AL TFORMIA

- PUBLIC ASSISTARCE [N
PUBLIC 4919 il @MJ%E%

I
Fl

_@ﬁm OF CANFBRNIA
P L SR, SUITE ao
%@;mvgm@a m Loos N







2. Aid to Pregnant-Women............. eessasean ,,..,?.....;L.,. 31

‘ Page
INTRODUCTION . et eeeeeeersaeeessnnnnnnsseeeennninnanes i 1
ACKNOMLEDGEMENTS .+ e e aveeaeee e aee s aneeemeeem s e neeneeaneeneenns e 3
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY....... e eeteaienrenrns U T 4
CHAPTER 1. AM OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CASELOADS AND
EXPENDITURES: U.S. AND CALIFORNIA...... eeaerarenens 13
A. WHAT PERCENT OF CALIFORNIA'S POPULATION RECEIVES
CASH ASSISTANCE UNDER AFDC AND SSI/SSPZ....iieiirnirecnncnennn 13
B. WHAT PERCENT OF CALIFORNIA'S PERSONAL. INCOME GOES
FOR SUPPORT OF THE AFDC AND SSI/SSP PROGRAMS?..... Ceerieaaeae 17
PART ONE: AFDC PROGRAM
CHAPTER TI. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: AFDC........ tertraerieeanaes 21
A. CATEGORICAL REQUIREMENTS ...... et seieacans e, 22
1. AFDC-Family Group.......... N crecacrersennas 22
2. AFDC-Unemployed.....ocvunerrenonennnnas e heerreeresreinasnas v 22
3. AFDC-Foster Care....eeesecnsnecanens Creseasserasenssans eeen 23
4, -Emergency Assistance............. Ceerieaaanens veenan ceeneres 23
B. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS.....icieverernernrnanenn Cerereceteaenanns 24
1. Property Limitation.....eeeunnnn. Ceneas R Ceeteinreeeas 24
2. Motor Vehicle. .o iiiriniiiereieenertnernsiosrosonnnenanns 24
3. Property Transfer......... criesvesans thesradvsesansansaannas 25
C. INCOME REQUIREMENTS...... ceeans ceseas fresiaeaees e reiaeenaan .. 25
1. Need Standard............. v ereraeaes eeees e .. 25
2. Gross Income Limit...eevievnnninneniinnnns teceeaa teerssinans 26
3. Net Income Limit...uieiieieiiieeeronnesaseasnsesaronsonannans 26
4, Grant PaymentS...oeveeiennnnns trrecarernes rersraenas eeeas. 28
D. WORK REQUIREMENTS UNDER THE WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM,.......... .. 29
"E. STATE OPTIONS FOR AMENDING AFDC ELIGIBILITY RULES....... eeenana 30
1. Counting Food Stamps and Housing Subsidies as_Incomeiﬂﬁg.{. 30






TABLE OF CONTENTS--contd

Page
3. ATd 10 18 Year O10S..uuueeresrrreenressesasnnnnnnnenneeanns 31
4, - Proration of Need Standard for She]ter Uf111f1es, )
and Similar Needs........ PN Cereessrasens 32
5. State-Paid Supplementation.....ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiennnnn ver 32
6. Employment Search......ivviieiiineinaneresnsrsasansnsnsnens 32
7. Work Incentive Program Demonstrations.......... teertrensanes 23
8. Community Work Experience Programs.............. R X
F. CALTFORNIA!'S STATE-ONLY AFDC PROGRAMS. ... .vureererennrnnsnnnnes 33
1. State-Only AFDC-U......vvvervnrenrnnns erraeee e eaan 33
2. ~Pregnant Women.............. tedevesreseareana Cereserseenane 34
CHAPTER III. HISTORICAL TRENDS: AFDC.....veriieieaneeennrenonenasnas 41
A. HOW MANY PEOPLE RECETVE AFDC?.uenrvnrvnrnrenernseneensasnaeanss &1
1. Westcott v. Califano...... Cetrsieasaasanen Cereereareasanaas 41
2. Population INCreasesS.iiueiieeseseececsnsoncasncsnannnns veen 41
B. HOW MUCH DOES THE PROGRAM COST?............ theearsarerretsanreas 43
C. CHARACTERISTICS OF AFDC RECIPIENTS. .t ereecenenransnsnonoanans a4
1. How Do Families Qualify for AFDC?....vveiiirnennrenneneanas 44
2. Are AFDC Families Growing in Size?.......cccvven... Cesesens 46
3. What Income Do AFDC Families Have Besides
Their Add Payment?. . .iveiririiniienseernracnnaansassonnes 47
4. How Many AFDC Families are Not U.S. Citizens?..........uue. a7
5. How Long Do AFDC Families Stay On Aid?......civivriiennnn.. 49
6. Do Families Move to California Because AFDC Benefits
Here are Higher than They are in Other States?........... 52
7. Which Counties Have the Most AFDC Recipients?.......vevevnn 55
8. What are the Racial and Ethnic Origins of AFDC
Lol 1 =] 1 =3 P 55
9. MWhy Do Families Enter or Leave the AFDC Rolls?............. 57
D. EFFECTS OF THE 1981 FEDERAL CHANGES IN AFDC RULES.......... ees. 958
1. Do Families Who are Dropped from the AFDC Rolls
Because their Income is Too High Go Back on Aid?........ . b1
2. Do AFDC Families Reduce their Earnings When the -
Income Disregard Expires?..... fe e esree s et et b s ta et 62
3. Will AFDC Families Choose to Work?...veeeeerereneerernnnnns 63
4. Reducing the Loss of Income for Working Families........... 65
ii






(o8

N

(/‘ J

[

TABLE OF CONTENTS--contd

CHAPTER IV. AFDC GRANT LEVELS IN PERSPECTIVE.......... Cerearaaeaaas

A,
B.

CURRENT AFDC GRANT LEVELS IN CALIFORNIA...... Cesamasasvis N

CALIFORNIA'S AFDC GRANTS COMPARED TO GRANTS PROVIDED
BY OTHER STATES .. iiieiiiiiiienererrisnnnsannenas Cetrerreans

PURCHASING POWER OF AFDC GRANTS AND FOOD STAMPS
TN CALIFORNIA AND OTHER STATES......ivivenveronnanvnssnnasana

TRENDS IN THE PURCHASING POWER OF AFDC GRANTS IN CALIFORNIA....

CALTFORNIA'S AFDC GRANT LEVELS COMPARED TO THE FEDERAL
N T

THE VALUE OF BENEFITS AND RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO
AFDC RECTPIENTS. . treni it iiiernreinianescasnnnssasennssnonnns

PART TWO: SSI/SSP

CHAPTER V. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: SSI/SSP......civiiveiivinnnnsn .

A,
B.
C.

STATE SUPPLEMENTATION PAYMENTS. ... iiieireinneicnananannnn Cerees
CATEGORTCAL REQUIREMENTS......ocvvvunnnns N teereenans
INCOME LIMITS . i iirieneinanasennansacsasancasnonasansnssansns
Gross Income Limit.................. Ceereaeaas Crereaseasans
General Income EXCIUSTOM.cireriienninierrnrornnsneneannanns

Earned Income EXCIUSTON.  ieeeeeeeeeseereneeeceancnncnnsannss
Net Tncome Limit......... e rrreeraeasrsarearsass tresarsasans

W MY =

RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS..........cveunnn Chereeseriniaasaseana vesas

Home.,....... hestmrencanarnaranas tearseans beenassrsraes sres
Personal Property.ceieeeerereerearesesosssnnnnssssnsacnnnns
Household and Personal Effects........ Casesesrenanncncrnans
Motor Vehicle,....... tebeaarees serrenresessessaretenaanaane

W R =

2: Relative Respons1b111ty................................:.::

Page
68

69

70

73

87
87






[

>

E(:j

TABLE OF CONTENTS--contd

Page
CHAPTER VI. HISTORICAL TRENDS: SSI/SSP...iciiiiniivneirarsenasaasi 99
A. HOW MANY PEOPLE RECEIVE SSI/SSP?...cvieiivennannes Ceereeeananas -99
B. HOW MUCH DOES THE PROGRAM COST 2, ..uiverieesniarnrsencanacaanoans 101
C. CHARACTERISTICS OF SSI/SSP RECIPIENTS...... Ceesereseareraananes 102
1. Does the SSI/SSP Program Support Primarily Aged Persons?... 102
2. What are the Largest Recipient Groups by Aid- Category,
Race, and SexX?..i.ueuiineresrasesoassnnasnsnasaasss ersaas 104
3. Do Persons Receiving SSI/SSP A1so Have Other Sources
0 4o o 107
4. How Many Recipients Own Property or Other Resources?....... 109
5. Do Most Recipients Live in Their Own Homes?.....ovvivuennns 109
6. How Long Do SSI/SSP Recipients Remain on Aid?.............. 110
7. What are the Most Common Reasons for Getting Off Aid?...... 111
B. Which Counties Have the Most SSI/SSP Recipients?.......... . 112
CHAPTER VII, SSI/SSP GRANT LEVELS IN PERSPECTIVE...evvernnnen. ceeias 114
A. CURRENT SSI/SSP GRANT LEVELS IN CALIFORNIA.....oevviinrnnnnnen . 115
B. CALIFORNIA'S SSI/SSP GRANTS COMPARED TO GRANTS PROVIDED........ 116

BY OTHER STATES
C. PURCHASING POWER OF SSI/SSP GRANTS IN CALIFORNIA

AND OTHER STATES . ciiiiiereeternainscasasensaasssnansasnsnnas 117
D. TRENDS IN THE PURCHASING POWER OF CALIFORNIA'S _
SSI/SSP GRANTS..... Ceteestatsanesesesansesenatataarbanaas ... 120
E. CALIFORNIA'S SSI/SSP GRANT LEVELS COMPARED TO THE
FEDERAL POVERTY LEVEL.....eovvvn... Ceesebeetaraasasans Cheaas 123
F. THE VALUE OF BENEFITS AND RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO
SSI/SSP RECIPIENTS. ittt tieninrecaresnesassosnsnsasaonananes 124
APPENDIX A
1. Table 1--Distribution of California AFDC Recipients,
DY COUNTY . ittt ittt e ttetannssansassnsassanoananaas 132
2. Table 2--Distribution of California SSI/SSP Rec1p1ents,
by County.......... Cereasreasaees Ceteasesisrasasarsannansnens 133
APPENDIX B (AFDC Families, by Number of Persons in.
ASSTSTANCE GrOUP) v eieineerereserionensoerossonansnasncensnssnses . 134

iv



™



s

T

TABLE OF CONTENTS--contd

Page

APPENDIX C (Time on Aid--Number of Months AFDC Families

Have Recejved Aid Since Most Recent Case Opening).........ccevve... 135
APPENDIX D (Total Time on Aid--Number of Months AFDC

Families Have Received Add)...eeeeieeiirennrnnsesenncsanaseanaesss 136
APPENDIX E (Unearned Income, SSI/SSP).......... Ceeetreetener e <. 137
APPENDIX F (Receipts Not Considered Income, SSI/SSP)......... ereeenns 138
APPENDIX G (Provisions of the Deficit Reduction Act of 1984

(PL 98"369)-..-0 --------------- 4o e san ey '..".‘ -------- LRI X v u e 139



™



(2

INTRODUCTION -

Decisions affecting California's two primary we]faré programs--Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), which provides cash grants to
needy children and their parents, and Supplemental Security Income/State
Supplementary program (SSI/SSP), which provides cash grants to the aged,
blind, and disabled--are among the more important decisions that the
Legislature must make. There are two reasons for this. First, these
decisions can have a more immediate and dramatic impact on the lives of
individual Californians than is the case with most other decisions it
makes., This is particularly true when issues affecting eligibility are
being resolved. Second, these two programs are ahong the most costly
administered by the state. Together, they account for 11 cents out of
every dollar spent from the state’s General Fund.

Our office frequently is called upon to provide the Legislature with
facts and figures regarding these two programs. This information may be

provided through our annual Analysis of the Budget Bill, in testimony to

legislative committees, in Tetters responding to requests from Members, or

even over the telephone. No one source, however, provides a complete

picture of the AFDC and SSI/SSP programs.

This report proVides a compilation of the data concerning these two
programs that we have gathered in recent years. It also provides a
comprehensive description of the rules governing the programs.

The report begins with a brief history of the AFDC and SSI/SSP-
programs in California and the U.S. as a whole, including trends in

caseloads and expenditures. Then, for each proaram the report (1)



descrfbes eligibility reduiremgnts'and other rules goverhing the program,
(2) presents trends in caseloads, expenditures, and the charécteristics of
program recipients, and (3) pﬁovides-a perspective on benefit levels,

This report was prepared by JarvioMérevious and David Maxwell-Jdolly,
assisted by Jocelyn Burton, Craig Cornett, and Sarah Reusswfg, under the

supervision of Hadley Johnson.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report conta1ns a comp11at1on of selected data on Ca11f0rn1a 5
two major public ass1stance programs--the Aid to Families w1th Dependent
Children (AFDC) program and the Supplemental Security Inrome/State
Supplementary program (SSI/SSP)}. The purpose of the report is to assemble
in one place basic information on AFDC and SSI/SSP that could be useful to
the.Légis1ature in making policy decisions affecting these two progfams.

The report begins with an overview of the h1story, case1oads, and -
expend1tures of California' s public ass1stance programs, set within the

context of national policies and programs. The report then describes for

“each program (1) eligibility requirements and policies and {2) historical

" trends in-caseloads, expenditures, and the characteristics of the program's

recipientsf Finally, for each program the report describes California's
benefit Tevels and compares them to (1) benefit lTevels in other states, (2)
trends ﬁn_inf]ation,'and (3) the federal poverty level. The report also
cata1ogues other publicly financed benefits that may be available to AFDC
or SSI/SSP rec1p1ents |

A. AN OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN CALIFORNIA:

Caseloads and Expenditures, In genera]; California has'a~re1a£ive]y-.
large share of the nation's public assistance pOpdTation, In additﬁon, it
spends more on a per cap1ta basis. for welfare than does the nation as a
who}e Spec1f1ca11y | |

¢ Since 1975, between 6 and 7 percent of Caiifornia'S‘population

has been receiving benefits each month under the AFDC program.




In contrast, AFDC caseloads in the other 49 states, as a percent. i

of population, range from 5.2 pércent in 1975 to 4;3'percent in

1983.

3Ihe'percentage of Cd]ifdrniané'receivfng SSI/SSP benefits
* declined from 3.1 percent in 1975 to 2.6 percent in 1983. During

the same period, the percentage of the population in the other 49

states receiving SSI/SSP benefits declined from 1.9 percent to

1.6 percent.

In 1983, California, with 11 percent of the nation's population,

accounted for 21 percent of the nation's ekpenditures on AFDC and

22 percent of its expenditures on SSI/SSP.

In 1983, California spent 0.9 percent of 1t§ personal income to
support AFDC families, while the other 49 states spent 0.5
percent of their combined -personal income on AFDC benefits.

In 1983, California spent 0.6 percent of its personal income on
SSI/SSP benefits, while the other 49 states spent 0.3_pefcent of

their. combined persona1'inc0me on SSI/SSP benefits.

B. AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Eligibility. The federal government sets the basic eligibility

requirements for the AFDC program. The federal 1aw;

Places a 1imit of $1,000 on the aMount of real and personal

| property a family may have and still qualify for AFDC.

‘Permits AFDC families to own a motor vehicle provided that its

equity value is not over $1,500. .

-




Determines eligibility based on a standard of heed that is

deve]opéd by the state. California's standard is $555 per month

for a family of three. A family of three with a net income above

$555 per month is not eligible for AFDC in California.

Reqﬁires all AFDC recipients, with certain exceptions, ﬁo
register for employment services, training, and other
emplbyment-related activitieé under thé Work.Incentive program in

order to qualify for AFDC,

States' Options. Although federal law specifies most of the

eligibility requirements for AFDC, the law allows states several. options
for varying these rules. For example, federal law pefmits states to:
) .00unt the value of food stamps or housing subsidies as income to
the recipient. California does not count these items as income.

o Provide assistance to women in the last four months of pregnancy

who have no other children but otherwise would be eligible for

aid. California has elected this option and provides aid to

“these women.

Provide aid to 18 year olds who expect to complete high school or

vocational school prior to their 19th birthday. California

provides aid for these 18 year olds.

Prorate the portion of the need standard and grant amount for

shelter, utilities; and similar needs whenever the AFDC family

lives with other individuals aé a househQ1d. California does not

“make this adjustment in the need standard.




) ‘Provide supplemental payments to recipients whose income from
sources other than the AFDC grant declines. California does not _ g-' {?
provide supplemental payments for this purpese. ' B

e Establish any of several different work proarams.

State-Cnly Programs. In addition to the federally funded AFDC (?

program, -California administers proagrams that provide benefits fdr certain
families with unemployed parents (AFDC-U) and pregnant women who are not
e]igibie for benefits under federal law. These benefits are fully funded . {}

by the state and its 58 counties.

Historical Trends. Our review of historical trends in caseloads,
expenditures, and characteristics of AFDC recipients shows‘ihat: | .. _ {
e The number of persdns reéeiving AFDC increased by 202,000
persons, or 14 percent, between 1977-78 and 1984-85 (estimated). |
Thé increase is partly due to (1) a court case that_qua1ified | (
unempioyed.mothers for aid and (2) general increases in the
state's bopu1atf0n. | |
- & Between 1977-78 and 1984-85 (estimated), AFDC expenditures ' L
increased by $1.7 billion, or 94 percent. The increase is due
primarily to caselcad incfeases and cost—of-]iving_adjustments to
AFDC graﬁts. | , - : | -
¢ The average size of the AFDC family declined substantié]ly
between 1967 and 1977{ Since 1977, family size has remained .
relatively unchanged. ' ' é;_
e In 1982,.ha1f of the AFDC-EG families had been on aid for three

or more years during their lifetimes. Half of the AFDC-U




families had received aid for a year and one-half or more during

their lifetimes.

In 1983, the AFDC grant was the sole source of income for 87
pércent of AFDC-FGVfami1ies and 78 percent of:AFDC-U fam11fes.
The proportion of recipients with no other reported income was
higher in 1983 than in any other .recent year, and is due to
recent changes in federal eligibility requirements.

Between 1975 and 1983, the percentage of -those receiving AFDC-U
benefits who were not U.S. citizens increased from 10 percent to
35 percent. For the most part, this increase reflects the large

number of AFDC-eligible refugees admitted to the U.S. that have

- chosen to locate in Caiifornia,

Data on the birthplaces of AFDC children do not appear to support
the view that families move from other states to California to
receive AFDC benefits.

In terms of sheer numbers, AFDC'recipients Tive in large cities
and urban counties. However, on a per population basis, AFDC
recipieﬁts make up a larger share of the residents in the central
valley and northern counties.

The ethnic composition of the AFDC-FG. program is -about one-third

E white, one-third black, and one-third Hispanic. The. composition

of the AFDC-U program is somewhat different: 36 percent white,
26 percent Hispanic, 6 percent black, and 29 percent ASian or

Pacific Islander.



e On a national basis, the most 1ikely reason for a fami1y turning

e

to AFDC-FG for aid is the absence, separation, or death of the
male spouse. The most 1ikely reason that a family will Teave the . -

- AFDC rolls is the marriage of the female head-of household.

AFDC Grant Levels in Perspective. The mafn goal bf the AFDC program
is to provide needy people with sufficient funds so that they can achieve
at least a minimum standard of Tiving. While there s no totally objective

method for determining the extent to which current AFDC grants are

"adequate," there is data available that can help one make a subjective

assessment of this important and controversial matter. Our review

indicates that: _ |

o Compared to the other 10 Targest states, Ca1ffornia's AFDC grants
are higher, _

e The purchasing power oflAFDC grants also Was highéf in California
than it was in most other states during 1982 (the most recent
'periOd for which.data is available).

¢ Between 1974 and 1982, the purchasing powef‘of Caiffcrnia's AFDC
grant increased by approximately 7 percent."During fhe same

period, the "real" value of the median family income in

(“_‘f

California decreased by 6 percent. Between 1981-82 and 1984-85,

the purchasing power of the AFDC grant decreased by about 9

percent. .
<

¢ Compared to the federaliy designated poverty level, the combined

AFDC grant and food stamps benefit provided to an AFDC family of

three in 1983-84 equaled 91 peréent of the poverty level income.




C. SUPPLEMFNTAL SECURTTY INCOMF/ST!\TF SUPPLEMFNTARY PROGRAM
Eligibility. Whenever the federal government admin1sters a étaté's
sSSP program, as it does for California, federal eligibility fequirements
aré_used to'determine an app1icant's e]igibi]ﬁty for both the SSI and SSP
programs. These requirements allow an individual or couple to qualify for
the SSI/SSP program if the applicant: ' -
e Is aged (65 years of age or older), blind, or disabled.
¢ Has no more than $1,037 in income. _
o Has personal property valued at $1,500 or Tess ($2,250 or less
for couples). |
¢ Has household and personal effects with an equity value of no
| more than $2,000. |
o . Has, with certain exceptions, a motor vehicle having an equity
_value of no more than $4,500,
An individual or coup]e can own a home and still qua11fv for fhe

SSI/SSP program,.

