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SUMMARY

Thls prvelirvninary report vof the. 'Governor'_s Task Force on We_lfare |
Management fjroposes recomrrlendat'ions in five area-s relatirlg to the
administration of public welfare programs in New- Iersey: .1) the..
process by which the inilial and cohtinaind eligibility of welfare appli-
cants and recipients is determined; 2) el,i’gibilifty requirements for
publié‘welfare;; 3) living‘ standards for welfare recipients; 4) ,adQ
mi.nistrative separation o_f the provision of social services from the ,

payment of financial assistance; and 5) State and local administrative

roles.

Eligibility Determination . The Task Force found that, as it is

currently conducted, eligibility determination in New Jersey's public

welfare programs is expensive and wasteful to administer, as well as
) /

demeaning to the welfare applican;c." It recommends that the State

Division of Public Welfare immediately begin testing of the simplified

I3

method of eligibility determination, as required by the federal govern-

ment. Provvided that such testing is successful, the simiplified»method
should be fully implemented in the State. |
The simplified method ofi eligibility determination Vwould have the
local welfare agency fully investigate only a limited random sample of
initial applic_atlons for public assistance as well as subsequent 're"_-
determ'inations'of eligibili‘ty. This would contrast with the preserlt

method, according to which every application and subsequent redeter-



mination of eligibility receives a full investigation by the local welfare

’ ’agency. Evidence from other states indicates that approximately

$8 million in public welfare administrative costs in New Jersey

ceuld have been saved in cal_endar' vear 1968 through implementation

of' the simplified method, and that potential savings would now be even
greater. Moreover, such evidence indicates that utilization of the

‘ method could enhance the sense of responsibility of welfare recipients
without increasing current low rates of ine'ligibility for assistance among
those now on the rolls. In order to minimize the possibility of erroneous
payments under this new method, the Task Force also recommends that

a number of Specific additional savfeguards be built into the simplified
‘method as it would be tested and implemented in New Tersey.

Eligibility Requirements The Task Force concludeti that eligibility

requirements for public welfare s}i‘ou'ld be substantially simplified in
order to promote admiiiistrative simplicity, dignify the relationship
between client and‘ agency, and assist the client in maintaining a modicum
‘of economic security.

Eligibility requirements such as those concerned with cash and
liquid assets, personal property, real estate, life insurance, automobiles,
"and income of rel‘atives may incur administrative costs in their enforce-
ment that are greater than increased assistance payments that would

be made in their absence. Simplification of these requirements would

"
!
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help to reduce these administrative costs and also minimize the in-
trusion of local welfare agencies into sensitive areas of family
relations and personal rights.

Many of these requirements seem to be implicitly Based on the
mistaken assumption that most welfare recipients fall into a pattern
of chronic dependency; the requirements therefore force the client
to exhaust all resources before he can receive assistance. Alteration
of the requirements to permit recipients to retain a small cushion o;f
resources would assist many recipients to regain self-sufficiency
more rapidly than is now possible.

Living Standards for Welfare Recipients In the view of the Task

Pobrce, New Jersey has been one of a small group of states that has
maintained a level of cash assistanee for welfare recipients which
approximates a rhinimum decent standard of living for the needy.
However, because the curfent State Division of Public Welfare standard
for recipients does ng)t include amounts for routine transportation vcosts
or school expenses, the Task Force recommends that grants be adjusted
upward slightly to permit such expenditures. The Task Force further
recommends that basic lump-sum assistance grants should include

an amount for shelter costs which varies only according to family size,
rather than providing families with "as-paid" grants for their actual
shelter costs as is now the case. In addition, the present definition

of emergencies justifying special circumstance grants should be slightly



broadened.

Separation of Services At the level of client-agency contact,

public welfare is presently administered on a non-specialized basis:
both relief payments and rehabilitative services are provided to a
recipient by a single "Caseworker I." Although tasks involving relief
payments are largely clerical in nature, tasks involvihg rehabilitative
services are essentially professional in the kinds of skills which they
require. Thus, public welfare caseworkers are frequently overqualified
m»for the assistance payments function and underqualified for the social
service function of thevir assignments.

Due tpv limitations of time, the Task Force makes no specific
recommendations in this area, but it believes that an administrative
separation of the function of disbu:s ing payments from the function of
providing services would allow for more specialized and efficientvuse
of personnel. Properly carried out,_ this should lower costs, raise the
quality of services, and improve staff moralev. It would also resolve
many of the conflicts and ambiguities in the present relationship
between the welfare client and his caseworker. These conflicts and
ambiguities stem from the obligation of the caseworker to investigate
the client's financial circumstances objectively while at the same time
establishing a relationship of trust with the client as a means of providing
effective social services.

; S’fate and Local Administrative Roles The Task Force believes

L4



that the performance of the present structure of assistance programs
in this State should be evaluated on the basis of three critéria relating
to equity, effectiveness, and efficiency: 1) The equity of the dis-
tribution of fiscal burden among the citizens of the State} 2) The
capacity of the administrative structure to implement State policy
and foster the rapid adoption of innovative ideas at the local level;
and 3) The extent to which the system can eliminate dupiication of
effort, utilize modern management techniques, and take advantage of
economies of scale.

At present, the distribution of the cost of public welfare programs
among the people of the twenty-one couﬁties of the State is highly

inequitable. In calendar year 1968, the highest ranked county spent

~more than eight times as much per capita for welfare as the lowest

ranked county; the highest ranked county spent more than ten times as
much per $100 of assessed valuation.

The diffusion of administrative responsibilities among State, county,
and municipal agencies hampers the effective impleﬁentation of federal
and State policies.

The present system prevents the State from concentrating ad-
ministrative resources according to numbers of recipients rather than
geographic areas and permits a certain amount of duplication and in-

efficiency that could be eliminated in a statewide system utilizing



modern management techniques.

On the basis of these considerations, the Task Force recommends
a complete State assumption of the édministrative functions and non-
federal costs of public Welfare in New' Jersey. This reorganization
.should be preceded by a period of careful planning. Advisory
committees should be established within each of the local service
areas of the new statewide public welfare program in order to retain
local initiative and assess agency performance at the neighborhood or

community level.

H
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF -

GOVERNOR'S TASK FORCE ON WELFARE MANAGEMENT :

Recommendation One:

To facilitate experimentation'with investigation of assistance
applications on a Sample basis only, there must be an immediate
determination as to whether a statutory barrier does exist., If

such a barrier exists, it should be promptly removed. This objective
should be attained in the following manner:

‘A, The Governor or the Commissioner of Institutions
and Agencies should request a ruling from the Attorney

- ‘General as to whether the statutory requirements of
"investigation" of every application would be met by
consistency verification of all applications and full
investigation of only a statistically valld random sample
of applications for as51stance.

B. If the Attorney General rules that such procedures would
not satisfy presently applicable statutory requirements, the
Legislature should forthwith modify the restricting statutes.
The Legislature should specify instead that the Commissioner
of Institutions and Agencies shall be given the administra-
tive authority to devise suitable means for investigating

the eligibility of apphcants for and recipients of public
welfare.

[Pages 28 and 29] -

Recommendation Two:

The Division of Public Welfare should proceed forthwith to test

and develop the simplified method of eligibility determination, in-
cluding full investigation of a limited random sample of cases, in

all federally-assisted categories of public assistance. The simplified

method should be fully implemented on a statewide basis as soon as

a satisfactory procedure has been developed. When fully implemented,
this procedure should make maximum use of electronic data processing
equipment and welfare aides in order to minimize administrative costs
without compromising protectlon agamst erroneous-payments.

[Page 29]



Recommendation Three:

Clear responsibility should be plae’ed on th;e client to give a factually
correct account of his ZsituatiOn. The welfare agency must be prepared
to give assistance to ﬁhe client, where needed, in filling out-the -
application form or obtaining the necessary, information.

[Page 30]

Recommendation Four:

.. Guidelines should be developed accordmg to which full 1nvest1gat10ns
,are made of those cases which e11g1b111ty workers have reason to be-

- lieve warrant such investigations.. These investigations would be in
-addition to those which are made of the random samples of apphcatlons
and redetermmatlons of e11g1b111ty.

i

Recomm endation Five’: :

Computerlzed verlflcatlons of 1nterna1 con51stency should be made of
all appllcatlons for pub11c a551stance.

2 | [Page 32]

Recommendation Six:

There should be prov181on for sample vallda ion of all continuing
cases in addition to sample vahdatlon of 1n1t1a1 determlnatlons ‘and

redeterm inations of e11g ibility.

| [Page 33]

’Rec'ommenda't'ion Seveh: ’

‘ The size of the vahdatlon sample | should be large enough to detect
: 1ne11g1b111ty trends w1th1n ‘the maJor subgroups d the pubhc welfare

programs as well as w1th1n the total public welfare caseload for the
entire state. ! i

[Page 34]
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Recommendation Eight-:

Prov151on should be made for progressive graduated shifts to larger

' vah dation samples if increases in the me11g1b111ty rate are detected

[Page 35]

Recommendation Nine:

- Cash and liquid assets should be counted as resources for current

support only when their value clearly exceeds an amount desirable
for protection of the family. Applicants for welfare assistance should

therefore be allowed to retain a reserve of cash and liquid assets, which

should be disregarded when resources for current support are evaluated.
This reserve should be set, after study of recipient needs, at a level
which allows recipients to retain a cushion of resources sufficient to
cope with emergen01es and other necessities unrecognlzed by welfare
budgets.

[Page 54]

Recommendation Ten:
Automobiles and personal effects should normally be disregarded as .
potential resources for current support, and their existence should

normally not be considered in determining eligibility or size of grant.

[Page 54]

Recommendation Eleven:

The State should recommend to the federal government that life:-

insurance should be considered separately from cash and liquid
assets in evaluating resources for current support. Other than
group or term insurance, which should be disregarded entirely,
clients should be permitted to retain a specified amount of insurance
protection (based on the face value of the policy).. Although the
subject merits further study at both federal and State levels, a fair
amount of protection .should be allowed for clients without requiring
complex and expensive administrative procedures to encumber thev
determination of eligibility.

[Page 55]



Recommendation Twelve:

Current State law and policy requiring OAA and DA applicants, and
in some cases AFDC applicants, to sign an "Agreement to Reimburse"
should be repealed.

[Page 55]

R’ecemmendation Thirteen:

A. The statutory specification of relatives legally obligated to support
those in financial need should be limited to parents of minor children
and to spouses.

-B. The current practice, .according to which welfare clients are some-
times required, either directly or indirectly, to initiate legal support
proceedings against spouses.or the fathers of their children should be
halted.

[Page 55]

Recommendation Fourteen:

Basic grants should be adjusted to recognize and permit expendltures
for school expenses and routine public transportation.

[Page 63]

Recommendation Fifteen: \

Basic assistance grantvs should include shelter costs, adjusted only
for variations in family size. For a given family size, shelter costs
included in the budget would be set at the 85th percentile of such
expenditures currently paid by welfare families of that size, and would
be periodically adjusted, as are non-shelter budget components, to
reflect changes in the consumer price index.

~ [Page 65]

Recommendation Sixteen:

The deflmtlon of special circumstances justifying supplements to the
basic grant should be broadened to prov1de assistance for clothing,



)

‘“home furnishings, and/or other essentials when an emergency need
‘exists because of the depletion of resources prior to application’or

the destruction or failure of assets.
[Page 69]

Recommendation Seventeen:

The State should assume the entire non-federal share of the assistance
and administrative costs of the present categorical and General Assis-
tance programs. '

| [Page‘ 80]

Recommendation Eighteen:

Legal responsibility and authority for the-administration of public welfare
in New Jersey (including the provision of both money payments and
social services), both categorical and general, should be shifted to the
State government. Assunption of the administration of public welfare

by the State should occur in conjunction with the organizational
separation of the function of service provision frem the function of
monetary payments, as discussed above. The State should administer
public welfare through a system of local offices convenient to recipients
and potential recipients. ’ '

[Page 85]

Recommendation Nineteen:

State assumption of administration as well as organizational restruc-

* turing should be preceded by a planning period adequate to minimize

disruptive effects on clients and employees (at least 18 months) and
provide for a carefully planned initiation of the new administrative
structure. '

[Page 85]

Recommendation Twenty:

Advisory committees should be established within each of the local
service areas of the new public welfare program. Such committees
should make recommendations relating to the money payment and _
social service components of the public welfare program. The advisory



committees should be composed of a broad-based group of community
representatives, including welfare clients, public officials, professional
groups, and members representing the general public interest.

[Page 85]
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PREFACE

In his Seventh Annual Message to the Legislature, on

January 14, 1969, Governor Richard J. Hughes enunciated his S

s

concern over gfov"ving“dis-sati’sfaCti‘on"v‘vith the'we'lféré system
aha >anno‘1'.1nceo‘l his intention to ap'p'oiﬁt this Tas];'Porce. The .
Governor stated: , o S p

| " ‘the Welfa.r:e bur»de.n continues to grow heavier, ‘and
strohg femed’ia“l action is essential. 1 have long held the view
that pay&nent" of welfare cbsts should be a federal résporis ibilit"y, " '
but federal assumption of thé. fﬁll.welfax"e burden is nvot‘no‘w in
prospect. What is clear .is't‘hat thé prééérit we-lfare}syStemséti>sfi;es:
no one ——. peithér 'ta}tpa'y'ers'bncljr, rééipi:er;ts. ' I'n/‘d'eed, it is 'a‘sy's_tern'
that cries out fOr c.h'ang"'e. ‘

"To detefmine what constructive change is: possible in

the public assistance program., I shall shortly appoint a distinguished

‘Tas'leorce on Welfare Management. I shall in'struct'this body to '

examine modificat'ions‘inr the present welfare system now being tested

.iri various parts of the country,and to recomfnend any possible im—‘”‘

provements in the management and administration of our present

welfare systerﬁ. I shall consider their mission avcrucially important

" one for the people of this State."

