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The Honorable William T. Cahill
Governor

State of New Jersey

State House

Trenton, New Jersey 08625

Dear Governor Cahill:

Your Task Force on Welfare Management hereby submits to you its
report: A State Welfare System for New Jersey.

This report recommends a complete assumption of administrative func-
tions and non-federal costs of public welfare in New Jersey. We believe
that such a step is necessary at this time to assure the future adequate
functioning of the public welfare system in our State. It would be more than
justified by fiscal relief for the counties and municipalities; lower administra-
tive costs; more effective administration; better coordination with related
agencies; and greater equity for recipients. Such a change is particularly
important and timely because of impending changes in welfare programs being
developed at the federal level, '

We fully appreciate that our recommendations will require an entirely
new type of organization to manage the State's welfare program. However,
this merely recognizes that an organization that will have the responsibility
of administering over a half billion dollars (this will occur within the next two
years) must be developed "from the ground up" if it is to become effective
and be efficient. In order to attain the maximum benefit from a new State system,
and to avoid confusion during transition, we have included in the report recom-
mendations for implementation in the areas of financing, schedule for changeover,
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personnel, local involvement in the State system, the administration of
money payments, and research, planning, and evaluation.

We respectfully urge you to accept our recommendation to establish
a unified, State operated welfare system to replace the present highly fragmented
structure, and to take those steps you deem appropriate to bring about a State

welfare system for New Jersey.

Sincerely yoﬁrs .
Tk K. Colorin

Frank K. Kelemen
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‘SUMMARY

This report of t}ie Governor's Task Force on Welfare Managemeht
recemmends a corﬁpiete State assumption of aciministra_tive functions and
non—federa'l costs of public welfare in New Jersey. Ii:‘u reiterates 1n ex—
panded form the'sarrie recommendation made by vthe Task Force in its
report of January 1-5:,;. 1970'. Altheugh this step would require a substantial .
finaricial com'mii:.nien‘t on the part of the State; it would be raore than
justified by th‘ese factors: 1) fiseal i‘elief for the ceunties and municipalities; '
- 2) lower adm‘ini’stra_ftive cesi's; .3). more effective administration; | 4) better

coordination with related agencies; and 5) greater equity for recipients.

1) Fiscal relief;_vfor the counties and municipalities State assumption
of administrativ:e ar_id financial responsibil-ity for welfare expenditures |
Would relieve‘the cciunties and municipalities of a substantial burden and
distribute the ta';?: lo_fadb more equitably among all New Jersey taxpayers.

At "prese‘nt,’ the distributien ofihe cost of public welfare pfograms among
thle people of the twenty—one counties of the Staie is highly inequitable. In
fiscal year ‘1970, i:he highest ranked county spent more than eight times as
much per capiia for .‘welfa're as the lowest ranke’ci coui'itf; the highest
ranked county spenf more than twelve timesﬂ as much per $1000 of equalized
valuation. |

A St‘ate assumption of administrative and n‘on—federal financial re-
sporisibility would felieve the counties of approximately $67 million in
fiscal 1972 and ,high'er amouhta thereafter. Similarly,‘ municipalities

would be relieved of about $8.9 r_nillien in fiscal 1972 and higher amounts
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thereafter. Transfer would significantly ease the overburdened property
tax and release those funds for other local purposes where the need for

additional resources is great.

2) Lower administrative costs State assumption of administrative
responsibiiity would permit more efficient deployment of administrative
resources in the welfare system. It would also enable the State to take
~advantage of substantial econbmiés of scale that are made possible because
of the recent development of so_phisticated electronic data processing equip-
ment. \

3) More effective administration Lodging administrative responsibility

for public welfare programs at the State level would substantially increase
accountability of administration by pinpointing authority at a single level
of government within the State. It would also improve the capacity of
-welfare agencies to implement general policies uniformly, and to enforce

appropriate standards at all administrative levels.

4) Better coordination with related agencies A unified State system

of publlic welfare would significantly improve thé, linkages between public
welfare programs and related programs offered by other agencies. Much
duplication of effort would be avoided, inter-agency friction would be reduced,
and clients would receive much better service.

5) Greater equity for recipients According to State law and regulation,

all New Jersey welfare clients in similar circumstances are supposed to
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be treafed _équally. Yet, the autonémy of county and mu“}nicipal wélfare'
boards along With the shortage of state.,supervisor-y staff ensure that the
apvplication of..la'.w and re_gulation will vary to some degreé among jurisdictiéns.
‘Under a Stéte—administered s_y’ste.m, treatmen;c_ of welfare clients wou!_l'd.becom’e
more adequate and urﬁfofm ihroughout the ‘St"atev:. | |
| *kk%k

Careful planﬁir{g.f'or the .imp‘lementation of the. transfer of respoﬁsibility
to the S.tate level will be necessary to avoid confusion and to attain maximum
‘benefit from the new--vState system. . The Task Force report includés ‘ré'commer_z:da—
tions' relelat.ing to six critical areas of implémentation: 1) financing; é) schedule
for impleméntafion; 3) personnel; 4) local involvément in al'State siy‘stem‘;
5) the administration of mohey payments; and 6) ;esearch, planning and
evaluafion.

‘1) Financing Because some savings in administrative costs would result

from transfer of administrafion, the cost of a complete éssdmption by ‘the
\State‘ of »adrﬁinistrative. and fiscal responsibility for categorical and géneral
assistance programs would be somewhat less than ;cotal county and municipél
expendifures . These are projected .to be appr‘oximately‘ $75 4 br.nillion in
fiécal 1972. Much‘ of the cost of this step could be offset by the enact-
ment of federai welfare reform leg'islation at the federal _levél,.
While the Task Forcé réqomménds an immediate assumption by vtheVState

of all county and municipal welfare costs, it_woul_d be possible instead for
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State to assume immediately the total cost of General Assistance but only

administrative responsibility (including costs) of categorical assistance;

assumption of county shares of expenditgres for benefits would be postponed

for several years. These steps could be taken in fiscal 1972 at a full year
cost of somewhat less (due to savings in administrative cosf_s) thah

$28.1 million.

2) Schedule for implementation County and municipal welfare ex-

penditures should be assumed as soon as possible, but not less than six
months should be allowed after passage of the enabling legisl ation for
planning of the actual administrative transfer of functions.

3) Personnel The transfer of welfare administration to the State level

should make provision for the protection of salary levels, pénsion rights,
and seniority of qualified county and municipal welfare personnel.

4) Local involvement in a State system Within a Statewide system,

the State should be divided into districts for administrative purposes. Local
offices should be established which are cénvenient for recipients and
applicants. In order to provide for flexible respbnse to local circumstances,
advisory committees should be instituted within each of the district service
areas.

5) The administration of money payments In order for the State system

to obtain maximum savings in administrative costs, the provision of money
payments should be restructured according to the following principles:

-- money payments functions should be organizationalls} separated
from the provision of social services;
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-- the process of eligibility determination must be streamlined
through the rapid implementation of a simplified method of eligibility
determination;

-- eligibility requirements must be substahtially simplified;
-- a statewide electronic data processing system must be established

for the administration of money payments.

6) Research, planning, and evaluation The establishment of a State

system should include specific provision for the development of an adequately
funded and well-staffed administrative unit solely for the purposes- of re-
search, experimentation, planning, and evaluation. Given the magnitude

of expenditure_s for public welfare in this State, the long-term increases in .
efficiency and effectiveness of the State system that would follow from tﬁe

efforts of such a unit would pay for its costs many times over.
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INTRODUCTION

The provision of monetery eio ‘and ‘social seryices under t‘he cetegorical
assistance programsl of the Sociel Security Act is the responsibility of
state governments. Thirty-three states and territories administer these
programs directly at the state level. The rest, including l\lew Ierseyv‘, have
‘chosen to delegate this responsibility to the counties as political subdivisions
of the“vState. Moreover, in I\lew lersey, administrative responsibility for
assisting persons not eligible for categorical aid through the General Assistance
program has been allotmed to remain in tbe hends of municipal agencies.

On January 15, 1970, this Task Force submitted to the Governor a
preliminary report recommending a transfer of the administrative functions
and non-federal costs of public welfare from the counties and municip.alities
to the State. In support of t_his recommendation, yve pointed out that this step
would eliminate the unequal fiscal burdens ‘sustained by counties and H
municipalities in the support ofvwelfare programs; .improve the capacity of‘
welfare's administ.rative structure to implement new policies; and enable the
system to take advantage of significant economies of scale.

Since tbe issuance,of our’ report in January 1970, the reasons we cited for
a State assumption of Welfare responsibility have ‘become even more
compelling. As the welfare system has grown rapidly, the inequities between
the ta>r burdens of the localities have become even more pronounced; the inability
of the welfare structure to accommodate tbe many recent policy changes has led to
a condition of extreme confusion in many countiesr large increases in tbe
caseload have taxed the eclministratiye'resources of the archaic administratiye
structures mainteineci by many counties and municipalities. |

1. Old Age Assistance (OAA) Aid to the Blind (AB), Disability Assistance (DA) and Aid
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC). :




L,

These factors »alOne’ woul'd more thar:r justlfy the ‘im‘rnediat.e State assumption

| of_administ‘rati\‘/e reﬁsponsiybility' andthe non—fe.deral fin:anc1al burden for welfare

programs in I\lew Ierseyt - | | | o | | .‘
Howev’er,'_ our'continuing -‘study gofth:e welfare system hasalsostrengthened |

ou_r‘contfiction“.that .:a transfer ‘of a:drnini:stra.ti\vle responslbility to 'the S.tate“v

' ‘ isi‘mperati've. in order to brlng about2 a revitaliéation of‘ public welfa_re ‘t‘n‘ Né_w'jérse'y, :

In the four reports previOusl’y issued by this Task Forcé vwe have presented' k

l

2 a program for a complete restructuring of publlc Welfare in order to brlng :
'about such a rexvzitalization.r: o | '_ | | i |

| Our Ian’uary’1970 report recommended a vr‘evamping ‘of'-thev'ca sh assistance
aépeclis of welfare 4'by ‘means. of a sirznplification: of the e:li‘gibi'lity deterrnina:tion
' p'.rocess. l,an:.abridgment of unnecesséarily intricate eligiliailit?i requirementsv; -

and the computerizatlon of the payments process. !
S '.. .

