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ASSEMBLYMAN PATRICK J. ROMA (Chairman): We're about
ready to commence this meeting. At this time, what I'd like to
do 1is to start with the Pledge of Allegiance led by
Assemblywoman Haines. (Assemblywoman Haines complies)

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: If we could have a roll call of our
members, Mr. Williams?

MR. WILLIAMS (Committee Aide): Okay.

Assemblyman Augustine?

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Here.

MR. WILLIAMS: Assemblywoman Haines?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: Here.

MR. WILLIAMS: Assemblywoman Weinberg? (no response)
Assemblyman Brown? (no response) Assemblyman Augustine?

-ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Here.

MR. WILLIAMS: Assemblyman Mikulak?

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Here.

MR. WILLIAMS: Assemblywoman Haines?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: Here.

MR. WILLIAMS: Assemblyman Garrett? (no response)
Assemblyman Roma?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Here.

Let me say at the outset that, on a number of
occasions, this Labor Committee has conducted oversight
hearings in an attempt to get additional information from the
executive branch. This afternoon we will have an oversight
hearing concerning the workforce development. Today we are
going to get into issues involving disability claims.

It's truly shocking -- shocking -- that the Department
of Labor, which has been notified, is not present here this
morning. We have put in a call to them. They have been
notified and there is not a representative here. 1In the past,
we have seen representatives here. We have asked various
questions. And 1let me tell you that as a result of the
questions that will arise this morning and the information that
we will take by way of this transcript, it is my intention to



have those questions answered, one way or another. If it
becomes a matter of oversight by this hearing or by having
subpoena power, whatever it takes to get it done, we're going
to do it.

I have a short statement that I would like to read:

This administration, more than two years ago, issued
its Governor's Management Review Commission Reports on State
Departments, as well as many cross cutting issues across
Department lines. Their goals focused on efficiency in
government. Yet today the Assembly Labor Committee has the sad
task of sifting through information and taking testimony that
tells us that the Department of Labor has still not cleaned up
its act concerning the Division of Disability Determination's
processing of claims so that those disabled and truly in need
can receive benefits on a timely basis.

As Chairman of this Committee, I called this meeting
after receiving correspondence from workers within this
Division who are CWA members. In addition, some of my
colleagues in the Assembly have also sent me correspondence
concerning constituent pfoblems in this area. The CWA workers
here today have detailed and firsthand stories that question
the efficiency, productivity, and effectiveness of the
Division's operations. Their stories are substantiated by
Federal reports that have criticized the New Jersey Department
of Labor's management and claim processing capabilities. In
the past, this Federally assembled management strike force
formulated a comprehensive report citing 57 specific
recommendations to address deficiencies in the New Jersey
Department of Labor's operation, especially in regard to
improving claims processing.

As of August 1993, the Committee was informed that New
Jersey ranks last among the more populous, more industrialized
states in yearly production per employee. New Jersey continued



to have one of the worst records in the nation for the number
of delayed cases pending. In addition, New Jersey ranked dead
last in the accuracy of its decisions based on Federal sample
reviews.

Although an internal Department of Labor task force
was established in 1991 to review organizational structure,
investigate other reforms, and to improve agency performance, I
believe the testimony being taken today by workers at various
levels within the Division indicates that improvements have
been too slow in coming; that, in fact, inefficiency still
exists, and the victims of these inefficiencies are those
individuals whose applications for benefits have been saddled
down in bureaucratic paperwork, red tape, and inaction. This
must not be tolerated, and this Committee will do everything in
its power to change the situation.

We look forward to hearing from you, the CWA workers
who are here today, and to talk about what is happening from
the 1inside. Unfortunately, I am told that despite formal
agenda notification issued way in advance of this hearing, that
no Department of Labor representative will be here to answer my
questions and the questions of this Committee which they may
have in reference to our inquiries. In the past, we have
worked <closely with the Department to launch ©positive
initiatives like the Workforce Development Partnership
Program. I was hoping to have the same cooperative spirit on
an issue that deeply affects Departmental efficiency. I am
deeply disappointed that the executive branch will not be
testifying at this meeting, nor responding to the questions
that we have posed to them.

As I indicated before, not only did the Department of
Labor receive notification, as 1is the case in all of our
Committee meetings, but a special phone call was placed this
morning. Apparently, their lines are either busy, or they do
not have somebody picking up the phones. I will tell you that



it's a complete disgrace, and this is the first time I have
seen this lack of cooperation. I will tell you this afternoon
that when we get into the workforce development, we will get
into areas dealing with worker's safety where it took over a
year to implement some of the regulations, and it's only now
that we see that movement. Apparently, the Department of Labor
only moves when somebody 1is pushing them, and 1it's our
intention to push them with whatever force that is necessary.

I understand that there are a number of speakers
here. We also have a representative -- I believe it's Todd
Noon -- from Assemblyman Gibson's office.

Welcome to our panel.

MR. NOON (Majority Staff): Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Assemblyman Gibson, Assemblyman
LoBiondo, and Assemblyman Mikulak all brought similar
complaints concerning the difficulties that faced the CWA
workers. Quite frankly, when I first received the
correspondence -- looking over it, I checked with all of my
colleagues -- all members of the Committee, Assemblywoman
Haines, Assemblyman Augustine -- and I find it shocking to see

that with all the recommendations that we have from the Federal
government, that so 1little has been done. In fact, with
respect to national statistics, I find it incomprehensible that
this administration has not addressed these issues.

At this time, I would ask if there are any comments
from the Assembly members before we proceed with the witness
list?

Assemblyman Augustine.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Just briefly to echo some of
your sentiments, Mr. Chairman, I must say I have been in
municipal and county government for more than 20 years, and I
have never seen this kind of disrespect shown on either of



those levels of government. I'm very shocked and surprised to
see it on -- in this body. So I don't believe that can be
tolerated, and certainly would hope that we will move forward
to assure that this does not happen again.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you.

Senator Mikulak.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
you for having this hearing, and I want to reiterate what Mr.
Augustine said. I think it's shocking and unconscionable that
the Department of Labor could not show up today. I agree with
your comments, and I fully support them -- that we will do
whatever 1is necessary, including asking the Speaker for
subpoena power. If that's what it takes to get them to show up
before this audience, we'll do that.

Thank you.
ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Assemblywoman Haines.
ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: I would 1like to echo the

comments made by Assemblymen Augustine, Mikulak, and yourself.
I am also very upset the Department of Labor does not feel fit
to come here this morning. We are the Labor Committee, and we
want to hear from them. These individuals here are able to
come here today, the least they could have done is done the
same thing. I'm sure there is someone there that should have
been able to be present in their office today that could come
over and answer any questions that we may have, or any issues
that are brought before us by the people that are here today --
that they should be able to answer.

Thank you, again.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Mr. Noon, do you have any comments
to bring from Assemblyman Gibson?

MR. NOON : No.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I can only say that by the absence
of the Department of Labor here this morning -- and they have a
fairly large Department -- they must be embarrassed, and they



have good reason to be embarrassed. In the 1last couple of
months, I've seen reports in the newspaper indicating the
number of additional jobs. Then a few weeks later, apparently,
retractions in the newspaper that the numbers were wrong -- all
types of information that is disseminated. When the Department
- of Labor wants to put a positive image forward, they certainly
do so even if the facts are incorrect. What we will have here
is a record which will be sent on to the Speaker. As we've all
indicated, one way or another, we're going to get to the bottom
of this mess.

At this time, I would like to call on Carolyn Carmon,
who is the Claims Adjudicator of the Newark office.

Good morning.

CAROLYN CARMON: Good morning. My name is Carolyn
Carmon. I am a Claims Adjudicator II Specialist with the New
Jersey Division of Disability Determinations. I have worked in
the Division for the last 18 years, and I am a 30 year employee
of the Department of Labor. In addition, I am also a Shop
Steward for CWA 1037.

I would like to thank the members of the Committee for
providing me with an opportunity to address some of the
problems in our Division. Let me say that I sincerely hope
that this time it may mean something that I testified. I
testified a year and a half ago about the horrible state of
affairs at Disability in front of the Hughes Commission. To my
great disappointment, things have actually gotten worse. I
also participated in a committee to evaluate and come up with
suggestions to improve our office to the Department of Labor,
in which Jim King was the head of it. I was anxious to help to
improve the conditions and the ability to serve the public.
Unfortunately, the committee was disbanded after we did our
report. I never really received a copy of the report, but I
can say that the condition for the workers and the claimants
have continued to deteriorate.



It really bothers me that the claimants who apply at
our Division for services get such horrible treatment. As
someone who hears very depressing stories daily from people who
drastically need our help, it's heartbreaking to know that the
individuals that need it, and in fact, deserve our services are
not able to receive our full attention.

When I first came there in the mid '70s, I felt a
clear sense of purpose as I performed my job. I went home
every night feeling that I did do a satisfactory job helping
someone receive their benefits. However, at that time, too,
the jobs basically -- it was clearly defined what your job was,
and the claims adjudicators did professional work in serving
the disability claims from the start to the finish. However,
we also had about three clerical workers for every eight to ten
adjudicators. At this time, we don't have that.

We also had claims adjudicator aides who had medical
training. They received lectures on the different body
systems, and it made it possible for them to really assist us
in processing the cases. If we had to make phone calls to a
doctor or a hospital, they would at least be able to speak to
the doctor or that hospital on the terms that they knew. We no
longer have that. They have this title, however, and they're
doing other things, like in the morning they basically open the
mail, which would be like a clerk typist, and in the afternoon
they're doing development for us, or the determination letters
that we need to do. This was done prior to this new system.
This was really done by a word processing department, which we
no longer have, at a higher rate of pay. They're still doing
the same thing now for less.

Now, in 1993, I am totally demoralized about coming to
work. Everyone I talk to describes how they go home angry at
not being able to do a decent job and being frustrated. I'm
not just talking about myself, but as a Shop Steward I have an
opportunity to talk to other workers who fall into many job



titles -- from supervisors and adjudicators, to doctors and
clerical workers -- about the morale at DDD is still going
through the basement. Stress related illnesses abound and we
have to refer people at different times.

There are really no clerical workers. Almost all of
our clerical workers have become adjudicator aides. This is
fine, but we never really replaced the‘ clerical group. In

1991, because our office was rated number 53, they hired new
adjudicators to come in to help reduce the caseloads from --
like we used to have like 250 to maybe 305 per person, so they
hired these new people to help do the cases. In the meantime,
they hired 90 adjudicators, but they never hired one clerical
to assist those new adjudicators with the paperwork. I also
made a comment about that at the Hughes Committee's report.

At the present time, the adjudicator aides -- they
really have not had any medical training, because of that they
can't really assist the adjudicator in any follow-ups with the
doctor, the hospital, or the mental health clinics. There are
many responsibilities that the adjudicator aide used to perform
which medically un-trained aides cannot do. At the job, no one
really can clearly define the 3job responsibilities. The
adjudicator, the clerical worker, the aides, everybody has to
really assist with opening mail, punching holes, entering data,
and xeroxing. To me, it's insane to pay someone $40,000 a year
to punch holes when they could be doing a more professional
job, as far as getting medical evidence together to present to
the doctors. We also have to do vocational assessment to see
whether or not the claimant would have the ability to return to
his past job, or if he would have the ability to perform some
other one.

As one of my coworkers will testify, the adjudicator
aides do clerical work identical to clerk typist work, and
adjudicators do clerical and aide work. 1It's as if management
took a whole pile of papers, threw it up in the air, and said,



"Go" to the workforce. Everyone is supposed to do what they
can to clean up the mess, but no one takes responsibility for
deciding how to go about it. Not only are the adjudicators
doing clerical work and adjudicator aide work, we are also
accountants and vocational specialists. We authorize payments
to doctors -- work clearly done by the accounting professionals
in the past.

We have fewer doctors and psychiatrists on our staff
today than we used to have to do the cases. Some of them have
been reassigned to the New Brunswick office. That was part of
the regionalization. Sometimes the cases are sitting there for
a week to two weeks because we have no one to see us. The
psychiatric cases and the children cases which we receive,
because of a new law -- a court case -- a lot of the children
cases came back that we have to review. A lot of them have to
do with children who were in special classes or have special
needs. These cases take 1longer to review because they are
complicated, but we don't have the support that we need to do
this.

Since Maryann Polaski became the Director, there have
been a lot of jobs that have been created. We used to have two
Assistant Directors -- one for claims and one for policy. Now
we have two for claims and one for policy; these positions
cost about $63,000 a year. Also, when Maryann Polaski came to
Disability, she also brought along Sue Lieto, who she said was
used to her management style. So she has some position there,
I really don't know -- some kind of executive position that
pays about the same salary, but actually what that person does
we really don't Kknow. At $60,000 per year, we could probably
hire three clerical workers, or at 1least one and a half
adjudicators to help move the cases along, instead of people
being burdened down with a caseload of, say, 150 to 200, which
is really uncontrollable.



So, what we have here is a big problem. We have
practically no clerical support, adjudicator aides who aren't
allowed to do their jobs, overworked adjudicators, and a growth
in management.

In addition, we have this absentee management. Most
of the workers in the Newark office don't even know what
Mar&ann Polaski 1looks 1like. She rarely shows her face in
Newark, and the coworkers feel that she's afraid to come onto
the floor to see what we do. As a shop steward group at our
office -- we have about 10 to 12 shop stewards -- we have sent
her a letter to ask to meet with her. She never really
responded until four in the afternoon, when the day was almost
over, to speak to us or tell us ten minutes before to meet with
someone else -- have her secretary call and say to meet with
someone else, who really doesn't have -- cannot tell us about
the policy that we needed to speak with her personally, because
she's the only one that could do that.

Committee members, all of the above is bad. I wish I
could say that the reason it is so bad is that the Department
did not know how things are. Unfortunately, I and my coworkers
have said it all before.

Before the Hughes Committee in 1992, I said that our
work environment was characterized by stress and crisis. For
the greater part of the 1last year, we have been working
overtime in the morning, in the evening, and on Saturdays.
Many of our caseloads are high, and the sheer stress of working
with hundreds of seriously disabled men, women, and children is
in itself overwhelming at times. They put us in a situation
where we are forced to work on the easiest case first, and the
most difficult case goes to the bottom of the pile in the face
of the pressure to reduce processing time and push cases out
the door. This is not doing our clients any favor.

Ten years ago, there were about three clerks of
varying 1levels for every eight to ten adjudicators. Clerks
opened the mail; they tracked development. Today there is an
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average of one clerk for every ten adjudicators. 1In practice,
this means that one clerk may be responsible for 200 to 3000
cases. It all depends on the person's caseload.

Despite this severe clerical shortage, the Division
did nothing. Like I said, when we hired the 90 new
adjudicators, they didn't hire one clerical to support them.
The Division has informed us that they have no plans of hiring
additional clerks, as they believe that the new computer system
will eliminate any clerical tasks.

The Browde report, which was done in 1987, said that
"the morale among the agency staff is not just 1low, it's
terrible. Morale does not improve by wishing it would, or
simply saying things take time to change. But at DDD, the only
way morale will improve, and thus production, 1is through
concrete systematic changes to assist the adjudicative process."

Clerical workers should be hired immediately so that
we can avoid correspondence sitting in printers for a week or
more because they cannot be mailed out, because it is almost
humanly impossible to get all of this mail out. A lot of the
claims -- they don't just have one piece of mail, because some
of these people have been from hospital to hospital, doctors to
doctors, and they have sometimes seven or eight pieces of
development that need to be done in order to get their claim
processed.

Also, with the children we have to send correspondence
sometimes to the teacher, to the Child Study Team in order to
find out what their scores are. How does the child get along
with his classmates, and also with the teacher? Does he need
definitely special attention, maybe on a continual basis? We
need to have this evidence and this takes time.

Basically, nothing has changed. All of the things
that I stated are still the same. I really hope that this
Committee finally can put some changes into place that will
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allow us to perform this extremely important job of providing
services to New Jersey's disabled citizens in a fair and
efficient manner.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: There may be a couple of questions
from the Committee.

Assemblyman Mikulak.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Yes. I want to thank you for
your testimony. It's very enlightening. From what I
understand-- First of all, my questions really should be
directed at the Department of Labor employees in management who
are not here, so I'll excuse you if you can't answer them. But
you try the best you can, okay?

It's my understanding that an approved list of doctors
actually handle disability claimant applications. The Division
makes payment to the doctor when he notifies them that a
patient has been seen. Now, our reports indicate that the
doctor's actual report may not come until as late as six months
after payment has been made. Do you have any information to
that effect?

MS. CARMON: The report may come in six months after
the case is either completed, or either that we are forced to
send the claimant for a consultative examination.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: That's intolerable. That is
something that they could do with their contract employees,
that the DOL could just have them submit this in a timely
fashion, and then pay them after they receive the reports
instead of before. I mean, it's something that simple. You
talked of growth in management positions. Just roughly,
approximately how many clerical workers could be hired if the
Department of Labor eliminated this new growth in management
positions?

MS. CARMON: I would say probably about 25.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: There you go.
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MS. CARMON: The least -- the least -- is about 25.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Right. There are some simple
answers to these problems, but why do you think that the
Department of Labor is dragging its feet on reform?

MS. CARMON: I haven't the slightest idea, because as
you know and the Chairman spoke before, they first had a
Federal task force that Gwendolyne King sent to our agency with
people from all over the United States from different offices,
that came to our office. They stayed there for quite a few
weeks, and they gathered up the information or the errors that
they saw in our office. They gave them -- I think it was 57 or
58 things that our office should pursue in order to clean up
the act.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: I've seen that.

MS. CARMON: Then after that, Commissioner Bramucci--

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Yes.

MS. CARMON: --also had a task force, which was headed
by, I told you, Ms. King, and we also gave suggestions. I
don't have-- I never did get a copy of that report, but I know

that some of the things which to me are minor, but not minor --
was just even about photocopying machines which we need in our
agency, and we haven't even gotten those. I know that why I'm
saying that one of the suggestions is -- because I had to do
with equipment and stuff like that, and what could make our job
possibly easier.

One of the things that we need 1is photocopying
machines, otherwise we used to only have three. One was the
kind that they use in the five-and-ten or the library. You're
talking about heavy photocopying, because 1if a <child is
disabled or something like that, we have to refer those cases
to another agency for possibly them giving some additional
assistance to the parents. Well, we have to photocopy this --
our medical information or from the school, and send that to

13



that agency, like it's a Children's Unit here in Trenton. Our
building is a city block, and if you could just imagine that if
you go to one photocopy machine and it's not working, or if
it's broke down, you have to walk another city block to stand
in line -- with I don't know how many other people -- trying to
get something photocopied.

In the meantime, our agency has a training
department-- Or if they get some new directive from the
Federal government that has to be photocopied, they send one.
You're talking about 400 copies being stapled together. It may
be 10 pages or more. So that's going on in the meantime. The
person that's working that machine has to stop doing what
they're doing because the other machine is broken, or they're
waiting for the repairman to come to allow us to photocopy what
we need. So I think that they can do a lot better with the
photocopy machine. To me, that's not that expensive that you
couldn't have enough--

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Right.

MS. CARMON: --to help with the work, considering what
we need to do.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Right. Could you provide this
Committee with a list of any and all documents and reports that
you requested from the Department of Labor that you haven't
received so that we can request them and, if necessary, at a
later point subpoena them?

MS. CARMON: Okay. I could probably get together--

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Yes.

I would 1like to just remind the Committee and the
public in general that in 1992 the Legislature put language in
the Fiscal Year °'93 budget directing government -- the Governor
to cut mid-level management positions over workers, and he went
to court and he won that round. That's possibly a reason why
you've seen the growth in mid-level management where it hadn't
existed before.
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I want to thank you for your testimony and we'll work
with you. Thank you.

MS. CARMON: Are there any more questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Assemblyman Augustine.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just have a couple of questions. Perhaps in your
own words you could briefly describe the net effect of the
situation on some or more of the clients that your office
services. Does it create an extremely tumultuous and emotional
situation on the part of your clients?

MS. CARMON: Well, not only the client, it also puts
an emotional pressure on you as the worker. We have lists
there, you know, whether you're good or bad, how long you keep

your ' case there. If it's over 270 days, these cases go on a
list and you're sort of harassed on a weekly basis, "Do you
have this case done? Do you have that case done?" Well,

sometimes you cannot get to the case, and it's not because you
don't know what you're doing. But if you have very hard,
difficult cases, they take time. And when you have a caseload
like that, sometimes that's completely unmanageable. You
cannot-- You're just wiped out by the end of the day.

The claimant, of course, is waiting, because this is
money to them. This is whether they're going to have insurance
coverage, whether they're going to be able to save their
house. Are they going to lose their house because it's taking
you a long time?

People have become homeless because we -- not that we
haven't maybe done their case in a timely manner, but people
also move. We serve the homeless. We also serve people that

have AIDS, and sometimes it's very difficult. Families move
from place to place, and it -- sometimes it's very hard because
people today -- still some people do not have telephones. 1It's

very hard to get people, or they might start out having a
phone, but because of their financial situation, they no longer

have a phone when you're halfway into processing their case.
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ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: In your dealing with middle
management, do you find them to show any serious concern, is it
indifference, or are they kind of just ambivalent about
everything? Is this above them, or do they really show any
degree of concern about the problems?

MS. CARMON: No, I don't really even think they
understand what we're doing on a daily basis. They have no
idea, no concept of what it takes to get a case from the day
that it comes in until the day that you move it out of there.
They don't understand the stress that you go through in order
to even do a halfway decent job, and everybody basically tries
to do a decent job. I don't think anybody sitting at work
tries not to, because you have to talk to these people every
day on the telephone. They call you, "Did you hear from my
doctor yet?" Which of course it's not my fault a lot of times
the doctor they've been going to for years -- they don't send
in the report. I mean, to me that's hard to face -- a doctor
or someone that you've been going to and spending your money
for years, and they're not even willing to cooperate with the
agency, or for the person, sometimes to get the report in. So
this is what we have to deal with.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: If that is the case, why are
they still on the 1list of eligible physicians if they don't
cooperate?

MS. CARMON: The doctors?

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Yes.

MS. CARMON: They own their private practices -- the
doctors throughout the whole State of New Jersey. They have
offices, and people go to these offices. The doctors that work
on our staff do not see any of these individuals. They just
read the medical evidence that we obtain from the hospital,
from their doctor, from the schools, from the mental health
clinic. The doctors that are on our staff -- that's what they
do.
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ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: My point is -- and I'll yield
quickly, because I know we've got a lot to do here -- what
degree of oversight do you have on these physicians that are
not furnishing the paperwork that you need?

MS. CARMON: Well, I don't know what people could do.
The only thing I think 1is, 1if they notified the medical
society, like the patients -- the doctor's patients-- If their
doctors don't send in the report, I think they should probably
notify the Medical Society, and maybe eventually they will get
these reports in.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Because if they don't comply,
you're absolutely stymied?

MS. CARMON: Right, we're stymied for a while. We
have a follow-up procedure that we do and, 1like I said,
hopefully you try to give them a chance to send in the report,
because he has seen this patient maybe for a year, two years,
or more. So YOU would really rather get his report about his
patient instead of having the patient sent to someone who just
sees them one time, like a consultative exam.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: My only point is, it would
seem to me that these physicians have a certain degree of
responsibility if they're going to continue to work for your
Department. If they don't want to do it, they shouldn't be
allowed to continue. That's just my commonsense approach to
it. Anyway, we can address that.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you, Assemblyman.

Assemblywoman Haines.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: A lot of the questions I was
going to ask were answered. I just want to say, when the
Department of Labor -- I mean, they've made commotions with
regards to the people that were clerical workers and then went
on to become adjudicator aides or adjudicators, and then they
did not replace the clerical people. When it was brought to
the attention of the Department of Labor, what was their
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fesponse? I mean, to say-- It's very nice to promote people
and it's very good, but when you're not getting the workload
done and things are getting backlogged, and you go to them and
say-- What is their reponse to you with respect to not hiring
more people? Do they seem to be concerned, or are they just
brushing it off?

MS. CARMON: No, they're not concerned. Over five
years ago, we had a meeting before they even decided to make
people recently into claims adjudicator aides -- a new group of
people--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: Right.

MS. CARMON: We had a meeting with the Directors in
their office to ask if we possibly could hire more clerical
staff, and they told us no, because at that time, they were
going to be coming up with the computers, they said, which
should handle the work. Yes, it handles the work as far as --

if it's working. I shouldn't say that if the computer is
working, because the other day it crashed. It was out for a
few days, and we were unable to do any work -- not any work,

but other work and nothing on the computer. It might get the
piece of development that needs to go to a doctor or hospital
off faster, but then you need somebody by the printer to take
that off, associate together with the authorizations, and put
it in the mail. There really are no people to really -- not
enough people, I should say, to really handle that.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: I know some of the questions
you're not able to -- that I'm thinking about, because the
Department of Labor really should be answering. But, I mean,
when they go to make promotions, normally you would have an
idea of: You have "X" amount of clerical; you have "X"
amount of Aides; "X" amount of adjudicators--

MS. CARMON: Right, that's what I though too, but--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: --and then other personnel that
are in a specific department. When you're going to make
promotions, you normally would think, "Well, if we promote
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this one, then we're going to look at the workforce and see
what -- how the work is going to be able to be completed with
adding, taking away, or putting in different areas."
Apparently, they either did not have any type of an agenda, soO
to speak--

MS. CARMON: No, they didn't.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: --to go to. They just went and
promoted, and were not more or 1less worried about what was
going to be happening with the workforce -- with the workload
that was put on the individuals still there.

MS. CARMON: Right. Well, they figured that we'll all
take care of the mess. Basically, they figured if you know
that your letter is not going out and somebody doesn't have it,
you're going to try to get to that pile of work over there and
get your 1letters out so that they can be mailed. But that's
not really what you're supposed to be doing as an adjudicator
anyhow. What you're supposed to be doing is reviewing the
medical evidence so that you'll be able to present this to the
doctor.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: Okay, so the other thing that
was mentioned is that the doctors are usually getting paid
prior -- because it was brought up -- prior to the report
coming in. Well then, what is the effect on the individual
themselves that are supposed be receiving claims, or any
moneys, or-- How does it affect them, the individual that is
being seen by the doctor? That has to have some effect on
them. Do they get claims kept from them through Disability?

MS. CARMON: The thing is, the doctors that work on
our staff -- they do not see any of the clients. They do not
see any of the clients in the State of New Jersey.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: So it's only the doctors that
the individuals themselves go to?

MS. CARMON: The doctors that are out in the public,
private -- out in private practice that sometimes delay sending
us reports concerning their patients.

19



ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: So what are the doctors on
staff supposed to be doing, just reviewing?

MS. CARMON: They review what they can review. If I
take a case to them, they review what they can. If they can't
make a determination because this doctor or this hospital has
not sent in a report, then what we do is ask if we can please
bu& a consultative exam, and that's what we do for the person's
impairment. I mean, someone whb has a severely
life-threatening disease like cancer of the brain or something
like that -- I would hope that some hospiﬁal or a doctor would
send that report in.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I have a couple of questions, and
one perhaps goes back to a 1letter that was sent to the
Governor. I believe it was sent in September. It is my
understanding that the Department of Labor broke apart the
centralized Newark division, placing one quarter of the agency
in New Brunswick. It seemed to be some sort of a question as
to there was no need for space, or there was some sort of an
issue regarding space shortage. Are you familiar with that?

MS. CARMON: No. They had basically most of the room,
because we have a complete third floor, and then there was the
fourth floor. They shared that with another division, which I
thought at one time they said they were going to ask that
division to move into a smaller space.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: But there was no Federal mandate to
make the move. Why was it done?

MS. CARMON: I don't know. Because to me, I wouldn't
understand why you would move somewhere else at that time when
you don't even have the place you're living in together yet. I
don't know.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I understand. Believe me, as we've
indicated here, we would have felt more comfortable trying to
get some of the questions answered from the Department of Labor.

20



MS. CARMON: I know that other states-- When we did
this study with Jim King, I know that they went to other states
and cities 1like Boston and other places. They have offices
around the State in different areas. That's okay if you have
the main headquarters sort of functioning on some of those
suggestions that were given by either the Federal government or
by the task force that was done from the Department of Labor,
but if you're just going to move some place to say, "Well,
this place is working," when it's not really working because
the headquarters isn't working--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: What I don't understand 1is the
Department of Labor seems to offer the high case receipts as an
excuse for some of these problems, but what is not acknowledged
is the fact that the Social Security Administration provides
the State with many of the resources.

MS. CARMON: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: One excuse is being offered for the
other. We go back to that report that we referred to. There
was an article in The Star-Ledger going back as far as May 24,
1991, and there should have been a clear signal as to the
problems that existed. The Social Security Administrator,
Gwendolyne King, described New Jersey's record of handling
disability claims as the worst in the country.

MS. CARMON: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: And announced that she is sending
out a special management strike team.

MS. CARMON: Which she did.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Okay. By almost every index, New
Jersey is the worst performing State in the nation.

