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INTRODUCTION 

Decisions affecting California's two primary welfare programs--Aid 

to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), which pro vi des cash gr11nts to 

needy children and their parents, and Suppl ementa 1 Security Income/State 

Supplementary program (SSI/SSP}, which provides cash grants to the aged, 

blird, 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 among 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 letters 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 yeRrs. It also provides a 

comprehensive description of the rules governing the programs. 

The report begins with a brief history of the AFDC and ssr;ssp· 

programs in California and the U.S. as a whole, including trends in 

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

-1-



describes eliqibility requirements and other rules governing the program, - - ,• . 

(?) presents trends in caseloads, expenditures, and the characteristics of 

program recipients, and ( 3) pro vi des .a perspective on benefit 1 eve 1 s. 

This report was prepared by Jarvia Grevious and David Maxwell-Jolly, 

assisted by ,locelyn Burton, Craig Cornett, and Sarah Reusswig, under the 

supervision of Hadley Johnson. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report contains a compilation of selected data on California's 

two major public assistance programs--the Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children (AFDC) program and the Supplemental Security Income/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 Legislature in making policy decisions affecting these two programs. 

The report begins with an overview of the history, caseloads, and 

expenditures of California's public assistance programs, set within the.· 

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

·each program ( 1) el igibi 1 ity requirements and policies and ( 2) hi stori ca 1 

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

recipients. Finally, for each program the report describes California's 

benefit levels and compares them to (1) benefit levels in other states, (2) 

trends in inflation, and (3) the federal poverty level. The report also 

catalogues other publicly financed benefits that may be available to AFDC 

or SSI/SSP recipients. 

A. AN OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS IN CALIFORNIA 

Caseloads and Expenditures. In general, California has a relatively 

large share of the nation's public assistance population. In addition; it 

spends more on a per capita basis for welfare than does the nation as a 

whole. Specifically: 

• Since 1975, between 6 and 7 percent of California's population 

has been receiving benefits each month under the AFDC program. 

-4-



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

of population, range from 5.2 percent in 197.5. to 4.3 percen1; in 

1983. 

•. The percentage of Californians receiving SSI/SSP benefits 

declined from 3.1 percent in 1975 to 2.6 percent in 1983. During 

the sa~e period, the percentage of the population in the other 49 

states receiving SSI/SSP benefits declined from l. 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 expenditures on AFDC and 

22 percent of its expenditures on SSI/SSP. 

• In 1983, California spent 0.9 percent of its 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 .Percent of 

their combined personal income 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 law: 

• Places a limit 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. 
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• Determines eligibility baspd on a standard of need that is 

developed by the state. California's standard is $555 per month 

for B family of three. A fa.mily of three with a net income above 

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

• Requires all AFDC recipients, with certain exceptions, to 

register for employment services, training, and other 

employment-related activities under the 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 permits states to: 

• Count the value of food stamps or housing subsidies as income to 

the recipient. California does not count these items as income. 

• 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 filmily 

lives with other individuals as a household. California does not 

make this adjustment in the need standard. 

-6-
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• Provide supplemental payments to recipients whose income from 

sources other than the AFDC grant declines. California does not 

provide supplemental payments for this purpose. 

• Establish any of several different work programs. 

State-Only Programs. In addition to the federally· funded AFDC 

program, California adminis1;ers programs that provide benefits for certain 

families with unemployed parents (AFDC-U) and pregnant women who are not 

eligible 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 that: 

• The number of persons receiving AFDC increased by 202,000 

persons, or 14 percent, between 1977-78 and 1984-85 (estimated). 

The increase is partly due to (1} a court case that qualified 

unemployed mothers for aid and (2) general increases in the 

state's population. 

• Between 1977-78 and 1984-85 (estimated), AFDC expenditures 

increased by $1.7 billion, or 94 percent. The increase is due 

primarily to.caseload increases and cost-of-living adjustments to 

AFDC grants. 

• The average size of the AFDC family declined substantially 

between 1967 and 1977. Since 1977, family size has remained. 

relatively unchanged. 

• In 1982, half of the AFDC-FG families had been on aid for three 

or more years during their lifetimes. Half of the AFDC-U 
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families had re.ceived aid for. a year and one-half or more during 

their lifetimes. 

1 In 1983, the AFDC grant was the sole source of income for 87 

percent of AFDC-FG families and 78 percent of AFDC-U families. 

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. 

1 Between 1975 .and 1983, the percentage of those receiving AFDC-ll 

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 Ca.lifornia. 

1 Data on the birthplaces of AFDC children do not appear to support 

the view that families move from other states to California to 

receive Jl.FDC benefits. 

1 In terms of sheer numbers, AFDC recipients live in large cities 

and urban counties. However, on a per population basis, AFDC 

recipients 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 

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. 

-8-
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• On a national basis, the most likely reason for a family turning 

to AFDC-FG for aid is the absence, separation, or death of the 

male spouse; The most likely reason that a family will leave the ·' 

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

AFDC Grant levels in Perspective. The main goal of the AFDC program 

is to provide needy people with sufficient funds so that they can achieve 

at least a minimum standard of living. While there is 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 tha.t.: 

• Compared to the other 10 largest states, California's AFDC grants 

are higher. 

• The purchasing power of AFDC grants also was higher in California 

than it was in most other states during 1982 (the niost recent 

period for which data is available). 

• Between 1974 and 1982, the purchasing power of California's AFDC 

grant increased by approximately 7 percent. During the same 

period, the "rea·l" value of the median family income in 

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 federally designated poverty level, the combined 

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

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

-9-
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C. SliPPLEMFNTAI SECURTTY TNCOMF/STATF SUPPI.EMFNTARY PROGRAM 

Eligibility. Whenever the federal government administers a state's 

SSP program, as it does for Ca 1 iforni a, federa 1 eligibility requirements 

are used to determine an applicant's eligibility for both the SSI and SSP 

programs. These requirements allow an individual or couple to qualify for 

the SSI/SSP program if the applicant: 

• Is aged (65 years of age or older), blind, or disabled. 

• Has no more than $1,037 in income. 

• Has personal property valued at $1,500 or less ($2,250 or less 

for couples). 

• Has household and personal effects with an equity value of no 

more than $2,000. 

• Has, with certain exceptions, a motor vehicle having an equity 

_value of .no more than $4,500. 

An individual or couple can own a home and still qualify for the 

SSI/SSP program. 

Historical Trends. In part, our review of program information 

pertaining to the SSI/SSP in California indicates that: 

1 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 principally to a decline in 

the number of aged persons qualifying for SSI/SSP. 

1 Contrary to the conventional wisdom, the SSI/SSP program does not 

primarily serve aged persons. In fact, the majority (57 percent) 

of SSI/SSP recipients are eligible because of a disability. The 

aged comprise about 40 percent of total recipients. 
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• Total SSI/SSP program costs have increased 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 unearned income--especially social security 

benefits--reduced grant payments to many recipients. 

• 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 principal source 

of this other income is social security benefits. 

• In January 1984, 436,000 recipients, or 68 percent of a.ll 

recipients, did not own property or have any 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 insurance 

policy (11 percent), or (4) other resources (1 percent). 

• In January 1984, 500,000 SSI/SSP recipients, or 81 percent, 

resided in independent living arrangements (that is, they resided 

in owned or rented quarters). 

• The two most common reasons why a recipient ceases to participate 

in the program are (1) death and (2) increases in income from 

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. 

-11-
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1 About 3.5 percent of all SST/SSP recipients in California reside 

in Los Angeles County; other counties having a large share of the 

state's caseload are San Diego (6 percent), Alameda (5 percent), 

San Francisco (5 percent), and Orange (4 percent). However, on a 

per population basis, SSI/SSP recipients make up a larger share 

of the residents in the central valley and 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: 

• Of the ten largest states, only five chose to supplement the 

basic SSI grant. Of these five states, California provided the 

largest supplement to both individuals and couples. 

1 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 the U.S. The purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant was 

the highest in San Diego where it allowed 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 provided a couple 

with 121 percent of the costs of the intermediate budget. 

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

declined in California. This decline, however, was not as much 

as the decrease in the purchasing power of the median family 

income. 

• Since 1978-79, the SSI/SSP grant has allowed a recipient to stay 

above the federally designated poverty level. 
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CHAPTE!l J 

AN OVERVIEW OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE CASELOADS 
AND EXPENDITURES: U.S. AND CALIFORNIA 

VRrious factors contribute to changes in expenditurP.s and caseloads 

for welfare programs. In general, such changes occur in the context of 

chan9es 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 against the background of changes in the population 

and income of California and the rest of the U.S. 

~!hat 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 in 1983. 

In contrast to the AFDC program, the percenta(le 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 parallels a 

downward trend in the percentage of individual's receiving SSI/SSP benefits 

that occurred in the other 49 states. 

-13-



California 

Other 49 
States 
b()()()d 
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Other 49 
States 
b()()()d 

Chart 1 
Percent of Population on AFDC 

California & the Other 49 States 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services, 1984-85 Governor's Budget, 
and U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

Chart 2 
Percent of Population on SSI/SSP 

California & the Other 49 States 

Percent 
4~~~~-------------------------------------, 

3 

2 

No 
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0 '------------
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SOURCE: Department of Social Services, 1984-85 Governor's Budget, 
and U.S. Bureau of the Census. 
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On" ""~son why Uw percenLa~e of Californians on AFDC has remai.ned 

relatively stable--despite the decline in caseloads nationwide--is that a 

large 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. 

Refugee 
Recipients 

l§i'X88888 

Non-Refugee 
Recipients 

Chart 3 
Percent of Population on AFDC 

California 

1970 1975 1980 1983 

SOURCE: Department af 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, during 1983 15 percent of 

all AFDC recipients and about 17 percent of all SSI/SSP recipients lived in 

California. In terms of population, California accounts for about 11 

percent of the U.S. total. Chart 4 also shows that, histor"ically, SSI/SSP 

recipients are more heavily concentrated in California than are AFDC 

recipients. This difference, however, is shrinking as California's share 

of AFDC recipients nationwide has increased. 

20 

AFDC 
18 

SSI/SSP 
16 

14 

12 

10 
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0 

Chart 4 
Colifornio Aid RQcipiQnts 

As Percent of U.S. Recipients 

1970 1975 1980 1983 

SOURCE: Oopartmont of Social Sorvicos, 1984-85 Govornor' s 8udgot, 
and U.S. Buroou of tho Consus. 
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What Percent of California's Personal Income Goes for 
Support of the AFDC and SSI/SSP Programs? 

Chart 5 shows the percent of personal income spent on the AFDC 

program in both California and the rest of the nation. We estimatP that in 

1983, California spent 0.88 percent of its personal income to support AFDC 

families, while the other 49 states spent only 0.45 percent of their 

combined personal income on the AFDC program. This difference is due to 

two factors: (1) the percentage of California's population receivir.g 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 thP nation as a whole, the share of personal income going for AFDC 

California 

·Other 49 
States 

~ 

Chart 5 
Percent of Personol Income Spent 

AFDC -- Calif. & Other 49 States 
Percent 

1.2~~~~-------------------------------------, 

1.0 

SOURCE: Deportment of Social Services, 1984-85 Governor's Budget, 
and U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
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payments has decrea.sed since 1975. The decrease in Ca 1 iforni a (from 0. 97 

percent to 0.88 percent) would have heen much larger had it not been for 

the sharp increase in the number of refugee families receiving AFDC. 

Chi\rt 6 shows the share of personal income in 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 Cali"ornia 

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 

grants. 

California 

Other 49 
States 

RXX>OI 

Chart 6 
Percent of Personal Income Spent 

SS I /SSP -- Ca 1 if. & Other States 

I. 2 ~~:2!-----------------, 

1.0 

.8 

.6 

. 4 
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No 
Program 

0. 01--------
1970 1975 1980 1983 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services, 1984-85 Governor's Budget, 
and U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
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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 share 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 increasP in caseload is 

due to the lar!]e influx of refugee faMilies qualifying for AFDC. In 

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. 

AFDC 25 

SSI/SSP 20 

15 

10 

0 

Chart 7 
Colifornio Aid Expenditures 

As Percent of U.S. Expenditures 
p 

1970 1975 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services. 
and U. S. Bureau of the Census. 
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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 Colifornia's caseloads have decreased over this period more rapidly 

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

CHAPTER II 

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. All 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 must 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 benefits 

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 the eligibility requirements adopted for the AFDC 

program by California and the nine next largest states, as of December 

1983. (Where the eligibility criteria in a sta.te is identical to the 

federal criteria, it is so noted.) Recent federal legislation (PL 98-369) 

h~s made several changes in AFDC eligibility rules and rules affecting 

determination of AFDC grant payments. These changes are discussed in 
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Jl.ppendix G. Most provisions of the act are expected to take effect October 

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 

popul at.i on. 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 also 

provides financial participation for e~ergency assistance payments in 

states which have exercised their option to establish such programs. 

AFDC-FG. The AFDC-FG program provides cash assistance to families 

where one parent is absent, deceased, or physically or mentally 

incapacitated. 

AFDC-U. This program provides cash grants to families where there 

is not an absent parent but one parent is unemployed. The federal 

government does not require states to establish an AFDC-U program.· Among 

the 10 largest states, 3 states--Texas, Florida, and North Carolina--do not 

have an active AFDC-U program. (Although Florida has enacted legislation 

establishing an AFDC-U, the program has not been funded.) 