Our ‘Iune l970 report on the impact of federal welfare reform proposals “

| pointed out that passage' of the pending legislation wo ld require far—reaching
changes in the structure of publlc welfare. The report noted that many of the
.legislat1on 's underlying concepts—‘-v-such as simplificatlion of elig1b111ty
reguirements and procedures--parallel Ithose advanced for New Iers ey by.the
Task Force. | | | | & |

N 'Ou-r April ‘19.7l"report on s:oci’alb servicie:s »'ca‘lled‘vfor.a cornplete reOrganizatio‘n '
‘, of3001al servic‘es 1n l\Tew v:Ierseir:;‘: ‘fhe new "Struc‘ture otitltnéd by the report_ |
w'ould"provide _specialized-, ta’ngible);\ser\»f.ic‘es “t.o a,‘broader 'clientelev,v ‘J
through a 'coordinated m1x of public and non—bprofit‘privateresources“,. '

o . Our A'pril"‘197l report: onbr'es:ea‘rch",rldev‘el‘o‘pjrnent , an;c}ifev%aluatijoﬂnin -

,public' welfare prOgram-s re‘corn.mended”thei creat'ion ofajpermanent ‘vv'staff‘ unit‘

to increase understanding of welfare -related problems,: rigorously evaluate
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current procedures and policies, and conti‘nually'test and develop innovative
new approaches to welfare management.

Considered as a group, t.he reports of our Task Force present a plan
for an urgently needed restructuring of the public welfare system
in New Jersey. The restructuring We are advocating would result in a-
substantial saving in administrative costs, effectiy‘e social services, a more
equitable system ofAfinancing welfare, and a more dignified system for
administrators as well as recipients. Although many important changes
could be made within the prese“n‘t‘system, the prerequisite for the
fundamental restructuring we are proposing would be a State assumption of
administrative responsibility for Welfare.

We are therefore concluding our efforts as a Task Force by subbm"itti’n‘g'
this report, Wh.iCh reiterates in greater detail our earlier recommendation for
a State assumption of welfare., We are aware that the cosf of a State
assumption of the county and municipal welfare burd-.en would be considerable.
We believe that passage of the pending federal welfare legislation may
yield a substantial fiscal dividend which should be‘ épplied‘ to this end.

We have suggeste‘d ways of making the transfer in several stages, in
‘ order to lessen the initial cost to the State.

It bis our firm belief t‘hat _the benefits of a transfer would far outweigh

the costs to the State. We are submitting this report in the“ hope t’hat“

it will lead to early action on this critical recommendation.



. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND |

!_
The proper adminiatration of Ijaubl.ic assistance vhas been a subjéct of
concern sinceit:he Veariieustv pro‘grams%‘wére' iriitiated in (:Vialonial‘I\T.efiA-z“f‘e‘rlse'y.
Patterned after bE.lizabetharip‘oor laWs, earliest administrative resporisibilities
were placedatw the municipal lzevelﬁimder local "ovarééér’s oifvthe pdor. " Att‘.eni'jpts'
ta' feform the‘ muni’cipa‘l'vs ystem led finally to the éreatijn of the first statewide
category of assisi:ah»ce'.in 1‘899‘, ‘relia:f‘of debendent children, which waslia'zd; )
: min'isterf‘e-cviﬁ:by the State Board of Chilciren's Gtiafdia‘né;‘ Other ‘Stata45uperv ised
categories of a‘s“sivstahvce and social services soon fo-llowed'.: ‘the Commission
for tha Abm‘a’l:'iaraiion of the Condition of the Blind was established in 1910 ta'
provide reliefand train the blind to fbecome se'lf-sbupp‘orting; the Old Age .Relie‘f}v
Act was: pasaa:d in 1931 to provide perisiona for the aged. The l'att’ei' act
establishad»the courity as the ‘lé\’/él of administratiori for the program.

The major burden of public assistance remainé_d at the local level until

participa.tian _.of" the federal gbvernment was initiat‘ed during thé dépreséiori.
Financial ‘a:ssistanc’e was extended ori a pei‘manent basis through thé Social
Security:A’ct of.’1935 to the_ three caiegorie‘s a]ready ‘esbtablish'ed on' the State
level: Aid to the Blind, :Old Age Assistanae, narid ‘Aid to Depéndént .Children. ”

Temporary federal assistance to municipalities was provided through the Pédefal

| Emergency‘Relief Act of 1933. However, this emergency assistance was term'inated'
in 1936, at whiCh point the State cr‘eated“a Financial Assistance Commission

to distribute funds to municipalities{ (many municipalitiés did not take advantage
¢ ) : .

of these funds). One additional category of federally siupported public assistance,

Disability Assistance, was enacted in 1950. Its administration was lodged byf v

the State on the county level along with Old Age Assistance.

‘,



In the absence of any thorough recasting of the State's arganization |
for public Welfare , the many incremerntal additions over the years left the
{State with a cumbersom‘e. and'unwieldy SYStern’with four different forms of

administration for the five different categories of assistance.

Municipal Aid (General Assistance) was the responsibility of each
| munic‘ipalit'y although State funds could be requested.

Home Life Assistance (Aid to Dependent Childrenz)was'administered o

by the State Board of Child Welfare which recommended rec1p1ents to the
county Welfare boards for fmal approval Non—federal costs were d1v1ded
between counties and the State.

A‘s_sistance to the Blind was administered by the Commission fof the

Blind which made payments after recommendations were received from the
county welfare boards. Expenditures for these payments were divided between

‘the federal, State, and county levels.

Both Old Age ‘A‘ssi.'s'tance‘and Divsabilityr Assistance were administered
onthe county Jevel with the State ‘contributin‘gvva portion of the‘ non—federal |
costs. |

| In »1'953, the Colmr}nis's‘ion' to ,St‘udy‘th-e‘Adm‘inﬂ‘i‘strati‘on of \./,\V/'elfare‘in New
Ierse}y, ‘ch.a'ire'd by' Mr .Walater Kidde; :submitted recornrnendations'to.Gfos.iernor .

Alfred l’E:l.'»Dr:"i'scoll.3 ' Citing the "elaborate and ‘c\omplex pattern of public.,aSsis_

2, . Aid.to Dependent Children (ADC) was renamed A1d to Famllles wﬂ:h Dependent
Children (AFDC in 1962

3e- Report of the Commlssmn to Study the Admmlstratlon of Welfare in New
|ersey (Trenton, 1953) o - R i
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'tance programs," the ,Commis}sion'pr'c;)posed‘ that all'federally as}si_js'ted programs.

be administered by the county welfare board. General Assistance was to remain

a municipal function because"the rigbt to adrﬁinis_t_ér to the wants of the ri_eedy

- was inherent in the local governing body." Each municipality, however, was

to have the option of turning over the administration of its General Assistance

!

program to the county.

Many of the r-e@:omrriendations were carried out in the next few years. In

1960, the .administrabtiori‘»o'f Aid to Dépenden‘_c‘Children was trarisferred to the ’

counties. Aid to the Blind followed in 1963. However,

non-monetary servic es

to childrlen were retained é}t the Staté level under the Bureau of Ch‘ildren"s Services,

while ndn-movnert\ary_ servi_cies to the lblind remained under i:he jurisdiction of the

State _Cf'o_rr}lmissign for the Blind.

‘v Rec;ently) th}ever_v,:., he’w'démarllds‘ ﬁpon thé'v;re.lfére
recommendations f_c;r,a ’sh‘ift-,vof ;espoh‘s ibiiity to the*étét
' three yeé;‘s . sevner‘él 'reports‘ have "fb),‘e;'evh‘issu‘ed‘_’advqcv:a{:il.j
for Wevlfaxie programs; |

r. In 1968, the Govérnorfs-Selécf ‘}Commissiof_l onCu
‘Rob>e_;'t‘D. Lilley, issueda report Whichvkinc‘llidé‘d nine re
- re-forms.‘l» Heading the l‘ist was tpi}'sf‘st.ateme‘nt: "Thé fu
6f 'avllzpubrlric assistance pfograms in .:New' Jersey shc;uld

‘- State agency." Citing thé' inefficiencies of the current

4, . Governor's Select Commission on.Civil Disorder,
1968). o ’

> system hai?e stimulated
e level. Within the last

g state responsibility

7il Discl)lfdéf.,__,, ‘cAha‘irerd. by
commended ;/vc;alfér’e ‘ |
nding ’and’v' vad\m inistrafgi;ﬂn
be ce.nfir'élbiz'e‘d 1n one

we lfare administration .

R_epo’f_t for..ACtiori (Trenton,




along with the inequities of present arrangements for financing W_elfare programs,
the Commissior; noted "that the problems welfare deals with transcend the
responsibilities and resources of county and city." - )

The inequitable financial burden placed upon local government was also -
a concern of "the Commission on State Tax Policy in its Twelfth Report, also
published in 1968.% The state was termed: the "optimal area of government'. to
be‘responsible for the function of public assistance. According to the Commission,
assumption of public assistance by the State would be "a logical and necessary.
way to relieve the property tax.".