MS. CARMON: They failed to say that a lot of these
other states -- the people who are working in the office as
adjudicators -- they have caseloads somewhere between 90 and
maybe 120. They have the support staff to support them. Here
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you're working with a caseload of maybe somewhere from 150 to
200, or 300 at different times. It all depends on how many
cases are coming in.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: My question-- You appeared before
the Hughes Commission?

MS. CARMON: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: When was that report issued, or
when did they have those hearings?

MS. CARMON: It was a year and a half ago, and it was
down in Cape May County.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: You gave all of this information to
the Commission?

MS. CARMON: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: And none of those recommendations
were implemented?

MS. CARMON: No. I mean, I not only said that the
Federal government gave -- Gwendolyne King's task force gave
our agency 57 recommendations that they wanted to see done for
that agency. Bramucci's task force, which I was on, also gave
suggestions to our agency. The only thihg they did was remove
one director, and they put another one there. They brought two
more people in to do what one person was doing before, and then
they added on some more people. That's all I know.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Well, 1 certainly appreciate the
comments you have made. I want to thank you, especially on
behalf of the Committee, for bringing this information to our
attention. As you can appreciate, until this information was
brought to our attention, we really thought that a lot of what
we were talking about, at least as far as the Department of
Labor was concerned -- that some o0f these areas were being
addressed.

I want to thank you for bringing this information,
because now we're finding out that these implementations had

not been implemented and we need a course of action. What I
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will suggest to you, and to all of the members that are here,
is that perhaps internalize within your own operating
procedure. When you're dealing with some of these superiors or
managers, perhaps put it into a memorandum form so that we can
keep a record as to whether or not there is an improvement. I
can assure you that if we see those memorandums being
exchanged, and if we do not see a dramatic change, we will have
hearings, after hearings, after hearings.

MS. CARMON: Okay, I will do that.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: But the bottom line is, as I meant
before and as I said, there is a frustration 1level which you
can appreciate that I have, and the other members of the
Committee have that the Department of Labor should have
responded. There were many questions here that we wanted to
ask them in terms of the backlogs, and in terms of a lot of
these issues. I'm sure if they had anything positive to say,
they would have been here in this room. But one way or
another, they're going to answer those questions.

So I have two requests of you: to go back, and to
keep memorandum in terms of information back and forth so that
somebody from the Department of Labor does not say, "I wasn't
aware. I did not hear it. The dog ate the paper.” Or
whatever the excuse might be.

MS. CARMON: Okay.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: The bottom line is that we'll have
those records. Okay?

MS. CARMON: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Let's not assume anything.

MS. CARMON: Yes. Okay, thank you very much.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you.

Frank Aria, of the Newark office?

Good morning.

FRANK A RIA: This will take a minute, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Sure.
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Ms. Carmon, if you would -- any of those memorandums
or information that you think might be helpful to the Committee.

MS. CARMON: (from audience) Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Once you have received it, it will
supplement our file in terms of having additional information.
If you have additional questions that you would like answered,
be assured of the fact that we will get answers.

MS. CARMON: I just wanted to say, if you think that
you feel frustrated by the Department not coming today, this is
how we feel on a daily basis. (applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: 1Is it Mr. Aria?

MR. ARIA: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I understand that you will have the
technical details?

MR. ARIA: I would say so, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: And perhaps give us a better idea
as to why we closed one office, moved to another office; why
we don't have the personnel available; why the Department of
Labor tells us that we don't need help? We do need help.

MR. ARIA: Yes, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Proceed.

MR. ARIA: 1I'd like to read a statement first, which
will take about five minutes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Sure.

MR. ARIA: Then 1I'll tell you what I have, and
depending on how you want to do it, you let me know.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Fine.

MR. ARIA: Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee,
thank you for this opportunity to express my views. My name is
Frank Aria, and I appear before you as a private citizen. 1I'll
add that I am an employee of the Division of Disability
Determinations. I work as a Quality Assurance Specialist, and
I've been with the Division since 1973.
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The Department of Labor contends that its Division of
Disability Determinations has achieved a record of substantial
improvement since 1991, when massive Federal assistance was
needed from special contingency funds. In particular, the
Department emphasizes the apparent success of a DDD branch
office opened in New Brunswick last December. Let us examine
these assertions more carefully, bearing in mind that the three
signs of success in the disability program are high
productivity levels, speedy claims processing times, and high
accuracy rates. Recent Federal reports reveal the following
levels of performance for New Jersey:

1) As of August 1993, New Jersey ranked 44 among the
50 states in yearly production per employee, 1last among the
more populous, more industrialized states.

2) As of August, New Jersey continued to have one of
the worst records in the nation for numbers of delayed cases
pending. Nationally, 27.6 percent of the pending inventory was
in the "delayed" category versus 42 percent for New Jersey.

3) For Fiscal Year 1993 -- October 1992 through August
1993 -- New Jersey ranks dead 1last in the accuracy of its
decisions based on Federal sample reviews.

What accounts for this signal failure to convert
millions of dollars worth of large phased staff increases and
hundreds of elaborate IBM workstations into at least average,
an average level of performance for the citizens of this
state? How credible is the Department's story about receiving
too many cases to handle? Not very credible at all. The
average caseload per examiner in New Jersey is right in 1line
with the national average. I would add here that having seen
even more recent statistics than I had when I prepared this
statement, on average New Jersey had significantly less of a
workload than the rest of the country for Fiscal Year 1993.

In my view, this failure to capitalize on this State's
share of the 1991 Federal contingency funding can be traced to
the administration's singular focus on making a showpiece out
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of the New Brunswick branch office. Throughout that process,
the performance of the Division's much larger operation in
Newark has been allowed to decline. This has been a clear case
of robbing Peter to pay Paul.

To illustrate the point, consider the workload
assigned to the New Brunswick branch. The 1locations of the
Federal intake centers linked to New Brunswick are, as a group,
underrepresentative of the State's lafger urban population
centers. This is important to note for two reasons: First,
proportionately fewer cases are sent overall to New Brunswick
-- I stress the word proportionately -- compared to Newark.

Secondly, relatively fewer of the New Brunswick claims
involve §SSI, the more time-consuming part of the workload.
This is the demographic key to understanding how management has
stacked the deck to create a favorable statistical profile for
New Brunswick over Newark put into effect from the day the
branch opened on December 14, 1992. From that day to this,
caseload sizes in New Brunswick on average have not approached
those of Newark. With respect to workload distribution, the
paying field has always been tilted.

The other key to understanding the true nature of the
productivity success of New Brunswick is the level of accuracy
management accepts for <claims decisions made there. The
results of internal quality assurance reviews over time
confirm markedly higher error rates in New Brunswick than in
Newark. Management's toleration of lower accuracy rates in New
Brunswick has quietly facilitated the boosting of that branch's
output necessary for the creation of the success story now
being told. )

To summarize, with respect to speedy processing of
claims, it is fair to conclude that the disability program in
this State, as presently administered, is following an
unwritten policy of discrimination against many people who live
in wurban centers, especially those filing SSI <claims, by
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diverting a portion of their fair share of the Division's
resources to New Brunswick - the showpiece office.
Conversely, many claimants from the New Brunswick region would
likely receive more accurate decisions if they received service
from Newark.

To conclude, the regionalization and decentralization
policies of the Division of Disability Determinations have
exacted a heavy price in terms of overall agency performance.
The administration proposes more of the same, rationalizing the
proliferation of branch offices with contrived tales of great
improvement and success. Surely something can be done here to
raise the 1level of public policy above routine executive
self-interest.

Thank you for listening to me. I would be pleased to
answer any questions you may have, or if you prefer, I can
present much more detailed information from my notes.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Sure.

Are there questions from the Committee?

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Just one question. Can you
speculate as to why DOL made this move?

MR. ARIA: New Brunswick?

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Yes.

MR. ARIA: Not in one or two sentences. But if you
would give me the time, I would try and lay it out. I think
that is a very important question, and I would not 1like to
gloss over it by giving you a one-liner.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Right.

MR. ARIA: Much of the information you see here
concerns your question. (indicating testimony)

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Proceed.

MR. ARIA: I have--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: And could you indicate -- was that
an existing facility?

MR. ARIA: New Brunswick--
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ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: We're always concerned with the
ownership of facilities in this State.

MR. ARIA: New Brunswick was a building -- 506 Jersey
Avenue -- that was renovated into a DOL one-stop shopping
center -- a cluster of DOL offices. Now, it is my

understanding that there was space available in that building,
but nobody to put 1into it. That's my understanding. This
Division at first was going to stay in Newark, but then it was

decided to put -- £ill up that building at 506 Jersey Avenue.
ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: The reason why I ask the question
-- and you can appreciate where I'm coming from -- is that

often we read about in the newspaper that someone owns a
particular piece of property--

MR. ARIA: VYes. I attempted to try and find out who
owned it. I was not successful. I only heard speculation,
"which I don't want to put in the record because I have no way
of verifying it.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Okay. I'm going to direct staff to
make an inquiry concerning the ownership of the property.

MR. ARIA: I think that would be--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Because there may very well be some
cause or relationship as to why there is a shift from the
Newark office to New Brunswick. I would like to do that with
all deliberate speed, but if we have to convene another hearing
with subpoena power, we will do so.

Proceed, please.

MR. ARIA: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I did attempt to find
out specifically who owned the building. I had heard rumors
that I could not substantiate, so I was not successful in
determining who owned the building. I was told by people who
looked into it that there was one story from the Department of
Labor, and another story from the municipal 1level. Who owns
this building? The municipality says one thing, and the DOL
said something else. That's what I was told by people who
tried to look into this.
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Now, just to outline for you what I have here, I have
a series of notes which I'd like to go through, and I also have
the supporting documents for what I say in the notes. If there
is anything that is not understood, or anything you would like
clarified in terms of the original source-- For example, if I
say Sharpe James, the Mayor of Newark, wrote to me that there
was no space problem in Newark, and he got that from
Commissioner Bramucci -- I can produce the letter that Sharpe
James wrote that in. Now--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Have you received a response -- and
I don't mean to interrupt you, but I wunderstand that you
directed a 1letter to the Governor, September 26, 1993. I
believe it was a three-page letter.

MR. ARIA: Correct.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Have you received any response at
to all of those questions?

MR. ARIA: The September 26 letter is the last letter
I wrote to the Governor, and I have not received a response. I
would add, though, that I have found the Governor's Office to
be responsive in that it does refer things to the Department.
I don't feel I've been ignored. I feel the problem is in the
Department in terms of answering things, not in the Governor's
Office.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: You still have not received an
answer?

MR. ARIA: I have not received any correspondence
concerning this letter.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I guess what I was asking -- have
you received answers to your question? Whether you sent it to
the Governor's office and they sent it over to the Department
of Labor and it's sitting on someone's desk over there, to this
date have you received answers to your inquiries?

MR. ARIA: Yes. I would like to discuss those answers.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Sure. Go right ahead.
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MR. ARIA: In sequence, just to put a focus on all of
this, I think the two issues here are the level of performance
of the agency, first of all; and secondly, the 1issue of

decentralization, because it pervades everything.

Now, to discuss letters: I send 1letters to the
Governor. I get responses back from the DOL and other
sources. The 1letters I send-- I began sending them on

February 2, 1990, which was, I believe, the first month of the
administration -- first full month. The letters that I wrote
described serious problems in the Division in terms of its
performance, processing time, and accuracy. We had thousands
of continuing disability review cases stored in files for
years, and it was actually called CDR storage. CDR, meaning

Continuing Disability Review, it's a type of case. I explained
about the pressure that the examiner's staff was under to meet

production quotas at the sacrifice of accuracy. I went into
‘great detail about these things. They weren't just
conclusions.

I would say that over the course of time, I wrote
approximately 50 letters numbering some 200 pages, with charts
showing New Jersey was last in processing time and accuracy.
Most of the time I was writing, I made the charts so detailed
so you knew the rank of every state in the country, and New
Jersey was always written down last. I explained that the
accuracy assessment being done by the Federal government was
subject to manipulation, and that New Jersey had a very low
accuracy. It might even be worse due to the manipulation
factor. We really don't know what the bottom is.

I explained to the Governor that there was an
elaborate ploy to raise the accuracy rate shortly before the
Federal strike team came in, a ploy involving withholding the
less accurate cases from Federal review until a critical period
passed, so that management could be safely through that
critical period. I explained this in great detail in a
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letter. I pointed out the relationship between the accuracy
rate of the agency and publicity; between the accuracy rate of
the agency and bureaucratic targets; between the accuracy rate
of the agency and the threshold 1level that endangered
management. I clearly demonstrated that when there was adverse
publicity; or when there was a report that said that a target
that had to be made; or when this threshold 1level was
approached, the accuracy rate shot up. To my way of thinking,
it defies logic to think that these rates would be normally
rising practically only when there was adverse publicity,
danger to management, or some similar situation.

Now, I also explained that there was a great deal of
assistance rendered to this agency in 1991 in terms of tens of
thousands of overtime hours -- well over 100,000 overtime hours
in 1991. Federal details coming into the agency, sitting down,
taking over desks, and moving cases -- actually doing the
cases. We had a four-man detail there for approximately a year
and a half doing CDR's -- the ones that I spoke of that were in
storage -- Federal people assisting the agency to do its work.
We had the Quality Assurance Unit put on production during late
'91 and throughout '92 -- the whole year -- put on production
with the Federal ©people taking over the State quality
function. So the Fed's were doing the Fed quality and the
State quality, so the State quality could be thrown into

production.

All of these things were designed to improve the
agency's performance profile. These things are not recognized
today when management says they worked wonders. They don't

mention the overtime, the Federal assistance, and these staff
shifts.

I also discussed in great detail New Brunswick: the
move, why I felt it was more or less the same thing we had done
in the 1980s with the Camden office, regionalization -- same
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thing we did in the 1980s, all of which was abandoned. This
was a repeat. I explained the reasons why it failed then, and
I explained the parallels between what was being done now and
what happened then.

Perhaps the most consistent theme of these letters was
the performance record of the agency. At one point in February
of 1991, I wrote in one of these letters that New Jersey was
the worst performing State in the couhtry. This attracted

attention. I received a letter back agreeing with the
statistics behind that conclusion, oddly enough, but

disagreeing with the conclusion, which I thought was very
illogical. Approximately three months later, the Commissioner
of Social Security said the same thing in the press, that New
Jersey was the worst in the country -- in May of '91. I make
the point not to say, "Well, I was right."” I make the point
to stress the attitude and the evolution of the Department's
response to all of this. In the beginning, their responses to
me were, "Well, there's a problem. We're aware of it. We're
working on it. Improvement is right around the corner."

They made excuses, this or that adhoc problem of the
moment. That type of letter I received early on -- one about
processing time and one about accuracy, one 1letter from the
Commissioner himself, and a second letter from an Assistant
Commissioner. Then after I wrote that we were the worst in the
country, I received a 1letter in March of '91 from the then
Director of the Division disagreeing with the fact that we were
the worst. And then the more recent 1letters focus on the
Department's story of improvement and the success of New
Brunswick, which of course I disagree with. That is an
overview of what I sent to the Governor and to other officials
in the Office of the Governor, and what I got back.

I would call attention specifically to a 1letter I
referred to earlier from the Mayor of Newark, Sharpe James.
The Department was insisting that there was a space problem in
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Newark, so I wrote to the Mayor and I said, "The Department is
planning to move one-quarter of the Division out of Newark
because of a space problem. I don't believe there's a space
problem,” and I explained why.

The Mayor looked into the matter and wrote back to me

in May of '91 -- excuse me, in '92. He said in the letter,
"The article in The Star-lLedger"-- This is after the Mayor

explained that he had contacted Commissioner Bramucci, so what
he is saying is based on what Commissioner Bramucci told him.
Commissioner Bramucci is named in the letter. The Mayor was
assured. He writes that, "The article in The Ledger (sic)"--
He's referring to an article in The Ledger about the space
problem. "The article in The Ledger was somewhat misleading in
that it stated that the move was based on space concerns and
high rent. I have been assured that this is not the case."

The Department went before the Hughes Subcommittee on

Aging -- The Committee on Aging, the Subcommittee on Employment
and Retirement Income. At the hearing, it was stated by
Commissioner Bramucci, "We simply don't have the room in
Newark to expand with those 90 people or so." Those are the
adjudicators that you heard spoken of earlier. The 90 were
hired in phases in 1991. So now we're here in 1992 in May,

with him telling the Mayor there's no space and within days
telling the Hughes Subcommittee -- the letter from Mayor James
is dated May 8, the Subcommittee took place on May 22 --
telling the Subcommittee that there was no room.

In actuality, if you divide the agency-- If you
divide the location up of the agency, you have us on the third
floor and the fourth floor of 124 Halsey Street -- the o0ld Two
Guys building in Newark, which is very large. We have the
entire third floor. We have half officially assigned to us on
the fourth floor, the other half is also Department of Labor
space on the fourth floor -- a cluster of offices are in that
half of the fourth floor.
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During '92 we took over space -- the Division of
Disability Determinations took over space in the half of the
fourth floor that was assigned to the <cluster of other
offices. A wire man came in, wired the place for our computers
all on a temporary basis. Workstations were set up. Thirty to
fourty adjudicator trainees were housed there at a time. Then
when the class ended, they would come down to the third floor
where there was available space. There was also more space in
the half of the fourth floor that the Division had itself, and
some were put in there.

So, in my view there was never a space problem if you
were willing to use all of the Department's space on the fourth
floor. Today, we have five trainees and three clerical
personnel working in that half of the fourth floor not assigned
to the Division of Disability Determinations. The description
I would give you of the half of the fourth floor that is not
occupied formally by the Division of Disability Determinations
is that the space is underused to empty. There's a large area
that's completely empty. Perhaps they'll change this if they
read this testimony, but at least up to today, there's a large
area where there is nothing. There's a large reception area
which is obviously more than you would need, because they don't
even have enough chairs to fill it up. You're talking about a
few people walking in and going over to a desk, not a crowd
sitting that needs chairs.

There are offices that are empty, smaller
management-type offices. There is a large office -- a large
room, I should say ~-- where the ¢trainees are now -- our
trainees -- and the space that is being used cubicle-style is

underused. There are a number of cubicles that are being used
just to store things. That is also the case on the half of the
fourth floor that the Division does formally have, where 1
work. I'm in the Quality Assurance Unit. We have empty
cubicles. Next to me there are several empty cubicles.
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If you look at the third floor and compare it to the
fourth floor, the space utilization on the third floor is a 10,
the space utilization on the fourth floor is a 5 -- lesser.
So, with this type of argument coming back from the Department
to what I write, I think you can understand that I am very
skeptical when I get their responses.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: From what you're saying, there was
no need to move?

MR. ARIA: Precisely, not spacewise. Precisely, no
need.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: What we don't know is that, in
fact, it may have added to the cost.

MR. ARIA: There was an expense of $8000 recorded in
the 1993-94 budget for the Division, which was written in 1991
-- December of '91 -- in December they write the budget.
December of '91, you would be in Federal Fiscal Year '92
already, because their Federal year starts in October. So, in
December of '91, you were in Fiscal '92. The budget they wrote
then was for Fiscal '93 and '94. The moving expense is listed
as $8000. |

Also, there is a lot of staff time from the Department
involved in the move. The budget documents, which I obtained
under the Freedom of Information Act, describe the square
footage -- the cost per square foot between Newark and New
Brunswick. The plan was to retain all of the space in Newark
and add the space in New Brunswick. That would Dbe
approximately 13,000 square feet of space in New Brunswick.
The square feet in Newark was 77,290 and they have the years
'91, '92, '93 -- this Newark space stays constant at 77,290
square feet. The New Brunswick space is 13,000 square feet.

I would like to add some more information about the
whole issue itself -- decentralization. There was a study done
by a former staff member of the Social Security Subcommittee by
the name of Frederick B. Arner. Mr. Arner received a Sloan

35



Foundation Grant in 1988, and in 1989 he produced a study that

touches on decentralization. Mr. Arner offers a map of the
U.S. showing that most states are not decentralized -- the
ratio being about two to one in '89. Things may have changed

from '89, but not dramatically.

There is no strict correlation between geographic size
of the state -- whether or not it's decentralized. There is no
strict correlation between population size and whether the
state is decentralized. It's a political decision. SSA has
switched 1its favor back and forth from centralization to
decentralization, depending on political climate.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Mr. Aria, I don't want to interrupt
you, but sometimes a question comes into mind.

MR. ARIA: Sure, fine.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I guess the area that I want to get
into was the closing of the Camden office.

MR. ARIA: Okay. Camden was--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: In your opinion, why was that done?

MR. ARIA: Okay. Before I give an opinion, I'd like
to give some--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I'm sorry, but as we're following
through that--

MR. ARIA: Camden was cited by Mr. Arner as being

closed by SSA for, "budget considerations at the urging of
ssa." The Browde Report, which was referred to earlier, is
approximately a 100-page report -- was delivered to then

Commissioner Serraino in 1987, recommending principally that
the Camden office be closed because of the fact that it was
draining resources from Newark to the point that the overall
performance of the agency was decreased.

So, in terms of <efficiency, the Browde report
recommended closing the Camden office -- and there were a 1lot
of charts and tables -- productivity tables. During that
period, Newark had to constantly send personnel down to Camden
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to assist that office. Cases from Camden had to come up to
Newark to be done, all of which was very inefficient. Doctors
were not in the right place. You had to shift them back and
forth. Actually, you have some of that happening today, which
I'1l describe.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: When was the Camden office closed?

MR. ARIA: The Camden office was closed in early
1987. It opened in 1981.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Are there any other offices serving
the disabled in the southern part of the State?

MR. ARIA: Today or then? Today?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Today.

MR. ARIA: There is only Newark and New Brunswick at
the present time. Newark was centralized from the '60s to --
well, actually the 1late '50s until '81, when Camden opened,
then we went decentralized '8l to '87. Then we recentralized
at 1100 Raymond Boulevard, and we were supposed to be there
forever, but that lasted a year. Now we're in Two Guys.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: There are no offices in the
southern part of the State?
MR. ARIA: No. There are only Newark and New

Brunswick; that's it. One of the reasons that the Department
gives for decentralization is the need for face-to-face or
personal contact. This is not an accurate description. The
Federal government is not in any way pushing decentralization
for face-to-face contact. In fact, former Secretary Louis
Sullivan, of Health and Human Services, in a letter in 1991
summarized a study of face-to-face as being totally
inconclusive in terms of the benefits of it, and the budget
considerations were such that it was not feasible.

Also, the way the system is set up, the claims are
filed at the local Social Security Disability offices, of which
there are 31 throughout the State and eastern Pennsylvania.
Three 1in eastern Pennsylvania because they're closer, and
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twenty-eight of them in New Jersey. Those are your intake
centers. So there is no need for face-to-face contact in our
Division. That's not to say that an occasional claimant won't
walk in -- we have to see them -- but it's not a formal part of
the process.

Decentralization is not a mandate of the Federal
government and, in fact, as I stated before, most states are
not decentralized. When they have a pil&t project at SSA to do
with face-to-face, if the state is not centralized, they use
Federal personnel to run it. There's no neéd.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I don't want you to lose your train
of thought, but we have so many questions. So, if I happen to
jump in once in a while--

MR. ARIA: Fine.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Even though this is an area that we
are aware of, and becoming more aware of through your
testimony, perhaps during your discussion you might give us an
idea of some of the claims -- the types of claims, the severity
of the claim, and the length of time in terms of processing.

MR. ARIA: Yes, I have statistics. First of all,
there are about half a dozen key statistics here. There 1is
inventory, these are statistics that are looked at to compare
the states -- compare their performance and ranking. First is
the inventory. Now, the Department--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Does it give you the nature of the
claim?

MR. ARIA: There are initial level claims,
reconsideration level claims, and continuing disability claims.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: But in terms of the type of
disability, for example--

MR. ARIA: Neurological versus cardiac?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Well, a severe -- perhaps I should
pose the question in this manner: a severe neurological
problem or a problem of that nature, and there being an
extended response in terms of processing that claim.
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MR. ARIA: There are statistics on that. They're not
very well distributed. That's a level of fine-tuning that we
normally don't see. That would be a special statistical
study. That's not a regular recurring analysis.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Okay. I gqguess what I'm saying is,
all the claims are important--

MR. ARIA: Sure.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: --but do we have instances of very
severe claims that require an extended processing period?

MR. ARIA: There are very many claims that take a very
long time. 1In New Jersey in particular, our processing time is
far worse than the national average.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: But can you give us an idea of some
of those types of claims, as to what areas they relate to?

MR. ARIA: No, not in terms of specific types of
impairments. No, that would be specialized study information
that I don't have.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Is that information that we would
get from the Department of Labor?

MR. ARIA: They would have to ask SSA for it, and it
might be difficult to get that information. It's not tracked
as well as the global indexes of productivity and accuracy.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: 1In addition to the request for the
status of the ownership of the property in New Brunswick, I
would also ask staff to make an inquiry to SSA and the
Department of Labor in terms of tracking of those severe cases
—-— for that matter, all cases -- but in terms of delays with
respect to processing of the claims.

Please proceed. I didn't mean to interrupt you.

MR. ARIA: That's okay. Fine, Mr. Chairman.

In terms of the inventory, there's a direct
relationship between overtime and the size of the inventory.
When we get overtime, the inventory drops. When we don't have
overtime and we have to rely on regqular time, the inventory
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rises. For example, in January -- from January through
mid-July of this year -- the inventory went up 1500 cases from
approximately 21,000 to approximately 22,500. Then when we did
get overtime on July 17 through the end of the fiscal year --
the end of September -- for that three-month period, the
inventory dropped by 1400 cases with the help of 7710 hours of
overtime.

So the Department would have you believe that the
agency is constantly more productive, but if you're not talking
about how much overtime you use to do that, you're not getting
a productivity index, you're just-- It's like a person who's
short and wants to wear elevator shoes for a time and make
themselves feel a 1little taller, but then when you take the
shoes off, forget it. When the overtime stops, the inventory
goes up again.

So our inventory-- Well, let me say one more word
about overtime. It's doled out in the central office of SSA
roughly according to how productive you are. New Jersey being
one of the less productive states, we get -- we have gotten, on
average, less overtime than many other states. So, if you're
not doing well productivity-wise, you additionally are hurt by
getting proportionately less overtime.

Now, just a note about these continuing disability
reviews. They're on the rise in the inventory. They went from
approximately 210 in April, and now they are up to 834. We're
getting a lot of claims in, which is something to watch closely
in the near term, because, as you'll recall, I stated that we
had thousands of them years ago that were put in storage --
these are the continuing disability cases. I certainly hope
that we are not revisiting that experience, because at this
point, management seems reluctant to put enough of the
Division's resources into this part of the workload.

Now, in terms of accuracy, we rank 49 as of the August
'93 quarter. We rank dead 1last, as I said earlier, in the
Fiscal Year '93. Management there tries to focus on something
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that they've called "net accuracy," which is, if you make a
mistake and you go and correct it and the decision doesn't
change, then we'll remove that deficiency. But in reality,
you're just working with numbers doing that. You're not
recalling all of the cases that had errors and correcting them
for all of those people. Net accuracy that they're using is a
numbers game. The accuracy rate that you use to rate the
states 1is in the regulations, and we are last for the fiscal
year, and we are 49 for the quarter ending August '93.

In terms of our own quality assurance review -- our
internal quality assurance review -- it shows a marked
disparity, as I noted in my opening, between Newark and New
Brunswick. I have the figures here for August '93. I have
them for July '93, and for April '93. So over time, you can
see a pattern here. In terms of the overall sample, which
includes both a random sample and the more high-risk cases, the
three regions of Newark-- Newark 1is divided into three
regions. New Brunswick is the fourth region. For August °'93,
the random plus high-risk error rate for the three regions of
Newark were 16.9 percent error rate, 1l1.4 percent error rate,
and 14.9 percent error rate, respectively. For the New
Brunswick, the error rate was 29.1 percent error rate.

With respect to the random only errors -- random
sample only, on which is really your most telltale review
because it's completely random -- you're not throwing in any
high-risk stuff that you know is going to have a problem. The
random for April '93 for Newark region shows 21 percent error

rate, 16 percent, and 11.5; New Brunswick, 31.1. For July,

the error rate: Newark, 22.4, 17.0, 12.1; New Brunswick,
35.4. And finally for August the random: 18.2 for Newark, 14.9
for Newark, 10.8 for Newark; New Brunswick 27.7. So, when I

say there is a marked discrepancy in the accuracy of the two
offices, that's where I'm taking that from.
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In terms of workload, New Brunswick versus Newark, the

caseloads that were sent down to New Brunswick last December

were extremely low with relation to Newark. There were very
few cases -- caseloads that were even above 100. Many were in
the 50s, 60s, 30s, 40s. Some people were trainees, so you
could explain why some of them were so 1low. But the overall

picture was one of a very low workload, and that has remained
the same right through current statistics. The average
caseload in New Brunswick is approximately 30 to 35, maybe 40
cases less than the average in Newark. Plus the Title 16 ratio
-- the SSI claims ratio -- Newark and New Brunswick are
reversed. Newark has always more Title 1l6s cleared -- more of
the SSI claims, more of the more time-consuming claims than New
Brunswick. The ratio is reversed in New Brunswick -- more
Title 2, which are faster to do. National statistics always
show that Title 2 is faster to do.