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

the family's unemployed parent must: 

-22-

c 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 



( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

• Be the "pri nci pal 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.) 

• Be unemployed for at least 30 days prior to the date of 

application. 

• Have established a connection with the labor force. A labor 

force connection is established by meeting 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: (l.) gross earnings of at least $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). 

• Not have refused job training. 

AFDC-FC. This progr~m 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 assista.nce 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 providP. 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 period. 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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SevPn 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 law limits the amount of real and 

personal property which a family may have and still be eligible for AFDC. 

Currently, the limit on real and personal property is $1,000. Five states, 

including California, specifically count cash assets, such as the value of 

life insurance, toward the $1,000 limitation. Florida has a more general 

standard, which counts "all items of cash value" toward the $1,000 limit. 

Federal regulations allow exemptions to the $1,000 limit for "basic 

maintenance items essential to day-to-day living such as clothes, 

furniture, and other similar essential items of limited value.'' Jn 

California, personal and household items that are exempt from the $1,000 

limit include furniture, major and minor appliances, kitchenware, air 

conditioners, television sets, wedding rings, heirlooms, and gardening and 

cleaning supplies. 

States are allowed to exclude other items from the $1,000 limit, 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 

all owed to limit the equity va 1 ue to even 1 ower amounts. Of the 10 1 argest 
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states, only Ohio, 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 limit. 

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 canrot qualify for AFDC if it transfers property without receiving 

fair payment for the 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 

Need Standard. Federal regula.tions require states to identify, by 

family size, the monthly amount of mone.y "needed" to live in the state. 

This amount is referred to as the "need standard." California's need 

standard was established in 1971 and has been modified several times since 

then. Currently, state law requires that the need standard be increased 

annually to reflect changes in the cost of living. 

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 location within the state. 

Illinois, for example, has three different need standards, with the highest 

one being applicable 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, California's need standard for a family of 

three was the fourth highest ($526) among the 10 large states, falling 

short of Pennsylvania's ($549), Illinois' ($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 test and a net income test. 

Under the grClss income test, families with a gross income exceeding 150 

percent of the state's need standard are not eligible for aid. (This limit 

was raised by PL 98-369 to 185 percent of the need standard effective 

October 1, 1984 [see Appendix G].) "Gross income" includes income from all 

sources, and makes no allowance for mandatory payroll deductions. During 

1984-85, the gross income limit 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 limit 

varies widely among states. This is because each state's income limit 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 level. Allowable deductions 

include the following: 

o Work-related expenses. 

• Child care expenses. 

I $30 and one-third of earned income. 
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Some statrs subtract thrse deductions from gross income; other 

states, including' California, have been directed by a federal 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, California, 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), Pennsylvania 

($55), and Illinois ($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 federal 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 limit 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 requires that the first $30 of earned income and one-third of 

the remainder be disregarded when calculating an individual's net income. 

(This 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 is 

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 G].) 

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 moximum AFDC grant for a family of three in California 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. 

Fecleral law does not require that a state'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 North Carolina. In Texas, grants to families with no other 
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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 grants 

through the AFDC program. 

The federal government established the WIN program in 1967 for the 

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 AFDC recipient is exempt from the WIN registration requirement if 

he or she is: 

• Under age 16 or over age 65. 

• Ill or incapacitated. 

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

in the home. 

• Working at least 30 hours per week in unsubsidized employment 

which is expected to last a minimum of 30 days. 

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 
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Work Supplementation 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-job 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 eligibility 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 Deficit 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 implement. 

If a state elects one or more of the optional programs, the federal 

government will share in the costs of these programs. If, however, a state 

modifies any other AFDC eligibility rules, the federal government will not 

contribute toward the cost of benefits attributable to 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 in~ome 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. 

California has not chosen to count food stamps and housing subsidies 

as income. None of the nine other largP.st states count food stamps as 

income, and only North Carolina has chosen to count housing subsidies as 

income. 

Aid to Pregnant Women. Federal law allows states to provide 

assistance to pregnant women with no other children during the last four 

months of their pregnancy, provided they would otherwise 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 finoncial participation, to 

pregnant women with no other children during the first five months of their 

pregnancy. 

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 school 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, Illinois, Ohio, New 

,lersey, 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 grant 

whenever an AFDC family lives with other individuals as part of a 

household. In effect, this reduces the amount of the grant available to an 

AFDC family living 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 living arrangements·with other families. Neither California nor 

any of the other large states make this adjustment to the need standard. 

State-Paid Supplementation. Federal law permits states to 

supplement the regular AFDC grant during the period between when a family's 

outside income declines and when its grant is adjusted upward. Under the 

AFDC program, the AFDC grant received in any month is based on income 

earned two months earlier. If a family's outside income declines, there is 

a two-month lag before the grant is increased to compensate for the drop in 

outside income. Supplemental payments increase the grant during this 

two-month period. Supplemental 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 

employment search programs and support them with federal funds. Under this 
I 

option, states may require certain applicants and recipients to participate 

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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Wor~_!_t:1~entive Program Demo_!l_strations. Ff'dPral law allows stai.f,s 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, Illinois, Michigan, New 

Jersey, 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 recipients are required to 

participate in on-the-job training and work experience in exchange for 

their AFDC benefits. Seven of the ten largest 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 limited 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 progra.m. 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 tC' qualify for federal aid under federal 

eligibility rules. As discussed above, federal law requires that 
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unemployed parents satisfy the following conditions in order to qualify for 

federal support: (1) they must havP been unemployed for at least 30 days, 

(2) they must have an established connection with the work force, and (3) 

thpy 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 hefore the sixth month of pregnancy are 

fully funded 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 support is 

available. 
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I. Cateoorica 1 
Requirermts 

~. AFOC-Family 
Groop 

B. ~FCC-
lmljlloyed 
Purent 

I 
w 
c.n 
I 

c. Eirergency 
Assistance 
Pro,-ran 

New York 

Child with one 
parent absert, 
decPasedt0r 
fhysically or 
orent<~llY 
incapa.citJtE'd. * 

Saore. 

11Principa1 wage Sarre. 
earner" unan-
ploy'ed, has 
vork P.Xf"('rience, 
unmplnyP.d at 
least 30 days, 
an<! has rot 
refused training.* 

State p 1 ans orust Saore. 
sv.-(ify e1igi-
b11i1y conditions, 
61Ergency needs to 
te !lEt, SPYvkes 
to be provided, 
ahd \·,hether nri grant 
\..Orkers r.nd their 
families are 
eligible. Fe<'<>rel 
particiration 
available only for 
assistance authorized 
in one 3Ck!ay period 
in any 12 months.* 

-x ldent1ca 1 to federa 1 requ1rroent. 

Texas 

Saore. 

No progran. 

No progran. 

Table 1 

AfOC Program Characteristics in the 10 Largest States 
Oecaober 1983 

Pennsylvania 111 inois Ohin Michigan 

Saore. Sam>. Saore. Saore. 

Saore. Saore. Saore. Saore. 

Saore. Saore. Saore. Saore. 

(\ 
· .. __.' 

Florida New Jersey North Carolina 

Saore. Saore. Saore. 

No program Sam>. 
(enacted, but 

No progran. 

not fur<!ed). 

No progran. Saore. 1b progran. 

'· 



Table 1--contd 

California New Yorl< Texas Pennsylvania Illinois.· Ohio ~lichiqan _ Florida _!,leoJ ,lt?rs..el._ North Ca1't'•l ina 

1. Eligi- Available for Sane. Sic'll'. Destitution Sane. ResidE>nt Serre. Need SarrP.. IncludE> Sane. AFOC 
bility needy ch1ld under dicl not arise of state and did mt AFOC grantees recipient or 
C<Jxi- ?.1 and other ~:<>cause neP<\Y AFOC recipient. a ri sr because and r.hildren participant in 
tions family rrrnters relative refused needy in foster care state progran 

living with child. ffilli O}!IEflt. relfltive and protective for UOffillloyed. 
refused sP.rvices. 
6Jil 1 O)'Tent. 

2. Errer- Unarp 1 o)'Tent. Disasters, Civil disorder or Lost cr stolen l':ondeferrable Civil diso~r, Fire, flood, 
gencies Sf'rious injury, rrajor disaster cash; eviction~ needs, victim disaster, disaster, domestic 
Covered PrDI'€rtY dam~e, \ltit.hin area rralfurdirn of of crirre, appliance violence, arer-

rrass arergencies, declared disaster appliarces; natural failure, health gencies leaving 
sudden homeless- area. shelter, food, disastrr, hazard, fore- family hmEless. 
ness. transportation civil dis- closure, or 

for family orc:ler., wage utility CUt-<Jff 
when r:BJJJer gamishrent. threat. 
seeking 
:JE<Iical care. 

3. Assist- C.sh assistance. Food, clothing, Cash, replac~nt Food, clothing, Food, Food (ul to $3 She l ter, food , 
ance supplies, of tnusehold items, oppliance clothing, pel" dny , clothing, minirrun 

I Provided shelter~ trans- rredica 1 assistance repair, shelter, clothing (up to furnishings--
w portation, cost (up t.o 15 days), shelter, trans- utility f.'!Y- $100 rer person), through rrone.y and 
"' I of hmE repairs cost of hare portation-- m?nts, pur- rent to prevent vendor ~ts. 

(up to $500)-- repair (up to through vendor chase ($500 eviction--through 
through lll1!1ey $500) ·if rent for pa}!IEfltS. limit) or IT'Oney, vendor 
vendor f.'!.\lTEilts one year exceeds repair ($100 pa}!IEflts, or 
or p..1}!1Eflts repair costs-- limit) of pa)'Tent in-kind. 
in-kind. through nnney hcrre due to 

and vendor )l.l)lfents • di sastP.r or 
civil disorder--
through liD!1ElY 
and vendor 
pa;m>nts. 

4. Migrant Included. Included. Included for Not included. Included. Included. Included. 
Families erergency :JE<ii ca 1 

assistance. 
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Table 1--contd 

_California Ne\>1 York TeXas Pennsl(lvania !llinois Ohio ll,ichi!liln Florida New JerseL_ Nortb Carol ira 

D. AFOC- Child placed in Saire. Sarre, Saire. Saire. Saire. Sarre. Saire. Sarre. Sc.i"e. 
Foster foster r.are. 
Can> Feeeral eligi-

bil ity is for a 
child rffi!JVed by 
ti'IP. court frrm an 
AFOC-eligible homo.* 

II. Pesnurce 
ReqJi rf11l"-r.ts 

A. RP.~ 1 and $1,00llimit; Sarre. Sarre. Salre. Sa<re. Sarre. Sarre. Sarre. Sa<re. Sarre. 
Pers""al hcrre exffi{>t. * 
PrDi>orty 

1. House- Ex<ll\>t.* Sarre. Sa<re. Sarre. . Sarre. Sarre • Sarre. S?ne. Sarre. Sdrre. 
hold/ 
PP.)"Sonal 
\>XXls and 
Effects 

I 
2. Other Burial insurance ~ne. Farm t'flUiprent None. Savings None. Fann anirra ls Lives t.ock , None. NJ~. 

w Exclu- and prepdid or 1 ivestcck, accurulated raised for ho<re poultry, ....., 
sinr·~ OOrial mntracts limitPrl for fran incare consurption. produce used I 
(fran (up to $1,00l), fa.'!lily's ex<!l:pt by 1 aw. for hare 
$1,00l too 1 s n.~cPssary pt>rsona 1 use. consuJl)tion. 
limit) for ffil'lOy<rent. 

3. Speci- cash, securities, Life insurance. Cash, stocks, Life insurance, Sarre as PA. Cash value of Sarre as PA. All itrniS of Sarre as PA. Sarre as Cli 
fie life insurance, OOnds, savings, burial insurance, assets , 1 i fe cash value, and PA. 
lnclu- carrpers, vans, mineral rights, prepaid burial insurance, exept e.x<~~p-
siors oobile hC'ITP.s, life and burial contracts, farm incmP.- tions 1 isted 
(in nonfarm tools i nsura!l(',.e , pre- rrachinery, live- producing above. 
$1,COO and equi p<rent. paid funera 1 stock, tools and property. 
limit) contracts. equip<rent. 

· * Identical tn fe<!firal re(Jnrerent. 



Table 1-cootd 

Cllifomia Ns< York Texas Penns~lvania Jllioois Ohio Michiqan Florida Ns< Jerse~ North Carolina 

B. l'otor One, with SalE. Sare. Sare. Sare. One, with Sarre as CA. SalE as CA. Sarre as CA. Sare as CA. 
Vehicle equity value of equity value 

oot IJI)re than of oot rrore 
$1,500.* than $1,200. 

c. Property l'ey not transfer No provision. Sare. Sarre as iX. No provision. No provision. l'ay oot traosfer f\ly not No provision. No pl'OIIisioo. · 
Transfer property to property within transfer 
?rov~sion qualify. one year of property within 

application. 1>.o years of 
application. 