Historical Trends. 1In part, our review of program information
pertainiﬁg to the SSI/SSP in California indicates that:
| . The number of persons receiving SSI/SSP benefits declined by
| 60 752 persons,. or 9 percent, between 1980-81 and 1984-85
(estimated). This decrease is'due~principa11y to a decline in =
i - the number of aged personﬁ qualifying for SSI/SSP. |
¢ Contrary to the conventional wisdom, the SSI/SSP program does not
primarily serve aged persons. In fact, the maiority (57 percent)
~of SSI/SSP rec1plents are eligible because of a d1sab111ty The

aged comprise about 40 percent of tota1 recipients.

- =10~




o Total SSI/SSP program costs have 1ncrea5ed each year since the
program began in 1974. Between 1980—81 and 1984-85, however,
state costs declined by $89 million, or 7 percent, primarily !
because increases in unearnéd income--especially social security

- benefits--reduced grant payments to many recipients.

e In January 1984, at least 395,000 recipients, or 62 percent of
all recipients, received income--earned or unearned-~-from another
source in addition to their SSI/SSP grant, The'principa1 source'r
of this other income is social security benefits.

o In January 1984, 436,000 recipients, or 68 pércent of all
recipients, did not own property or have ahy resources other than
income. During the same month, 270,000 recipients owned

resources of one type or another, as follows: (1) an automobile

(55 percent), (2) a home (33 percent), (3) a life insufance L
policy (11 percent), or (4) other resources (1 percent). |

o In Janvary 1984, 500,000 SSI/SSP recipients, or 81 percent, . o
resided in indepeﬁdent Tiving arrangements (that is, they fesided L
in owned or rented quarters).

e The two most common reasons why a recipient ceases to participate )
in the program are (1) death and (2) increases in income from L
other sources that make them ineligible for the program.

(] The single largest group of recipients in the SSI/SSP program are
disabled white females, who comprise 22 percent of all ¢
recipients.

&
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o About 35 percent of all SSI/SSP recipients.in California reside
in Los.Ange1es County; other counties having a large share of the
state's caseload are San Diego (6 percent), Alameda (5 percent),
San Franciscé (5 percent), and Orange {4 percent). Howeyér, on a-
per population basis, SSI/SSP recipients make up a 1arger'share
of the residents in the central valley ana northern counties.,

SSI/SSP Grant Levels in Perspective. As with the AFDC program,

there is no totally objective method for determining the extent to which
current SSI/SSP grants are "adequate." There is, however, data available
that can help one make a subjective assessment of this matter. Our review
indicates that:

- o Of the ten largest states, only five chose to supplement the
basic SSI grant. Of these five states, Califorﬁia provided the
largest supplement to both individuals and codp1es.

o During 1982, the purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant was higher
in San Diego, Los Angeles, and San Francisco than in any other
area in fhe U.S. The purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant was
the highest in San Diego where it a]]owed a couple to live at 174
percent of the lower budget for a retired couple, as estimated by
the‘Bureau of Labor Statistics. The same grant proﬁided a couple
with 121 percent of the gosts.of the intermediate budget;

¢ Between 1974 and 1982, the purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant

~ “declined in California. This deé]ine, however, was not as much
as the decrease in the purchasing power of the median famfly
income, - _

i Since 1978-79, the SSI/SSP grant has aiiowed a reCipientitd'stay

~ above the_federa11y'designated poverty level.

-12-
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CHAPTER T
AN OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CASELOADS
AND EXPENDITURES: U.S. AND CALIFORNIA

Various factors contribute to changes in expenditures and case10ads
for welfare programs. 1In general, such changes occur in the context of
changes in the population and income of both the state and the nation.
This chapter identifies the changes in caseloads and costs under the AFDC
and SSI/SSP programs qgainst the background of changes in the population
and income of California and the rest of the U.S.

What Percent of California's Population Receives Cash

Assistance Under AFDC or SSI/SSP?

Since 1975, the percentage of Californians receiving AFDC has
averaged between 6 and 7 percent. This is illustrated in Chart 1, By
comparison, AFDC caseloads in the other 49 states, as a percent of
population, declined from 5.2 percent in 1975 to 4.3 percent 1ﬁ 1983.

In contrast to the AFDC program, the percentage of Californians
receiving SSI/SSP has declined since 1975, from 3.1 percent in 1975 to 2.6
percent in 1983. This is illustrated in Chart 2. This decline paralleis a
downward trend in the percentage of individual's receiving SSI/SSP benefits

that occurred in the other 49 states.

-13-



Chart 1

Percent of Population aon AFDC
California & the Other 49 States
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Chart 2

Porcent of Population on 55I1/55P
California & the Other 49 States
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SOURCE: Department of Social Sefvices. 1984-85 Governor’'s Budget,
and U.S. Bureau of the Census.
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One reasan why thv-percentage of Californians on AFDC has remained |
relatively stable--despite the decline in caseloads nationwide--is that a
1afge number of refugee families have settled in California and-qualified
for assistance. Chart 3 shows the percentage of Californians on AFDC and
divides the total into two categories: refugees and nonrefugees. The
chart shows that the percent of Californians receiving AFDC would have

declined between 1975 and 1983 had it not been for the increased number of

refugees receiving AFDC.

Chart 3
Percent of Population on AFOC

California

BPercenE

Refugee
Recipients

BRI

Non-Refugee
Recipients

1970 1975 1980 19833
SOURCE: Department of Social Services.
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Chart 4 shows the percent of AFDC.and SSI/SSP recipients nationwide
who-reside in California. As the chart shows, durfng 1983 15 percent of
all AFDC recipients and about 17 percent of all SSI/SSP recipients lived in
Califormia. In terms of population, California accounts for about 11
percent of the U.S. total. Chart 4 also shows that, historically, SSI/SSP
recipients are more heavily corcentrated in California than are AFDC
recipients. This difference, however, is shrinking as California's share

of AFDC recipients nationwide has increased.

Chart 4
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SOURCE: Department of Social Services, 1984-85 Governor's Budget,
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What Percent of California's Personal Income Goes for
Support of the AFDC and SSI1/SSP Proorams?

Chart 5 shows the percent of personal income spent on the AFDC
program in both California and the rest of the nation. We estimate that in
1983, California spent 0.88 percént of its personal income to support AFDC
families, while the other 49 states spent on]y 0.45 percent of their
combined peréona] income on the AFDC program. This difference is.due to
two factors: (1) the percentage of California's population receivirg AFDC
payments is larger than the national average and (2) California's grant
levels are higher than those of most other states. Both in California and

in the nation as a whole, the share of personal income going for AFDC

Chart 5
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payments has decreased since 1975. The decrease in Ca]iforn{a ffrom 0.97
percent to 0.88 percent) would have heen much larger had it nbt been for
the sharp increase in the number of refugee families receiving AFDC.

Chart 6 shows the share of personal income fn both California and
the nation that went to support SSI/SSP recipients. We estimate that in
1983, California spent 0.64 percent of its personal income to support the
SSI/SSP program. This is down significantly from 1975, when California
spent 0.91 percent of its personal income on the program. The other 49
states spent 0.31 percent of their combined personal incomes on the SSI/SSP
program-—down from 0.41 percent in 1975. .In both cases, the decline is due
primarily to the drop in the percentage of the population receiving SSI/SSP

arants.

Chart 6
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Finally, Chart 7 shows California's share of total expenditures for
the AFDC and SSI/SSP programs. It shows that in 1983, California accounted
for 21 percent of U.S. expenditures on AFDC and 22 percent of U.S,
expenditures on SSI/SSP. California's sﬁare of national AFDC expenditures
has increased steadily since 1975. This is due to two factors: (1) the
growth in the percentage of AFDC recipients residing in California and (2)
increases in California's AFDC grant levels exceeding the increases
provided by most other states. Again, part of the increase in caseload is
due to the large influx of refugee fami]iés qualifying for AFDC. 1In
addition, as the AFDC grant level in California increases relative to the
grant levels in other states, a greater share of the state's population is
able to meet the financial eligibility requirements for participating in
the program, thereby causing the caseload to increase.

Chart 7
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California's share of national SSI/SSP expenditures declined from
nearly 25 percent in 1980 to 22 percent in 1983. This reflects the fact
that California's caseloads have decreased over this period more rapidly

than caseloads in the other 49 sfates.
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Part One: Aid to Families with Dependent Children

CHAPTER 11
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: AFDC

The Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) program is the
nation's primary public assistance program, providing cash grants to
children and their parents or guardians when the parents' income is not
sufficient to meet the family's basic needs. A1l 50 states, the District
of Columbia, and three territories participate in the AFDC program.

This chapter discusses the basic eligibility requirements
established by the federal government that mu#t be met in order to
participate in the AFDC program. Some states, such as California, have
established certain eligibility criteria that differ from the federal
requirements. Federal funds are not available to help finance bénefitsr
paid to those recipients who are able to satisfy the state, but not the
federal, requirements., Differences between the two sets of requirements
also are discussed in this chapter. In addition, this chapter discusses
several options that the federal government has made available to the state
for modifying the AFDC program's eligibility requirements.

Table 1 compares thele1igibility requirements adopted for the AFDC
program by California and fhe nine next largest states, as of December
1983. (Where the eligibility criteria in a state is identical to the
federal criteria, it is so noted.) Recent federal Tegislation {PL 98-369)
has made several changes in AFDC eligibility rules and rules affecting

determination of AFDC grant payments. These changes are discussed in
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Appendix G. Most provisions of the act are expected to take effect Octaober
1, 1984,

We use the 10 largest states as the basis for comparing eligibility
requirements because these states account for about 72 percent of the total
U.S. population and approximately 70 percent of the nation's AFDC
population. In addition, these states represent every region in the .
country and include both large urban and rural populations.

Categorical Requirements

The AFDC program has three components: (1) the AFDC-Family Group
(AFDC-FG) program, (2) the AFDC-Unemployed Parent (AFDC-U) program, and (3)
the AFDC-Foster Care (AFDC-FC) program. The federal government a1§o
provides financial participation for emergency assistance payments in
states which have exercised their option to estab1ish such programs.

AFDC-FG. The AFDC-FG program provides cash assistance to families
where one parent is absent, deceased, or physically cor mentally
incapacitated.

AFDC-U. This program provides cash grants to families where there
is not an absent pareht but one parent is unemployed. The federal
government does not require states to establish an AFDC-U proﬁram.' Among
the 10 Targest states, 3 states--Texas, Florida, and North Carolina--do not
have an active AFDC-U program. (Although FToriaa has enacted 1egis]at16n
establishing an AFDC-U, the program has not been funded.)

In order to qualify for federal support under the AFDC-U program,

the familv's unemployed parent must:

)
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‘@ Be the "principal wage earner." (The federal government defines
the principal wage earner as the parent who earned the greater
amount of income in the 24-month period preceding either the
month of application for AFDC benefits or the date of
redetermination. ) |

o Be unemployed for at least 30 days prior to the date of
application..

¢ Have established a connection with the Tabor force. A labor
force connection is established by meéting either one of the
following two requirements for six calendar quarters during a 13
calendar quarter period ending within a year of the application
date: (1) gross earnings of at Teast $50 during the quarter or
(2) participation for five or more days in a Work Incentive {WIN)
program or a Community Work Experience program (CWEP).

e Not have refused job training.

AFDC-FC. This program provides cash grants for children who have
been placed by a court in a foster care home after being removed from an’
AFDC-eligible family. Because this report reviews only those programs that
provide cash assistance directly to individuals, the Foster Care program is
beyond the scope of the report and will not be discussed.

Emergency Assistance. The Emergency Assistance (EA} program is

designed to provide short-term aid to families with a needy child who risk
destitution without such assistance. Aid is available for not more than 30
days in any 12-month perijod. The federal government requires states to
specify the eligibility requirements or emergency needs to be met, and the

services to be provided under their EA programs.
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Seven of the ten largest states (including California) have EA
programs. The three states without an EA program are Texas, Florida, and
North Carolina.

Resource Requirements

Property Limitation. Federal Taw limits the amount of real and

personal property which a family mey have and still be eligible for AFDC.
Currently, the limit on real and personal property isr$l,000. Five states,
including California, specifically count cash assets, such as the value of
1ife insurance, toward the $1,000 limitation. Florida has a more general
standard, which counts "al11 items of cash value" toward the $1,000 limit.

Federal regulations allow exemptions to the $1,000 Timit for "basic
maintenance items essential to day-to-day living such as clothes,
furniture, and other similar essential items of Timited value." In
California, personal and household itehs that are exempt from the $1,000
Timit include furniture, major and minor appliances, kitchenware, air
conditioners, televisien sets, wedding rings, heirlooms, and gardening and
cleaning suppliies.

States are allowed to exclude other items from the $1,000 1imit, and
California has done so. It is the only large state to exempt burial
insurance and prepaid burial contracts from the limit. In contrast, six
states specifically count these items as available resources when
determining eligibility.

Motor Vehicle. Federal regulations allow AFDC families to own a

motor vehicle with an equity value of not more than $1,500. States are

allowed to Timit the eguity value to even lower amounts. OFf the 10 largest
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states, only Chio, which uses a $1,200 maximum, has chosen to set a limit
on the equity value of a motor vehicle that differs from the federal 1imit.

Property Transfer., Federal regulations do not prohibit families

from transferring property to someone else for the purpose of reducing
their assets sufficiently to qualify for AFDC. Five states--California,
Texas, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and Florida--have adopted regulations,
however, that prohibit families from transferring property with the intent
of qualifying for aid. Under California's property transfer provision, a
family cannot qualify for AFDC if it transfers property without receiving
fair payment for thé property. Texas and Pennsylvania have similar
provisions, Michigan specifies that an applicant is ineligible for aid for
one year after the property is transferred., Florida denies eligibility for
two years after such a transfer.

Income Requirements

Meed Standard. Federal regulations require states to identify, by

family size, the monthly amount of money "needed” to live in the state.
This amount is referred to as the "need standard." California's need
standard'ﬁas established in 1971 and has been modified several times since
then. Currentiy, state Taw requires that the need standard be increased
annually to reflect changes in the cost of 1iv{ng.

Because each state establishes its own need standard, these
standards vary greatly across the country. In addition, some states have
multiple need standards that vary by geographic Tocation within the state.
ITlinois, for example, has three different need standards, with the highest

one being applicabie to the Chicago area.
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California has a single standard of need that depends only on family
size, As of December 1983, Cé1ifornia's need standard for a family of
three was the fourth highest ($526) among the 10 large states, falling
short of Pennsylvania's ($549), I11inois' ($542), and Ohio's ($537). (As
of July 1, 1984, California raised its need standard for a family of three

to $555.)

Gross Income Limit. In order to qualify for AFDC payments, a family
must pass two income tests: a gross income tesf and a net income test,
Under the gross income test, families with a'gross income exceeding 150
percent of the state's need standard are not eligible for aid. (This Timit
was raised by PL 98-369 to 185 percent of the need standard effective _
October 1, 1984 [see Appendix Gl.) "Gross income" includes income from all
sources, and makes no allowance for mandatory payroll deductions. During
1984-85, the gross income 1imit for a family of three in California is $833
per month. Thus, a three-person family with gross income exceeding $833
per month is not eligible for AFDC in California. The gross income 1imit
varies widely amona states. This is because eaéh state's income 1limit is
based on its need standards which, as noted above, vary widely.

Net Income Limit. A family is eligible for AFDC if its income, less

allowable deductions, is below the AFDC need 1Eye1. AlTowable deductions
incTude the following:

o Work-related expenses.

e Child care expenses.

e $30 and one-third of earned income.

-26-
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Some states subtract these déductions from gross income; ofher
states, including California, have been directed by a federé? court to
subtract these deductions from income after mandatory deductions--for
example, income taxes and social security--have been made. (Congress
clarified this issue in PL 98-369 requiring these deductions to be
subtracted from gross income.)

| The first deduction is for work-related expenses. The federal
government requires states to disregard a flat $75 if the AFDC
applicant/recipient is working full-time. States are permitted to
disregard a lesser amount if the individual is working part-time. Nine of
the ten largest states, including California, deduct $75 for full-time
workers. Michigan sets the deduction equal to 18 percent of gross
earnings, up to a maximum of $75, for both full-time and part-time workers.

As of December 1983, Cajifornia, New York, and Texas provided for a
$50 deduction in the case of part-time workers. Three other states also
made reduced deductions for part-time work: Florida ($38), Pennsylvanis
($55), and 111incis ($60). The remaining five states had not established
separate deductions for part-time work. (Starting October 1, 1984,

PL 98-369 requires that states provide a $75 work expense deduction for all
persons with earnings, regardless of whether they worked full-time or
part-time [see Appendix G].)

The second income deduction is for dependent or child care expenses.
The ;edera1 government permits individuals working full-time to deduct
actual dependent care expenses up to a maximum of $160 per dependent per
month., The federal government requires states to lTimit dependent care

deductions for part-time workers to lesser amounts.
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The third income deduction is for earned income. The federal
government reauires that the first $30 of earned income and one-third of
the remainder be disregarded when calculating an individual's net income.
(Thié deduction is referred to as the “$30 and one-third" disregard.) In '
the case of persons who have received AFDC at any time during the four
months prior to the application date, the $30 and one-third deduction can
be applied to income in order to arrive at the person's net income. In the
case of persons who are applying for AFDC for the first time or who have
not received aid during the most recent four-month period, the $30 and
one-third deduction is not applied when determining eligibility, but it ‘s
provided for up to four months after eligibility has been established in
calculating the grant to which the recipient is entitled. (Public Law
98-369 extended from 4 months to 12 months the period of time that the $30
earned income disregard can be applied [see Appendix G1.)

Grant Payments. The maximum AFDC grant is the amount of money a

family receives if it has no other income. AFDC families that have income
from another source receive grants that are less than the maximum. During
1984-85, the maximum AFDC grant for a family of three in Ca]iforniq is
$555. The actual amount of the grant provided to a family is calculated by
subtracting the family's net income from the maximum aid payment.

Federal law does not require that a staté's maximum grant be set at
a level that is equal to 100 percent of the state's need standard. As a
result, the maximum AFDC grant ranges from 100 percent of the need standard
in California, New York, and New Jersey to as low as 50 percent of the

standard in Morth Carolina. In Texas, grants to families with no other



income equal 70 percent of the need standard. In addition, no AFDC payment
may exceed $300, regardless of family size, making it possible for the
maximum grant to be even less than 70 percent of the need standard.

Work Requirements Under the Work Incentive Program

Federal regulations require all AFDC recipients to register for
employment services, training, and other employment-related activities
under the Work Incentive (WIN) program in order to be eligible for gfants
through the AFDC program.

The federal government established the WIN program in 1967 for fhe
purpose of helping AFDC recipients become self-supporting without
government aid. It seeks to accomplish this purpose by providing
incentives, opportunities, and necessary services to recipients.

An FFDC recipient is exempt from the WIN registration requirement if
He or she is:

¢ Under age 16 or over age 65.

e IT1 or incapacitated.

8 Providing care for an incapacitated person or a child under age 6

in the home.

¢ MWorking at least 30 hours per week in unsubsidized employment

which is expected to last a minimum of 30 days. o

In California, 33 percent of AFDC-FG parents and 42 percent of
AFDC-U parents were registered under the WIN program in January 1981,

In addition to WIN, states can (but are not required to) establish
other types of work programs. These optional work programs include a WIN

Demonstration Project, a Community Work Experience Program (CWEP), and a



Work Supplementatiorn program. The WIN Demonstration Project allows states

to modify their WIN programs in order to test different types of work
programs. Under the CWEP option, states can require AFDC recipients to
participate in on-the-jiob training or work experience in exchange for their

AFDC benefits. Work supplementation programs allow states to subsidize

jobs held by AFDC recipients when it can result in savings to the AFDC
program,

State Options for Amending AFDC Eligibility Rules

Federal law sets forth most of the rules governing e1igibi11ty for
federally supported AFDC benefits. In a few areas, however, the federal
government. allows states to modify the rules governing eligibility without
Jeopardizing the receipt of federal funds. Most of these options were
created by the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981 {PL 97-35) and the Tax\
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 (PL 97-248). (Additional
options were allowed under the ﬁeficit Reduction Act, PL 98-369. Some of
these options are listed in Appendix G.)

This .section describes the optional federal programs available to
states as a result of enactment of PL 97-35 and PL 97-248, and indicates
which options California and other large states have chosen to impiement.
If a state elects one or more of the optional programs, the federal
government will share in the costs of these proérams. If, however, a state
modifies any other AFDC eligibility rules, the federal government will not
contribute toward the cost of benefits attributable tc the modifications.

Counting Food Stamps and Housing Subsidies as Income. Under federal

law, states may choose to count the value of food stamps or housing
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subsidies as income to an AFDC recipient in calculating the recipient's
grant level. In effect, this would reduce the amount of the AFDC grant by
approximately the value of the food stamps and housing subsidies.
Califorrnia has not chosen to count food stamps and housing subsidies
as income. None of the nine other largest states count food stamps as
income, and only North Carolina has chosen to count housing subsidies as

income.

Aid to Pregnant Women. Federal Taw allows states to provide
assistance to prégnant women with no other children during the last four
months of their pregnancy, provided they would othérwise be eligible for
AFDC if they had a child. Women in this category may receive assistance
based on the state's need standard for one person. The pregnancy must be
medically verified. California and four other large states--New York,
Ohio, Michigan, and Florida--provide assistance to pregnant women.
California also provides aid, without federal financial participation, to
pregnant women with no other children during the first five months of their
preanancy.