So the DOL will tell you New Brunswick's processing
time is faster. Their workloads are smaller; their ratio of
the more time-consuming cases is more favorable; and you're
told that New Brunswick 1is processing cases faster with fewer
aged cases.

If you 1look at the district offices, the Federal
offices, the 1intake offices serviced by New Brunswick and
compare them to the ones serviced in Newark, you see all of the
State's major urban areas -- with one exception, Elizabeth --
being served in Newark. Newark is served in Newark; Jersey
City 1is served in Newark -- Passiac, Patterson, Trenton,
Camden. This 1is why  Newark has all of the SSI cases 1in
relation to New Brunswick, because there are more disadvantaged
people in these population centers who are more likely to file
these more time-consuming cases. So the deck has been stacked
for New Brunswick's better processing time.
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ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: What about -- again, I am
interrupting you, but -- accessibility in terms of New
Brunswick versus Newark; in terms of having access to be able
to utilize your services? All the arguments you have raised
have indicated that there should not have been a move; that,
in fact, Newark was doing far better than the New Brunswick
facility.

MR. ARIA: Well, in terms of-- I would look at it
this way, Mr. Chairman--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Or perhaps New Brunswick was a good
facility for certain types of claims, and what Newark was doing
they should have been allowed to proceed with. ,

MR. ARIA: With the geographic breakdown the way it
is, it's not really possible to make the type of adjustments
you would want to make in order to ensure that the overall
agency's performance is uniform.

For example, in my own small unit -- the Quality
Assurance Unit -- this week we were told we could no longer
review neurological cases in our own office. They would be

shipped to New Brunswick because the neurological doctor is in
New Brunswick. Cases from New Brunswick to be reviewed are
being sent to us -- have been sent in the last week --
approximately 50 New Brunswick quality assurance sample cases
were sent by courier -- that's another thing, we have a daily
courier -- sent by courier to my office -- my Quality Assurance
Unit in Newark. This type of thing went on all the time when
we had Camden.

In the New York State agency, which is decentralized,
earlier this year some of our National Association of
Disability Examiner members met with some people from New York
State. They were shifting cases from office to office. So
it's a problem of it's extremely difficult to get the resources
and the workload at the same place at the same time most

efficiently if you're in more than one location. This 1is
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basically why Camden was closed. It has nothing to do with the
need for face-to-face contact. There is no prospect of Federal
mandate for widescale face-to-face. The inventories are too
high; the resources that would be drained are not there; and
the inventory is getting even higher. There is no valid reason
to have a decentralized office if your argument is
face-to-face.

This is telephone and mail workl, which 1is precisely
what Commissioner Serraino said in the press when Camden was
closed in 1987. *"This is basically a mail and phone
operation. It is not productive to have two locations." Now,
this is not to say that people from a particular region will
not argue to have an office in their region. People will
always do that. It's a political consideration. In terms of
the necessity for doing the job, it 1is absolutely irrelevant.
Most of the life of this agency has been centralized; most of
the states are centralized. In Illinois, as Mr. Arner points
out, the state Legislature stopped decentralization because
they saw it was wasteful. 1In Florida, as he cites, they wanted
11 offices when the decentralization genie was out of the lamp,
and they politically settled on 6. 1It's purely politics.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: If I may, I'd like to introduce an
esteemed member of our panel.

Assemblyman Brown, thank you for joining us.

Please continue.

MR. ARIA: I would like to discuss the staffing of our
agency as it compares to the rest of the country, if I can find
it.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: It may also be helpful that with
some of the key correspondence that you have referred to, where
letters were sent back and forth -- as you can appreciate, some
of the information that we are putting together is helpful --
perhaps you can provide us with certain information. I'm not
sure if we have the Hughes Report--
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MR. ARIA: I have a copy.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: --or the 57 recommendations. OKkay,
but with some of the information that we have here, I want to
make sure that all of it is together, and then the remaining
information that is requested -- that we can make a formal
request again to the Department of Labor.

MR. ARIA: Mr. Chairman, from my point of view, I
could make available to you copies of all of my letters, copies
of all the responses, anything from Mr. Arner, anything
concerning the budget information that I quoted from, the
management promotions -- the series of them -- which was the
first order of business when the change took place. '

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Anything you think might be helpful
in terms of our quest to get to the bottom of this problem and
to expedite a solution, put it together and we'll go through
the information.

MR. ARIA: Fine. In terms of the staffing, what I've
done is worked out percentages of what -- how many staff are in
a particular function, comparing New Jersey with the rest of
the country. How many managers in New Jersey, how many
managers in the rest of the country, for example.

For the United States, 1let's start with the big

picture. For Fiscal Year '93 -- Federal Fiscal Year '93, which
runs from October 1, 1992 to September 30, 1993, that 12-month
period the percent-- Well, I'll] say there were 12,000

employees nationwide doing what we do in the 50 agencies. New
Jersey had 358 as an average for the fiscal year. Now, out of
the 12,000 nationally, there were 9.8 percent in supervision,
43.4 percent as examiners, 26.2 percent were clericals, and
then there are a couple of other categories here. I'd like to
make the comparison so I don't get lost in all these numbers.
The supervisory is about the same for us and the national
average. The examiners-- We were much higher after we made

those hires in '91.
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Our examiner staff was, by Federal standards,
overstaffed, so they came up with an action plan for the Fiscal
Year 1993. They came up with an action plan to reduce our
examiner staff. Several of our newly hired examiners lost
their jobs because of this decision to drop the number of
examiners because we were over. The rest of the 1loss of
examiners has been done by title to get down to the number they
wanted, which was 160. We started with about 195 at the
beginning of the fiscal year, and they wanted to get it down by
the end of the fiscal year to about 160 examiners. Most of
that was done by shifting them to the title of case consultant,
and three were made quality assurance specialists. So you
shifted titles away from the examiner title.

So now we are more in line with the country, but we're
still somewhat over that national norm. The case consultant
figure nationally was 1.6 percent, and we're over that; we're
at 2.2 percent. Administratively, we have more people 1in
administration. We have 13.5 percent, the nation has 10
percent. Quality assurance people were about the same, but the
thing I want to focus on is the clericals. The nation has 26.2
percent of its staff engaged in clerical activity supporting
the examiner staff primarily. New Jersey has 13.8 percent,
approximately half. This is the biggest discrepancy in our
staff versus the rest of the country. We are operating with
half a clerical staff. So we have more administrators and less
clericals in proportion to the rest of the country. These
figures hold up for current, shorter periods. That's our
staffing profile.

I would like to discuss the chief productivity index,
which the Department will say to you has been going up. I'd
like to make--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: 1Is this an example of what Voltaire
said, that there are, "liars, damned liars, and statistics"?

MR. ARIA: Yes, precisely.
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ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Please proceed.

MR. ARIA: Let me make an analogy. The great
long-distance runner, Roger Banister, who was the first man to
break the four-minute mile, did so in 1954 at the age of
approximately 25. His time was about 3 minutes and 59 seconds,
a little 1less maybe. If Mr. Banister ran a race against
today's world-class mile runners, and ran 3 minutes and 59
seconds, he would come in last. He would be considered slow.
So the point I'm making is, Mr. Banister was the greatest
runner of his time, at least that we had clocked at that time.

New Jersey with these productivity statistics likes to
point to increases, but they don't give you the relationship
between New Jersey and the rest of the country. Everybody is
getting more productive. When you spend millions of dollars to
automate an operation, you should be more productive. When you
hire more people on a nationwide basis, you should be more
productive. When you throw millions upon millions of dollars
into overtime, you should get more for it. But if you look at
the relationship between New Jersey and the rest of the
country's national average for productivity, you see that as we
go up, they go up, but they go up higher.

So our rank remains 44 even though if you do look at
the absolute change, it does show improvement. It shows
improvement from one point in time to another point in time if
you only 1look at New Jersey. But if you 1look at the
relationship, we are one of the worst in the country in terms
of production per staff member, which is the keystone index of
productivity.

Now, there are other productivity indexes which are
being manipulated. For example, they will tell you that our
week's work pending -- inventory in terms of how many weeks
would it take for you to clear out the whole inventory -- that
has improved. We have dropped that figure. You want to drop
that as low as you can. But why? Overtime. As you get more
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overtime-- As you're in a period of more overtime, your week's
work pending drops. When you go back to regular time, what
happens to your week's work pending? In New Jersey it goes
up. So that's a false picture of improvement if you don't
include overtime.

Let's take production per examiner. I mentioned
before a figure on case consultants when I was going through
the staff. Case consultants, the way they operate in this
agency at least, do the same job as the adjudicators do.
You're Jjust 1labeling them as something else. You're not
calling them examiners anymore, you're c¢alling them case
consultants. They produce the same amount of clearances. If
you shift that title, then your production per examiner, which
is just a fraction -- a ratio of how many cases you close per
how many examiners-- If you decrease the number of examiners
by calling them case consultants, you improve your statistic
even if you keep your production, in terms of clearances,
constant. If I have a 1000 cases and 100 examiners, and then
the next week I have 1000 cases and only 50 examiners, I'll
increase my production per examiner by 100 percent without
having any more cases cleared. So each of these statistics has
a story behind it.

The Department, in 1its responses to me, has always

thrown back at me, "Look at this statistic,” without relating
it to the rest of the country. I'm not interested in arguing
against absolute improvement in numbers. I'm interested in

showing the Department, you, anyone else, that relatively, the
people of this State are not getting the same level of service
that the rest of the country is, and we're all doing the same
job -- all the 50 states. So productivity -- three measures
I've spoken about -- inventory and, of course, accuracy are
very easy to manipulate. You have a subjective standard that
the Feds use called probability of reversal. Probability
judgement -- it's right in the definition of that standard that
the reviewer has to use judgement.
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There are administrative pressures during periods of
adverse publicity to raise the agency's accuracy rate. There
are numerous quotes from Federal hearings over the years by
Federal employees, all saying that the accuracy rates are
subject to manipulation. One incident is described where the
head of an agency was handed -- the head of a State agency was
handed an accuracy report from the Feds and threw it in the
wastepaper basket. He said, "This is useless" -- described in
Federal testimony.

Even with that, we are still at the bottom -- even
with what I feel strongly is the possibility of manipulation.
I can't for the 1life of me believe that when you have an
article appearing in The Star-lL.edger, and you have an accuracy
rate of 89; that just by diligence and hard work we raise it 5
points in 3 or 4 months and become one of the best in the
country, particularly at a time when we were training 90

people. If anything, that has an adverse impact on your
accuracy rate. I mean, we have a fine staff, but even our own
staff did not believe -- the people I spoke with, everyone

jokes about it.

There's never a mention of accuracy by management.
It's like it doesn't exist. Close 130 cases every quarter or
you will get harassment like you won't believe. New
Brunswick? Close 160. Close 160, not 130 like in Newark. We
want a record in New Brunswick of success, so0 we have to push

productivity -- 25, 30, 35 percent error rates, double Newark,
never mentioned. I had to dig those statistics out of a
report. It's not mentioned. They don't want to recognize how

much you're giving up in accuracy. Those numbers indicate it's
a lot. 1It's not close.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Something that you said is deeply
disturbing to this Chairman and members of this Committee in
terms of harassment. As you're aware, we have many Federal and
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State laws, including whistle-blower statutes. Certainly, if
there is information that should be brought to the attention of
any authority, that should also be part of your report.

MR. ARIA: Well.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: And I realize that you're not here
specifically with that aspect, but let me tell you that the
jﬁrisdiction of this Committee does cover harassment and
various other areas. So, while we are finding out why certain
things are not happening in terms of the processing of the
complaints, or the claims that we have here, I would also like
to extend the opportunity that if there is additional
information that the Committee can look into, we'll be glad to

do so.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Certainly, at some point in
time -- Jjust to amplify what you said -- any part of a

so-called hearing 1like this would have to deal with any
possible incidents of harassment, or intimidation, or reprisal,
or whistle-blowing, so certainly I'm glad that that has been
raised because--

MR. ARIA: May I--

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I anticipate that that's the next
part of your testimony?

MR. ARIA: Well, I'm going on the direction of
Assemblyman Augustine. Since you brought the subject up, 1I
will answer it. May I take 30 or 40 seconds to read this
letter?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Surely, and I think Assemblyman
Mikulak is gearing himself to ask a question.

MR. ARIA: This is a letter to Commissioner Raymond L.
Bramucci. Subject, retaliation for whistle-blowing, Frank
Aria. This letter is dated February 2, 1993. It's from the
legal office of the Communications Workers of America, signed
by Counselor Steven P. Weissman. Counselor Weissman writes:
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"Dear Commissioner Bramucci, Please be advised that I
represent Frank Aria, a Quality Assurance Specialist employed
by the Division of Disability Determinations. Mr. Aria, an
employee with DDD since 1973, has a 1long history of
whistle-blowing activities. He has written a number of letters
to various public bodies, including the House Ways and Means
Committee, critical of DDD's operation.

"On or about December 1991, Maryann Polaski was
appointed as the Director of DDD. Previous Directors had
knowledge of Mr. Aria's whistle-blowing and First Amendment
activity, and understood that he was legally entitled to engage
in such activity free from coercion or retaliation. It seems
Ms. Polaski is of a different mind in this regard.
Specifically, in March 1992, Ms. Polaski called Mr. Aria into
her office and stated that if he continued to write letters
critical of the Division, she would 'deal with it' and that
she would not tolerate any 'challenge to (her) authority".
She also used profanity and threatened Mr. Aria with violence
'if she thought the letters were personal’.

"Following that meeting, Mr. Aria sent out several
additional letters critical of DDD operations. As a result, he
was directed to attend a second meeting on December 16, 1992.
When he arrived in the management conference room, 11 senior
level management officials were seated around a table,
including the Director and Assistant Director of the Division
and the Chief of the Quality Assurance Unit. Everyone at the
table had a copy of Mr. Aria's most recent letter. Ms. Polaski
interrogated Mr. Aria for approximately 20 minutes as to the
sources of his information, while the Regional Director
inquired as to his motives for writing the letter.

"Both the March and December 1992 meetings were
coercive and retaliatory of rights protected by the First
Amendment of the United States Constitution: Article One of
the New Jersey Constitution" -- excuse me, let me read that
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again -- "Both the March and December 1992 meetings were
coercive and retaliatory of rights protected by the First
Amendment of the United States Constitution, Article One of the
New Jersey Constitution, the whistle-blower provisions of
Title 11l:a, and the Conscientious Employee Protection Act. All
interference with Mr. Aria's right to engage in First Amendment
and whistle-blowing conduct, and all retaliation for such
conduct must cease immediately. Any further meetings held with
Mr. Aria concerning letters he writes, or statements he makes
which are critical of DDD's operation may necessitate legal
actions. Further, management has no entitlement to the sources
of Mr. Aria's information.

"Rather than attempting to silence Mr. Aria through
intimidation, Division management should be investigating the
problems brought to light by Mr. Aria and initiating corrective
action.

"Questions concerning this matter should be directed
to my attention. Very truly yours." Signed, Steven P.
Weissman, District Council.

Copy to Congressman William J. Hughes; copy to the
Commissioner of the Department of Personnél, Mr. Skip Cimino;
a copy to the Director Mel Gelade of OER; and a copy to my
Union Local.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you. As you can appreciate,
copies of the correspondence would be helpful.

MR. ARIA: I will send them, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I believe that's part of the
packet, and I believe I referred to a report earlier -- the
Hughes Report -- I think we have a transcript of the report.

However, we may not have the full report, as I understand.

MR. WILLIAMS: We have a transcript of the hearing,
but we have the report as well.

MR. ARIA: This is everything. I tried to
characterize the Department's position on things from that

transcript as much as I can because it's the single most
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comprehensive statement I've seen from the Department. The
hearing, of course, is now over a year old, but the story
hasn't changed much in terms of their reponse to criticism.
The hearing includes a 1l0-page statement made by Commissioner
Bramucci, which -- the highlights of which are-- Now, this is
both the oral and the written statement by Commissioner
Bramucci and Maryann Polaski on May 22, 1992.

"We sent in"-- This 1is, I believe, Commissioner
Bramucci speaking. "We sent in the best DOL management from
other agencies. We sent in DOL managers from training, from

unemployment insurance, from temporary disability insurance.
They had no experience with Social Security/Disability
program. This program is absolutely unique. I have worked in
the employment service. There is no disability program. There
is no other program as complex as this program. There is no
other single entitlement program that causes SO many
constituent complaints at the Federal level. Someone coming in
at the top to run this agency would have an impossible task.
They don't even understand the basics of the fundamental job of
adjudication, and today they still don't."

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I wonder if it may be possible--
Many of the documents that you have by way of testimony,
perhaps they could almost be made part of the record. I in no
way want to curtail your testimony, but if you can give us an
idea of the additional areas that you'll be covering, because I
understand that there are three additional witnesses.

MR. ARIA: Yes. I'm nearing the end.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I don't want to curtail your
discussion, but if there are some documents that you have that
we can review, that might be helpful.

MR. ARIA: I think it might be useful to go over the
management positions that sprang up as soon as the changes were
made in December '91.
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ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: OkKkay. If you could do so briefly,
we'd appreciate it.

MR. ARIA: They have the salaries, the position
titles, how many. I think you get an idea of why we have more
management than other states.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Okay. That has been made part of
the package?

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Real quickly, these management
positions -- not to interrupt you, but just for clarification
-- have these been new managers that have been brought in from
the outside, or have they come up through the ranks?

MR. ARIA: In the statement that I just referred to
about training UI, TDI, these other areas, some of these -- the
top positions went to people from outside the DDD. A few of
the people who were already there in management positions
received promotions and were a second or third 1level below.
The top positions were taken by outsiders who were on the
Commission that studied the Department in the fall of 1991.

It's my understanding-- First of all, the newspaper
account of that time tells us that the Department wouldn't even
name the people who were on the Commission. Ms. Carmon, in her
earlier testimony, referred to that Commission. She wasn't
able to get a copy of the report. The newspaper was not able
to get a copy of the people who were, in effect, running the
management -- running the Division at that time.

The Director would eventually come from that group, so
they were studying the Division, making recommendations to
decentralize it, and then coming in with their people and
taking over the structure that was built on their own

recommendations. This was the Department's study. This was
not the Federal study. The Feds came in and said, "too little
output" -- excuse me, yes -- "too little output for the input

we're giving you", basically. They gave targets to reach. The
State came in and said, "Let's 1look at the management
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structure. Let's look at the centralization versus
decentralization." There have been plans to open an office in
New Brunswick since the 1late 1980s. It was scrapped -- the
plan was scrapped in the late '80s because it was inefficient.
Camden was closed and New Brunswick was stillborn at the same
period of time.

Then this team comes in in '91. They want to
obviously change Directors because they had, at that point,
taken so much heat in the papers over our being called the
worst. They had to change at the top, so that gave them an
opportunity to do a study, recommend this huge new structure,
which results -- as I've shown you in the statistics -- of us
being top-heavy in the adminstrative area when we have half the
clerks we should have. This was a plan. It was part of a plan.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: We understand that we have half as
many clerical, but using that management perspective with
relation to the whole, meaning other states, where do we
compare in terms of upper level?

MR. ARIA: Upper level?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Just a percentage.

MR. ARIA: I cited it earlier. It's-- Okay, for
August '93 -- just the month of August -- only upper-level
management, not supervisors-- Supervisors are a separate
category. They're considered management, but we're only
concerned here with upper-level management. The national
percentage of staff out of 12,000 employees nationwide -- the

percentage of upper management administrative is 10 percent.
We're at -- at that point, August '93 -- 12.3 percent. We're
over the average. Now, those percentages are rather small, so
when you figure it -- break it down into the number of people,
though, it's a sizeable number of people. It is the only ratio

where you have -- except for this group of case consultants
used to lower the number of examiners -- it's the only area
where we are considerably outside a national -- above a

national norm.
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The administrative area is where we're above. We have
more than the national norm. In terms of-- To compare_ the
clerical, we're about half. The percentage on clericals, as I
said before, in the Fiscal Year '93: national, 25.8 percent
were clerical and New Jersey was 14.3. That's September '93
quarter. For the year, we had 26.2 percent clerical
nétionally; for the entire fiscal year, New Jersey had 13.8,
almost an exact half -- 26 versus 13. ‘

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Keeping in mind that, again, a lot
of that information was kept in the package, are there any
closing thoughts that you may leave with us?

MR. ARIA: Mr. Chairman, I would like to focus -- if I
can find this piece of paper here -- I would like to focus on
two overriding concerns -- two overriding issues. One 1is the
performance level of the agency itself. Management will tell
you it's been improving, and I am telling you that in relative
terms, we're still way down. We've got all of these resources
and we're still way down. Somebody has to be held
accountable. It's not the staff. How can the staff work with
half of the clerical support that the rest of the country has
and compete with the rest of the country?

The other thought would be decentralization. The
issue of decentralization as a management policy is a failed
policy of the past. It's being repeated here. It's dragging
down the overall performance of the agency, because you're
robbing Peter to pay Paul. This is one State; this is one
agency. There is no reason why a person at desk "A", can only
handle cases from Glassboro without a backlog, and a person
sitting servicing Camden has to have a backlog -- the people in
Camden getting far 1less of a 1level of service because the
resources are not in balance.

If there's a physician backlog in New Brunswick where
cases have to reviewed by physicians, the physicians in Newark
are instructed to do the New Brunswick cases first. Newark
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waits. You are discriminated against by your home address. If
a doctor has 100 cases over here and the doctor has 50 cases
over there, they should both be doing 75 cases. Not so under
this setup. Because of the need to create a success story, the
doctor with the 100 gets no help. Because of the need for the
success story, New Brunswick cases go first in that situation.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you, and thank you for your
testimony.

MR. ARIA: Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: You will remain available in case
some questions come up a little later, or do you have to leave
at this point?

MR. ARIA: I can stay as 1long as you 1like, Mr.
Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Fine.

Karen Johnson, Newark Claims Adjudicator Aide?

For all those in attendance, this is an extremely
difficult topic -- a complicated topic, and I appreciate the
consideration and your patience. Sometimes as we are inquiring
into one topic there are additional areas that we get into that
we were not previously aware of, and I thank you for the
testimony.

Karen Johnson?

Thank you, Mr. Aria.

According to my 1list, following Ms. Johnson we have
Lionel Leach, we have Renee Brown and Virginia Wolf. Is that
correct?

Please proceed.

K AREN J OHNS O N: Good morning, Committee members.
My name is Karen Johnson. I am a Claims Adjudicator Aide in
the Division of Disability Determinations, Department of
Labor. I began work at the Division in 1981 as a Clerk
Typist. 1In 1984, I became a Senior Clerk Typist, and in March
of 1993 I became a Claims Adjudicator Aide.
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I think there are two basic reasons why the Newark
Department office is 1in such a mess. First, we don't have
enough clerical workers. In 1990, the Division hired 90 new
adjudicators, which we really needed. The problem is that they
did not hire any clerical workers to do -- to help along with
the adjudicators in the support work. This is ridiculous.

Second, no one -- not clericals, not claims
adjudicators aides, not claims adjudicators -- are working in
their job titles. We are all doing a lot of everyone else's
jobs, and so we don't have enough time to do our own.

My title 1is <Claims Adjudicator Aide. In my 3Jjob
description, it says that I am to assist claims adjudicators in
compiling medical and nonmedical evidence. I telephone
claimants, and complete . specific forms, and obtain essential
background information. I call district offices of Social
Security, make appointments with Vocational Rehabilitation
Centers, visit homes and hospitals, and contact anyone
necessary to obtain medical and/or nonmedical evidence to help
move a case along. I don't do any of these things. Why not?

First, I am too busy punching holes, stamping mail,
and waiting around for printers to spit out forms. Second,
management has not given me or any of the other claims
adjudicator aides the medical training we need to actually
assist the adjudicators.

So while my title has changed, I really do the same
things I did as a senior clerk typist. I sort mail, punch
holes, date stamp, mail out forms, etc. I work right along
with the few clericals we do have, and we all do exactly the
same thing. Even the adjudicators get in on the hole punching,
xeroxing and data entry.

Not only do they have me doing all this out of title
work, they now have me doing accounts work too. I actually
confirm in the computer whether or not to pay doctors.
Sometimes the doctors have seen a claimant but have failed to
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send in the reports we need to process the claim. When that
happens, we are told to pay the doctors even though they have
only done part of their job.

I want to close by saying that management always tries
to get us to blame each other for the problems in our office.

You might hear management say that the clerical workers and

adjudicator aides don't work hard enough. Well, it's really
management that's causing all of the problems. We are all
frustrated and depressed. We know that we could do a better
job serving the public if the work was organized better. We

have a Director who we never see. The next in line hides in
her office all day, and some of the line supervisors have a
false sense of authority. We all truly want to do our jobs
well, but someone who has some authority has to show management
how to do a good job so we can start doing ours.

I hope that this Committee can help us get some
management that really understands the disability system so we
can get back to getting disabled people what they need.

Thank you. (applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you.

The applause is appropriate.

Lionel Leach?

Were there a couple of questions?

Very briefly, I think -- Ms. Johnson? One or two
questions? No, I was mistaken.

Lionel Leach, New Brunswick Claims Adjudicator. Good
afternoon.

LIONEL LEACH : Good afternoon. My name is Lionel
Leach, and I am a Claims Adjudicator III in the Division of
Disability Determinations of New Jersey, in the Department of
Labor. I was one of the 90 adjudicators hired in 1991, and I
am currently serving my working test period. Up until today, I
have received good ratings from my supervisors for my job
performance, and I hope my testimony today will not change all
that. I am a Shop Steward of CWA Local 1037.
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I think I bring a unique perspective to this hearing
because I have worked at both the Newark and New Brunswick
offices. Let me assure you, there 1is quite a difference
between the two.

When I worked in Newark, my caseload was very heavy.
In one week, from June 25 to July 1, I received 42 new cases in
addition to the current cases I was already carrying. While I
was on vacation, new cases continued to be assigned to me. By
the time I came back from my vacation, many of these cases were
five days old.

When I worked in Newark, I felt incredibly stressed
because if I gave something to a clerical worker to do, I could
not have it back for another week or two. Why, you may ask?
Because the clerical workers are very overworked. There are
not enough of them to go around for all of the adjudicators;
therefore, we have to wait until they have time to do it.
This, in turn, slows down our cases, but the adjudicators get
blamed because the caseloads are so long.

Another factor which slowed my cases was the lack of
doctors. We wait sometimes for a week to see them.

Newark is 1like a factory, and everyday you feel so
much pressure. One day I was working in Newark, and I had been
waiting a long time to go over a case with a doctor. Finally,
I had my chance to speak with this doctor about this particular
case. When break time occurred, which is 10:00 a.m., I was
still involved in discussing this case. At 10:20 a.m., when I
finished this case, I decided to take my break. The Regional
Manager became enraged because I was on break at 10:20 and
accused me of loafing. Instead of asking me why I was on break
at this time, he reported me to my supervisor.

What's the message I get from management? Don't go
the extra yard or mile for claimants because you'll probably
get in trouble for it anyway.
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To compare, New Brunswick is much more relaxed. There
is a cap on the number of cases each adjudicator is assigned.
When we have a shortage of doctors, we borrow doctors from
Newark. When our caseloads get backed up, most of the time
they are sent to Newark.

We don't have to deal with any of the real hard
geographic areas; they are all assigned to Newark. For
instance, one particular region that the Newark office deals
with: Irvington, Elizabeth, the two Newark areas, and Jersey
City. Of course, all of these areas are pretty economically
depressed. That means that a lot of the claimants do not have
phones. There are more AIDS cases and more homeless people.
In addition, poor pebple often cannot -- and I stress cannot --
afford to go to their own doctor. This means that they have to
go to clinical medical appointments. It is more difficult to
receive medical information from a clinic than from a private
doctor. This really slows down our cases, and there are just
more cases coming in from these areas.

Adjudicators in Newark refer to New Brunswick's office
as a country club. No wonder. When I worked in Newark, I
always had a steady stream of new cases. However, I came to
New Brunswick on September 7, and I did not receive my first
case until the week of October 10. Why, you may ask? Because
they don't 1like adjudicators to carry more than 160 cases.
They wanted me to finish up my old caseload before moving on to
new ones. This would not have happened in the Newark office.

Now, instead of waiting a week to see a doctor, I can
get four cases received -- reviewed on the same day I request
it. Instead of waiting a week for a letter to go out, it may
be mailed the same day it was submitted. The New Brunswick
office has hired Kelly Girls to do our clerical work so that
our claims adjudicator aides can really assist adjudicators.