I II. Incare 
Requirarents 

A. Gross 150% of stat.e' s Sarre--$760. Sarre--$741. Sarre--$823. Sarre--$813. Sarre-$805. Sarre--$648. Sarre-$600. Sarre--$540. Sarre-$6('6. 
Incare need standard 
Limit · before app 1 ica-

tioo of earTed 
I income dis- a 

w regards*--$789. 
co 
I 

$526b $424 (New York $494 $549 (Philadelphia $542 (Chicago) $537 $432 (letroit) $400 $360 $40\ 1. Need 
Stan- City) and Pittsburgh) 
dard, 
Family 
of Three 

2. l'axillllll $526c $474 (New York $148 $350 (Philadel~ia $302 (Chicago) $276 $40\ (letroit) $231 $202 
Aid City) and Pittsburgh 
Pa.}'TT'ent, 
F""'ily 
of Three 

3. Percent 100% 100% 7r:J1, 61% Varies by Pllout 52% 91.5% 57% 100% 
of I~ locatioo and (varies with 
Met family size. family size). 

• Identical to federal requira~l1!lt . 
a. California's gross incare limit ""s raised to $833 effective July 1, 1184. 
b. california's need standard was raised to $555 effective July 1, 1184 •. 
c. california's rraxinun grant .. s increased to $555 effective July 1, 1184. 

0 0 
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Tab 1 e 1--contd 

California New York 1exas_ Penns.zlvania !11inois Ohio Michi~ Florida Net~ Jersel t<>rth Carolina 

B. Allo..•ble 
lncare 
Lafuct.i ons 

1. St.i'Od- $75 full-tine, Sane. Sane. Sane,except$55 Sar.e, except. Sane. liD: of gross SanP, except Sane. Sane. 
ciard $50 part-tirrP part-tine. $60 part-tine. earnings, up to $38 part-tirrP. 
Work { fe<tera 1 n:qui ~H a rrexinun of 
Ex- 11\"nt--$75 full- $75. 
penses . tinr.; lP.SS part-

tin-e). 

?. Child L\J to $160 per Sane. Sane, except Sane, except $120 Sane, except Sal~, PXcept 27.5% of gross Sane , except Sane. Sa'll?, except 
Care child full-t;fll' $150 part-ti:re. part-tine. $128 part-tii!P.. $120 part- earnings, up t.o $80 part-tirre. $38 rort-tine. 
Ex- ( federa 1 require- tirre. $160. 
penses ment--actua 1 

expenses up to 
$160 l"'r 1'\Jnth 
per child full-

. tirre; lPSS part-
ti,.,). 

I 3. Other First $30 and Sail?. Sane. Sane. Sane. Sane. Sane. Sane. Sai!P.. Sane. w 
<D m>-third of 
I Y"fffl;:1inder of 

1 eomed i ncarF! mt 
a 1 ready dis-
garded; limited 
to fttur nnnths; 
not provided 
again until 12 
nnnths since last 
AFOC paynent. * 

* Ident1cal to fE\deral requirerent. 
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Table 1--contd 

California Ne.-1 York Texas Pennsylvania Ill irois Cl1io Michioan Florida Net: llersey t~Jr-Jl Carolina 
-~~-

c. \brk 
P.r .. qui rerents 

1. \.brk No program. No program. State has State has State has No progra11. Stote has State has State has No program. 
lncPn- established estab 1 i shed estab 1 i shed established established established 
tive program. program. program. program. program. program. 
Dfrrcn-
strati on 
ProgrCim 

2. Ccmru- Program i n San D:Jronstration No program. State-lide tiJ program. Program in State-lide No program. Program in SCJle i'rom'i!'l in 
nity Diego Coonty. program. program. sorre program. countiP.S, scr.P COJnties. 
l.ork counties. 
Ex;:e-
rier.c€' 
Program 

3. \lork No program. tiJ progrWl1. tiJ program. tiJ program. tiJ program. tiJ program. tiJ program. tiJ program. tiJ program. No ;orogram. 
Supple-. 
ra..."!''tation 

l 
Program .,. 

0 
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CHAPTER III 

HISTORICAL TRENOS: AFDC 

This chapter provides a description of the AFDC program and its 

recipients. It 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 rF>cent years. 

How Many People Receive AFDC? 

Chart 8 shows the number of individuals receiving .AFDC benefits each 

year since 1977-78. It indicates that. the AFDC caseload increased by 

202,000 persons, or 14 percent, between 1977-78 and 1984-85 (estimatPd). 

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 primarily 

responsible for the large 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 8 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 unemployed parent component of the program. The family 

group component has remained relatively stable. 
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Foster Care 
and AAP/AAC 

Unemployed 
Parent 
KXXX~ 

Family 
Group 

Chort 8 
AFDC Average Monthly Coselood 

By Eligibility Category 

T,h~o~u~s~a~n~d~s~o~f~R~e~c~i~ie~n~t~s~·----------------------, 
2000 r-

1750 

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

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 

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

(Ch 327/82). Of these measures, SB 1x and AB 2x, which implemented changes 

in federa 1 e 1 i gi bil ity requirements, had the most s i gni fi cant effect on the 

growth in AFDC rolls. 
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How Much Does the Pro~ram 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 1 arge 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-living increases in AFDC 

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

Chort9 
AFDC Gront Expenditures 

By Funding Source 

·M·,~i~l~l~io~n~s~o~f~D~o~l~l~o~rs~--------------------------~ 4000 r 
Federal 

Funds 
3500 

County Funds 
3000 

PO<X><)l 

Genera 1 Fund 2500 

2000 

77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 8!-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services. 
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The costs of AFDC grants are shared by the federal, state, and 

county governments. In California, the federal government pays 50 percent 

of the grant costs for federally eligible recipients (those recipients that 

satisfy federal eligibility requirements) and 100 percent of the costs for 

those AFDC-eligible refugees who have been in the U.S. for 36 months 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 quarterly surveys 

of the AFDC population in order to determine 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 ~1aking AFDC Families Eligible for Aida 

Family Groui_J and Unem[Jl oyed Parent 
October ,July July JuTy April 
1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 

Percent of All 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% 

October 
Famil~ Grou[Jb 

July July July April 
1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 

Tota 1 families 413,318 426,072 409,709 440,749 460,519 

Percentage of families with: 

Parent absent, but not dead, 92.6% 91.0% 91.0% 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 

Unem~lo~ed Parent 
October July July July April 

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 

Tota 1 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 basis has remained very stable since 1975. 

The AFDC-U component of the program served 16 percent 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 F "l. a am1 1 es 

Julyb Julyb October <luly 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 4.4 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 periods 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 families 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 

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 

table. For the most part, this reflects a significant drop in the 

percentage of families with earned income. 

no 

the 

The decline in the percentage of AFDC families with earned income 

appears to be the result of three changes in federal law governing 

eligibility and grant amounts. First, effective January 1982, families 

with gross earnings that exceed 150 percent of the AFDC need level are no 

longer eligible for AFDC grants (see Appendix G for recent changes in this 

rule). 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 of 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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Table 4 

AFDC Families with Income from Sources· 
Other than AFDC 

Family Group 
October July July 

1975 1977 1979 
July April 
1981 1983 

Total families 413,318 426,072 409,709 440,749 460,519 

Percentage of fa.mil ies with: 

Earned income 16.6% 13.6% 15.3% 18.2% 5.0% 

OASDI, 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 

UnemEloyed Parent 
October July July 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% 

OASD I, R~.il road 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 rer.eiving no 63.4 69.6 73.0 68.6 78.0 
nonassistance income 

SOURCE: Department of Social Serv1ces 
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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 JI.FDC-U recipients were not U.S. 

citizens. The DSS estimates that 82 percent of these aliens were refugees. 

Table 5 

Citizenship of AFDC Family Members 

October 
Unem~lo~ed Parent 

July April April 1\PrlT 
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 

October July 
Famil~ Group_ 

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 97.7 96.4 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 AFDCwFG 

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 continuously for 14.5 

months or more. 

Table 6 also shows the total 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 lifetimes. Among AFDC-U families, half had received aid for 20.5 

months or more during their lifetimes. 

These da.ta pr·ovide 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 at 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 

Family Grou~: 

Months since last case opening 

Total months on AFDC (all 
episodes) 

Unem~loyed Parent: 

Months since last case opening 

Total months on AFDC (all 
episodes) 

N/A- not available. 

October 
1975 

21.0 

35.0 

9.0 

15.0 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services. 

-50-

October 
1977 

21.3 

N/A 

14.4 

N/A 

July 
1981 

22.4 

32.3 

11.3 

15.5 

October 
1982 

25.4 

35.8 

14.5 

20.5 
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Table 6 shows that hetween July 1981 and October 198?, there was a 

substanticl increase in the median number of months spent on a.id 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 increase in the unemployment rate and (2) changes in AFDC 

eligibility rules that were put into effect 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 results 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 income-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 population receiving AFDC is greater in California than it is in the 

U.S. as a whole. Some observers maintain tha.t this is due to the fact that 

California's grant levels are high relative to those in other states, 

thereby encouraging low-income families to migrate to California. 

The DSS does not collect survey data that answers directly the 

question of the extent to which fa.milies came to California because of its 

relatively high grant levels. However, other data a.re available that may 

shed some light on this question. If a significant number of parents in 

other states move to California 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 likely 

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 were born in the 

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 61 percent) is due solely to the nearly six-fold increase in the 

percentage of AFDC-U recipients born 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 indicate whether higher welfare grants is an important factor 

influencing refugee families' decisions to relocate in California. 

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 received 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 

AFRC Families All 
Family Group_ Unemployed Parenta Families inb 

July October July October California 
1977 1982 1977 1982 Apri1 1980 

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

Percentage of 
children born in: 

California 79.7% 85.1% 77.2% 60.7% 74.7% 

Another state 16.2 12.5 13.0 8.7 14.7 

AnothP.r country 2.9 2.4 5.5 30.6 10.6 

Percentage of childrP.n 1.2 4.3 
unborn 

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

Table 8 

Percent of California Children Receiving AFDC 
By Birthplace of Child 

1980a 

Born in Born in Born in 
California Another State Another Countr_y 

Receiving JI.FDC 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 

a 11 ow a greater percentage of Californians to qua 1 i fy for benefits. As 

discussed earlier, eligibility for AFDC grants is limited to families with 

9ross 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. Which 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 accurate. 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. If, 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 centril valley and northern counties. This is 

illustrated in Chart 10. Of the ten counties with the largest percentage 

of their populations receiving AFDC, five are central valley counties and 

three are northern counties. A.ppendix 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 families. 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 
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CHART 10 
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Ten Counties with the Highest Share 
Of Their Populations-on AFDC 

January 1983 

San Joaquin 
Yuba 
Merced 
Tulare 
Del Norte 
Fresno 
Sacramento 
Shasta 
lake 
Trinity 

Percent 
On AFDC 

12.7% 
12.3 
11.6 
11.2 
10.9 
10.9 
10.6 
10.3 
9.5 
9.2 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

( 

c 



( 

( 

c 

c 

( 

·c 

c 

·c 

( 

( 

( 

~thnic cate~ories account for only a smnll portion of the proqram's 

recipient population. 

The racial and ethnic composition of the AFDC-U population chan~ed 

dramatically between 1979 and 1982, and is now very different from the 

composition of the Jl.FDC-FG population. Jn 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 to 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 198?. 

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.?. 
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 

Tot.a 1 Families 409,709 440,120 32,602 78,452 

a. Ethnic ori~in was collected for the AFDC family member who receives 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. Whv Do Families Enter or Leave the AFDC Rolls? We have been 

unable to find recent data that sheds light on the reasons why California 

fami 1 i es turn to Jl.FDC for support or the reasons why these fami 1 i es' 
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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 0f AFDC recipients over time in order to determine why families 

enter and 1 eave the AFDC ro 11 s. This study was based on data co 11 ected 

prior to thP federal changes in eligibility requirements that were made in 

1981. 

RP9arding eotry to the AFDC program, the study concluded that: 

• About half of all AFDC episodes 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. 

• 14 percent left AFDC because all of the household's children 

reached the age of 18. 

• 39 percent left the rolls because the household's earnings 

increased. 

The sa.me study showed that 34 percent of those who 1 eft the AFDC 

ro 11 s eventually returned to we 1 fare. 

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

about half of all AFDC episodes are less than two years in length. 

However, about half nf 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 hased on a national sample, may not 

accurately reflect 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) Ca 1 iforni a 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 rnlls. ~Je 

believe that such informati·on would assist the Legislature 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 d~ta on AFDC recipients now co 11 ected 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 important changes in the rules governing 

eligibility for and the calculation of AFDC benefits. 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 limit 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 three and $937 per 

month for a family of four. (As of July 1984, these limits were 

raised to $833 and $990 respectively. Federal changes described 

in Appendix G will increase them further.) 

• 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. 

1 Finally, the law specifies that the $30 and one-third disregard 

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 imp~.ct on the likelihood th~.t AFDC recipients will find and hold 

jobs. To assess the validity of this view, answers are needed to the 

following questions: 

1 First, will parents who are dropped from 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? 

• Finally, will AFDC recipients without earnings be less likely to 

( get jobs under the new rules? 
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In order to obtain 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 

~. 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 WPre discontinued because their income exceeded the gross income 

limit 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 reasons was similar (15 

percent). 
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Table 10 

Most AFDC Cases Discontinued Becauae of Excess 
Income Remained Off Aid 

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 reopened 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 Fami 1 ies Reduce Their Earnings ~lhen the Income Disregard 

Expires? The DSS data suggest that some AFDC families may be less likely 

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 e 1 i gi bi 1 i ty 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 gr?UP were not affected by the 

new rules because these recipients had little 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 on aid a year later (89 percent, compared to 82 percent) and,. if they 

were on aid, were less likely to have earnings (16 percent, compared to 50 

percent). 