The report of the County and Municipal Government Study Commission in .
1969, .chaired by William V. Musto, concluded that local welfare financing
constituted a threat to the viability of county governments. 6 The range of ex-
penditures which are required of the counties by the State, including welfare,
consume 56% of county budgets. This impairs the ability of counties to meet
challenges in other areas. Municipalities in urban counties are forced to assume
greater financial responsibilities. than their resources permit, thus increasing
already widespread "urban blight.". The Commission stated that tke nature of
the welfare problem required a larger scope than local control could provide.

State assumption of welfare finances and administration would in fact give greater

5. Commission on State Tax Policy, Twelfth Report, Tax Equity and Tax
Relief (Trenton, 1968).

6. County and Municipal Government Study Commission, Second Report,
County Government: Challenge and Change (Trenton, 1969),




strehgth and independence to local government by relieviing it of what is-properly

a state responsibility. -

_Iri 1968, the New Jersey 'Legis‘lature_’ enacted legis lation increasing the

State share of non-federal costs of v}elfare benefits from 50% to 75 %_"Of the non-
federal share. It alSo enacted a nevs} program of "presumptive eligibility" to. -
eliminate the necessity for categoricél aid applicants to receive emergency
assistance from municipaiities pending approval of their‘ applications by county :
wé‘lfarei boards.

But, notwithstanding the recommendations of numerous reports; .all

categorical programs are still administered by county wélfare boards.. They
function 'under the ététutory provisions of State law and the regulatory super-" -
vision of the State.Division of Public Welfare. Along w{th administrative
respo’ns"ibility, the counties bear the entire non-federa‘l cost of administrétion .

including services, along with 25% of the non-federal cost of financial assis-

tance. Municipalitie-s providing General Assistance receive 75% of the costs -

of benefits from the State. Thus, in:spite of a larger Stz?te role in financing, -

primary administrative control of pub;lic'welfareﬁp‘rogramé in New Jersey rests

o

in the hands of counties and municipalities.,

-8
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WHY A STATE SYSTEM IS NECESSARY

fCon’solidét_ion of categorical welfare programé at t:h‘é county Ievelrmay '
well héve;been-én abpro‘briate‘sfep in 1960, but new demands on the st'rﬁctufe
along with the introduction of new fechn<)lo§ies of administration have since
re’ndered the cbu:nty—based form of administration obsolete. The Tasv.k‘ Force
believes that adeqﬁate functioning of the public Welfare system in New Jersey
now requires a State assumption of a‘d'fnini‘strative respdnsibilit'y’and?ﬁoh—
federal expenditures. A new State welfare system s"hou1dvb"e' established in
whiCh.money payments and social services are provided thrdugfh district offices
which are conVeniently'acceSsible to applicants an‘d recipients. Although this
step would require a substantial financial commitment on tAheApartr of the State,"
it would be more than justified by these factors:

R ':Fiscal relief for the counties and municipalities;

"'_L' Léwér adminigtrative costs;

- More effective admihiStr;ation;

-= Bet’tef coordination’with related agencies;

' -- Greater equity for recipients.

,1) Fiscal Relief for the Counties and Munilcipalities‘

Statg'assumptiqn of administrative and financial responsibility for welfare ex- _7 |
»pend_-il:ur‘es would relieve the counties and vmunicipalitie‘s Qf a subétantial tax
burden Van’d_,'distribute the tax _load‘ more equ;tably aang all New Ilerse_y tax-
payers.

At ‘p‘xv'esent, a;l of the -federally-arss_i‘sted categ‘ori.cal programs are ad-:

ministered by county welfareﬂboards._ operating under State law and the regulatory
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supervision of the State Division of Publ‘ic Welfare. Along with administrative
resp’onsibility-, the counties bear the.entire non-federal ;cost of administration, v

.including services, but only ,25%‘of the non-federal cos.ti»’of 'financial assistance.
»Mun}ici_pa_lities providing General Assistance receive frorn the State 75% of their
' assistance dosts. | | |

In :19 60, the first year of‘,consdlidated county administration of categorical
welfare prograrns in New ]e‘rsey, the twenty-one countie‘s spent $16.4 million.
| -on b_enefits and administration for these pr'ograms.' By 1969, tl_ie coulnty share
_ofwelfare-'costs had grown to $45.1 rnil'lion, although the State had increased
| itsshare.of..payments from 50% to 75% of the nonffederal proportion. Even. '
| -though welfare _costs consume substantial prpportions of annual county biidgets,

- welfare costs are mandated b'y the State; counties have little or no control over

their ma'gnitude or rate of increase. A State assumption of administrative and

non—federal financial responsibility would relieve the counties of approximately

$67 million in welfare costs in fiscal 1972 and higher amounts thereafter, It

‘ inild'Signifieantly ea'se the overburdened property tax and release those funds |
_k for other local purposes where the need for additional re(tenu‘e is great. |
_Altnough eategorical assistance is clearly a state responSibility_, a large
portic‘mv of the fiscal buvrden it imposes now falls on the c‘ounties.' The result
‘ 'io‘.f ass'ig'ning part of the burden’to Vthe cbunties, together with the irregular wd‘i’stri—‘ '

‘bution of assistance caseloads, is an extremely uneven distribution of cost

among the people of the tWenty,-one counties of the Staté,

This ineqyu ity can be seen in figures on total assistanc'e expenditures for

vfisc_al year 1970, On a statewide basis, the cost of all public assistance B

programs amo,unted to $40 .60 per New Jersey inhabitant. |

l

This average cost,d
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however‘ was distributed very unevenly. In Essex County, total eipenditures
averaged $98 55 per inhabitant and in Atlantic County, $77 80 At the other
v‘end of the scale, expenditures in Bergen County averaged 312 67 per inhabitant
and in Morris County, only $9. 75 These a'verage.s,b of c‘ourse, 1nclude
the contributions of state and federal funds but given the uniform rates at
which the counties must’ contribu’te‘, ‘they still infdicate the great d1‘spar1ty .
in fiscal burdens. among the counties.‘
Expenditures by the countiesalone ‘give a more refine‘d indication 'o,f. _
fiscal inequity In fiscal 1970 Ess'exCounty wa\s forced to raise ‘from’its N
| taxpayers $§17.11 per 1nhab1tant for categorical assistance programs and Atlantic
.County raised $12 .82 per inhabitant. The two lowest cost counties on |
'th'e'other hand, | needed tc raise- $2 .25 or less per inhabitant.
Variations in expend1tures per 1nhab1tant would be less 1nequ1table 1f
they corresponded with variations in county fiscal capacity. ThlS 1s not the
c‘ase' however as Graph One indicates. Countles with except1onally high‘
assistance burdens have relatively low per capita income and low property
tax bases. This. means that raising taxes to pay for assistance costs requires
the highest tax rates irith()se counties whose inhabitants' incomes can leas't
' afford a high tax rate. The seven counties with the highest assistance cosfts .
per: inhabitant also hvave among the highe‘st%a'ssistancecost's per $l00}0 of |
| as,sessed valuation. When county assistan'ce costs per inhabit.ant are com-
pared to per caplta 1ncorne these same seven countles have among the
~highest in per—inhabitant contrlbution per $ l 000 of per capita

income. The counties which rank lowest in



GRAPH ONE: COUNTY EXPENDITURES FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE PER CAPITA, PER $1000 OF EQUALIZED
- VALUATION, AND PER $1000 OF PER CAPITA INCOME FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970

'Rank’-Order Accérdiyng to Per-Capita  County As sistance Expenditures/  Per-Capita Assistance Expenditures/ "

County Assistance Expenditures ‘ Sl.OOO of Equalized Valuation $1000 of Per-Capita Income
Essex .. $17.11 m&nm&&&mnﬁ&mﬁ | ~$2 81 mm&m&mﬁ&
Atlantic 12,82 CRRRNRRRERRRE 2.06 RERBRRRRRE -
Cumberland 10.23 SERRRQRRRE ' © 2.38 PRERRRRRNRRRE
‘Camden 8.6l cuzzzmEEE i 1.82 REREEEERR
Passaic = 8.52 EERRRRRED ) < 1,24 onRRew
Monmouth =~ 8,10 FEIIFIRIR ) 1.20 zexRew
Salem »7».37 mm B 1.59 BRRIRIRE
Mercer 7.15 DEXEERR 1.23  conzzs
Hudson 7.03 RRRRRER 1.48 cmzzeew
Ocean_'f . 6.14 &&m .71 coes v
Cape May = 6.00 =mzzam : 44 mm
Sussex 5.6l zozER® ) o . .66 =mEm
Gloucester "~ 4.36 ;mm‘ - ' | ; .88 mmﬂ
Middlesex - 4.29 gm=® ‘ , .62 mmEm
Hunterdon ~ 3.83 gzzm o .44 zm
Union . = 3.73 smem L .44 mm ‘ .87 mmmm
Warren = . 3.70 zza® .. .6l omm ‘ . 1.34 zRzaReR
Burlington . 3.63 R=ER. ' o .79 mEmm : 1.23 mezsem
Somerset 3.35 mm R _ .40 ®w® . _ .93 EREERE
Bergen = - 2.25 =®m&m — .24 ® : ‘ ' 54 zmEm

Morris - 1.98 =m . ‘ , .23 = o : : .49 mw-

Sources: Expenditures include the fiscal 1970 federally matchable expenditures for benefits and administration, as compiled

by the New Jersey Division of Public Welfare. Population data are derived from 1970 census figures. Equalized valuation

data as of Oct ober 1, 1969, as ambended,ar\e'drawnﬁt/rorn the 1970 Annual Report of the New Jersey Division of Taxation,