One aspect I would like to focus on is the computer
system. When I was hired in August of 1991, one of the main
concerns of hiring the 90 adjudicators was that we were
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freshmen in college and we knew, basically, about the computer
system. My experience in computers -- I have a minor degree in
computers. I basically can say the people that are in the MIS
Department really know nothing about computers. They have no
computer experience, and they were formerly adjudicators that
were pushed up into these titles.

I would like to finish by telling you a story. When I
was still in Newark, I sent a letter to the computer to be sent
out to a claimant on August 22. Just last Wednesday, October
13, the claimant called to say that he had just received this
letter. What happened? Newark's printer spits out all kinds
letters, forms, and documents. It gets lost beneath a pile of
papers because there are not enough clerical workers to go to
the printers and sort things out. I was really embarrassed.

This level of chaos is constant at the Newark office.
The entire office 1lacks structure and organization. It 1is
incredibly demoralizing and frustrating to work in that type of
environment, because it is impossible to do a good job.

I would 1like to thank you again for giving me the
opportunity to speak, and I will be happy to answer any
questions you may have.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you for being here, Mr. Leach.

Assemblyman Augustine.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: What does a person in the MIS
Department do if they are not computer literate?

MR. LEACH: They're not. That's the point I'm trying
to make. (laughter)

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: I mean, what other -- how can
you function in an MIS Department without computer knowledge?

MR. LEACH: That's a good question that needs to be
answered by somebody from the Department. I really can't
answer that question.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: I realize that. It was kind
of a rhetorical question. But it just boggles the mind how you
can do that in the today's world and not be computer literate.
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MR. LEACH: Especially when there are qualified
computer programers in that area that cannot, let's say, get
into that area of the computer field.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Further questions?

ASSEMBLYMAN BROWN: I have a question.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Assemblyman Brown.

ASSEMBLYMAN BROWN: Who 1is the head of the Newark
office?

MR. LEACH: Well, it's structured where we have one
head, and she is the head of both offices. Her name is Maryann
Polaski.

ASSEMBLYMAN BROWN: The kinds of concerns that you
articulated today are very disturbing to me. Newark is part of
my district. I think what you're telling me is, a 1lot of
people are not receiving service because of lack of
organization in the administration. In the past, have you
taken any steps to communicate these kinds of concerns? I
would like to know when the last time that was done, and what
the responses have been?

MR. LEACH: There was an instance where the 90
adjudicators-- We have to serve a working test period when we
are first hired. They hired us basically off of the street.
Then the Civil Service exam we were told, "Don't worry about.
It's easy. You'll pass it. Don't take any heed to it. When
it comes, it comes." After finally about a year and a half, it
finally came. This 1is an open competitive exam that is
basically open to anyone with a college degree. Out of the 90
adjudicators that were hired, mainly, I would say, about 95
percent were at the bottom level of a 435 list, which was the
highest in New Jersey's history for open competitive exams.

There was a situation where in order to keep
adjudicators, they would have to let go adjudicators. She made
arrangements to have adjudicators go into the New York office.
Some people just transferred because they didn't want to get
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~into this situation. I was more or less the ringleader of the
90 adjudicators, and I addressed the situation to her. On one
particular occasion, she asked me to come into her office and I
spoke with her.

The same day, Commissioner Bramucci came to the Newark
office, and they were giving out awards to the adjudicators of
the Month and different things of that aspect. When at the end
of the ceremony they were asked if there were any closing
comments, the 90 adjudicators went to address Bramucci about
the situations and problems that were going on. As one of the
Shop Stewards raised their hand, the microphone was pulled out
of the speaker. They were structured so he could get away, but
eventually the 90 adjudicators surrounded him and asked him the
questions. (laughter) The very next day I was pulled into the
office, together with two other -- three other Shop Stewards --
and again we addressed the problems. Nothing has occurred.

The 90 adjudicators, they were hired in three
different classes, which consisted of basically three to six
months. The first class was hired in Augqust; the second class
was hired -- no, it went May, Augqust, and December. The last
class, which was hired in December, they felt when they were
put on the floor that they were being mistreated. They sent a
letter to Polaski demonstrating the different situations and
problems they were having. What she did -- she passed the
buck, so to speak, and gave it to the ones under her. They in
turn individually pulled everyone from the 30 -- the 30
adjudicators from that class and tried to use a pressure move
toward them -- asking them why did they go about doing this,
they should have come to them first. But she made it
point-blank, because she came in to see them also. But the
adjudicators -- the last class -- if they had any questions, if
they had any problems, they could see her. That type of tactic
was used.
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There have been many, many times that I have
approached her about situations. She tells me that, yes, she
will work on it. The same instance about Bramucci -- the day
he was coming, she pulled me into the office with three other
high-level managers and they had me surrounded, basically
trying to intimidate me about things that were being postered
about Bramucci: Bramucci's son being hired and there was a
waiting list, and things of that nature. This is the type of
things that go on at times. But, yes, memorandums have been
written, words have been said, and nothing more has been done.

ASSEMBLYMAN BROWN: That's all I have, Mr. Chairman.
Certainly, I'm going to take some follow-up steps myself with
what I'm hearing here, because, obviously, Newark is in my
district and it seems Jjust a 1lot of people are not being
serviced as a result of what we are hearing.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you for the question. But I
understand-- I realize it's not unusual that Commissioners or
members of the family might be employed, but the Commissioner's
son is within the Department of Labor?

MR. LEACH: What happened was-- (laughter)

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: My question is, what Division is it
that he oversees? What is his capacity?

MR. LEACH: Unemployment, I believe it was. There was
a waiting -- there is a list that consists of three years that
people are on before they can be hired. The list expired --
let's give an example -- on Monday the list expired. Tuesday
his son was hired permanently in that position, the very next
day. _

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: I understand. Thank you very much
for your testimony.

MR. LEACH: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Renee Brown, a Newark Claims
Adjudicator. Good afternoon.

RENEE B ROWN: Good afternoon.
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ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: And again, thank you for your
patience.

MS. BROWN: Sure, I looked forward to being here.

My name is Renee Brown. I am a Claims Adjudicator
III, and what a Claims Adjudicator 1III does 1is handle the
initial «claims that come first from the Social Security
office. So we handle the claims right from the Social Security
office. It is the client's very first level of working with
the Division, and I work at the Department of Labor. I am also
a Shop Steward for CWA [Local 1037, and we represent
approximately 400 workers at the Disability Office. I want to
thank the members of this Committee for the opportunity to
speak about the problems of the disabled people in the State of
New Jersey that I try to serve.

I was hired by the Division in July of 1980. I worked
for eight years in the Newark office from 1980 to 1988, then I
took a 1leave of absence to work full-time as a Union
‘Representative for CWA Local 1037. I returned to my job at
Disability in January of this year.

When I left, Commissioner Serraino was the
Commissioner, and when I returned, Commissioner Bramucci was
the Commissioner, and I think this is significant because when
I returned from Union leave this January, I found an entirely
different office than the one I left in 1988.

The job of Claims Adjudicator, I would 1like you to
know, has always been difficult and challenging. I 1liked 1it.
I happen to 1like that type of work. I 1like working with
people, and I found it very rewarding. However, when I
returned to the Division, the work became nearly impossible to
do. It was very difficult to process a claim efficiently. It
took 1longer and the day was very tedious. And, as I have
indicated, it was an entirely different place. Instead of
spending a few minutes, as in 1988, maybe paying a consultant
for a visit or an examination he did with one of our doctors, I

66



was now taking hours -- partially half the day -- working on
the computer, doing inputting, paying vendors, paying some of
the clients' doctors for the reports that they had submitted.
I want you to know that we only work a seven-hour day, so when
three and a half hours are spent on the computer, I would like
you to know that services to the citizens and to the disabled
are just not getting done.

In preparation to come here, I took a few examples
over the last couple of weeks of my work that I would like to
share with you. Because of the Privacy Act, I cannot give you
names of these clients. But I want you to know that these
situations were very disturbing to me, and although I had
bumped them up through my chain of command, literally nothing
has been done about them.

In one 1instance, I purchased a consultation for a
gentleman who was poor and blind. He happens to live in East
Orange, New Jersey. He kept that appointment on July 21,
1993. I received the consultation report on October 12, 1993.
In another instance in Bergen County, I was working with a
disabled child who was HIV positive. She also needed a
pediatric exam. That examination was scheduled for August 3,
1993. We have yet to receive that report.

On October 4 of this year, I had a client who was on
allowance by the Federal Standards For Disability. I walked
that agency for a day and a half trying to find a doctor in my
region and throughout the other regions who would sign off on
that case. In order for a case to move, a physician and a
claims adjudicator 1like myself has to sign that case. There
were no physicians in my region, and there were no physicians
in the other two regions that were available to me that would
sign that case because they had a 1long 1list of other
adjudicators with cases that they were going to see.
Subsequently, this gentleman's claim did not get signed off and
moved through the agency until the following late afternoon.
These are some of the things that I have to put up with.
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Additionally, it was mentioned by Ms. Carmon already,
you should know that on last Friday our entire computer system
went down. Now, the ramifications of that for the citizens are
that 1literally no work went on. But more importantly and
probably significantly, 1is that in preparation for overtime
next Saturday, all the new cases that had come in on Thursday
and Friday had been saved for Friday and Saturday overtime.
These cases were not done. On Monday, oﬁr computer system did
not come up until the afternoon. So we were already working --
and this is a recent example -- in a backlog of clients who
have applied for disability benefits, but didn't have their
cases 1initially developed until probably sometime today, if
then.

These are the kinds of situations that we have to work
with. It is extremely frustrating and difficult to work under
these circumstances and, as another one of my colleagues had
mentioned, clients are calling us. They have our phone
number ; it's on all the correspondence. It gets very
difficult to explain to someone whose relative is dying, or who
is dying themself that you've got their case sitting in a
basket trying to find a doctor for two days.

Now, I'm not alone in these feelings. (applause) I'm
a Shop Steward, and I also have to filter through several
complaints that come from my coworkers. What we decided to do
was, we decided to poll our coworkers because everybody was
very enthusiastic about us coming here today. We look at this
Committee as being a Committee that will be able to change the
organizational structure, and to be able to help us get the
work done that the citizens of New Jersey deserve.

So, when we polled our members, we wanted everyone to
have an opportunity to have an opinion. The results of our
poll are as follows, and I think that they're very revealing:

Of the claims adjudicators like myself that responded,
75 percent indicated that they were doing work other than
claims adjudication, out of title work. They consistently
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named clerical duties such as punching holes into the
information that comes in, date stamping incoming mail, and
data entry as duties that they perform. How much time they are
spending on these clerical duties has averaged three to four
hours per day, and as I indicated, we only work a seven-hour
day.

I want you to also understand that we are in the
Professional Bargaining Unit, and what that means is that on
the average we make $40,000 a year. So what you're talking
about is people who make $40,000 a year, instead of being able
to make decisions and move through claims through the Social
Security Act at the Division of Disability Determinations,
they're doing word processing; they're doing inputting; and
they're punching holes in records.

Of those claims adjudicators who have been around
since 1985 like myself, 80 percent of us have indicated that
the office is less efficient than what it was in 1985. We also
asked claims adjudicators whether or not they could process
their cases in a timely manner if they worked 12 hours a day.
Two-thirds said no. Now, the reason why we feel that this is
significant is because this demonstrates the severity of the
problem. Since management's response to our backlog into our
problems has been overtime, it is a problem when the people who
do the work indicate that even if they had a 12-hour workday,
they still couldn't get the work done in an efficient manner.
It also shows that overtime really does not accomplish the
efficiency that management says it does, as well as during this
overtime period, we're also doing -- guess what -- data
processing, stamping mail, and punching holes, which is not our
mandate.

When asked whether or not they had been asked to
sacrifice accuracy for production, two-thirds of <claims
adjudicators indicated yes. And you've heard very eloquently
from Mr. Aria and Ms. Carmon that we're told to push cases out,
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especially when it becomes close to a quarter. Now, some cases
are allowances or denials on the basis of how much in-depth you
look at a case, whether or not you reread the information, or
whether or not you wait for additional information. When
you're just pushing it out, trust me, you're not doing an
accurate job.

The answer to the question of, "How would you rate
management's ability to intervene in and solve problems"?, The
majority gave management the lowest possible rating of one.

Let me also make a side comment here. I heard you ask
my colleague, Mr. Leach, about the responses from this Division
Director:

In May of this year, I asked for a meeting with this
Division Director regarding a policy change that was going to
significantly change a 1lot of things going on in the office,
and it was quite controversial. I asked for that meeting on a
Thursday. I received absolutely no contact from that Division
Director's office until Monday, when her executive secretary
called me and asked if I would meet with her two subordinates.
I indicated that because the policy was set by the Division
Director, I and my colleagues who were Shop Stewards would like
to meet with the Division Director. We got no further response
until 4:15 that afternoon. The Division Director called me and
wanted to reprimand me -- not to discuss the policy change, not
to set up a meeting, but to solely say how dare Union
representatives ask to meet with her and not her subordinates.
That's the kind of communication we have going on at DDD.

To continue, there are some interesting differences
between the Newark and New Brunswick offices, many of which you
already heard. The most noteworthy is the area of clerical
support. The clerical support in New Brunswick is twice the
amount of clerical support in Newark -- at 1least twice --
mostly because they also have Kelly Girls. They are using
temporary workers in that office, and certainly we have
permanent classified workers in Newark.
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The most glaring difference between the two offices is
morale. When workers were asked to indicate what their morale
was, one being the lowest rating, was the majority given by the
respondents. The New Brunswick workers, however, indicated
that their morale was mostly in the five to six range. This
improvement over Newark's morale is not difficult to figure out
if we consider the availability and accessibility of the
physicians, added clerical assistance, a cap on caseload size,
and relatively economically privileged regions of New
Brunswick.

Frankly, I have to tell you, members, that we have had
it. My job has become much more difficult. I was absolutely
astonished to find out the kind of work environment that I was
asked to adjudicate disability claims 1in. We're tired. I'm
tired as a Shop Steward. I'm dealing with mental health issues
with my colleagues. People get frustrated. They are not doing
their best work because they're working under a 1lot of that
pressure. I also have to handle some of that. There is no
need with this management's closed-door policy to try to buck
those kinds of things up to management, because they just
ignore you.

It's obvious from the testimony that you've heard that
there does need to be some changes at DDD. I very much-- 1In
preparing for this meeting today and in talking to my
colleagues, I didn't want it to be a situation where I was just
griping the entire amount of time that I had to speak. We did
want to provide some concrete suggestions, and they are as
follows:

We would 1like immediately to hire more clerical
workers. The ratio of clerical workers to claims adjudicators
should be no more than 4 to 1, as was suggested in some
previous reports.
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The claims adjudicator aides, like Ms. Johnson, need
to be trained so we can utilize them the way their job
specifications indicates they are to be utilized, and this is
to assist the claims adjudicator.

There needs to be an elimination of top-heavy
management. Quite frankly, we can hire a whole bunch of
clericals and adjudicators for the salaries that are going on
on our fourth floor, and I have to tell you that those people
there are not doing claims adjudication. They are not serving
the public. They are not processing claims.

We need to have the doctors who do our consultations
-- there needs to be some kind of oversight committee, or their
responsibilities need to be monitored. They take up a lot of
our time. It is ridiculous to continue to ask the citizens of
the State of New Jersey, when they go to a consultation that we
set up and we pay for, that they now have to wait six months
for that report to come through. That's outrageous.

We also feel that there should be equal distribution
of the resources in all regions. If you haven't heard already,
there is a lot of competition that goes on in the regions. As
I have indicated by my examples, in my region very often there
are no physicians. That means that there is literally no one
for me to review with. If it wasn't for tenacity and real
aggression, the cases would sit there until some physician
appeared. That, again, is outrageous.

Management must find a way to improve morale,
communication, and reduce stress. You have workers like myself
and my colleagues that have spoken before you who are under a
lot of stress; who feel 1like they're not going to ever be
promoted; who feel 1like they're going to be fired at any
minute if they don't just move those cases along. Those are
the very same workers that are working on the cases for your
constituents. I'm sure you know the impact of that.
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It is my hope that this Committee will finally force
the Division to change. We have talked often and 1loudly in
meetings and in demonstrations, yet things have not improved.
I am asking you Committee members to help us change DDD so that
we all can do a better job, and that we don't have to continue
to look at the statistics to show that we are the worst in the
nation.

Thank you very much. (applause)

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you.

I don't know if this question would be posed to you or
to the next speaker, but to give us a better idea in terms of
those upper-management people that you had referred to, do we
have an idea of the number and also the salary ranges?

MS. BROWN: That can be provided to you, I'm sure.
Yes, I can say that in 1leaving in 1988 and coming back, it
seems to me to be at least triple the number of people I left
with in '88.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Triple the number of people at the
upper level?

MS. BROWN: At least, yes.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman, real quickly,
because I know that time is of the essence here. Ms. Brown
mentioned what they were not doing on the fourth floor.

Maybe you could tell me what they are doing?

MS. BROWN: Well, that's very interesting that you
asked that, because last week I went upstairs when I was--
Actually I had gone ballistic because I had a client who was to
be approved, and I had no physician. I had asked my supervisor
to help me. She had bumped it along and nothing was going on.
I found people reading the newspaper, so I really don't know
what they're doing up there. It's supposed to be Policy and
Planning, but the fact of the matter is, we're down there in
the trenches trying to move these <cases along for the
citizens. I really don't know what they do.
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ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Apparently they're up on
current events anyway. (laughter)

MS. BROWN: Yes, sure.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Just briefly, have you pursued
unfair labor practices?

MS. BROWN: We've pursued grievances and, as a Shop

Steward, I have to tell you that -- and it should be no
surprise from the testimony that has come forward -- this is
not a worker-friendly environment by . any means. Even

grievances about health and safety, where people can't breath
because there is poor air quality -- our grievances are ignored
and get bumped to the Department, who sends us bizarre letters
and doesn't process our drievances. I mean, we're in the
process of going to Departments 1like the Department of
Community Affairs and the Department of Health, and bringing
forward violations because our Department doesn't even deal
with simple grievances.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: That might be another area that the
Committee would want to 1look into in terms of the type of
complaints that have been filed, the status of those
complaints, and what's being done about it.

MS. BROWN: Sure.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: It's a legitimate area for us to
pursue.

MS. BROWN: I would be happy to provide you with any
information, sir. Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you. Thank you for your
testimony. It was most helpful.

Virginia Wolf.

VIRGINTIA A. WOULF : Good morning. I thank you
very much for the opportunity to come here and speak with you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: We started out in the morning.
(laughter)
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MS. WOLF: Yes. That's okay. Fine with me. I've
never had the opportunity to conduct a postmortem on the
closing of the Camden DDD office, so I will wait as long as it
takes to do that. I am the Executive Vice President of CWA
Local 1038, which 1is the southern New Jersey Local. We
represent people from Burlington County down to Cape May.

In 1987, the DDD regional office in Camden was
summarily closed. I say summarily because all our
protestations, rallies, lobbying, speaking with the Department,
writing to people were to no avail. Probably the worst part of
the closing was that the reason given to us was that it was an
inefficient office. The onus for the closing was put on the
worker, not any other reason was given to us.

As a result of that closing, 127 people were either
lost to the Department of Labor or were bumped into some other
facility. 1In fact, for about a year after the closing of that
office, there was a mild case of confusion and panic in the
Burlington Unemployment Office because the claims adjudicators
were in the same series as claims examiners in unemployment
offices, and they bumped claims examiners from the UI Office to
take a job.

The difference between a claims examiner in an
unemployment office and the work they do, as compared to a
claims adjudicator in a DDD office, is night and day. 1It's a
simplification, but there is no other way I can put it. 1It's
an entirely different operation, so that the folks that came
into the UI office as claims adjudicators had to be retrained
as claims examiners. Those people that were claims examiners
were bumped into other offices, mostly up into Trenton into the
Central Office. Another consequence of that closing was that
the City of Camden, which can ill afford to lose any jobs, lost
127 jobs.

A third consequence is that -- and it's still going on
-- is that the people in South Jersey-- Let me just correct a
misconception that obviously is operating in Trenton, and I am
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originally a North Jersey native, so I can see both sides of
this. New Brunswick is not South Jersey, folks. It is not
South Jersey. South Jersey starts somewhere below Bordentown
and goes down to Cape May, so that saying that you're going to
service people from Cape May, Burlington, Salem, Gloucester,
Cumberland Counties with an office in New Brunswick, or an
office in Newark is ludicrous. 1It's not going to happen. The
people that live in South Jersey do not get what little modicum
of service the other people get. We've lost that connection
with the Camden office that we had. Imagine yourself as an
elderly, needy SSI recipient who doesn't have a telephone

trying to call New Brunswick or Newark. How do you do that?
How do you do that?
I have to disagree respectfully with Mr. Aria. I

believe that decentralization is essential in this operation,
and saying that you're going to decentralize by putting an
office 20 miles away from Newark in New Brunswick is not
decentralization. That's politics. What we need in this State
-- in the southern part of the State-- We're always the
stepchildren, twas ever thus. We just don't have the numbers,
but we need another office in Camden.

When the New Brunswick was opened -- it was planned to
be opened -- I went to the Department of Labor and asked them
why they were putting it in New Brunswick and not back in
Camden, where it should actually be. I could give you a list
of the excuses, but I can't remember them all, and that's the
truth. I was told that there was a lack of space in Camden.
Well, now we know on the face of it that that's not true. I
was told it would be more efficient in New Brunswick than it
was in Camden, and the list goes on and on and on. I think
breaking up the offices into north, central, and southern areas

would be more efficient. I think the workers in the Newark
office-- And believe me, I've been in that Newark office, it
is a zoo. That's the only way you can describe it. It's a
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terrible way to work. The work isn't getting done. The public
isn't being served. We desperately need a contact office in
the southern Jersey area, whether it's in Camden, which would
be the 1ideal, but we desperately need one in the southern
area.

The Department of Labor is arrogant, overbearing,
uncaring, and unfeeling. There is no other way to describe
what they do. The fact that they ignored this Committee today,
as a citizen, I'm outraged. I am outraged that they did that.
How dare they do that? And on top of 1ignoring you, our
representatives -- they are ignoring a segment of the State of
New Jersey that desperately needs services. '

Anything you can do-- I have a file on the closing of
the Camden office. Anything you need from it, anything I can
do to help you, I would be more than happy to do so. I welcome
the opportunity to do so. I congratulate you on what you are
doing here today, and I desperately hope that you can help us
in South Jersey.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Ms. Wolf, thank you.

Let me say that as the Chairman and member of the
Committee, this is a very hardworking Committee. The members
are extremely dedicated, and we have acted as a group in order
to pass a number of initiatives. Some of the difficulties that
we run into sometimes are that we pass the legislation, pass it
onto the Department, and then we find that the Department is
not implementing the legislation. I can assure you of the fact
that we will be monitoring this, and I would direct OLS to
prepare a transcript of this testimony at the earliest possible
time so that all the members will have copies. They will be
made available so that we can continue to monitor the situation.

MS. WOLF: Do you, in fact, have subpoena powers that
you can subpoena Mr. Bramucci?

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: What we must first do-- There is a
process to follow in terms of gathering the information. What
I have learned here this morning 1is shocking. It is
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unconscionable, and as a result of what we have learned, what I
will do is to make a formal request for the Commissioner to
come back here and to give us some answers. If the
Commissioner does not do so, and we do not receive the
information that I feel 1is appropriate, I will make that
request of the Speaker.

MS. WOLF: Thank you so much. I really-- This is the
first opportunity we've ever had to talk about what happened in
the Camden office.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Let me also ask you -- and
sometimes we assume too many things -- but in terms of the
location of the offices and in terms of ©processing of
applications, I would assume that the Office has the ability to
install TDD devices so that applications can be processed
without someone physically being present who has a hearing
impairment?

MS. WOLF: Yes, absolutely.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you very much.

MS. WOLF: Thank you so much for this opportunity.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Is there anyone else that 1is
scheduled to speak before this Committee? (no response)

Again, I want to thank everyone. Particularly the
Union members, the officials of CWA, all of the individuals who
are here, the employees.

It is extremely important to be able to bring this
information to the attention of government because, as I said
before, there are a number of initiatives that we have worked
on, and sometimes as legislators -- without your input, we are
not in a position to be able to monitor what is happening.

We are extremely distressed not only at the fact that
there is not a representative from the Department of Labor --
many excuses might be offered, but as I indicated at the
outset, in the past we've always had a representative here.
I'm sure they have a couple of people over there that they
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could have spared this morning or this afternoon. I must only
take it that perhaps they were not prepared, and did not want
to be here. In any event, we are going to pursue why that
happened. We did have a formal notification that was sent out,
and we placed a phone call. It's not as though they had to
travel that far, so you can appreciate the concern that we

have.

But I will assure you that this Committee is here to
stay. The members that are here are very dedicated, and it
took us a long time to do some other things. Just 1like 1in

"Poltergeist”, we're coming back.

ASSEMBLYMAN MIKULAK: Mr. Chairman, I want to thank
you for holding this hearing. I think the hearing today
actually raised more questions than it answered. We've heard
some shocking testimony, and we've heard a sordid story. This
is a classic example of bureaucratic incompetence,
mismanagement, and political manipulation. I truly hope that
this Committee gets to the bottom of this mess and we get these
questions answered.

I'm bitterly disappointed that the Department of Labor
has abdicated its responsibility into this matter and chose to
avoid this hearing today. After hearing some of the testimony,
I now understand why they ducked this hearing.

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you, Assemblyman Mikulak

Any other comments from the Committee?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN HAINES: I would just 1like to say I'm
glad that this meeting was called, and I just want to thank
each and every one of you for coming. Too many times State
workers, as I hear as a legislator -- people are saying that
they don't want to work, that they're lazy. That is not the
case with the individuals that showed up today. You showed the
dedication of the many State workers that are out there.
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In every phase of employment, you are always going to
have a certain amount of workers that do not want to do the
job, but what you have proven to us and shown is what we have
been saying all along to many of the people out there. There
are many State workers out there that are concerned with
getting the job done. You did not come here to complain about
that you wanted more salaries, or more days, or more benefits,
or anything like that. You came to us tb let us know what is
going on in your particular division in the Department of
Labor; to let us know that they are not 1listening, that they
are not concerned with getting the job done; to help the
individuals in the State of New Jersey that need your help.

You came to us to 1let us know what is-- I do
appreciate you taking the time. I'm sure you had to take the
time off through vacation or personal days, and I do appreciate
it. Thank you for giving us the testimony you gave us today,
because it was quite enlightening and it just proves that there

are a lot of problems that are going on -- not to make it
political, but -~ in the administration that need to be
addressed.

I just want to thank you all.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Assemblyman Brown.

ASSEMBLYMAN BROWN: Mr. Chairman, I would 1like to
thank you and the members of the Committee for making this
forum available to these workers from the State. Obviously,
the client group that they service is one of the most critical
and needy in our society. I would hate to think that in
servicing those that need it the most, that in some ways the
people providing the service have one hand tied behind their
back. I'm certainly disturbed by what I've heard here today.
I really wish I had had an opportunity to hear the other side,
frankly, so I could come to a little bit more firm conclusions
about it.
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What I do say, Mr. Chairman, is, given this
opportunity and obviously the concern that has been exhibited
here by these workers, I'm certainly going to follow it wup
beyond this meeting to try to find out what that other side is,
and try to sift both sides so we can come to some resolution,
because obviously the disabled need the best form of service
that they can get from government. If there is something that
we can do to improve some of the situations that we've heard
here today, I am certainly willing to try to do that. I would
hope that at some point, Mr. Chairman, we can get from the
other side some responses to some of these very critical and
significant things that have been put on this record today. -1I
would certainly like to hear that.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you, Assemblyman.

You can appreciate that whenever we have tried to put
together our legislation, we have worked as a team with this
Committee. In some cases, when we send information over to the
Department of Labor, we get it back in bits and pieces. It is
only when we have these oversight Committee hearings do we find
out that perhaps something that we implemented or legislated is
not being implemented. There are always different reasons why
we cannot have certain things happening at a certain pace, but
what I've heard this morning and this afternoon covers a period
of two or three years. It seems to me that not only did we
have Commission meetings, not only did we have Federal reports,
but what has been done is to knowingly set up a showcase for
one facility in order to alter the statistics. I think that is
regrettable.

I think the mere fact that we don't have a
representative here from the Department of Labor, when they've
always wanted to be here to quote a success story, is an
indication that they were embarrassed to be here. I am
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troubled by the fact that even if there were questions that
could not be resolved this morning or this afternoon, they had
a statutory obligation to be here. I am going to take it up
with the Speaker.

I thank you for your comments.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: Mr. Chairman.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Yes, Assemblyman.

