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approved plans of state aid to needy families with children that §17-24d is keyed
to the federal limitation on residence requirements. At the present time, the
Social Security Act, 49 Stat. 627 (1935), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §602(b) (1959),
limits the length of the period of prior residence which a state can require as
a condition of eligibility to one year in order to obtain such approval. Thus ADC
programs are financed jointly by the state and federal governments and generally
the responsibility is shared approximately equally. Some states, like Connecticut,
impose the maximum residence requirement allowed by §602(b) ; others require
a shorter period of residence, or none at all. The Catholic Family Services of
Hartford have been supporting plaintiff pending the outcome of this action;
these private payments, however, are below Connecticut’s ADC level. See, Har-
vith, The Constitutionality of Residence Tests for General and Categorical Assist-
ance Programs, 54 Calif. L. Rev. 567, 569 n.28 (1966) which cites as its au-
thority, NATIONAL TRAVELERS AID ASS'N, ONE MANNER OF LAW—A
HANDBOOK ON RESIDENCE REQUIREMENTS IN PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
8-13( 1961).

The Welfare Department of the State of Connecticut has promulgated regu-
lations which construe in the following manner the words “without visible means
of support for the immediate future” contained in § 17-2d:

1. Persons or families who arrive in Connecticut without specific em-
ployment.

2. Those arriving witheut regular income or resources sufficient to enable
the family to be self-supporting in accordance with Standards of Public
Agsistance.

3. “Immediate future” means within three months after arriving in Con-
necticut.

Nore.—Support from relatives or friends, or from a public, private, or
voluntary agency for three months after arrival will not satisfy the require-
ments of the law, which relates to self-support rather than to dependency.
Connecticut Welfare Manual, Vol. 1, Ch. II, § 219.1.

In accord with the above, the regulations further provide:

1. If the application for assistance is filed within one year after arrival
in Connecticut, the applicant must establish that he was self-supporting
upon arrival and for the succeeding three months thereafter; or

2. If the application for assistance is filed within one year after arrival
in Connecticut, the applicant must clearly establish that he came to Con-
necticut with a bona fide job offer; or

3. If the application for assistance is filed within one year after arrival in
Connecticut, the applicant must establish that he sought employment and
had sufficient resources to sustain his family for the period during which
a person with his skill would normally be without employment while ac-
tively seeking work. Personal resources to sustain his family for a period
of three months is considered sufficient. Those who come to Connecticut
for seasonal employment such as work in tebacco or short term farming are
not deemed to have moved with the intent of establishing residence in Con-
necticut, Connecticut Welfare Manual, Vol. 1, Ch. IT, § 219.2.

Thus, Connecticut withholds ADC for one year {o newly-arrived residents unless
they come to Connecticut with substantial employment prospects or a cerfain
cash stake.

Plaintiff ecame to Connecticut with neither the prospect of employment nor
the necessary cash stake. It is her contention in this action that Connecticut’s
denial of ADC results in an unlawful discrimination violative of her constitu-
tional rights under the equal protection and privileges and immunities clauses of
the Fourteeth Amendment and the privileges and immunities clause of Art. IV.
§2. Plaintiff contends that Connecticut discriminates against her in favor of
three classes of persons: newly-arrived residents with employment, newly-ar-
rived residents with a stake and residents of one year’s duration.

At the outset, it will be helpful to bighlight what is at issue here by exclud-
ing what is not. Plaintiff does not argue that Connecticut cannot deny ADC to
non-residents. Since plaintiff is a citizen of Connecticut, her reliance on the
privileges and immunities clause of Art. IV. §2 is misplaced; that clause only
outlaws discrimination by one state against citizens of another state. New York
v. O'Neill, 8359 U.S. 1, 6 (1959). We have no question of the state’s power
under the Tenth Amendment to provide for relief to the indigent, whether by
state agencies, town agencies or otherwise. Nor is any claim made here of a