Department of the Treasury. Figures for 1969 per-capita income by county are derived from Sales Management (June 1970), as

compiled by the Division of Planning and Research, New Jersey Department of Labor and Industry.
. ‘ = ‘

I
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costs per inhabitant’are also most ea'sily capable*of vbearing assui's‘t-ance costs, ‘
thanks to h1gh per oaplta 1n.con.1e and relatlvely large tax hases; |
The ‘same kmd .of 1nequ1t3r can be found When General Assmtance burdens

onvmunic ipalities are cjompared to per oapita i_ncome and ‘tax base of th.e‘sitatevs '
oitie.s and towns The eounties'an'd mumc ipalitvi'es with the he‘a;vi-esit »welt"aren |
: burdens ;arie thfe- leaSt equipped for m-eeting th-e foost:s -ot pu]ol‘i:vc ass1stance

| _fBe-cause'.‘I»)o\rerty is a statew'ide prohiern denﬁanding statei&ide Vs olut“iOn's, '
this ev1dence rnak’e's it 'oTevar th‘at the current rnethod'-of -idistrilou‘ting.[' the costs faf'
assrstanoe programs among the ‘people of NeW Iersey is ‘h1gh1y ‘mequltable. The .
grav1ty of thls vlnequltyts of course aggravated by ‘the other f1sca1 pressures ‘ ‘
on the pr1mar11y urbanlzed h1gh cost countles. These pressures reslult to a oreat

extent from economlc trends whlch cause a narrowmg of urban tax bases relatlve

to n-eed_'and a r:eil,.at'-ive :d-.ec!line 1n 'pe_r “ca-p'iita ‘inc;'ome' in urban centers.

| 2) A.‘L’o‘wer Adrninis‘trative Costs ftSt‘atev.as su-lnpti-on -of.?a'dmktnt:strative ,
f;responﬂsibility f}wo:uld: ‘:perrnit more eff 1c 1ent deployment ofadmm1strat1ve ‘re's.olur’e«es .
1nthe ;/v-elfare .s;y.vstem; It would al'so enab le ‘-the Stat:e to take ad-v-a:nta.g”].’e _of |
Z.s;uhs;ta'nt-ia'lveconomtes .ofzscale that 'ar'e ’rn_ad:ei nossiblehecau’se_ o’f the recent
{‘d-e\reﬁlonment of s-ophistioated ,ele»ctron‘i:c‘ da‘ta processmg e;qu‘ipment».r |

‘fEivery -oou:nty mufst now'rna‘-.int.ani‘n ,:i'-t‘s owh Welfane .'board anrﬂd’ -3‘gen§Y., as m'ust?
every mumclpahty whrch prov1des General Ass1stance. The ‘issue brai»sed by th1s v.
arrangrement is whether polltloal‘subd1v1s 1ons are the best "tarr_:jet‘unlt" through |
wvhvlch admm’lstratiye resource's_ean »be c‘h.'an'ne]]r-:-d to -r_neet"need:s. »-'I-tvts »clear, of '

course, that some counties-with large ass,isvtancve rolls must maintain a number ‘
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of loc.al offlces to meet.th‘el.r need.s.ﬂv vIt}ls le‘ss’ clearr hoyyeyerv, that publlc
i funds sho’uld‘suppor‘t rsepﬂarate agenc{les in coyuvntie..sv or localitiesiw 1th sm“all j
: , a:s_ 51stance burdens . I"n all of »Hunte‘r"don County inh N‘oviember 197(')‘,' for lnstance ,
f th.ere‘vyas.tonly o’n‘e ”G_en_.evra:l As s ista nc‘e case‘on‘therollsv.“ Only

432 AFDC famﬂtes v‘v"ere rec'eiy'ing a1d 1n Noyember :‘and onl_y:36,cav_se‘.appli‘ca‘tion‘s
,were actedon bythﬁe céunty .agency“:d_uring the month. Several ot_her countie_s ‘ |
have bc‘as.eloads almost a}sw small. | M‘uniicibalitie.s‘ noyv mainta‘i‘n,the:irv own GA
ag‘encbies simply(becau.se _;categ‘oric:al programs do‘n,otvcov'er thejrbiclt‘ents_.v ‘.For

m any years approx1mately 80 % of New Iersey s totaliGeneral» Assistance casei-:

: load has been concentrated in e1ghteen of the State S largest munlc1pa1‘1t1es.

o 7W1th the 1n1t1at1on of presumptlve el1g1b111ty and AFDC-U in Ianuary 1969 the "
. “ GA caseload -- wh1ch was already small in many loca11t1es‘ = dropped b_Y 75% | :
- as most-reclplents were shifted to the. county rolls.‘ Many munii:ctpali_ti:esvnow

: bperate assmtance“programs for a mere handful of re01p1ents". ) :
| ‘State assumpt1on of both categorrcal and GA programs wo uld allow vadr‘nin’is-
tratlve consol1dat10n. On the one hand, it can be argued that s1mple geograbhlc
. dlstrlbutlon ‘of admmlstratlon accord1ng to county and mun1c1pal boundarles prevents | |
the rsolatlon of welfare adenc1es from prospect1ve and curre.nt' 'clie_nts. On t,he,‘jv ‘. -
| other hand .th1s arrangement brevents the allocatlon oflesourcjest'yvhere the_y
_ are most needed. vThe danger.of i'solation.. furthermor‘e,“could b.e"minim:ized 1f
srmpllfled procedures for e11g1‘b111tyv determlnatlon and recertification vsrere used
The ex1stence ‘of mdependent county and mun1c1pa1 adm‘ininstr'ativ‘e struc-. ) '1

' tures makes more d1ff1cult the 1ntroduct10n of a sophlstu,ate’d electronic data
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processimj system into public ‘wel‘farev administration. Since 19604 when
administration of the categor»ica‘l Welfare programs was conso‘l_i‘dat_ed'at }the
' county level,‘ _electronic data procveYSSing eqﬁiprﬁent and sys;ems havé been‘ ‘
developed whiCh could‘ perform mdny functions réquired in th’e ‘admivnistra’tion_‘
of public .ass.ist‘ance payments, Those func_tibns would coﬁs‘;t;less w1th su"ch a
s‘ystem‘th_an if they were per:formed ]vmanﬁa(ll'y byy collég"ev-tl"ained caseworkers
and ancil_lary c’léric_:'al personhél. B r ! |
For example, ‘the administrafion of a System of money pa'yments under:,
current procedures reqﬁire‘s: 1 ) the dete'rminaiéio'n‘ of b‘initial e‘ligibility, including
fhe collection of information ahd the computat:ion‘c‘)f a family budget; 2-) : the |
completion of approximately ten sefs of formsv for eligible rec_:.ip‘ien‘t.s_,, many of
Which entaithhAe entry of dupliéate fnfo’rmation;_ 3)_ the cai‘culation Qf (‘jra_nts‘; .
4) the disbux“syemen,t of :r'nonthly‘checks; 5) the periodic ‘Valildatiro_n of éligibili_ty}
and 6) fhe recording. of any changes in reci'pient sfatus.‘
| A well-desigried stafeWide data-processing system bould as_s,ist‘in the
execution of all of these tasksb and help to perform them more rapidly and
accufateiy at_mucvh less thén the current ‘Cost_. Thédetail_ed design of svuch'a
system would be a major undertaking'in itself. It is far beyond the Vcapacity of
this Task Force. However, it is boss_ible“to give a rough sketch of the dutlines |
of such a system. '\
In a State welfafe system, there could be a'maj or computer facil.ity: centrally
located_in the State which would store the data and process the iﬁformation., In

each local welfare office, there could be located one or more remote terminals .



- e‘im’ilar,.t,O_ those used for airlin'e' reservatlons An 'sppm‘;
desiéned' ‘_'onv'lwhie‘h: ‘th’e 'fec i:p’i'er'it Wo"u'ild' proytfi{'de th‘e : baéie

' ::'for the c"'fompi‘e"tion of all fo‘rms-'.""This? ’inf_bfmatifdn“wbuid
puter by the clerlcal vSt’avff ‘at one of the'”remot*e ,féfm'i;nals
: eomputer'-WOU'ltl‘ ’do:' th"‘e iqaien'lat‘ions'v“ne‘cessary' fer the de

| : 'Helvigni‘b 1ii;'y’; ""‘A't this "panitf, it };vbuld also 'éhec’k?th‘e_,'interr
- vappl'ieation v-to determ 1ne 'Whether'v 'th'erehave_" b‘e.e'n arithm
’s.iste:nt:‘ sssw*e;s', orW11dly 1mprobab1e 'r'ies'ponée's . Itco
| ':f’s'u"re' that n’d:iaﬁﬁ‘li‘c’atibn had been;made’fpr;asS'Vistance”hi
or »on ’_b'v,e'l‘ia;l‘f_i o‘fthe' "same;;itn‘diy; iduavti'at any other ;Qf‘fteeiitr
were. e11g1ble , ".,an"author'iﬁz a:tie‘n f er'fpaym»eht"o'f ‘ a gtven s

: Undeibr:prés.umpti»_yv"e e11g1b111ty, ";th-'e”lpf{eal‘qffi}ce’ could the
aCOmpletelnvestlgatlon These s teps could be cam_'pfl’s’
- The epmpute‘r c'oald;: alsouse the ihformation pn:t‘h
* out automatlcallythe necessary supplementary forms, 1r

| "eljigib 111ty for food s-t‘amp"s andvvaed'icv:atd ‘After the first
: bl-monthly)checks c:bﬁid:'he’_'t,Sé'Eued '.jfrb_"m th.e: central dat
- ~Changea.' m cili;‘ent:vétatu?s’»Acouldfbe‘é’n'ter‘ed‘ vimmediatﬁeily‘b