Table 11 

Status of AFDC Cases Not Discontinued 
Due to 1981 RuleGhanges 

Grants Reduced Grants Not 
Status of Cgses at end of P.educed at End 

in 1982 Four Months Of 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 likely 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 unemployment. If the percentage of recipients with 

earned income continues to declinP, however, it would suggest that fewer 

AFDC families choose 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 AFDC family. For example, 

Chart 11 shows that as o~ 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 on AFDC-FG Parent Tokes o Joba 

(First Four Months Only) 

Income Not 
Working 

Net Mont1:/ y 
Incomg 

Avai !able Manthl Income 
1200~~~~~~~~~~~~---------------------, 

1000 

800 

600 

400 

200 

oL-----~--~----~----~----~----~----~~ 
0 200 400 600 800 I 000 1200 1400 

Gross Monthly Eorninqs 

a. Assumes one parent and two children. 
b. 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.) 

-64-

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 



( 

c 

( 

c 

c 

c 

c 

c 

(. 

I( 

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 i ne 1 i gi b 1 e for AFDC. (The actua 1 AFDC income 1 imit for a family 

of three is $789. A person with gross earnings of more than $783 would 

exceed this limit 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 

available 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 lower 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 mea~s 

more income avai 1 ab 1 e to the family for the family's other needs. As a 

result, if child care expenses are low, a working parent's available incom~ 

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 poss i bi1 i t.y 

that finding a job will cause a reduction in available income may deter 

some AFDC families--particularly those who cannot find low-cost child 

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

-65-



Chart 12 
Available Monthly Income if an AFDC-FG Parent Takes a Joba 

With High and Low Child Care Costs 

nA~v~a~il~a~b~l~e~M~on~t~h~l~~I~n~co~m~e~--------------------, 1000 ... 
Income Not 

Working 

High Chi 1 db BOO 
Care Costs 

Low Childc 600 
Care Costs 
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.. ------; ---------~--

/ 
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/ 
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/ 
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/ 
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...... ,.. ................ . - / ...... ~ ....... 

0ol _____ zo~o-----4o~o----s~o~o--~a~oo~--~~o=o~o--~J2~oo~~~~4~oo~ 
Gross Monthly .Earninqs 

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 Availability 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 limited amount of low-cost child care through the Department of 

Education. 

2. Increase Tax Credits Available to Low-Income FamiliP.s. 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 low-income 

families. State and federal taxes determine, in part, the amount of income 

avail ab 1 e to a family that works. The 1 ess a family ha.s 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 

available 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 liability for most of the income 

levels discussed here. 

3. Increase the AFDC Need Leve 1 • Another WB.y to reduce the 1 oss of 

income to AFDC recipients that take jobs is to increase the AFDC need 

level. Increasing the need level would not automatically increase the size 

oT AFDC grants, and thus would not affect payments 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 case1oads 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 nnnworking 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 sci that they can achieve at least a minimum standard of 

living. There is, however, no totally objective method for determining 

what a "minimum standard of living" is. Obviously, some objective factors 

enter into this 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 it is not possible to make a totally objective assessment of 

the extent to which current AFDC <;~rants are "adequate," there is data 

available that can help one make a sub~ective 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 AFDC grant levels in California. 

• 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. 

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

Level. 

• The va 1 ue of benefits a.nd resources ciVa.i 1 ab 1 e to AFDC families. 
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Not everyone will look upon each of these benchmarks as equally 

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 levels. 

Current AFDC Grant Levels in California 

Table 12 shows the maximum AFDC grant levels that prevailed in 

1983-84 for 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-living adjustment (COLA) that was provided for AFDC grants 

beginning on July 1, 1984. 

·Family Size 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

Table 12· 

Maximum AFDC Grant Levels 
1983-84 and 1984-85 

1984-85a 
1983-84 Amount Change 

$258 $272 $14 
424 448 24 
526 555 29 
625 660 35 
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 lBrgest states to 

families of two, three, and four persons with 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 California. 

a. 

b. 

c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 

Table 13 

Maximum AFDC Benefits, by Family Sizea 
January 1984 

FamilJ:: Size 
Two Three Four 

Californ~ab $424 $526 $625 
New York· 399 474 56b 
Mi chi gand 348 . 418 488 
New Jersey 273 360 414 
Pennsylvtniae 273 350 415 
Illinois 250 302 368 
Ohio 227 276 343 
Florida 178 231 273 
North Ca ro 1 ina 176 202 221 
Texas 128 148 178 

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, inc.luding energy payments. 
Detroit. 
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh. 
Chicago. 

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 living 

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 level. These family budgets were based on lists of 

goods and sf'rvices 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 

estimated by the BLS lower income budget for a family of four. Table 14 

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

in 1982. The table shows that: 

• The purchasing power of AFDC grants plus food stamps ranged from 

65 percent of living costs in Philadelphia to 77 percent in San 

Dif'go. 

• AFDC families in San Diego had the highest assistance income of 

all major metropolitan areas and the four nonmetropol itan 

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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City or State 

San Die~o 
Vermont 
Milwaukee 
Los Angeles 
Minneapolis e 
Rhode Island 
New York City 
San Francis~o 
Connecticut 
Detroit 
Honolulu 
Anchorage 
North Dakotaf 
New Jersey 

(exclu~ing NE) 
Nebr~ska 
Iowa 
Philadelphia 

Table 14 

Purchasing Power of AFDC Grant and Food 
Stamp Allotments, for Selected Localitiesa 

(January 1, 1982) 

Annual 
Cost ot 
Living 

$10,830 
10,668 
10,624 
11 ,336 
10,569 
10,668 
10,754 
11,844 
10,668 
10,248 
13,657 
15,308 
10,577 
10,367 

10,577 
10,577 
10,367 

Monthly 
AFDC 

Grantc 

$601 
581 
563 
601 
520 
518 
515 
601 
501 
451 
546 
634 
437 
414 

420 
419 
401 

Monthly 
Food Stama 
Allotment 

$98 
104 
110 
98 

123 
123 
124 
98 

128 
143 
225 
224 
147 
154 

155 
155 
158 

Total 
Monthly 

Aid 

$699 
685 
672 
699 
643 
641 
639 
699 
629 
594 
771 
858 
584 
568 

575 
574 
559 

Total 
Annual 
Aid 

$8,390 
8,222 
8,069 
8,390 
7,710 
7,691 
7,665 
8,390 
7,550 
7,130 
9,250 

10,301 
7,013 
6,820 

6,897 
6,890 
6,710 

Percent 
of 

Cost of 
Living 

77.47% 
77.07 
75.95 
74.02 
72.95 
72.10 
71.28 
70.84 
70.78 
69.58 
67.73 
67.29 
66.30 
65.78 

65.21 
65.15 
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 living equals the BLS Lower Budget for a Family of Four in Autumn 
1981, excluding 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 living for these states is based on the BLS Family Budget for the 
Northeast region's nonmetropolitan 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 

One benchmark that is usPd 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. First, it 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 

Dollars 

Chart 13 
Purchasing Power of AFDC Grants 

Maximum Grant: Family of Three 
Actual 
Dollars 

Constant 0 

Dollars 
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a. Aid payment adjusted for inflati-ori as measured by the 

California Necessities Index during the preceding 
ca 1 endar year. 
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level is "deflated" to adjust for the erosion in purchasing power causP.d by 

inflation since 1973-74. Inflation, in this case, 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 power of the maximum AFDC 

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

Median 
Income 

.\FDC Grant 
<F am. of 3) 

Chart 14 

AFDC Gronts ond Mgdion Incomg 
Change in "Real" Value Since '74 
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Percent of 1974 Value 
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California .. The chart shows that between 1974 and 1982, the purchasing 

power of the AFDC grant increased while the purchasing power of 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 federally designated 

poverty income level. Table 15 compares the value of the AFDC grant plus 

food stamps in California with the poverty level for a family 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 

unea.rned income in addition to their grant and food stamps, it is possible 

that these families' total resources exceed the federal poverty level. 

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 All otment.s 
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 Stam[!s) Level 

1978-79 $455 $356 $85 $441 96.9% 

1979-80 516 410 82 49? 95.4 

1980-81a 561 473 59 532 94.9 

l980-81b 590 463 90 553 93.8 

1981-8? 625 506 75 581 92.9 

1982-83 652 5(16 88 594 91.1 

1983-84 682 526 91 617 90.5 

1984-85c 722 555 95 650 90.1 

a. AFDC grant level during the first half of 1980-81. 
b. AFDC grant level during the last half of 1980-81, which is lower than 

the grant paid during the first half of the fiscal year. 
c. AFDC grant level based on the 5.6 percent increase required by current 

1 a1~. 

Chart 15 shows the distribution of resources for a sample of AFDC 

families in February 1982. The income for each family includes 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, 

Social 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 
a 

Most AFDC Fomiligs Arg Bglow thg Povgrty Lgvgl 
February 1982 AFDC Survey 

rP~s~r~c~s~n~t~o~f~A~F~D~C~~~l~o~t~i~o~n~------------------------------~ 60 I" 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 
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a 

b 

51-607. 61-707. 71-807. 81-901. 91-1001. 101-1207. 121-1401. 141-1607. 

Psrcsnt of 1982 Poverty Linsb 

Source: Department of Social Services. Income includes AFDC grant 
and. if app l i cable. food stamps. earned income, Social Secur i t y, 
unemployment benefits, cash contributions, other cash income, and 
in-kind income. 

Poverty level based on 1982 Census Bureau figures. 

The chart shows that most families have total incomes below the 

poverty level. In fact, 35 percent of the fami 1 i es surveyed had incomes 

that were less than 80 percent of the poverty level. A small group of 

families (4.8 percent) had income that exceeded the poverty level. 
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It is not surprising that most AFDC far1il ies fall between 80 and 90 

percent of the poverty level. The AFDC grant alone provides·an amount 

equal 1:o between 70 percent and 80 percent of the poverty level. When the 

food stamr a 11 otment is added to the AFDC grant, the total is equal to 

between 80 percent and 90 percent of the poverty level. What~ surprising 

is that there is such a large number of families (35 percent of those 

covered by the DSS' survey) with incomes that are less than 80 percent 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 in this four-month limit). 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 0f today's AFDC caseload probably has incomes 

above the poverty line. 

The data provided in Chart 15 has another important limitation. 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 

housing, 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 living 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 a variety of other publicly supported 

programs. Benefits under some of these programs, such as Medi-Cal, are 

available 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 publicly financed benefits 

available to AFDC recipients in addition to their monthly cash grants. 

addition to the benefits discussed here, AFDC recipients may: 
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1. Ut.il ize a variety of social services, including f~mily planning, 

provided by local agencies. 

2. Participate in the Work Incentive program (WIN), which provided 

employment services and social services for 189,130 persons in 1982-83. 

3. Participate in the Women, Infants, and Children Nutrition 

program if the parent is pregnant or if the family has children under five 

years of age. 

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. All AFDC 

recipients are eligible for Medi-Cal-supported health care. During 

1982-83, 568,400 persons, or 36 percent of all AFDC recipients, utilized 

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 tha.n per service unit, basis. The average 

monthly cost of fee-for-service ~1ed i -Ca 1 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 actively seeking work. Approximately 57,834 

AFDC recipients also received UI benefits in 1982-83. 

The a.mount of weekly UI benefits paid to an unpmployed person 

depends upon the amount of earnings received by the claimant during a base 
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period of employment. The average UI benefit received by AFDC 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 federal government's Food Stamp 

program is to ensure that low-income households are financially able to 

obtain food that provides an adequate level of nutrition. In order to 

achieve this goal, eligible households are given food stamps that they can 

use to purchase 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 sta.mps. In 1982-83, 1,254,578 

persons receiving AFDC grants also participated in the Food Stamp program. 

Accardi ng to the DSS, the average cash va 1 ue of food stamps provided 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 •11as $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 for 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 they live. 

The OfficP. 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. In 1982-83, an 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 a.nd 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, a.pproximately 7,639 families received child ca.re 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 for 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 low- and moderate-income households. These households may receive (1) 

subsidized shelter as tenants in public housing or (2) rental assistance to 

help them lease new or rehabilitated 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. In 1982-83, an estimated 46,847 AFDC 

recipients resided in public housing and an additional 123,363 received 

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 households, are automatically eligible 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 the Home 

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. All 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 household. 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 received 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 tho.se who did not. 

Obviously, the average benefit per AFDC participant will be less 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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~!hen reviewing the information on average benefit values provided in 

Table 16, the following pnints must be kept in mind: 

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

are not available to residents of some areas; others have long 

waiting lists; still others have eligibility criteria that some 

AFDC recipients are unable to meet. 

• More Than One-Half of All 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 large 

benefits to those who qualify. This skews the distribution of 

benefits, causing the median family berefi t to be 1 ess than the 

average benefit. 

• The Number of Persons Who Pa.rticipate 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 likely 

to provide aid to more individuals in the state than what the 

monthly average figure would imply. 