ASSEMBLYMAN AUGUSTINE: I just want to echo comments
of my colleagues, but also in that process to express my
appreciation for all of you taking the time to come down here.
To have the courage to come down here and say what you said is
certainly very commendable. I would Jjust ask you to
remember-- Those of you who remember the movie, "Network",
when you saw the gentleman open up the window and say he was
angry, he wasn't going to take it anymore, well, I don't blame
you for not wanting to take it anymore. We certainly aren't
going to take it any more, so maybe you can feel some degree of
satisfaction that we've heard you; that we're going to try to
be responsive to you; and-- We already have several subpoena
actions already going on now, so for those of you who go back
and tell the people on the fourth floor who are reading the
newspaper, they know we have subpoena actions in this
Legislature going on now. (applause)

Thank you.

ASSEMBLYMAN ROMA: Thank you, Assemblyman.

Anyone further? (no response)

Again, I want to thank each and every one of you for
taking the time to be here. Your testimony has been extremely
important. We've opened up additional areas that we were not
even aware of in terms of the insensitivities, whistle-blowing
practices, other areas that perhaps may serve as hearings for
additional days. But we will need your support and help in
terms of the documentation that you have available, in terms of
memoranda or other types of documentation that could auément
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our records. As you can appreciate from this morning and this
afternoon, the difficulty of putting all of the pieces of the
puzzle together so that we can put a spotlight on this problem
is extremely evident by the fact that additional information is
required.

With your help, we will be able to do that, and we
will put together the information that we have. A transcript
will be prepared. You can obtain a copy from one of our
offices. We will make that available to you.

Again, I emphasize that those rights that are your
legal, statutory rights -- whether it be whistle-blowing, or
any of the remedies that are available -- no one should put you
in a position to keep you from 1lawfully exercising those
rights. You have your First Amendment freedoms; you have your
rights of redress. From the standpoint of anyone that 1is
prohibiting you from doing so, that will possibly be the
subject of another hearing.

Thank you, once again, forlbeing here.

(HEARING CONCLUDED)
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Good Morning. My name is Carolyn -Carmon. I am a Claims

Adjudicator II Specialist with the New Jersey Division of
Disability Determinations, Department of Labor. I have worked in
the Division for the last 18 years. I am a 30 year employee of

this Department. In addition, I am a Shop Steward for CWA Local

1037.

I would like to thank the members of this committee for

providing me with an opportunity to address some of the problems

in our Division. Let me say that I sincereély hopée that this time

it may mean something that I testified. I testified a year and a

half ago about the horrible state of affairs at DDD in front of the ..

Hughes Commission. To my great disappointment, things have
actually gotten worse since that time. I also participated on a
committee to evaluate and come up with suggestions to improve our
Division. I was very anxious to help to improve this agency's
ability to serve the public. Unfortunately, the committee was
disbanded and I have never even seen a copy of the report. But I
can with all honesty say that conditions for workers and claimants

have continued to deteriorate.

It really bothers me that the claimants who apply to our

Division for services get such horrible treatment. As someone who
hears very depressing stories daily from people who drastically
need the help of our office it is heartbreaking to know that

individuals who are in dire need and in fact deserve our services
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are waiting for a full year to receive benefits. I can tell you

that this is true, and I am furious about it. All I can say is

that management has set up a situation where we cannot give people
what is coming to them. This is the real reason for the incredible

demoralization at DDD.

When I first came to DDD in the mid-seventies, I felt a clear
sense of purpose as I performed my job. I went home every night
with the satisfaction of knowing that I-had-assisted disabled New—
Jersey citizens in getting the benefits they truly deserve. . This

was possible because of a number of factors. N

At that time all workers had clearly defined job

responsibilities which pretty much conformed to their Job

description. Claims Adjudicators did the professional work of
seeing disability claims through from start to finish with the

assistance of efficient support staff.

When we had documents to be typed, mail to be opened, and
other clerical functions to be performed, the clerical workers did
that work. We had 3 clerical workers for every 8- 10 Adjudicators.
The clerical workers also did some follow up. They would pull
cases and send out additional forms as needed. They would call
doctor's offices, hospitals and other institutions to find out .. .
whether they received the form and when we might expect to have it

returned to us.
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our Adjudicator Aides had medical training. This made it

possible for the Aides to really assist on cases. They made

follow-up calls to doctors and hospitals and could converse with
medical professionals in the-language they are accustomed to using.
- They also could follow up with psychiatrists, cardiologists---you
name it. After making calls, they would simply write up the
results. This kept Claims Adjudicators from being on the phone all
the time. Their medical training enabled them to trﬁly be part of
the team in moving a case through to closure. In addition to all
of this support, we had many more doctors. It was much easier to
find a doctor or a psychiatrist to consult-with to get a claimant

approved.

Now, in 1993, I am totally demoralized about ébming to work.
Everyone I talk to describes how they go home angry at not being
able to do a decent job, frustrated that they can't help the
disabled, and many are confused about what their actual job
responsibilities are. I am not just talking about myself here.
As a Shop Steward I have the opportunity to talk with workers who
fall into many job titles. From Supervisors and Adjudicators to
doctors and clerical workers the morale at DDD is through the

basement. Stress related illnesses abound. e

This is clearly a change from how DDD employees used to feel.

So what has changed?
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There are no clerical workers. Almost_;ii Bf our clerical

workers have become Adjudicator Aides. This is fine, we need

Adjudicator Aides. But they never replaced the clerical group.
In 1991, we hired 90 new Claims Adjudicators, but NO new clerical

workers to support them.

The Adjudicator Aides have not had any medical training.

Because of this, they cannot assist the Adjudicators in any follow-

up with doctors, hospitals, or specialists. There are many

responsibilities which Adjudicator Aides used to- perform which

medically untrained aides cannot do.™ T T T — —

No one has__ _clearly defined job responsibilities. Claims

Adjudicators, Clerical Workers and Cldims_idjudicator Aides‘ALL )
open mail, punch holes, enter data, xerox, get MERS off printers,
pull files, confirm appointments....and so on. Imagine the
insanity of paying someone $40,000 a year to punch holes! Not only
is this way of doing business highly inefficient, it is
demoralizing and leaves all workers with the feeling that no matter

how hard they try they can't get the job done.

As one of my coworkers will testify, Adjudicator Aides do
Clé;ical work identical to Clerk Typist work, and Adjudicators—do———
Clerical and Aide work. It is as if management took a whole pile
of papers, threw them up in the air and yelled "GO!" to the

workforce. Everyone is supposed to do whatever they can to clean
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up the mess, but no one takes responsibility for deciding how to

go about it. Not only are Adjudicators doing Clerical work and

Adjudicator Aide work, we are also Accountants and Vocational

Specialists. We authorize payments to doctors--work clearly done

by accounting professionals in the past.

We have fewer doctors and psychiatrists today than we used to

have, but many more cases. Even though we have much more work to

do and serve a much more economically depressed area, management

“~ 7 'will take doctors away from our office and reassigns them to New

" TBrunswick so that they can make it look like regionalization is
working. Then we get stuck and have to wait around for a week to
_________.see_asdgctor to close our cases because they have been reassigned

to the New Brunsw1ck office.

But the most foolish use of resources is in the cancerous
growth of upper level management. Since becoming Director,
Maryanne Polaski has created lots and lots of jobs for her friends.
We used to have 2 Assistant Director titles, one for Claims and one
for Policy. Now we have 2 for Claims and one for Policy. That
position alone costs this department approximately $63,000 per
year. When Polaski came to DDD, she brought with her Sue Lieto.
She seemnms to‘have*created-a—pos1tzon for her. None of us know what

she does, but that position, some kind of an Executive Assistant

position pulls down around 60 grand also.
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Those of us who actually do the work think we have close to

11 high paid management people where we used to have 3 or 4. I

wonder if Ms. Polaski realizes that for every $60,000 per--year -
employee, you can hire 3 Clerical Workers or 1 1/2 Adjudicatorss——
This is clearly a more efficient use of resources.
|
So, what we have here is a big problem. We have practically

no clerical support, Adjudicator Aides who aren't allowed to do

their jobs, overworked Adjudicators, and a growth in management.

In addition, we have absentee management. Most of the workers -~ -

in the Newark DDD office do not even know what Maryann Polaski

____ _looks like. She rarely shows her face in Newark and my coworkers

think she is afraid to come onto the floor to see what we do. Sﬁéﬁ

has even refused to meet with our Shop Stewards.

Committee Members, all of the above is bad. I wish I could
say that the reason it is so bad is that the department did not
know how bad things are. Unfortunately I and my coworkers have

said it all before.

Before the Hughes committee in 1992, I said:

" wour work environment is characterized by stress and crisis.

For the greater part of the last year we have been working

over-time in the morning in the evening and on Saturdays. Many of
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our caseloads are unconscionably high and the sheer stress of
———-working-with-hundreds of seriously disabled men, women and children

" is in and of itself overwhelming at times."

"They (management) effectively put us in a situation whereby
we are forced to work on the "easiest" cases first and relegate the
most difficult cases to the bottom of the pile in the face of the
pervasive pressure to reduce processing time and push cases out the

door. This is not doing our clients any favors."

"10 years ago there were about 3 clerks of varying levels for

every 8 to 10 adjudicators. Clerks open the mail associated with

cases, track development and other correspondence and perform other
day-to-day tasks. Today there is, on average, 1 clerk for every

—————10—adjudicators.-——In-practice this means. that 1 clerk may be

responsible for 200 to 3,000 cases."

"Despite this severe Clerical shortage the Division did not
hire one new clerk to support the 90 new Adjudicators. The
Division has informed us that they have no plans to hire additional
clerks as they believe the new computer system will eliminate many
clerical tasks."

And I Quoted from Sanford Browde's 1987 Report:

"Morale among the Agency Staff is not 3just 1low, it's

terrible." wMorale does not improve by wishing it would or

simply saying things take time to change. At DDD the only way
morale will improve and thus production is through concrete,

systemic changes to assist the adjudication process."

"DDD should direct its limited resources to providing the
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disabled citizens in a fair and efficient manner.

adjudicative staff the necessary technical and support resources
required to speed the process along Clerical Workers should be_
hired immediately so that we can avoid correspéndence sitting in™
printers for weeks simply because there's no one around to retrieve
it."'

Nothing has changed. All of the things which I stated here
are still the same. I really hope that this committee finally can

put some changes into place that will allow us to perform this

extremely important job of providing services to New J;fsey's
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TESTIMONY OF FRANK ARIA BEFORE THE NEW JERSEY GENERAL ASSEMBLY,
- COMMITPEE-ON-LABOR, OCTOBER 19, 1993:

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, thank you for
this opportunity to express my views. My name is Frank Aria,
and I appear before you as a private citizen.

The Department of Labor contends that its Division of
Disability Determinations has achieved a record of substantial
- ————improvement—since 1991, when massive federal assistance was
needed from special contingency funds. In particular, the '
Department emphasizes the apparent success of a DDD branch
office openedim New Brunswick last December. Let us examine

these assertions more carefully.

**Bearing—%n—m%ﬂé—%hat~the*thxee~signs.ni success in the
disability program are high productivity levels, speedy claims

processing times and high accuracy rates, recent federal
reports reveal the following levels of performance for New
Jersey:
(1) As of August 1993, New Jersey ranked 44th among the
50 states in yearly production per employee-- last
among the more populous, more industrialized states.
(2) As of August, New Jersey continued to have one of the
worst records in the nation for numbers of delayed
cases pending. Nationally, 27.6% of the pending
inventory was in the "delayed" category versus 42.0%
for New Jersey. o a

(3) For fiscal year- 1993~40ctobez_19&2~thtough August

1993) New Jersey ranks dead last in the accuracy of
its decisions based on federal sample reviews.

What accounts for this signal failure to convert millions
of dollars worth of large, phased staff increases and hundreds
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of elaborate IBM workstations into at least an average level of
performance for the citizens of this state? How credible is the

Department's story about receiving too many cases to handle?
Not very credible at all. The average caseload per examiner in
New Jersey is right in line with the national average, and has
been all year. In my view, this failure to capitalize on this
state's share of the 1991 federal contingency funding can be
traced to the administration's singular focus on making a

showpiece out of the New Brunswick branch office. Throughout tha;i'
process, the performance of the Division's much larger operatién
in Newark has been allowed to decline. This has been a clear case

of robbing Peter to pay Paul.

To illustrate the point, consider the workload assigned to

the New Brunswick branch. The locatlions of the federal intake

centers linked to New Brunswick are, as a group, under-
representative of the state's larger urban population centers.
This is important to note for two reasons: first, proportionately
fewer cases are sent overall to New Brunswick compared to Newark;
secondly, relatively fewer of the New Brunswick claims involve
SSI, the more time-consuming par£ of the workload. This is the
demographic key to understanding how management has stacked the
deck to create a favorable statistical profile for New Brunswick
over Newark, put into effect from the day the branch opened on
December 14, 1992. From that day to this, caseload sizes in New
Brunswvick,-on average, have not approached those of Newark. With
respect to workload distribution, the playing field has always-
been tilted. ' - -

The other key to understanding the true nature of the
productivity "success" of New Brunswick is the level of accuracy
management accepts for claims decisions made there. The results

of internal quality assurance reviews, over time, confirm markedly
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higher error rates in New Brunswick than in Newark. Management's
toleration of lower accuracy rates in New Brunswick has quietly
facilitated the boosting of that branch's output necessary for
the creation of the success story now being told.

To summarize, with respect to speedy processing of claims,
it is fair to conclude that the disability program in this state,
as presently administered, is following an unwritten policy of
discrimination against many people who live in urban centers,
especially those filing SSI claims, by diverting a pértion'of
their fair share of the Division's resources to the New Brunswick

_showpiece office. Conversely, many claimants from the New

Brunswick region would likely receive more accurate decisions
if they received service from Newark.

-~ any questions you may have.

To conclude, the regionalization and decentralization
policies of the Division of Disability Determinations have
exacted a heavy price in terms of overall agency performance.
The administration proposes more of the same, rationalizing the
proliferation of branch offices with contrived tales of great
improvement and success. Surely something can be done here to
raise the level of public policy above routine executive self-

interest.
* * % % *

Thank you for listening to me. I would be pleased to answver

* & % * *

Frank Aria

31 West Street

North Arlington, NJ 07031
(201) 648-7798
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Good morning, Committee Members my name is Karen Johnson.

I am a Claims Adjudicator Aide in the Division of Disability
Determinations, Department of Labor. I bégan work at DDD in 1981
as a Clerk Typist. In 1984, I became a Senior Clerk Typist & in

March of 1993 I became a Claims Adjudicator Aide.

I think there are two basic reasons why the Newark DDD office is

~ such a mess. First, we don't have enough Clerical Workers. Not

long ago, the Division hired 90 new Adjudicators, which we really

Clerical Worker to do support work. You don't have to be a genius

to see that this spells disaster.

Second, NO ONE - NOT Clericals, NOT Claims Adjudicators Aides, NOT

Claims Adjudicators is working in their job title.

We are all doing a lot of everyone else's job and so we don't have

enough time to do our own.

Take me for §?ample. As I said, I am a Claims Adjudicator Aide. In
my job description, it says that I assist Claims Adjudicators in
compiling medical and non-medical evidence. Do I do that? NoO.
It says that I telephone Claimants and complete specific forms and

obtain essential background information. Do I do that? NO. My job

J&-X
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" description says that I call District Offices of Social Security,

make appointments with Vocational Rehabilitation, visit homes and
hospitals, and contact anyone necessary to obtain medical and/or

non-medical evidence to help move a case along. Do I do any of

" these things? NO. Why not?

First, I'm too busy punching holes, stamping mail and waiting

around for printers to spit out form.

- Second, management has not given me or any of the other Claims

-Adjudicator Aides the medical training we need to actually assist

the Adjudicators.

So, while my title has changed, I really do the same things I-Aid
as a Sr. Clerk Typist. I sort mail, punch holes, date stamp, mail
out forms, etc. I work right along with the few Clerical Workers
we do have and we all do exactly the same thing. Even the

Adjudicators get in on it with hole punching, xeroxing and data

entry.

Not only do they have me doing all this out of title work, they now

have me doing accountant's work, too. I actually confirm in the

computer-whether-or-not to pay doctors. Sometimes the doctors have

seen a claimant but have failed to send in the reports we need to
process the claim. When that happens, we are told to pay the

docotrs, even though they have only done part of their job.
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I want to close by saying that management always tries to get us

to blame each other fyr the problems in our office. You might hear

them say that the Clerical Workers and Adjudicator Aides don't work
hard enough. Well; its-really management that's causing all these
problems. We are all depressed and demoralized. We know that we
could do a better job sefvinq the public if the work was organized
better. We have a Director who we never see. The next in line
hides in her office all day. And everyone in that office knows that
if you get called i‘E6“5ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁm&ﬂrxnnxmnﬁ?ruffice* its probably.
to get told you are doing a-horrible-job. i T

Honestly, I think we all really want to do our jobs well. But

someone who has some authority has to show management how to do a

good job so we can start doing ours. I hope this committee can
help us get some management that really understands the Disability

System so we can get back to getting disabled people what they

need.

Thank you.
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S CLAIMS=ADRIDICATOX AIDE

DEFINITION
Under the direction of a Claims Adjudicator of some grade, Division of

Disadility Determinations, Departmeat of Lador, compiles medical aand
non-medical dats for use in the Jdetermination of disadbility insurance clajams:
does related vork as required,

EXAMPLES OF WORK

Assists Claims Adjudicators {a compiling non-~medical and aedical
evidence,

Extracts data from files and codes relevant ianformatioan oz the
appropriate forms.

Telephones claimants and cogpletes apecific forms and obtaing essential

dackground informatien.
LS

Receives and makes telephons calls to District Offices of the Social
Security Administration ia situations involving routine requesta for status,
ecarnings, records and other informatioa.

Receives and processes notificatioas of lack of insured ltatuc, death of
wvage earner, and other pertirent claimant data,

ﬁakes appointnentl with the Division—of Vscational Rehabilitation
Services or other public and private ageacies when it is felt the claimaat may
» be sble to benefit, if given the necessary training, rehabilitative or other
supportive gservices.

Contacts non-medical sources to ascertain any additiosal evideasce a
Claims Adjudicator may need to make a final determination.

Coutacts claimants to obtain their writtea permission to obtain
additicnal medical evidence.

Visits homes, hospitals, clinics, public or private agencies to obtain or
photocopy any required information or repozts.

Maintaing and keeps current reports, records and files regarding
claimants’' status and ‘services rendered by the Division of Disadbility
Determinations. e o e T

If assigned to a Quality Assurance Unit

Conducts a technical review of determination forms to assure accuracy and
completeness of entries. Corrects errors that are identified.
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/ i = = - ﬂ-
Completes sampling dintributton “for spocifie clailn categortcs and the
various S.S.A. composents to include internal Qualicy Assursnce ssapling.

Reviews Title II and Title XVI claims to determine if appropriste
vocationsl rehadilitation procedures are being folluw Refers claimants to
the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation Services or othez public sad private
agencies vhen it is felt that the claimant may de adle to benefit, 1f given
the necesgsary training, rehabilitative or other supportive sarvices.

Records and tallies errors found during techaical case review snd
prepares reports that present findings and trends.

Tabulates the results of substactive internal quality sagple aad Righ
risk case reviewvs.

Assists Qualicy Assurance Specialst II in conpiling medicsl and
non-medical data to be used in preparstioa for Special Studies.

REQUIREMENTS

Education - o .

Completion of 60 semester hours at an accredited college.

Experience
One year of experieace in a3 large public op privete-agescy ito the

collection and recording of medical and non-medical daty which s¥all have
included interviewing memberzs of the pudliec.

Applicants who do not possess the required one year of experience
may substituce an additional 30 semester hours of college credits.

Applicants who do not possese the required &0 semester hours may
substitute additi{onal experience as indicated above on the dbasis of ope year
for each 30 credit bours,

License
Appointee will be required to possess a driver's license valid ia

New Jersey only if the operation of a vehicle, rather than employee modility,
is necessary to perform the essential duties of the position.

Knowledges and Abilities L , . e

Ability to comprehend and spply the standards and procedures for
collecting and recording of non-medical and medical data.

Ability to acquire basic knowledge of the specific forms used in the
Division and the kinds of information necessary to complete them properly.
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Adility to maintain essentitl«:eco;ds-qu,filso;con:ainigg,:epozﬁs
oa claimants' progress.

Ability to gain the coafidence of claimants, employers and other
sources in order to arrange consultative exarinations.

Ability to prepare simple reportQW;fAéénéleﬁe& actions.

Ability to use appropriate codes in order to aextract medical aad
non-medical dats from files.

Ability teo work with claimants, hospitals, clinics and/or other
agencies in order to obtain medical evideace, reports aad other informatioa.

Adility to read, write, speak, uaderstand, or communicate in English
sufficiently to perform the duties of this position. American Sign Language or
brsille may also be considered as acceptable forms of communication.

Persons with mental or physical disabilities ars eligible as long as
they can perform the esseatial functions of the job - after -ressopable
accommodation is made to their known limitations. If the accommodation csanot
be made becsuse {t would cause the employer undue hardsbip, such perscas may —

oot be eligible.
Code: A12-64942 WPC-E BETH BW 1-31-83%




Good Morning my name is Lionel Leach. I am a Claims Adjudicator
III, in the Division of Disability Determinations, New Jersey
Department of Labor. I was one of the 90 new Adjudicators hired in
1991 and I am currently serving my working test period. Up until
today I have received very good ratings from hy supervisor for my
job performance. I hope my testifying here today does not change
all of that. I am a Shop Steward for CWA Local 1037.

I think I bring a unique perspective to this hearing because
I have worked at both the Newark and New Brunswick offices. Let
me assure you, there is quite a contrast between the two.

When I worked in Newark, my caseload was very heavy. In one
week from June 25 - July 1, I received 42 New cases in addition
to the cases I was already carrying.

While I was away on vacation, new cases continued to De
assigned to me. By the time I got back from my vacation, many
cases were already 5 days old.

When I worked in Newark, I felt incredible stress because if
I gave something to a clerical worker to do, I couldn't get it
back for a week or two. Why? Because the clerical workers are
very overworked. There are not enough of them to do the work for
all the Adjudicators. Therefore, we have to wait until they have
time to do it. This, in turn, slows down our cases. But, the
Adjudicators get blamed because the cases take so long. Another
factor which slowed down my cases was the lack of doctors, we

waited sometimes a week to see then.
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Newark is like a factory. Everyday you feel so much pressure.
One day, when I was working in Newark, I had been waiting a long
time to go over a case with a doctor. Finally, I got my chance to
speak with him about the case. When break time (10 AM) came we were
still involved in discussing this case. At 10:20 a.m. when we
finished, I took my morning break. The Regional Manager became
enraged because I was on break at 10:20 and accused me of loafing.
Instead of asking me why I was on break at this time, he reported
me to my supervisor.

What's the message I got from management? Don't go the extra
mile for claimants because you will probably get in trouble for it.

To compare, New Brunswick is much more relaxed. There is a
cap on the number of cases each adjudicator is assigned. When we
have a shortage of doctors, we borrow them from Newark. When our
cases get backlogged, they send them to Newark.

We don't have to deal with any of the really hard geographic
areas, they are all assigned to Newark. For instance, one of the
regions in the Newark office deals with Irvington, Elizabeth, two
Newark areas, and Jersey City. Of course all of these areas are
pretty economically depressed. That means that 1lots of the
claimants don't have phones. There are more aids cases, and more
homeless people. In addition, poor people often can't afford to
go to their own doctor. This means that they have to go to clinics
for their medical appointments. It is much more difficult to get

medical information from a clinic than from a private doctor. This
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really slows down cases and there are just more cases coming from
these areas.

Adjudicators in Newark refer to the New Brunswick office as

a country club. No wonder! When I was in Newark, I always had a
steady stream of new cases. However, I came to New Brunswick on
September 7th and I got my first new case the week of October 10th.
Why? Because they don't like Adjudicators to carry more than 160
cases. They wanted me to finish up my old cases before giving me
new ones. This would not have happened in the Newark Office.
Now, instead of waiting a week to see a doctor, I get four cases
reviewed on the same day I put in the request. Instead of waiting
a week for a letter to go out, it is mailed the same day as I
submit it. The New Brunswick Office has hired Kelly Girls to do
our clerical work so that our Claims Adjudicators Aides can really
assist Adjudicators.

I would like to finish by telling you a story. When I was
still in Newark, I sent a letter to the computer to be sent to a
claimant on August 22. Just last Wednesday, (Oct 13) the claimant
called to say that he had just received the letter. What happened?
Newark's printer spits out all kinds of letters, forms and
documents. It got lost beneath a pile of papers because there are
not enough clerical workers to go to the printers and sort things
out. I was really embarrassed. This level of chaos is constant
at the Newark office. The entire office lacks structure and
organization. It is incredibly demoralizing and frustrating to

work in that environment because it's impossible to do a good jobk.
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Thank you for giving me the opportunity to speak. I will be

happy to answer any questions you may have.
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TESTIMONY OF RENEE BROWN

Good morning. My name is Renee Brown. I am a Claims
Adjudicator II in the Division of Disability Determinations, New
Jersey Department of Labor. I am a Shop Steward for Local 1037 of
the Communications Workers of America. We represent approximately
400 people who work in DDD. I want to thank the members of this
committee for the opportunity to speak about the problems we face

in trying to serve disabled people in New Jersey.

I was hired by DDD in 1978. I worked for 5 years in the
Newark office from 1978-1986. I then took a leave of absence to
work full time as a Union Representative for Local 1037. I

returned to my job in DDD in December of 1991.

In 1986, when I went on Union leave, the job of Claims
Adjudicator was a difficult and challenging one. I liked my work.
It could be difficult, but I knew that if I was conscientious, I
could get the job done. However, when I returned to the Division,
doing the work of processing claims efficiently was no longer
possible. DDD had become a totally different place. .Now, instead
of spending a few minutes a day doing out-of-title work, we are

spending nearly half of our time on clerical duties.

As Shop Stewards, we hear so many complaints every day that

we decided to poll our members. We wanted everyone to have an
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opportunity to express their opinion about DDD. The results of our

poll are very revealing.

Of the Claims Adjudicators who responded, 3/4 indicated that
" they are doing out-of-title work. They consistently named clerical
duties such as hole punching, date stamping and data entry as
duties they perform. How much time are they spending on these
clerical duties? The majority answered 3 or more hours a day.

Please take note that we are talking here of workers who make

$40,000 a year spending nearly half of their workday punching

holes.

Of those Claims Adjudicators who had been around since 1985,

80% indicated that the office is less efficient now than it was in

'85.

We asked Claims Adjudicators whether or not they could process
their cases in a timely manner if they worked 12 hours a day. 2/3
responded '"no". This demonstrates the severity of the problem.
Since managements' response to our backlog is to have us work
overtime, it is a problem that 12 hours a day would not solve the

crisis. All overtime accomplishes is that we now can spend more

time date stamping and xeroxing.

When asked whether or not they had been asked to

sacrifice accuracy for production, 2/3 responded "yes".
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In answer to the question "How would you rate management's
ability to intervene in and resolve problems?" the vast majority
gave management the lowest possible rating-- 1 out of a possible

10.

There were some interesting differences’between the Newark and
New Brunswick offices on some questions. Most noteworthy, in
answer to the question, "Is there enough clerical support?", Newark.
Adjudicators answered 3-1 "no", while 2/3 of the New Brunswick
workers said "yes". It is not difficult to understand this
discrepancy since the New Brunswick office has hired "Kelley Girls"

to do the clerical work.

The most glaring differences are in morale. We asked workers
how they would rate their morale on a scale of 1-10; 1 being the
lowest rating. Many respondents in Newark went out of their way
to write in a zero so they could indicate how demoralized they are.
The overwhelming response from that office was a 1. The New
Brunswick workers indicated that their morale was mostly in the 5-
6 range. This improvement over Newark's morale is not difficult
to figure out if we consider the availability and accessibility of
the physicians, added clerical assistance, cap on caseload size,

and the relatively economically privileged regions New Brunswick

is serving.
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Committee Members, frankly, we have had it in Newark DDD. As
a Shop Steward, I'm tired of dealing with the mental health and
stress problems caused by our work environment. It's obvious from
the testimony that you have heard that there need to be some

changes at DDD.

My co-workers and I did not want to come here today and merely
complain. We came with some concrete suggestions about how to

improve services. They are:

1. Immediately hire more Clerical workers. The ratio of
Clerical to Claims Adjudicators should be no more than 4-1 as

suggested by the Browde Report.

2. Train Claims Adjudicator Aides and utilize them according
to their job description. They should be assigned to assist

Adjudicators, not doing Clerical work.

3. Eliminate top heavy management and replace them with
Adjudicators, Aides, and Clerical who do the actual work of

processing claims.

4. We need to have doctors' responsibilities monitored. Since
we need their reports to process our claims, they should not

receive payment until we receive their paperwork.
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5. Equally distribute DDD resources among the regions. Each
region should have an equal share of economically depressed areas,

doctors, clerical assistance and cases.