~ Since our appointment in October of 1969, we have met

" r’egvu'larly,:, have studied anélys,‘es and research reports on the components
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of the welfare system, and have discussed various welfare issues
with experts in the field an.d with each other. We have‘be_en most
ably as s,isted ’in our work by the efforts‘;of a small but highly
dedicated and talented staff Which has been functioning sinee 1ast’
July. We have also initiated a major interv_iew survey of 600 welfare
recipients in representative sections of the State in or‘der to find out
about their needs, their past employ_ment,‘ migration patterns, and
experienees on welfare, and to assess their attitudes toward jobs,
family ,'pla‘nning, and the various social services provided to them by
welfare agencies. The results of this survey w‘ill be analyzed by the
Task Force staff and released in P_ebruary, 1970.

Through this activity we have come to certain conclusions
which are detailed in this report. These recommendations relate to

the structure of the public welfare system, which we believe is, at-

present, unnecessarily costly, confusing, inequitable, and inefficient.

This is n.ot to suggest that the peep_leworking in New Jersey's present
_ structure of publicv welfare are theniselves inefficient or unjust. On
the contrary, we'found: that, no matter ‘how efficient and determined
its personn_el might be,_ no signifiqant gains. in equity or efficiency‘
‘can be made in the welfare system withoui major alterations ip its
structure.

During the period in which this "_[_'ask.Force has been func-

tioning, we have studied the following areas: the process by which

2]
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eligibiiit'? is determined; eligibility requirements; living standérds
and vbu’dgeting‘ for Qv’e'lfar‘e clients; adrhi-nistrativé ‘separation: of the‘
payment of financial assiétance to rec_ipients‘from the provié"ion 'of
social services; and State and local administrative rol,es;" Some of

the recommendations we are making would require far-reaching and

"fuﬁd’amental-chan‘ges . We believe that their implementation is. -

essential and urgent, but such changes must be preceded by a-

period of caréful planning. Other changes are also important, but
they would have less of an impact on the system and accordingly
could safely be put into effect without substantial delay.

In respectfully submitting this preliminary report, we have

fulfilled .only a fraction of the Governor's mandate. There are many

issues -- including those related to the separation of social services

from money pa_ymen’fs , emplo;iment and training -programs, day care

facilities, family planning programs, recipient housing, the reasons

vfor increases in the AFDC rolls énd 'the potential impact of the"

‘President's new welfare proposals -- which are crucial and need

initial investigation or further‘ana_lysis. They were not explored by

th‘e Task Force due to the limited amount of time available to us ;- but

. we believe that jsu'ch‘ areas should be thoroughly and sensitively

- examined. Our first recommendation, therefore ,‘ would be that a

new Task Force,» or Commission, be appointed and funded to take up
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these issues where we left off and likewise to consider such other
matters pertaining to public welfare as a mandate from the new
Governor may direct.

We wish to express our appreciation for the trust-and con-
fidence that was placed in us. We hope that this preliminary report
will help to bring about changes in accordance with its recommendations

and will help to stimulate an even more thorough examination of the

public welfare system in New Jersey.
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INTRODUCTION

No major program administered by a governmental agency is
so maligned and misunderstood as public welfare. Whether jus tified
or not, a continuous and persistent stream of criticism of public
assistance in this country vcorries from widely disparate but vocal
sources: recipients and taxpayers, administrators and political
leaders, liberals and conservatives. This criticism tends to be
diffused rather than focused on any particular aspect of the welfare
system. But there are enough anomalies  and contradictions embodied
in the program so that its critics never lack for objects. ‘Among these,
one might list the following examples:

-— Public welfare is intended to provide support for
people in times of financial_emergency,: yet it has
been widely criticized for increasing the time of
financial need.

--  There have been uninterrupted increases in the rolls,
yet many poor persons in need have been denied entry
because of arbitrary restrictions on eligibility.

-— Taxpay'ers complain of widespread fraud in the welfare
system, yet federal officials complain that eligibility
determination entails excessive red tape and inordinate
administrative expense, and that fraud is in fact extremely
rare. |

= Recipients complain of meager grants at the same time
that some political leaders deplore the high cost of
welfare programs.

-- Most taxpayers view welfare payments as a privilege

which can be revoked with minimal cause; recipient
organizations view welfare as a legal obligation of the



State which can be revoked only by due process with
full regard for the recipient's constitutional rights.

- Many people think of welfare assistance as a semi-per-
manent alternative to employment, but many AFDC mothers
stay on the rolls only for a short time and strongly demand » .
improved employment training and day-care facilities to : ’
allow them ‘to work.

. == Many rec1p1ents would like monetary assistance without

counselhng, while most social workers advocate an

~expansion of social seryices for recipients; caseworkers
are overquahfled for the clerical tasks whlch they spend
the bulk of 'their time performing, yet most are underqualified
for the delivery of sensitive social services; recipients

- complain of paternalistic intervention while caseworkers
deplorevthe;ir lack of inﬁluence over recipients' behavior.

——  Many people see in the high birth rate among the poor
a major obstacle to reducmg the size of the poverty popu-
lation, butmany welfare recipients say they desire to
limit family size even more strlctly than middle-class ,
families. { ; ‘ : .

- Housing costs in the welfare programs are high, yet more
than 40% of AFDC recipients live in dilapidated housing
and one—thlrd live in crowded quarters .

Lﬂ

- The admini_stration- of pu_blic welfare programs is divided
among four' levels of government, an arrangement which
engenders considerable fiscal inequities and permits
neither adequate central control over policy nor innovation
and flexibility at the local level.

i

| . Such ‘c‘orrtrad'icti'c;ns are suffic;ient in themsevlvesylto evoke substantial
crific’:isrn, but thevsheejr size Aof the{ welfare system alse makes it an
inviting targéf,' All publie ‘es'sista_r'ice programs in this country absorb
over $10 billion in _federal, state, é:oﬁnty; end mdniCipal expenditures.
In Ne\)}v} jerée,sr aioné $1;9'4 rhil,lien (i?ncludincj v‘federal funds) was spent fer

public assistance -- ekcluding Medical Assistance for the Aged -- in
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the last fis‘cal year. Because the benefits from these _expens'ive and

' growing programs directly affect only a minority of citizens, very l,ittle

public support is ever g‘en‘_erated for this role of government. Moreovex_',
many recipients have been ashémed to receiv.ve aid; it was not until
fecen';ly that recipient groups began to organize well enoqgh to press
for larger benéﬁts and more dignified treatment.

v Certain of_ the ‘éon_tradictions cited éboye are probably inevitable,_
for considerati'on of welfare policies immediately ,in_\liolves'oner in a
tangle of questions relating to individual rights,‘fa’mily life ' sexuél
morality, race, ta‘xes, and govern_rﬁental priorities; Policies Vw_hyic_:h»
flow from underlvying assumptions about such delicate questidns are
seldom CIeér; th’éy reflect a long histqry of éonflicts, resolutions ., re-
con}s_iderations ,'and uneasy compromises. Be'ca.u‘se the structure is
never completely torn away to permit a. fr_esh start, th'e_a_ccumulated
artifacts of old ideas and o‘id d‘ec.:is ions r_erﬁain firmly rooted in the.
statute_s and regulations. Within the welfare s_ystem,} moreover, .the.

overwhelming bulk and complexity of regulations and procedures tend -

. to shelter thes_e c;ontradicjtions, and allow the perpetuation of a highly

mis_leading‘group of myths. There is an alarming paucity of serious and,»
useful research relatir_lg' fo weﬁare in ’chi..s country, in large 'part' because
the Aintricac‘y and lack of uniformity in the regulations, and,the severe
shortcomings in ,av.aiilable data, have made clear, objective analysis

difficult.



Tﬁe d'i.ffu.s}ior‘l of adﬁminis’a‘atiVegresponsi\bility for welfafe 'progréms
hés also spared many of 'these contrgdictions;:from serious challérige
- and alloWed them unWérrénted 'longev,iity. ' Education is administered
by locél districts under ioo‘se State s:uper‘vis ién; major highways ar’e'
constr_ﬁéted by States with federal s1(jjppor‘t and supervision; national
defense is provided almést .vsolely by;the' fede}al gbvernment. ’ But public
assiétarice is the reéponjsibility of fo;ﬁr separate levels of government
working with or agéihst éach other a% the polifiés of the occasion
demand. Initiation of substantial retj’orms under such a system is ex-
ce,ption‘ally difficulf; ésqription of regponsibiiity for p‘erfofmanr'ce .is
virtually impossiblé. | | |

‘- | The size of the Weélfare systemf, the tar@é of contrédictibns , and

the diffusion of respons ibiiity for its‘ adminisﬁration tocjether may seem.-
to invite fh:e abandohmerjlt'of the old\?étructure% and thev' prof)osai 'of :a |
cbmple’tély new aiternafiive system tQ take its plabe. On the riationalv
_ ile\vzel,‘"jus.‘t sﬁch a doncli;Sioﬁ Was re?ach,ed by the Présiden’c's Commisvsion
,on Iﬁcome M_aintenand'e ;Progra'ms; wﬁichrecelkntly recorhmended "; . the
creation 'olf a universal i%lcc}me supplfeméﬁt prolgrafn finahced and>
administered by the fedeﬁral gov'v'ernmc—;nt, making cash paymentsl tbvall
‘members of the popuiatién‘with incorjne needs. " Desirable as a
comf)lete‘ll.y‘v new alternative inight be,j‘ »the rivani‘owaede"rval frarrie\}/vvork. of |

‘public welfare precludes individual states from drasticdly restructuring

e

.\ﬂ

Kl
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even their own welfare systems unless action is first taken at the
federal level. Even in the absence of far-reaching national change,
however, less drastic changes must be made within the existing
system to improve its efficiency, minimize its intrusion into the lives
of recipients, and assist its recipients more effectivelﬁr to regain
economic independence. This Task Force believes that important
modifications can be made in accordance with those goals and has
made certain initial recommendations which are set forth in this report.
Much more intensive, objective, and sustained study is needed,
however, for the present system is rapidly losing the confidence of
those who péy for it, those who administér it, and those who are

served by it.
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PUBLIC WELFARE IN NEW JERSEY

There are five public assistance programs in New Jersey through
which needy persons can obtain financial support for food, shelter,

and other necessities.  Four of the programs are county admini stered

with the federal and State governments making a financial contribution.

These are the so-called "categorical" programs, which provide assis-
tance under the following titles:
1.  OLD AGE ASSISTANGE (OAA) provides aid to more

than 15,000 needy persons over the age of 65, at
a total cost of $15.2 million™ in fiscal 1969.

2. AID TO THE BLIND (AB). provides aid to more than
900 needy persons who meet the legal definition of
blindness, at a total cost of $1.2 million in 1969.

3. DISABILITY ASSISTANCE (DA), also known as Aid to
the Permanently and Totally Disabled (APTD), provides
aid to 12,000 needy persons who are permanently and
totally disabled according to legal definition, at a
total cost of $17 million in fiscal 1969.

4, AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN (AFDC)
provides aid to 266, 000 persons in 63,500 needy
families with dependent children and is by far the largest
and most controversial program. It cost $144.5 million
in fiscal 1969, or approximately three-fourths of the total
public welfare expenditures in the State.

1. The source of statistics on categorical assistance caseloads
for this section is New Jersey Division of Public Welfare, Public
Welfare Statistics for the Month of August, 1969. The source of
statistics on public welfare expenditures for fiscal year 1969 is
New Jersey Division of Public Welfare, Public Welfare Statistics
for the Month of June, 1969.

-

a



a. AFDC-regular segment provides aid to 217,000
persons in families with dependent children in cases
of parental death, disability or continued absence
from the home.

- b. AFDC-U (unemployed, underemployed) segments
provide aid to families with dependent children in
which the primary breadwinner does not generate an

adequate income.
(1) AFDC-U (unemployed father segment) provides
aid to 21,000 persons in needy families with
dependent children in which the father is unemployed
(according to federal definition).
(2) AFDC-U (underemployed parent segment) provides
aid to 28,000 persons in needy families with dependent
children in which there is insufficient income (the
'working poor"), as defined by current public welfare
standards of living. The federal government does
not presently provide any reimbursement for the cost
of this segment. ' :

v The fifth program, GENERAL ASSISTANCE (GA), is a residual
classification through which aid is provided to 7,000 needy persons who
do not fit into one & the other four categories at a cost of $15.9 million
in fiscal 1969. In New Jersey this residual classification includes
(by process of elimination) needy single persons and married couples
between the ages of 18 and 65 who do not have minor children. Because
of implementation of presumptive eligibility and AFDC-U, GA in 1969
declined to only 20% of its former level one year previously.

i

These programs provide a variety of services to recipients as well

* as monetary payments. Caseworkers ’employed by the welfare agencies

prepare a social study for each member of the recipient's family in which
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i

all needs are identifiedL A service .jplan is then drawn up according to

which needed services are to be.proivided.

counselling, referral to,other governmental agencies,

Services include casework

day care, family

planning, employment training, -and health care, among others. Since

]anuary. 1 ,

1970, all paﬁ}ments for health caré of welfare recipients in

New Jersey have been channelled tHrou_gh the new State Medicaid program.

Admini’strétive' Structure of Public Welfare Pr'ggi'ams in Newjersey

Responsihlity for jifinancing, ddministei*irg, ar_1d regulating the

five public assistance programs in New Jersey is divided among four

levels of government.

The genafal épportionment of financial respon-

sibility for the various programs is illustrated by the following chart:

: Typé of .