Ty tb‘ermi-na’lsv in 1o¢a,1' vﬂo‘ffic"e}é; so th‘st there “wom&bs no dela
o‘fb payment 'I;he data_prOCe's s‘_ing‘ S‘yStem_cenla alleoase
g 'Aélig‘ib_ility._" by aﬁ—tdmattcally 1s su 1ng along w1th ' pas}rhe}lfs
. w'hivchfthe recipient “we‘uld have ,.to: c:o"mp‘lete'and return b
payment. Combined with routme spot checks of a randa
reports, vthi‘s procedUr,e 'Wp‘uklyd -‘permit:clscj)‘ser mon‘itor-in'g e

'is now the case. .

al co
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sation form wo uld be”

information -nécﬁ'eS<eafy'
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' The functions of cafnﬁlétiﬁg multiple forms, c‘alculating initial eligibilit‘y,
computing fa‘mily budgets and verifylng ehgibility are now carr1ed out pr1mar11y
by college educated casevyorkers With the a551stance of clerlcal staff‘ Al—

' though a detail'ed e's‘timate of savings is not bossible before* th.ej.data»processing
system 1s de51gned , there can benodoubt that substant1a1 sav1ngs 1n admmis—
trative clélst'SVWOuld“acarué from the deve lopment of such a system. |

. f"ot-hevf b,e‘nefit:s Would' followfrom the int’r‘oductio'n of this type of dataf,v |
processing system. S

‘ rFirst, it would.make the collection of statistical 1nformat1on about.rec1p1ents
of'-yvelfare much .easier and les.s .expensiv'e ’t’han is nOW‘ the case.v The only way
1nformat10n about re01p1ents is collected now is 1f the StatebD1v1s‘10n of Pub11c :
W‘elfare‘speci‘ficall’y‘requests ‘of the counties the pre.cise information'needed.
The counties then collect the information by hand on a case-by-case basis.
This .1s a slovvvv cumbersome and ve(x.pensweprocess; It sev'erely re'str'icts?the :
’amount of 1nformat1on obtalned by.State uzlelfare.administrators the legislature, ‘
and the Governor. : ln contrastv a computerized vyelfare system yvould have any
data readlly avallable. Information ‘about payments | characteristics of rec1p1ents -
or changes in caseloads could be retrieved almost 1nstantaneously. N

Second,ﬂ’ the central sto’rage‘:"of _informat‘ion in a‘ We“lfare» "data ba'nk-"'couldv'

betie‘d into other data banks which are being deyelo‘p.ed in the admini-strati'o'n of
complementary nrograms . | such as -‘M‘ed1ca1d and manp.o.wer programs. ‘O'ne.'sucih"
t1e. 1n‘vyould be the connectlon of new "Job banks"' lwhlch are in thle nrocess of “

being,established. If computerized_systems existed in the,welfare system as



well as the State Employment Service, a new recipient ¢
v m étlc,:h‘e‘dv witﬁ : ‘a,ny; :agz_ai,l.ab_le job | opportu ni-‘tives: ’. appfépr iat
I the proposed Family Assistance. ,ngrém is -e.n.é,c
will be for Ce'd‘*asv a pra.éticallmatt_yef to }iinstit‘utg. a dafé_p
is to retain admin istration of the new program. Under t
prégrarhs . the_f,éd_e_rall _s"h:ar"e.»o;f,‘:wve‘_lv’vf‘a'r_;e_Aéxp‘enditure_s} is 3
of agfgr-e»éaf:e ﬁéymentlsi to all ‘eﬁlgig,‘,'i_b‘lé» reé,ipieﬁﬁs .in the §
' pﬁ)’posedjFaﬁﬁi‘lykAvssi_stVance 'Prrbgra"m Wi‘ll reqﬁife ‘tlrvlel. ;;e'}:
. federal share for each family according to a complex ine
puter 'izzati;?ﬁfw,ill be im?é_rative- under such a -,ﬁroqrémr in

ad-r,nfi_nis__;‘tifative- costs and the risk of Whol'esavl-e* érrors-in'

= 3)_‘ M_bré?E'f’;fe-ctvi\ji'e_‘A,vdfnin‘is'tra'; 1on L'odgincj- admin
for p‘uibli‘c; _w_e:lfaré_ progi'__a'rhs at the-.Stat-'e--lv_eveliyx}.ouldv sub
| aQCQQ,nfabilzity of admini-sfrat ion. It ‘would ,ais_é .'irn"p:_rové
aﬂgeécié;s;to imple*nent ‘ge»he‘r:‘-rl v-_po_liq_iers uniformly; é’nd‘ to
| sténdards a’;,a‘ll‘a‘tdmir;is_‘trativ‘;e lgelye'zls_.‘ i
- Acéﬁ?rd}ﬁg ‘tjo.'fedé_x;,al sf'ati;te,;re‘s'pons_‘ibi_»l.i.ty for en
regulations and 't_He_ ma,infrena;‘n:c_é of»fiécal.- inté_griff.in.f‘}i_
_ prbéram’sf_l_ive.is W,i;h‘_tﬁ_e s‘_fc'a'_c_eg"é—vspe,cific_:_a'ialy lwi:t.hth;e»_' 'si

, reSpOnsib;le for administration of;th‘e programs.- . In New"

~much of this responsibility to counties.- Unlike many ot

tions, however, the counties. are given little local discr

- of public welfare: programs. - The federal regulations .gov

18-
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e for hlSSklllS e

‘:'t.ed into law the State. :
rocess mgsystemlf it
e cufre,gt; _:cv;.at_:ég»ori’cél B _—
 given proportion (50%)
tate. Incontrast the -
afai;e clal'cgl»éti"on ofthe
ividﬁ@il fo:rrnft.l_laj.;.gC-om— .
orc__.ie‘,,f."to a'\;ov_id':-:éxorbitant |
:callcj;t‘ll‘atio‘ri.» - : |
biétr:atfi‘:yev;f»_espbns}_ibﬂii'tj"-,: -~
sfar»ltija‘vl,l.y\increa‘se}1 Ly
.th_e .cr_‘ép—acvityv of Wélfafé : v_ .

By
A

‘enforce appropriate .

.Eorcér,vr‘i—_eﬁt;o‘f .-f‘édé_tr‘_a;ll .
e ‘cé’tegori_g':él Welfare
n'gvié ‘St_atef agehcﬁy "
Iérséy,, thé:fStaj:é’d’eil,e‘gi_»evl-te’s R
her gg\‘_’/ ernm éntarlx func - |
_ef;’iOn in th“eir;‘ adminisvtratiobr‘l

erning State administration




-19-

- of ca:_tegqri_cal Welfarer programs are- vpluminp(usv, detai_l_ed, é,f.ld Spe cif‘i’c‘: in
their reguhtion of State ac?tion‘sA._' In turn, areas of disc‘:retlio“rfl left by the
federal requlations are filled in by State regulat'ions for the Vco‘unt.iesyvvhich 7
are evenpvlcgre detailed and voluminous than their federal counterparts.

Since 1960, when administration of categorical welfare programs was
cqnsolidated at the county level, gr‘a‘nts’ to recipients have been simplified
and ‘staridardized w‘hille many special needs grants have_b‘e‘ven ‘sharp.ly cq_rtaile_d.

] These changes have elimina’;ed the most important areas of discretion f,elatipg
‘to money payments which were left toithe county welfare boards. ‘Ihe trend

::towaljd_standardization .ovf money payments Will almost inevitabl_y chtinue,.in
future years. Given the extent to which federal and state regulations now limit
the s_.phere of decision at the county level, t_he "independence" of county agendi_es

| is now lirpij:}e_d 7t>o f‘selec;tive impliementatiovn"‘: they havvekthe oppdrtunity to.
qhbo_se which of the policies enunciated from abov>e are to be most carefully
e xecuted.

W ith adminis‘qrat:ive ‘_autho‘rivt_y pinpointed ét ‘;he State level, respons.ibility
for the formulation and execution of basic policies would be fixed and vli‘sible_, |
This State agency would be clearly acqountable flo;' its actions to recipients '.
e-fnp'lo_yeé.s, taxpayers, and 'Stf;te Qf-ficials . De_legatibn of ad-miAnish'a-tive responsi-
bilijty uﬁder the present ;yste‘m’ has ,created an ebxt»ray layer of -bureauc’;ra_cy which
-impedes l;eso,luvtion of employ-ee and recipient,gr-ive:v.&'_mces while frustrati_ng