6. Management must find a way to improve morale,

communication, and reduce stress immediately.

It is my hope that this committee will finally force the
Division to change. We have talked often and loudly, in meetings
and in demonstrations, yet things have not improved. I am asking
you, Committee Members, to help us change DDD so that we can serve

our claimants well instead of poorly.
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Testimony
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Communications Workers of America
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Before The

30 Clinton St 3=d Floos
Newark, N... 07102
Plione:(207)623-1828

Fax:(200)623-3777
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New Jersey General Assembly Committee on Labor
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30 Clinton St Jud Floor

4 & Newark, N.I. 07102
AFL-CIO Local 1037 Phone:(20T)$23-1828
- V o FAx:(201)625-5777

COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA o xon

October 8, 1993

Dear Assemblyman Roma,

Members of this Local, who also work in the Division of
Disability Determinations in the New Jersey Department of Labor,
will be testifying before your Committee on Tuesday, 10/19/93 about
the serious problems the Division is experiencing.

Enclosed please find some materials we will be using. We
submit this now to facilitate discussion during the Hearing.

Any questions, comments, suggestions, just call. Thank you.
Respectfully,

—

Mlchael J. Hopkl s
President, CWA Local 1037

mih:kc

encl: hearing materials
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DDD

Introduction

In July, the Commissioner of Labor convened a Department Task
Force to review the operations of the Division of Disability (DDD)
located in Newark, N.J. The call for a task force was in response to
the repeated negative publicity that the DDD has attracted due to its
inability to process claims for Social Security Disability benefits in a
reasonable period of time. Gwendolyn King, Commissioner of the
Social Security Administration, has critized New Jersey for its lengthy
processing time (nearly twice the national average) and its extremely
high backlog of cases. To address these problems, Commissioner King
in June, assembled a 10-member management strike force from
various states to review the management and claims processing
capability of the N.J. DDD. Under the direction of the SSA Regional
Office in New York, the management strike force developed a
comprehensive report including fifty-seven (57) specific
recommendations to address deficiencies in N.J.’s opera.tion. While
the recommendations contained in the federal review focused
primarily on ways to improve claims processing, particularly in light
of N.J. efforts to install an automated claims tracking syétem, the
federal report did not contain recommendations concerning the
current organizational structure of the DDD nor comments on the
agency’s ability to initiate the necessary reforms to dramaticaliy
improve agency performance. Therefore, Commissioner Bramucci’s
charge to members of the Department Task Force was to review the

DDD organization and management structure and recommend
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solutions that would facilitate a more efficient processing of claims

and strengthen management and accountability for production at all

levels.

Division of Disability Determinations - Mission and External Issues

The fundamental reason for the existence of the DDD has not changed
over the years. Its primary responsibility continues to be the
documentation, evaluation and adjudication of all claims filed for
disability benefits in New Jersey under the provisions of Title II and

XVI of the Social Security Act.

Despite this relatively straightforward mandate from SSA, the DDD is
confronted with a number of external issues that have a significant
impact upon the ability of the agency to deliver services. There are
some examples worth noting. Frequent policy or procedural changes
from SSA in Baltimore relative to types and number of cases selected
for more intensive quality review necessitate a removal of these
cases from the normal processing stream. This delays the final
adjudication of cases resulting in increased processing time and

fewer closures.

New Jersey’s capacity to process a high volume of claims is
constrained by the limited funding received from SSA. In 1984, New
Jersey handled approximately 59,000 claims with a staff of 402. In
fiscal year 1992, SSA has projected our workload to be 62,000 claims
yet staffing has been reduced to 264 which amounts to a loss of 34%.

Emergency funding has only recently been authorized by SSA for the
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hiring of 80 new adjudicators over a six month period in an effort to

-

4ncrease processing time and eliminate case backlog.

The impact of the Zebley decision will also effect workload. In
February, 1990, the U. S. Supreme Court ruled in Zebley vs. the U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services that the SSA must
consider the functional limitations of children when assessing their
eligibility for SSI disability benefits.  This translates into an

estimated 5,000 new cases for adjudication by our DDD agency.

The concentration of persons with AIDS in New Jersey and a large-
homeless population also impacts DDD. It is believed that New Jersey
ranks fourth in the nation in the number of adults stricken by AIDS.
Of the total number of cases of AIDS in New Jersey since 1982,
approximately 58% of the people have died. As a priority, DDD is
attempting to meet the needs of this population by the expeditious
determination of disability. In addition, the concentration of
homeless people, whom often have multiple disabilities that may
entitle them to benefits, provides a different challenge for the DDD
agency. Extraordinary efforts are made through the cooperation with
local shelters, to speed up the processing of claims for benefits. The
obvious difficulty in working with this highly mobile pop\ilation is
identifying treating sources and documenting evidence before a

determination can be made.

Finally, the competition for qualified workers is fundamental to
producing a good product. The location of DDD in downtown Newark

forces it to compete with surrounding private industry to attract a
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skilled and reliable workforce. While a problem at the professional
level, it is more acute in the clerical occupations. The skill level of
the workers (or lack of) impacts the ability of the DDD to meet the

rising workload demands.
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Internal Issues

During our review, it became evident that the Division
does have a number of internal weaknesses which contribute to the
problems currently facing the organization. These problem areas
are very much interrelated and feed off each other to further exacer-
bate the poor working atmosphere and the morale of the staff. These
key internal problem areas include: communications, staffing, work-
load, and production; relationship between adjudicators and Quality
Assurance and clerical support. We have attempted to briefly summarize
each of these problem areas and their impact on the organization.
It must be reiterated that none of these stand alone. The sum of
all of these combine to form an organization that does not appear

to be working together as a team with a common mission.

Problem Areas

Communications

From our interviews and the results of the survey,.it is
obvious that the perception of the DDD staff is that communications
within the organization is weak. This was a common theme in our

discussions with various staff members.

35K



The perception of a lack of a good communications network
between management and staff and between various operations within
the organization has lowered morale and created a somewhat contentious

work environment.

A common complaint from supervisory and line staff was
that there is 1little feedback from top management regarding ideas
and suggestions for improvement. It was also alleged by some staff
members that they were afraid to speak up. Other complaints focused
on the perception that directions from top management to supervisors
are not filtered down to the operating staff. Finger pointing between
units, e.g. (adjudicators vs. medical review staff), (Quality Assurance
vs. adjudicators), (management vs staff) have all contributed to
an adversarial setting which contributes to poor production and lowered

effectiveness.

The review team also noted that the floor plan at the new
work site appears to have hindered work flow and communications.
Most adjudicators and physicians are physically separated, and in

quite a few instances, unit supervisors are also physically separated

from the adjudicative staff.
The size of the third floor (a city block long) and the

fact that there are hundreds of cubicles (without identification)

contribute to a breakdown in communications within the organization.
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We have concluded that the "communications barrier" is
one that must be removed as soon as possible in order to foster an

improved work environment.

Staffing, Caseload, and Production

This is an extremely serious issue which can be attributed
partly to the external factors of federal budget reductions and the
poor economy. Since 1984 the Division has suffered a 34% loss of
staff while having to process significantly higher claims loads each
year. Presently, the national case load average per adjudicator
is approximately 120 while New Jersey's average is close to 200.
Average production (cases closed) per week is 11.9 nationally while
New Jersey's average is 7.2. Average processing time nationally

is approximately 80 days while New Jersey's average is approximately

138 days.

The high average caseload for New Jersey's adjudicators
does impact production negatively. Telephone inquiries and the volume
of mail to be handled increase proportionately with a higher caseloads
thus reducing the amount of time available for an adjudicator to
close cases. Other factors such as word processing delays in the
development of cases, backlogs in medical review, and quality assurance
contribute to the high average processing time. Adjudicators complain

that they should not be held accountable for poor production because

of factors which are beyond their control.
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It is anticipated that the new computer system will signifi-
cantly reduce the processing time case development correspondence
to be mailed to doctors, hospitals, and other sources. It is also
anticipated that most telephone inquiries will be handled much faster

once the computer system is fully operational

Medical Review

The current organization has approximately 40 physicians
(in addition, five new doctors who have just been hired) who review
cases received from approximately 140 adjudicators. Most physicians
work part time four hours a day. There are approximately 2,000 cases
currently awaiting medical review. This unit is headed by a medical

director and three supervising medical examiners.

A11 cases (allowances and denials) have to be reviewed
and signed off by a physician before it can be closed. There are
a number of significant problem areas that have been brought'to the

attention of the review team. These are summarized as follows:

° The perception of the adjudication staff is that doctors
are not held accountable for case closures and that some
physicians review cases with the objective of moving
it to someone else for action rather than closing it

themselves.
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Face to face reviews are very rarely done, adjudicators
are removed physically from the medical staff and are

not aware of who is actually handling his/her case.

Doctors refer cases back to adjudicators for more infor-

mation (telephone calls) when they could make the call

themselves.

Doctors' reviews, rather than productivity standards

are geared towards case closures.

Adjudicators are not documenting cases properly, which

wastes doctor's time and delays processing.

A "we vs. them" mentality has developed between adjudi-

cators and medical review staff.

The floor plan was poorly conceived. In addition, doctors
were provided work stations that were not comparable

to those of adjudicative staff.

It is difficult to find cases which are in the medical

review area.

39K



Adjudicators perceive that there is no sense of urgency

exhibited by medical review staff to close cases.

There are insufficient doctors or staff. With over sixty
new adjudicators due on board within the next four months

additional medical staff will be needed.

New adjudicators are supposed to have face to face inter-
views as part of their training. This 1is apparently

done at a minimum level (if at all).

Most of the part time doctors work during the morning
hours. This results in reduced medical coverage in the
afternoons. More flexibility in scheduling physicians
is desirable in order to provide adequate medical coverage

during the work day.

It was the review team's conclusion that the current
organization is far too large and unwieldy to promote
a sense of teamwork and accountability. In the past,
doctors and adjudicative staff worked together as a team
to develop and close a case. That is impossible under

the current framework.
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Quality Assurance

In any organization, there is the threat of an adversarial
relationship between the "quality" staff and the "production" staff.
Although both units have the same goal, unfortunate schisms can develop

for a number of reasons.

° Personality conflicts sometimes exacerbate what should

be an objective review of a case.

°A "we vs. them" attitude has developed between Quality

Assurance and adjudicative staff.

° A backlog of Quality Assurance reviews results in delays

in case closures which increase case processing time.

° It appears that more emphasis should be placed on mid-line
reviews (before the case is actually determined) rather

than on end-line reviews.

° Quality is the responsibility of all staff. Supervisors
have to take a more active role in reviewing claims,
following up on Quality Assurance bounce cases and in
training. Supervisors and case consultants must be

coaches, advisors, mentors, and work leaders.
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° The Quality Assurance Unit on the fourth floor is
physically separated from the production units on the
third floor. This may have contributed to the perception
that Quality Assurance is too far removed from the opera-
tion to effectively understand and relate with adjudicative

staff.

Clerical Support

There are approximately 32 clericals who are under the
supervision of a head clerk. These individuals are assigned to various
units but do not report to the supervisors of these units. It appears
that this "pool" arrangement has resulted in a sense of disenfranchise-
ment among the clerical staff. Although they support adjudicative
staff, they do not feel as if they are part of the unit. It was
also indicated that the ratio of professional staff to c]erigal support
(ten to one) is too high. In addition, clerical staff question what

their role will be under the new automated system.

A1l of these factors have contributed to poor morale and

high absenteeism.

° Some clerical employees appear to be overworked while

others were perceived as not having any work to do.
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° Unit supervisors were also critical of the fact that

they had no direct control over clerical support.

° It was concluded by the review team that the current
organizational scheme has resulted in the inefficient
utilization of the clerical staff and that they should
be formally assigned to work units under the direct super-

vision of the unit supervisor.

Internal Issues

Strengths

While there is no question that the DDD organization faces
a very difficult period due to external and internal factors, the
Review Team noted several key reasons (or optimism) that the operation
will be 1improved dramatically during the coming months. We note

the following:
Staff

During its review the team had the opportunity to meet
with a number of individuals from the supervisory, technical
support, adjudicative, and clerical support areas. We
also received over 200 responses to the questionnaire which

was distributed to the entire staff. The responses we
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received and the discussions that were held repeated that
the Division has a substantial number of very dedicated
employees who care deeply about their jobs and their organi-

zation.

We note that while morale may not be as good as it should
be, staff members from throughout the organization were
more than willing to offer advice and recommendations.
Qur perception is that the staff has a deep routed and
understandable interest in the turnaround of the Division.
This positive attitude is a major resource which should
be utilized to the greatest extent possible in order to
effectuate appropriate changes to improve and enhance the

effectiveness of the Division.

New Computer System and Hiring of Additional Staff

The new computer system is discussed in detail in another
section of this report. While the system is sti11‘in the
early stages of implementation, there is also a good deal
of optimism that it will (in the long run) have a major

impact on processing time, case tracking, case management,

and handling of telephone inquiries.
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In addition, approximately eighty new adjudicators will
have been hired by the end of 1991. These trainees will
obviously require a substantial training period before
they become productive but it 1is anticipated that a more
than 50% increase 1in -the adjudicative staff will place
the Division in the position of being able to reduce pro-
cessing time, lower average case loads, increase produc-

tivity, and improve quality.

Supervisory Vacancies

At present, due to retirement, there are four vacant super-
vising claims adjudicator positions, and two vacant claims
adjudicator I positions. This presents the Division with
an excellent opportunity to develop a core of highly quali-
fied and motivated individuals in these crucial "positions.
Given the fact that the review team is proposing a major
reorganization of the Division, the importance of placing
the best people possible becomes paramount since they will
be the key elements in the success or failure of the new

organization.

0f course, as these positions are filled, other mid-level
supervisory positions will become vacant, which will provide

additional opportunities for advancement for the staff.
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Conclusion

While there are many negative internal and external factors
which inhibit the effectiveness of the Division in meeting
its goals, there are a number of very positive factors

which can reverse the current course.
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SYSTEM

In the Spring of 1990, the Division of Disability Determinations
(DDD) with the promise of financial support from the Social
Security Administration submitted Request for Proposal for an
Integrated Disability Determination System. This was to be a
microcomputer based automated case management system. The bid was
advertised on June 6, 1990 with replies due July 6,1990. Two bids
were received from IBM/Versa Management System the other Wang
Laboratories in partnership with I. Levy Associates. After careful
review by an evaluation committee composed of N.J. DOL, Purchase
Bureau and 0.T.I.S. employees, a recommendation to award the
contract to IBM was made on July 24, 1991. The contract was issued
with the system to be operable 118 days later or
. From the beginning DDD encountered problems from which they

have yet to recover.

PROB S

DDD did not have personnel with experience in automation of
the size or scope about to be undertaken.

The window of opportunity for the development of the proposal
was too narrow resulting in too 1little user input into the

proposal.

The contract award was delayed due to disagreement between
IBM/VERSA and the Treasury Department over the requirement to use
Spectrum Methodology.

The requirement to follow Spectrum Methodology was not
retained which hindered the evaluation and acceptance of systen

modules.

DDD was to be relocated from 1100 Raymond Blvd, Newark to
124 Halsey St., Newark. The Division was moved August 16, 1990.

The case load has continued to increase.

Until March 1991, DDD was under a hiring freeze.

STATUS

The system is partially operational with the expectation that
it will be fully operational by November 1991.

Eight adjudicator units (80 employees) are utilizing the
system for development of cases.
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Cc S c

The case receipt update and closure process is operational. The
entering of personnel data has been completed. New codes for the
State Agency Work Sample (SAWS) are being entered for use in
October.

DETERMINATIONS

The Personal Denial Notice (PDN) canned text and denial
notices have been entered into the system. Testing to determine
the c8pleteness of confirmed medical evidence of record (MER)
sources and its inclusion into the body of the letter is to be

tested theweek og September 23, 1991.
' . CONSULTATIVE EXAMINATIONS (CE)

4
CE panalistand examination data is in the system. Payment
information has not yet been entered into the system nor has
accompanying correspondence because the accounting problems have
not yet been resolved. Although this was expected to be completed
by November, it appears that Versa may not have a prcgramer
available to work on the problem until December 1991.

UALITY ASSURANCE A

The system is indentifying initial QA samples and generating
reports. However, there is a problem as regards pulling samples
involving concurrent cases. This appears to be outside of the
contract and will need to be addressed as an enhancement.

ENHANCEMENTS

In the course of operating the system, DDD personnel are
identifying changes they would 1like made to the systenm's
programing. These changes where within the scope of the contract
are being persued. If it is determined they are outside of the
contract's paramitors, they will be submitted as enhancements to
attain greater efficiency and a more "user friendly" system.

CONCERNS

The original proposal called for the acquisition of 150
terminals and 28 printers. These numbers are insufficient to
provide equipment to all adjudicators. A subsequent request for
150 terminals and 28 printers has been submitted but has still not
been processed. It is not expected that the terminals will be
available when and if the system is completed in November 1991.

Spectrum methodology was not followed which has caused delays
in the systems definition, design and implementation stages.
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The system was developed with very little user input which has
resulted in a system which requires, in some instances, additional
keystrokes and processing time. Only recently has a "user group"
been formed to review, prioritize, and suggest changes.

M-

The placement of printers away. ;;e units they service causes
additional supervisory problems for the clerical supervisors and
additional time loss for the clerks as they transport output back

to the adjudicators.

The system is regarded as a cure for the processing time that
is crippling DDD. It will result in definite time savings by
eliminating many of the word processing functions which in the past
resulted in several weeks of processing time lost to backlogs. It
has the potential to eliminate manual tracking systems. In these
respects, it will move cases' through the system more quickly;
however, these gains will be lost unless other areas within the
process which are bottlenecks are not opened wider. These areas:
photocopying, medical review and gquality assurance are discussed

elsewhere in this report.

Staff interviewed have indicated that very little has been
told to them regarding the system, its capabilities and its effect
on their positions. This has resulted in anxiety for employees
especially clerical employees who see their functions ig jeopardy.
This is an example of the break down in communications elaborated

on elsewhere in this report.

The physical distance between DDD in Newark and the central
office system support services magnifiss the gap in technical
expertise because oversight of the DDD automation by central office
personnel with experience in programming is not as available as it
would be if DDD were located in Trenton.

The system still does not have the capability to be used as a
tracking system. Until it can be used to monitor accountability
for processing time, it will be difficult to assess the
productivity of all individuals involved in the flow of claims from
point of arrival in DDD to the point of departure.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Because upper management has a great expectation that the
automated system will result in great processing savings and
because the system is not yet assembled, a meeting should be held
by upper management with members of the project team, IBM/VERSA
representatives and the Office of Progranms and Systems Development.
The subject of the meeting should be an assessment of the systems
capabilities (areas where it will help and where it will not), when
the system will be fully operational and what future enhancements

should be sought.
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The additional equipment for DDD should be given a high
priority. Without the additional terminals and printers DDD will
have to continue on a dual system (automated and manual) even when

the system's programming is completed.

The Office of Programs and Systems Development and the
Division should work together more closely to help bridge the gap
in expertise and to hasten the system's completion. To this end,
it would be advantageous to have someone from the Office of
Programs and Systems Development assigned to DDD full time until

the project is completed.

The newly formed users group should formulate with the
project manager a list of program changes needed to make the system
more "user friendly". They should prioritized these regquests and
submit the list to DDD's upper management for approval.

Information regarding the systems, its abilities and its
impact on all employees should be communicated to DDD employees on
a reqgular basis. This information should not be dispensed on a unit
per unit basis as the unit is to go on line. It is not necessary,
although it would be preferable, to communicate this information
through staff meetings. The newly formed user/project management
team can publish periodic system up date bulletins for distribution

to all personnel.

Employees whose functions will be absorbed by the system need
assurances that other duties will be made available to them.
However, they must also take responsibility for seeking out new
opportunities and requesting skills upgrading. They must also
demonstrate a willingness to 1learn and to adapt to the new

situation.

The automation of DDD processes will result.in significant
changes for all personnel involved. These changes need to be
assessed and where necessary positions required upgrading should be
identified and reclassification sought as early as possible.

The placement of equipment specifically printers should ke
reexamined. These should serve to maximize the efficiency of
clerical and supervisory personnel. This should be a component of
the space utilization recommendation elsewhere in this report.

The systems capabilities as a tracking system must be utilizes
as quickly as possible to achieve accountability in processing
time. Currently processing time is chargeable to the adjudicator
who has little or no control over the time the claims are not in
his/her possession. This has made it impossible to recognize good
adjudicators for their performance and identify weak adjudicators
requiring more training, guidance or assistance. Tracking by the
system will make the foregoing possible while also identifying

weaknesses in work flow.
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COMMENT

DDD project personnel and management in spite of their lack
of automation experience and the problems out of their control have
done a remarkable job of advancing DDD automation to the point at

which it stands.
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LAUNDRY LIST ITEMS

MEDICAL EVIDENCE OF RECORD PAYMENTS

DDD currently pays each physician, hospital, clinic etc. $10
for providing medical information pertianing to the claimant in
order to adjudicate cases. This reimbursement rate is too low. It
is felt that a higher rate will result in reports that are more
timely and more informative. This should result in a decreasing
need for consultive examinations. While the increasing payment may
cause the quality of the reports to improve, it may have no impact:
on response time. DDD may wish to consider a sliding fee schedule
whereby reports submitted within XX number of days will be
reimburse at a higher rate than reports submitted later. A three
tier schedule should be more effective than a two tier system yet

should be easy to manage.
PAYMENT OF PHYSICIANS ON STAFF

DDD utilizer physicians both full time and part time. The
rate of compensation for physicians should be reviewed. Particular
attention should be given to the manner of payment of the part time
physicians. These are paid on a per diem schecdule which does not
permit DDD management to fully utilize their medical staff.
Ccnsideration should be given by the Department of Labor to change
the method of compensation from a per diem to and hourly and
eventually a per case basis. The hourly basis will permit DDD to
utilize physicians for a full day or just an hour based upon the
needs of the agency and the availability of the physicians.

Eventually, the system could be enhanced to the point where
the physician could review all medical evidence and sign off on the
claim via the system. The system would monitor the physicians
closures and compensate him/her on a per closure basis. Different
rates could be established to cover different "classes" of cases.
It may even be possible, in the future, to contract with physicians
to review cases via terminals at remote sites.

SPACE

There is an urgent need to examine the space needs of the
Division of Disability Determination for both production and system
requirements. Current space as configured does not provide
suitable work areas for the current class of trainees. DDD has
plans for an additional 25 trainees by November 1991. Space must
be identified or the current space reconfigured to accommodate the
increase in personnel. The current lack of space is also a valid
reason for considering the decentralizaticn of DDD operations as

discussed elsewhere in this report.
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Systems Unit

Proposed Reorganization of DDD--Plan "A"
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February 28, 1993

Hon. James Florio
Office of the Governor
CN 001

Trenton, NJ 08625-0001

Hon. William J. Hughes, Chairman

Subcommittee on Retirement Income & Employment
House Select Committee on Aging

714 O0'Neill House Office Building

Washington, DC 20515-6362

Dear Governor Florio and Congressman Hughes:

In February 1990, I wrote that there were "serious"
operational problems" at the New Jersey Division of Disability
Determinations. The response from the State Labor Department
was a list of excuses. In February 1991, I wrote that the Social
Security disability program in New Jersey was the "worst" in the
nation. The response was an indignant denial which was disproven
in public within three months. Today, once again, considering
claims processing time, decisional accuracy and productivity, in
the aggregate, Newv Jersey is the worst performing state in the
nation for the processing of Social Security and SSI disability
claims. Consider these developments:

* Despite large doses of federal assistance throughout 1991
and 1992, New Jersey's mean processing time per initial
level case, for both Social Security and SSI, has remained
significantly vorse than comparable national averages.

* The Division is still loaded down with a high number of
delayed initial level cases far in excess of national
averages for both SSDI and SSI. The number of cases being
held for double, triple, and even quadruple national
average processing times is extraordinarily high in New
Jersey. Recent Congressional testimony from the Social
‘Security Administration shows a reluctance to acknowledge
that even a few cases are held in any state for as long as
double the national average. In terms of delayed claims,
therefore, New Jersey is a basket case.

* The average processing time for an appellate claim in New
Jersey for the past year has been about double the natiomal

average.
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* Decisional accuracy figures for initial level claims for
the quarter ending January 1993 show New Jersey ranks 5Slst
out of 52 agencies nationwide for overall accuracy. In
particular, a very high percentage of New Jersey decisions
to deny benefits are incorrect or not adequately documented
to show what the correct decision is. [Caution: These figures
are subject to sudden shifts due to administrative manipulation
in the face of publicity.]

* The Division's internal quality assurance review of
completed cases presently shows very high error rates.

* A relatively high percentage of appeals of initial denials
are alloved by the agency's own senior examiners. This high
reversal rate confirms the large number of errors made when

cases are initially denied.

Below is a chronology of events, with comments, designed
to explain why disability claimants from New Jersey have not
received a level of service comparable to that received in other
states in recent years.

May 1991

The State Department of Labor told the press that it had
not been informed by the Social Security Administration that the
performance of the State Division of Disability Determinations
was poor in any way except for having a backlog of cases. Twenty
days later the Commissioner of Social Security declared New
Jersey's record of handling disability claims to be the ®"worst®”
in the nation, particularly in terms of processing time delays.
and lov accuracy of decisions. Within a week the State Labor
Commissioner said he was "in the dark" about federal figures
showing New Jersey to be at the bottom. The news was "a lightning

bolt."

Comment

On February 22, 1990, Governor Florio, I wrote the first
of a series of letters to you detailing the extraordinarily poor
performance of the Division of Disability. My letters vere
referred to the Labor Commissioner who wrote to me on April 6,
1990, stating he knew about the problem and was working on it.
However, nothing really changed.

I kept writing to you-- 11 more letters from March 2,
1990, through September 17, 1990-- most of which contained
excerpts from SSA reports providing conclusive evidence that
New Jersey was consistently among the poorest states in terms
of timeliness and accuracy in handling disability claims. In
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letter after letter, I used terms such as "completely out of
step," "one of the worst," "the worst," "among the poorest,"

"one of the poorest,"” and "last (place)" to describe the
Division's processing time and decisional accuracy record. On
November 1, 1990, an Assistant Labor Commissioner wrote to me
that all this trouble was due to circumstances beyond the control

of the Department of Labor.

My letters to the Office of the Governor continued
from November 30, 1990, right up to the time of the newspaper
articles in May 1991. In fact, on March 4, 1991, I received a
letter from the Department, at the request of Brenda Bacon,
Office of the Governor, specifically noting that I had "asserted"
on February 12, 1991, that the State's performance was "the
worst in the nation" and that my "statistical review" was not

being challenged.

In light of this correspondence, is it not fair to
characterize the Department's public denial of any knowledge
of the Division's profound problems in May 1991 as lacking all

credibility?

June through December 1991

During this crucial period the following events took
place:

(1) In June the Social Security Administration conducted
and reported on a review of the state agency's
operations. The Division was allocated $3.3 million to
hire 90 more claims examiners and five physicians.
Funding was continued for a large scale automation of
claims processing operations, for unlimited overtime
during both weekdays and Saturdays, and for the
assignment of federal personnel to help the state
process claims.

(2) In July the Star-Ledger published a 1éngthy article
exposing the Division's problems.

(3) In August a Department of Labor "management team"
' arrived to study the Division.

(4) In September the agency's chronic accuracy problem just
up and disappeared off the statistical charts.

(5) In October the Division's entire internal quality
assurance unit was ticketed to the production units.
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(6) In November the Department announced that it would
move one-fourth of the Division to New Brunswick in
about eight weeks. (Lease politics would cause a delay
of 11 months.)

(7) In December the Department exchanged Division
leadership and submitted a budget to Social Security
emphasizing the need for more managers and more
operational offices.

Comment

The June 1991 SSA reviev of the Division was a shallow
effort. Two goals were imposed on the state agency: make the
backlog disappear and raise the denial accuracy rate dramatically
by the end of the year-- all at a time when a large number of
new employees was being integrated into the staff. Once these
bureaucratic goals were announced they became ends in themselves,
to be achieved regardless of the methods used. Management simply
required a success story.

The $3.3 million staff increase began in May (28 claims
examiners), continued in September (29 more examiners), and
ended in December (33 examiners). This represented an expansion
of the claims examiner staff of 66%, the largest in 18 years.
The new people would be pushed from the day they completed their
last training class to close as many cases a week as possible
and damn the documentation requirements of the procedures manuals.
Their presence would also be used, misleadingly, as a rationale
for resurrecting a decentralized configuration for the Division,
the fondest goal of the Department and the new Division bosses.