- Program Expenditure ~ Federal 'S.tate County Mnicipal
Categoric:al‘ Benefit Payments ' 50 371/2 12 1/2 | 0
(OAA, AB, DA, A | |

AFDC) ‘County Administrative - 50 0 50 0
' Costs: 3
Costs of Social Sefvices :, 75 0 25. 0
General Assis- Ben_efi'jc Payments L .0 75 0 25
tance ' - - ‘ ‘
_Administration and Services 0 0 0 100
2. ThlS chart ignores many of the fmer detalls of public iwelfare finance, .

i

Purposge of

Contribution (% of total)

‘but it illustrates the general matchmg formulas which are currently

effective.

by

iy

N
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.The fecier,al government es‘t_abllishes the preponderance of basic
policy for the four categorical programs (OAA, AB, DA, AFDC). It
her_et"ofore C'Ontribut ed to the cosf of ‘those pregrams_ in New Iersey ’
accofding to a complex formule that r_anged from a 33% subsidy for .
AFDC to a 64%. subsidy for OBA, With the implementation of Medicaid
on Ianﬁary 1, 1970,, New Jersey was able to take advaptage ef an
optional ‘federa‘l matching formula for welfare under wh ich vthe‘ federal |
government will provide a 50%‘ sub‘sidy fofessistance payments in
categorical pregrams (excebt fer the AFDC-‘Ur{deremployed parent
segment). Utilization of this new ,forr'nu‘la will bring into the.Sta"ce an
estimated $16.8 million in additienal federal funds in the first six
months of 1970 alone. The fe'deral government provides 50% of the
administrative costs of the categerical pfograrﬁs and 75% of the cost‘s
of certain services to recipients . . Federal funds can be withdrawn if
a State refuses to com'ply‘with federal statutes and accompanying

regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The State government supervises'the administration of the categorical

programs- at the county level and contributes 75% of the cost of assis-

tance payvments‘ not eovered by federal contributions. The State makes
no contribution toward the cost of administration or services. The

Division of Public Welfare, which is part of the State Department of
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Institutions and Agencies, supervisés the implementation of federal
policies in New Jersey énd supplements them with regulations of its
own. The Legislature ajthovernofiset limits on the basic levels of

‘grants through their cdn:ﬁ'ol over fu_nds and légally define the categories

o

of assistance -- although the federal statutes and regulations allow : ®
. little leeway for states to vary categoriéal définitions. The State
“also loosely supervises the GeneraléAss.is’tari;ce program and contri-

i, | . : . :

butes 75% of its assistaﬁnce payments-.
Th‘e‘twe_nty-one counties administer the four categorical programs

and contribute 25% of the non’-fe'de.ré;ll assistance costs and 100% of
non-federal administrative and services costs. With their actions
regulated almost COmp‘le"tely by the Sitate'and‘i federal governments .

_however, there is little room for devgelopmeri'tj of affirmative welfare

1

» policies af the courity léVel’, -ACc‘oréingiy, tkllje county flsﬂgene:rall'y’
limited to Cvarfyin'g Qut S,é’téte and ’fed%ral‘reguilétions while tr?ing to“v'
adapt them witvhvinv very ﬂarrbw' 1imitfs%‘to 10¢a11_ co_nd"iti‘on's. B |
‘Municipalities administer t}h:e‘%Gene"rél Assistanc‘,e, program and ”
contribute 25% of its ésvsiéténce pay;mehts aﬁd 100% of its admihisvtrative
and séfvice vcobsts.’ Theéproérém is c?arriend ouit under State s’uper'v:ision,_
but this is generally faixfly lone_as, i;therer_ awrej >too>m‘any 'mun‘icipalitiés

to permit close control. : -

..

R

The President's Proposals‘for Wélfar?e Reforr'nv‘:

The presert structure of_the Wevifare system could be significantly -
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altered by recent'bproposals of President Nixon for national welf.arev
reform. The Task Force has studied and dis‘ous.sed detéiled analysés
prepared by' its staff on the vpotential' im’pact on New Ja sey of these
proposals. The broad principles of the Prosident's plan, as submitted
to Congress‘(H.R. l4.173, S. >2986), cén be outlined as follows:
-— Nation-wide minimum support levels for recipients
in federally-assisted welfare programs would be
established;
--  Welfare benefits would be extended to unemployed and
underemployed families on a nation-wide basis;
. == . A stringent work requirement 7ould be instituted along
with new work incentive schedules for the proposed_. Family
Assistance program;
- —-- . New administr_ative options for channelling payments to.
needy families would be provided;
--  0Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, and Disability

Assistance would be consolidated into a single program.

There are elements in th‘ese:principles whioh could be far—réaching in
their impéc‘t on the administratlon of public wellaré in ANew‘]er;stey. At
this time, hoWever, the lntentions of Congrbess regarding fne se pfobosals
.aré unknown. | In addition, even if the President's plan w”e.re pésséd

without change by the Senate and House of RepresentatiVes ,"it presently
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‘lacks specificity in a number of arejas which are crucial to making a
determination of the plan's ultimate conse;quences for this State.
Therefore, although we do believ‘e that these proposalé will affect
New Iérsey less than m‘ost States, their final analysis must await
development of tﬁe proposals in greater detail by the White House

as well as their further consideration by Congress.

Who Receives AFDC in New Jersey

Although the statutory and administrative structures of welfare
seem intricate and complicated, the most fundamental complexities -
of the "welfare problem" relate to the people most directly affected
by welfare programs -- the poor and potential poor. No small group
of citizens like this' Task Force can ever be in a position to grasp
Completely the nature of the pearsonal decisions and situations which
have led to the current welfare crisis. However, our discussions have
repeatedly made us aware of how closely proposals for changes in
welfare are tied to particular views of the "facts" about the vbackground
and actions of welfare recipients. We commissioned the statewide
survey of AFDC recipients partly to expand data relating to those "facts."
Even as we await the results of that survey, however, we can }preéent
é bfief though.incomplete profilez of welfare recipients base_d upon state-
widé survénys of AFDC éésés conducted in 1967 and 1969 and écéttéred

additional sources.

Crmm
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Receipt of Welfare

65% of the AFDC recipien‘; families 1n New Jersey

are receiving welfare for the f‘irst‘ time 3 while fche
remaining 35% have received welfare before. This
proportion represents a decrease from 1967, When

75% wére receiviné welfare for the first time; At that
time, the national percentage for "repeaters” was 42%.
Half the families who went off welfare in 1969 were on
for less than one year.

For those still receiving welfare, a fourth began receiving
assistance less than a year before, a half had been re-

ceiving assistance for less than 28 months; only 3.7% of

 those still on the rolls had started receiving assistance

more than 10 years ago.
The average AFDC mother cuwrently receiving assistance -

has spent 1/8 of her life on welfare.

Income and Employment

87% of the mothers receiving AFDC have at one time been
employed at some gainful work.

Of those mothers on AFDC, 11% to 12% still work (6%

full time). An additional 40% receive other income such

as Social Security and support payments. In total over half
of the mothers receive welfare as a supplement to other

sources of income.
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The average total monthfly non-welfare income for AFDC
farhilies is 5372’,’most df'Which ciéeCréasvesﬂth‘e size of ,

i :

~ welfare payments. But half of tHe‘famil‘ies have outside

income of léss than $'401 a ni_onthi.

Social Backgréund

‘The age of the average {Nelfare mother is 32,

60% of pres?ént AFDC fainiliés are black, a decline from

66% in 1967. |

'_"Th“e av_eragc?a‘vxbzelfare- mo;ther has spent i»more‘ thanv vhélf '
“her life ‘in ﬁew Jersey. One-Third of AFDC mothers
were born‘ 1n New Ierse;iz. 'An-adjditiohal one-thifd had
' ‘been livingj in.NeW ]ers?ey befor; 1959

- Of tho_sé AFDC mothers ;who we‘r:ei not born in New I‘érsey,.

. the South cbntributed thfe largest share, 36% of all recipients;

i

New  York State was ne><§t with 8% of all recipients, and -~ =

Puerto Rico followed with 6%,

|

Family and Honi_e_Life S

76% of the ichildr»en s‘up\;porﬂted by AFDC payments are

12 e ars of age or under. -

6% of the féthvers‘ of AF]jC—regulér families are home but

in'capacita'tfed;' 5% of thé fathersi are dead.

i

('

@
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-— In more then 60% of the families receiving AFDC all
~of the /children hav‘e'the same father and ‘mOtherf
-~ 52% of families on AFDC are ‘receibi'rig assistance because
of marital breakups, 31% because of the birth of illegitimate -
children. |
--—  12% of the AFDC mothers received AFDC as a child.
- Oniy 2.5% of welfare recipients own their own homes.
-- The average welfare family in New ]ersey has four people

in it and lives in three rooms.

Information about the charac\terist'ice of weifare recipients provides
only a stat‘ic picture of the situation. The dynamic factors behind the
‘rapid growth in the AFDC rolls ere not as easy to identify. U.tiliiz ing
some of the most sophisticated teehniques used in the study of social
problems, the Task Force .staff has sought, on the basis of past information
and federal surveys, to determine the causes of the length of Stay on
welfare for current recipients . They found that the commonly proposed
facters -- induding family strueture,. race, education, _geographical
region, residence in New Jersey and receipt of welfare as a child -- al-
together could ﬁelp to explain less thaﬁ 25% of the total Qariation in
the length of stay of all recipients. Nor can these factors explainva_ny
brvnore euccessfully why less than ﬁalf of these eligibile for welfare;pay—.

ments actually have applied. There is, as yet, a vast area of. ignorance
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about the dynamics of welfare applications and case closings. ’
Hopefully, the survey initiated by the Task Force, as well as
future research by the State, will hvelp to clarify the factors contri-

buting to the rise in the welfare rolls.
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ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATION

As it is currently conducted, eligibility determination in New
- Jersey's -public. welfare programs is expensive and wasteful to administer,
‘as-well as demeaning to the welfare applicant. Under the present system
of "presumptive eligibility" (instituted in January, 1969), applicants
for bublic‘ assistance in New Jersey have to file five-page affidavits
detailing their circumstances relevant to requirements for eligibility.
If the information in the affidavit indicates that an applicant meets all
eligibility criteria, he is given asvsistaﬁce immed‘iately.‘ H(l)wever‘, lthe
public welfare age.ncy is still required to‘ make a full investigation of
each appliqation ‘soon after assistance> is granted. In a(idition, full
inveétigations are repéated at least once every year in tiie adult ceite—
gorieé (Old Age Assistarice, Disability Assistance, and Aid to ihe Blind),
every six months in the regular vsegment of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC), and every three months in the unempioyed and under-
employed seéments of AFDC. |
The institution of p{resumptive eligibili‘vty represents an improvement
over thé previous sgfstem gnder which full investiga‘tions of applications
had to lie conducted before any ‘assistancbe‘ could be awarded. County
weifare agencies now respond to .needs immediately,; applicants ére no
ionger referred to muniqipal weli"are rolls until the complﬁetio{n of a fuli
investigation, which usually toQk at least 30 days under the old‘ arrange-
ment. Theré has been no evidence that presumptive eligibility has resulted

in any increase in abuses in the welfare programs. The State Division of



Public Welfare S quallty control umt 1ndependent1y investigates a -

»ra_ndom sample of county agency determinations .and redetermlnations

i i
. - |

- of client eligibility across the State. . The quality control unit indicat'es
that there has been no increase in the rate of families receiving assis-

: tﬂa‘nc‘e.Who are not legally’elig’ibleand that th‘ere has been a slight

i
i

"decrease in the number of underpayments and overpayments made to

ll
re01p1ents .

|
[
|

5y

' ';The Simpllfled Method of E11g1b111ty Determmation

Current regulations of the United States Department of Health

_.,'Ed’ucation and Welfare r;e'quire states to have; begun testing of a slimplified

' method of eligibility determlnation 1n all federally ass 1sted categories

of public ass1stance (OAA DA AB and AFDC) 3

"1 ‘ |
“mellfled m'—“-thod applicants would file an aff1dav1t 31m11ar to that -

Under the proposed

|

_currently used (under presumptive e11g1b111ty) and ass 1stance would be
; - o [ ‘

g‘1ven 1mmed1ately_;1f the_ 1nformat10n in the aff1dav1t 1ndicated that the

applicant was eligible tfo_receiv’e'paym'ents. , However, in order to monitor‘

‘the ’incid’ence of fraud u'hderthe simplified method the local agency
- S o F -
.would 1nvest1gate a limited random sample (perhaps 5%, 10%, or 15%

according to approprlate statistical criteria) of the determinations of
, § :

1n1t1a1 and continuing ellglblllty of welfare clients. Even with taditional

, “methods of full 1nvest1gation of every case at the time of both 1n1t1al

"‘application and subsequent periodicgredeterm:inations of eligibility, it is
~ not possible to detect e;very occurrence of fraud and administrative error,

3. I C.F.R. 45-pt. 205.

e

13
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With the ';implified method, the obj ecf of investigations v\wo’ulgvj. sh‘.ift
from an u'r‘rlrealhistic' ;énd’c‘ostly e‘affort‘to 'kei\bim'ihate___all..: erroneous pa'§‘7'—
ments fo an effort to ensufeathét the-rate"o'ferrovneous péymvénts is
V'rn‘vaintairied a’;;?rﬁinimal blevel's .I In,{:fjéstigat,ions» of a ’s1a tistically valid
'random sampl‘e‘of cases woul‘d}nof.‘ bermit ziadm_i'niistr‘ators >to deteét all
- cases of ineligibi].i;cy, but it wou.Ia ‘permit them to deterrﬁine ,?'vwith-ir}f_.‘a
» ﬁa-rrow rénge-,-.: the prOport‘ion of ca;ses gegeiving‘paymeﬁt yvhich .are i;'é—
- “eligible at any given time. I-f'that pféportion“became uhaéceptably large,
immediate chénges»in procedures ;:ould then be institutédv to ..reduc,e,:{:h—"

| eligibilit? to lower l'eveljs.r Evide_ﬁée frér’n otﬁer»v -statés which have testéd
| this'method.in'dicates,:that imp.iem.éhtatfi‘qh',of a well'—tdeSngned‘ simﬁlif;ied
ﬁethod of elit_:}ibi‘lity dveterrrilinafio'n can yield s-ﬁbsfantial savirnésjgin'
administrétivé c,osts and eriharice'fthé‘dignity of’ the abplicant without
increasing v-the;. incidencé of fraud. | |

o A chaﬁgé to the sirﬁpli‘fi,e'd-m“ethod of e‘ligibﬂity d'etermvi‘na‘tion could
_rvyield véubstvant'ial sévings. in ‘admif}isu'ative co;ts because proqedur’es
presently‘mandvated for ihVestigatiﬁg ap‘plicants ‘ére"c‘irﬁe-coriSufnfng
and-'wasteful of,the-resou'rces gjf skilled'.per-sonnel'. Full invle‘stigat'io,n
. reqﬁirés thé clzcgllec-ti.on of‘ cdllétérealz‘docbum‘e'ntafy ev1dence (fént reéeipts ,
‘p'ay sfubs; support orders’, etc.), “é,visit to the ﬁéme Qfl thé spplicént,
contact with any 1e§a11y responsiblé rela:tives, evaigatioh offhe;q'aé,h;
value of'ai"h'y 11fe ins.ufa'r‘lc;e,;e:i::‘c,v ThlS full viﬁ\:/'esfig};a‘ti'on 1s ﬁéde of
every ap’»plicvat'i'on-,' and is madé by ’vcavsrelworkers With c’ollegé Kdegré:es,

even though most of the functions are re‘al-ly'cl'erical in nature énd‘ha‘rdly
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require thé skills of a college graduate.