• Finally, Not All Programs Vary the Size of Beneftts by the 

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

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

benefit a.s sma 11 er fami 1 i es. 
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Table !6 

Monthly Benefits and Resources Available to AFOC Recipient• 
1982-83 . 

Value of 
fwerage Resource 

Recipients Percent Cash Value Avera qed 
Using Of AFDC b Of Resource Over i\11 

Resource Resource Reci~ients Received Reci~ients 

AFOC cash grant 1,561,55g 100.0% $149.18 S149.18 

Food stamps 1,254,578 80.3 33.04 26.54 

Medi-Calc 568,400 36.4 140.02 50.97 

Child nutriticnd 549,669 35.2 19.69 6.93 

Rental subsidiese 123,363 7.9 80.00 6,32 

Earned income 87,399 5.6 104.59 5.85 

Other incom/ 79,551 5.1 47,15 2.40 

AFDC special 67,416 4.3 19.43 0.84 
needs 

Unemployment 57,834 3.7 91.17 3.38 
InsUt·ance 

Public housinge,g 46,847 3.0 40.00 1.20 

Child careh 31,391 2.0 128.67 2.59 

Social security 30,488_ bQ 76.33 1.49 

Average tota 1 $2!>7.69 
monthly resources 

Average total $3,092.28 
annual resources 

LIHEAP i 388,613 24.9% $57,.24 $14.25 

Average total $3,106.53 
annual resources 
with LIHEAP 

Overall 
Average 

Times Three 
(family 

of three) 

$447.54 

79.62 

. 152.91 

20.79 

18.96 

17.55 

7,20 

2.52 

10.14 

3.60 

7. 77 

_4.47 

$773.07 

$9,276.84 

$42.75 

$9,319.59 

a.50URCES: Department of Social Services, Office of Economic Opportunity, 
Department of Health Services, fed~ral Departments of Housing r~n'd Urban 
Development and Health and Human Ser.vices, state Depar·tment of Housing and 
Community Development. · 

b. Percentage figures do not total 100 percent because some recipients utilized 
more than one benefit. 

c. Fee-for-service users only. Other Medi-Cal service categories such as 
pr~paid health plans are paid for on a per capita basis. Data on the 
utilization of these fee-for-service t:":ot.cgories by public assistance 
recipients is not available at this time. 

d. Based on $1.35 average meal value, one meal per 175 school days pe~" yeat'. 
e. Based on 1981 federal study of percent of subsidized housing occupied by 

AFDC recipients. 
f. Includes contributions from absent parents end other persons in the 

households and in-kind income. 
g. Includes assistance under Sections 8 and 23 of t~e federal Housinq ard Urban 

Development Act and the Farrner 1 s Home Ad111inistration's Rental Assistance 
program. 

h. Includes OJ'lY subsidized child care provided throu9h the Office of Child 
Development in the State Department of Education. 

i. This amount is received in a lump sum rather thilll on a monthly basis. 
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Part Two: Supplemental Security Income/State 
Supplementary Program 

CHAPTER V 

ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS: SSI/SSP 

The federal Supplemental 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 addition, the SSA will administer a state's SSP program if it 

is requested to do so by the state. When the federal government 

administers a state's ssP program, federal eligibility requirements are 

used to determine an applicant's eligibility for both the SSI and SSP 

programs. If, on the other hand, the state administers its SSP program, 

the state is free to set its own eligibility requirements. 

This chapter summarizes 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 law 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. All states except Texas and Utah have mandatory 

supplementation programs. According to the Department of Social Services, 

California currently 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 supplementing the federal SSI grant. If a state elects to 

supplement the basic SSI grant, it can limit the categories of persons who 

can receive the supplement. As of January 1982, 40 states, including 

California and the District of Columbia, have elected to provide such a 

supplement to one or more 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 these states--

California, New York, Pennsylvania, Michigan, and New Jersey. The 

remaining four states--Illinois, 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 country 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 administers the SSP 

program: 

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

o 1 der. 

1. 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. 

1 An individual can qualify 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 live 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, blind, 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 specified 

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 income and receipts that are 

not considered to be income.) 

Gross Income Limit. The "gross income limit" is the maximum amount 

of income that an individual can receive and still be eligible for one 

dollar 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 exclusions. Table 17 shows that 

an individual living 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 

exemption under their SSP programs. Illinois allows a $25-per-month 

general income exclusion. In North Carolina, blind recipients are 

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. Blind 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: 

• Bus or cab fare. 

1 Guide dog and upkeep. 

• Private automobile {$.15 per mile). 

1 Braille instruction. 

1 Lunches. 

1 Professional association dues that are work-related. 

1 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 Illinois, 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 Illinois, Ohio, Florida, 

and North Carolina (these states do not supplement the SSI grant) to $477 

in Ca 1 iforni a. 
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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, 

liquid 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 life insurance policies with a cash 

value of $1,000 or a prepaid burial plan with a value of $1,500. Seven 

states, including California, allow the same personal property exemptions 

as the federal government. (See Appendix G for a discussion of how these 

limits 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 levels, the SSA 

exempts from consideration wedding and engagement rings, prosthetic 
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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. Illinois places a lien 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 creditors. 

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, including 

California. Ohio and Florida limit relative responsibility to spouses. 
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I. CATEGCR!\f.i. 

I 
<D .,. 

REQJIRBHITS 
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Fe<lera 1 
Eliqibility -california 

1. 65 yoars old Sane as 
and ol~er if federal. 
housed in an 
independent 
1 ivi11~ 
situation. 

2. Paym:~nt for 
residino in 
ntXlica f 
facilities is 
1 imited to a 
rerscna 1 and 
incidental 
needs a 11 0#­
ance of S2S/ 
rrcnth. 

Vision correc- Sane as 
table to no federal. 
better than 20/200 
in better e.ve or 
tunnel vision in 
>fiich field of 
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greater t"an 20 
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Table 17 

Eligibility P.li'Quirorent.<; for SSJ and St.cte SupplBTP.rrtnl Pf"t'o/imS 
\iarumy 1 , 1984 

Fed2rG11y .nctninistered SSP Proararrs 
:-~&~ York Pennsy<'h"=•an='ii"a'--'-==;;~~1". c"h"i ga"'·n=--...,Neo=-1 'Je",.,"" .• e=y 

Sarro as 
federal. 

Sarre as 
federal. 

S311E as 
federal. 

Sarre as 
federal. 

Sane as 
federal. 

Sarre as 
federal. 

Sam as federal. 65 years or 
older in a 
facility 
with roon, 
board, and 
personal care. 

Sane as fede.-a 1. San-e as 
federal and 
in a facility 
with roan, 
board, and 
persona 1 care. 

'· 

() 

Stat.e Jldl•inistered SSP Proqra.,s 
C'11io Florida 

65 years or 65 y-ears or 
older and in older in a 
a ccmrunity- ca1-e focil itv. 
based living TI1rse inclu~ 
c:rranyarent. an adult in 
TtK:!se include foster hme 
an adult foster or roan and 
hCJTE or a aroup OC.ard with 
hare licenSed personal care. 
by the state 
health departrrent. 

Sawe as 
federal and 
IS years or 
older in a 
cann.mity­
based 1 iving 
arrangerent. 
These inc 1 ude 
an adult 
foster hare 
or a group 
hane 1 icensed 
by the state 
health 
departrrent. 

SanP. as 
federa 1 and JB 
yen rs or o 1 cier 
in a care 
facility. 
These include 
n:xm or OOard 
v.i th !)2rsona 1 
care or adult 
foster hare. 

65 y~rs nr olrer 
ir a fcc~l ity 
Hith !"iXJ:l, tl:r.rd, 
,,,.~ ;.orsooa 1 
care. 

Sa'!? '·' feC2r:. ~ and in 
a fcc~i:oy 
1-r.t'i I"'('(F, 

OO?.rd, ard 
rersCJ"'..al care. 
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Table 17--contd 

Federal Federall,)! Jld11inistered SSP l'ro<lrarrs State Pdninistered SSP l'r1:l<1rwo 
El igibil itl Uii1Tom1a NeW York Piirinsylvania MiCh1gan NEw Jerse.l' lllmois l:iiio tlonda North carol ina 

c. Disabled t·'ental or Sane as Sane as Salre as Sane as Salle as federa 1. Sane as Sane as Salre as Sane as 
physical irrpair- federal. federal. federal. federal. federa 1 and in fedem1 and federal i\!ld f('CErc 1 and in 
rrent >.hich pre- a facility 18 years or in a a facilit;y with 
eludes gainful with rocm, older in a conn.mitv- rocm, OOard, 
CfilllO}Irent or board, and camunity- based liVing and persora 1 
activity. personal care. based living arrcmgr.ent. care. 

arrangarent. These inc 1 ure 
Trese inc 1 ude roan and ix'ortl 
an adult with personal 
foster htrre care; ac!ult 
or a group foster hnre 
hare 1 icensed care; foster 
by the state hrnes; grrup 
health hares; or a 
deparbrent. residential 

habilitation 
center. 

II. If'[(}-r 

I A. Gross $711 $1,037 $833 $775 $759 $769 $711a $711a $711a sma 
1.0 
01 Incore 
I 

Limitb 

B. C,neral $20/nmth Sarre as Sane as Sarre as Sane as Sarre as federa 1 • $25/rrooth. Sam as Sane as JioE<I •nd disabled: 
Jncrr:e ,..,..ml federal. federnl. federal. federal. Incane fran federal. federal. 59/I!Il'lth 
Exclusion exclusim. contributions Blind: SlO/nrnth 

is not 
exe"likl. 

c. F.crr.ed 
Inr.('(l'P. 
&elusion 



Table 17--contd 

Frer.·ral State Adrrrlnistentd SSP Prc~rnr.G 
~j_lJ.!L.. Ti 1 innis fhio Flr:riC.a ~i; CN(•iir.a 

1. All Fir.;t ~65/rrrr~th S(lrrp CIS St-1trr as Si:lf!P ilS SallE as SirrP as Aged and Snrre as ~ as federa 1. A,ooc cr~ di5noled: 
Cate- nf F\'llllf'd incm~ federal. federal. fe<'eral. federal. federal. disablod: $20 federal. fio-,;t ~21l/m1th 
g_1riP.S plus 1/2 of plus 1/2 of p1us 1/2 nf 

ttrnining e?.'r'flo?'l next $1i0/nnnth rP•?.ir&-t~ nf first 
incnre is excltKled. of eamed !f.:O/r.rr,th up til 

2. Rlind f'l'y ir.r.r~ u~e<i Si.ure as Srur? r.s Sane as 5.;l.rre as 5!1ITP. as incare is Sane as SanE as fffR.Yf,l.l. r.ilX;rl.f'l P.:'P;"f-
ar:d tn,..ards (1aininQ fed~ral. fe<ieral. fed<!ral. federal. federal. excluded. federol. t10''s cf 55J. 
Dis- s~1f~sL1ficirnry Blind: $85 T (:~a 1 di Srt'!"i((rti. 

ahlro is excluded. plus l/2 of Rl ir<l: firit ~5. 
Y"eTB i nder of plus J/2 rweii"Cer 
eatT!ed in- of n:nned ir.cr:ve 
care is OVf'r $95/JT'Cflth. 
excluded. 

D. Net lncam l'oxio"\1 SSJ/SSP '£477 $375 $346 $338 $343 $314a $314a $314i! $314a 
l.irtit grant. 

II I. RESOJPCE W\JTS 

I A. F:eal lhe princip1i Sarre as San-e as Sane as Sarre us Sarre as federal. ExElf!ltians: Sarre as ~rre as federa 1. Total v:::lt~ of 
1.0 Property/ plvce of federal. federol. federal. federol. --hares and federal. hoose e~:cl1,ded 

"' HmE residence and incrne- and ~i?,ct.O I 
contiguous producing v.of"ttl of 
property is business or cooti~ut.<t!S 

excluded. fam1 pn:>r~rty. 

eQ.Jiprent 

B. Personal ~1,500 li~it for Sarre as Sarre as Sarre as SarrP. as Sane as federal. Excrrptions are Sarre as Sarre as federa 1. Blind: $2,COJ 
Property indiviCue.l; federal. federal. federal. federal. limited to federal. limit fnr 

$2,29J limit for life insurance indivit!ual. 
couple; life with a cash .dl:e:f ond [;is-
insurance with value of $1,000 abled: Sl,OCO 
a cash or face or a prepaid 1inTit for 
value of Sl,COO; bUrial plan of individual and 
prepaid bUrial $1,500. $1,100 ljmit 
plan with a for couple. 
$1,500 value. 
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I 
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c. Houseoo 1 d/ 
Persooa 1 
Effects 

D. ~otor 
Vehicle 

IV. OlHER 

A. Liens 

Federal 
El igibi_l_i!.y_ 

$2,000 li~it 
equity v~lue. 

California 

Sarre as 
federal. 

$4,500 limit Saflp 0:•5 
equity value federal. 
except W1m the 
care is used 
for f'ffpiCl.\'flPnt; 
essential fer 
trf.'0ir.a1 use; r.r 
S[f'CiCl1l.V 
equipped for 
the han<licapped. 
If nr<> nf these 
cases r.pply, 
the entire 
value of the 
vehicle is 
eX91jlt. 

Nore. Sane as 
federal. 