_a’tt»e-mpt.s pf -ejlectyed ,off.iv_c’ialvs to pinpoint responsibility for basic policies. Within

recent years, the organizatipn of v.clien_t,g;oups together with the unionization of
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‘c:vaseWOri(eirs and other bublic welfare pefsonnejl have increased the demand
~ for flexibility and respons iveﬁeeé.' 1Yef the r'r‘lultiplle le\;els .o'f appfbval're’q&:ired
fof'einployee" cOntracts:ha,.ve unvdefmined carefully rieget:iated"agree’ments wh11e
fhe uﬁclear'origins of policies effectihg recipients have added to recipient

frustration and he_ig'htene’d miviitahey;
Aé;elii‘nptiorg- of administrafive reSponsibility by the State would also 'im'-'-
pr:dv‘e‘the c-avpaci'ty, o.f"the e.ysteni to implement rapidly cirlanggee in pr.ecved'ures
‘ | :ahd'tb‘oliicieé. ' 'The.las‘t few years have seen ﬁnprecedez‘%ted nﬁrﬁbers'of ‘basic J
chah(:ges' imposed ﬁpon fhe s‘yst'e,m ih rapid succession by federal of stat‘e sfatu'te, :
regﬁl'ét:ioh‘; or cOurf edidt. Pr'esurhptive eligibility‘, wo;k.reduirements, earni‘h‘gs.
exemptlons, 'changeé vin ‘budgvetiﬁ‘g m‘ethods,b simplyifievd m'ethods of eligibilbi'ty -
'b""d'e:il:e__fr'nin‘ation,' org.enizz’a'tvional‘ separation of-ser‘vices' steff from-money payments
staff, new legal éafegua;ds f'of clients‘, and rr‘iany‘ othef& far-reach'ihg:' chanées
l'av_e been ihtreduced iﬁto the publie welfare svystem V;"iti[’lil:'l a very ehoﬁ perioc'i_
 of fime. Within a unified state/eystem, the introductidn of new policies would
be greatly facilitated. There can be little doubt that th‘e ‘rapid changes of recent
’ ‘byealfsi have pleced a serioﬁs strain on the presen-tvadmirfisu'étive ar'rabhg'emre-nbts ‘_
because of the difficulties of .t'ransmitti‘ng' the speeifies}l‘bf new pellic'ies‘ to semi-
" aitonomous county agericiest and the natural resistanCe of counties to imposed |
State authority. The new federal welfare reform legislation now pending in the
United ESFt'a't’es,Congres'svsrould require everi gfeater'chenge; in the fu’ycure thén- in the_b
ﬁaét. A uhi‘fie"d'étate sysytem would be in‘a better pos‘ition to ifﬁpﬁlemeﬁf smo'ofhly
':fche'APa.rh’ily Assistapce Program -- as well a’s the‘oth\er c‘han’gves' mandated by £he

- legislation -- than the present county-based system.
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It makes‘“g_ood svense'that adrn‘ini.st‘rative- resansibility for a gover‘nmental
function should belodged at the same lev"el. of dovierhmentas fiscal resp.onsibility.
The judicious _‘administ’ration of bpublic.fundbs is fostered by a.‘ ojomple‘rnentary' |
responsibility to raise those funds . The trend vin’New Iersey .p.ubliefinan’ce'
has been toward increased State p_art_ioibation 1n finanCing of public welfajre
functions . When admini:strative responsibil_ity for.'the oategorical proorams was
consolidated at the county level 1n 1960 non-federal .costs of benefits vzere
shared 50f50_ by the State andy‘counties. vAs of January 1, 1969 State sharing .‘
in benefit ‘oosts was raised to 75;% of non-.federal expenditures . v

'Many coun‘ty‘ officials are advocating that the State share be raised to
90%\.o‘f non-fed‘eral costs, but yv_ithout‘any increase in S tate adminis..trativez
authority. This Task Force believes that th=e_ counties s,hould bve relie-ved of |
100% of e?{penditures for pub‘li:c welfare. »Yet‘ sound administration dlernands
that a.nyfurthervincrease in Sta.te fund‘ing‘; be acoompanied by a correspond_ing
i'ncrease in authority over admin_ist‘ration.. Sinlilarly, the State share in ‘General

_" ‘Assistance benefits has be‘eninoreas:ed to 7‘5'% vvithout anyincrease in-State |
responsi:bility. _Here, too, _increases in fiscal respon_sfibility by ’t_‘hve State shOu‘ld
' be acoompanied by increases in administrative authority. | |

| Establishing a State—admlnistered‘system would facihtate the adequate |
functioning of a research planning, and evaluation staff which could continually
analyze the .effimency and effectiveness of the public welfare system in attaimng ‘
its goals. »l It has been said that the diversity of a oounty administered system»

fosters innovation and responsiveness because of the variation in local conditions
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_andvthe difféfen‘é \}iewpoinfs of the adminriis'tf:atofs.l Yet, the counties have
in feality. littlleképpo‘rt‘tmi.ty to develop L‘Vivnnév’ative‘refofm‘%s'because of the
tight restrictions of Stété‘f:egiiiativons”and tl;l‘e inci"éasi'n'gj standafdizétion of |
welflére/bﬁdget.s.v New apprqacﬁes which .have been tried in the é::oun‘tiesl have
| some’timvevs beén de§e1<5ped only thrbugh Vidlation of‘ reg?lations.

| In édditioh, ‘many of vthevbprobble'mjs which emerge from the administration
of public-welféré are much too cor_n:pylevx to be resolved tﬁmugh_ héphaZard action
: at‘thbe ’é'dur‘;ty"blvé\iel. | }Ratvher,' these problémsv need .tévbev%e.vahiéteds through )
sophisticated research sfﬁdies. ' Nexi/v”.é‘dmiﬁistrativve ap;}rdaches to 'deai with
the probv'lembs' heéd t‘o' be ,;cried ‘lun>der‘éaref“ully’cvontrollevd “and” limited cir.c:u’mbstan'ces
before béih'g 'iﬂ&bduéed into é;$350 million ‘svyvstem s-tjlc‘hl‘as” we have .in New
" Jersey. . This type of research, ex'perimventation, plannirgg, and eva_l'uation‘ -
whicﬁ aré much 'rvlée.dyed 1n ‘pvublic welfaré'progzjfarns :—-vca.‘h best'\be Iv s"upp.ort'ed‘ 1n

-a‘u‘r‘iiﬁed‘Stat'e system. ‘

4) Better Coorainéfion With Related :Agehvciéé; W?en a'dmivn'i_‘stratibn of _.
the ‘catvegor‘ic:':'i‘l prograrﬂs \>/‘va‘s “cobnsolyidatefd af ihe coﬁnty‘ lévélv‘fen yeafs agd, |
publicv Welfare c’on.s'i‘s'te’d primarily of thé divsbursvém‘:er.it .ogf m'one‘y pbayments"té'the_’_f
needy, with only fhe:be'c‘g.inning"s "o:f a‘ progrérh of sociai s:iervicés. 'Pa'ssage' by' :
| ‘Cong"fess‘éf fhe 19éx2'"amend;inents‘ tb thé'So.’cial SécﬁritﬁzAé‘E reQuired Stateé to |

offér" to bublicv:‘vs'/f'elvfai"‘e. réé:vipién{s é co,mpréhené_ ive rahge‘ of‘social serv‘ic‘:es.. "
‘Acco:r‘dbing; to >tvh‘e statu»téb ,‘“thes.el'éé»rvic’.es'héve t.l'.ie'.bi'oad 3>c>bje:c:'1:ix./‘es’ fof clieﬁts
of é't‘ren'gthened fan;i'lylifé:, sélf;subpbft ,v V'self'—c‘éré, ‘anél feh\‘ab'ilitation..

The 1967 ame‘ndmentvs"‘to the Social Security Act ‘expanded this raﬁgeﬁof
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serv1ces w1th a spec1a1 emphas1s on. manpower and day care serv1ces to be o
prov1ded through the new Work Incentlve (WIN) Program. The WIN Program
in ‘partlvcular, and other socml serv1ces to a le_sser ext_er}t, rqujlf,e close |
coord'inatNi:on ib‘etwee;in the county wbev:lk,fare boarde and variousvStat'e agenc;les .
,"t‘he rnanbonrer serVices provided to ‘Acli’e‘nts are administered by the“xStat_e__ :
Departrnent vof, Labor and “In'dustry while day c‘are is arranged and ap-pro,vbe.d byi
the“Svtate’gBureauof Cl}hbitdren':s.vSerines; In addition, ‘some day ,care':ce.n.ter‘sv.b_
are op‘e.ratedb'bny‘ th‘e' _State Dep;artrneznt of Cornkrnunityr Affﬁai‘rs.' | |

| vMany other s»erytces to wel-fare crldients' are oftered through .other _Sta__te_:
'agenc‘iesv.‘v A prlme example i‘s Medlcald t/vhich ’is a State—admtnis_tereg.’prog.;rajmsf‘
for which only we.'lfa're recibients are eltgible (w1th only a fewi_blexo‘eption_s_),.. .
Other elrc‘arnpnlve‘sd_are. child W‘ellnfare .se.:rvi_vc‘es prov1ded by the Bureau ofCh11dren's -
Servi‘cesr aervtces to the dtsabled Iofferedv by the Rehabilitation Cornm'iSs,ion"'
‘serv1ces to.the b11nd prov1ded bydthe Commlssron for the B11nd and Vlsually
‘Handlcapped | " |

A un1f1ed S‘tate‘;sys}tern of ‘vpub'li_cv Welfare "would .e,ignificantl?. 1mprove the .

linkagee between pubhc mreifare programvsand relat‘ed ‘brograﬂms‘.operated by .
other St‘ate-agencies., bMuch- duplic‘at:ion: _of ,e_f‘fort,would be aVoided, »i’nter‘-.-,agency ’
friction wou‘ld. be red:uc.ed‘, and olients would ,‘receive much better ‘serv‘ice.f Ihe |
adm1n1strat10n of the WIN program should 1mbrove Wrth better linkages between o
agenmes. The mvolvement of three agenoles -- Labor}and Industry,u Pubhc
Welfare', and the Bureau of Chil‘dren‘v',:s‘ Servioes —— in administration of the pro_gra'rn

causes confusion by'itself'. But this confusion and the resulting inefficiencies -
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wouldv‘be reduced if pu:blic welfere were adﬁii"nist‘exlebc.l ba:fithe .State‘level ratﬁer
mmumémmymmLInsm@ﬁ@@dﬁkﬂﬁac&&ymm&Qmémmﬁs
than a State welfafe ag'e'rﬂic3} te.re:latevef'fee‘ti‘\./elts_z ‘te other Stete 'agehchies). o
Similarl'y,' rvna‘ny of the difficuifie_e inher"entyin'the Medlca1d prec;:;arh Wd;lld
be less e\eﬁr'ere' if a Stete‘welfere agehcy rather than couety welfafe aéencies |
were cvi'ete.rmin‘iﬁg e;ig’ib'iiifs;f andbvalidating the status'ovf‘}fecipienlts ef .med'icel
benefits. Fiﬁéuy, much of the f‘r‘ictien between BCS and welfare agehcies
would disappear if the edm.inisvtre'tion: of pub‘lie welv’far.e v;/_-ere vcons.olid.a.teci at
the State leveland child w_elfare Services were made peqé't of & uriif»ied‘socia‘l
services vs'ysterr‘x- for the State. : - | i
Censolidation of allb assista_ﬁce ’pregrams unlder‘ a E‘si‘ng‘lle Sfate agency -
weuld elir:nvinate the neeessity ef eﬁ.uttling reciipienfs baék avn‘d‘ forth b'etween-
r'nunicipa-l aand’c‘oun’ts.z ageneies; | Many r‘e‘c.ipients‘ ere referred frem ene type
of office 'to‘ﬁar‘lothﬁer beCaﬁse they i‘n’itia‘l.ly inquire at the'wreng place. Many‘ofher
| recipienfs‘ must:betransferred --and uhdergo entirely new investigations --
as their status chenges or ‘their ceunfy eppliveations are'p‘roces‘eed. ﬁhder a

' unified sy‘st'em, an applicant could go to a single offi-ceJ'With the assurance

“that he would receive the assistance appropriate to his circumstances, no

matter what the name of the category.