In calendar year 1968, expenditures b‘y the federal, State, and
county governments in New Jersey amounted to $21.7 million solely
for administration, services, and tl;aining for the categorical (federally-
assisted) welfare programs. Regrettably, no information has been
developed by the State Division of Public Welfare to indicate that -
-proportion of this expenditure which is spent for eligibility determination
and related functions, but common estimates of the proportion of total
caseworker time spent in determining and redetermining eligibility of
welfare clients range from 60% to 9‘0.%v. If it is assumed, then, that
roughly 75% of the $21.7 million is spenti for functions related to
eligibility determination, such expenditures would have amounted to
more than $16 million in calendar yéar '1968‘.\

The federal Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has.
summarized availéble.data on possible reductions in the cost of
eligibility determination resulting from implementation of the simplified
method as followbs:4

Cost comparisons as yet are available frém only three states.

Two have not progressed far enough to eliminate the personal

interviews. Nevertheless, all three show substantial reductions
in costs.

4, HEW, SRS, Assistance Paymen’és Administration, The Simplified
Method in Public Assistance Programs (process duplicated, December,
1968) p.6.

)

s

"
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One state not only requires interviews but has not yet
simplfied its policies. In the county selected for study,
however, the unit cost of eligibility determination has
decreased from $48.80 to $34.90.

In another State, a large city calculates 50% cost reductions
in OAA--from $20 to $10. These reductions include savings
in both time and salaries. Although annual home visits are
still required, case aides can handle a much larger number

of simplified eligibility determinations. Case aide salaries
average $1,000 less annually than those of social workers
who did the same work. When new machine processes relieve
aides of routine clerical work and eligibility and services

are finally separated, costs are expected to decrease to about
$5 per case. ‘ ' -

The third state has personal interviews only if the applicant
need‘s help to fill out the application form. On a statewide
basis, the unit cost has been reduced from $22.30 to $6.30 --

a 75% decrease -- while ineligibility has decreased from 2 5%

to 1.0% and incorrect payments from 28.3% to 13.0%.

The most complete study which has been made in this country of
the possible savings derivable from implementation of the simplified
method was carried out by Planning Research Corporation (a management
consulting firm) under contract to the California State Assembly. After
making a step-by-step analysis of eligibility determination procedures,
PRC "conservatively" estimated that implementation of the simplified
method in California would reduce initial eligibility determination costs

by about 50%.°

Given the approximately $16 million spent on eligibility-related

S. California Welfare: A Legislative Program for Reform (Sacramento,
1 1969), pp. 88-90, ’




f functions in New Ierseyg in calendar f‘ye'ar 1968, a reduction of one-half
stemm_ing.from bimblementation of the simplified method would have saved

‘ roUghly $8" million‘ 'i;n't'ederal state land county funds. This 'Jamo‘unt would

" now be greater since total expendltures for categorlcal ass1stance are

d.\about 50% hlgher thls year due to. the add1t1on of the AFDC-U segments,

_l .

tra‘tiv’,e costfs:‘,hav,e likely increased. in appro)éi_mately the s’ame proportion

,;. - 'i

" so that sav1ngs from the 1nst1tut1on ‘of the s1mpl1f1ed method would be SO

l
1
!
1

‘ much the -g_re_ater_.‘

1

Sav‘ings in ad‘ministrative costs would‘be greatest if maximum use
‘ were made of electromc data processmg equ1pment and of spec1ally

, ) -
tramed welfare aides (who are pa1d con31derably less than caseworkers)

|
i

in carrying out functionfs related to !eligibility determination. ’An inte,grated,
‘ state—w1de computer system w1th nemote consoles ut1l1zed to connect
' . each local off1ce w1th the central data processmg fac111ty, would relieve

' f tralned personnel from substant1al amount of routlne cler1cal work
N ) " " .

'This type of syst.em wopld be'most'leasibly §imp1emented in con-j unction.

with a simplified method since the most complicated eligibility require-
" ments and procedures would be elimin‘ated.f 2
Implementation of the Simplif.}ied.meth:‘od would also enhance the

- 1

'dlgmty of the cllent 'l;-"resumptive lelig'ib’i’litvy' -représ’ents an improvem'-ent» :

over: the old system of - el1g1b111ty ensofar as 1t 1mpl1es trust of an appllcant

| for. at least a 'short per_io’d of time p‘end’i_ng' ,full ’investi‘gation of his status.

i

1ncreases in grant levels and the normal 1ncreases in the rol‘s Admmls-
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But the requirement of a full investigation _of each appliceition strongly
implies to the welfare client that he cannot be trusted to give accurate
information. This implied mistrust does not encourage the client to .
give precise, accurate iri‘forma,tion since he knows that his responses
"will be validated later in greater detail. It aiso adds to the tend.enc'y
to demean the client since it indicaftes_tha,t society does not expect
much of him; such low expectations in turn are too frequently translaied
into a feeling that he should not expect much of himself. A sense of
dignity and worth is a prerequisite er continued efforts of clients to'
restore themselves to economic'i.ndependence. By giving clear notice
that the )client’himself is res‘pqnsible for providing accurate information
regarding his status, the simplified method helps the recipient to
maintairi his sense of responsibility for his c,ircurristances and his self-

respect.

‘Controls Over Inelig ibility

The primary objectioh to the'use of ‘é simvplified method is the féar
that it might invite fraudulent use of public assistance. The need to
safegUafd public funds as well as‘ ihe pubiic‘ repiitation of the welfare
system requires that the prbpoftion of welfare payments érréneouély made
to ineligible persons, or to eligible pers‘ons vfo-r excvéssivle amounts, be
held to tihe minir‘num' level_ which is administratively bracticai.

Available‘ evidénce indicates that the incidenée of freiud in the bublic

welfare system in New Jersey has b'éénv quite low. A statewide random



o

sainple survey of AP“DC q:a’s‘es‘ spohs‘éred by tﬁe D‘epart‘mevnt of Héalth',

Education, and Welfare 'jin 1963 sho‘vsj/‘ed that évery family member was

eligible in 97.7% Of'the'ic;aise’s". Th:ejrémainirig 2.3% of cases’ in’cl‘u'c‘led-

persons ineligible for thie following reasons: |

5% Ehors in ageﬂcy practice (inadequate
d';’e,termina‘tiong of initiarl or c'o'n"c:inu ing

| ‘ezligibivl‘it"y) ‘

“1.5%  Change not réported by client
' 3% ' No evidence of intént to conceal or

misrepresent facts
1.2% Appears to have intentionally con-
dealéd or mi"szirepres”en‘ted facts

.3%  Other reasons

2.3% i ;

|

'The same survey also indicated that? 12.5% of eligible families were '

- receiving overpayments while 19.8% of eligible families were receiving
underpayments.
At the time of that survey, red:eterminatio'n of eligibility éf AFDC

]
|

families in New Jersey Was required{ only once per year. S‘_hortly thereafter, h

a new ruling was issued which required redetermination every six months.

Results of independent yalida,t';ons ijn'the past three years by the State's

! . o v ,
quality control unit indicate that the percentage of legally ineligible
welfare clients who are'receiving aé'sis_tance‘ has declined to a negligible

|
i

‘level and that instanceé of overpayr;nent and underpayment have also de-
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creased. Since a system with no erroneous payments is impossible to
devise or administer, the present ineligibility rate is probably about the
lowest which is administratively reasonable.
~ Evidence from other states which have experimented with the
simplified mesthod has shown that, after initial procedural flaws have
been shaken out, most of them have experienced slight decreases in the
ineligibility rate. This decrease has been ascribed to a number of factors:
1. The development of a simplified application form which
incorporates all eligibility requirements makes the re-
quired information clearer to réspondents and agency
personnel as well;
2. The development of a simplified form often leads agencies
to simplify some of their more‘qomplex and less essential
_eligibility requirements (e.g. lien laws and regulations
concerning assets) which can be sources of confusion and
error;
3. Requiring information in written form demands precise answers;
and
4, The placement of clear responsibility onthe client for the

v accuracy of his answers also encourages precise responses.

However, such evidence is still sufficiently limited to justify caution in

implementing the simplified method too rapi—dly.‘ The design of the
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" application forms ‘and the construction of methods for validation must

\

~ be carefully planned and tested in ef'ach‘Staté'blefOre' implementation is

‘ ‘ ; : <
carried forward. 'Careféll pre-testinjg in New Jersey should include an /
attempt 1) to mea'sure?th}e’ exp"ectecii savvihgs"" in ad-ministrativ»el costs , | ' a2

L | | 7 _ , :
| 2) to -dek/elop a prOCesé of eligibili;’;y determination which would in-
E Jifringe: lze'as,.t‘onr the s’elf:—res/‘pe'ct of t%he client;',‘ and 3) F'to det efmine-.
: ‘épréCau-fionsi whbi*ch W’oulid‘ensure‘ thajt- no vs'ign?ificarit inc‘reaSefi“ﬁ the ineli-
,gi.bility rate would 'resu%lt.» , | | |
Thé third deterfniilation is péff?ticul_arl‘y’%‘imbortént since Nevs} 'Iersey"s
ineligibility fate is’ 1ow§ reiativé to bther sv,»ta%te‘s. ‘As: 'stipulated by thé
federal <_:‘jo‘vernment,i~ thc—é: simpiified r%‘netho»d .‘ir:léorpor'ates é‘number of s
safeguérds to'minimiz’eé‘,‘inéligibili'i:‘; and fraud. " Indépe‘nderllvt‘ inves_tigrat»ion

| , i R ‘ . ®
of statistically valid rajhdom sampl%s of’ini_t;ial_ determinations and reé‘,
determinations of eligik;ilit‘-y enab-leis the sta?te agency to keep an aééuraté
cheék~ on the ineligib'ility rate, witf;in'clo:’sei‘iimits of statistical error.

: ' L -

Whenever the ineligibil';ity rate exc%,eds_ 3% 'cjiue to incorrec.j: respoh'ses» _

‘relating_’to‘ any’spécificfﬁeligibi.lit.y éactdr‘,- the state agency has fo’ eXpénd

_ . v | S : ‘

invesfigation of that fa;ctor to AIOO%‘E of the c§ses. »Als o, where ev‘idenée_

is found that fraud h&s?been p,ract’i‘cgedwto obtain assiétande, the:'fedel‘ral‘

government requires tha}t ‘the case'bie referregd’ to the appropriate law en- *
forcement‘v of.fiqial . | &

N b
[
: o B

Sfill other safegpiards have been developed which can be incorporated

into the eligibility dete?rmination prfoceSs to:minimize, the arror rate.

|
|
!
|
i
|
!
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These will be discussed in detail below.

Although many fears have been voiced regarding the potential for
fraud perceived to be inherent in the simplified method, it should be
noted that random sample investigation conforms closely to accepted
modern business practice for minimizing fraud. Credit organizations,
banks, insurance companie/s, and the Internal Revenue Service, among
other agencies, all use random sample investigations rather than full

investigations of every case in order to minimize fraud without sub-

jecting themselves to exorbitant administrative costs.

Implementation of the Simplified Method in New Jersey

At this time, 22 states have implemented the simplified method
in some phase Qf their welfare operations. Forty-eight states have _
substantially ‘complete‘d testing of the simplified method in the adult
categories (OAA, AB and DA); New Jersey is one of only two states
which has not met the HEW schedule for such testing, and is thereby
risking a citation for non-conformity with federal regulations and sub-
sequent withholding of féderal funds. The Task Force has been informed
that the Division of Public Welfare is designing forms in preparation
- for testing a simplified method. Officials of the Division, however,
presently feel that they are prohibited froin either testing or implementing

the simplified method by a statute [N.J].S.A. 44:7—18] which they be-



lieve requires a complete investiga;tion' of each welfare.application,
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|
|
s

. | ‘
Recommendation sOn‘e:

1
I
|

To facilitate experlmentatlon with 1nvest1gat10n of a551stance
applications on a sample ba51s only, there must be an immediate

. determination as: to whether a statutory barrier does ex1st I - 1

such a barrier exists, it should be promptly removed This

" objective shduld_i'be attainedjiin the following manner: . -

The text 'o_f.thev.s;tatute, in.SOfar as re‘lffevant, is as follows:‘. :
\ 1 j

"When the county welfare board receives an application for
old age assistance, an 1nvest1gat10n and record shall promptly
be made of the 01rcumstances of the: appllcant.» The object of
such 1nvest1gat10n shall be to ascertain the facts supporting the -
application and wsuch other 1nformat10n as may be required by
the rules of the State d1v151on ‘When immediate need is apparent ,
and the apphcant provides ev1dence of eligibility by a written } P

. statement 51gned and ver1f1ed under oath - the director of welfare

shall issue a grant of old age assistance effectlve as of the date o

of apphcatlon and pending. completlon of such investigatim. Upon » ®
the completion of such investigation the county welfare board. .
shall decide Whether the appllcant is. e11g1ble for and should -

receive or contlnue to recelve old age assistance, the amount of

assistance, the manner of paylng or prov1d1ng it, and, as
appropriate, the date on which the assistance shall begin; prov1ded
however, that ifithe completed inve stigation shows. the appllcant :
to 'have been 1ne11g1ble for reasons other than need, the county ’

‘welfare board shall not be obllgated, in the absence of fraud or .

mlsrepresentatlon to take actlon for the recovery of any assistance

-granted pending .completlon of such 1nvest1gatlon.v It sha_l}l not1fy

the applicant of its de0131on in Wr1t1ng." (P.L. 1938, c. 361,

-p. 910.12, as amended P.L. 1968, c. 139, sec. 1).. This section
“is also apphcable to the other federally-assisted programs; N.J.S.A.

