Limiting benefits based on jurisdictional tax status is not a legitimate state interest as Eligibility for SSI benefits is only based on income 
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2. Limiting SSI Benefits by Tax Status is Not a Legitimate State Interest. A court will uphold a discriminatory legislative classification only if it bears a rational relationship to a legitimate state purpose.240 A court will not uphold such a classification if the interest advanced amounts to "a bare congressional desire to harm a politically unpopular group. »241 Where a classification's "sheer breadth is so discontinuous with the reasons offered for it that the amendment seems inexplicable by anything but animus toward the class it affects; it lacks a rational relationship to legitimate state interests. "242 The stated Congressional intent in creating the SSI program was "[ffor the purpose of establishing a national program to provide supplemental security income to individuals who have attained age [sixty-five] or are blind or disabled. "24 Because the exclusion of otherwise-eligible residents of Puerto Rico from the SSI program does not advance that statutory purpose in any way, the exclusion must advance some other legitimate state interest to withstand rational basis review. Again, citing Califano and Harris, the Court accepted that Puerto Rico's "tax status" constitutes a rational basis for that exclusion. Put differently, the majority accepted that "limiting benefits from the SSI program based on tax status" was a "legitimate interest." The tax status of the jurisdiction where a prospective SSI recipient lives, however, cannot constitute a legitimate interest that justifies exclusion from a uniform, federalized, direct-to-individual poverty reduction program like SSI. »245 SSI is a cash bene. paid to elderly, blind, or disabled Americans, provided they meet "stringent financial criteria. "246 Beneficiaries may have no more than $2,000 in assets for individuals and $3,000 for couples, with certain exceptions. 247 Unlike the Social Security program, which is funded by payroll taxes, general tax revenues fund SSI. 248 Beneficiaries of SSI do not need to have earned an income or paid taxes on that income to qualify for SSI.349 Instead, the government has conditioned eligibility on a uniform nationwide income threshold.250 While benefit amounts rewarded may vary based on an individual's income and assets, they do not vary based on jurisdiction.'§ Accordingly, "IrJather than dispensing money through block grants to the States," thus creating a system that would be illogical where the program is one-hundred percent federally funded, "SSI provides monthly cash benefits directly to qualifying low-income individuals. "252 Limiting benefits from the SSI program based on the tax status of the jurisdiction where a prospective resident lives, therefore, cannot constitute a legitimate state interest. SSI is a means-tested program paid directly to beneficiaries from the federal government, and eligibility is conditioned only on a beneficiary's income and assets.233 Excluding otherwise eligible individuals from the program based on the tax status of the jurisdiction where they live, therefore, is not a legitimate interest.
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