' 5) Greater Equity for 'Recipients According to Stete law and regulation,

all New Iervsey welfare clients in similar circumstances are eupposed to be
treated equally. Equitable treatment for clients is the blasis for the volume and

detail of ,lthe regulations "p‘rbmulgeted by the Division of Public Welfare. Yet,
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under countyv_vadministration, tre'atment_.of client inevitably varies ffom county
to c.:<.)‘u‘nt'y aé Cdunty Welféfe bc;ardé iﬁterprét fégﬁlatidn-s diffevrently’.‘_ The auton-
omy of couﬁfy‘Wélfare b‘oai.**c‘ls and the sh"ortége va staté 'Sﬁpervisory staff eﬁsure
fhat proée’durés _ancvi'pr'acticesA .will 'vary: to .SOrﬁé ld‘egrée iamohé Acgou'_n,ti.es'. | A S”t'ate_
administéred system Would‘; iﬁstitﬁ_te a u_n’if:o‘rn'l. admin_istratio‘n -and“wouldv llkely :
achievé a; grea.tc‘-:-‘r'.consisteric‘:y‘in ﬁhil.o'éophy ahd gc;als thro‘ug‘hout‘ the _Svtate' o
than 1s now a_t-taiﬁéd under.co’vunt;y‘ ad'minibstration;.“ | |

Inter;muniqipa'l d“ispairities_i'ﬁ treaﬁnent .<;f éeherél -ass;iéténce clienfs ére"
mu¢ﬁ'gréater than in’ter—‘?Olintl}zfvdis;;aritiés in frkeatment-oif categor‘ic':all ‘as.s'ivé,‘—
tance clients .. By State law, evefy municipélity 1s 'required ﬁtd dffer vas;s'ié‘t-a:l"ice
to thosé be’rsons in ne'led‘vv.vhd are nof. eligiblé fqr any‘ca’lc»égovr.ic‘all ptfografri éf |
assistance. .H-o_Wever ; m_unicipélv Welfax;e"boards :d‘o not ope;'ate Qndef S‘;cate”.
supérvisidn unlev's's> they appl_y 'for‘ Stafe fﬁ'atéhing_funds tb helpvsupvp;o'rt the1r o
"'j:;.:.ji:irdgrams. In c_ale‘n.dar’y'ear 19%0,'. :only_}_»395 ‘ouf of Néw v]erseY'_.s 567 muhicipalities
appliea fbr such Stéte matching fundsx.l There .is nd syste_mati’c-.knowledge‘
concerning thé adeqﬁacy of éen‘e,r.all As‘s.i‘stéﬁc‘:eﬂ proérams vin vth:e .rémvavining'
172 municipélities. In‘a.ddition,. State s’uperv_isioﬁ 6f .the 395 mu.rli;ipaylitie"s
qualifying‘. f‘orv S‘ta‘te‘lﬁaid is léo~sé dﬁe to fhe diffiéulfy of enfércihg ‘standalrd.s‘
among so many adr‘ni.nvister:ir.lg égenCiéé . | Undér a Si.:ate—adn.li.ni‘stellred"éystem,
treavtme'nt of'non-categoriqal welfare c_lierité wéuld beco'mé much more

"adequate and uniform throughout the State.
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IMPLEMENTATION

Although some fear that a State system wo uld be Eremote and inaccessible,
a properly structured system could be more convenient and respons 1ve to
1nd1v1dua1 needs than the present system. The Task Force believes that such

a system 1s feas1b1e and could be operated at greatly reduced administrative

' ‘cost. Accordingly, the State should act 1mmed1ately to 1n1t1ate a transfer of
administratlve and fiscal respons 1b111ty for public welfare to the State level

A transfer of administrative personnel and fa0111t1es should be followed by a

i

re-structuring of, the money pa.yments function and reorganization of the soc ial

services programs of the State. But any 1ntegration of quallfied county and

municipal personnel 1nto a State system should make prov151on for safeguarding
their senlorlty, salary levels , and pension rights. nl

‘Financing . . ‘ L [

County shares of benefit payments administrative costs and services .
. I
. . i _

, .to re01pients are projected to total $66 5 million in fiscal 1972 Municipal

expenditures for General As 51stance programs are estimated to total $8 9
million. in fiscal 1972 (The breakdown of these projections is given in the

Appendix) Because some savmgs in administrative costs would result

from transfer of administration the cost of a complete assumption by the
S

State ofvadministr.atiye and fiscal responsibility for categorical and

. general assistance programs would be somewhat less than total county

‘ and municipal expenditures. These are expected ‘to _be $75 .4,million

in 1972, - S
. : N

Much of the cost of this step could be offset by the enactment of welfare
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reform legislat_ion at the fe'd.eral level. Our studies indicate s'uohy legis1ation |
would bring into New ]erse.y substantial new federal vmonies'at'ﬂ.the.approxima't'e" - "
time that we -recommend a State ass,um'ption of welfare YeSDOHSibllity In our

Special Report to the"Governor on The Impact of Proposed F-ederalfrwelfare .

Iegislation on New Jersey (une 9, 1970), web e“stimated"thatthevenaotment

of H.R, 16311 (the bill then embodymg Pre31dent Nixon s welfare proposals) would |
have. ga1ned New ]ersey from $28 million to $4l million | depending on a further
specification of certain cost formulas and on the administrative op_tion-s sele‘cted
by:the State. x v‘ If the fiscal provis.ions of the. final legislation do not reduoe-this i
amount the additional federal funds could finance a major proport1on of the ::_ |
cost of a State assumption of fiscal respon31b111ty for publio welfare. ,- ‘_

, AlthOugh we strongly reo.Omme'n‘d tha}t the"‘sta\fe,.avs sume nonffederal costS Sk
of benefits 'concurre_ntly; w1thassumptionofadministration, :A-i"t' would bep0551b1e :
for‘.the.Sta;te to temporarily defer'totalJn‘on—_federa‘l._,responsibility: for the costsof o
benefits. On'e, 'such approach _would be an immediate asSumption on administrative
res‘ponsibility (including costs)' ‘of‘c“at"egoric‘al a‘ssi,stance w1thassumption of ‘
oounty ‘share-s: of ekpenditures‘.for benefi:t&s p'o‘stponedfo;r se\_}eral‘viyears“.v'.",:'I-'Iowever,v
, the total oost of General Assistance-would bve takv‘en on immedia.te_ly‘,v ' since 1t Would
be impravotioal:to -reguire municipal-vpa'rticipation_ 1n ben:e;_fitsfafter‘}admin‘istrative'_
¥ responsibility were assumed .by »the _State.». ".th,usi,‘the State_wouldﬂadminis;t_e_r“a‘llh.v
categorioal and general assistanoe programs .’ Municipalit‘ie's'wouldv‘be reheved
of‘ further participation in thecosts vof?General AssistanceCounties would'contin.ue _
to contribute 25% of the‘ non-federal s.hare of categorical a",ssistance‘-expenditures : |

until the State were ready to absorb costs’. This could by done in stages over .

* As this report went to press, H.R. 1-—The revised version of President Nixon' s
welfare proposals--had not yetbeen published in its final forrn by the House .
Ways and Means Committee. It was therefore not possible to assess the impact
of the legislation s latest form. : :
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thél course of sévera'l years as fhe fiscal gain from fedei‘al legislation or
other new sources of revenue became available. The acélditional cost .
to tflé State of this.al‘ternative in fiscal 1972 would be S’;OmeWhat less than -
the $19‘.2‘ million c‘ounity sharé‘ of administrative costs (;due to ‘édministrative;f ,
sa\}ings from COnsolidétion étithe"State level) plus S89 million fof the costs
: \

of general assistance for a total of $28.1 million. On a' half fiscal year basis,
the cost WOuid be further reduced to less than ‘$l‘5 mi«llicjm.

'Amb‘le precedent for -this alternative exists ih the p@resent arrangement:
fof financing th»e costs of foster care in New Jersey. Il’il fiscal year 1971,
approximatély $14 million will be expended for foster ca?n*e of chi‘ldren under
Stéfe supervis'ioﬁ. Foster care is administered by the étate Bureau ofk
Chiidrefi"S‘SérVices, Yet the counties contribute 25% of;i the cost of the payments.
' This arrangement is analagous to the possible alternéti{ze just outlined, The |

Sta‘t‘e would assume administrative responsibility for public welfare, with
‘ C ' !