Aid to 18 Year Olds. Under federal law, dependent children who are

less than 18 years of age are eligible for AFDC. Federal law also gives
states the option of providing aid to 18 year olds who expect to complete
high school or vocational schoel prior to their 19th birthday. Eight of
the ten largest states provide aid to‘18 year olds in this category. These
states are California, New York, Texas, Pennsylvania, I11inois, Ohio, New
dersey, and North Carolina. Michigan and Florida do not provide aid to 18

year olds.
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Proration of Need Standard for Shelter, Utilities, and Similar

Needs. Federal law permits states to divide the need standard and grant
amount into shelter, utilities, and other components, and prorate the gfant
vhenever an AFDC family lives with other individuals as part of a
household, Iﬁ effect, this reduces the amount of the grant available to an
AFDC family livina with others. Proration of the grant amount is permitted
on the theory that a family's shelter and utility expenses are reduced when
it shares 1iving arrangements with other families. MNeither California nor
any of the other large states make this adjustment to the need standard.

State-Paid Supplementation. Federal Taw permits states to

supplement the regular AFDC grant during the period betweén when a family's
outside income declines and when its grant is adjuéted upward. Under the
AFDC program, the AFDC grant received in any month is based on income
earned two months eariier. If a family's outside income declines, there is
a two-honth lag before the grant is increased to compensate for the drop in
outside income. Supplemental payments increase the grant during this
two-month period. Supp1ementa1 payments are not counted as income for the
purposes of calculating the AFDC grant in later months. Currently, New
York and North Carolina provide these supplemental payments.

Employment Search. Federal law permits states to establish

empigyment search programs and support them witﬁ federal funds. Under this
option, states may require certain a$p11cants and recipients to pérticipate
in a job search program, beginning at the time they apply for assistance.
Currently, California operates a program of this type--the Employment
Preparation program--through the Employment Development Department, but it

has not qualified for federal funds under this option.
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Work Incentive Program Demonstrations. Federal law allows states to

establish WIN demonstration programs; Such programs are intended to
demonstrate new ways of encouraging AFDC parents to find employment. These
demonstration programs provide for a single state agency to administer the
AFDC work programs. Six large states--Florida, I1Tinois, Michigan, NeW'
Jdersey, Pennsylvania, and Texas--began WIN demonstration programs in 1982,

Community Work Experience Programs. Federal law allows states to

establish CWEPs. Under a CWEP, certain AFDC recipienté are required to
participate in on-the-job training and work experience in exchange for
their AFDC benefits. Seven of the ten Jargest states have some kind of
CWEP operating. California's program operates in one county--San Diego.
Pennsylvania and Michigan operate statewide programs. New Jersey, New
York, North Carolina, and Ohio operate CWEPs in a 1imited number of
counties,

California's State-Only AFDC Programs

California provides AFDC benefits to several categories of
recipients that are not eligible for federal support. The grant and
administrative costs associated with these recipients are paid entirely
with state and county funds. (A substantial share of the state-only AFDC
costs occur in the Foster Care component of the AFDC program. Because this
report is concerned primarily with cash grants paid to intact families,
AFDC payments for children in foster care are not discussed here.)}

State-Only AFDC-U. California provides support for families with

unemployed parents that fail te qualify for federal aid under federal

eligibility rules. As discussed above, federal Taw requires that
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unemployed parents satisfy the following conditions fn order to qualify for
federal support: (1) they must have been unemployed for at least 30 days,
(2) they must have an establiished connection with the work fokée, and (3)
they must not have refused job training. Parents that fail to meet these
conditions can receive federally supported AFDC emergency assistance during
a 30-day period. For a period of two months thereafter, California will
provide AFDC-U payments to these families without federal financial
participation. A family can qualify for these 100 percent state- and
county-funded benefits once in any 12-month period. In 1983-84, an average
of about 900 families received these benefits each month,

Pregnant Women. California law provides AFDC benefits to any

pregnant women who would qualify for assistance if she had other children.
Aid can begin as soon as the pregnancy is verified, and is based on the
AFDC maximum aid payment for a family of one. Because federal financial
support for those grants is available only for the last four months of
pregnancy, any aid payments made before the sixth monfh of pregnancy are
fully fﬁnded by the state and county governments. In addition to the
grant, a special needs allowance of $70 is provided to pregnant women with
no other children in any month during which federal financial suppért is’

available,
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Assistance  sperify eligi-
Program bility conditions,
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be met, services
to be providad,
and vhether migrant
workers and their
" families are
eligible, Federal
participation
available only for
assistance suthorized
in one 30-day period
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Table 1
AFDC Program Characteristics in the 10 Largest States
Decerber 1983
Califormia New York Texas Permsylvania IMinois Ohio Michigan Florida New Jersey North Carolina
- Categorical |
Requirements
A, AFDC-Family Child with cne  Same. Seme. Same, Sae Same. Seme, Same, Same, Seme,
Group parent absent,
deceased,,or
thysically or
mentally
incapacitated.*
B, AFDC- "Principal wage  Same. o program, Sane. Same, Same. Same, No program Same, No program.
Unenployed  earner” unam- {enacted, but
Parent ploved, has not funded).
vork experience,
wemploved &t
least 30 days,
and has ot
refused training.*
C. Emergency  State plans rust Same. No program., Same, Same. Same. Same. No program, Same. No proarem.




Table 1--contd

1. Eligi-
bitity
Condi-
tions

2, Emor-
gencies
Covered

3. Assist-
ance
Provided

_98—.

4, Migrant
Familjes

»

California dew York Texas Pernsylvania Ilirois. Ohig Michigan Florida Hew Jorsey North Caroling
Available for Sama. - Sare, Destitution Same, Resident Same. Meed  Some. Include - Same. AFDC -—
neady child under did mot arise of state and did mt AFTXC grantees recipient. or .
21 and other because needy AFC recipient, arise because and children participant in
family wembers relative refused reedy in foster care state program
1iving with child. apioyment. relative and protective for unenployed,

refused services,
arployment.

Unerplovment . Disasters, - Civil disorder or  Lost or stolen Nondeferrable Civil disorder, -- Fire, flood, -
serious injury, major disaster cash; eviction, needs, victim disaster, disaster, domestic
property damace, within area malfunction of  of crime, appliance violence, emer-
mass emergencies, declared disaster  appliarces; natural failure, health gencies leaving
sudden homeless-~ area. shelter, fuod, disastor, hazard, fore- family homeless.
ness. transportation  civil dis- closure, or

for family order, wage  utility cut-off
when mesrber garnishient.  threat.

seeking

medical care.

Cash assistance. Food, cTothing, ~- Cash, replacement  Food, clothing, Food, Food (up to 83 - Shelter, food, -
suppiies, of household items, appliance clothing, - par days). clothing, minimm
shelter, trans- medical assistence  repair, shalter, clothing {up to furnishings--
portation, cost {up to 15 days), shelter, trans- utility pay- $100 per person), through money and
of home repairs cost nf home portation-- ments, pur-  rent to prevent vendor payments.

{up to $500)-- vepair (up to through vendor chase ($500  eviction--through
through money §500) if vent for . pawents, 1imit} or morey, vendor
vencor payments one year exceeds vepair ($100 payments, or
or payments repair costse- Timit) of payment. in-kind,
in-kind. through money hore due to
and vendnr payments. disaster or
' civil disorder--
- through monay
and vendor
payments,
Included. Included. -- Included for Not included.  Included, Included. - Included. -
- emergency medical .
assistance.
~
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Table l--contd
_ Falifornia Newt York Texas Pennsylvania Hingis Ohio Michigan Florida New Jersey horth Carolina
D. AFDC- Child placed in  Same, Same. Sare, Same. Sare. Same, Sanme. Sare. Saite.
Foster: foster care,
Care Federal eligi-
bility is for a
child removed by
the court frem an
AFC-eligible hame,*
Pesource
Requivenents
A, PReal and $1,000 Timit; Seme, Same, Sare, Sare, Same, Same. Same. Same, Same,
Personal heme exerpt.* .
Proporty
1. House- Exenpt.* Same, Seme, Same., " Same, Same., Sare. Same. Sane. Same.
hotd/ .
Personal
Goods and
Effects
2. Other  Burial insurance MNone, Farm equiprent Nore. Savirgs Nore. Farm animals Livestock, Nore. Kone
Exclu~  and prepaid or Tivestock, accurulated raised for home poultry,
sinrs  burial contracts Timited for fram incame consumption, produce used
fron  {up to $1,000), fanily's exenpt by law. for hane
$1,000 tools necessary personal use. consurption,
1imit)  for eployment,
3. Speci- Cash, securities, Life jnsurance, Cash, stocks, Life insurance, Same as PA. Cash value of Same as PA. A1 tems of Same as PA. Sare as (H
fic life insurance, : bonds, savings, burial insurance, assets, life cash value, and PA.
Inclu-  campérs, vans, mineral rights, prepaid burial insurance, exept examp- :
sions  mowile haves, Tife and burial contracts, fam incane- tions listed
(in norfarm tools insurance, pre- machinery, live- producing above.
$1,000  and equipment. paid funeral stock, tools and property.
Timit} contracts. equipment.

- % Tdentical o federal requirement.
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Tabie 1--contd

_ Lalifomia New York Texas . _Pennsylvania IMinois Ohio Michigan Florida New Jersey North Carolina '

B. Motor One, with Same. Sare. Same. Sae. One, with Same as CA. Same as CA, Sare as CA. Same as CA,
Vehicle equity value of equity value

not more than of not more
$1,500.* than $1,200.

C. Property May not transfer Mo provision, Same. Same as TX. No provision,  No provision. May not transfer Mav not No provision. No provision, -
Transfer property to property within  transfer .
Provision  qualify. one year of property within

application, two years of
application.

Income .

Requirements

A, Gross 150% of state's  Same--$760, Same--$741, Same--$423 Same--$813, Same--$805,  Same--$648, Sarme--$600, Same--$540, Same--$606.
Incore need standard
Limit + before applica-

tion of earmed
| incame dis- a
@ regards*--$789,
l 1. bMeed $526b $474 (New York  $4%4 $549 (Philadelphia  $542 (Chicage) 9537 $432 (Detroit)  $400 ’ $360 0
Stan- City) and Pittsburgh)
dard,
Family
of Three -
2. Maximm $526° $474 (New York  $148 $350 (Philadelphia $302 (Chicago) $276 $404 (Detroit)  $231 $360 s
Aid City) and Pittsburgh
Payment, .
Femily
of Three .
3, Percent 100% 100% 70% 61% Varies by °  About 52% 91.5% 57% 100% 50%
of Meed location and {varies with
Met family size. fanily size).

* Jdentical to federal requirenent. .

a. California's gross incame 1imit was raised to $833 effective duly 1, 1984,

b, California's need standard was raised to $555 effective July 1, 1964,

¢, California‘s maximm grant was increased to $555 effective July 1, 1984,
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Table 1--contd

B. Allmwable
incame
Deductions

1. Stand-
dard
Work
Ex-
penses

2. Child
Care
Ex-
penses

3. Other

New York Texas

__Latifornia

Pennsylvania

I1linois Ohio

Michian Florida New Jersey

Nerth Carolima

§76 full-time,
£50 part-time
(federal vequire~
ment—$75 full-

. tinpy Tess part-
i),

Up to $160 per
child full-time
(federal require-
ment--actial
experses up to
$160 per month
per child full-

. time; less part-
tima). :

Same, Same, except

First $30 and
one-thind of
ramainder of
!eamed income ot
already dis-
garded; limited
to fuur monthsy
not provided
again until 17
months since Tast
AFDC payment,*

Sae.

* Tdentical to Tederal requiresent,

$150 part-tive,

Sare, except $55
part-time,

Same, ercept $120
part-time.

Same, except.
$60 part-time,

Same,

Same, except Saie, except
$123 part-time. $120 part-
time,

Sama, Same.

18% of gross
earnings, up to
a maximn of
§75.

Same, except Same,
$38 part-time,

27.5% of gross
earnings, up to
$160,

Same, except Sare,

$80 part-tire.

Same, Same,

Same, except
$33 pert-tine.




Table 1--contd

C.

_O-b_

),

California

New York

Texas

Pannsylvania

I1irois

Ohio

Michigan

Florida

New Jersey

Korth Carplina

Hork
Peauirerents

1.

Work No program.
Incen-

tive

Nemen-

stration

Program

Commu-  Program in San
nity Diego County.
York

Expe-

rience

Program

Hork Mo program,
Supple-.

mentation

Program

Mo program.

Demonstration
program.

Mo program.

State has
established

program,

Mo program,

No program,

State has
established
program.

Statewide
prodrem.

No program,

State has
establishrd

prograt.

No program.

No progrem,

Mo program.

Program in
same
counties.

No program.

State has
established
program.

Statewide
progran.

No program.

State has
established

program,

No program.

No program.

State has
estahlishad

- program,

Program in sore
counties.

Mo program,

No program.

Program in
sare counties.

No program.




CHAPTER 111
HISTORICAL TRENDS: AFDC

" This chapter provides a description of the AFDC program and its
recipients, Ift does so by answering a series of questions often asked
about the AFDC program. The first set of questions involves the number of
AFDC recipients and total expenditures made on their behalf. The second
set of questions involves other characteristics of the AFDC population in
California and how this population has changed in recent years.

How Many People Receive AFDC?

Chart 8 shows the number of individua]s receiving AFDC benefits each
year since 1977-}8. It’ﬁndicates that the AFDC caseload increased by
202,000 persons,.or 14 percent, between 1977-78 and 1984-85 (estimated).
This increase is primarily due to the following two factors.

Westcott v. Califano. About one-half of the increase was due to the

court's decision in the Westcott v. Califano case. This decision allowed
unemployed mothers to qualify for AFDC-U benefits, and is primari]y
responsible for the Targe jump in the AFDC-U caseload between 1979-80 and
1980-81.

Population Increases. Between January 1978 and January 1983,

California's population increased hy about & percent. Some of the increase
in the AFDC caseload can be attributed to overall growth in the state's
population.

Chart 8 shows that most of the growth in the AFDC caseload has
occurred in the unemploved parent component of the program. The family

group component has remained relatively stable.
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Chart 8

AFDC Average Monthly Caseload
By Eligibility Category

Thousands of Recipients -

2000
Foster Care
and AAP/AAC 173}_
[— 1
Unemployed
Parent 1500 I
[ToZeee)
Family 1250 1
Group .
] 1000 b
750 |
500 |
250 |
0

77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 B84-85

SOURCE: Department of Social Services.

AFDC caseloads would have grown much more had it not been for the
enactment of several measures that restricted eligibility for the AFDC

program. These measures include SB 633 (Ch 69/81), SB 1x and AB 2x

L (Chapter 1 and Chapter 3, 1981-82 First Extraordinary Session)}, and SB 1326

(Ch 327/82). OFf these measures, SB 1x and AB 2x, which implemented changes
in federal eligibility requirements, had the most significant effect on the

agrowth in AFDC rolls.
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How Much Does the Program Cost?

Between 1977-78 and 1984-85, AFDC expenditures increased by $1.7
billion, or 94 percent, as shown in Chart 9. In part, increases during
this period were due to the increases in caseload cited above, particularly
the large increase that occurred between 1979-80 and 1980-81 primarily as a

result of the Westcott v. Califano decision. The large increases in

1981-82, 1983-84, and 1984-85 reflect cost—of—]ivfng increases in AFDC

grant Tevels. No cost-of-living increase was provided in 1982-83.

Chart 9

AFDC Grant Expenditures
By Funding Source

Millions of Dollars

4000
Federal
Funds 3500
1
County Funds3000 |
PO
General Fundzsm}_
B o)
1500
1000 |
500 |+

77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-B4 B84-85 -

SOURCE: Department of Social Services.
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The costs of AFDC grants are shared by the federal, state, anﬁ
county governments. In California, the federal government pays 50 percent
of the grant costs for federally eligible recipients (those recipients that
satisfy federal eligibility requiremehts)‘and 100 percent of the costs for
those AFDC-eligible refugees who have been in-the U.S. for 36 mohths or
less. For federally eligible AFDC families, California pays 44,6 percent
of the grant costs and the counties pay the remaining 5.4 percent.

Prior to 1978-79, the state paid about 34 percent and counties paid
about 16 percent of AFDC grant costs for federally eligible recipients. As
one element of the local fiscal relief package approved by the Legislature
in the wake of Proposition 13's approval by the voters, the counties' share
of AFDC grant costs was virtually eliminated in 1978-79. Since 1979-80,
the counties have paid 5.4 percent of the grant costs.

Characteristics of AFDC Recipients

The Department of Social Services (DSS) conducts gquarteriy surveys
of the AFDC populétion in order to deterﬁine the characteristics of those
families receiving grants. The results of these surveys can be used to
answer some commonly asked questions about the AFDC program and its
participants.

1. How Do Families Qualify for AFDC? Eligibility for the AFDC

program is limited to families with children who are needy due to the
absence, death, incapacitation, or unemployment of a parent or guardian.
Table 2 shows the percentage of families receiving AFDC grants that qualify
for AFDC for each of these reasons. As the table shows, in 1983, 84

percent of the AFDC families qualified for assistance under the Family
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Table 2
" Factors Making AFDC Families Eligible for Aid®

Family Group and Unemployed Parent

October July July July April
1975 1977 1979 1981 1983

Percent of A1l AFDC

Families:
Family Group - 91.9% 91.8% 92.6% 85.9% 83.6%
Unemployed Parent 8.1 8.2 7.4 14.1 16.4
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Family Groupb
October July July JuTy Aprid
1975 1977 1979 1981 1983
Total familijes 413,318 426,072 409,709 440,749 460,519
Percentage of families with:
Parent absent, but not dead, 92.6% 91.0%4 91.0%7 91.6% 93.4%
deported, or institutionalized :
Parent deceased N/A 5.6 3.6 4.2 - 3.5
Parent incapacitated, but in N/A 7.3 11.1 7.4 6.5
the home
Parent'unemployed N/A -- -- -- --
‘ Unemployed Parent :
October July July July Apri
1975 1977 1979 1981 1983
Total families 36,228 38,024 32,602 72,609 90,313
Percentage of families with:
Parent absent, but not dead, 9.1% 11.5% 14.4% 18.5% 9.3%
deported, or institutionalized
Parent deceased N/A 0.4 0.4 0.2 0.6
Parent incapacitated, but in _ N/A 0.6 0.2 '0.6. -
the home
Parent unemployed 98.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

a. SOURCE: Department of Social Services

b. Sums of percentages for categories do not add to 100 because AFDC
family may include one child who qualifies under FG and other children
who qualify under the U program.
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Group {FG)} component of the program, and 93 percent of these families
qualified because one of the parents was absent. The percentage of AFDC-FG
families qualifying on this basi§ has remained very stable since 1975.

The AFDC-U component of the program served 16 percert of the AFDC
families in 1983. This share increased substantially--from 7.4 percent to

14.1 percent--between 1979 and 1981, due to the Westcott v. Califano

decision,

Among AFDC-U families, 9.9 percent included children who also would
have qualified under the AFDC-FG program. This is because one of the
child's parents was either absent, deceased, or incapacitated.

2. Are AFDC Families Growing in Size? Table 3 shows that a

substantial decline in family size occurred during the decade between 1967
and 1977, DUring that period, the size of families in the AFDC-FG program

decreased by 21 percent, from 3.8 to 3.0 persons; unemployed parent

families decreased in size by 23 percent over the same period. Since 1977,

family size has remained relatively unchanged. The average size of the
AFDC-U family in April 1983 was 4.4 persons, which is equal to the average
size of all California families with children,
Table 3
Average Size of AFDC Families®

Ju1yb Ju]yb October July July July  April

Program 1967 1971 1975 - 1977 1979 1981 1983
Family Group 3.8 3.3 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.9 2.8

Unemployed Parent 5.7 4.7 a4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.4

a. SOURCE: Department of Social Services
b. These estimates were derived from caseload reports; family size for
later perijods was taken from characteristics surveys of AFDC families.
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3. What Income Do AFDC Families Have Besides Their Aid Payment?