44;7-39 (DA), 44:7-44 (AB), 44:10-2 (AFDC). Somewhat similar
requ1rements exist for rnunlclpal assrstance N.J.S.A. 44.8-119

"_through 123, The amendment in 1968 was felt. necessary to allow

for grants on a presumptwe ehglblllty bas1s. o R o e
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A. The Governor or the Commissioner of Institutions
~ and Agencies should request a ruling from the Attorney
"~ General as to whether the statutory req uirements of
"investigation" of every application would be met by
consistency verification of all applications and full
“investigation of only a statistically valid rando_m sample
of applications for assistance. '

B. If the Attorney General rules that such procedures would
not satisfy presently applicable statutory requirements, the
Legislature should forthwith modify the restricting statutes.

~ The Legislature should specify instead that the Commissioner
of Institutions and Agencies shall be given the administra-
tive authority to devise suitable means for investigating
the eligibility of appllcants for and recipients of public -
welfare. '

In the view of the Task Force, implementation of a carefully struc-
tured simplified method could resuit in major savings in administrative
costs and significant enhancement of the dignity of the client while
maintaining current low rates of in'eligibility; These potential advantages

justify a speedy test and (provided that the test is succ‘essfuyl) rapid

implerrieritation of the simplified me"thod,“vin New Jersey.

Recommendation Two:

The Division of Public Welfare should proceed forthwith to

test and develop the simplified method of eligibility deter- .
mination, including full investigation of a limited random
sample of cases, in all federally-assisted categories of.

‘public assistance. The simplified method should be fully

- implemented on a statewide basis as soon as a satisfactory .
procedure has been developed. When fully implemented, this
procedure should make maximum use of electronic data processmg
equipment and welfare aides in order to minimize administrative ,
costs without compromising protection against erroneous payments.
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Additional Safegu'ards'

Additional Safeguiards can alsio be instituted to minimize possible
errors and abuses. An essential factor in the simplified method is the

reliance on the applicant or recipient for accurate information. There

is reason to be:lieve that correct and complete responses can be obtained

" !
J I
i h

if and_'when clients understand Whai: is expected ‘of‘ them. The primary -

safeguard, then, is to require clients to ‘givie'the agency the most accurate

-infcif'rﬁatioh of which th?ey are cabébile) .cleaxétly invcilyi.cat.ing that legal
penalltiesr are ir‘np.os‘ed.f?or obtaini'ng§ assistarf;lce thrthugh ffaudulent mean»_s.:
- Of course, the agenéy imustr prvovbide;i helc ‘-Wh;ere itv is needed to fill out the
form accurately and to Eobtain colla’}éefal infcrmaticn from other sources.

_ | L - .

Recommendation‘%Three:
Clear respon51b111ty should tJe placed on the cllent to g1ve
a factually correct account of his situation. The welfare
agency must be prepared to glve assistance to the client,

- where needed, in filling out the apphcatlon form or obta1n1ng
the necessary information. ; - »

- T R
Guidelines can and should also be developed according to which’
full investigations will be made infthos_e cases where welfare agency

personnel have reason to believe that a client has given incorrect in-

formation. These investigations wbuld be o nducted in addition to the

' investigations,which are included inlth‘e random sample. A demonstration

S

' projeCt testing the "s‘imEplified methbd in Mi'n’nesota" had s'uch"independent e

verlflcatlons made Whenever 1nterv1ewers had an 1ntu1t1ve 1mpress1on that

\
\
|
\

*

L
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the information given by the épplicants was incorrect. The criteria

/

used by the Mihnesota workers for requesting such special investigations B

: ban'be summed up as follows:

1) : The"applica’n_t appears 'éonfu-séd or 'uncerfavir}; B

2) The overall Vpicture of thé applicant's acje, res idehce,
'finé‘_m-cial sitﬁatio‘r;, etc. , seems to be incons istént;

_3) .Ihe abplicaﬁt 1s unable “hto. give answers -due to ignorance

o emofidnal or physicalreasdns; |

4) .The“ interviewer bé_lieves that thevappllicarit is not télling
the‘cofnplete ﬁjuj:h; | “

5) - The applicant's Stateménts é.bout his financiai éituation

or other matters is very close to the limits set by the law.

About one out of ten of the eligibilfity itéms processed by the Minnesota

welfare offic‘e‘interviewers were validated indepehdently on the basis of
thes»e intuitive impressions; these investigations were in addition to those

which were made of random samples of applications and subsequerit re-

determinations of eligibility. ‘The findings revealed that one-half of the

information verified on the basis of recommendations by the welfaxf‘e office
interviewers V\fas fouﬁd to disqualify the applicants. The findings from
tfle random ’éafnple validations fﬁrther revealed that a large pért of the
total 'error'rate'- encountered ~in‘that‘vtest of'rthe simplified method was
attributable toj-the s_ma_ll proportion of“applicsants' who had been identified

by the welfare foiCe interviewers a1 the basis of their intuitive impres sions.
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Recommendation Four:

Guidelines should be developed according to which full in-

vestigations are made of those cases which eligibility

workers have reason to believe warrant such investigations.

These investigations would be in addition to those which are

made of the random samples of applications and redeterminations

of eligibility.

The Internal Revenue Service subjects income tax returns to a
computerized scrutiny for internal inconsistencies. These include
arithmetical errors, discrepancies betweén answers which should be the
same, highly improbable answers, etc. Provided that maximum use were
made of computers in the processing of welfare applications and payments
(as recommended earlier), computers could check for internal inconsistencies
according to procedureé similar to those of IRS. This would provide

another means of pinpointing possibly fraudulent applications. It should

also have a strong deterrent effect on potential cheaters.

Recommendation Five:

Computerized verificétions of internal consistency should

be made of all applications for public assistance.

Under the present system of eligibility determination, complete
investigations of the status of recipients are undertaken only at "decision
points": initial application for aséistance, and periodic redetermination
of eligibility every three, six, or twelve months, depending on the
program. Investigation is also made, of course, if evidence of a possible

change in status is reported to the county agency; it is understood that

-
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the 'client has ‘a"_clear' res‘ponsibility to »nOtify_the welfare office of any

'change‘-in hisi'circumstances whic‘h might alter his eligibility for assi»s,—

tance. Under the S implifled method, mvestigations would be made of

random samples of cases at those decision points. That is, separate -

_samples would be drawn of all,apiplications within a given time period,

and similarly ‘for all redeterminations of eligibility. However, unlike

the present system, a check could be made of the ongoing eligibility

of ALL cases at any given time by‘drawing an additional sample of ALL‘
cases for investigation, irrespective of how. long they have been receiving
as"s'istance. By t’h‘isvme'thod', it WOu'ld ,b.e .possible toldete.rmine the rate
of 1nellglb111ty of all cases at any g1ven tlme not Jvust.the rate of 1n—.‘

eligibility of 1n1t1al determinatlons and subsequent redetermlnations of

~ eligibility.

" Recommendation Six:

There should be provision for sample validation- of all continuing
~cases in addition to sample valldatlon of 1n1t1al determlnations
' and redeterminations of eligiblllty. ‘ R

Under the simplified methodv, the size of the validation samples

would be set according to kstatistical principles governing the size of'

random samples Which willyi‘eld results Within certain limits o'f error. The
size of such samples Would depend upon the tolerance of error perm1tted
and the number of sub groups 1nto Wthh the total group would be d1v1ded

There would have to be“separate subsamples for each of the categories of
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of ass isthance. There should >be‘subjsamples for major gedgraphic ‘
subdivisions of the State; other subsamples could be drawn according

to various social and economic factors. The addition of each subsample
within which sfatisticaily valid results are deemed necessary wouldw
expand the size of the total sample. Such additional cate‘gories should
be limited to those w‘;tthin which unusual ine:l'igibili‘ty trends might be

expected.

- Recommendation Seven:

The size of the validation sample should be large enough to

detect ineligibility trends within the major subgroups of the

public welfare programs as well as within the total publlc

welfare caseload for the entire state.

If an upward trend in the ineligibility rate were detected within a
subgroup of the caseload, or for a particular eligibility requirement (such
as the limitation on cash and liquid assets) that trend should obviously
not be ignbred. If such a rate reached a certain leVel deemed to be
totally unacceptable (now set at 3% by federal regulations), a1 investi-
gation of 100% of caseé within such a subgroup or relating to that
particular eligibility requirement should be instituted. Before the in-
eligibility rate reaches that level, however, progréssively larger samples

should be validated in order to reduce the limits of statistical error of

the sample and also to pinpoint the cause of the increasing rate.

#
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Recommendation Eight:

Provision should be made for progressive graduated shifts
to larger validation samples if increases in the ineligibility
rate are detected.
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ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Present law and vregulations require that the county welfare
agency investigate the entire finar.lc‘ial condi'tion of persons applying
for cétegorical assistance.' This investigation is '_intended'nqt simply
to discover and record the current income of applicants,_ but to assess
other possible resources which can be exploited to provide monetary
support. The value of present assets must be determined; the possibility
of future accumulation of assets must be foreseen; and identification
. must be made of ceftain "legally reéponsible" relatives able to provide
support for the applicant. | |

While not questiohing the necéssity of maintaining eligibility
requirements relating td resources cher fhan the current income of clients,
the Task Force believes that eligibility requirements other than current
income shouldv be simplified in order to promote administrative simplicity,
dignify the relationship between client and agency, and assist the client
in maintaining a modicﬁm of econorﬁic security. Particularly in the con-
text of implementation of the simplified method of eligibility determination,
simplification of these other requirements would help.to reduce the sub—
stantial administrative costs which are  presently incurred in tracking
down the rare case of valuable but_ilidden resources which many of the
regulations are designed to discover. Certain existing laws, regulations,
and practices intrude into sensitive areas of family relations and personal
rights and changes should be made:to minimize sucvh intervention by
the welfare system. Many of the laws, regulations, and pravct'ices alsov

seem to be implicitly based on the mistaken assumption that most welfare
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recipients fall into a péttérn of chronic dependency. )T\heythefefpre'
force the client to exhaust all reéourc"e_'s_, a pra'ctiée which greatly
hinders the restoration of his: economic independence, Since the

recéipt of AFDC especially is generally-a-temporary phenomenon,. the. '

-regulations should be altered to bermit families to retain a cushion of
‘resdurces with which they cén help hemselves to regain self-'su‘ffic‘i‘ency

~as rapidly as ‘possible.

In discussing eligibility requirements, current income standards

g -Wil_l.be considered in a Separate,geCtiOn since they properly wa'rrﬂ'ar-it_ a

‘more detailed anale is. The remaining financial eligibility criteria r_nay

be classified according to the nature of the resource in question: -

1) 'Prese(nt assets: cash, ‘liqui'd"__assets , personal property,
real estate, automobiles, life insurance policies.

2) Future assets: future earnings, inheritances, other
~ governmental beneﬁts or insurance benefits; legal
damage awards. :

3) Reiatives' income and assets.

F‘ABe‘cau‘sé Of'tﬁer ‘comp‘levxityz and t‘he.ir géhéra‘l unfamiliarity to fhe‘
pub.lic,‘v the detéilé of thevveligi.bilv'iAty requinrefnents‘vcon‘cernirv)g these fe,sourées
wil_l be pres'en;ted‘ hére,» The issues the}}iraise call for po‘licy choic-es
\thi‘ch;.:an'affev‘ct- fhé admvinistrativevb 'cosv;ti«c‘>f éssistahce pfografns , the
financial security and vh1.1r>nan. dign'itvy‘ of clients . >and the harrﬁon-y bétwéenz

written policy and administrative practice.
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Present Ta ng'ibnle Assets

a) Cash and Liquid Assets Present regulatioﬁs-. do not allow

- applicants to retain any cash savings or other liquid assets such as -

i

s’avings bonds or sa,vin?gs accounts. The applicant with $100_in_‘-a-f
o C b : ' . .
.savings account, vfor'irflstance', will find thaj:- $100 counted as a resource

available to meet his first month's ébudgeted needs; it is therefore de-
. . & . ) . . .

_'ducted from the full buaget when thge size o_f: the grant is being determined.
-~ Any such assets must ki)é disposed cf;f and usfed to support the family. "The

requirement that all assets be disposed-of is entirely a matter of state
agency policy, and is not imposed by State or federal statute or by
o ; , | ‘év S

i

federal regu lat"ion .