------·--·---- ·-------

Federally Mninistered SSP l'rograns 
New Yol'k Pennsylvania Nichigan 

Sane as 
federal. 

Sen~ 1"­
federal. 

Saore as 
federal. 

Saore as 
federal. 

SilooE as 
federal. 

Saore ·as 
federal. 

Saore as 
federal. 

Saore as 
federal. 

Saore as 
federal. 

New Jersey Illinois 

. Sane as federal. Exffilltioos are 
limited to 
clotlling and 
Household 
furnishings. 

State Adninistered SSP Programs 
Ulio Fiorida 

Entire 
value 
excluded. 

Saore as federa 1. 

Nortll carol illi 

Total value 
excluded. 

Saore as federal. Entire value 
exffijlt. 

$1,200 Saore as federal. Total value 

Saore as 
federal. 

exffillted if · exc 1 uded. 
used for 
ffilll oyorent 
or specially 
eoui pped for 
the handi-
capped. 
Otherwise, 
the entire 
value of the 
vehicle is 
counted. 

Lien oo luoe- Sarre as 
v.ortll oore than federa 1. 
$25,000 ard 
claims are filed 
upoo the death of 
the recipient 
except >.hon: 
-the reci pi ent 

was under age 65 
--a child, spouse, 

or SSI/SSP 
recipient resides 
in the luoe 

-there has been 
a claim filed by 
otller creditors 

SilooE as federa 1. S3!re as 
federal. 
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Table 17--contrl 

Fedoral 
Elioibilitv 

Federally ta!linistered SSP Proorai'S 

B. Rel•tive 
PPSronsi­
bility 

Cl1lifomi11 

--Spouse> for Smre as 
Sp0Use federal. 

--Pal\'flt fo~· 
child t:l1CJer 
C~ge 21, P.Xcept 
\•ltfn child is 
ilae 18 or 
older rmd 
financially 
indef>Ondcnt 

Srure as 
federal. 

Srure as 
fe<leral. 

a. D:Jes rol include supplarental pa,'vr.f:nt because these stat.R.s cio rot provide a 
supp1at~?nt to individuals in an independent living arrangerent. Supplarental 
pa)lrent<, how2ver, are oode to otrer groups of recipients in these states. 

b. Aged individual in an indep<>n<lent living arrangerent, January 1, 19B4. 

NOTE: 11"e State of Texas has no SSP prngrMI. 

Sane as 
federal. 

i~ ~,.lersey Ill innis -----
Srure as fe<lera 1 • Srure as 

federal. 

'· 

() 

State 1\&.rinistered SSP Proorir:"6 
_a-tio _ F1orioa 

Spou~e for 
spouse. 

Spouse for 
SjXlUSe. 

North Cora 1 ina 

S:lrre as 
fe<'€rnl. 
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CHAPTER VI 

HISTORICAL TRENDS: SSI/SSP 

This chapter provides a description of the Supplemental Security 

Income/State Supplementary program (SSI/SSP) and its recipients. It does 

so 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 SSI/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 of California's 25 million people will be receiving SSI/SSP grants. 

Of these persons, the Department of Social Services estimates that 261,800 

will be 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 

declined since 1980-81. Compared to the number of persons who received 

grants in 1980-81, approximately 60,752 fewer persons will receive grants 

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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SOURCE: Department of Social Services. 

anomaly primarily reflects the fact that income to the aged from other 

sources, such as social security payments, 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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has declined from 47 percent in 1977-78 to 40 percent in 1984-85. 

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

to 57 percent over the same period. 

How Much Does the Program Cost? 

The cost of the SSI/SSP program in 1984-85 is expected to total $2.3 

billion. Of this amount, $1.2 billion will come from the state's General 

Fund and $1.1 billion will come from the federal government. 

-101-



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 

million, or 7 percent, primarily because increases in unearned 

income--especially social security benefits--reduced grant levels for many 

recipients. 

Chart 18 shows the trend in SSI/SSP expenditures, by fundin~ source, 

for the years 1977-78 throu§h 1984-85. 

Characteristics of SSI/SSP Recipients 

The Department of Social Services prepares quarterly management 

reports showing the characteristics of persons applying for and receiving 

SSI/SSP grants. 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 the types of 

disabilities that affect these recipients. 
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84-85 

Aged 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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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 disabled), race, and sex, in ,lo.nuary 1982 and January 1.984. The table 

shows that disablPd 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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respectively. A r9pidly growing group of recipients o.re aged females of 

"other" races. This group increased from 5. 7 percent of all recipients in 

January 1982 to 8 percent in January 1984. 

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 
All other categories 

Totals 

Table 18 

Largest Categories of Recipients 
By Aid-Category, Race, and Sex 

Number 
Of Recipients 

January January 
1982 1984 

150,041 139,646 
145,903 115 '788 
105,730 97,697 
55,923 40,770 
44,643 42,957 
38,897 51,592 
30,373 28,652 
22,628 28,708 
21,957 18,492 
19 '779 29,037 
16,807 23,718 
26,516 24,622 

679,197 641,679 

Percent of 
All Recipients 

January ,January 
1982 1984 

22.1% 21.8% 
21.5 18.0 
15.6 15.2 
8.2 6.4 
6.6 6.7 
5.7 8.0 
4.5 4.5 
3.3 4.5 
3.2 2.9 
2.9 4.5 
2.5 3.7 
3.9 3.8 

100.0% 100.0% 

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

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

percent are men. Of the aged recipients, 71 percent are women and 29 

percent are men. 
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Table 19 

SSI/SSP Recipient Popula~ion by Race ( 

January 1984 

Number Percent of Percent of 
Of Recipients Aid Category All Recipients c 

Aged 261,896 100.0% 40.9% 

~lhite (156,558) (59.8) (24.4) 
Black (25,038) (9.6) (3.9) 
Other (80,300) ( 30. 7) (12.5) c 

Blind 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) (19.8) (11.2) 
Other (52,755) (14.6) (8.2) c 

Toto.l 640,679 100.0% 

White (405,172) (63.2) 
Black (98,671). (15.4) 
Other (136,836) ( 21.4) c 

a. Detail may not add due to rounding. 

c 

c 
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Table 20 

SSI/SSP Recipient Population, by Sex 
January 1984 

Number Percent of Percent of 
Of Recieients Aid Categor~ All Recieients 

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 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) 
Fema 1 e (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 

least 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 Rec®ived by 
SSI/SSP Recipients 

Earned income 

Unearned income 

Social security benefitsb 
Other (no social security 

benefits) 

Number 
Of Recipients 

January January 
1982 1984 

14,515 

435,692 

(403,662) 
(32,030) 

13,567 

395,354 

(365,218) 
(30,136) 

Average Income 
January January 

1982 1984 

$51 $48 

293 322 

( 283) (313) 

a. The total number of recipients with both earned and unearned income 
cannot be determined due to limitations in the available data. 

b. Some of the recipients that receive social security benefits also 
receive other types of unearned income. 

Table 21 ~hows 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 lRrger 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 included military pensions, in-kind payments, and 

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

e(igibility requirements permit recipients to own certain. property and 

resources, subject to specified limits. ·Table 22 shows that in January 

1984, 436,000, or 68 percent, of all recipients owned no resources.· The 

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 life 

insurance policy. 

Resource 

Recipients with no 
resources 

Table 22 

Number of SSI/SSP Recipients With One 
Or More Resources in January 1984 

Percent of 
Number Recipients 

Of Recipients With Resources 

436,038 

Recipients with resources 269,466 100.0% 

House (89,521) (33.2) 
Auto (149,171) (55.4) 
Life Insurance (29,204) (10.8) 
Other resources (1,570) (0.6) 

Percent of 
All Recipients 

68.0% 

32.0 

(14.0a) 
(23.2a) 
(4.6:) 
(0.2 ) 

a. Total exceeds 32 percent because some recipients have more than one 
resource. 

5. Do Most Recipients Live in Their Own Homes? Table 23 shows that 

in January 1984, 500,000, or 81 percent, of all recipients resided 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 living 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. 

Independent living 

Independent living without 

Living in another's house 

Nonmedical board and care 

Other 

Tota.ls 

Table 23 

Living Arrangements of 
SSI/SSP Recipients 

cooking facilities 

facility 

All Recipients 
Percent 

January 1984 Of Total 

498,688 81.0% 

18,794 3.1 

22,450 3.6 

60,830 9.9 

15,135 2.4 

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 disability 

and (2) meet certain income and resource limitations. Bec.ause the 

conditions that qualify persons for this program (age, blindness, or 

disa.bil ity) generally do not improve, the program will probably tend to be 

a long-term source of support for such individuals. 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 length of 

time that recipients remain on aid. 
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7. What are the Most Common Reasons for Getting Off Aid? Table 24 

shows 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, dea.th 

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. 

Death 
Excessive income 
Failure to report 
Excessive resources 
Reasons undetermineda 
Moved to other state 
Cessation of disability 
Outside of U.S. 
Incarcerated 
Voluntary termination 
Cessation of blindness 

Totals 

Table 24 

Reasons for Termination of 
SSI/SSP Benefits 

January Percent 
1982 Of Total 

2,440 23.2% 
2,192 20.9 
1,465 14.0 
1,370 13.1 
1,187 11.3 

768 7.3 
518 4.9 
274 2.6 
150 1.4 
130 1.2 

3 

10,497 100.0%b 

January 
1984 

2,2D2 
1,389 
1,292 

859 
943 
711 
111 
196 
126 
107 

1 

7,937 

Percent 
Of Total 

27.7% 
17.5 
16.3 
10.8 

' 11.9 
9.0 
1.4 
?.5 
1.6 
1.3 

100.0% 

a. 
b. 

These cases represent terminations tha.t are as yet unclassified. 
Detail may not add due to rounding. 
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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 metropolita.n 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 largest percentages of their populations on SSI/SSP, five 

are centra 1 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 largest 

percentages of their populations on SSI/SSP as of December 1982. 
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Ten Counties with the Highest Share 
Of Their Populations on SSI/SSP 

Oecember 1982 

Yuba 
Lake 
Tulare 
San Franc1 sco 
Madera 
Imperial 
Stanislaus 
San ~oaquin 
Oel Norte 
Fresno 

Percent:on 
·sSilSSP 

5.2% 
5. I 
5.1 
4.6 
4.5 
4.2 
4.0 
4.0· 
3.8 
3.8 
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CHAPTER VI I 

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 is, however, no objective method for determining what a 

"minimum standard of 1 iving" is. Clearly, some ob,iective 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 make 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: 

1 Current SSI/SSP grant levels in California. 

• California's SSI/SSP grants compared to grants provided by other 

states. 

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

states. 

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

California. 

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

Level. 
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• The value of benefits and resourr.es available to SS!/SSP 

recipients. 

Not everyone will look upon each of these benchmarks as equally 

relevant to the question of what is an "adequate" grant level. Some may 

consider a portion of 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 present 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 SS!/SSP grant will 

increase by 5.6 percent. For example, the grant for an aged or disabled 

individual will increase from $477 in 1984 to $504 on January 1, 1g85. 
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Ta.ble 25 

Maximum Monthly SSI/SSP Grant Levels 
1984 and 1985 

January-December 

Category January-December 5.6 1~:~centa 
of Reci[!ient 1984 llmount 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 
SSI 472 501 6.1 
SSP 414 435 5.1 

Blind Individual I 

Total Grant 535 565 5.6 
SSI 314 334 6.4 
SSP 221 231 4.!:> 

Blind Couple 

Total Grant 1,041 1,099 5.6 
SSI 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 Com(!ared to Grants 
Provided by Other States 

Table 26 shows the SSI/SSP benefits provided to a.ged 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 levels 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, 1g84 

Aged or 
Disabled Couple 

State 

Aged or 
Disabled Individual 

Total Grant State SSP Total Grant State SSP 

California 
New York 
Texas 
Pennsylvania 
Illinois 
Ohio 
Florida 
Michigan 
New Jersey 
North Carolina 

$477 
375 
314 
346 
314 
314 
314 
338 
343 
314 

$163 
61 

32 

24 
29 

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

$886 $414 
548 76 
472 
521 49 
472 
472 
472 
508 36 
495 23 
472 

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 living 

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

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

In order to determine the purchasing power of the SSI/SSP grant, we 

compared the amount of the grant plus food stamps provided in various 

localities with the cost of living in those locations, as estimated by the 

BLS lower income budget for a retired couple. Table 27 shows the 20 

locations 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 living costs for a retired couple in 

Pittsburgh to 174 percent in San Diego. 

1 The benefits provided in San Diego had the highest purchasing. 

power among those areas, including those not shown in the table, 

for which the BLS calculates budgets. 

• 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 lower income budget 

for retired persons. 

-118-



Table ?7 

Purchasinq Power of SSI/SSP Grant and 
Food Stamp Allotments for Selected Localitiesa 

(January 1, 198?) 