The Division grew increasingly dependent on overtime in
1991 to meet its basic production goals, not to go beyond them.
The existance of so much overtime money masked the lack of
productive capacity and hid the mismanagement of resources
underlying that lack. Automation, ever the panacea of choice,
floundered for lack of efficient programming. (One Trenton systems
maven met with a group of complaining supervisors at the Division
and told them the system would be [obscenity] for a year and maybe
for even five years.) The Department's battles with the systems
vendors (IBM hardware/VERSA software) over "program change
requests" have been fought behind the scenes and remain largely
unresolved today. Most importantly, due to insufficient live
clerical assistance, the routine claims processing procedures
are cumbersome to the point of driving examiners nuts. The
Division paid for Big Blue and got Rube Goldberg.

The August/September Department of Labor management reviev

team was a vehicle for imposing the Department's self-serving
plans for bureaucratic restructuring, reorganizing, regionalizing,
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and decentralizing. The review became, in part, a game to see
who would grab the leadership of the demoralized Division with
its expanding budget. In an era of "fiscal restraint" visions
of dollar signs danced in their heads-- $$A.

In September the agency's negative publicity over its
lov decisional accuracy had its predictable effect. The July-
August-September 1991 quarterly federal accuracy statistics for
the Division showed a 180-degree turnaround. After being the
worst in the nation for denial accuracy for the period 1/88
through 6/91 the numbers showed New Jersey had risen from
the dead just like that. One of the best. Above the national
average. Actually, the miracle was wrought by shifting more of
the Division's errors from the Group I category to Group II or
Group III using a subjective review procedure known to disability
technicians as the "probability of reversal rule." In essence,
federal managers, themselves in an inter-regional competition
to show godod performance results, can control the accuracy rates
of their assigned states by determining which errors are
"chargeable" on the public record (Group I) and which are deemed
"non-chargeable." Sort of like a cop who can give you a verbal
warning or write you out a ticket. In just three months time,
the absolute minimum valid reporting period for statistical
purposes, the negative publicity for the Division inspired a
two-thirds reduction in the number of Group I chargeable returns
to New Jersey. What had been a basic three-year trend of poor
performance ended, statistically speaking, overnight. (There
would be no accuracy problem until November 1992, as explained

further below.)

In October 1991 the entire internal quality assurance
unit of the Division was reassigned to the line production units.
The quality goal having been "met", it was time to push harder
on the backlog. The idea was to facilitate production by removing
the inhibiting effect of accuracy reviews conducted on a regular
basis onsite. The new examiners cut their teeth in a period of
prolonged documentational laissez faire.

Ending months of speculation, the Labor Department
announced in November its plans to open a decentralized office
in Nev Brunswick as early as January 1992. Just a year prior to
the arrival of the Department of Labor management review team, in
August 1990, the Division had moved from its centralized 1100
Raymond Boulevard location in Newark to 124 Halsey Street, also
a centralized Newark address. The Halsey Street building, formerly
the Kresge Department Store and then the Two Guys Store, had been
renovated by the State and rented for tens of millions of dollars.
The Division was to remain there for the foreseeable future
following a failed decentralization attempt lasting from 1981 to
1987& The Department once more had the green light: go forth with
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the people's FICA taxes and build thee an empire, starting in
New Brunswick.

December brought the changing of the Division's
leadership. The team prepared a budget vhich was a blueprint
for quartering the Division and shipping three pieces out of
Newark by 1994. Naturally you needed more managers to do this.
(Should we ever decide on an upper middle class welfare system
in this country, the DDD Fiscal Year 1993, 1994 budget request
should be mined for ideas.)

1992

The Division's focal event was the Congressional
hearing entitled "New Jersey's Disabled: Has the Promise Been
Broken?" held on May 22 in Ocean City, NJ, before the
Subcommittee on Retirement Income and Employment of the House
Select Committee on Aging. The hearing record shows that
officials representing the Labor Department made these four
points in their key testimony:

(1) The management team which took over the Division of
Disability was taken from the cream of the crop at
the Department of Labor.

(2) There simply was not enough room in Newark to house
the Division after the 1991 staff increase. Since the
Department already had space available in Newv Brumsvick
it made sense to move part of the Division there.

(3) The centerpiece of the Division's restructuring effort
would be a regionmalization plan creating four discrete
geographic jurisdictions, one of whose operations
staff would be moved 20 miles to New Brunswick. This
new branch office would increase face-to-face contact
with both claimants and sources of medical reports,
vhile allowing management to test initiatives to increase
office productivity.

(4) The Division would process about 3,500 continuing
disability reviewvs during 1992.

Comment

The management team installed after November 30, 1991, had
no prior experience at any level with the Social Security
disability program. (The U.S. Department of Labor's "Dictionary
of Occupational Titles" notes that it takes two to four years
to become proficient at the position of disability claims examiner,
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the basic professional occupation at the Division.) Thus, not
only did the team take over an organization whose basic functions
were unknown to them, they were charged with making dramatic
improvements in its chronically poor performance in a short
period of time. That effort has failed.

One more point: to equate the skills and knowledge that
are necessary to run a state SSDI/SSI program with Unemployment
Insurance, Employment Service or state plan Temporary Disability
is farfetched. The complexity of the issues and the problems
involved in the one far surpass those found in the others. Indeed,
few government benefit programs of any description generate the
number of complaints SSDI/SSI does. You are dealing with people
who have lost their independence, lost their mental faculties,
or have reached the edge of death. Upon their arrival, the team
imagined that things could be managed nicely by remote control
from Trenton or through subordinates. Today, they still mutter,
"why can't this place run like UI?"

* * %

Just weeks before the Congressional Hearing, the Labor
Department was questioned about the Division's space needs by
the Mayor of Newark. The Mayor was told that ®“space concerns and
high rent®" vere not a factor in moving to Nev Brumswick. The
Mayor got the truth; the Congress got a fictional story about
a "space problem." Here is the background:

In 1981 the Division set up a decentralized Camden
branch office. This satellite office was not able. to operate
without draining significant resources from the larger Newark
office. After a critical Labor Department study was released in
1987, the branch office was closed since it had contributed
disproportionately to an overall lack of agency efficiency.

As mentioned earlier, in 1990 the entire Division was
moved two blocks, from 1100 Raymond Boulevard to 124 Halsey Street
in Newark. The new location was a former department store with
eight floors, renovated by the state and leased from a private
corporation. Division employees were told they would stay there
indefinitely under a long-term lease. A year later, however, the
New. Brunswick deal was moving on paper between the Department
and Social Security. Why New Brunswick?

While every Division employee knows who owns the Newark
building, the owner, or owners of 506 Jersey Avenue in New
Brunswick remain the subject of speculation. Some say the owner
lives in Florida while others feel politicians have an interest
in the property. One thing is clear: the conversion of a large
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industrial warehouse in a relatively inaccessible, relatively
isolated part of the city, to the renovated home of a cluster
of state government offices is not your everyday real estate
story. In 1991 the Department of Labor succeeded in getting
Social Security to fund the lease for 13,000 square feet at
$17.30 for the Division.

Simultaneously, the Department has continued to lease
the third and fourth floors of 124 Halsey Street in Newark. The
Division has always utilized the third floor to capacity, but
not all available space on the fourth. The 1991 new employees
were shifted about for a year on the fourth floor even though,
with some reconfiguration of the space (something done whenever
there is the political will), all the Division's personnel could
have been accommodated. In the wake of the New Brunswick move on
December 12, 1992, much of the fourth floor has remained empty
or under-utilized @ $19.08 per square foot. (This applies to
both the southeast quadrant of the floor, which is formally
assigned to the Division, and the southwest quadrant (the area
used temporarily by the Division in 1992) which the Department
has assigned to a cluster of non-Division mini-offices. The
whole floor is leased by the Labor Department.) As the Mayor of
Newark was told in May 1991, there was never a space problem
for the Division at 124 Halsey Street. The Labor Department
has preferred to leave much of the fourth floor unused.

* * &

The current geographic regionmalization plan is a retread
from the 1980's. If the Division had preserved its institutional
memory, the current management might recognize that reconfiguring
the agency in this manner is ineffective. Such artificial
compartmentalization creates unequal caseloads, intra-agency
communication problems, wasteful duplication and unproductive
bureaucratic turf battles. Regionalization, except for New
Brunswick, has proceeded very slowly since the personnel
arrangements are problematic. The Division favors regionalization
for its value as a rationale for paying more managers more money
to run more offices. Regionalization is about spending.

The need for face-to-face contact vith claimants and
medical sources using branch offices like New Brunswick is highly
contrived. The Social Security Administration operates 31 local
field offices to serve the needs of New Jersey disability
applicants in person. Nationally, each state disability agency
decides, with the concurrence of SSA, on the number of branch
offices and their locations in the state according to local
experience and, of course, politics. After 35 years of experience
with the program, the ratio of centralized to decentralized state
agencies is 2:1 in favor of centralization, without any strong
correlation to state population or geographic size, or performance
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results. And in September 1991, after Social Security's umpteenth
study of the personal contact issue, HHS Secretary Louis Sullivan
informed the Senate Finance Committee and the House Ways and
Means Committee that:

Regrettably, no statistically verifiable results were produced
through the personal appearance demonstration project. In
particular, we can not determine whether a personal appearance
had any effect on the quality of the disability determination--
the main purpose of the study.

The argument that the New Brunswick branch office is
needed to increase face-to-face contact has no basis in fact.
The Labor Department admitted as much in 1987 when it abandoned
decentralization, recognizing that the program functions primarily
through mail and phone contacts at the state agency level once
preliminary interviewing, when necessary, has taken place at a
local federal Social Security office. Current Labor Department
decentralization doctrine is rooted in the desire to justify
federal spending on state management and selected lease property.

* * &

The primary goal established for the Division by the
June 1991 Social Security management review team was case backlog
reduction. In 1992 SSA decided to redirect state agency resources
from processing continuing disability reviews (medical
investigations to determine whether those currently receiving
disability benefits based on past claims have improved and
regained their ability to work) to processing new initial level
claims. (See SSA testimony before the House Ways and Means
Committee's Social Security Subcommittee, August 12, 1992.) For
years New Jersey had failed to do enough of these review cases,
so that 5,000 of them had backed up in the files from about 1987
to 1991. In 1992 Social Security told the Division to transfer
the bulk of these cases back to federal offices without actually
doing any work on them. Thousands of these continuing disability
review folders were put in boxes and removed by federal employees
working Saturdays on overtime during the period preceeding the
May 22 Congressional hearing and in the summer months thereafter.
To say the agency "did" 3,500 of these reviews in 1992 is like
saying Milli vanilli cut an album. Management was handed an
inventory reduction and the major element in a "success story."

1993

This February 8th marked the official opening of the New
Brunswick branch office. According to the Labor Department, this
event has ushered in a new era of "top quality service" to the

citizenry.
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Comment

New Brunswick is the key to further decentralization.
The Division's FY 1993-1994 budget request makes it plain that
further decentralization depends om a declaration of success
for Nev Brunswvick. Accordingly, prior to the official grand
opening ceremony, the Department moved to tilt the playing
field to assure that the branch office could evolve into a
showpiece. This is what was done in the months preceding the
ribbon cutting:

(1) Caseloads of the examiners chosen to relocate to New
Brunswick were either manipulated downward, or at least
not allowed to rise as high as the Newark staff levels
before the move. By moving day (December 12) there was
a significant disparity in the average caseload size,
favoring the new branch staff.

(2) Instead of staffing the New Brunswick office like
Newark, with only state employee clericals, the
Department called in a private sector clerical
employment contractor, Kelly Temporary Services, "The
Kelly Girl People." These temporaries were given added
assignments, not performed in Newark, to give the
branch examiner staff an edge.

(3) There have been widespread mistakes in crediting
production statistics for the months of December and
January. According to many Newark examiners, work
performed in Newark during that period was somehow
recorded as having been done in New Brunswick. A
"systems problem."

(4) The volume of claims received by the New Brunswick
office is so controlled as to assure that whatever
backlogs develop will be the responsibility of Newark
and not New Brunswick. To pay Paul, you rob Peter.

* * *

New Brunswick has a second purpose-- to serve as a
focal point for spreading positive comments about the Division
in the media. The Department arranged for TV coverage so that
a story would be shown the night of the grand opening ceremony.
A highly complimentary newspaper story appeared the next day.
The gathering was used as a forum to give the impression that
the Division is well managed and to push the line that performance
is improving each month. Beneath this deception lie the following
realities:

* Due to ongoing criticism over the Division's inability to
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achieve mean case processing times consistent with national
averages, management has relentlessly pressured the examiner
staff to bail out the bosses by meeting weekly production
goals by focusing efforts on processing the easier, less
complex claims, as they are newly received in the agency
each day. This unsound management maneuver generates
increasing numbers of delayed claims, even as it fosters
misleading processing time declines. This is because only
cases being closed at the moment are counted in the national
processing time statistics for any given month. Those claims
still pending in the agency, no matter how long, do not get
counted in processing time data until they are finally
closed out. As a cohort, they are statistically invisible.
Desks and file cabinets are loaded down with these case
folders-- neglected losers in management's drive to look
good on paper right now. Many wait for double, tripple,

and quadruple the mean national processing time. Instead

of serving all the people equitably, this management-driven
adjudicative climate creates thousands of victims while
affording management a "processing timerdecline" defense
against any criticism over delayed case totals. There is

no more important management survival tactic employed at

the Division today.

The average processing time for Nev Jersey "reconsideration”
claims (appeals of first-time denials handled for a second
time in the state agency) has soared. This represents a
"double hit" for many claimants: first they are pushed
through the initial level claims process without obtaining
adequate documentation and turned down for benefits. Then
they wait and wait for a second decision, because these
appeals cases are politically less sensitive than new claims
and therefore less threatening to management. Resources are
not "wasted" on a non-threatening workload.

Another major consequence of management?*s "production
quotamania" is poor accuracy-- particularly vhen claims

are denied. Many cases are rushed through the process, under
management pressure, without obtaining essential documentation.
"The true dimensions of the accuracy problem are effectively
ignored at the state level and masked at the federal level.

The overall message to the examiner staff is that ®"Quality

Is Job 2.* More specifically:

(a) The day-to-day findings of the state agency quality
assurance unit are effectively disregarded by Division
managers. Far from being the intended focal point of
efforts to improve accuracy, the small unit operates
largely for appearance, with several quality reviewers
assigned to either production or administrative tasks

+ unrelated to the unit's mission of detecting, correcting,
and reporting on errors in specific claims decisions.
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(B) Federal accuracy statistics for Nev Jersey are
carefully managed by the Social Security Regional
Office in Manhattan. Stripped of the statistical
carapace, the "quality assurance" game is a deception.
Behind such impressive sounding terms as "stratified
random sample,"” "weighted average,* and "“95% confidence
level for the sampling variability range" lie subjective
administrative procedures used to put "improvement" on
New Jersey's accuracy record vhenever it is politically
expedient. New Jersey's accuracy rate is never allowved
to sink below a bureaucratically set ®"threshold level”
of 90.6% for two consecutive calendar (not rolling)
quarters because that would require action by management
and an acceptance of responsibility. New Jersey fell to
precisely 90.6% in the January 1993 rolling (not ‘
calendar) guarter. Phony "improvement" will break that
trend as surely as the sunshine follows the darkness.

Damage control.

Epiloque

From Social Security's June 1991 management review of the New
Jersey Division of Disability Determinations:

Based on interviews with adjudicators...the pervasive attitude
was that if management did not care enough about. the claims
processing conditions within the agency, then it was beyond
the efforts of the adjudicators to improve the disability
claims process and serve the claimants.

From a February 1993 report to Division management by a committee
of adjudicators who conducted an office-wide survey:

General comments were also solicited and were indicative of a
general dissatisfaction with management policies. Many respondents
felt that management is not only out of touch with the realities
of the agency, but also doesn't care that it is out of touch.

It is interesting to note that many of the people who refused

to respond to the questionnaire told individual members of the
adjudication committee that they refused because they felt it
didn't matter what they said, management would continue to do

as it pleased and would skew the results of the poll to suit

their own agendas.

Sincerely yours,

Gt (i

Frank Aria

31 West Street

North Arlington, NJ 07031-5544
(201) 648-7798/(201) 991-5417
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Postscript

Nearly all the victims of the mismanagement at the Division

of Disability Determinations-- those claimants who experience
long delays in getting an initial level or reconsideration
decision or are denied benefits based on inadequate documentation--
remain anonymous sufferers, unknown to the public at large. Their
privacy is rightly protected by law; their medical records are
properly kept confidential. Many hire attorneys for a quiet fight
against their government, often for a substantial fee and
expenses in the form of medical examinations the state agency
should have purchased for them. Many threaten to go to the

press; few ever do. These natural circumstances of the program
serve as a passive defense for management against the negative
publicity it seeks to avoid at all cost. However, each week, ‘a
number of applicants do contact federal and state elected and
appointed officials to complain about delays and errors. For
these cases, management has an active defense against publicity.
First, Division policy calls for the special, expeditious
handling of any "public relations problem case" under the
direction of management. Secondly, any case involving a

written or verbal inquiry from a public official is formally
labeled "sensitive." A quality assurance specialist is assigned
full time to compose letters of response to all written inquiries.
The examiner must handle all such cases on a priority basis--
ahead of other cases-- under threat of criticism or disciplinary
action from management. Through this combination of active and
passive defenses, management has kept the level of negative
publicity as lowv as the performance of the agency it directs.

LA E R R R SRR R
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31 West Street
North Arlington, NJ 07031
September 26, 1993

Hon. James Florio
Office of the Governor
CN-001

Trenton, NJ 08625-0001

Dear Governor Florio:

As you know, I have been writing regularly to you since
1990 concerning the poor performance and mismanagement of the
Social Security disability program in this state. Current
federal reports again confirm the comparative underproductivity,
slowness, and inaccuracy of the Division of Disability
Determinations of the New Jersey Department of Labor. Here is
wvhat the latest data show:

* As of August 1993, New Jersey ranked 44th among the 50
states in yearly production per employee-- last among the more
populous, more industrialized states.

* As of August, New Jersey continued to have one of the
worst records in the nation for numbers of delayed cases
pending. Nationally, 27.6% of the pending inventory was in
the "delayed" category versus 42.0% for New Jersey.

* For fiscal year 1993 (October 1992 through August 1993)
New Jersey ranks dead last in the accuracy of its decisions
based on federal sample reviews. This state is rated below the
acceptable minimum accuracy requirement of 90.6% for the most
recent three-month period (June, July and August 1993).

In my view, the administration's focus has drifted away
from improving service to the public in favor of serving its
own interests. Let me describe several key management actions
which I would characterize as both unsound and deceptive:

(1) Last December the Department of Labor broke apart the
centralized Newark Division, placing one-quarter of the agency
in New Brunswick. When questioned, the Department admitted to
the Mayor of Newark that there was never a compelling space
shortage or leasing cost problem in Newark. There was no federal
mandate to make the move; indeed, most state disability agencies
nationwide remain centralized. The move was strictly political,
benefiting principally the expanded top management group.
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Under these circumstances, New Brunswick has had to be
declared a rousing success t9 maintain the momentum for further
decentralization. Management has tilted the playing fieild: -

(a) From the outset, caseloads in New Brunswick have been
carefully controlled to fix it so that New Brunswick
case processing time averages would look better than
those in Newark. There has always been a marked
disparity in the workload per staff member between
the two locations by management's design.

(b) Whenever medical review backlogs have developed in New
Brunswick, Newark has had to handle them, and on a
priority basis ahead of Newark's own backlogs.

(c) New Brunswick has received more intensive clerical ,
support, including private sector temporaries, giving
the branch office an advantage over Newark.

(d) Management has tolerated exceptionally poor claims
accuracy in New Brunswick, as measured by the agency's
internal gquality sample reviews, to avoid damaging the
branch's productivity record.

This is just a short list of some of the more obvious
administrative ingredients that have become part of the recipe
for success in New Brunswick.

(2) Management invariably mislabels overtime usage by
calling it a "productivity gain." For example, from mid January
1993 through mid July, with no overtime, the overall caseload
increased about 1,500 cases. From mid July through this month,
a reduction of 1,400 cases was made using 7,710 hours of OT.
New Jersey's regular-time productivity level has remained one
of the lowest in the nation.

(3) Management has created so much pressure for "presumptive
disability" awards for SSI applicants that New Jersey has the
highest error rate (decisions finally reversed to denials) in the
country for fiscal year 1993. In other words, up to six months
of cash benefits, in many instances, are being paid to people
whose claims do not fit the procedural profiles established for
these payments. Why so? Management benefits by creating a better
SSI case processing time record for the agency since the claims
paid in this manner are not fully "counted" on the processing
time records.

One final note. The Department of Labor consistently offers
high case receipts as the excuse for New Jersey's problems. What
is not acknowledged, however, is that the Social Security
Administration has provided the state with adequate resources
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to cope with the level of claims received. As a result, the
average caseload per examiner compares favorably in New Jersey
vith the national average. In fact, in recent weeks this figure
has been reported as 131 cases per examiner nationwide versus
only 127 for this state. The Department's excuse is, if I might
borrow a recently used phrase from one of your cabinet officers,
both "misleading and erroneous."

Sincerely,

Frank Aria
Citizen
(201) 648-7798

c: Janice Mays
Chief Counsel
House Committee on Ways and Means

Renee Brown

Shop Steward, Local 1037
Communications Workers of America
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S3ih=8JAN 28 ‘S2 15:45 NJ DI DISAB. DETER.

FULL TIMB PCSITIONS

TITLE

DIRECTOR
MEDICAL DIRECTOR

REGIONAL DIR, CLAIMS

ASST DIR, OFC DIR
SUPV ADMIN ANALYST
SUPVG MED EXAM
MEDICAL EXAM
EXEC ASST II
ACMIN ANALYST I
. CHIBRF, POLICY
REGIONAL MANAGER
CHIEF, QA

MED REL SPEC I
CA SPEC I

QA SPEC I
HEARING OFC I
Az

ADMIN ANALYST II
EXEC ASST 1II
PRIN PROC ANALYST
ADMIN ASSISTANT -
QA SPEC II

MED REL SPEC II
‘SR PROC ANALYST
CA SPEC II

CASE CONSULTANTS
CA II

CA IIT

SEC ASST I

SEC’ ASST II

SEC ASST III
ADMIN ASST II

CA PIELD REP

CA AIDE
TECNICIAN, MIS
PRIN CLR TYPIST
. TECHNICAL ASST
SR CLR STENO

SR CLX TYPIST

SR CLX BOOKKFR
SR CLX TRANS

CREW SUPY, LABORERS

CLERR TYPIST
SENIOR CLERK
CLERK -

TOTAL

~

[ o
HENHEFPHWOMOOAHFANHNFHOR NN -

(S NS X W)
00+

CHeNHFOFWO

435

FISCAL YRAR 1992

WK MOS

12
12
14
12
8
48
48
12
19
2
28
12
12
312
0
12
0
36
3
3
3
135
48

372
140
636
1480
12
24
24

240
455

4425

WORKYEAR

0.875
0.875
1.750
0.875
0.583
3.500
3.500
0.875
1,383
0.510
2.042
0.875
0.875
22.75%0
0.000
0.875
0.000
2.625
0.219
0.219
0.218
9.84375
3.500
0.219
27.125
110.208
47.198
'106.458
0.875
1.730
1.750
0.510
17.500
33.177
0.875
9.625
2.188
0.000
0.365

0.000.

0.875
0.729
1.458
0.000

FY'92
PUNDS

$74,682
$76,110
$66,665
$71,390
$42,945
$314,120
$261,712

$55,821-

$88,383
$34,614
$138,458
$59,339
$53,162
$1,348,02g

$
$53,162
$0
$151,830

$10,849

$9,839

. $7,341
$492,008
$183,644
$9,563
$1,193,254
$569,578
$1,984,879
$3,699,960
$36,375

$62,852 .

$54,274
$19,833
$545,244
$829,465
$26,597
$251,552
$57, 440
$0
$25,333
$7,505
$0
$23,154
$14,180
$35,030
. %0

322.747 $13,040,427
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&SA-8JAN 28 'SR 15:46 NJ DIn DISAB. DETER.

PULL TIME POSITIONS

FISCAL YEAR 1993

TITLE } WK MOS WORKYEAR
DIRECTOR 1l 12 0.875
'MEDICAL DIRECTOR 1 12 0.875
REGICNAL DIR, CLAIMS 2 24 1.750
ASST DIR, OFC DIR 1 12 0.875
SUPV ADMIN ANALYST 1 12 0.87%
SUPVG MED EXAM 4 48 3.500
MEDICAL EXAM 4 48 3.500
BXEC ASST II 1 12 0.87%
ACMIN ANALYST I 2 24 1.750
CHIEP, POLICY 1. 12 0.875
REGIONAL MANAGER 4 48 3.500
CHIEP, QA 1 12 0.875
MED REL SPEC I . 1 12 0.875
CA SPEC I 26 312 22.750
QA SPEC I 0 0 0.000
HEARING OFC I 1 12 0.875
CA I 0 0 0.000
ACMIN ANALYST II 3 36 2.625
EXEC ASST III 1 12 0.875
PRIN PROC ANALYST 1 12 0.875
ACMIN ASSISTANT 1 12 0.875
QA SPEC II 9 108 7.875
MED REL SPEC II 4 48 3.500
SR PROC ANALYST 1 12 0.875
CA SPEC II 31 246 22.313
CASE CONSULTANTS 20 240 17.500
cA II 69 679  60.37S
CA IIT 125 1500 109.375
SZC ASST I 1 12 0.875
S2C ASST II 2 - 24 1.750
SEC ASST III 2 24 1.750
" ADMIN ASST II 112 9.875
CA FIELD REP 20 240 17.500
CA AIDE 65 78¢  56.875
TECNICIAN, MIS 4 48 3.500
PRIN CLX TYPIST 7 84 6.125
TECENICAL ASST - 10 120 8.750
SR CLR STENO 0 0 0.000
SR CLK TYPIST 0 0 0.000
SR CLR BOOKK®R 0 0 0.000
SR CLR TRANS 0 0 0.000
CREW SUPV, LABCRERS 1 12 0.875
CLERK TYPIST 0 0 0.000
SINIOR CLERK 0 0 0.000
CLERX _ 0 0 0.000
TOTAL 429 4872.46 370.563

NaxX

293
PUNDS

$78,416
$79,916
$119,996
$75,170
$67,638
$329,826
$274,798
$58,612

$117,224

$62,306
$249,224
$62,306
$55,820
$1,415,427

$159,485 |

$45,565
$41,322
$30,833
$413,286
$192,826
$40,165
$1,036,447
$1,025,241
$2,463,489
$4,046,831
$38,194
$65,995
$55,988
$35,700
$572,506
$1,493,037
$111,707
$155,967
$241,248
$0

$0

$0

$0

$23,154

$0

$0
$0

$15,393,483
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FISCAL YRAR 1994

FULL TIMR POSITIONS
TITLBE

DIRECTCR

MEDICAL DIRECTOR
REGICNAL DIR, CLAIMS
ASST DIR, OFC DIR
SUPV ADMIN ANALYST
SUPVG MED EXAM
MEDICAL EXOM

EXEC ASST II
ADMIN ANALYST I
CHIEPY, POLICY
REGIONAL MANAGER
CHIEF, QA

MED REL SPEC I

CA SPEC I

QA SPEC I

HEARING OFC I
Al

ADMIN ANALYST II
EXEC ASST 1I1

- PRIN PROC ANALYST
ADMIN ASSISTANT

. QA SPEC 1I

MED REL SPEC 11

- SR PROC ANALYST

"~ CA SPEC II
CASE CONSULTANTS
T CA 1T

*CA I1I
*.SEC ASST I
- SEC ASST I1

SEC ASST III
ADMIN ASST I1I
CA FIELD REP

CX AIDE
TECNICIAN, MIS
PRIN CLK TYPIST
TECENICAL ASST
SR CLK STENO

SR CLR TYPIST
SR CLK BOOKXPR
SR CLK TRANS
CREW SUPV, LABORERS
CLERK TYPIST
SENIOR CLERX
CLERK '

TOTAL

WR MOS

12
12
24
12
12
43

. 48
12
24
12
48
12
12
312
0
12
0
36
12
12
12
144
48
12
31 372
20 240
66 649

' X
PaNFHEEPWOHOMHHOHNKF & M

113 1356

1 12
2 24
2 24
1 12
20 240
60 720
48
84
120

(~Xo¥-T NeoXoReoRoNoRay J

412 4801.44

0OO0OO0ONOOOO

WORKYEAR

0.87S
0.875
1.750
0.875
0.875
3,500
3.500
0.875
1.750
0.875
3.500
0.875
0.875
22.750
0.000
0.875
0.000
2.625
0.875
0.875
0.875
10.500
3.500
0.875
27.125

17.500.