“b) Personal Proiper,ty. -The §State Caiegorical Assistahée Budget

Manual s treatment of personal effects such as Jewelry, furmture or

clothing is uhiform for all }categor’ies of assistance. ThlS property is .
o | : b
. - : L i | .
considered a " pOt'entia} resource"; ithe Manual states that:7-
(@) All personal lproperty muét be evaluated to determine
whether it is a potential resource that shall be liquidated.
(b) Household furnishings and personal clothing which are
used and useful to the client and family budget unit are
regarded as essential for adequate living and shall not be
considered as.a potentlal resource for liquidation. House-
_ hold. furmshmgs and personal clothing which are in storage ’
are presumed to be not used and useful and shall be con31dered
~as a potential resource for 11qu1dat10n. In unusual situations, -

|
T

| 7. CateLor‘icalv Assis%tan'ce Budgef Manual, 407 .4

T
|
|
|

| oo

i . i

|
1
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howewver, ‘where there may be an ttem ':o‘r it,erhs of exceptional
value, not regularly used and not essential to the client's
health and welfare, the client shall be informed that such
personal efiects shall be cons1dered as a potent1a1 resource
for liquidation. '
WheneVer a person ceases, to make use of or is unable to make
use of any personal property which was not considerad as a
_ potential resource because of such use, it shall then be con- '
, ’51dered as a potentlal resource for llquldatlon.
c) A'utomob'iles. State regulations specify that automobiles are
to be'c‘onsid,ered as resources for liquidation, unless
(1) they are deemed"essential for em'ployment_ or
health; or
(2)  no other means. of transportation is available; or
(3)  they are censidered vital incentives to self-help; or
(4)  the value of th'e.‘,‘automobile is less than $500.

d) Life Insurance Policies. Present vSt,ete r‘egulatien_s regard life

insurar}ce pelicies as potenti‘al‘re‘s;gurces} forr,sﬁpport e}rcceptvtinqer ‘arty ‘
| ot the fo'llowi'ng cir‘cttmstanjce.s:»_ -
) (1)? - the policy is a group or term pollic‘yf;
('2'): the ‘po_ilicy's}face value ‘Vis less th‘an $1, OOO;
(3) the client has a redu‘c»ed life ex‘pec.ta‘ncy‘,‘is
~receiving or is 1tll§,e1y to receive disability benefits

under his_po_licy‘_endv is thveref‘_ore 1ikely to receive
welfare assistance ’for less than svix_ menths;»

(4) the bolic;y is a small fam‘ily policy (under certain
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 circumstances). ‘
- Under any other conditions, any ﬁol':icy of face value exceeding $1,000
must be evaluated for cash surrender value within thirty days after re-

ceipt of a’ésistanc e, anéi A.th‘en must be redeer%nﬁe‘d and th_e a"mo.ﬁ'n't of its
projc_:'e':evds ‘deducted from succeeding ;we‘lfare‘i grants.

er)_ _ Reélr Bsta‘teﬁ.‘ Cétegoriéai assiéta;nce recipiehts aré'cl'eé;1y :
ailOwed to 'owh their hofnes; the .vlahile‘ of their homes is not considere‘d

in'deterr_ﬁining»'eligibiliﬁy. :‘Ownershii;‘i of other real estate, however, dis-
- qualifies clisnts from continued ass}istance.? Any real estate other than

’ '-.the‘client'rs home must be sold within six r’nq:nths of receipt of assistance

~for any offer which mee?ts the abpraiiéed*_valufe’théreof. The proceeds from

sqch a-'s'_a‘lé must be }de‘éiﬁct‘ed from sj,:ubc::eedi;:ig welfare granfé.

. Invvcaléulating the grants of rejcipientéi“who: OWn their own homé.s ,‘ - "
| lodél ‘agéh'ciés provide éfor -th‘ef'l'cos"j;s' of".h-orf:f:é6WnerShi'p; " which generélly
inqiﬁde -mQrtg‘age'and th _paymen’cs : NvO»'pro;i'(‘isivon”is made for costs ‘of'

- routine home mairiténan;ce,' ‘though grants can be made for emergency re-

pairs,unc‘l’er qertainrbbnéiitions'. o :
‘H‘Q"mveowvnefs' appl‘ymg fof OAA or DA éf"e re/qiiired,}‘)y,st‘ate law fo -

sign an ""-""Agr"éemént to lj'\’/eimburée," wh1ch pl(jédges‘ any PFODefty, rb'eal:' or

,‘pei'sbnal’,‘ as a ?juarént;{z fof reim'bUrfsemeht 'd;f'ény éssiétahde granted. j

This "acj-réemen»t: must be signed beft%répéﬁzmént can be rﬁéde and is recorded

by fhe aéeh’cy' as a l_ie};l ?o'n fhe cl'iei;'.lt'ég'prop?efty. 'In effect, the élient

signs_bv‘ér his pr‘ciper'r:y“j to the agencj:y as collateral. The agency may

o
|

&
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take tit_le upon the client's death in order to recover itvs grants, or 1t
may seek a coﬁrt judgment execuiing the lien to protect its interest
uhder three eond-itions: ‘
1)‘ If‘the recipient, while iiviné, is guiiiy of fraud
or is "uncooperative"; |
2)  If property is di‘s_“co_vered after the client's death
Which otherwisemight not accrue to the welfare
agency;
3) If the client's heirs ai'e dissipating their i.r_iherited
property or "aliowing it'te accumulate tax obligations

so as to diminish the value of the property.

Future Assets

Treatment of future assets ef AFDC families follewe.the concept
ef the welfare :grant as a Iean Wh‘ich‘will be collecfed .if the opportunity
arises'.; Whenever a client‘c‘an e.jkiaect to receive an asset in the fiiture,.
State policy requires him to sign'an»agreement to reirhblirse ihe: agency
and pursue Whate\}er steps he can to collect the asset, or risk terminafio_n

of assistance. The "future assets" in question are usually expected as

" the outcome of pending claims for social security payments, veteran's

" benefits, workmen's -cornpens‘atio‘n, ‘temporary disability benefits, of

legal suits or claims arising from contracts, inheritances, or damages

suffered in accidents.
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Support from Relatives.

Underlying the system which now provides categorical assistance
is the notion that the relatives of poar people should be required to con-
tribute to their support before society assumes any responsibil ity to
assist them. The specific conditions which must be met before assis-
tance is granted are laid out in federal and State legislation and regulations.
The effect of these requirements is to define who is responsible for
supporting welfare clients, the extent to which they are responsible, and
| the manner in which clients must avail themselves of that support. |

The identification of legally responsible relatives is largely left
up to the State. New Jersey specifies as '"chargeable" relatives the
grandparents, parents and children of clients, as well as stepfathers of
minor children otherwise "likely to become a public charée."' If thver
responsible relative is more than 55 years old, howe\)er, he can only be
required to contribute to the support of his spouse and to the support of
his minor children. |

Just as the welfare agenéy determines the ability o}f applicants to
support themselves, it also determines the extent to which le_gally responsible
relatives are capable of providing sﬁpport. In accordance with Federal
regulation‘s-regarding relatives other than parents whom the State may
decide to consider responsible, New Jersey has esta_blished an objective

scale which specifies contribut ions expected according to the financial
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capacities of relatives; The _identification of responsible relatives,

however, >lS left‘entlrely up to the State.i

The amount which a legally respon31ble relative (LRR) vlS expected
to contribute to_ support an assis_tance recipientvaries a_ccording to'hi,s '
income, the size‘. of hlS ownfamily' unit depen.dent on h1m, andvhisk |

relationship to the clients to whose support he is required to contri-

‘bute. For instance, a man with:an‘ income of $400 per month, living

alone but the father of. se\‘ze‘ral AFDC children living elsewhere; must
contrv.ibute $39 per‘month toward his 'children"s“support If that man were
1nstead the grandfather of those AFDC children he would only be requlred
to conirlbute $18 per month If he were their father but also supported |

a second wife liv’ing with him, his-monthly cOntribu‘tion would be but

$10.' In fact, there are two separate scales to b‘e u'sved in determining

fmancial capa01ty, the more demandmg one is applied generally speaking,
to LRR's most closely related to their client relatives. New Jersey
regu_lations alsohallow the expected.contribution to be adjusted upward :
1f the liquid a.s:fsets of the LRR exceeda given limit which varies according i
to his own familsr's ‘size.‘ ”

The procedures for collecting support from 1egally respon51ble
relatives are spec1f1ed by State agency regulations and”federal statute,
and must be followedv 1f el1g1b111ty for assistance isb to be maintained. 1 “In
c'as‘es' where the‘ LRR ivoluntaril.y’» steps folrward and pr'ov'ides. informabtioﬁ' .

regarding his incom‘e, he can sﬂimply be requested to'make paslments. _
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Special requirements, however, apply to cases where a father has deserted
his family, or more generally, where yoluntary compliance-is not forth—_
coming. When a father has deserted his family and his wife appliesv for
AFDC, the welfare agency is required by federal statute to file notice»
of the desertion with the appropriate law enforcement officials (the NOLEO
amendment). The agency and the eiient are expected to cooperate with
the iai/v enforcement officials in action against the husband for support.
In cases wh.ere a childv is i'llegitimatei,v/ the ciient is instructed to begin
filiation proceedings to determine paternity, and claim support unless
baternity is voluntarily admitted. It is within the power of the i/velfare
agency to initiate eourt proceedings for support, but the com.mon practice
in New Jersey is to assign this task to the client. Although failure to |
initiate court proceedings cannot be u‘:.se‘d as grounds for ineligibility‘, the
client's "@ilure to cooperate" with thej: agency or the law‘ enforcement
officials in their legal pursuit of the husband can be so used.

Once these required legal proce‘edings are initiated, the next step
in collecting' support from a re‘calcitrant relative is the request for a
court investigation of the: LRR's ability to suppdrt and an order to pay
support. If the court orders payments: equal to the welfare agency's
appraisal of ldudg‘eted needs, then thel welfare grant can be terminated.
In any case, State regulations recomniend that support payments be made
through the probation office, With the county Welfare board the beneficiary

of the order. If that procedure is followed, prompt notice can be taken
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of non-payments, and welfare‘grants can be adjusted accordihgly. In
some cases, however, judges havg re‘fz.uvsed to;implerr‘lent-this sutjgestibn, '
and the client whose relative fails to pay 'support must often Wéit ‘several
weeks and endure Conside}”able red tape before the welfare grant is ad-
justed. It should be notgd that a éimilar burdeﬁ is placed on ciients
whose r‘elativev, living in the same h‘ousehold, has be.:.en counted as a
source of support for purposes of ’eligibili..ty determination. Federal and
State regﬁlations require the relative's income to be counted only if it ‘is
actually available, but the burden Qf proving the" lg_ci< of‘receip_t of support
by positive and affirmative evidence is on the client.

* Kk % * * ) | |

After reviewing the current set of eligibility rgquirements , the

Task,l—“orce»has concluded that in the interests of .administrative éfficiency,
thé self-respect of clients, and the economic security of clients, sub—

stantial simplification is in order.

Administrative Efficiency

The multiplicity of eligibility requirements other than current income
undoubtedly lowers the expense of welfare benefits to government
agencies; clients and their relatives probably make larger contributions
to client support than would be made without the requirements, and certain
persons are denied assistance or are dis-couraged from applying who would
otherwise be éligible. The Task Force believes, however, that certain of‘

these laws, regulations, and practices would prove on investigation to be
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so costly and time—consurﬁing to admiﬁistér thaf they are not justifigd
v by the increased contributibns which they yield from clients and their
relatives,

Oﬁe exarﬁple of such a requirement is that relating to personal
property. All welfére cli.e.nts are poor. Most are poor before they apply
and will be poor 'even after they lea\)e the rolls. Frequently, -:liénts
who apbly for public assistancei do so only after exhausting all personal
resources’. In almost all cases, there-:are no pefsonal effects of sub-
stantial value which ’can’ be sold to produce enough revenue to alter
significantly the circumstances of the ‘client’and his family. The regulation
requiring evaluation of all personal prdperty is intended to ihsure that
clients with, lfor examble, valuable jeWelry or fur coéts liguidate those
possvessions before receiving public assistance. Clienfs toward whom ,
this rule ié directed are quite exceptic;nal. Nevertheless a fﬁll investi-
gation must be made of e_\(e_ry case, at great co:st, in order to ferret out
those very few.

Similarly, few clients have life insurance policies with a large cash
surrender value. Under current regulafions, however, all life‘insurance
policies (with certain excéptions) must be evaluated for cash surrender
value in order to determine whether they should be redeemed. Whereas
the face value of a policy is reac'l_ily known and simply demonstrab\le by

the client, evaluation of the cash surrender value by the agency is a

»
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tedious and expensive administrative process requiring the assistance
of the issuing insurance company or other expert consultants.

All legally responsible relatives must also be contacted so that the
agency can ascertain their potential fofthe éﬁpport of"the client. With
the exception of spousés, and barents of minor childrén, however, the
support obtainéd from such éources teﬁds to be‘minimal‘ simply because
relati&es of. poér bersons are ﬁsualiy pbori and often have family units of
their own tb support. | |

A simple cost-benefit analysis may show that the énforcement of
current policies does not make good vfinan'cial ser‘lse.. The cost of enforce-
ment quite likelyv exceeds ;Lhe v‘amount of the reduc‘t‘io:ns in pubnlic payrhehts
to clients. In calendar year 1968, welfare agencies in New Ieréey
collected $2.3 million in reimbufsements from the following sources .
(which are not separated in the Division of Pﬁblic Welfare data): relati\}eS'
supportvpayments , recipient reimbursements , executions of 1iens,v and
recovery of overpayments. This repfesented little fnore than 1% of the
staté's total vassistancvze expénditures. It is difficult to estimate the
administrative cost of collecting this ’sumi. (In California, if_ was recently
estimated that 6.4% of the cost of AFDC eligibility determination was
spent for specialized property investigation alone.) The administrative
cost could, héwever, be substantially reduced if the regulations were
simplifié_d and made more flex‘ibl‘e,‘ thué making investigation less time-

consuming. Costs could be reduced even further if the simplified method
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were adopted and case-by-case investigation on a general basis were

no longer deemed to be necessary.

Digni‘ty of Client;-Agency Relations

The Task Force also believes that certain requirements and practices
are unnecessarily eoercive; they interject the county agendy into ma;cters
which threaten relationships of clients to other family members and
threaten the personal seeurity and autonomy of the client. In some cases,
they: may even violate his legal rights. This interference is self-defeating
insofvar as it tends to demoralize the client and decrease the sense of
worth and individual dignity which are prerequisites to regaining his in-
dependence.

Perhaps the best example of fhis -kind of situation is the disparity
between law and practice in obtaining support orders from absent fa,thers‘.
,Th‘e common practice of advis irig female citizens to take court action
against absent husbands as a prerequis‘ite to eligibility, although such court
action falls within the powers of the a:g‘ency, is of questionable wisdom.
Urging mothers to take action against s.eparated husbands in many cases
fosters unnecessary bitterness between the spouses. Wheﬁ the. client
is forced by the w‘elfare agency to take an adversary position ageins‘t the
father of her children or to assist in pursuit of him, chances for rec‘oneiliation
or marriage (in the case of paternity proceedings) are likely to be damaged.

