS TO AB 99

AMENDMENT

On page 6, at line 3, Section 16702 of the Education Code is amended
to read: _ i{ -

It is the intent of the Legislature that in providing Ethd deVelapment
L RCON T ‘o e.
programs the Superintendent of Public Instruction will givé&bf{ér}ty,to
A
children of families who qualify under federat regutatiens as former,

current, or potential recipients of public assistance. and other tow

tneeme and disadvantaged famittesr Former or potential recipients of

public assistance are those families or children who have been or are

likely to be recipients of financial assistance under Part 3 (commencing

with Section 11000) of Division 9 of the Welfare and Institutions Code

and who are eligible for public social services under that Division

(including services rendered under this chapter) for which federal financial

participation is available.

The State Department of Social Welfare shall adopt regulatfons

pursuant to this section. |t shall administer such requlations so as

to maximize federal financial participation available for services rendered

under this chapter to such eligible families or children.

' AMENDMENT

On pages 6 and 7, strike out Sections 16703, 16704, and 16705 of

the Education Code.

-1=




AMENDMENT
On page 8, at line 9, insert:

(i) In home care.

AMENDMENT

[V

fe _on ..
Al.
e,

On pages 9 and 10, strike out Sections 16726, 16727, ééd:]6728.7

of the Education Code. -

AMENDMENT

On page 12, strike out lines 20 to 22, inclusive.

AMENDMENT

On page 12, strike out Section 16736 of the Education Code.

AMENDMENT

On page 13, strike out Section 16741 of the Education Code.

AMENDMENT

On page 21, strike out Section 16781 of the Education Code.




‘AMENDMENT

On page 21, at line 22, Section 16782 of the Education Code is

amended to read:

|

Any money appropriated to be apportioned by the Departméﬁttdf

Education, for the purposes of this division, to school disthfét§~on"

[P

county superintendent of schools er ether publie er private pggdgigs_.

"3

matntatntng ehtid develepment pregrams pursuant te £hts divisien and

to the governing authorities of state or private higher educational

institutions maintaining child development programs, shall be apportioned

to such school districts, county and governing authorities solely in
accordance with the provisions of this division.

State allocations or apportionments shall be paid te sehee?}

distriects oF eounty supertntendent of secheels er other publie or private

agenetes on a monthly basis. by the Superintendent of Publte tnstruection-

AMENDMENT

On page 22, at lines 21 and 34, strike out '16728', and

insert ""16702'",

AMENDMENT

On page 23, at line 8, strike out ''16728", and insert ''16702'".

AMENDMENT

On page 25, strike out lines 1 to 3, inclusive.




AMENDMENT

On page 25, strike out lines 29 and 30.

AMENDMENT

On page 26, strike out lines 1 to 40, inclusive. '“'fﬁ,:h;‘ e

AMENDMENT

On page 27, strike out lines 1 to 40, inclusive.

AMENDMENT

On page 28, strike out lines 1 to 18, inclusive.

AMENDMENT

On page 29, at line 37, subsection (a) of Section 16173 of the

Welfare and Institutions Code is amended to read:

(a) The sum of three million dollars ($3,000,000) to the Health
and Welfare Agency to be expended threugh a contract with er transfer to
the Bepartment of Education for the purposes of Bivisten #2:5 {commenecing

with Seetiren 16760} of the Edueatien Eede Sections 10811 and 10811.5 of

the Welfare and Institutions Code.

AMENDMENT

On page 30, strike out line 1.



Mr. Barry VWhittlesey July 11, 1972
Legislative Coordinator
Human Relations Agency AB 99 as amended T-6-T2

s Tkl P Street, Sacramento

This is to acknowledge our telephone conversation of July 10, 1972 wherein
I expressed the Department of Social Welfare's unalterable opposition to
AB 99 (lewis) as amended July 6, 1972. The policy decisions making the
Department of Education solely responsible for child care and the requiring
of services to former and potentials as allowed under federal regulations
were mentioned as being most disagreeable. You advised that the bill, as
anended, represented agreed-upon negotiations involving the administration
and that the bill had the administration's support.

You asked that the department review the bill and suggest amendments to
remove any technical deficiencies that would hamper the carrying out of
the policies set forth in the amended bill.

We spoke again today concerning the need for preparing technical amendments
as soon &8 possible. I informed you that staff of this department were pre-

.paring an analysis of the bill indicating the major policy changes to which

we object. The purpose of the analysis was to make ccriain that the adminis-
tration understcod the major provisions of the bill, as well as their consequences.
You indicated that the Senate was planmning to recess Thursday and Friday, there-
fore would probably teke the bill up on the floor today or tomorrow. You advised
that in order to incorporate any amendments we may suggest, they should be
delivered to you immediately this afterncon. I informed you that we would comply.

PHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ
Assistant to the Director



Mr. Barry vVhittlesey July 11, 1972
Legislative Coordinator
Human Relations Agency AB 99 as amended T-6-T2

s Thk P Street, Sacramento

This is to acknowledge our telephone conversation of July 10, 1972 wherein
I expressed the Department of Social Welfare's unalterable opposition to
AB 99 (lewis) as amended July 6, 1972. The policy decisions making the
Department of Education solely responsible for child care and the requiring
of services to former and potentials as allowed under federal regulations
were mentioned as being most disagreeable. You advised that the bill, as
amended, represented agreed-upon negotiations involving the administration
and that the bill had the administration's support.

You asked that the department review the bill and suggest amendments to
remove any technical deficiencies that would hamper the carrying out of
the policies set forth in the amended bill.

We spoke again today concerning the need for preparing technical amendments

as soon &8 possible. I informed you that staff of this department were pre-
.paring an analysis of the bill indicating the major policy changes to which

we object. The purpose of the analysis was to make certain that the adminis-
tration understood the uajor provisions of the bill, as well as their consequences.
You indicated that the Senate was planning to recess Thursday and Friday, there-
fore would probably take the bill up on the floor today or tomorrow. = You advised
that in order to incorporate any amendments we may suggest, they should be
delivered to you immediately this afterncon. I informed you that we would comply.

PFHILIP J. MANRIQUEZ
Assistant to the Director