57.750
98.875
0.875
1.750
1.750
0.875
17.500
52.500
3.500
6.125
8.750
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.875
0.000
0.000
0.000

360.500

13%

FY'94
FUNDS

$82,337
$83,911
$125,996
$78,928
$71,020
$346,317
$288,537
$61,543
$123,085
$65,421
$261,685
$65,421
$58,611
$1,486,199
$0

$58,611

$0
$167,459
$47,843
-.$43,388
$32,375
$433,951
$202,468
$42,174
$1,088,269
$1,076,503
$2,867,801
$3,841,252
$40,103
$69,294
$59,837
$37,485
$601,132
1,447,097
$117,293
$164,815
$253,310

so

$0
$0
$0
$24,312
$0

$0
$0

$15,915,783

P.24725



' ' 4 Newask, N.L 07102
AFL-CIO Local 1057 Phone:(201)623-1828
A - r Fax:(200)623-5777
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA 5

October 6, 1993

Mr. Greg Williams

oLs

CN 068-10B

Trenton, NJ 08625-0068

Dear Greg:
Please find enclosed copies of documents addressing problems
in the Division of Disability Determinations. Mr. Frank Aria

recently sent these to Assemblyman Roma's Paramus Office.

I hope you find the information useful. If you have any
questions, please call.

Sincerely,

WW\
Denys Everingham

Staff Representative
CWA Local 1037

DE/LCS

ENCL:

X



31 West Street
North Arlington, NJ 07031
October 5, 1993

Hon. Patrick J. Roma
Assemblyman, 38TH District
40 East Midland Avenue
Paramus, NJ 07652

Dear Assemblyman Roma:

It is my understanding that the New Jersey Division of
Disability Determinations of the state Department of Labor
is to be the subject of a legislative hearing shortly.

Enclosed are copies of letters and other materials which
may be of interest to you. Please let me know if you have any
questions about this information.

A word of caution. This is a very complex subject. In
my 20 years with the program I have yet to witness a reasonably
successful legislative effort at breaking through the thick
statistical defenses invariably thrown up around the executive

agency.

Good 1luck!
Sincerely,
Frank Aria
(201) 648-7798
Enclosures

15X



gl Y SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY

MINETY-SIXTH CONSRTES

Al ULLMAN, ORES. CHAIRMAN
ety COMMITTEE O WAYS AND MEAMNS

orana, o, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS o

JSE M. MARITG, R, G GRSven.

PORTHEY K (FETE) STARK, CALW. Py povicdl
anceER, TOX U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES = TV
SRADISON, SaD _ —

. ROUSSTLOT. CAL. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20518 Ty Srary
—— PREDEUCK 0. ANveER
MISER M. SASSeRY

November 26, 1980

Mr. Frank Aria
31 West Street
North Arlington, New Jersey 07032

Dear Mr. Aria:

Fred Arner and Janice Gregory have informed me of the enormous amount
of time, effort and money for postage that you have expended over the past
three and a half years in working with our Subcommittee in trying to im-
prove the administration of the disability program. They tell me that you
have risked your livelihood in a continuing effort to bring examples of
mismanagement and ineffective administration to our attention.

Although our efforts may not yet have improved the administration of
the program in New Jersey to any perceptable degree, the Social Security
Administration and the State now know that they have a problem on their
hands which must be dealt with. In addition, your assistance has greatly
increased the Subcommittee knowledge of quality assurance in the disability
program in general, and therefore has had an important effect beyond the
confines of one state. ’

We appreciate your dedication to a well-run social security program.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,

JJP/ab

ToX



N.J. District Counsel
STEVEN P. WEISSMAN

LEGAL OFFICE
Communications
Workers of America
AFL-CIO, District One

USA MOROWITZ One Executive Drive, Suite 200

CLARE M. PESSOLANO Somerset, New Jersey 08873-4003 FAX NO. 908-580-9779

JAN D. PIERCE
Vice President, District 1
TEL NO. 908-563-4565

February 2, 1993

Raymond L. Bramucci, Commissioner
Department of Labor

John Fitch Plaza

CN 110

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

RE: Retaliation for Whistle-blowing - Frank Aria

Dear Commissioner Bramucci:

Please be advised that I represent Frank Aria, a Quality
Assurance Specialist employed by the Division of Disability
Determinations. Mr. Aria, an employee with DDD since 1973, has a
long history of whistle-blowing activities. He has written a
number of letters to various public bodies, including the House
Weighs and Means Committee, critical of DDD'’s operation.

On or about December, 1991, Maryann Polaski was appointed
as the Director of DDD. Previous directors had knowledge of Mr.
Aria‘’s whistle-blowing and First Amendment activity and understood
that he was legally entitled to engage in such activity free from
coercion or retaliation. It seems that Ms. Polaski is of a

different mind in this regard.

Specifically, in March, 1992, Ms. Polaski called Mr. Aria
into her office and stated that if he continued to write letters
critical of the Division she would "deal with it" and that she
would not tolerate any °"challenge to (her) authority." She also
used profanity and threatened Mr. Aria with violence "if (she)
thought (the letters) were personal.®

Following that meeting, Mr. Aria sent out several
additional letters critical of DDD operations. As a result, he was
directed to attended a second meeting on December 16, 1992. When
he arrived in the management conference room, 11 senior-level
management officials were seated around a table, including the
director and assistant director of the Division and the chief of
the Quality Assurance Unit. Everyone at the table had a copy of
Mr. Aria’s most recent letter. Ms. Polaski interrogated Mr. Aria
for approximately 20 minutes as to the sources of his information,
while the Regional Director inquired as to his motives for writing
the letter.

18X



Both the March and December, 1992 meetings were coercive
and retaliatory of rights protected by the Pirst Amendment of the
United States Constitution, Article 1 of the New Jersey
Constitution, the whistle-blower provisions of Title 11A and the
Conscientious Employee Protection Act.

All interference with Mr. Aria’s right to engage in Pirst
Amendment and whistle-blowing conduct and all retaliation for such
conduct must cease immediately. Any further meetings held with Mr.
Aria concerning letters he writes or statements he makes which are
critical of DDD’s operation may necessitate legal action. Further,
management has no entitlement to the sources of Mr. Aria‘s
information. Rather than attempting to silence Mr. Aria through
intimidation, Division management should be investigating the
problems brought to light by Mr. Aria and initiating corrective

action.

Questions concerning this matter should be directed to .my
attention.

Very truly yours,

Steven P. Weissman
District Counsel

SPw:db

cc: FPPrank:Aria .
Hetty Rosenstein, Executive Vice President - CWA Local 1037

Mel Gelade, Director - OER
Skip Cimino, Commissioner - Department of Personnel

Congressman William J. Hughes

19%



BILL BRADLEY

COMMITTERS:
NEW JERSEY

FINANCE
ENERGY AND

Anited States Senate srecie comne,

Al
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3001 cine

August 18, 1993

Mr. Frank Aria
31 West Street
North Arlington, New Jersey 07031-5544

Dear Mr. Aria:

Thank you for your recent letter and
documents pertaining to the New Jersey Division of
Disability Determination.

Please be assured that I have referred this
matter to the appropriate officials at the New
Jersey Department of Labor for their information
and whatever action they deem appropriate.

I appreciate this opportunity to be of
assistance to you.

Best wishes.

Sincerely,

4»(4,
Bill Bradley
United States Senator

BB/1rh
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RAYMOND L. BRAMUCC! LA o 2"
! TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625-0110

August 24, 1993

Honorable Bill Bradley
United States Senator

731 Hart Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Bradley:

Thank you for your note dated August 17, 1993 in which you forwarded materials you
received from Mr. Frank Aria, an employee of this Department.

Mr. Aria’s protestations are well known to us. We have, on numerous occasions,
attempted to provide Mr. Aria with an explanation and facts regarding the performance of the
Division in which he works. Unfortunately, he either cannot or will not be dissuaded from his

campaign of writing misleading and erroneous correspondence.
It has reached a point where it would be inappropriate for us to continue expending time
and resources to respond to Mr. Aria, given his unwillingness to be persuaded by the realities

of the situatica in his Divisiai.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to you.

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employer

o BIx



August 1993

Delmar D. Dowling, Director
Office of Public Inquiries, SSA
4100 Annex Building

6401 Security Boulevard,
Baltimore, Maryland 21235

Dear Mr. Dowling:

This is to request, under the Freedom of Information Act, one
copy of the following reports:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)
(5)

(6)

New Jersey DDS Monthly Profile report for July 1993,
prepared by Disability Programs, New York Region.

National monthlyirepOtt entitled DDS Performance Report
for July 1993.

State Agency Operations Report for Month Ending 0793 (pages
headed "USA™ and "Newv Jersey” only) produced by Office of

Systems, Office of Information Management. (FD:14/3-S4KB).

Disability Determinations Services Staffing and Workload
Analysis Report (FD-15) Week Ending 073093 (Week 44) (37-S4KB)
produced by Office of Systems, Office of Information
Management. '

Federal Quality Assurance Review, Initial Disabilit
Determinations, July 1993, prepared by the Office of

Program and Integrity Reviews.

Approved New Jersey DDS Budget Request, Fiscal Year 1994
and 1995.

Please inform me in advance if there is a fee.

Sincerely,

Forank i

Frank Aria
31 West Street
North Arlington, NJ 07031-5544

Bax
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FEB 04 ’S2 16:22 NJ DIn DISAB. DETER EXHIBIT 2
NEW JERSEY
VRV VREES
SUMMARY OF BUDGET DATA RELATED TO
PERSONAL AND NONPERSONAL SERVICES
FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1983 TY 1994
$20,301,601 $23,646,623 $24,386,043

I. TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS $15,606,614
’ $12,418,597 $15,942,645

a.
b.

IZ. TOTAL MEDICAL COSTS

1.
2.

Direct Wages
Benefits

CE Costs
MER Costs

2II. TZTAL INDIRECT
Rate To Persona.
Costs (A.3.):%)

Iv.

P

b.
T Ce

d.
e.
: o
g.
h.
14

TCTAL OTHER COSTS

Ceccupancy
Contracted Cut
EDP/WP Costs
Ongeing
Equipnent
Purchases
Rental
Communications
Applicant Travel
DPS Travel
Supplles
Miscellanecus

V. TCTAL CCSTs

' VI. TCTAL WCRKIOAD
VII. COST PER CAS2

VLT
PEWY

IX.

WORKYEARS

X. AVG PERSCNNEL CCST
PER WORKYEAR

$3,188,017 $4,353,957
$3,942,029 85,326,567
$3,00C,359 $4,116,663
$941,670 $1,209,904
$3,490,356 85,688,207
22.36% 27.92%
$3,213,335 83,830,250
-$2,514,230 $1,645,143
$550,3682 $863,976
$§147,460 $154,833
$147,460 $154,833
$61,164 $195,544
$15,308 $153,3544
$44,856. $42,000
$685,201 $889,451
$17,054 $32,883
$36,393 $42,950
$156,589 $159,700
$44,902 $45%,800
$25,232,334 333,125,828
32,586 §3,300
$495.65 $§5492.71
283.86 355.25
182.73 179.87
$53,841 $57,147

98X

$5,106,498
$9,151,564

$7,587,905
$1,583,655

$5,502,.37

27.92%

$4,442,025

$1,753,533
$943,:13
~8162,5735
$182,575
$67,000
$235,009
$42,000
$1,192,393
$49,433
$56,230

$1562,8%%

$48,7%5

'$58,719

$18,540,126 $19,120,609

$5,265,434
$9,230,747

$7,587,903
$1,662,842

$5,803,583

27.92%

$4,683,208

$1,753,583
$1,039,624
$170,703
$170,703
$67,000
$25,000
$42,000
$1,294,399
$54,433
'$65,630

$52,C50
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E.INDIRECT TIME

1. TRAINING

FY 1991

The DDD hired 28 adjudicators in May 1991 and another 29 in September..
Formal training is conducted for 14 weeks, during which the trainees
receive the basic concepts and medical background needed to process

disability claims.

' The learning curve for a new adjudicator is considered to be 65%
producticn in the first thirteen (13) weeks following formal training,
75% in the next thirteen (13) weeks and 100% production thereafter.

Ongoing training for adjudicators and review physicians includes
weekly unit meetings and formalized training on medical issues and
adjudicative issues that have been affected by changes in the program
and or have been shown to be problem areas in FY 91. This has in-
cluded phone mail training, AIDS awareness, extensive automated system
training, disabled widow claims handling, case preparation for medical
review, various medical lectures, procedural reviews, workshop

evaluations and system test validation.
*#sNew Adjudicator Training*rs
Group # 1 (May 1991)

28 Tralnees
+ 3 Instructors

31
x 14 weeks

434 weeks
x 35 hrs/wk

~15,150 Bours : , 15,190 hrs
"Lost Productivity Hours"

28 Trainees
x 13 weeks
X 35 hrs/wk

12,740 hours SR
X .35 reduced productivity

4,459 hours lost

4,459 hrs

LY
w

79X
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018 * FISCAL YEAR 1992 .

In order to reduce case backlogs and replace staff lost to early retire-
ment in 9/91 a class of 33 claims adjudicator trainees was hired on
December 2, 1991.
The continuing implementation of an automated case processing system
will alsc have a significant impact on training hours in PY 1992. Twelve
claims units and various support groups will be brought on-line. All

- systems users will require update training following implementation of
planned enhancements.

: Finally, training on revised SSA regulations will be conducted on the
following topics: CE/MER development; AIDS/ARC claims; Revised Cardiac
Listings; Pain evaluation; Telephone Techniques; Vocational Analysis;
Respiratory Impairments; "Whereabouts Unknown" claims; and "Failure
to Cooperate” clains.

Group § 3 (December 2, 1991)

33 Trainees
+ 3 Instructors

36
X 14 weeks
X 35 hrs/wk
17,640 hours . 17,640 hzs

"Lost Productivity Hours"

33 Trainees
x 13 weeks
X 35 hrs/wk

15,015 hrs
X .35 reduced productivity

5,255 DBours 5,255 hrs

33 Trainees
X 13 weeks
x 35 hrs/wk

15,015 hrs :
X .25 zreduced productivity

3,7}4 hours : 3,654 hrs
***New Physician Traininge***

6 Physicians
+ 2 Instructers

X 3 weeks
X 18 hrs/wk

432 hours 432 hrs

[0OX
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"¢ 018 PISCAL YEAR 1993 !

- A new class of thirty-five (35) adjudicator trainees will be added on
October ), 1992 to caver attrition and increased receipts. Ongoing unit
meetings and update sessions will continue to take 2 hours each week.
Anticipated program changes resulting from Program Operations Manual
System (POMS) and SSA regulation revisions will require an estimated
10,500 hours of training time.

Group § 4 (October 1 1992)

35 Trainees
+ 3 Instructors

38

X 14 weeks
x 35 hrs/wk

18,620 hours 18,620 hrs
“"Lost Productivity Hours"
35 Trainees
x 13 weeks
x 35 hrs/wk

15,925 hrs
X .35 reduced productivity

5,574 hours : 5,574 hrs
35 Tralnees :

x 13 weeks

x 35 hrs/wk

15,925 brs
X .25 reduced productivity

3,981 hours 3,981 hrs

*a4Systems Training***
(Classroom and OJT for Local Integrated Computer System - LINCS)

(289 professionals x 35 hrs) = 10,115 hrs

(73 Support/MD staff x 28 hrs) = : 1,533 hrs
11,648 hrs

0ol X
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DATRS OF OCCUPANCY

10/93

TIMER FRAME 10/90 10/91 04/92 10/92
09/91 03/92 09/92 09/93 09/94
SQUARE FERT :
Newark . 77,290 77,290 77,290 77,290 77,290
New Brunswick 0 0 13,000 13,000 13,000
COST/SQ FT
Newark $19.08 $19.08 $19.08 $19.08 $19.08
New Brunswick $0.00 $0.00 $17.30 $17.30 $17.30
COST -
Newark $1,474,693 $737,347 $737,347 $1,474,693 $1,474,693
New Brunswick $0 $0 $112,450 $224,900 $224,900
SPACE COST TOTAL $1,474,693 $737,347 $849,797 $1,699,593 $1,699,593
REPAIRS $39,537 $25,000 $25,000 $60,000 $60,000
SUMMARY Y 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94
SPACB COST $1,474,693 $1,587,143 $1,699,593 $1,699,593
REPAIR COST $39,537 $50,000 $60,000 $60,000
MOVE COST $0 $8,000 $0 - $0
GRAND TOTAL $1,514,230 $1,645,143 $1,759,593 $1,759,593

)




JAN 29 ’S2 16:13 U DIn DISAB. [ETER. P.4r13

OCCUPANCY
RXAXERRAR

The DDD currently occupies 77,290 square feet of space at 124 Dalsey
Street, Newark, N.J. at a cost: of $19.08 per sq. ft.. We have exceeded
our projected five-year growth pattern and must rctain sixty of our new
Claims Adjudicator Trainees in the Auditorium because insufficient work-
stations exist in the established claims areas.

New Jersey's Department of the Treasury has negotiated a lease agree-
ment at 506 Jersey Avenue, New Brunswick, N.J.. 1f approved, the DDD will
relocate 253% of its workforce to this site on or about April 1, 1992, We
will occupy 13,000 square feet at a cost of $17.30 per sq. ft.. This action
will establish closer ties to the medical community and claimant population
consistent with the master plan of the New Jersey Department of Labor,
since the facility is shared by other NJDOL agenclies. At the present time
there is no plan to reduce space use in Newark.

MOVE COSTS
RAXNANRRRS

Minimal files, desks, automated systems hardware and other equlpment
will be moved to our new 1ocat10n in April, 1990. A projected $8,000 will
cover Newark realignment and moving of cases and supplies, to be done by
NJDOL employees. This amount includes an overtime appropriation so that
the move can take place on the weekend to minimize disruption of services.

The following chart details occupancy costs in both locations.

|03 X
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3. DECENTRALIZATION : :
FISCAL YBAR 1992 -

Bffective April 1, 1992, the DDD will open a decentralized office in
New Brunswick, New Jersey. Office site selection, layout and design, the
development of new procedures for remote site, and the establishment of
all appropriate accounts and services is being done by NJDOL. This will
save the DDD an estimated 1,282 hours of administrative time in FY 92.

7 employees x 21 days x -7 hr (zaved) = -1,029 hrs
1,029 hrs/ 1749 hrs per WY = «0.59 wy

FISCAL YEAR 1993

Monitoring of the New Brunswick operation will be done during FY 93. The
anticipated success of this initiative will determine whether further
decentralization will occur to the northern and southern parts of the
state. We optimistically project that we will be involved in site selection
and related activities for a second decentralized location by April 1, 1993.
This time we will commit DDD resources to the task to ensure that enhance-
ments required in the New Brunswick experience are initiated in the new
site. ;

7 employees x 21 days x 7 hr (saved) = 1,029 hrs :
1,029 hrs/ 1749 hrs per WY = 0.59 WY

PISCAL YEAR 1994

It is anticipated that one additional decentralized office will be opened
in New Jersey in FY 94. We project that DDD will commit the same amount
of time performed by the parent agency in FY 93. ;

7 employees x 21 days x 7 hr (saved) = 1,029 hrs

1,029 hrs/ 1749 hrs per WY = 0.59 wy

104X
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EQUIPMENT PURCHASE

KRANRRNRARANERRANRS

A planned move to a renovated building in New Brunswick, New Jersey is
scheduled for April 1990. As part of the renovation, modular workstations
will replace standard desks and file cabinets for most of the DDD staff.
This will permit optimum use of allocated spacc and standardize workflow
throughout the agency. A cost benefit proposal has been submitted to the
Social Security Administration under separate cover which outlines the
relative expenditures between Newark and New Brunswick modular furniture.
There will still be a need for minimal free-standing equipment such as
conference and sorting tables, chairs and centralized file cabinets. An
estimated list of equipment is attached for considevation.

Installation of the Local INtegrated Computer System is nearly complete.
During the development and testing stage it has become apparent that it
is most advantageous for each workstation to have its own terminal and
tallored" access to LINCS for specific functions. In an effort to provide
this access we have proposed, under separate cover, the expansion of the
IBM AS/400 (central processor) capacity to enable us to attach up to
449 terminals to fully automate the professional, support and medical staff
workstations and position New Jersey to accommodate enhancements in the
development stage at the Social Security Administration. At present we
have 300 terminals on hand. Seventeen personal computers previously used
for word processing functions will be connected to the AS/400 through
emulation boards. We are currently awaiting funding approval for these items:

82 IBM 3477 "Qumb" terminals @ $1,102 each = $90,364

5 IBM 5207 "Quickwriter" printers ¢ $1,211 each = $6,055
S Printer cables for above & $38 each = $190
3 IBM 5299 Controllers @ 1,995 each = $5,985

. In addition, expansion of the administrative staff of the DDD will
require the purchase of five IBM PS/2 Model 70 computers @ $5,500 each.
5 x $5,500 = $27,500

Establishment of the New Brunswick office will require the purchase of
twelve communications modems @ $833 each.
, 12 x $833.33 = $10,000
Total EDP hardware cost: $140,094

Free-standing furniture and equipment:

20 folding-leg tables @ $210 each = ' $4,200
5 executive desks @ $450 each = $2,250
5 three-shelf open bookcases @ $300 each = $£1,500
10 three-drawer lateral file cabinets ¢ $250 each = $2,500
15 Coat trees ¢ $200 each = $3,000

Total free-standing: $13,450
Grand Total of projected equipment costs in FY 92 = $153,544

No significant equipment purchases are anticipated for FY 93 or FY 94.

[0SK
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" COMMUNICATIONS

'Y 23222222222 2

Postage, facsimile, telephone, mailgram and communications forms
(envelopes, flyers, etc.) costs are included in this line item.

Effective April 1992 the decentralized New Brunswick will process all
of its workload using communications modems connecting it with the IBM .
AS/400 central processor in Newark. Ongoing communication costs will »
increase by $3,000 per month. An increase in the use of telefacsimile
- eguipment to receiv2 medical evidence has been offset for the most part by
a reduction in the number of followup calls required on those cases. -
New postal regulations will require envelope redesigns and postage
increases in FY 92. An annual postal rate increase of 10% has been
projected into this document.

FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94
Clearances 52,966 63,900 78,750 78,750
Postage $292,885 $388,681 $526,909 3579,600
Cost/Case $5.53 $6.08 $6.69 $7.36
% Change from PY : 10.00% 10.00% 10.00%
Télephcne : $353,174 $452,603 $604,941 $653,040
Cost/Case Sl $6.67 $7.08 $7.68 $8.29
% Change from PY 6.22% 8.45% 7.95%
Forms $39,142 $48,167 $60,548 $61,759
Cost/Case $0.74 $0.75 $0.77 $0.78
‘% Change from PY 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
Totals $685,201 $889,451 $1,192,398 $1,294,399
Cost/Case $12.94 $13.92 $15.14 $16.44
% Change from PY 7.60% 8.78% 8.55%
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¥. OTHER FRODUCTIVITY

1. PACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS

It is proposed that, during the second half of FY 1994, a pilot study
be conducted involving holding face-to-face interviews with claimants
at the int a dete tion of denial of benefits is evident. This .
pre-denial interview will be utilized on a selected number of claims
involving body systems with a traditionmally high risk factor for
reversal of the decision. An error profile will be developed to identify
the tyzes of claims to be included in the sample. The New Brunswick
office will de used to conduct this pilot study, thereby contzolling the
sample within a specific region servicing 25% of the total DDD caseload.
We estimate that each claim will take one hour of increased preparation
time and that 8% of all initial denials will ke affected in FY 1994.

78,750 claims x .48 (initial claims denial rate) x .08 = 3,024 claims
3,024 claims x 1 hr = 3,024 hrs/ 1749 hr per WY = 1.73 wy

In addition, there will ke instructional sessions conducted by SSA stais
to precare the adjudicators for face-to-face heacings. This will cest’
the DDD 1,200 hours of nan-prcductive time.

200 employees x 3 hrs/day x 2 days = 1,200 hrs
1,200 hrs/ 1749 hrs per WY = 0.6% Wy

Grand Total - FY 94: 2.42 WY
2. FEDERAL AND PARENT AGENCY ASSISTANCE

We have recently hired three classes of claims adjudicator tzainees who aze
tracking through their formal and journeyman level periods. It has teen
recognized that all remaining DCD resources must carry the agency's
workload until they are fully productive. To do this, both the New

Jersey Department of Labor arnd the Social Security Administratica have
committed personnel full-time ts the DDD to free suppor: area employees

to do ¢irect case processing actions. This assisctance consists cf systens
specialists, rrogran specialists, Disability Cuallity Branck (IG3) memkbess
and acémipistracive support rersonnel frem tie NJTCL. The avallakilizy =2
these experienced pecple has saved the DID Zrcm the task of seleczizg

and training acdditional personnel for systems, Quality review and various
.administrative functions, which in turn saves the internal trainers' time.
Alsc, the efficiencies intrcduced by the ex;erience level of thls assis- -
tance team further saves the DDD time and expense. It is eszimated that
the total savings in FY 92 will ke 13.61 WY,

17 employees (estimated Qalue of team) x =35 hr/wk x 40 weeks = -23,800 hrcs
«23,800 nrs/ 1749 hrs per WY = «13,61 W¢
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JaN 29 'SR 16:16 NJ DIn DISAB. DETER.

Division Of Disability Determinations
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Division Of Disability Determinations
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rTLE : . EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS NOTICE
Supervising Administrative Ana‘!yst e e January 6, 1992

sALAav M32 AUTHORIZED mamc M'rt mniov:aayy% ; LOCATION(S) t

$48,461.38

$67,851.46 y 1 : Newark

JOB8 DESCRIPTION:

.«: "'"".'5{ 2o .

" 'Per Job Specifscitfons‘on me with i u&nnt:of ?ersom\el. SRR et Ay

CIVIL SERVICE REQUIREMENTS:

Open to employees in the Division of Disability Determinations who have been
permanently functioning in Range 29 for one year and who meet the open competitive
requirements for the above position.

L

IF INTERESTED WRITE TO THE PERSON AND ADDRESS LISTED BELOW WITHIN SEVEN (7) CALENDAR DAYS FROM
EFFECTIVE DATE SHOWN ABOVE TO BE CONSIDERED FOR THE ABOVE POSITION:

Maryann Polaski, Director

Division of Disability Determinations
P.0. Box 649

124 Halsey Street

Newark, NJ 07102-0649

POSTING AUTHORIZED BY CHIEF . AR e e

CO SRR e RIS T 3., Lt L e g et e .
OFFICE OF PERSONNEL SERVICES ' sl ool 55 T o R L
ROOM 1213 ;

LABOR AND INDUSTRY BUILDING
TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625

—ley

This is not a promotional announcement. Any appointments resulting from this posting will be of a temporary

nature pending a Civil Service examination and certification.
\ ]

B ik ais raly in nerenRndl SetiOnk "3x1 ‘réquire final approval by the Department of ‘Labor .
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NEW JERSEY DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
NOTICE OF JOB VACANCY

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ThIS NO” CE

under Title Il and XVI of the Social Security Act.

TITLE 8
Regional Director (Proposed) January 21, 1992
RANGE & SALARY . POSITIONS AVAILABLE LOCATIONS
$48,461.38 - $67,851.46 2 Disability Determinations
JOB DESCRIPTION: ‘

Under the Director, Division of Disability Determinations, Department of Labor, has
administrative and management responsibility for the planning, direction and
evaluation of two regions of personnel engaged in the adjudication of claims filea

ODEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS:

claims operation.

Open to employees in the Department of Labor who served in a permanent capacity for
one year in a range 28 or above, and who meet open competitive requirements of six
years of professional experience in a large scale benefit claims program, including
three years of supervisory experience in the administration of an area of a benef::

OVER

EFFECTIVE DATE SHOWN ABOVE TO BE CONSIDERED FOR THE ABOVE POSITION:

Maryann T. Polaski
Director

P.0. Box 649
124 Halsey St.
Newark, N.J. 07102

IF INTERESTED WRITE TO THE PERSON AND ADORESS LISTED BELOW WITHIN SEVEN (7) CALENDAR DAYS $20M

Division of Disadbility Dcteuinations

POSTING AUTHORIZED BY ASSISTANT DIRECTOR
OFFICE OF PERSONN!L“MMNG ROOM 912
CNOM

DEPARTMENT OF LASOR

TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625-0044

nature pending 8 Department of Personnel examination and certification.

This is not a promotional announcement. Anty appointments resulting from this posting will be of a prowvere

Department of Personnel

This posting may result inpersonnel actions which will require final approval by the Department of Lader s “ ¢

7508 87490 Now arwey Ouperenant of Lot -Sinigien ¢f AGREUINGU Servien

HYK



As the 'rasult of a reorganization in the Division of Disability Determinations,
there are two new Regional Director positions being established. Under the
Director, DDD, individuals selected for thess positions will have management
and operational responsibility for ensuring accurate and efficient processing of
disability claims for multiple regigns located in Newark and New Brunswick.

In order to be considered for the position(s) of Regional Director, you are asked
to reply to the following question:

Please describe what experiences, skills, and abilities you possess that lend
themselves to managing a large, production-oriented claims processing

organization.

In addition to your response to this question, please enclose a copy of your
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