In such cases, the value of support payments obtained through coercive
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means m‘ight be outweighed by the reduction in benefits that could accrue{
from a successful marital rdationship.

Obtaining support from legally responsible relatives such as grand-
parents, or children of elderly clients, causes the loc al agency to inter-
vene in private and sensitive areas of family relationships. In addition,

there may be a legal question raised by the ‘.State's definition of legally
fe‘svpvohsible relatives. The definition includes relatives who, if poor.

- people were not involved, would not be required by law to provide support.
This disparity in treatment has been successfully challenged in several
vo'vcher states as a denial of equal protection. In New Jersey, this qu.‘e::stion
arises particularly with regard to step-fathers, who can in 'no other
situation be compelled to support their step-children.

The Agreement to ;Reimbur.se in the OAA and DA programs, through

whi'ch a lien is attached to homes and personal property, does not
usually directly deprive in a material way those who become recipients

" because they usually do notregain economic ihdependence.in their life-
times. Forcing clients to sign such an agreement, however, is often a
serious emotional blow because clients feel that they no longer have
control over their own property and will never again be able to atin self-
sufficiency. Requiring such an agreement ﬁalso defers many‘ eidérly or
disabled persons from seeking assistance. vReluct‘ance to sign awa'y the
rights to property one has struggled to »acquire may force maﬁy people to

__ 1ive unnecessarily under deprived conditions, rather than iive in the fear

of having their home "sold out from under them. "
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The legal soundness of the Agreement to Reimburse as it is used
in the AFDC program is sometimes questionable. In cases where children
- are to be the beneficiaries ;of an award,v the parent is required by State
regulations to- pledge the.children's future assets. The parent, even as
trustee for his children, may have no legal right to. slign away rheir future
asé;ets, and yet, if he refuees to do so_j, the entire‘fambily can be declared
ineligible. As one judge has commented, a child, upon reaching maturity,
.should n_ct"receive a bundle of ourt orders showing that all of his property
hasjbee_n used for his suppcr.t. T'h.e 1e<jality of such treatment of the assets
of cﬁildren is particularly duestionable when "‘chey consist of compensation |
for damages or injury suffered in accidents. In that case, as a general
matter, whatever part of the compensatjion is not required to pay accident—
connected expenses is legally viewed,:not as a contribution to the
support of the child, but rather as something to compensate the child --
as the accident victim -- f‘or whatever lp_ain, _suffering and impairment
he may anticipate and/or have endured because of it. -A somewhat similar
probvlem occurs with adults or children entitled to workmen's compensation

awards.

Clients' Economic Security

Many eligibility requirements app‘ear to be based on the erroneous
view that the welfare rolls consist of chronically dependent clients who
receive assistance for lcng periods of time and have 1itt1e chance to ref-

gain economic independence. Although this conception may be reasonably
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accufate in the case of the adult cétegories’ of assistance (OAA, DA, A‘B)(
it is highly misleading‘wh‘e’n apﬁlied to AFDC and AFDC-U. To the extent
that 'th.e'concept ﬁhderlie‘s regulatiéns which require clients to exhaust -
their resvourceé in order to re(;eive public assistance, it may prolong the
sta;:o‘n the rolls of mahy famiiies.

‘Thé most fece‘nt available statistics on length of stay in the AFDC
program (1967) indicate that half of the families had received assistance
éontinuously for 28 mohths of less. ‘I\/Iore”than one-fourth of recipieqts"
had received assistance continuously for less than one year. A similar
proportion‘ héd beven receiving "assist'anc'e. for five'years or more ,‘ but fewer
than ore recipient in twenty-fiv’e (3.7%5' had received assistance cont‘imiously
for more than tén yeérs. .E'ciuivalent information is not a\)ailabie for New
Iersey‘s AFDCQU seg‘mentvs‘ which were iin‘augurated only in 1969, but
national figures :ihdiéfate»tha"t half of those families remain on the rolls
for nine months or less.

This evidence indicates that welfare recipients in the family programs
do not seem to be pérménent failu‘re"sv in need of life-long 'sAuipport:‘
"Welfa're"b is not a "way of life" for the t&picél client. Most reci‘piénts
come onto the rolls to survive economic hardship of a temporary nature;
the experie‘nce of economic independence is not foréign to them. The
true rolé bf the Welfare system fof many recipients ‘might well be char-
acterizedjas 1ong-te}rm uﬂemployment compensation, or early social
secﬁrity benefits. And yét, neither unerﬁplbymentvcom"pensatio‘n nor

social security benefit programs , properly speaking, require a state of



- impoverishment or complete financial insecurity: as eligibility conditions.
To facilitate the return of welfare recipients to independence, it would -
be wise to allow the retention of a certain fmancial cushion, as do the

assi_stance programs aimed at the population w1t‘h a ‘normal'" w-ork »

history. ThlS approach, 1tishould be nbted, is consmlered qu1te proper

. ] ) l E : .‘ S
also in the treatment of bankruptcyv cases; people given the extraordinary
privilege of debt dismissal are allowed to retain a certain amount of

|

@

- their property. The retention of property or other resources is a guarantee

that emergencies can be met; the welfare recipient, unlike the bank-
- ruptcy claimant or the social security or unemployment compensation

~recipient, is not allowed tlrilis fina‘nciallleeway.
Welfare_ clients are, clearly denled this leeway by the current

Ne_wvlersey requirernen.t that the client apply all cash and liquid assets

to his‘ support Any personal property of substantial value must. also be

l . .
liqu1dated and applied to h1s 1mrned1ate
E 1mp0531ble for welfare Cllel"lts to ma1nta1n a f1nan01al cushion W1th which

l .v>
| : l

support.ii This policy makes it PR

1

i
}
l

they can meet emergency ne’eds or satisfy 'demands for necessn_ies ,
. y
‘ _Wthh are not currently recognlzed in Welfare budgets (such as routine L
| . _ »

transportation costs and scihool expenses.) Welfare chents, 1n their _

| : ‘ ' '
efforts to meet thelr own needs often go 1nto debt and seriously deplete
. g . ' l - L ; o
their resourCes before -requiest_ingaassistance. -Demanding’c_omplete-

oy . | .
! S

_ exhau_stion of resourcesv places them inno p051tionvto w1thstand, on
: their own an emergency which arises whlle they are rece1v1ng welfare

l
1

T
|

(]
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.grants{v. Emergencies must then be met by a request for addifcional_ )

help,_,a r'nove_w_hic'_h doe_s- little to foster'a spirit'of indep‘éndence.. ,

The only other alternative is to make credit arrangements,, .w'hich for

A lwe‘ifare él_iefnﬁ.éan“lead to an 4‘e"x‘t:r_‘emé-ly‘ e‘xpe‘nsrive and 1\02}91—’[@1’@7

. debt Allowing tjreaterb retention of resources would pléCe greater‘ em-

,‘ 'ph:'vasi‘s on the‘,:‘gljlie_vnt'.bs bést»infere‘sfts over the long-term,‘i_,rnot' smply o

j on.rtﬁe_restrict“ion of ‘t}ll,e "'wel'fc"a,;e" ‘he reqeives. - Allowance for sué_h

a cushic;n 1s pfpvide’d for in the fedefal reguilati‘ons Whivch sfi'pulate ti{at _

‘a state can permit a client "co';retvai‘h' up to $2,000 in net worth, in

\

']v'a:dd.it'ion to his home and 'autofhobil_e. According to federal bo'licy,‘

the éash su}rr‘evi'ldér:\‘/al‘tvie‘of: a client's 11fe insur&bmc_e policf? is 1ncluded -
in this max1murn (sum‘. |

In this conte‘xt, treavtm‘ent of life -insura__ric‘;e is ‘qg_é_sfion'ablre.
ProVision for the_ ‘fu_tu’re' ..well-_.béing' _‘ofv orie,»' s fam‘i,_ly is aj‘goal wh ichfrcaﬁ,

hardly be deemed a luxury.. Present reg‘uy,la-tionsv are obvio'us_lyfari attempt

" to limit short-term welfare expenditures. It is likely, however, that

if a client dies, his family will be able to live on his,v\iris_urariqe benefits
for longer than the_y can onvthe 'pol.ivc,‘y"’s‘ cas'h‘val'ue‘f While he livge's. The

choice is one between the 'shoft—te:rrrll protection of the welfare agency

‘and long -term prote'ction of the client and‘his family.

)

~Finally, the classif'idatio'n_ of automobiles may reflect an un-

 realistic assessment of the necessities of modern life. A 1969 California

legislative study of welfare concluded, for instance, that au-tbmobiles
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are no longer a luxury, and recommended that ’hey be totally excluded

. l (
| iE ‘,

from} consider-_ation in .elig-ibil'ity deterr_njinati:o'n. The Task Force b’elievevs
that. aut,o‘mobiles'.are_.oft.en ne:‘Ce’ssary_ 1n the a‘bsfence of a good system
of }publictransportatiron and can be 'us'etful:in hel}lpi‘ng to restore families:
to econjomic independence. :'Wh:ereas'th-e c'urrerlilt‘presu‘mptionf_isl that

. ) cars ,m"ust‘be” just’ified asj‘ n¥eeded‘ ' .the v‘r;everse plt<esumption is more realistic:
"only 1nafew cases "are_ cars owned s1mply "for show. p

o
i

Accordingly, it is the conclusion of the Task Force that e11g1b1l1ty
. PR - L (O o .
requirements should bej',vs'imp_lifiedras‘f(?)"llOWS 1_n] order to promote adm1n1s_
trative efficiency, d‘i'gn_ify the relat1onsh1p between cl1ent and agency,

andassist the client in _maltin_taining a modicum of economlc securlty.
. ReCommendat‘ioh'Nins: SR l - 1

‘ Cash and 11qu1d assets should be counted as resources
: for ‘current support only when thelr value clearly exceeds
L an amount desnable lfor protectlon of the fam1ly. Appllcants
,for welfare a531stance should therefore be allowed to retain
a reserve of cash and liquid assets wh1ch should be d1sre—
o ~garded when resources for current support are evaluated - This
- reserve. should be set ‘after study of rec1p1ent needs, at a
’ ,level which allows re01p1ents to retam a cushlon of resources
o sufficient to cope w1th emergenc1es -and other necess1t1es
- unrecognlzed by welfare budgets.' S -

l

N Recommendat1on Ten: ' E
Automob1les and personal effects should normally be d1sregarded

- as potent1a1 resources for: current support, and their existence
should normally not be cons1dered 1n determ1n1ng e11g1bil1ty

.or size of grant o

l
_ : . . : |
o -R‘ecommendation- Ele'\j/ en: :

{
{
- v ’ i i

' - The State should recommend to the.‘ federal government that 11fe |

]
l
| |
|
| |
|
l



55—

insurance should be considered separately from cash

and liquid assets in evaluating resources for current support.
Other than group or term insurance, which should be disre-
garded entirely, clients should be permitted to retain a
specified amount of insurance protection (based on the

face value of the policy). Although the subject merits
further study at both federal and State levels, a fair

amount of protection should be allowed for clients without
requiring complex and expensive administrative procedures
to encumber the determination of eligibility.

Recommendation Twelve:

Current State law and policy requiring OAA and DA applicants,
and in some cases AFDC applicants, to sign an "Agreement to
Reimburse" should be repealed.

Recommenda'tion 'Thirteeniz

A. The statutory specification of relatives legally obligated
to support those in financial need should be limited to parents
of minor children and to spouses. .

B. The current practice, according to which welfare cliénts are
sometimes required, either directly or indirectly, to initiate
legal support proceedings against spouses or the fathers of their
children should be halted. '
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LIVING STANDARDS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS

New Jersey has been one of a s'm'albl"’grduﬁ- of states that has -
maintained a level of'qashi assistance for Welfare recipients which_ :

_approximates a minimum deécent standard of living for the needy. The
‘stated purpose of public assistance grants is to provide for "the
essentials for an adequate minimum standard of:living." Re-= "

grettably, most states h’a’véhlleh far short of tftat"goa-l because their
’ legislatu're‘s‘and'gov‘ernor's}have ‘impo:sed_'fisc'al-;restra'ints‘ sharply -

curtailing the amount of p’u’iblic f_uhds which could be spent on public
assistance. Thus, w,elfarej departments in such states have proceeded
to construct cost standards for adequate minimum standards of living

for welfare recipients while payirig.' onlif an arbitfary prOportien' of those

standards, based on the availability of appropriated funds.
Even the ideal s‘tand%rds have been less than generous in:._fhes't :
states; in 1968, only six s%:ates had standards 'équal to or higher than

' the official poverty 1ihe_ of $3,553 for an urban family of four. More-
ovef, enly twenty—.four states paid reCipients 1.G)j0-%ﬂ of their own usually
1nadequate m1n1mum standards. New‘Iei*se'y has' alway's been in the

l
- group of states paymg 100% of the minimum standard and its AFDC

standard is currently the hidhest in the natlon (exeeptlng Alaska s,
—whlch is 1nf1ated by the art1f101a11y hlgh cost of living in that state) |
This level of performance_ has eyldently been made PQSVSible»bY New .
’Ier‘seyfs wealth ahd re-lativ‘;'ely low p'rlop.o_rttOnv ef;povor -hersohs', as well |

as efforts of public welfare administrators to maintain adequate levels

)

i
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of assistance It is reflected in the State s average payments for '

. APDC Wthh are also the h1ghest 1n the nat1on at $66 40 per person o

per month as of Iune 1969 (Average payments are lower than standards
because many rﬁecipient_s- have at lea_st sorr‘_le outslde ,1ncome.),‘ As :
evidenced by these figures, expenditures for welfare in New ]ersey ‘

have not to this point been a_rbitrarily restricted by legi'slative or o

,gub‘ernatorial fiat; rather appropriations have been made as necessary

to meet the needs of thefactual nnmb‘er ‘of 'recipient's .