‘Table 4 shows the percentage of AFDC famiTies that report income from
. sources other than the AFDC grant. The table shows that in 1983, 87
percent of AFDC-FG families and 78 percent of AFDC-U families reported no
income other than the grant. The percentage of families with no other
income was considerably higher in 1983 than at any other time shown in the
table. For the most part, this reflects a significant drop in the
percentage of families with earned income,

The decline in the percentage of AFDC families with earned incbme
appears to be the result of three changes in federal 1aw governiﬁg
eligibility and grant amounts. First, effective January 1982, families
with gross earnings that exceed 150 percent of the AFDC need level are no
Tonger eligible for AFDC grants (see Appendix G for recent changes in this
rute). Second, when calculating the size of the AFDC grant, a smaller
amount of a family's earnings can be disregarded. For example, the amount
of funds that can be disregarded for work-related expenses, such as
transportation, is now limited to $75 per month; previously, actual
work-related expenses were allowed without any limit. Thirdly, the
earnings disregard is available only for four months; previously it was
allowed for an unlimited number bf months., As a result of these changes in
federal law, there has been a sharp decrease in the percentage of AFDC
families that report earned income,

4, How Many AFDC Families Are Not U.S, Citizens? Eligibility for

AFDC grants is restricted to citizens and resident aliens--that is, those

persons who have been legally admitted to this country. Table 5 shows that
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Tahle 4

AFDC Families with Income from Sources
Other than AFDC

Family Group

October July July July - April

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983
Total families 413,318 426,072 409,709 440,749 460,519
Percentage of families with: '
Earned income 16.6% 13.6% - 15.3% 18.2% 5.0%
0ASDI, Railroad Retirement 3.2 2.5 4.6 3.4 2.3
Unemployment Compensation 1.2 0.7 0.9 1.5 2.3
Other cash income 3.1 3.5 4.9 3.1 1.8
Families receiving no 69.6 77.8 72,2 | 71.9 86.6

nonassistance income

Unemployed Parent

Gctober —duly  Jduly  July — April

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983

Total families 36,228 38,024 32,602 72,609 90,313

Percentage of families with:

" Earned income 13.7%  10.1% 14.4% 20.2%  8.7%
QASDI, Ra11r6ad Retirement 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.4 0.2
Unemployment Compensation 3.6 16.6 _ 7.3 7.5 10.9
Other cash income 3.6 5.5 7.1 3.7 2.2
Families receiving no 63.4  69.6 73.0 68.6 78.0

nonassistance income

SQURCE: Department of Social Services
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a growing percentage of AFDC-U families are not U.S. citizens, but resident
aliens. For the most part, this increase in the percentage of AFDC
recipients who are not U.S. citizens reflects the large number of
AFDC-eligible refugees admitted to the U.S. that have chosen to locate in
California. In April 1983, 35 percent of AFDC-U recipients were not U.S.
citizens. The DSS estimates that 82 percent of these a11en§ were refugees.
Table 5
Citizenship of AFDC Family Members

Unemployed Parent
October July April April - April

1975 1977 1980 1982 1983
-Not U.S. citizen 10.2% 7.6% 20.5%  26.3% 34.7%

U.S. citizen 89.8 92.4  79.5 73.7  65.3

Family Group
October July April April  April

1975 1977 1980 1982 1983
Not. U.S. citizen 2.3% 3.6% 3.2% 7.0% 6.7%
U.S. citizen 87.7 9.4 96.8 93.0 93.3

SOURCE: Department of Social Services

5. How Long Do AFDC Families Stay on Aid? Table 6 shows the length

of time that an AFDC family receives aid, using two different measures:
(1) the length of time since the most recent case opening and (2) total
amount of time that the family has received aid, including episodes prior
to the most recent case opening. In October 1982, half of the AFDC-FG

families had been receiving aid continuously for 25.4 months or more. In
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contrast, half of the AFDC-U families had been on-aid continuou$1y for 14.5
months or more.

Table 6 also shows the tetal months spent on aid by both groups of
families, including all previous episodes. Half of AFDC-FG families
sampled in October 1982 had been on aid for 35.8 months or more during
their 1ifetimes. Among AFDC-U families, half had received aid for 20.5
months or more during théir lifetimes.

These data provide a point-in-time picture of how long recipients
have been receiving aid. The data, however, do not provide a complete
picture of how long families remain on aid. Because the data focus on the
median length af a single point in time, cases that receive aid for only a
few months are under-represented. In addition, the data make no allowance
for the fact that some of the AFDC families will remain on aid for many
months after the survey month.

Table 6
Median Months Receiving Aid

October October July October

1975 1977 1981 1982
Family Group:
Manths since last case opening 21.0 21.3 22.4 25.4
Total months on AFDC (all 35.0 N/A 32.3 35.8
episodes) ;
Unemploved Parent:
Months since last case opening 9.0 14,4 11.3 14.5
Total months on AFDC (all 15.0 N/A 15.5 20.5
episodes)
N/A = not available.
SOURCE: Department of Social Services.
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" Table 6 shows that hetween July 1981 and October 1982, there was a
substantial increase in the median number of months spent on aid by the
AFDC-FG caseload. Samples from the characteristics surveys on which Table
6 is based are too limited to identify the specific factors that caused
this increase in time on aid. The increase may, in part, have resulted
from two important events that occurred between July 1981 and October 1982:
(1) an 1ncrea§e in the unemployment rate and (2} changes in AFDC
eligibility rules that were put into efféct in January 1982.

California's unemployment rate rose from 7.3 percent in July 1981 to
10.8 percent in October 1982. An increase in the unemployment rate tends
to decrease the chances for AFDC parents to get jobs and leave the
assistance rolls. This resulits in an increase in the observed time on aid
for AFDC families.

. Recent federal changes in the AFDC eligibility rules resulted in
about 30,000 AFDC families losing eligibility for aid. For the most part,
families that lost eligibility were those with incomes that exceeded the
new gross income limit established in 1981 and put into effect in January
1982, The effect of these changes on a family's time on aid differed for
the two AFDC programs: Family Group and Unemployed. In the AFDC-FG
program, families with earned income tended to have been on aid for longer
periods of time than AFDC-FG families without income. Thus, the federal
changes that disqualified families with earned income from aid brought
about a reduction in time on aid that partially offset the effect of higher
unemployment rates. On the other hand, AFDC-U families with income tended
to have been on aid for fewer months than AFDC-U families without income.
The disqualification of these incﬁme-earning families tended to increase

the observed time on aid for those who were not discontinued.
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6. Do Families Move to California Because AFDC Benefits Here are

Higher Than They are in Other States? As noted earlier, the percentage of

the popuiation receiving AFDC is greater in Ca]ifornia than it is in the
U;S. as a whole. Some observers maintain that this is due to the fact that
California's grant levels are high relative to those in other states,
thereby encouraging lTow-income families to miarate to California.

The DSS does not collect survey data that answers direct]& the
question of the extent to which faﬁi1ies came to California because of its
relatively high grant levels. However, other data are available that may
shed some light on this question. If a significant nﬁmber of parents in
other states move to Califorria because of the relatively higher AFDC
grants, we would expect data on AFDC family characteristics to show the
following: (a) the percentage of California's AFDC children who are born
in California would be less than the percentage of all of the state's
children born in California and (b) the percentage of California-born
children receiving aid in the state would be less than the percentage of
children born in other states who are AFDC recipients.

Table 7 shows the birthplaces of those children receiving AFDC
grants and the birthplaces of all children residing in California (ages
0-19). The table shows that, in general, AFDC-FG children are more tikely
than non-AFDC children to be born in California. In 1977, 80 percent of
the AFDC-FG children and 77 percent of the AFDC-U children we}e born 1nrthe
state. 'By comparison, the Census Bureau reported that in 1980, only 75
percent of all children in California were born in the state. By 1982, the
share of AFDC-FG children that were born in California had increased to 85

percent,
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At the same time, the share of AFDC-U recipients born in California
fell to 61 percent. The decline observed in the AFDC-U component (from 77
percent to 6] percent) is due solely to the nearly six-fold increase in the
perceﬁtage of AFDC-U recipients horn in other countries {from 5.5 percent
to 31.0 percent). As noted earlier, this increase is due to the large
number of refugee families now receiving AFDC in California.

Data on the birthplace of refugee children cannot distinguish
between recent immigrants to California and longer-term residents in the
same way it can for U.S.-born children, Thus, we have no information that
could iﬁdicate whether.higher welfare grants is an important factor
influencing refugee families' decisions to relncate‘in Caiifornia.

We used the data on place of birth reported for 1977 and 1982 to
estimate the share of California-born children and non-California-born
children that recejved AFDC in California during 1980, Table 8 shows that
14 percert of California-born children were on AFDC in 1980, while only 12
percent of non-California-born children were on AFDC in that year. |

The data presented in Tables 7 and 8 do not lend support to the
theory that California has a larger percentage of its population on AFDC
because eligible families are moving to California in order to take

advantage of higher grant levels.
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Table 7

Birthplace of California Children

AFDC Families N Al
Family Group™  Unemployed Parent™ Families 1nb
July October Jduly October California
1977 1982 1977 1982 Rpril 1980

Number of children 857,453 794,554 94,797 195,135 7,268,776

Percentage of
children borp in:

California 79.7% 85.1% 77.2%  60.7% - TA.7%
Another state 16.2 12.5 13.0 8.7 14.7
Another country 2.9 2.4 5.5 30.6 10.6

Percentage of children 1.2 -- 4.3' -- --
unborn '

a. SOURCE: Department of Social Services.
b. Ages 0-19 years, 1980 census (SQURCE: U.S. Census Bureau).
Table 8

Percent of California Children Receiving AFDC
By BirthpTaceaof Child

1980
Born in Born in " Born in
California .Another State Another Country
Receiving AFDC 13.8% 12.1% 5.4%

Not receiving AFDC 86.2 87.9 . " 94.5

a. Estimate based on 1977 and 1982 survey data, 1980 census data, and 1980
caseload reports,
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It.is more likely that the relatively large AFDC caseload in
California is the result of relatively high grant and need levels that

21low a greater percentage of Californians to qualify for benefits. As

discussed earlier, eligibility for AFDC grants is limited to families with -
gross incomes that are less than 150 percent of the AFDC need level,
Because California has established one of the highest need levels in the
nation, a larger percentage of California families.can qualify. for the
program.

7. HWhich Counties Have the Most AFDC Recipients? The conventional

wisdom holds that AFDC recipients tend to be concentrated in large cities
and urban counties. In terms of sheer numbers, this view is accurdte. For
example, 35 percent of the state's AFDC population reside in Los Angeles
County and an additional 12 percent reside in San Diego and Alameda
Counties. Tf, however, we look at the percentage of a county's total
population that is receiving AFDC, a different picture emerges.
Specifically, we find that AFDC recipients make up a larger share of the
population in the central valley and northern counties. This is
illustrated in Chart 10, Of thé ten counties with the largest percentage
of their populations receiving AFDC, five are central valley counties and
three are northern counties. Appendix A shows the percent of each county's
population that receives AFDC grants.

8. What are the Racial and Ethnic Origins of AFDC Recipients?

Table 9 shows the racial and ethnic origins of AFDC familjes. The
composition of families receiving aid through the AFDC-FG program is about

one-third white, one-third Hispanic, and one-third black. Other racial and

-55-



CHART 10

Ten Counties with the Highest Share
Of Their Populations.on AFDC
January 1983

Percent

On_AFDC

San Joaquin 12.7%
Yuba 12.3
Merced 11.6
Tulare 11.2
Del Norte 10.9
AN A Fresno 10.9
‘w"t-a{,'“ ey R Sacramento 10.6
K § AN s Shasta 10.3
RN , N ) Lake 9.5
T Vit - Trinity 9.2
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ethnic categories account for anly a small portion of the program's
recipient population,

The racial and ethnic composition of the AFDC-U population changed
dramética11y between 1979 and 1982, and is now very different from the
composition of the AFDC-FG population. Tn July 1979, 45 percent of AFDC-U
recipients were white, 34 percent were Hispanic, and‘12 percent were black.
By October 1982, the percentages of white, Hispanic, and black recipients
were lower, while the percentage that were Asian or Pacific Islanders had
risen fo 29 percent from 7.5 percent in 1979,

Table 9

AFDC Families, by Racial and Ethnic Groupinga

Family Group Unemployed Parent
July 1979 October 1982 July 1979 October 1982

White _ 38.8% 36.2% 45,0% 36.1%
Hispanic 26.4 28.4 33.9 26.0
Black 30.1 32.2 11.6 6.4
Asian or Pacific Islander 1.9 1.8 7.5 29.7
American Indian or 1.4 0.8 0.2 1.7

Alaskan Native

Filipino 0.7 0.3 0.9 0.4
Unknown 0.7 0.3 0.9 0.2
Total Families 409,709 440,120 32,602 718,452

a. Ethnic origin was collected for the AFDC family member who receivés the
monthly check. Some families may have members who are of different
ethnic origins than that reported for the payee.

SOURCE: Department of Social Services.

9. Why Do Families Enter or Leave the AFDC Rolls? We have been

‘unable to find recent data that sheds 1ight on the reasons why California

families turn to AFDC for support or the reasons why these families'
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eligibility for aid ceases. A recent study, however, provides some answers
to this question for the national AFDC caseloads. The study followed a
sample of AFDC recipients over time in order to determine why families
enter and leave the AFDC rolls. This study was based on data cellected
prior to the federal changes in eligibility requirements that were made in
1981,

" Regarding entry to the AFDC program, the study concluded that:

» About half of all AFDC episcdes started after a wife became a
head of household as a result of the absence, divorce,
separation, or death of her husband.

® Another 30 percent went on the AFDC rolls because a
never-married, divorced, or separated woman acquired a child.

As to why AFDC families leave AFDC rolls, the study showed that:

¢ 32 percent went off the rolls because a female head of household
married.

e 14 percent left AFDC because all of the household's children
reached the age of 18.

e 39 percent left the rolls because the househeld's earnings
increased.

The same study shbwed that 34 percent of those who 1eft the AFDC

rolls eventually returned to welfare.

With respect to the duration of benefits, the study reported that

about half of all AFDC episodes are less than two years in length.
However, about half of the recipients on the rolls at any one time are in

the midst of a very long episode on AFDC {more than eight years).
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These results, which are based on a national sample, may not

accurate1y‘ref1ect the experience of California's AFDC recipients.
California's AFDC population differs from the AFDC population nationwide,

| primarily because (1) California's need standard and grant levels are
higher than most other states; (2} California is one of only 23 states with
an AFDC program for unemployed parents; and (3) California has considerably
more refugees receiving AFDC than do mnst other states.

Currently, the DSS does not track a sample of AFDC families over
time in order to determine why they enter and leave the welfare rolls. We
believe that such information would assist the Legistature in making

decisions about the AFDC program. Therefore, we recommend that the DSS

submit to the Legislature a report on the costs and benefits of

restructuring its characteristics surveys so as to provide longitudinal

data on AFDC recipients. Such data would be in addition to the

point-in-time data on AFDC recipients now collected by the department.

Effects of the 1981 Federal Changes in AFDC Rules

In August 1981, Congress enacted the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of

1981 (PL 97-35) which made three impoftant changes in the rules governing

eligibility for and the calculation of AFDC benef‘its.1

¢ First, the federal law provides that families with a gross income
exceeding 150 percent of the state's AFDC need level are

ineligible for AFDC benefits. In 1983-84, this Timit in

1. Some of these changes have been modified by recent federal legislation,
to be effective October 1, 1984 (see Appendix G).
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California was $789 per month for a family of tﬁree and $937 per
month for a family of four. (As of Ju1y 1984, these limits were

“raised to $833 and $990 respecfive1y. Federal chahgeé described
in Appendix G will increase them further.,)

e Second, the federal law limits the use of the $30-and-one-third
earned income disregard to four months. Under prior law, when
calculating an individual's AFDC grant earned income was reduced
by a standard deduction of $30 plus one-third of the remainder
for an indefinite period of time.

@ Finally, the 1aw specifies that-the‘$30 and one-third disredard
be calculated after other income deductions (for example,
work-related expenses and child care expenses) have been made.
Previously, the disregard was applied before other deductions
were made. By requiring that the one-third disregard be
calculated last, the federal government, in effect, reduced the
value of the disregard, thereby causing the grant for a family
that qualifies for the disregard to be lower.

Some observers have maintained that these changes will have an
adverse impact on the Tikelihood that AFDC recipients will fird and hold
jobs. To assess the validity of this view, answers are needed to the
following questions:

o First, will parents who are dropped ffnm the-AFDC rolls because

their income exceeds the gross limit, reduce their earnings in

order to go back on AFDC?
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@ Second, will AFDC recipients with jobs reduce their earnings when
the $30-and-one-third disregard expires at the end of four
months?

) Final}y, will AFDC recipients without earnings be less likely to
get jopslunder the néw rules?

In order to obtairn data that would help answer these questions, the
Department of Social Services (DSS} conducted a study of AFDC recipients
before and after the federal rule changes took effect in California. The
department identified a sample of cases with earned income in July and
October 1981 and then reviewed the status of these cases a year later,
after the AFDC rule changes were implemented. The DSS followed up on cases
in the same county as the 1981 case appeared, and reviewed cases
transferred to another county. However, no attempt was made to ensure that
a family whose case was closed in one county did not subsequently reapply
for aid in some other county. This may cause the estimate of cases closed
in 1982 to be too high.

Do Families Who are Dropped from the AFDC Rolls Because Their Income

is Too High Go Back on Aid? The department found that families whose AFDC

payments were discontinued because thejr income exceeded the gross income
1imit were no more likely to return to the AFDC rolls than those whose
payments were discontinued for other reasons. Table 10 shows that 25
percent of AFDC families with earned income were dropped from the AFDC
rolls as a result of the new gross income limit. Of these recipients, 14
percent. were back on AFDC a year later. The return rate for recipients
whose payments were discontinued for other reaéons was similar (16

percent).
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Table 10

Most AFDC Cases Discontinued Becauge of Excess
Income Remained Off Adid

Status in 1982 Discontinued Cases
of Cases b Due to Gross Not Due to Income
Closed in 1981 Income Limit Limit Change
Cases remained closed 86% 85%
Cases reopenad : 14 _15
Totals 100% 100%
Number of samples cases 97 87
Percent of total sample 25% 22%

a. Source: Department of Social Services.
b. Closed both July and October 1982.

Do AFDC Families Reduce Their Earnings When the Income Disregard

Expires? The DSS data suggest that some AFDC families may be Tess Tikely
to continue working at the end of the four-month period when the income
disregard expires. Table 11 compares the aid status in 1982 of two groups
of recipients that had earned income before the new rules took effect.
While both groups retained AFDC eligibility under the new rules, the grants
for the first group were reduced when the income disregard expired after |
four months. The AFDC grants for the second group were notAaffected by the
new rules because these recipients had 1ittle or no earnings when the rules
actually took effect. .

As the table shows, families that used up their four-month earned

income disregard were more likely than those families in the second group
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to be an aid a year later (89 percent, compared to 82 percent) and, if they

were on aid, were less 1ikely to have earninas {16 percent, compared to 50

percent).
Table 11
Status of AFDC Cases Not Discontinued
Due to 1981 Rule Changes
Grants Reduced Grants Not

Statgs of Cgses at end of Peduced at End

in 1982 Four Months 0f Four Months
Closed 11% 19%
Open with earnings - 16 50
Open without earnings 73 32

Totals * 100% ; 100%
Number of sample cases 81 117
Percent of total sample 21% 30%

a. Status in either July or October 1982,

Will AFDC Families Choose to Work? The DSS survey provided no data

that could help answer the third question: under the new rules, are
nonworking AFDC families more or less Tikely to seek and find employment
under the current AFDC income rules? Since these rules took effect, the
percentage of AFDC families with earned income has declined from nearly 19
percent (July 1981) to 5.6 percent (April 1983). Part of this decline is
due to cases discontinued as a result of the gross income limit, and part
is due to increases in unemplovment. If the percentage of recipients with
earned income continues to decline, however, 1t_wou1d suggest that fewer

AFDC families cheose to work.
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One reason why fewer families can be expected to find employment is
that under some circumstances, a working AFDC family will have less income
available to meet its needs than a nonworking AFBC family. For example,
Chart 11 shows that as of December 1983, the nonworking AFDC family of
three could receive $629 per month from AFDC grants, food stamps, and the
state renter's tax credit. If the parent took a job paying a gross income

between $783 and $1,225 per month, the working family would actually have

| Chart 11
Available Monthly Income if an AFDC-FG Parent Takes a Job®

(First Four Months Only)
Available Monthly Income

1200
Income Not
Working
...... 1000 b
Net Monthly
Income
BOO
600
400
200
D ] H 1 I 1 1 i
1] 200 400 600 800 1000 1200 1400

Gross Monthly Earnings

Assumes one parent and two children.

Includes AFDC grant (if eligible), food stamps, renter's credit, federal
earned income tax credit, and earnings, less child care expenses and
other work expenses, and taxes. (Child care costs assumed to equal
one-third of earnings to a maximum of $160 per child per month.)
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less money left, after job expenses are paid, than the family that did not

work. This is because a family with gross earnings of more than $783 per
month is ineligible for AFDC. (The actual AFDC income limit for a family
of three is $789. A person with gross earnings of more than $783 would
exceed this 1imit because of the federal earned income credit, which is
about $6 per month at this income level.) Moreover, after the income
disregard expires, a working family's available income is less than what a
nonworking AFDC family receives for a much wider range of gross incomes
(from $261 to $1,225).

Some working families will have more income available than the

amount shown in Chart 11 because they have been able to find child care at

-a cost less than that assumed in the chart. Chart 12 compares the

avajlable income of two AFDC families, both eligible for the $30-and-
one-third disregard. One family has "high" child care expenses (one-third
of income up to a maximum of $160 per child per month). The other family
has Tower child care expenses (one-sixth of income up to a maximum of $100
per child per month). The chart shows that less expensive child care means
more income available to the family for the family's other needs. As a
result, if child care expenses are low, a working parent's available income
falls below the income of the nonworking AFDC parent over a much narrower
range of monthly earnings than if child care expenses are high.

Reducing the Loss of Income for Working Families. The possibility

that finding a job will cause a reduction in available income may deter
some AFDC families--particularly those who cannot find Tow-cost child

care--from taking jobs paying more than the gross income limits for AFDC or

-65-



| "‘_"Chqrt 12

Avai.lable Monthly Income if an AFDC-FG Parent Takes a Job?

With High and Low Child Care Costs
Available Monthly Income

1000

Income Not
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High childd 5%°f
Care Costs

Low Child® sop
Care Costs
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Gross Monthly Earnings

a. Assumes one parent and two children.

b. Assumes child care costs equal to one-third of income to a maximum
of $160 per chid per month.

C. Assumes child care costs equal to one-sixth of income to a maximum
of $100 per child per month. :

food stamps. There are three ways in which these potential disincentives

to work could be reduced.

1. Increase the Avai]ab{1ity of Low-Cost Child Care. As Chart 12

shows, lowering the cost of child care increases the amount of earnings

available to working families over the entire income range and almost
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eliminates those situations in which a working family's available income is
less than a nonworking family's income. The State of California does
provide a 1imited amount of low-cost child care through the Department of
Education.