City or State 

San Die~:~o, CA 
Los Angeles, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
Denver, CO 
Anchorage, AL 
Nebraska,. 
Boston, MAh 
New Mexico 
Milwau~ee, WI 
Nevada 
Atlanta, GA 
Philadelphia, PA 
Dallas, TX . 
Connecticut1 

Chicago, IL 
Ind·iana 

(Northwest) 
New Jersey 

(excl. Northeast) 
Rhode Island 
Minneapolis, MN 
Pittsburgh, PA 

Annual 
Cost o~ 
Living 

$5,622 
5,842 
6,273 
5,764 
8,029 
5,580 
6,431 
5,828 
6,092 
5,828 
5,242 
5,654 
5,421 
6,229 
5,428 
5,428 

5,654 

6,229 
5,897 
5',948 

$815 
815 
815 
674 
773 
534 
611 
547 
558 
487 
397 
446 
397 
491 
397 
397 

422 

485 
441 
446 

Monthly 
Food Starns 
Allotment 

e 
e 
e 
f 

$30 
4f 

f 
e 

18 
45 
31 
45 
17 
45 
45 

38 

19 
32 
31 

Tot.a 1 
Monthly 

Aid 

$815 
815 
815 
674 
803 
538 
611 
547 
558 
505 
442 
477 
442 
508 
442 
442 

460 

504 
473 
477 

Tot~.l 
Annua 1 
Aid 

$9,780 
9,780 
9,780 
8,088 
9,635 
6,460 
7,332 
6,569 
6,696 
6,065 
5,309 
5,720 
5,309 
6,098 
5,309 
5,309 

5,519 

6,048 
5,678 
5,720 

Percent 
of 

Cost of 
Living 

173.96% 
167.41 
155.91 
140.32 
12.0.00 
115.76 
114.01 
112.71 
109.91 
104.06 
101.27 
101.17 
97.93 
97.90 
97.80 
97.80 

97.61 

97.09 
96.29 
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 in 
Autumn 1981, excluding medical care costs. 

c. 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 living 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 1 iving 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 intermediate budget .. In fact, California's SSI/SSP benefits ranged 

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

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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Dollars 

Chart 21 

Purchasing PowQr of SSI/SSP Grants 
Maximum Grant for Aged or Disabled Individual 

Actual 
Dollars 

Constant 0 

Dollars 

. 600,--------------------------------------------------, 

500 
. --' 

400 

I 
300 

................... ~·· ................ ., .................. :···················: ....... . ,.................... ,,, ....... ,,,, ··············L ................. , ... . 
,,,,,,,,,; 

200 

100 

oL---~--~--~--~----~--~--~--~----~--~--~ 

74-75 75-76 76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81 81-82 82-83 83-84 84-85 

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 in 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. 

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 1982, 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. 

Median 
Income 
--

SSI/SSP 
GRANTS 
-·-

Chart 22 

SSI/SSP Grants and Mgdian Incomg 
Change in "Real" Value Since '74 

120
Percent of 1974 Value 

115 

110 f.. 

. ...----·""" 
I 05 f.. ..--/' ·""'· 

------~ --- / "'- '"""-· _____ . ...----;....- ., / "'- "'"'· 
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California's SSI/SSP Grant Levels Compared to 
the Federal Poverty Level 

One benchmark used by some to evaluate the adequacy 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 

and 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 level than is indicated in Table 29. 
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Table 29 

SSI/SSP Grants to Aged or Disabled Individuals 
As a Percent of the Poverty Level 

1978-7.9 to 1984-85 

SSI/SSP Grant 
Census Bureau SSI/SSP As a Percent of 
Poverty Level Grant The Povertt Level 

Age Over (Aged or Age Over 
15 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 
1980-81 385 355 401' 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 
1983-84 453 418 477 105.2 114.1 
1984-85~ 464 428 477 102.8 111.5 
1984-85 477 440 504 105.7 114.5 

a. SSI/SSP grant level during the first half of 1980-81. 
b. SSI/SSP grant level during the last half of 1980-81. 
c. SSI/SSP grant level 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. 

The Value Benefits and Resources Available 
to SSI/SSP Recipients 

In addition to the monthly cash grant,.SSI/SSP recipients may 

qualify for and receive a variety of other benefits from federal, state, 

and local governments. Some of these additional benefits, such as health 

care services provided through the Medi-Cal program, are available to 

individuals because they are SSI/SSP recipients. Other benefits, such as 

public housing and social security benefits, are available to SSI/SSP 

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. 
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This se~tion 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, the latest year for 

which data utilization is available. In addition to the benefits discussed 

in this section SSI/SSP recipients may receive: 

1. Various adult social services from county welfare departments. 

2. Cash assistance through AFDC (approximately 34,000 SSI/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 received, is known. 

Because the combined monthly income of SSI/SSP recipients exceeds 

the monthly income limits 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 

\~orkers. 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 198,2-83. 

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 th~ 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. All SSI/SSP 

recipients are eligible for Medi-Cal-financed health care. During 1982-83, 

461,160 individuals, 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, denta 1 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 regular 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 living arrangements. 

Instead, they receive only an SSI/SSP personal and incidental needs 

allowance of $25. 

In-Ho~e 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 

limit. 
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Under the IHSS program, monthly payments are made to providers on 

behalf of IHSS recipients. The authorized payment level 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 1g82-83) 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 energy 

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 local 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 recipient's home. All 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 limited 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 older, 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 SST/SSP recipierts 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 All SST/SSP Recipients" gives the average benefit 

value per participant in the SSI/SSP program, including both those 

participants who received 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 

Received By SSI/SSP Eligibles. Like a 11 averages, of course, the average 

benefit conceals differences among individual recipients. The avera.ge 

benefit 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: 

• Not All SSI/SSP Recipients Receive Each of These Benefits. Some 

benefits are contingent upon health or degree of physical 

impairment. 

• The Availability of Some Benefits is Limited. Some programs are 

geographically limited. In other cases, the ability of SSI/SSP 

recipients to travel to the site where services are provided is 

limited. In yet other cases, eligible individuals may not be 

aware that a particular benefit is available. 

1 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. 

• The Average Number of Persons Receivinq 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. 
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Toble 30 

Monthly Benefits Available to SS!/SSP Recipients• 
1982-83 

Benefit 

SSI/SSP cash grant 

Social security 
payments ( RSDH I) 

Medi-Cal: 

Hea 1 th carec 

Long-term care 

In-horne supportive 
services, domestic 
and personal care 
assistance 

Public housinod 
Rental subsid.iesd,e 

Number of 
Recipients 

Using 
Benefi_!__ 

657,017 

368,870 

461,160 

68,010 

94,635 

9,8~4 
144.784 

Percent 
of 

Total 
SSI/SSPb 

Case load 

100.0% 

56.1 

70.2 

10.4 

14.4 

1.5 
22.0 

Average 
Cash 

Value of 
Benefit 
Received ----
$258.33 

300.22 

197.29 

750.94 

209.71 

74.5.5 
61.92 

Value of 
Benefit 
Averaged 
Over All 
SSI/SSP 

Recipients 

$258.33 

168.42 

138.50 

78.10 

30.20 

1.12 
13.62 

Value of 
Benefit 
Averaged 
Over All 
SS!/SSP 
Couples 

$412.92 

414.30 

277.00 
__ g 

30.20h 

1.1~i 
13.62 

Avera~e total monthly 
benefits 

$688.29 $1,149.16 

Average total annual 
benefits 

$8,259.48 $13,789.92 

LIHEAPf 146,801 22.3% 162.00 $36.13 $36.13i 

Average total annual 
benefits with LIHEAP 

$8,295.61 $13,826.05 

a. Source: Depa-rtments of Health Services and Soc·ial Services, Office of 
Economic Opportunity, fpdera1 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. 

c. Fee-for-service users only. Other Medi-Cal service categories, such as 
dental and prepaid health plans, are funded on a per capita basis. 
Da.ta on the utilization Of these nonfee-for-service categories by 
public assistance recipients is unavailable at this time. 

d. Housing assistance case1ot~ds are based on a household size of two with 
a monthly income of $791 (aged coup.le). Housing authorities and state 
and federal departments do not maintain specific data on public 
assistance recipients who reside in subsidized housing. 

e. Includes assistance under Sections 8 and 23 of the federal Housing and 
Urban Development Act and the Farmers• Home Administration•s Rental 
Assistance program. 

f. Cash benefits shown are total payments, rather than monthly benefit. 
g. Couples classified as two individuals for LTC. 
h. No data available. Assumes same level of benefit as for individual 

living alone. 
1. Benefit is calculated on basis of household, regardless of size. 
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APPENDIX A 

c . Table 1 

Di stri buti.on <if Ca 1 iforni a 
AFDC Recipients, by County 

Percent of ?cPuiaticn en Of[( ?ersorz ~PC8l~ir~ rlFDC 
--------------------------------- ----------·--------

;3RtiJy Jnem- ::aster Ccunty ·"anulv L~m- :D£1Er 
Ccunly ·~rcw o]oyed Care Tctal P"!'ulatic" Grm.ros ployec Care 

AJameda 5.057. 1.111. .13/. s.?or. 1.126.300 03,126 12.5&5 I ,478 
AlPH" c;.m 2.581. .08'/. 8.837. ! .200 74 31 I 
flmaeor 2.88/. 1.15'/. .02/. 4.067. 20.800 539 242 4 

( Butte 4.o4t. I .~:If. .14/. 5.62i: 152.SOO 6,S45 2.555 220 
Calaveras 3.93/. 2. !87. • 117. 5.227. 23.200 936 :;18 25 
C.olusa 3.4?1. .SO!. .04:( 4 .37:( 14.(100 1!80 i2S 5 
(<Jntra Costa ?.EEl. 1.171. .151. 5.13/. 577.000 26.158 7,594 1.003 
Dei .'iorle 5.BSY. 3.59'/. .1J.I. 10.s1;: 18.500 1.275 719 24 
i:l Doraco 3.507. 1.567. .07% 5.23;~ ~4.800 3.415 1.476 70 
Fr~m 7.24'!. 3.53'i. .1 !i! 10.88/. 539,200 39.049 19,036 Wl 

~'-'..; 

c Glenn 3.83;: .9?/. .iot. ].01/. 22,2[(1 350 2[~ 57 
Hwitooldt .. ......... , 2.377. .111. 7 .74/. 110.SOO 5.837 2 .S.e''S 123 :::..c::u. 
I~ria.l 5.0Y/. 1.99'/. .12:1, 7' 15/. SE,cOO 4,559 1,554 117 
Ir:yo 3.31/. 1.80/. .157. 5.25/. ts.;;oo 515 335 07 

d 

Kern 5.051. .SO'/. .177. '0.727. 436.000 22.012 2.1S6 724 
Ki~ 5.60% 2.041. .13"1. 8.7T/. 78.000 5.146 1,595 102 
Lake S.SSi! 2.471. .127. 9.4Si( 41.100 2 .8"..5 5S5 51 

c Lns:;-en 4.911. 3.017. .13"1. 3.057. 23.7G1J 1.164 712 31 
cos An,eles 5.597. 1.267. .17/. 7.37'!. 7,701,400 461.212 97,237 9.049 
~:acera 5.771. 2.3"&. .117. 8.217. 59 .. 000 11,015 1.'20 76 
t'larln 1.10% .28'/. .09'/. 1.457. 2<'3.700 2,459 520 191 
!'iarioosa 4.So"i! 2.587. .(J<:7. 7 .287. 12.100 334 312 ) 

l"endocino 6.507. 1.89'/. .18'/. 8.737. 59.:00 4.654 1.224 127 
~erced 7.237. 4.501. .127. 11.857. 143.700 10,295 5,463 169 

c HoCoc 4.95:1. 2.S8/. .24i; o.157. 9.300 '~60 277 22 
'lloo 1.407. .577. .0!/. 1.~7. 9,000 132 c4 1 
l'cnl!'ro; 3.477. 1.257. .071. 4.7!"/. 305. !00 10.572 3.817 217 
Napa 2 .84'1. ,58'/. .11(/. 3.557. 101,200 2.B70 Cii4 !39 
Ne<;2da 3.24'/. 1.827. .08'/. 5.147. 50.400 1.S57 1 .0:3!': 4'l 
Oranse 1.9ZI. .58'/. .07!. 2.S8i! 2.021.:00 38.8S8 i9,S01 1.453 
Placer 3.911. 1.68'/. .OSi! 5.So"i! I::S.SOO 4.;='53 2,129 120 
?]umas 3.757. 1 .81(/. .157. 5.75/. 18.500 5S8 343 'Xl 

c L• 

f?jvPrske 5.40/. 1.787. ,-. 1.311. 713,1.00 :;a.!Jli6 12,826 928 • ,J/, 

SacramCnto 7 .347. 3.107. .17/. 10.57:( 832.000 51.05.9 25.781 1,037 
San BenHv 4.057. 1.277. .11i: 5.41(/. 27,200 1,104 246 30 
San Berrsdlr.o ti.31t. 2.01(1. .IO'i. 8.45/. 971 '100 51.250 19,/SB 1,010 
Son Diego 4.157. 1.507. .127. 5.75% 1 ,968.3GO 81.527 29.458 2,3,l2 
San Francisco 3.1i'57. 1.517. .177. 5.SS7. S59.SOO 26,531 11.268 I. ISS 
San JoaquJ.n 7.s:;r. 4.527. • If;'/. 12.57% 375,0C1J 2955 15,S63 '8!l 

I 
c Son Luis CbiEjlO 2. 49'/. .sst. .087. 3.231. 158, !()I) •!.1~4 1.091 137 

San Mateo I .68'/. .167. .11!. 1.S67. S85.400 ~-EB7 1 .0'36 053 
'· Silnta Barbara 2.7T/. CO' I .07Y. 2.531. 309.2~0 8.552 2.131 226 ! oU.J/1 