. _ | "
the counties continuing to contribute 25% of the non-federal share of benefits |

| until the State is capable of taking over full costs: |

Schedule for Implementation ‘ . o 1

The establishmént of the kind of new State welfare] system recommended

" by the Task Force requires several steps which should not be taken simultaneously.
| _

“These steps include a shift of financial responsibility; ia transfer of current .

" administrative machinery, including staff and facilities; the development of a
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State-wide elect’ronic data proce3sing system; the festructuring of the administration |
of money nayments; the reorganization ‘of SOcial'serVices; and the ‘creation of

an admi_nis'tratix‘zeunit_for research, planning, and ev‘alnatio'n.’

This Task Force believ}es that county and munioipal welfare ekpen.ditures .
Vshould‘ be assumed by the V'State as soon as possible. Legislation enabling
the transfer of fexisting adnlinistrative pérsonnel and facilities should also bbe
Venac‘:ted as soon.as possible,‘ but tl'l:ehaCtual' transfer should be d'elay,edifor not
l‘e‘SS tl‘ian‘ ‘s:ix 'months from date of enactment Iin order to provide time fot adequate
'plan'ning.. | In addition, a research, planning, and evaluationrgroup should be
| created immediately. One of its functions would be the planning of an ofderly :
transition to a unified State system. | | |
| Planning for a restructuredvmoney" payfnents system -andvreorg‘anize'd‘ social
s'etvioes syste}m‘ should begin conclirrently with planning for transfer of a'drninistra—
tive machinery. However, such c‘nanges —-= including the installation of a‘ State-
wide data processing system -- will take much longer than six months to deve'lop
avndv implement’v.v Eighteen to twentyefout months might be a more realistic estimate
for the time required to oomnlete this phase of the transition to a new State
system. | |
If the pending’federal welfar‘e reform legislation is: enacted by Congres.s,

the:S‘tate- should coOrdina‘te its shift to a new State system with the implementation

of the new federal programs.



- =30~

Personnel

| The transfer of welfare administration to the State level should make
provision for the protection of the prerogatives of ’qualified county and
municipal welfarepersonnel. Duririg the transfer ofadministration of "Home
Life Assistance" (ADC) from the State Bureau of Children's Services to county
welfare boards in 1960, arrangements \‘/ve.re made for the orderly traris.fer of
personnel between the aoencies virithout salary. cuts, demotions, loss of pension
rights, or loss of seniority. Transfer of qualified county and mtinicipal personnel
to the State in a-shift of administrative responsibility should make provision
for similar arrangemerits . | | | |

L’ocallIinvolvement in a State System

Within a statewide system, the State should be divided into districts for
administrative purposes bwith local offices' established rvhich are corivenient for
recipients and applicants. For example, a series of neighborhood offices would
be es_tabiished in the large cities wl'iich have heavy concentrations of welfare
clients. Similarly, one base office might be established to ‘cover several counties
bin which there are few w‘elfare recipients . Mobile offices travelingbfrombtown to
town could ensure convenient access to the public welfare system in those areas.

In order.to provide for flexible response to local circumstances , advisory
committees should be established within each of the district service areas of the
new ptiblic welfare system. Such committees would be appointed by the Governor.
They would make recommendations relating to the monetary payments and social

service components of the public welfare program, but they would not have
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authorify.to establish administr‘at.ivve poli‘cies..' - The advieery comn‘iittees should
be compo*s‘ed of a brvoad-'b-ased group of commﬁnity representat_iv_es . in‘cjluding‘
“welfare clients, public .offieials, ,profession_al groups.,, and members‘ revp_r'esenting
the general public interest. The mandate of such advisory com‘Amittees' wouldbe |
to pfesent administretors with an accurate esses smeﬁt of the real-life situetion'
at the p'ovirlit_of contaet between the system and the »public. Theif purpose wo uld ‘
be to make the system- more responsive to client needs and local situetioﬁsf.

The Administration of ,Mohey Payments

' Maximum savings in administrative costs of a new system will accrue to.
the State only if:

1) Money payments functions are orgamzatlonally separated from the
prov151on of social services;"

2) The pfocess of eligibili’ty determination is streamlined through the
.- rapid implementation of a simplified method of eligibility determination;

3) Eligibility requirements are substantially simplified; and

- 4) A statewide electronlc data processing system 1s estabhshed for the
administration of money payments.

The adminish*ative separation of meney paymenfs from -sociel eerviees is

n a prereqﬁis ite for the creation of e cdmpu-ferized s YS’tem of money’ paymeﬁt's; It
is also e necessary ﬁrsvt :'st‘ep‘ in the organiz'.a'tvion ef le more effective bfogram of
eoc1a1 services. .Sep'arati’on‘ has reportedly taken place in all counﬁes as of
Iuly 1 1970, but ‘it is creét-ing ‘Iﬁuch confusion 'due- to the ina_idequ'at-e definition
and structure of social services. This Task Force has submitted

a report with recommendations for a restructuring of the social services com-
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vponent of public welfare Wthh was partially directed tq
L [

1

. being eXperienced by'the counties ‘under separa‘tion‘.»7

a2- ;

the;'vproblems ,now :

~ In our earlier report'of Ianuary“ 15,1970, we i‘estin;nated,that; implementation

of the simplified method of eligib ilﬁit'y determination would reduce administrative
~ costs by approximately fifty percent. If the simplified rEnetho;d would have been

in‘use for this | entire fiscal‘ye‘ar (1971),. for.example, a.

savings of about $13

| million i‘n,’-federal,:"state‘, and county funds would have been gained. Testing

of this method is now underway in several counties and

‘has required its exclusive use in the adult "'catejg'ories -(P
Age Assistance, and Disability Assistance) no later thar
' recommend that testing of the Slmp].lfled Method in AFD(

view toward rapid implementation in that catego‘ry.‘

the fedveral‘ gov ernment"'

\id to the B11nd Old

8

N Iuly 1 1971 We ™

C be expedlted with a

'Simplification-of eligibility r’eqﬁ"i’reme'rit's and computeri_-zation would both

significantly reduce the costs of administering money pe

is valuable in itself; but is-also a help in computerizat
accOmpany a transfer 'of administrative functions to the

vResearch Plannnlgh and Evaluation : |

In thlS fiscal year total federal state county,
' for pubhc welfare benefits 1n New Iersey are expected t

In past-,years large expenditures for pubhc ass 1stance

State rleve1>.

yyments. Simplification

jon... Both should

and municipal expendltures
o approach $340 m11110n.

payments. of this magni-

| 7. Governor s Task Force on Welfare Management Soc
(Trenton April 14 1971) . '

' 8. 45 Code of Federal Regula_tions'zos;zo @) ().

Lal S"e"rV1¢e;; in New ]‘_e’ﬂr.se‘y
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tude in this State have not been acc_ompanied by _signific&ént expenditures‘ for
reseérch,’e‘xperiméntation, planriingv,‘a'nd evaluation. As a consequence,
‘there has been a dearth of serious efforts to 1) analyzé the 'ui'_lderlying
probi’ems that must be dealt with by the welfare system; 2) seek out a.nd. :
evaluate ‘pAOISSible new éppro‘achévs to these problems: and 3) plan for.'future
develidpments. This paucity of research and analys‘is has been partly caused by
inadeduate fu_nding at the State lével an,d’ partly by failure of the Sté;te to take -
advahtagé of available fec‘l4era1‘-’ funds. | |

It _shouid be ﬁéted that‘ résearch, 'planhintj, and evaluation i‘svrﬁore
difficult in a 'county—adminisfered system _thén a state system because 'of ﬁhe
necessity_ of enlisting the coopveration of the counties in any ;‘)‘rojecfsv. llAnyv
shift_ to the State shouldin_c:lude Specifi’c provision for the development of an
adequa_tely funded and well;sta-fféd' administrative unit solely for the purposes
of research, experimentation, piahni‘ng‘, and}evaluatlion. Given the m’agvﬁi'.cude'
of expenditures for public vsizelfa‘re»in this State', the long,-term'_increases in
efﬁéienéy and effectiveness of the State system that would follow from thé ,
efforts of vsvu'ch a unit would pa'y.for its costs matjy times over. Th:e absence -
of such a unit vin the present organization is one of the most glaring vdefiéiencies

“in this State's public welfare system.



-34-

APPENDIX PROIECTED EXPENDITURES FOR PUBLIC WELFARE
_IN NEW JERSEY, PISCAL YEAR 1972 ]

I. CATE_GORIQA_L PROGRAMS. - . tn;mlllloQa of dollars

A. Assistance Payments;, Federal _ _State: - County T,o,ta_l B

AFDC . $161.287  $125.769 $41.922 . $328.978

oM - 10.081  7.975  2.658  20.664
BB .el8 - .469 | .156 . 1,243

DA 10.181  7.809 | 2.603  20.593

All Programs ~~  $182.117  $142.022 $47.339  $371.478
 B.. County Administrative = ..
' and Service Costs? R PR

' BllPrograms  $28.800  —=-c $19 200 $48.000
"C. Total @ +B) '$'2:10‘.Qi7',"$142 022 $'66 539 $419.478
Il. GENERALASSISTANCE ‘

State . Municipal ~ Total

© A. Assistance Payments’ $14.214 - $6.092  $20.306

'B. Municipal Administrative ~ ----= = 2.800 - 2.800
- and Service Costs B . S I

"C. Total ‘ , $l4.214 © - $8.892 $23.106

1; Budget State of New ]ersey, F1scal Year 1972

2. As estimated by New ]ersey Division of Publlc Welfare._ '
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