2. Increase Tax Credits Available to Low-Income Families. Another

way to reduce the loss of income experienced by AFDC recipients that find
jobs is to increase the size of the tax credits available to 1ow—ihcome
families. State and federal taxes determine, in part, the amount of income\
available to a family that works. The Tess a family has to pay in taxes,
the less it has to earn in order to have available the same amount‘of'
income as a nonworking AFDC family. To increase the amount of income
availablie to a family with earnings, however, the tax credits would have to
be made refundable in the same manner as the federal Earned Income Tax
Credit. This is because existing tax credits available to low-income
families more than offset the state tax 1jability for most of the income
levels discussed here.

3. Increase the AFDC Need Level. Another way to reduce the loss of

income to AFDC recipients that take jobs is to increase the AFDC need
Tevel. Increasing the need level would not automatically increase the size
of AFDC grants, and thus would not affect pavments to most recipients. It
would, however, increase the amount that an AFDC family can earn and still
qualify for AFDC. This would have three important effects: {a) it would
increase AFDC caseloads by adding families that receive relatively small
grants, {b) it would increase Medi-Cal caseloads, and {c) it would narrow
the range of incomes within which a nonworking family loses money if the

parent accepts a job.
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CHAPTER IV
AFDC GRANT LEVELS IN PERSPECTIVE

One of the goals of the AFDC program is to provide recipients with
sufficient funds so that they can achieve at least a minimum standard of
1iving. There is, however, no totally objective methbd for determining
what a "minimum standard of Tiving" is. Obviously, some objective factors
enter into tﬁis important determination, such as food prices, the
availability of other forms of assistance, and family size. Beyond these
factors, individual values are what determine how much is enough.

While ft is not possible to make a totally objective assessment of
the extent to which current AFDC arants are "adequate," there is data
available that can help one make a subjective assessment of this important
and controversial matter. In this chapter, we present data that may put
current grant levels in perspective. Specifically, the chapter presents
information on:

o Current AFDC grant levels in California.

e California's AFDC grants compared to grants provided by other

states.

¢ Purchasing power of AFDC grants and food stamps in California and

other states.

¢ Trends in the purchasing power of AFDC grants in California.

e California's AFDC grant levels compared to the Federal Poverty

Level.

e The value of benefits and resources available to AFDC families.
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Not everyone will look upon each of these benchmarks as equaily
relevant to the question of what is an "adequate" grant level. Some may
consider a portion of this information to be irrelevant, while others
consider it to be very important. In presenting the data contained in this
chapter, we do not wish to imply that this data is or is not compelling.

We present it only because observations based on this kind of data
frequently are brought into the debate over cash grant Tevels.

Current AFDC Grant Levels in California

"Table 12 shows the maximum AFDC grant levels that prevailed 1in
1983-84 fof selected family sizes, as well as the maximum grant levels for
1984-85, The 1984-85 maximum grant levels reflect a 5.6 percent
cost-of-1iving adjustment (COLA) that was provided for AFDC grants
beginning on July 1, 1984,

Table 12

Maximum AFDC Grant Levels
1983-84 and 1984-85

: 1984-852
"Family Size 1983-84 Amount Change
1 $258 $272 $14
2 424 448 24
3 526 655 29
4 625 660 35
5 713 753 40

a. Based on a 5.6 percent increase in the California Necessities Index.
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California's AFDC Grants Compared to Grants Provided by
~ Other States

Table 13 shows the AFDC grants provided by the ten largest states to
families of two, three, and four persons wifh no other income. This table
demonstrates that aid payments in these ten states vary widely. These
payments range from $148 per month in Texas (family of three) to $526 per
month in Ca]ifornia.

Table 13

Maximum AFDC Benefits, by Family Size®
January 1984

~ Family Size

Two Three Four
Ca]1f0rnga $424 $£526 $625
New Yor‘kd 399 474 - 566
Michigan 348 418 488
New Jersey 273 360 414
Pennsy?v;niae 273 350 415
ITlinois 250 302 368
Chio 227 276 343
Florida 178 231 273
North Carolina 176 202 221
Texas 128 148 178

a. SOURCE: Background Material and Data on Programs within the
Jurisdiction of the Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of
Representatives, February 21, 1984,

California has since raised these payment levels to $448, $555 and
$660, effective July 1, 1984,

New York City, incJuding energy payments.

Detroit.

Philadelphia and Pittsburdgh.

Chicago.

or

—H @M OO0

- Purchasing Power of AFDC Grants and Food Stamps

in California and Other States

The grant levels provided by the 10 largest states may vary, in
part, because of differences in the cost of living among these states.
Unfortunately, there is no up-to-date, widely accepted measure of Tiving

costs in different localities.
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Until 1982, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) published annual

hypothetical budgets for low-, intermediate-, and high-income families of

four living in each of the major metropolitan areas within the U.S. For

each budget, there was an estimate of the cost for food, housing,

transportation, clothing, medical care, and other items. Different

qualities and quantities of these goods and services were provided for each

hypothetical budget Tevel. These family budgets were based on lists of

goods and services specified in the mid-1960s and were adjusted for changes

in the prices of these goods and services since then,

In order to determine the relative purchasing power of the AFDC

grant in California, we compared the amount of the grant plus food stamps

provided in various localities with the cost of living in those areas, as

A\
estimated by the BLS Tower income budget for a family of four. Table 14

shows the 17 locations where these benefits had the most purchasing power

in 1982.

Thé table shows that:

The purchasing power of AFDC grahts plus food stamps ranged from
65 percent of Tiving costs in Philadelphia to 77 percent in San
D}ego.

AFDC families in San Diego. had the h%ghest assistance income of
all major metropolitan areas and the four nonmefropo1itan
regions, including those not shown in the table for which the BLS
calculated budgets,

The purchasing power of AFDC grants and food stamp allotments in
California's three largest cities exceeded the purchasing power
of these payments in all of the other cities listed except

Minneapolis/St. Paul, Milwaukee, and New York City.
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Table 14

Purchasing Power of AFDC Grant and Food
Stamp Allotments, for Selected Localities®
(January 1, 1982)

' Percent
Annual Monthly Monthly Total Total of

‘ ‘ Cost o _AFDCC Food StamH Monthly  Annual Cost of

City or State Living Grant Allotment™  Aid Aid Living

San Diego $10,830 $601 $98 $699 $8,390 77.47%
Vermont 10,668 581 104 685 8,222 77.07
MiTwaukee 10,624 563 110 672 8,069 75,95
Los Angeles 11,336 601 98 699 8,390 74.02
Minneapolis 10,569 520 123 643 7,710 - 72.95
Rhode Island® 10,668 518 123 641 7,691 72.10
New York City 10,754 515 124 639 7,665 71.28
San Franc1sgo 11,844 601 a8 699 8,390 70.84
Connecticut 10,668 501 128 629 7,550 70.78
Detroit 10,248 451 143 594 7,130 69.58
Honolulu 13,657 546 225 771 9,250 67.73
Anchorage £ 15,308 634 224 858 10,301 67.29
North Dakota 10,577 437 - 147 584 7,013 66.30
New Jersey 10,367 414 154 568 6,820 65.78

exc]ug1ng NE)

Nebr;ska 10,577 420 155 575 6,897 65.21
Towa 10,577 419 155 574 6,890 65.15
Philadelphia 10,367 - 401 158 559 6,710 64.73

a. Sources: Office of Family Assistance, Department of Health and Human
Services; Bureau of Labor Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor; California
Department Social Services.

b. Cost of 1iving equais the BLS Lower Budget for a Family of Four in Autumn
1981, exc]ud1ng medical care costs.

c. AFDC maximum is given to a family of four with no other income; the table
assumes that food stamps are not considered to be income for purposes of
calculating the AFDC grant.

d. Food stamp allotment assumes no elderly or disabled household members and
total housing costs {rent and utilities) equal to the BLS Family Budget item
for rental housing.

e. Cost of 1iv1ng for these states is based on the BLS Family Budget for the
Northeast region's nonmetrop011tan areas.

f. Cost of living for these states is based on the BLS Family Budget for the
North Central region's nonmetropolitan areas.
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Trends in the Purchasing Power of AFDC Grants in California

{ine benchmark that is used by some to assess the adequacy of AFDC
grants is the trend in the purchasing power of those grants within the
state.

Chart 13 shows the maximum AFDC grant for a family of three during
the past ten years in two different ways. Fifst, it shows the actual 1eJeT
of these grants. Second, it shows what the maximum grant represents in

1nf1ation—adjusted dollars. (In other words, each vear's maximum grant

Chart 13 -
Purchosing Power of AFDC Grants

Maximum Grant: Family of Three

Actual - Constant @
Dollars Dollars
Dollars
600
S00
400 +

300

.......................................................

200

100 |

7475 7576 T6-71 7778 7879 7980 6081 8182 6299 6380 9405

a. Aid payment adjusted for inflation as measured by the
California Necessities Index during the preceding
calendar year.
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level is "deflated" to adjust for the erosion in purchasing power caused hy
inflation since 1973-74. Inflation, in this caée, is measured by the
California Necessities Index.) The chart shows that between 1974-75 and
1981-82, the purchasing power of the AFDC grant increased from $242 to $260
per month. Since 1981-82, the purchasing power of the grant has decreased
by about 9 percent.

Chart 14 compares trends in the purchasing pdwer of the maximum AFDC

grant with trends in the purchasing power of the median family income in

Chart 14

AFDOC Grants and Median Income
Change in "Real" Value Since 74
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California. - The chart shows that between 1974 and 1982, the purchasing
power of the AFDC grant increased while the purchasing poweriof the median
family income decreased.

California's AFDC Grant Levels Compared to the Federal
Poverty Level

One benchmark used by some to evaluate the adeauacy of AFDC grants
in meeting the basic needs of recipients is the federa]]y designated
poverty income level. Table 15 compares the value of the AFDC grant plus
food stamps in California with the poverty ievel for a fami1y'of three.

The table shows that at least since 1978-79, the combined maximum AFDC

grant and food stamp allotment has been less than the poverty income level.

In 1984-85, these benefits provide an AFDC family that has no other income
with benefits that are equal to about 90 percent of the poverty level,
Because some AFDC families (about 15 percent) have earned and
unearned income in addition to their arant and food stamps, it is possible
that these families' total resources exceed the federal poverty Tevei.
Data from a recent survey conducted by the DSS, however, indicate that few

AFDC families have reported resources that exceed the poverty level.
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Table 15

AFDC Grant and Food Stamps Allotments
As a Percent of the Poverty Level
1978-79 to 1984-85

Census Total Aid

Bureau Family of Estimated Total Aid As Percent
Poverty Three Food Stamp  (AFDC plus  Of Poverty
Level AFDC Grant Allotment Food Stamps) Level

1978-79 $455 $356 $85 $aa1 96.9%
1979-80 516 410 82 292 95.4
1980-81° 861 473 . 59 532 94,9
1980-81° 590 463 90 553 93.8
1981-82 625 506 75 581 92.9
1982-83 652 506 88 | 594 91.1
1983-84 682 526 01 617 90.5
1984-85° 722 586 95 650 90.1

a. AFDC grant level during the first half of 1980-81.

b. AFDC grant Tevel during the last half of 1980-81, which is lower than
the grant paid during the first half of the f1sca1 year,

¢. AFDC grant Tevel based on the 5.6 percent increase required by current
law.

Chart 15 shows the distribution of resources for a sample of AFDC
families in February 1982. The income for each family inciudes the AFDC
grant,, the food stamp allotment {prorated in food stamp households that
include individuals besides the AFDC family members), gross earnings, cash
contributions, and any other reported income (earned or unearned income,
Sccial Security, unemployment benefits, in-kind income, etc.). The

family's income is calculated as a percent of the Census Bureau's poverty’

level for a family of the appropriate size in 1982.
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Chart 15

Most AFDC Families Are Below the Poverty Level
Februory 1882 AFDC Survey

BUPercent of AFDC Population

S51-60% 61-70% 71-80% 81-g0% 91-100% 101-120Z 121-14D% 141-160%

Percent of 1982 Poverty Lineb

aSource: Department of Social Services. Income includes AFDC grant
and, if applicable, food stamps, earned income, Social Security,
unemployment benefits, cash contributions, other cash inceme, and
in-kind income.

Poverty level based on 1982 Census Bureau figures.

The chart shows that most famities have total incomes below the
poverty level. In fact, 35 percent of the families surveved had incomes
that were less than 80 percent of the poverty Tevel. A small group of

families (4.8 percent) had income that exceeded the poverty level.

~77-

'S

C



."’-‘-\;

It is not surprising that most AFDC families fall betweeﬁ 80 and 90
percent of the poverty level. The AFDCC grant alone provides an amount
equal to between 70 percent and 80 percent of the poverty level. When .the
food stamp allotment is added to the AFDC grant, the total is equal to
between 80 percent and 90 percent of the poverty level. What is surprising
is that there is such a large number of families {35 percent of those
covered by the DSS' survey) with incomes that are Tess than 80 percént of
the poverty threshold. About 60 percent of these families had a monthly
income that consisted only of the AFDC grant. They received no food stamps
and had no earnings or other income.

Almost all of the families with incomes above the poverty level had
earned income. According to the DSS' data, when expenses associated with
working are deducted from the income of these families, only 2.1 percent of
all AFDC families remain above the poverty level. Most of these families
are above the poverty line because they qualify for the $30 and one-third.
earned income disregard, which expires after four months (see Appendix G
for recent changes‘ih this four-month ]imit).' Once the $30 and one-third
earned income disregard expires, only 0.3 percent of the families in the
sample will have incomes that are above the poverty level.

The DSS' survey data provides the most complete picture of the
resources available to AFDC families in 1982. The relationship of AFDC
families' income to the federal poverty level, however, may not be the same
in 1984 as it was in 1982. This is because major federal program changes,
originally enacted in August 1981, were still being implemented during the

month in which the survey was conducted. Consequently, most families with
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earned income were still entitled to the $30 and one-third disregard.
Since the disregard expires after a family has received aid for four
months, a smaller percentage of today's AFDC caseload probably has incomes
above the poverty line.

VThe data provided in Chart 15 has another important Timitation. As
used in the chart, "income" includes only cash and in-kind resources.
Since many AFDC families receive benefits under the programs listed in
Table 16, such as Medi-Cal, Low-Income Home Energy Assistance, subsidized
housina, child care, and child nutrition, the chart has a downward bias.
That is, it tends to ignore the fact that benefits received under these
other programs decrease the demands on the family's cash resources and
allow the family to provide for its basic lTiving needs with an "income"

that is less than the federal poverty level.

The Value of Benefits and Resources Available to AFDC Recipients
‘ In addition to the monthly cash grant, AFDC recipients may qualify
for and receive benefits under é variety of other publicly supported
programs. Benefits under some of these programs, such as Medi-Cal, are
avaiTab]e_to individuals because they are AFDC recipients. Other benefits,
such as public housing and social security, are available to AFDC
recipients only to the extent that they meet specific eligibility criteria
and, in the case of public housing, are chosen from among those applying to
receive benefits.

This section discusses the major pub]ic]y‘financed benefits
available to AFDC recipients in addition to their monthly cash grants. In

addition to the benefits discussed here, AFDC recipients may:
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1. Utilize a variety of social services, including family planning,
provided by local agencies.

2. Participate in the Work Incentive program (wIN), which provided
employment services and social services for i89,130 persons. in 1982-83,

3. Participate in the Women, Infants, and Children Nutrition
program if the parent is pregnant or if the famf]y has children under five
years of age.

Medi-Cal. The Medi-Cal program, administered under Titie XIX of the
federal Social Security Act, provides funds to -health care providers to pay
for the cost of care delivered to public assistance recipients and other
individuals whose medical costs exceed their ability to pay. Al1 AFDC
recipijents are eligible for Medi-Cal-supported health care. During
1982-83, 568,400 persons, or 36 percent of all AFDC recipients, ut1112ed
Medi-Cal-reimbursed fee-for-service care. in addition, an unknown number
of AFDC recipients received services financed by the Medi-Cal program
through prepaid health plans, dental plans, and other plans where payments
are made on a per capita, rather than per service unit, basis. The average
monthly cost of fee-for-service Medi-Cal health care received by AFDC
recipients during 1982-83 was $140.02.

Unemployment Insurance. Unemployment Insurance (UI), which is

supported by employer contributions, provides weekly cash payments to
unemployed persons who are act{§e1y seeking work. Approximately 57,834
AFDC recipients also received UI benefits in 1982-83. |

The amount of weekly UI benefits paid to an unemployed perscon

depends upon the amount of earnings received by the claimant during a base
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period of employment. The average UI benefit reﬁeived by AFRC recipients
in 1982-83 was $258 per month. Based on the average family size, the
average value of UI payments per family member was $91.17.

Food Stamps. The purpose of the federq1 government's Food Stamp
program is to ensure that Tow-income households are financially able to
obtain food that provides an adequate level of nutrition. In order to
achieve this goal, eligible households ére given food stahps that they can
use to puréhase food. The recipients pay nothing for their food stamps.

In general, eligibility for food stamps is based on the gross income
and resources available to the applicant. Because their income is low,
most AFDC households qualify for food stamps. In 1982-83, 1,254,578
persons receiving AFDC arants also participated in the Food Stamp program.
Acdording to the DSS, the average cash value of food stamps brovided to
individual AFDC recipients was $33.04.

AFDC Special Needs. During 1982-83, the Special Needs program

provided average allowances of $55.00 to 23,822 AFDC families for special
needs such as prenatal nutrition. The average value of the benefits
provided under the program was $19.43 per individual.

Social Security. The federal Retirement, Survivors, Disability, and

Health Insurance (RSDHI} program provides benefits to retired and disabled
workers and their dependents, as well as to survivors of insured workers.
It also provides health insurance benefits ;or persons age 65 and over and
for disabled persons under age 65. According to statistics compiled by the
DSS, 10,773 AFDC families received RSDHI payments averaging $216 per month

during 1982-83--an average of $76.33 per individual. The RSDHI payments
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are counted as income for AFDC grant purposes. As a result, individual

AFDC grants are reduced by the amount of the RSDHI payment, less specified

deductions,

Child Care During Working Hours. Several different child care

programs may be available to AFDC recipients, depending on where theyv live.
The Office of Child Development (OCD) in the State Department of Education
provides subsidies on behalf of children from AFDC families to a network of
child care centers throughout the state. Ip ]982-83,lan estimated 31,391
AFDC children received subsidized child care in OCD-supported centers, at
an average cost of $128,67 per child per month.

Another child care resource available to AFDC families in 1982-83
was the "income disregard" mechanism. Under this arrangement, individual
AFDC families select and pay for child care and are then allowed to deduct
the cost of the care from their net countable income {on which the AFDC
grant calculation is based). These child care deductions are limited to a
maximum of $160 per child.

In 1982-83, approximately 7,639 families received child care funded
through this indirect subsidy mechanism. The countable income of these
families was reduced by an average of $98 per month as a result.

Child Nutrition Programs.. Low-income children, including those from

AFDC families, are eligible fcr free meals provided through schools and
child care agencies. Public schools must provide at least one such meal
per day for each needy pupil, at an estimated cost of $1.35 per meal.

Approximately 35 percent of AFDC recipients are school-age children.
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Housing Programs. Several housing assistance programs are available

to Tow- and moderate~-income households. These households may receive (1)
subsidized shelter as tenants in pdblic housing or (2) rental assistance to
he]p'them lease new or rehabilftated units owned by public or private
agencies. The availability of housing assistance and the income thresholds
that an AFDC recipient must meet in order to be eligible for this
assistance vary among the counties. 1In 1982-83, an estimated 46,847 AFDC
recipients resided in public housing and an additional 123,363 recefved
rental assistance.

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP). California

provides cash assistance to low-income households to help them pay the cost
of the energy they used. Categorical public assistance recipients, such as
AFDC househelds, are automatically e1igible.for this assistance, which is
not considered when the amount of a household's cash grant is calculated,
During 1982—83, approximately 388,613 AFDC recipients received a cash grant
under this program. The average annual benefit provided under theAHome
Energy Assistance program in that year was $162, or $57.24 per individual.
An unknown number of AFDC recipients also received (1) up to $300 to help
them pay their energy bill during emergencies and (2) up to $1,000 in
weatherproofing for their homes. A1l of this assistance is paid with
federal funds.

Other Income. During 1982-83, 13 percent of AFDC recipients

reported that they received income from sources other than publicly funded
programs. This other income can take the form of child support payments,

contributions from household members who do not receive AFDC, an AFDC
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recipient's own earnings, and in-kind benefits. The maximum AFDC grant may
be reduced by some portion of the other income received. This income is
available to the recipient in addition to the actual AFDC grant they
receive each month.

Calculation of Average Benefits. Table 16 shows the average value

of benefits and other income received in 1982-83 by an individual residing
in a three-person AFDC hoqseho1d. The averages are calculated in two ways.
The "average cash value of resource received" shows the average benefit per
individual for those AFDC households that received the particular benefit.
For example, among those AFDC households that recejved food stamps, the
average value of the coupons per individual was $33.04.

The “value of resource averaged over all AFDC recipients" gives the
average benefit per participant in the AFDC program, including both those
participants who received the particular benefit and those who did not.
Obviously, thé.average.benefit per AFDC participant will be Tess than the
average benefit for just those AFDC recipients who receive the benefit.