Santa Clara 3.50'/. 1.28'/. .12'1. 4.~% !.331 .500 46,5[16 17,035 1.S3G 
Santa Cruz 3.08'1. ,81(/. .08'1. 3.Sll. 198.100 ::;,[152 1.504 154 
Shasta 5.517. 3.677. '15:1. !0,34/. 122 .SVO 7.2?3 4,455 197 
Sierra 2.24'/. 2.15:~ .18/. 4.587. 3.300 ('4 71 6 

( Si~iycu 4.931. 3.211. .OE'/. 8.1~/. 41.cOO 2.050 1.334 24 
Solano 4.51(/. .':?!. .121. s.sn 2':4.500 11.571 2 ,St"B 343 
Sonoma 3.571. 1 .251. .OS/. ~.517. 314.7DO 11.231 3.329 289 
Stanislaus s.u47. 2.:067. .12'i. 9. 127. ~s~. roo 17,0:6 8,:Dl ?27 
Sutter .5.147. 2.267. .Oil. 7.57'!. ~5.500 2.tr..J 1.31G 40 
Tehama 5.01/. 2.501. . iZ!. 7.53/. 41 .'!00 2.073 1,035 49 
lrinHy 4.311. 4.367. .071. 9.24i: J2.5Dii :Jil 545 9 

' TuJart:~ 8.417. 2.TJ. .117. )1 "'"" 259.200 2:.204 7 .(V6 277 ( ' I of..;/. 

iuolumre ·1.7){. ?.:'E% 171 7' 13/. 36.~0(] :.734 225 ~3 
iJentt1ra 3.227. .asz .i!8'/. ;,157. jS9.SG13 r· """ I •.J~ . 4.993 443 
Ydo 4.5J'l. I.'E'i. '12/. ~.CO'l. ! 19.7[.1) 5.'::14 :?.308 12'"J 
Yubd 3.45'!. 3.671. .09'1. li.ZE'!. ':0.8l!O ·1.:1;5 1.S63 48 

Stelruide 4-'il'/. ! .SO:!. .11% 6.527. (a .724 ,(1()1) 1.212,315 371.703 25,393 

c -132-
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APPENDIX A ~ 

Table 2 c 
Distribution of Ca 1 iforni a 

SSI/SSP Rec'ipients, by County 

?ercrPt Jf .::couJ:1t1:::n an SSI/S~,P P:-rscrs iece1•1Hi9 S2I/SSP 
--------------------------------- Ccunty ---·--·--------------- c 

County '1c>eo Bli:~c: bsaoleC Total (\cPUlaucn .~~td Bl;no Di,aoloo 

qlaiOO!ia .9::/. .OS'!. !.Sit. 3.00/. I, 136,200 11.241 l.Cr/8 21.7~9 
Alp1ne c~· .wl 1. .0&7. .57!. : .42'l. 1.200 3 I R 
PJfla.oor .SJ/. .oct. .SEt. 1.~~11, 20.3GO 154 7 I"" 
Butte 1 .Sir/. . IIi: 2.011/. 3.78% 152,SOO 2;tl21 169 3.12ll 
Calaveras .:06/. .05/. 1.07X 2.08/. 23.800 228 12 255 c 
Colusa I.:.S/. .GEl. 1 .561. 3.02'/. )11,000 lq; !1 "'" ,:,tj 

Contra Costa .SE'!. .06/. 1.20i: 2.04/. 577.000 4.604 384 8.789 
Del Norte IS:!. .13/. 2.12'/. J.79i! 18,:oo 285 24 "G" ~-,j 

El CooriiGO r-r•J 
.~~. .051. .82'/. 1.53/. 94,8(~ 630 47 ?78 

Fresno 1.631. :o"'/. 2.057. 3.781. 535.200 S.809 463 11.104 
Glenn 1 .44'/. .08'/. 1.23/. 2.74/. 22,200 319 18 272 
Humboldt 1.0?/. .087. 1.83!. 3.00/. 110.200 1,207 S3 2,030 () 
Imperial 2.05/. .08/. 2.03/. 4.20% SB.::iiO 2.053 -c 1.~8 !. 
Inyo ! .427. .08/. 1.177. 2.57% 18,500 2S5 14 217 
Kern 1.40/. .OS'/. 1 .S7!. 3.45/. q36,000 5.115 '.SO H,598 
Kings 1.711. .081. 1.86/. 3.567. 78,000 1,337 52 1.~52 

Lake 2.211. .10% 2.807. 5.117. 41.100 ::w 4? I, Jltl 
Lassen 1.10'/. .07% l.SI'l. 2.SB'/. 23.700 250 'o6 358 
Los P.r.seles 1.29% .08/. 1.54/. 2.91;: 7.701.400 ~.9!22S 53£ 118.606 c &cera 1.991. • !07. 2.37% 4.47X 6!3,500 1.385 72 i.551 
Marin .43/. .03'/. .57!. 1. i3/. 223.100 S64 69 1.50~ 
lt!r.iposa !.:iS'/. .03/. .831. 2.25% !2,100 168 4 100 
Herdoeirn 1.40% .08!. 1.951. 3.44!. 59.SOO 980 5B 1,354 
\'€reed 1 .531. .est. 1 .'!71. '2..9?/. 143,7f.i) 2.1~9 122 2 .• 822 
~ 1.31r/. .157. 1.317. 2.89!. 9,2(]0 128 14 127 
li:lno .2Lf/. .Oil. .43"/. .587. 9,~'00 23 1 40 ( ~onterey .82i: .04/. .95"1. 1,867. 305.100 2.512 l34 31(13i 
Napa .7'!/. .071. 1.26/. 2.111. 101.200 755 ;a 1.277 
!>l.wada .88/. .04'/. 1.06'/. 1.55/. 50.400 533 ~'5 5"2 
Orange .607. .047. .671. 1.31% 2,02i,500 12 .C67 7S4 •"J ........ 

I.,..~XI! 

Placer .91/. .o:,/. 1.34'/. 2.301. 125.~00 1 '151 57 1 ,557 
t'lumas 1.30/. .08/. 1.33% 2.70/. 18,SOO 241 !5 247 
Riverside 1.23% .OBI. i .56"/. 2.Eli/. 715.400 8.~ r:£7 11' 188 
3acrarrento 1.03'/. .Oil/. 1.81/. 2.91% 832.000 8,029 557 15,06i c 
San Benito 1.157. .Oil/. .937. 2.151. 27,209 314 17 254 
San Bernadino 1.03/. .08/. 1.45!. 2.56/. 971' !00 10.003 73S t4,12S 
San Die<JO .851. .06/. 1.09/. 2.001. 1.SGB,300 16,806 1,133 21.453 
San F rarci~:co 1.90'/. .11% 2.~-8/. 4.58/. 599,500 13.:~0 743 !8.027 
San ..irnGUi n 1.54'1. .101. 2.33'/. 3.97/. 375,000 5.773 372 3,724 
San Lllis Lbisoo l.iS/. .0[,/. 1.13% 2.211/. 15B. 100 i .837 9S t.697 
San ~ateo .72% ,[Iii(. .887. 1.54/. 58~.400 4.244 Z!i 5,171.3 c 
Santa Baroara .8.::/. .05% 1.077. !.Slit. 309.200 2.::&'1 151 3.323 
Santa Clara .75/. .05/. .S2'/. 1.737. 1 .331.500 10.130 5B1 12.238 
Santa Cruz .9S'l. .071. 1.197. 2.25/. 158.100 1.550 !I€ 2,354 
sr~sta 1.51% .05/. 1.99/. 3.53/. 122,500 1.E55 103 2,432 
Sierra 1.21/. .03'/. U5/. 2.707. 3,300 40 1 48 
Sisl::ivoo 1.427. .077. 1.701. 3.1S'/. 41.500 SE9 29 708 
Solaoo .557. .Oil/. 1.18/. 1.92/. ~'~4.500 1.74a 147 2.S97 c Soncm\3 .927. .OS/. 1.527. 2.52{. 314,/[~ 2.ffi7 253 4,7~6 

Slamslaus 1.72'/. .10% 2.21:\ •i.03/. 282, !00 4/:El 274 5.2';6 
Sutter 1.41!. .097. 1.57/. 3.07/. ss.::oo 761 '" .;;!. em 
Tee""" 1.501. .11/. i.871. 3.~/. 41.400 504 44 775 
Trinity 1.081. .08% 1.31(1. 2.20/. 12.:oo 13£ 11) IS7 
Tulare 2.11/. .13'1. 2.82/. 5.05i: Z3.2L\J ~J:E4 3th 7,304 
T uoluonre l.Oir/. .057. 1.19'l. 2.3::/. 3o.:oo 234 19 436 c Ventura .751. ,Ill(/. .8B'I. 1.57i: )59,500 q,2fl3 228 b,SOO 
Yolo 1.00/. .DEi/. 1.48/. 2.54:1. 119.700 ! .1S5 75 i.76U 
Yuba 1.75/. .147. 3.327. j .221. 50,800 !i9 72 1,586 

Statrwide 1.11/. .071. 1.45!. 2.537. 24.72tr.GOO 273.4G6 1/.:M 3:S,41) 
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c APPENDIX R 

AHlC Families, by Number nf Persons 
Tn 1\~,<",·j~-.-t ilnCf' r.roup 

.-
( .. Family Grou[l 

October July July ,July Apri 1 
1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 

1 person in family 3.9% R.!'i% 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 25.2 28.3 28.3 

4 persons in family 14.3 14.4 14.8 12.3 11.3 

c 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 

c 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 

c Unem[Jloyed Parent 
October July July July Apri 1 

1975 1977 1979 1981 1983 

1 person in family 0.6% 0.2% 0.9% 2.2% 

c 2 persons in family 8.9 4.4 0.9% 5.8 ?.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 33~9 

(. 5 persons in family 14.7 20.8 23.0 17.2 19.5 

6 persons in falllil y 10.5 10.5 14.2 10.8 10.0 

7 or more persons in 7.2 7.4 10.0 1?.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 

·c 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 

Fami 1 '!. Grou~ 
October October ,July 

1975 1977 1981 

0 to 6 months 13.3% 17.1% 12.3% 

6 months to 1 year 17.9 12.1 18.5 

1 year to 2 years 20.6 23.1 20.4 

2 years to 5 years 24.7 27.5 25.7 

5 years to 1? years 20.5 11.9 18.4 

More than 12 years 3.0 10.1 4.7 

Total Families 413,318 433 '772 440,749 

Median Months 21.0 21.3 22.4 

llnem~lo'!.ed Parent 
October October July 

1975 1977 1981 

0 to 6 months 31.3% 27.4% 22.0% 

6 months to 1 year 29.1 13.0 29.1 

1 year to 2 years 21.0 28.3 27.4 

2 years to 5 years 12.1 22.7 14.6 

5 years to 12 years 6.5 6.0 6.3 

More than 12 ye~.rs 2.6 0.6 

Tot~.l Families 36,228 35,277 72,609 

Median Months 9.0 14.4 11.3 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services 
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APPENDIX D 

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

October 
Fami lf Grou~ 

Ju Y 
1975 1981 

0 to 6 months 7.2% 6.6% 

6 months to 1 year 9.0 14.8 

1 year to 2 years 19.7 17.2 

2 years to 5 years 30.3 26.9 

5 years to 12 years 27.3 24.7 

t4ore than 12 years 3.5 7.1 

Total Families 413,318 440,749 

Median Months 35.0 32.3 

Unem~lo~ed Parent 
October July 

1975 1981 

0 to 6 months 16.6% 17.4% 

6 months to 1 year 22.7 22.1 

1 year to 2 years 20.4 25.3 

2 years to 5 years 24.8 21.1 

5 years to 12 years 12.9 11.1 

More than 12 years 0.2 1.1 

Total Families 36,228 72,609 

Median Months 15.0 15.5 

SOURCE: Department of Social Services . 
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APPENDIX E 

Unearned Income, SSI/SSP 

Federal regulations define unearned income as follows: 

1. Annuities, pensions, and other periodic payments. 

2. Alimony and support payments. 

3. Dividends. 

4. Interest, royalties, and rent. 

5. Proceeds of a life insurance policy. 

6. Prizes and awards. 

7. Gifts and inheritances. 

8. 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. Disability insurance payments. 

3. Insurance payments made on behalf of borrowers to cover debt 

payments in the case of death or disability. 

4. Proceeds of a loan. 

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 lost, 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 signed 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 

limit 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: 

• 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. 

• Specifies that disregards are subtracted from gross income, 

without any adjustment for mandatory payroll deductions. 

Currently, Ca.l ifornia 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 excludes, for six months and under certain circumstances, 

property that a family is trying 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 

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 

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 

actually received. Currently, this benefit is assumed to be received when 

calculating 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 family by an absent parent shall 

not be considered in determining the family's income. Currently, all child 

support payments are counted as income. 

SSI/SSP 

1. Increased Resource Limits. The act increases the limits 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. 

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

Current 

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 limit 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 OASDI paid before the receipt of t~e SSI/SSP 

benefits. 

-141-

( 

( 

c 

(. 

c 

c 

c 