The average value of benefits provided to a family of three was
calculated by multiplying the average benefit value per AFDC recipient by

three,

Difficulties Encountered in Attempting to Calculate Benefits

Received by AFDC Families. Like all averages, of course, the average

benefit masks what can be large differences among individual families,

Some families may receive more benefits than the average; others may
receive less. Nevertheless, benefit value provides the best available
measure of the cost of benefits received by the hypothetical "average” AFDC

household.
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When reviewing the information on average benefit values provided in
Table 16, the following points must be kept in mind:

# Not All Recipients Receive Each of These Benefits. Some programs

are not avajlable to residents of some areas; others have long
waiting Tistsy still others have eligibility criteria that some
AFDC recipients are unable to meet.

@ More Than One-Half of A1l AFDC Families Receive Less Than the

Average Benefit Value. This is because relatively few

individuals receive unemployment compensation, child care, or
rental subsidies--each of which provides relatively iarge
benefits to those who qualify. This skews the distribution of
benefits, causing the median family berefit to be less than the
average benefit.

¢ The Number of Persons Who Participate in a Program During the

Course of a Year is Larger than the Average Number of Persons

Receiving Benefits. This is because some recipients enroll for

only a few months at a time. Consequently, the program is Tikely
to provide aid to more individuals in the state than what the
monthly average figure would imply.

e Finally, Not All Programs Vary the Size of Benefits by the

Size of the Recipient-Family. Under some benefit programs, such

as UI, Socjal Security, and LIHEAP, larger families get the same

benefit as smaller families,
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Table 16
Monthly Benefits and Resources Available to AFDC Recipient?
1982-83
Vatue of Overall
Average Resource Average
Recipients Percent Cash value Averaged Times Three
Using Of AFBC , Of Resource Over Al {(family
Resource Respurce  Recipients Received Recipients of three)
AFDC cash grant 1,561,559 100.0% $149.18 $149,18 $447 .54
Food stamps 1,254,578 80.3 33.04 26.54 79.62
Medi-Cal® 568,400 36.4 140.Q2 50.97 . 152.91
Child nutritiond 549,669 35,2 19.69 6.93 20.79
Rental subsidies® 123,363 7.9 80.00 6.32 18.96
Earned income 87,399 5.6 164.59 5.85 17.55
Other income’ 79,551 5.1 47.15 2.40 7.20
AFDC special 67,416 4.3 19.43 0.84 Z2.52
needs
Unemployment 57,834 3.7 91,17 3.38 10,14
Insurance
Public housing®?9 46,847 3.0 40.00 1.20 3.60
Child care 31,391 2.0 128.67 2.59 7.77
Social security 30,488 2.0 76,33 1.49 4.47
Average total - - - $257.69 $773.07
monthly resources
Average total - -- -~  %3,092.28 $9,276.84
annual resources
LIHEAP] 388,613 24.9% $57.24 $14.25 $42.75
Average total - - --  $3,106.53 $9,319.59

annual resources
with LIHEAP

a. SOURCES: Departwent of Social Services, Office of Economic Opportunity,

Department of Health Services, federal Departments of Housing ard Urban
Development and Health and Human Services, state Department of Housing and
Community Pevelopment. . '
b. Percentage figures do not total 100 percen?. because some recipients utilized
more than one benefit,

¢. Fee-for-service users only.
prepaid health plans are paid for on a per capita basis.

Other Medi-Cal service categories such as

Data on the

utilization of these fee-for-service categories by public assistance
recipients is not avezilable at this time.
d. Based on %1.35 averace meal value, one meal per 175 school days per year.
e. Based on 1981 federal study of percent of subsidized heusing occupied by

AFDC recipients.

f. Includes contributions from absent parents end other persons in the
households and in-kind income.

g. Includes assistence under Sections 8 and 23 of the federal Hovsing anrd Urban
Development Act and the Farmer's Home Administration's Rental Assistance

program.

h. 1Includes only subsidized child care provided throuch the Office of Child
Development in the State Department of Education. _
i. This amount is received in 2 lump sum rather than on a monthly basis.
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Part Two: Supplemental Security Income/State
Supplementary Program

CHAPTER V
ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: SSI/SSP

"The federal Suppliemental Security Income {SSI) program provides cash
grants to aged, blind, and disabled individuals and couples who meet
specified eligibility requirements. States can (and in some cases,'must)
supplement the federal SSI grant with a state supplementation payment
(SSP).

The Social Security Administration (SSA) administers the SSI
program. In addffion, the SSA will administer a state's SSP program if it
is requested to do so by the state. When the federal goverhment
administers a state's SSP program, federal eligibiltity requirements are
used to determine an applicant's eligibility for both the SSI and SSP
programs, If, on the other hand, the state.administeré its SSP program,
the state is free to set its own eligibility requirements.

This chapter summafizes the eligibility requirements that apply to
SSI/SSP programs in nine of the ten largest states. The-other large
state--Texas--has no SSP program.

State Supplementation Payments

There are two types of state supplementation payments: (1)
mandatory and (2) optional.

1. Mandatory Supplementation Program. Federal Taw requires that

states continue to provide cash grants to aged, blind, and disabled persons

who were receiving grants prior to implementation of the SSI program on
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January 1, 1974, regardless of whether these persons satisfy federal
eligibility requirements., Al1 states except Texas and Utah have mandatory
supplementation programs. According to the Department of Socié] Services,
California cutrent1y provides mandatory supplementation payments to one
individual who was receiving aid prior to implementation of the SSI
program.

2. Optional Supplementation Program. In addition, states have the

option of suph]ementing the federal SSI gfant. If a state elects to
supplement the basic SSI grant, it can limit the categories of persons who
can receive the supplement. As of Jahuary 1982, 40 states, including
California and the District of Columbia, have elected to provide such a
supplement to one or mdre categories of recipients.

Table 17 shows the SSP eligibility requirements for nine of the ten
largest states, including California, as of January 1, 1984. The federal
government administers the SSP program for five of theserstates—-
California, New York, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and New Jersey. The
remaining four states--I1l1inois, Ohio, Florida, and North Carolina--
administer their own SSP programs.

The nine largest states have been used as the basis for comparison
because they account for about 72 percent of the total U.S. population and
approximately 50 percent of the nation's SSI/SSP population., In addition,
these states represent every region in the counfry and include both large

urban and rural populations.
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Categorical Requirements

An individual can qualify for the SSP program if he or she is aged,
blind, or disabled and thus meets the categorical requirements of the
program. In those states where the federal government administefs the SSP
program: |

¢ An individual can qualify as aged if he or she is age 65 or

older.

e - An individual can qualify as blind if the person's vision is
correctable to no better than 20/200 in‘the better eye, or the
individual has tunnel vision in which the field of vision is no
greater than 20 degrees.

¢ An individual can gqualify as disabled if the person is unable to

engage in substantial gainful activity due to physical or mental
impairment that is expected to result in death or last for a
~continuous period of -a year or longer.

In addition, disabled or blind children are eligible for aid if they
are under 18 years of age (or 22 years of age and a student) and neither
married nor the head of a household.

Table 17 shows that the categorical requirements for the nine states
are very similar. The major difference is that the four states which
administer their own SSP programs limit eligibility to aged, blind, and
disabled persons who Tive in community care facilities that provide room,
board, and personal care. By contrast, states whose SSP programs are
administered by the federal government provide aid to aged, btind, and
disabled individuals regardless of whether they live in a community care

facility or independently in their own home or rental unit.
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Income Limits

In order to qualify for aid, an individual must meet specifiéd
income criteria. Both earned and unearned income, with specified
exclusions, are counted in determining an individual's eligibility for aid.
(Appendices E and F give examples of unearned 1néome and receipts that are
not considered to be income.’)

Gross Income Limit. The "“gross income 1imit" is the maximum amount

of income that an individual can receive and still be eligible for one
dotlar of aid under the SSI/SSP program. This amount can be calculated by
subtracting one dollar from the maximum SSI/SSP grant, multiplying this
figure by two, and adding allowable income exciusions. Table 17 shows that
an individual Tiving independently in California could have $1,037 in
income per month and still receive one dollar of aid under the SSI/SSP
program. Blind recipients could have more than $1,037 of income and
qualify for aid because they are permitted to exclude more income from the
total than are aged or disabled persons,

General Income Exclusion. Federal law permits states to exclude $20

per month of general income in determining whether a person is eligible for
the SSI/SSP program. Seven states, including California, provide for this
exémption under their SSP programs. I11linois allows a $25-per-month
general income exclusion. In North Carolina, blind recipients afe
permitted a $10-per-month general income exclusion and aged and disabled
recipients are permitted a $9-per-month exclusion.

Earned Income Exclusion. In addition to the general income

exclusion, federal law does not recognize as income the first $65 of earned
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income plus one-half of the remainder for purposes of determining the
eligibility of an aged individual for the SSI/SSP program. Biind and
disabled recipients also are permitted to exclude any income that is used
to gain self-sufficiency. Among the expenses that blind recipients can
deduct from otherwise-countable income are:

e Bus or cab fare.

¢ Guide dog_and upkeep.

e Private automobile ($.15 per mile).

¢ Braille instruction.

e Llunches.

e Professional association dues that are work-related.

e Taxes; FICA; self-employment; federal, state, or local income

taxes.

California and six other states permit the same exclusions from

earned income as the federal government. In ITTinois, aged and disabled -

participants are permitted to exclude up to $50 of earned income per month.

In North Carolina, aged and disabled recipients are permitted to exclude

the first $20 of earned income plus one-half of any remainder up to a
maximum exemption of $60 per month,

Net Income Limit. "Net income" is equal to gross income minus

exclusions. The net income limit is the maximum SSI/SSP grant. As of
January 1, 1984, the maximum SSI/SSP grant for an aged individual in an
independent living arrangement ranged from $314 in I11inois, Ohio, Florida,
and North Carolina (these states do not supplement the SSI grant) to $477

in California.
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Resource Requirements

In order to qualify for the SSP program, an individual must meet
specified resource requirements. In general, "resources" include cash,
1iquid assets, and real or personal property that can be converted to cash
for the financial support of the applicant.

Home. The SSA defines a home as any building that the recipient
owns and uses as a principal place of residence and any land contiguous to
the residence. Federal law exempts the entire value of the home from
consideration in determining an applicant's eligibility for SSI. Eight of
the states, including California, allow the same home exemptions as the
federal government. North Carolina allows participants to exempt their
house and $12,000 worth of contiguous property.

Personal Property. Federal regulations define "personal property"

as property that can be moved or stored. Examples of personal property
include furniture, furnishings, appliances, clothing, jewelry, and cash,
Federal law permits individuals and couples to exclude $1,500 and $2,250 of
personal property, respectively, in order to qualify for aid. In addition,
the recipient is permitted to exclude 1ife insurance policies with a cash
value of $1,000 or a prepaid burial plan with a value of $1,500. Seven
states, including California, aliow the same personal property exemptions
as the federal government. (See Appendix G for a discussion of how these
Timits were changed by recent federal legislation--PL 98-369.)

Household and Personal Effects. In determining a person‘s resources

for purposes of establishing SSI/SSP eligibility and grant tevels, the SSA

exempts from consideration wedding and engagement rings, prosthetic

© -92-



7,

devices, dialysis machines, hospital beds, and wheelchairs. All remaining
household and personal effects up to an equity value of $2,000 are also
excluded from the total. Six states, including California, impose the same
requirements as the federal government under their SSP programs.

Motor Vehicle, The entire value of an automobile can be excluded

from total resources if the vehicle is necessary for employment, essential
for medical use, or specially equipped for the handicapped. Otherwise, up
to $4,500 of a vehicle's equity value is excluded. California and five
other states impose the same requirements as the federal government.

Other Eligibility Requirements

Liens. ITlinois places a Tien on the homesteads of SSI/SSP
recipients that are worth more than $25,000, Upon the death of the
recipient, the state attempts to recover the amount of assistance provided
to the recipient from the value of the homestead. Recipients under age 65
and those with spouses, children, or SSI recipients residing in the home
are excepted from this requirement. State claims against the deceased
recipient's property are considered after the claims of other credftors.

Relative Responsibility. Under federal regulations, part of a

spouse's income and resources are considered to be available for the
support and care of an SSI/SSP applicant or recipient. Parents also are
financially responsible for their blind or disabled children under age 21,
except when the child is age 18 or older and financially independent.
These federal provisions apply to seven of the states, 1hc1ud1ng

California. Ohio and Florida 1imit relative responsibility to spouses.
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CATEGORICAL
REQUIREMENTS

A, Aged

B. Blind

Table 17

Eligitility Pequirements for SST and Stete Supplemental Progrems
: Jamyary 1, 1984

Federal Federally Adwinistered SSP Programs State Adwinistered SSP Programs .
Eligibility Califumia New York Pennsylvania Michigan Newl Jer<ey i inais Chic Florida North Caroling
1. 65 years old Same as Same as Same as Sane as Same as federal, 65 years or 65 years or 65 years or 55 vezrs or older
and older if  federal. federal. federal. federal. older ina - older and in  older in a ir g facility
houzed in an facility a conmunity-  cave facility. with roam, boand,
idependent. with room, based 1iving  These include ard personal
Tiving hoard, and arvangement. an adult in care.
situation. personal care.  Those include  foster hore
2. Paynent for an adult foster or room and
residing in hore or @ grewp beard with
medical hare Ticensed  persoral core,
facilities is by the state
limited to a health department.
perscnal and
incicental
reeds allow-
ance of 325/
merith.
Vision correc- Same as Same as Sare as Same as Same as federal, Seme as Sare as Same as
table to no federal. federal. federal, federal. federal and federal and federal ang 18
better than 20/200 in a facility 18 years or years or older
in better eye or with rocm, older in a in & care
tunnel vision in board, and camuni ty- facility.
vhich field of personal care. based Tiving  These include
vision is no arrangenent. room or board
greater then 20 These include  with personal
degrees. an adult care or adult
foster hame foster hame.
or a group
hore Ticensed
by the state
health
department.
~
. e O . o ™ oN ~ ~ —~

=
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Table 17--contd

Federal Federally Aduinistered SSP Programs State Administered SSP Programs .
Eligibility California tew York Pernsylvanfa’ Michigan New Jersey TTTinois Uhio Florida North Carclina
C. Disabled Mental or Same as Same as Sare as Same as Sane as federal. Same as Same as Sare as Sare as
physical dmpair- Tederal. federal, federal. federal. federal and in federal and federal and Teders] and in
mert which pre- a facility 18 years or ina a facility with
cludes gainful with yoom, older in a comumity- reom, boerd,
enployment or beard, and commmity- based 1iving ard persoral
activity. personal care.  based 19ving  arrangerent. care,
arrangement. These include
These include  room and bosrd
an adult with personal
faster home care; aclt
or a group foster home
heme Ticensed  care: foster
by the state  hames; group
health homes; or a
department. residential
habilitation
center.
11, INCOME
& A Gross §711 $1,037 $833 $775 $759 §769 $711 $m1® §7112 s
o Income
! . b
Limit
B. CGemeral $20/month Sare as Same as Same as Same as Same as federal. $25/month. Same as Same 88 Aced and disabled:
Tncore general federal. federal. federal. federal. Incore from . federal. federal. £9/month
Exclusion  exclusion. contributions Blind: $10/mnth
is not
excluded.
C. Famed
incomn

Exclusion
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Tabie 17--contd

1. A
Cate-
gories

2. Blind
ard
Dis-

abled

D. Met Income
Limit

RESQURCE LIMITS

A, FReel
Property/
Hare

B. Personal
Property

Federal Federally Administered SSP Programs L State Administered SSP Pregians
Eligibility Califormia Moyt York Pennsylvania Michican Mevi Jorsey Tilinois hio tlorica _harth Cereding
First h/mnth  Sore as Sane as Sane as Same as Same as Agd and Same as Sare as federal.,  Aceo and disabled:
nf pamed inceme  federal. federal, federal, feceral. federal . disabled: %20  federal. first S20/month
plus 1/2 of ) plus 1/2 of plus 1/2 of
rerzining eamed nex!, $60/month ravpinder of first
incore s exclded. of earmed HQjrenth up o
Ary incrme used Sare as Same as Sare as Same as Same as incone is Same as Same as federal, raxirum everp-
tovards caining  federal. federal, federal, federal. federal, excluded, federal. tions of SE0,
self-sufficiency Blind: $& Teta) disveserd,
is excluded. plus 1/2 of Blird: first %85,
remainder of plus 1/2 rereinder
garned in- of ravmed incame
come is over SES/ronth,
excluded,
Meximg SSi/SSP $477 $375 $346 $338 $343 $3142 $314 $3147 348
arant, -
The principal Same as Suime as . Same as Seme s Seme as federal. Exemptions: Same as Some as federal. Totai vale of -
place of federal. federal. federal. federal. . ~-heres and feceral. house exclied
residence and income- and 51?10(13
centiguous producing worth of
property is business or contiguas
excluded. farm property,
equipment '
1,500 1imit for  Same as Same as Same as Sae as Save as federal. Dearptions are  Same as Same as federal,  Bifnd: 52,000
individual; federal. federal, federal. federal. limited to federal. Timit for
$2,750 1imit for 1ife insurance ‘ind'i\"iffu'a] .
coupiey life with a cash Boed and Lig-
insurance with value of $1,000 abled: $1,000
a cash or face or a prepaid Timit for
value of $1,000; burial plan of indivicual ard
prepaid burial $1,500, $1,100 Vimit
plan with a ' ' for couple.
$1,500 valee.
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Table 17--contd
Federal Fecerally Adwinistered SSP Prograns State Administered SSP Prograns
Eligibility Califormia New York Pennsylvania Michigan New Jersey 1THinois Ohio Florida North Carolin
C. Household/ 52,000 Timit Same as Sane as Some as Same as .Same as federal. Fxemptions are  Entire Same as federal. Total value
Personal equity value, fedaral. federal. federal. federal. Timited to value excluded,
Effects clothing and excluded.
household
furnishings.
D, Motor $4,5000 Tinmit, Sane #¢ S as Same as Same as Same as federal. Entire value $1,7200 Sare as Tederal,’  Total value
Vehicle equity value federal. federal. federal, federal, exampt. examted if “excluded.
except when the used for
care 5 used employrent
for empioyrent; or specially
essential for equipped for
mectical use; or the handi-
specially capped.,
ecuinped for Otherwise,
the handicapped, the entire
If ane of these value of the
cascs apply, vehicle is
the entire counted.
value of the N
vehicie is
exenpt.
V. OTHER
A, Liens Nore. Seme as Sere as Same"as Same as Sare as Lienon hove-  Same as Sare as federal.  Seme as
federal, federal. federal, federal. federal, vorth more than  federal. fedaral,
$25,000 and
claims are filed
upon the death of
the recipient
except vhen:

—the recipient
was under age 65

—a child, spouse,
or S51/5SP
recipient resides
in the home

—there has been
a claim filed by
other creditors




Table 17--contd

Fedoral .+ Federally fdministered 5SP Proarems State Administered SSP Progrars
Eliaibility Califermia Tiew York PennsyTvania Michigan o Jersey IMinois Ohio Florida Marth Cavoiina
B. Relative —Spcuse for Same as Seme as Sare as Same &8 Same as federal. Same as Spouse for Spause for Sare as
Fesionsi- spruse federal, federal. federal, Tederal, federal. spouse, spouse. federel.
bility ~-Parent for :

child inder
age 21, except
vhen ¢itild s
ace 13 or
oider and
firancially
independent
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a. Does not include supplemental paweent because these states do not provide a
suppiaent to individuals in an independent 14ving arvangement. Supplamental
payrents, however, are made to other groups of recipients in these states.

b. Aged individual in an independent Tiving arvangement, Jaruary 1, 1984,

NOTE: The State of Texas has no 35P program.
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CHAPTER VI
HISTORICAL TRENDS: SSI/SSP

This chapter provides a description of the Supplemental Security
Income/State Suppiementary program (SSI/SSP) and its recipients. It does
so0 by answering a series of questions often asked about the SSI/SSP. The
first set of questions involves the number of SSI/SSP recipients and total
expenditures made on their behalf. The second set of questions concerns
the characteristics of SSI/SSP recipients in California and how this
population has changed in recent years,

How Many People Receive S$S1/SSP?

In 1984-85, an average of 651,190 persons per month are expected to
receive SSI/SSP grants. Thus, in any given month, approximately 2.6
percent bf California's 25 million people will be receiving SSI/SSP grants.
0f these persons, the Department of Social Services estimates that 261,800
will bé‘aged, 18,540 will be blind, and 370,850 will be disabled. Chart 16
shows, by eligibility category, the average number of persons per month
receiving SSI/SSP grants during the years 1977-78 through 1984-85.

Chart 16 shows that the total number of SSI/SSP recipients has
dec]inéd since 1980-51. Compared to the number of persons who received
grants in 1980-81, approximately 60,752 fewer persons will receive granfs_
in 1984-85--a drop of 9 percent. The decrease is due principally to a
decline in the number of aged persons qualifying for SSI/SSP. Although the
percentage of California's total population that are aged is increasing,

the percentage of SSI/SSP recipients who are aged is declining. This
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Chart 16

SSI1/SSP Average Mdnthly Casglodd
By Eligibility Category

Thousands of Recipients
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SOURCE: Department of Social Services,

anomaly primarily reflects the fact that income to the aged from other
sources, such as social security pa&ments, has been increasing at a
relatively rapid pace, thereby reducing the number of aged persons eligible
for SSI/SSP.

Chart 17 shows the distribution of aged, blind, and disabled
recipients as a percentage of all SSI/SSP recipients for each year since

1977-78. The chart shows that the percentage of recipients who are aged
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Chart 17
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The cost of the SSI/SSP program in 1984-85 is expected to total $2.3

Conversely, the disabled population increased from 51 percent of the total

has declined from 47 percent in 1977-78 to 40 percent in 1984-85.
Fund and $1.1 billion will come from the federal government.
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Between 1977-78 and 1980-81, General Fund expenditures for the
SSI/SSP program increased by $566 million, or 78 percent. This increase
was due principally to two factors: (1} cost-of-living adjustments granted
in 1979-80 (15,7 percent} and 1980-81 (15.5 percent) and {2) the state's
decision to assume the county’'s share of SSI/SSP program costs, beginning
in 1978-79. Since 1980-81, General Fund expenditures have decreased by $89
mi11ion,‘or 7 percent, primarily because increqses in unearned
1nc0me--especia11y social security benefits--reduced grant levels fbr many
recipients. |

Chart 18 shows the trend in SSI/SSP expenditures, by funding source,
for the years 1977-78 through 1984-85,

Characteristics of SSI/SSP Recipients

The Department of Social Services prepares quarterly management
reporfs showing the characteristics of persons applying for and receiving
SSI/SSP érants. We have used the information contained in these reports to
answer some commonly asked questions about the SSI/SSP program and its

participants.

1. Does the SSI/SSP Program Support Primarily Aged Persons? The
conventional wisdom is that the SSI/SSP program provides assistance
primarily to aged persons. In fact, however, the majority of SSI/SSP
recipients--57 percent in 1984--qualify for aid because they are disabled.
Even. though the majority of SSI/SSP recipients qualify for aid by virtue of
a disability, the department does not collect information on thé types of

disabilities that affect these recipients,
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Chart 18

SS1/5SP Expenditures
- By Funding Source
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Age& recipients comprise the second largest group of SSI/SSP
beneficiaries (40 percent). In January 1984, the average age of aged
recipients was 77 years, while the average ages of blind and disabled
recipients were 57 years and 49 years, respectively. Chart 19 shows the
percentage distribution of recipients, by age, in 1984. The chart shows

that one-fifth of the SSI/SSP population is less than 40 years old,
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Chart 19

Percent of SSI1/SSP Caseload
By Age Groups
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2. What are the Largest Recipient Groups by Aid-Category, Race, and

)

Sex? Table 18 shows the largest recipient groups, by aid-category (aged
and disab1ed), race, and sex, in January 1982 and January 1984, The table
shows that disabled white females are the single largest group of
recipients accounting for 22 percent of all SSI/SSP claimants in both
years. The next largest groups are aged white females and disabled white

males, accounting for 18 percent and 15 percent of total recipients,
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Fant

respectively.
"other” races.

January 1982 to 8 per

Disabled white female
Aged white female
Disabled white male
Aged white male
Disabled black female
Aged other female
Disabled black male
Aged other male

Aged black female
Disabled other female
Disabled other male
A1l other categories

Totals

cent in January 1984,
Table 18

Largeét Categories of Recipients

By Aid-Category, Race, and Sex

A rapidiy growing group of recipients are aged females of

This group increased from 5.7 percent of all recipients in

Number Percent of
Of Recipients A1l Recipients
January January January January
1982 1984 1982 1984
150,041 139,646 22.1% 21.8%
145,903 115,788 21.5 18.0
105,730 97,697 15.6 15.2
55,923 40,770 8.2 6.4
44,643 42,957 6.6 6.7
38,897 51,592 5.7 8.0
30,373 28,652 4.5 4.5
22,628 28,708 3.3 4.5
21,957 18,492 3.2 2.9
19,779 29,037 2.9 4.5
16,807 23,718 2.5 3.7
26,516 24,622 3.9 3.8
679,197 641,679 100.0% 100.0%

Tables 19 and 20 provide a distribution of the SSI/SSP rec1p1ent

population by race and sex,

Table 19 shows that 63 percent of all

recipients are white, 15 percent are black, and 21 percent are of other

races.
percent are men.

percent are men,
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Table 20 shows that 64 percent of all recipients are women and 36

0f the aged recipients, 71 percent are women and 29



Table 19

SSI/SSP Recipient Popu1agion by Race
January 1984

Number Percent of Percent of
0f Recipients Aid Category All Recipients
Aged 261,896 100.0% 40.9%
White {156,558) (59.8) i (24.4)
Black (25,038} (9.6) (3.9)
Other (80,300) (30.7) (12.5)
B1ind _ 17,066 100.0 2.7
White - (11,261) . (66.0) (1.8)
Black (2,024) (11.9) (0.3)
Other (3,781) (22.2) (0.6)
Disabled 361,717 100.0 56.4
White (237,353) {65.5) (37.0)}
Black (71,609) (12.8) {11.2)
Other (52.,755) (14.6) (8.2)
Total 640,679 - 100,0%"
White (405,172} -- (63.2)
Black (98,671). -- (15.4)
Other (136,836) - (21.4)

a. Detail may not add due to rounding.

-106-



Table 20
SSI/SSP Recipient Population, by Sex
January 1984

Number Percent of Percent of
0f Recipients Aid Category A1l Recipients

Aged , 261,842 100.0% 40.8%

Male (76,009) (29.0) {11.8)
Female (185,833) (71.0) (29.0)
Blind 18,062 100.0 2.8
Male (6,949) (38.5) (1.1)
Female (11,113) (61.5) (1.7)
Disabled 361,528 100.0 o 56.4
Male {150,035) (41.5) (23.4)
Female (211,593) {58.5) ‘ (33.0)
Total 641,532 - 100,0%
Male (232,993) -- (36.3)
Female (408,539} - (63.7)

3. Do Persons Receiving SSI/SSP Also Have Other Sources of Income?

The majority of SSI/SSP recipients receive income from other sources in
addition to their SSI/SSP grant. Table 21 shows that in January 1982, at
Teast 435,692 recipients, or greater than 64 percent of all recipients,
received income from sources other than the SSI/SSP grant. In January
1984, 395,354 recipients, or 62 percent of all recipients, had other
sources of income.

Income from these other sources, after specified exclusions, reduce

the size of the SSI/SSP grant provided to recipients.
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Table 21

Other Sources of Income Recgived by
SS1/SSP Recipients

Number
(0f Recipients

Average Income

January January

Jdanuary January

1982 1984 1982 1984
Farned income , 14,515 13,567 $51 $48
Unearned income 435,692 395,354 293 322
Social security benefitsb (403,662) {(365,218) (283) (313)
Other (no social security (32,030) (30,136) - -
benefits)

a. The total number of recipients with both earned and unearned income
cannot be determined due to Timitations in the available data.
b. Some of the recipients that receive social security benefits also

receive other types of unearned income.

Table 21 shows that only 13,567 recipients, or 2 percent of all

recipients had earned income in January 1984. The average earned income of -

these recipients in that month was $48.

A much larger percentage of recipients--over 60 percent of the

total--receive some sort of unearned income. Social security benefits are

the most prevalent source of unearned income. Fifty-six percent of all

SSI/SSP recipients received social security benefits in 1984. These

payments averaged $313 per month. Five percent of SSI/SSP recipients did

not receive social security benefits but did receive other types of

unearned income, which inciuded military pensions, in-kind payments, and

~employment pensions.
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4, How Many Recipients Own Property or Other Resources? SSI/SSP

eligibility requirements permit recipients to own certain. property and
resources, subject to specified 1imits. Table 22 shows that in January

1984, 436,000, or 68 percent, of all recipients owned no resourcés.' The

L table also shows that during the same month, 270,000 recipients owned one
or more resources. Of those individuals with resources, 33 percent owned a
. house, 55 percent owned an automobile, and 11 percent owned a 1ife
- insurance policy.
Table 22
Number of SSI/SSP Recipients With One
C . Or More Resources in January 1984
Percent of
Number Recipients Percent of
Resource Of Recipients With Resources All Recipients
i(: Recipients with no 436,038 -- 68.0%
S resources
Recipients with resources 269,466 100,0% 32.0
| House (89,521) (33.2) (14. Oa)
C Auto (149,171) (55.4) (23. Za)
’ Life Insurance (29,204) (10.8) (4.6%)
Other resources (1,570) (0.6) (0.22)

a, 1lotal exceeds 32 percent because some rec1p1ents have more than one
C resource, ’

5. Do Most Recipients Live in Their Own Homés? Table 23 shows that
in January 1984, 500,000, or 81 percent, of all recipients_resi&ed in
independent living situations. The living arrangements of these recipients
included both owned and rented quarters. Another 19,000 recipients, or 3.1

percent of the total, resided in independent 1iving quarters without
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cooking facilities (for example, a hotel room). About 61,000 recipients,
or 10 percent of the total, lived in nonmedical board and care facilities.
Table 23
Living Arrangements of

SSI/SSP Recipients

A11 Recipients
Percent
~ January 1984 0f Total

Independent 1iving ' 498,688 81.0%
Independent Tiving without cooking facilities 18,794 3.1
Livirg in another's house 22,450 _ 3.6
Nonmedical board and care facility 60,830 9.9
Other 15,135 2.4
Totals 615,897 100.0%

6. How Long Do SSI/SSP Recipients Remain on Aid? The SSI/SSP
program is considered to be an income source of last resort. Individuals
are eligible for the program only if they (1) cannot adequately support
themselves because of age, blindness, or a physical or mental disabi]fty
and (2) meet certain income and resource Timitations. Because the
conditions that qualify persons for this program (age, blindness, or
disability} generally do not improve, the program will probab1y tend to be
a long-term source of support for such_individua]s. Because the SSI/SSP
program is only 10 years old, it is not possible at this time to draw
meaningful conclusions from the available data concerning the 1ength of

time that recipients remain on aid.
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7. MWhat are the Most Common Reasons for Getting Off Aid? Table 24 .
skows the various reasons why a person leaves the SSI/SSP program. The two
most common reasons are (1) death and (2) increases in income from other.
sources that make the person ineligible for aid. As of January 1984, death
accounted for 28 percent of all benefit terminations, and incomes that
exceeded program limits accounted for another 18 percent. The next two
most common reasons--failure to report or supply required information and
resources that exceed program limits--accounted for 16 percent and 11
percent, respectively, of terminations reported in January 1984, Together,
these four factors account for nearly three-quarters of all terminations
reported in January 1982 and January 1984.

Table 24

Reasons for Termination of
SSI/SSP Benefits

January Percent January Percent

1982 . 0Of Total 1984 0f Total

Death 2,440 23.2% 2,202 27.7%
Excessive income 2,192 20.9 1,389 17.5
Failure to report 1,465 14.0 1,292 16.3
Excessive resources 1,370 13.1 859 10.8
Reasons undetermined® 1,187 11.3 943 <11.9
Moved to other state 768 7.3 711 9.0
Cessation of disability 518 4.9 i1l 1.4
Qutside of U.S. 274 2.6 196 2.5
Incarcerated 150 1.4 126 1.6
Voluntary termination 130 1.2 107 1.3
Cessation of blindness 3 -- 1 -

Totals 10,497 100,0%° 7,937 100.0%

These cases represent terminations that are as yet unclassified.
Detail may not add due to rounding,

oo
. .
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8. Which Counties Have the Most SSI/SSP Recipients? In terms of

absolute numbers, SSI/SSP recipients are concentrated in five counties with

large metropolitan centers. Specifically, 35 percent of all recipients
reside in Los Angeles County, 6 percent reside in San Diego, 5 percent each
reside in Alameda and San Francisco, and 4 percent reside in Orange. This
distribution of SSI/SSP recipients is generally consistent with the
distribution of the state's population as a whole.

If the distribution of SSI/SSP recipients is analyzed as a
percentage of each county's total population, we find that recipients tend
to be concentrated in the central valley and northern counties, Of the ten
counties with the ]argest percentages of their populations on SSI/SSP, five
are central valley counties and three are northern counties.. This
distribution is very similar to the distribution of AFDC recipients in
California. Chart 20 highlights the ten counties having the Targest

percentages of their populations on SSI/SSP as of December 1982.
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CHAPTER VII

SSI/SSP GRANT LEVELS IN PERSPECTIVE

The main goal of the SSI/SSP program is to provide needy people with
sufficient funds so that they can achieve at least a minimum standard of
living. There 1is, however, no objective method for determining what a
"minimum standard of Tiving" is. Clearly, some objective factors enter
into this important determination, such as the prices of food and shelter
and the availability of other forms of assistance. Beyond these factors,
individual values determine how much is enough.

While it is not possible to ﬁake a totally objective assessment of
the extent to which current SSI/SSP grants are "adequate," there is data
available that can help one make a subjective assessment of this important
and controversial matter. In this chapter, we present data that may put
current grant levels in perspective. Specifically, the chapter presents
information on: |

¢ Current SSI/SSP grant levels in California.

e California's SSI/SSP grants compared to grants pfovided by other

states,

¢ Purchasing power of SSI/SSP grants in California and other

states.

e Trends in the purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant in

California.

e California's SSI/SSP grant levels compared to the Federal Poverty

Level.
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o The value of benefits and resources available to SSI/SSP

recipients.

Not everyone will Took upon each of these benchmarks as equally
relevant to the question of what is an "adequate" grant level. Some may
consider a portion Qf this information to be irrelevant, while others will
consider it to be very important. In presenting the data contained in this
chapter, we do not wish to imply that this data is or is not compelling.

We presenf it only because observations based on this kind of data
frequently are brought into the debate over cash grant levels.

Current SSI/SSP Grant Levels in California

Table 25 shows the maximum SSI/SSP payment levels in 1984 and 1985
for selected categories of recipients living in a'home or rental unit. The
table shows that as of January 1, 1985, the total SSI/SSP grant will
increase by 5.6 percent. For example, the grant for an aged or disabled

jndividual will increase from $477 in 1984 to $504 on January 1, 1985,
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Table 25

Maximum Monthly SSI/SSP Grant Levels
1984 and 1985

January-December

1985
Category “January-December 5.6 Percent®
of Recipient 1984 - Amount Change
Aged/Disabled Individual
Total Grant $477 $504 5.6%
SSI 314 334 6.4
SSP 163 . 170 4.3
Aged/Disabled Couple
‘Total Grant 886 936 5.6
SS1I 472 . 501 6.1
SSP 414 435 5.1
Blind Individual /
Total Grant b35 ‘ 565 5.6
SS1 314 334 6.4
SSP 221 231 4.5
Blind Couple
Total Grant 1,041 1,099 5.6
§S1 472 _ 501 6.1
SSp 569 598 5.1

a. Adjustments to the total SSI/SSP grants may not equal 5.6 percent
exactly, due to statutory requirement that payments be rounded to the
nearest dollar, '

California's SSI/SSP Grants Compared to Grants
Provided by Other States

Table 26 shows the SSI/SSP benefits provided to aged or disabled
individuals and couples by California and the 9 most populous states, as of
January 1, 1984, The table indicates that of the 10 states, 5 chose to
supplement the basic SSI grant, and of these 5, California provided by far

the largest supplement to both individuals and couples. The resulting
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grant Jevels in California are 27 percent and 62 percent higher,
respectively, than the grant levels prevailing in New York, the state with
the next largest supplement. California's SSI/SSP standards exceed those
of states that do not supplement the SSI grant by 52 percent in the case of
individuals and 88 percent in the case of couples.
Table 26
Maximum Monthly SSI/SSP Grant Levels

Ten Largest States
January 1, 1984

Aged or Aged or
Disabled Individual Disabled Couple
State Total Grant State SSP Total Grant State SSP
California $477 $163 $886 $414
New York 375 61 548 76
Texas 314 - 472 -
Pennsylvania 346 32 521 49
ITlinois 314 - 472 --
Ohio 314 -- 472 -—
Florida 314 -- - 472 -
Michigan 338 24 508 36
New Jersey 343 29 495 23
North Carolina 314 - 47?2 --

Purchasing Power of SSI/SSP Grants in California
and Other States

The grant levels provided by the 10 Targest states may vary, in
part, Because of differences in the cost of living among these states.
Unfortunately, there is no up-to-date, widely accepted measure of Tiving
costs in different localities.

Until 1982, the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) published annual

hypothetical budgets for low-, intermediate-, and higher-income retired

couples living in each of the major metropolitan areas of the U.S. For
each budget, there was an estimate of the cost for food, housing,

transportation, clothing, medical care, and other items., Different
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gqualities and quantities of these goods and services were provided for each
hypothetical budget level. These budgets were based on a list of goods and
services specified in the mid-1960s, and adjusted for changes in the prices
of goods and services since that time. 7
In order to determine the purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant, we
compared the amount of the grant plﬁs food stamps provided in various
Tocalities with the cost of 1iving in those locations, as estimated by the
BLS Tower income budget for & retired couple. Table 27 shows the 20
Tocations where these benefits had the most purchasing power in 1982. The
table shows that: |
® The purchasing power of SSI/SSP grants plus food stamps ranged
from 96 percent of the 1iving costs for a retired couple in
Pittsburgh to 174 percent in San Diego.
¢ The benefits provided in San Diego had the highest purchasing
power among those areas, including those not shown in thé table,
for which the BLS calculates budgets.
e The purchasing power of the benefits provided in all three
California localities--San Diego, Los Angeles, and San
Francisco--exceeded 150 percent of the BLS Tower income budget

for retired persons.
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Table 727

Purchasing Power of SSI/SSP Grant and a
Food Stamp Allotments for Selected Localities
(January 1, 1982) ‘

Percent
Annual  Monthly Monthly ‘Total Total of
Cost of SSI/SSE Food StamH Monthly Anrual Cost of
City or State Living Grant™ Allotment Aid Aid Living

San Diego, CA $5,622 $815 .- $815 49,780 173.96%
Los Angeles, CA 5,842 815 - ® 815 9,780 167.41
San Francisco, CA 6,273 815 --? 815 9,780 155.91
Denver, CO 5,764 674 —— 674 8,088 140.32
Anchoraga, AL 8,029 773 $30 803 9,635 120,00
Nebraska~ 5,580 534 4f 538 6,460 115.76
Boston, MAh 6,431 611 --f 611 7,332 114.01
New Mexico 5,828 547 e 547 6,569 112,71
Mi1wauhee, WI 6,092 558 —_ 558 6,686 109.91
Nevada 5,828 487 18 505 6,065 104,06
Atlanta, GA 5,242 397 45 442 5,309 101.27
Philadelphia, PA 5,654 446 31 477 5,720 101.17
Dallas, TX ; 5,421 397 45 442 5,309 97.93
Connecticut ™ 6,229 491 17 508 6,098 97.90
Chicago, IL 5,428 397 45 442 5,309 97.80
Indiana 5,428 397 45 442 5,309 97.80
(Northwest)
New Jersey 5,654 - 422 38 460 5,619 97.61
{excl. Nor;heast)
Rhode Island 6,229 485 19 504 6,048 97.09
Minneapolis, MN 5,897 441 32 473 5,678 96.29
Pittsburgh, PA 5,948 446 31 477 5,720 96,17

a. SOURCES: Department of Health and Human Services; Bureau of Labor
Statistics, U.S. Department of Labor; California Department of Social
Services.

b. Cost of living equals the BLS lower budget for a retired couple 1in
Autumn 1981, excluding medical care costs.

¢. SSI/SSP maximum grant for a couple with no other income.

d. Food stamp allotment assumes total housing costs (rent and utilities)
equal to the BLS budget item for rental housing.

e, SSI/SSP recipients in California and Wisconsin do not receive food
stamps because their monthly income from the grant exceeds the maximum
monthly income established for the Food Stamp program.

f. Food stamp benefits calculated to be zero.

g. Cost of 1iving for these states is based on the BLS budget for the
North Central region's nonmetropolitan areas.

h. Cost of living for these states is based on the BLS budget for the West
region's nonmetropolitan areas.

i. Cost of living for these states is based on the BLS budget for the
Northeast region's nonmetropolitan areas.
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California's benefit levels also exceeded 100 percent of the

intermediate budget published by the BLS. Table 28 shows the purchasing

power of SSI/SSP benefits provided in 12 areas as a percent of all 3 BLS
budgets. Only in California did the purchasing power of benefits exceed
the BLS interﬁediate budget. In fact, California's SSI/SSP benefits ranged

from 71 percent to 79 percent of the higher budget for a retired couple.

Table 28
SSI/SSP Grants and Food Stamps as a Percent

Of Bureau of Labor Statistics' Budgets
(January 1982}

Percent of Budget

Lower Intermediate Higher
San Diego 1747% 121% 79%
Los Angeles 167 116 74
San Francisco 156 108 71
Denver 140 97 63
Anchorage 120 89 63
Nebraska 116 a4 58
Boston 114 72 47
New Mexico ‘ 113 84 57
MiTlwaukee 110 75 50
Nevada 104 77 53
Atlanta 101 67 46
Philadelphia 101 64 45

Trends in the Purchasing Power of California‘'s SSI/SSP Grants

Another benchmark that is used by some to assess the adequacy of the
SSI/SSP grant is the trend in the purchasing power of those grants within
the state,

Chart 21 shows the maximum SSI/SSP grant for an aged or disabled

individual during the past ten years in two different ways. First, it
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Chart 21

Purchasing Power of SSI/SSP Grants
Maximum Grant for Aged or Disabled Individual
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a. Aid payment adjusted for inflation as measured by
the California Necessities Index during the preceding

calendar year.

shows the actual level of these grants. Second, it shows what the maximum

grant represents in inflation adjusted dollars. (In other words, each

year's maximum grant level is "deflated" to adjust for the erosion in
purchasing power caused by inflation since 1974-75.) The chart shows that,
in general, the purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant in constant dollars
increased from $217 per month in 1974-75 to $240 per month 1in 1980-81.

Since 1980-81, however, the purchasing power of the grant has declined
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steadily, from $240 in 1980-81 to $214 per month in the second half of
1984-85, | o

Chart 22 compares trend in the purchasing power of the maximum
SSI/SSP grant to the trend in the purchasing power of the median family
income in California. The chart shows that between 1974 and i982, the
purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant decreased, but not by as much as the

decrease in the purchasing power of the median family income in California.

Chart 22 |
SSI1/SSP Grants and Median Income
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California's SSI/SSP Grant Levels Compared to
the Federal Poverty Level

One benchmark used by some to evaluate the adeduacy of SSI/SSP
grants in meeting the basic needs of recipients is the federally designated
poverty income level. Table 29 compares the maximum SSI/SSP grant for aged
aﬁd disabled individuals to the federal poverty level. The table shows
that for the period 1978-79 to 1984-85, the maximum SSI/SSP grant allowed
recipients to stay above the poverty level. The table indicates that the
grant allowed individuals over the age of 64 a higher standard of living,
as measured by the federal poverty level, than individuals under the age of
64, The difference is due to the fact that the federal poverty level
designated for aged individuals is less than the poverty level for other
individuals, while the SSI/SSP grant for both recipients is the same.

The maximum grant shown in Table 29 is the total cash income
available to program recipients to meet their basic needs, excluding
certain allowable income exemptions. SSI/SSP recipients may, of course,
receive other benefits such as Medi-Cal, Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
(LIHEA)}, In-Home Supportive Services {IHSS), and housing subsidies. If
these resources were counted, then SSI/SSP recipients would be even further

above the poverty Tevel than is indicated in Table 29.
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Table 29
C. SSI/SSP Grants to Aged or Disabied Individuals
As a Percent of the Poverty Level
1978-79 to 1984-85

SSI/SSP Grant

—~ Census Bureau SS1/SSP As a Percent of
(. Poverty Level Grant The Poverty Level
Age Over (Aged or Age Over
156 to 64 Age 64 Disabled) 15 to 64 Age 64
1978-79 $297 $274 $308 103.7% 112.6%
. 1979-80a 336 310 356 105.8 114.8
- 1980—81b 366 337 420 - 114.8 124.5
| 1880-81 385 355 402 104.5 113.3
1981-82 408 376 439 107.6 116.8
1982-83C 425 392 451 106.0 115.0
1983--84d 437 402 461 105.6 114.6
. 1983--84e 453 418 A77 105.2 114.1
. 1984—85f 464 428 477 102.8 111.5
1984-85 477 440 504 105.7 114.5
| a. SSI/SSP grant Tevel during the first half of 1980-81.
. b. SSI/SSP grant level during the Tast half of 1980-81,
B c. grant tevel during the first half o -34,
C SSI/SSP Tevel during the first half of 1983-84
| d. SSI/SSP grant level during the last half of 1983-84.
| e. SSI/SSP grant during the first half of 1984-85,
: f. SSI/SSP grant level during the second half of 1984-85 based on a 5.6
: percent increase provided in the 1984 Budget Act. '
C
The Value Benefits and Resources Available
to SSI/SSP Recipients
In addition to the monthly cash grant,. SSI/SSP recipients may
C qualify for and receive a variety of other benefits from federal, state,
and local governments. Some of these additional benefits, such as health
5' care services provided through the Medi-Cal program, are available to
E(; individuals because they are SSI/SSP recipients. Other benefits, such as
é public housing and socjal security benefits, are available to SSI/SSP
recipients only to the extent that they meet specific eligibility criteria
1C:i and, in the case of public housing, are chosen from among those applying to

receive benefits.
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This section discusses six major benefits that are available to some
SSI/SSP recipients in addition to their monthly cash grants. The
discussion focuses on benefits provided in 1982—83, fhe latest year for
which data utilization is available. In addition to the benefits discussed
in this section SSI/SSP recibients may receive:

1. Various adult social services from county welfare departments,

2. Cash assistance through AFDC (approximately 34,000 SST/SSP
households did so in 1982-83), |

3. Interim assistance grants while they awaited determination of
their eligibility for SSI/SSP. Neither the number of eligible applicants,
nor the size of the interim assistance grant which they recejved, islknnwn.

Because the combined monthly income of SSI/SSP recipients exceeds
the monthly income 1imits for the Food Stamp program, SSI/SSP recipients
are not eligible for food stamps.

Social Security. The federal Retirement, Survivors, Disability, and

Health Insurance (RSDHI) program provides benefits to retired and disabled
workers and their dependents, as well as to the survivors of insured
workers, It also provides health insurance benefits for persons age 65 and
over and for disabled persons under age 65. According to statistics
compiled by the federal Social Security Administration,'368,870 SSI/SSP
recipients received RSDHI payments averaging $300 per month during 1982-83.
The RSDHI payments are counted as income for purposes of determining the
SSI/SSP grant amount. As a result, individual SSI/SSP grants are reduced
by the amount of the RSDHI payment, less a $20 standard deduction. The
RSDHI payments constitute 90 percent of all countable income received by

SSI/SSP recipients.
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Medi-Cal. The Medi-Cal program, administered under Title XIX of the
federal Social Security Act, provides funds to health care providers to pay
for the cost of care delivered to public assistance recipients, -and other
individuals whose medical costs exceed their ability to pay. Al] SSI/SSP
recipients are eligible for Medi-Cal-financed health care. During 1982-83,
461,160 indjviduals, or 70 percent of all SSI/SSP recipients, utilized |
Medi-Cal reimbursed fee-for-service care. An unknown number of additional
SSI/SSP recipients received other services financed by the Medi-Cal program
through prepaid health plans, dental plans, and other plans where payments
are made on a per capita, rather than per service, basis. The average
monthly cost of fee-for-service Medi-Cal health care received by SSI/SSP
recipients during 1982-83 was $197.

In addition to reguiar Medi-Cal benefits, some SSI/SSP recipients
received Long-Term Care (LTC) benefits. The LTC payments are made to
skilled nursing facilities and intermediate care facilities to cover the
cost of board and care of beneficiaries. Because Medi-Cal covers the cost
of room and board, SSI/SSP recipients in these facilities do not receive:
the same grant as those residing in independent 1iving arrangements,
Instead, they receive only an SSI/SSP personal and incidental needs
allowance of $25.

In-Home Supportive Services. The IHSS program, funded in California

under Title XX of the federal Social Security Act, provides domestic and
personal care services to aged, blind, and disabled individuals with the
goal of preventing institutionalization. SSI/SSP recipients are eligible
to receive this service. Other individuals may be eligible for IHSS if
they meet all other SSI/SSP eligibility criteria other than the net income

Timit.
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Under the IHSS program, monthly payments are made to providers on
behalf of IHSS recipients. The authorized payment Tevel is based on need,
as determined by county social workers or assessment workers. ‘Recipients
who receive 20 or more hours of specified IHSS service each month are
eligible for higher maximum monthly benefits ($838 in 1982-83) than other
IHSS recipients ($581 in 1982-83). During 1982-83, 94,635 SSI/SSP
recipients received services under the IHSS program.

Low-Income Home Energy Assistance. California provides cash

assistance to low-income households to help them pay the cost of the eneray
they used. Categorical public assistance recipients, such as SSI/SSP
recipients, are automatically eligible for this assistance, which is not
considered when the amount of the SSI/SSP cash grant is calculated. During
1982-83, approximately 146,801 SSI/SSP recipients received a cash grant
under this program. The average annual benefit provided under the Home
Energy Assistance program in that year was $162. An unknown number of
SSI/SSP recipients also receive (1) up to $300 to help them pay their
energy bills during emergencies and (2) up to $1,000 in weatherproofing
their homes.

Housing Programs. Several housing assistance programs are available

to low- and moderate-income households. These households may receive (1)
subsidized shelter as tenants in public housing complexes owned and
operated by Tocal public housing authorities or (2) rental assistance in
new or rehabilitated units owned by public or private agencies. The
availability of housing assistance and income eligibility thresholds that
an applicant must meet in order to be eligible for this assistance vary

among the counties. In 1982-83, an estimated 9,834 SSI/SSP recipients
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resided in public housing and an additional 144,784 SSI/SSP individuals
received rental assistance.

Senior Nutrition Programs. The Department of Aging administers

community-based programs providing meals to the elderly, either at group
sites or in the fecipient's home. A1l individuals age 60 or older and
their spouses under age 60 are eligible to receive these meals. Therefore,
all aged individuals receiving SSI/SSP grants qualify for this benefit.
Access to these nutrition programs, however, is Timited because (1) the
programs serve only a small portion of the eligible clients and (2) there
are regional variations in the availability of the services. In 1982-83,
approximately 222,000 individuals, or 6.1 percent of the population age 60
years or 6]der, received 12.3 million meals at 827 sites in California.
Another 28,000 persons were served 3.3 million meals in their homes.
Because of the open-door policy of these centers, it is not possible to
quantify the benefits actually received by SSI/SSP recipients under these
nutrition programs. | |

Calculation of Average Benefits. Table 30 shows the average value

of benefits received in 1982-83 by SSI/SSP eligible individuals. The
averages are calculated in two ways. The “"Average Cash Value of Benefits
Received” shows the average benefit value per individual for those SSI/SSP
recipients that received the particular benefit. For example, in the case
of those SSI/SSP participants who received social security payments, the
average value of the payment per recipient was $300. The "Value of
Benefits Averaged Over ATl SSI/SSP Recipients" gives the average benefit
value per participant in the SSI/SSP program, including both those

participants who receijved the particular benefit and those who did not.
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Obviously, the average benefit received per SSI/SSP participant is less
than the average benefit for just those SSI/SSP participants who receive
the benefit,

Difficulties Encountered in Attempting to Calculate Benefits

Recejved By SSI/SSP Eligibles. Like all averages, of course, the average

benefit conceals differences among individual recipients. The average
henefit value, however, provides the best available picture of the total
benefits received by SSI/SSP individuals. When using the information on
average benefit values provided in Table 30, the following points should be
kept in mind:

o Not A1l SSI/SSP Recipients Recejve Each of These Benefits. Some

benefits are contingent upon health or degree of physical
impairment.

o The Availabjlity of Some Benefits is Limited. Some programs are

geoagraphically Timited. In other cases, the ability of SSI/SSP
recipients to travel to the site where services are provided is
Timited. In yet other cases, eligible individuals may not be
aware that a particular benefit is available.

o Some SSI/SSP Recipients May Choose Not to Receive -Some Benefits,

They may use alternative resources such as family, friends, the
church, and other nonprofit service providers or they may choose
to fend for themselves in an effort to gain or maintain
independence.

e The Average Number of Persons Receiving a Benefit Through a Given

Program Understates the Number of Persons Who Participate in the

Program During the Course of a Year. This is because some
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recipients only enroll for a few months at a time. Consequently,
the program provides aid to more individuals in the state than
the monthly average figure would imply.

The Importance of the SSI/SSP Grant. Table 30 shows the

contribution of the basic SSI/SSP grant to the income of recipients., It
indicates that on the average, the grant accounts for 37 percent of the
benefits received by these individuals. Social security benefits account

for 24 percent of the benefits available to SSI/SSP recipients.

-130-



Table 30
Monthly Benefits Available to SSI/SSP Recipientsa
1982-83
Value of Value of
Percent Average Benefit Benefit
Number of of Cash Averaged Averaged
Recipients Total Value of Over A1l Over All
Using SSI/SSPb Benefit SSI/sSP 5SI/SSP
Benefit Benefit Casefocad Received Recipients Couples
SSI/SSP cash grant 657,017 100.0% $258.33 $258,33 $412,.92
Social security 368,870 56.1 300.22 168.42 414.30
payments (RSDHI)
Medi-Cal:
Health care® 461,160 70.2 0 197.29 138.50 277.00
Long-term care 68,010 10.4 750.94 78.10 --9
In-home supportive 94,635  14.4 209.71 30,20 30.20"
services, domestic
and personal care
assistance
Public housingd d g,834 1.5 74.55 1.12 1.12'i
Rental subsidies ? 144,784 22,0 61,92 13,62 13.62
Average total monthly - - --  $688.29 $1,149.16
benefits
Average total annual - -- --  §8,259.48 $13,789.92
benefits
Lineap’ 146,801  22.3%  162.00 $36.13  $36.13°

Average total annua?l
benefits with LIHEAP

$8,295.61 $13,826.05

a. Source: Departments of Health Services and Social Services, 0ffice of
Economic Opportunity, federal Department of Housing and Urban
Development, the Social Security Administration, and the Bureau of

Labor Statistics.

b. The percentage figures do not add to 100 percent because many
recipients utilized more than one benefit.
Dther Medi-Cal service categories, such as
dental and prepaid health plans, are funded on & per capita basis,
Data on the utilization of these nonfee-for-service categories by
public assistance recipients is unavailable at this time.

d. Housing assistence caseioads are bhased on a household size of two with
a monthly income of $791 {aged coupie}.
and federal departments do net maintain specific data on public
assistance recipients who reside in subsidized housing.

e. Includes assistance under Sections & and 23 of the federal Housing and
Urban Development Act and the Farmers' Home Administration's Rental
Assistance program.

c. Fee-for-service us

o —h
. v s

No data available.
Tiving alore.

ers cnly.

Housing authorities and state

Cash benefits shown are total pavments, rather than monthly benefit.
Couples classified as two individuals for LTC.

Assumes same level of benefit as for individual

i. Benefit is calculated on basis of household, regardless of size,
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APPENDIX A
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AFDC

APPENDIX B

Families, by Number of Persons
Tn Assiatance Group

Family Group

October July July July April

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983

1 person in family 3.9% 8.5% 7.5% 6.1% 10.1%
2 persons in family 39.6 38.6 42.5 42.1 40.5
3 persons in family 27.5 25.0 25.72 28.3 28.3
4 persons in family 14.3 14.4 14.8 12.3 11.3
5 persons in family 7.6 7.6 5.6 6.6 6.1
6 persons in family 3.3 4.0 3.6 2.9 2.7
7 or more persons in _ 3.8 _1.9 0.8 1.7 1.0

family
Total Families 413,318 426,072 409,709 440,749 460,519
Average Family Size 3.1 3.0 2.8 2.9 2.8
Unemployed Parent

October July July July April

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983

1 person in family 0.6% 0.2% -- 0.9% 2.2%
2 persons in family 8.9 4.4 0.9% 5.8 2.5
3 persons in family 28.2 25.8 25.1 23.8 22.8
4 persons in family 23.6 30.9 26.8 29.1 33.89
5 persons in family - 14.7 20.8 23.0 17.2 19.5
6 persons in family 10.5 10.5 14.2 10.8 10.0
7 or more persons in 1.2 7.4 10.0 12.4 9.1

family
Total Families 36,228 38,024 32,602 72,609 90,313
Average Family Size 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.5 4.4
SOURCE: Department of Social Services
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APPENDIX C

Time on Aid--Number of Months AFDC Families
Have Received Aid Since Most Recent Case Opening

0 to 6 months

6 months to 1 year

1 year to 2 years

2 years to 5 years

5 years to 1?7 years

More than 12 vears
Total Families

Median Months

0 to 6 months

6 months to 1 year

1 vear to 2 years

2 years to b years

5 vears to 12 years

More than 12 years
Total Families

Median Months

Fémi]y Group

October October July October
1975 1977 1981 1982
13.3% 17.1% 12.3% 12.1%
17.9 12.1 18.5 13.1
20.6 23.1 20.4 20.4
24.7 27.5 25.7 32.6
20.5 11.9 18.4 13.9
3.0 0.1 47 5.9

413,318 433,772 440,749 440,120
21.0 21.3 22.4 25.4
Unemployed Parent ‘

October October July October
1975 1977 1981 1982
31.3% 27.4% 22.0% 22.7%
29.1 13.0 29.1 18.5
21.0 28.3 27.4 24.2
12.1 22.7 14.6 | 27.5

6.5 6.0 6.3 4.7

36,228 35,277 72,609 78,452

q.0 14.4 11.3 14.5

SOURCE: Department of Social Services

-135-



APPENDIX D

Total Time on Aid--Number of Months
AFDC Families Have Received Aid

0 to 6 months

6 months to 1 year

1 year to 2 years

2 years to 5 years

5 years to 12 years

More than 12 years
Total Families

Median Months

0 to 6 months

6 months to 1 year

1 year to 2 years

2 years to 5 years

5 years to 12 years

More than 12 years
Total Families

Median Months

Family Group

October July October
1975 1981 1982
7.2% 6.6% 6.6%
9.0 14.8 9.9
19.7 17.2 14.8
30.3 26,9 33.3
27.3 24,7 20.8
413,318 440,749 440,120
35.0 32.3 35.8
Unemployed Parent
October July October
1975 1981 1982
16.6% 17.4% 14.0%
22.7 22.1 15.0
20.4 25.3 23.4
24.8 21.1 33.9
12.9 11.1 9.2
36,228 72,609 78,452
15.0 15.5 20.5

SOURCE: Department of Social Services.
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APPENDIX E
Unearned Income, SSI/SSP

Federal regulations define unearned income as foliows:

1.
2.

oo~y o

Annuities, pensions, and other periodic payments.
Alimony and support payments.

Dividends.

Interest, royalties, and rent.

Proceeds of a 1ife insurance policy.

Prizes and awards.

Gifts and inheritances.

Support and maintenance in-kind.
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APPENDIX F

Receipts Not Considered Income
SSI/SSP

The following receipts are not considered to be income and are
excluded from consideration when determining eligibility for aid:

1. Income tax refunds.

2. Disabi]ity insurance payments.

3. Insurance payments made on beha]f of borrowers to cover debt _
payments in the case of death or disability.

4. Proceeds of a Toan.

5. Bills paid by others (however, the value of the object received
is counted).

6. Replacement of income that has already been received.

7. Medical services.

8. Social services.

9. Weatherization assistance.

10. Receipts from the sale or exchange of a resource.

11. Replacement or repair of a resource that has been Tost, damaged,

or stolen.
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APPENDIX G
Provisions of the Deficit Reduction
Act of 1984 (PL 98-369)

In June 1984, Congress passed PL 98-369, the Deficit Reduction Act
of 1984 (DEFRA). This act makes several changes in the federal rules
governing eligibility and grant payments for the AFDC and SSI/SSP programs.
Most of the rule changes will take effect on October 1, 1984; a few will be
applied retroactively to the date the measure Was siagned by the President.
California has enacted legislation and is developing the regulations needed
to implement the new federal requirements.

Here we summarize the major features of PL 98-369 that affect the
AFDC and SSI/SSP programs.

AFDC Program

1. Increase Gross Income Limit. The act increases the gross income

Timit in order to qualify for the AFDC program from 150 percent to 185
percent of the state's need standard.

2. Modification of Earned Income Disregards. This provision:

e Increases the use of the $30 earned income disregard'from 4
months to 12 months.

® Provides a $75 work expense disregard for part-time workers.
Currently, states are required to set a lower amount than $75
for part-time work. California currently allows $50,

e Specifies that disregards are subtracted from gross income,
without any adjustment for mandatory payroil deductions.

Currently, California and several other states are under
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court order to subtract disregards from income after
mandatory deductions.

3. Exclude Certain Property from Countable Resources. This

provision requires states to exclude burial plots and prepaid funeral
arrangements from resources considered in determining AFDC eligibility.
The act also exc]ﬁdes, for six months and under certain circumstances,
property that a family is tfying to sell. Proceeds from the sale are used
- to refund the costs of grants paid. California has been allowing these

exclusions,

4, Optional Monthly Reporting and Retrospective Budgeting. The act

C allows states to modify their systems of monthly reporting and
retrospective budgeting (MR/RB). Currently, states are required to
establish a MR/RB, although many states have received waivers to allow

3,(: modification of the monthly reporting requirement.

5. Treatment of the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). The act

provides that the federal EITC should be counted as income only when it is
? C actually received. Currently, this benefit is assumed to be received when
ca1cu1éting AFDC benefits for families with earnings.

6. Child Support Disregard. The act requires that the first $50 in

. child support paid each month to an AFDC fami1y by an absent parent shall
not be considered in determining the family's income. Currently, all child
support payments are counted as income.

C SSI1/SSP

1. Increased Resource Limits. The act increases the Timits on

countable resources for SSI recipients by $100 for an individual and $150
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for a married couple each year for five years beginning in 1985. Current

Timits are $1,500 and $2,250, respectively.

2. Limit on Overpayment Recoupment Rate. The act limits to 10

percent the amount that may be deducted from a recipient's check to collect
overpayments not involving fraud. Currently, no 1imit exists. The act
also provides that when overpayments are due to excess resources of $50 or

less, recoupment of the overpayment is waived.

3. Changes in Treatment of Retroactive Benefit Checks. The act
provides that retroactive SSI/SSP or OASDI checks may not be considered as
countable resources for six months after the month in which the payment was
received. Currently, retroactive SSI/SSP benefits are counted as resources
three months after they are received. Retroactive OASDI checks are counted

as unearned income.

4. Adjustment of SSI/SSP Benefits to Account for Retroactive

Benefit Payments. The act provides for adjustment in SSI/SSP payments in

cases involving retroactive QASDI paid before the receipt of the SSI/SSP

benefits.
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