How Grants Zre Calculated - _

In earlier years in New Jersey, 'the goal of w-elfare vbudgeting'
policy, to provide individuals 'With»“-an adequate minimum standard of - .
support, was carried outby constru‘cting the standard in such ;detai..l o

that it ;couldbé 'abpl-ied to.a wide variety of di’fferent;ca_s'es",in a wide :

‘variety of different combinations X ‘Minimum family need—s.were ;-broken.
down into components representi_nngfood . shelter, utilities, .clothi!ng,’
~ personal incidentals, household furnishin‘gs , household opera-tion'sc,

etc. Table,s were drawn up. for each of these compon.entswh- ich varied -

acCor,ding‘tof.{amily siz:e,:fjag‘ej of each child, sex o;f.ea,é:h‘ child, .etc";'
When a familyvvvas deemed eligible-.for public assistance, the 'cas-e:—"

worker formed a budget by working through the amonnt indicated u‘:nvder_ a

each component according to the particular circumstances of each family <
~ and combining these amounts to arrive at.the final total. Needless to.
~say, it was neCessary_.to’_a,dj.Ust'_thiiv,s ‘budget as;vci'rcums‘tances of the

family -- such fas age of the ch_ilbdrﬁ_'en‘ -- changed.
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Although th1s method can effectwely adapt grants to 1nd1v1dual
needs on a. hlghly flex1ble bas.ls, 1t is’ apparentr that.the demands on

_ caseworker t1me and the potentlal for erroneous calculatlons cancelled
. l -

| v ‘ ,
out many of the advantages 1nherent in. the concep: Through the years,

components were graduallx comblned and d1st1nct1ons between varlatlons ,

in 1nd1v1dual CJrc:‘um'sta:nce_s were gradual_lyf elimjiinated in order to‘ simplify

‘:the budgetmg s'ys.ter‘-n. Prior to March ,.' 1969, ':h%awever,» thebstat’ewide-
bs‘ta-ndard w'as-s‘till "con.‘structedb a?'ccording to a hu'ildiing;block a»pproach_,'
e.v‘-éih under the more simplifled "sy'stem." ""I;he baslc standard*was.'hroken
intfo :‘compon'en‘t»s" such as ffood',. clothrng, per‘son{‘;alneeds , etc "H'Qme ) o
eCOnOm,iSt‘s -in the»'vStavt'é' Divis ion of Pulo]ic W‘elifaire then constructed‘
minimum s_t-anda'rds ,forf-sea'ch: ofthose'ar'eas.' In the area of clothmg,

’for‘exa'm'plez,'-a! 'list'of- bas1c needs for a glven famlly was developed and

l

'the 1nd1v1dual 1tems were pr1ced in New Iersey stores in order to deter—

» mlne the overall cost of that component to New Iersey welfare rec1p1ents .

’ All components Were then aldded together to obta1n the basic standard
which ,v.arledfffaccordmg.:to' fam1ly s1ze age of: ch1ldren and rental pay—~

ments, sinc’e_’aét_ual rent is/ pa1d to welfare rec1p1ents i prov1ded that

it is reas0'nab1e_._~ (It should be noted that the cl1ent was under no pressure

either direct or indirect, ‘.to spend the grant in the same way that it was

N con,struc_t?e'dv.) > { :
As of I\/Iarch 1, 1969 the Division of Public Welfare introduced

a new approach Wthh carr1=*slforwardv the trend tfoward"Simpl‘ificat'ion e

L



-59-

~and u‘ti'vli'_zes ‘a_‘ new method of'oaICu.lating statewide budget standard's‘.
Under th.is. new.a.pproaoh‘, a lum-p‘.%u_r‘n standard lis d_ev:eto‘p:ed Which
i‘n'cludes food, ?utiliities',- home.furnt_Shinos», ho‘u_‘sehold op:era‘tionsv,
clothing, and oersohal care. Thi”sn?lurr.lp'—sum evxcjlu‘des._revnt (or costs |
of hofneoWnership) 'and varies only acoordihg toﬂfamilly size and age
,oategory (pre—school, preéte‘e‘n s‘chool age, teenaoe) of the eldest :
child. However the lumo sum stahdard is no longer construc*ted
accordmg to the bu1ld1ng block method Rather, 1t is developed by ) .
’ comparlson w1th overall standards for fam1‘11es of glven sizes pubhshed
by other agenoles pr1mar11y the dU S Bureau of Labor Statlstlcs (BLS);-»
low 1ncome famlly budgets for the New York C1ty and Phlladelphla
metropohtan areas. : Thus‘, the new 'budget standard is not de51gn‘ed.

to be adapted to all {/»ariatiohs in family oirc_umstances; rather' it is
intended to set: an ihcome'fl.oor below Whlch faruiltes ‘in-this“State are .

not allowed to fall.

Is th_e Exis.tingi-Standard' Adeguate ?

vIt is not 'poss ible to 'dete.rm‘i'rie categorically whether -existing B
g'rahts .are adeo{uate . for vfa:rnilviesf,\r,aryi so much in their ntatertall needs -
and ab-ilities to spend »wvts‘ely th_at no stngle ohjectiv_e .s‘t.atewide s_tandardl_'
can ore.tend to ‘meet the needs of all cases ‘I\‘/Ioreover; :vsir'ice'the'standard
1s ho lon.g'.er. constructedhy a‘ddihg.;together various compo.'n'ents . 1tls

not pnssible to try to separa_te those out and attempt to measure their
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adequacy on a component—by component ba31s, ‘1t is only poss 1ble -

to‘ examine the btechniques by wh1ch the standard is developed and

1

compare it with other ‘in'dices of adequate levelsr of support
In evaluatmg the current standard of $416\0 for a "stat1stlca1"

famlly of four the D1v151on of Publrc Welfare po1nts out that thlS
level is equ1valent to the take-home wages. of' alfam1ly head earning }

$2 50 per hour. ”(Herea'fter., unle»ssvindicated otiherwise, all references

to the budget standard w1ll be in terms of the "‘s;itat‘istical" fami’ly of

|
l

. ‘a man, w1fe’ teenage chllﬂ, and .younger child; ‘$lOO rent_is‘fass‘um’ed‘.)t; o
<Th1s is. computed as follows o i _ B
- WAGE EARNER | APDC RECIPIENT
$5200  Annual ’Sal‘ary'.'_" | $ 247 Monthly lump-sum allowance
- _=700 - Income and social security taxes 100 Alowance for rent (@assumed)
$4500 - Annual take-home pay = $ 347 347 ' S
| D 4 ¢ TR T R
-400 ~ Medical expenses . $41p4 Annual allowance (medical
$4100 - Disposable income net of - oy expenses paid by direct
. medical expenses| o 1  payments to providers of
S R | care, not 1ncluded in
. allowance)
l : .
l

The AFDC standard 1s also comparable to the m1n1mum necessary _
’ ‘ l o l

o .budget for a famlly of four as de’rermmed by BLS for the New York Clty

l o .
. | l '
- and Phlladelphra metropohtan areas —.-_1f certa1n compone’nts are sub—

o tracted from the BLS budget which are not included in the welfare allowance.
B '-The BLS low-mcome budget for an_urban.family of four is designed to
- repres_ent the m1nimum .level neceb'ssary for the "fn,aintenance of health |

)

«
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and social well—‘being, the _mrture -‘.of ch'ibldren, and participation in
community act‘iv‘it'ies. "It is broken down"‘into a number ofy‘spec‘if_ic ‘
. ,categori‘es‘, including food, housfng, transportation, clothing , oer,sonal
care, medicatf care, and ‘other fam‘-:il‘y consumption ‘(these are furth er '
divided into a?number of‘sub,categOrie's).. ‘The‘ f'ood and hous ing co_m—
ponents are based on'minimum standards“of nutrition‘and»healthf 'The"
remaining components are based o:n surueys of'actual consumer ex— ;
penditures of. 1ow—income families. |

Within most categories ‘the! budget for the Nlew York‘-‘Cﬂity )
. metropolitan area runs sl1ght1y hlgher than the budget for the Phlladelphla
metropohtan. area. In comparlng the BLS budgets with the AFDC standard
| ‘then, the D1v151on of Puldlc Welfare gives the New York Clty budget
' 75% of the we:ight of the two budgets in combining ‘them to obta'in a " |
composite figure. Accordmgly, the BLS compos1te low -income annual

budget for a fam11y of four for' Sprmg 1967 (the latest f1gure avallable)

for those components covered in New Iersey s welfare standard' would

be as follows‘;‘8
Food (at home) = ‘l 1516
Home Furnishings 141
Household operations - 147  (This is calculated _
, . L . independently from New
Clothing B 564 Jersey Public Utilities
Personal care | j. _' 165 Commission data by the

- 5533 _~Division of Public Welfare)
Utilities : +300 " '
o 2833 & 12 = 236.08

-

8. See Appendlx I for full comparlson of the New Iersey Welfare
Standard and the BLS low-income family budget
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" The monthly figure of $236‘ is very close to the AFDC monthly

allowance of $232 (plus shelter costs) for a family of four that was

|
l "

_ in effect atTthat time. Fon those categories covered by the welfare
’ 1- . . . l » .
- vstandard then the minimhm necessary family budget as determined
’by BLS is almost exactly equivalent tovthe monthly welfare allowance.
Because of 1ts comprehenswenessand careful grounding in ex-
_ , _ | ,

, te‘nsive research,, the Divi’sion of PublicWelfare s reliance on.the

" BLS low—-income _b'udget - supplemented by comparison w1th other L

4 standards -- is a sound techn1que for developing a standard of assis-

tance for welfare families in New ]ersey. Th'er‘e are a number of

~components, howev-er,ﬁ-which are 1ncluded in the BLS budget but left o

E out of,,the_iwelfare sta-ndard | Certain of these components are not in-

,i"cl;ude:d‘ because_ -they arecalcu.lated s-(‘va,‘par’ately:ll.occu‘patio'nal.c'osts. ,

'are; left’ ‘outbeCaus.e' theyare ,ca‘lcu‘late'd onl‘y for employ'e_d clients _

‘ medica_l care 1snot1ncluded because ‘paymen‘t for health care’for

cl.ientszis;’iniade through the I\/ledicaid. program.ﬁ.‘ ‘Other components |

- are Yomittedbecause they'are not' deemed to_' beJapp'ropriatevexpenditure’s o
‘» forw}e"lfarere_cipients: life insurance,; gifts, :ciontributions’, food

. away from home-,y -alcohol, -tobacco, ‘reading , rec_reat_ion, and a mis--

cellaneous category are all left out on thlS ba31s.
, v v | . :
Two other componerlts of the BLS budget transportation and

scho_ol expenses’, are al.so‘not included_ in the Welfare standard. The
lack of an allowance for school expenses, which.amounted to $47

|
. ]
o
Yy
l‘
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‘Vabnnuc'.illy for a fvamt_liy of f_oubr ijnr t}té'S'pring, 1:9 67 BLS buc_ig_eft"is ':

..i'mportar_lt_ftd families W1th sc_:’h.oql? Child‘re.l‘l',‘ t)th must pm-chaée 5 -
' 4 \‘/'afiovus. s»c‘:,hroéjl supplliles v'svc')‘ th}at'.t;‘he c;hild‘ren’ican pa‘r‘tic;uipaté in" public, ‘
‘educatiyon aléng‘ with théit peéfs Tranép‘ortation.‘, ‘vvvlvriich‘ amoUﬁté o
to $112 annually in the BLS pudgét fbri no»n—autémot)ilgowflers,, is
nd: génerallj inchtdéd ‘and is ,giy.eh‘o’rtl‘y on a s.pevciavl cvir_cu_rmStattg:e,' -
rba‘sirs‘. .Howéver,' the‘»ctitéria fot épec_tal circgrri_sténqe gravnts __fQI’ 7'
trartspOrtatiOin bar their use’for‘.rol’ut.ine. trtps. T_htls,' 1f récifp‘ie'nts‘;
wis_h t‘ovu»se Ifaul_b_.lic‘ 'transl-:)otftatiOﬁi tovvvisi't the Welfafe.'Office, ,otctc').
shop in ‘less gexpe'ns tVe _vdoV\v)v_nytow:ﬁ, stbrés , or té 'g’é 't_d ‘é h'osi‘pbital; 6r
clinic, they tnust -;'v)ay‘ for it out of othéf parts of their budgets. '
Accbrdingly, ‘the méjorit‘y"o,f the ‘memb‘ers 'ovf‘th‘e.‘TaSk' F(l)fc‘:e concltlded
that provision bfqr_thes:é two t__:om.;‘"a:onent‘s' should be made in ,con.struct_ing
the welfare s;t‘:andard: B | |

Recommendation Fourteen:

Basic grants should be adjusted to recogmze and permit
expendltures for school expenses and routme pubhc }
‘ trans portatlon. -

The annual cost of including these two items in the basic grants , based
on the latest count of recipients . is estimated to be $8 million for the
transportation component ‘ahd $'3:.imillio-n- for the s'chool expenses
component. v_Eifty'percént‘Of these expenditures would be reimbursed
by the federal government, irii‘a'CCOr'dan’ce: with the current matching

- formula for welfare payments.
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Shelter Costs.

As noted pfevidusly,j shélter cbsts are not included in the

. welfare standard. Rather, ‘they are célcUlated on an "as-paid"

basis subject orﬂy to the limitation that they do not exceed "reasonable"
‘levels (as determined by local maxima for rentals set by the County
Welfare ’Boards). This apprioach does help to ensure that grants for
individuals W‘iil be adequafe to perrmit the obcupancy of devcent housing.
However, it is deficient. in a number of other respects:

1) It limits the chtrol of the client over his own
welfare grant. He cannot sacrifice expenditures
in other areas for better housing, and vice-vérsa;

2) The client has no incentive to bargéin with the
landlord to obtain a lower rent;

3) It leads to inequities among recipients based on
different levels of awareness of the open-ended
nature of the shelter grant and different levels of
willingness to press for a larger grant for better
housing;

4) It leads to ineqguities between recipients and non-
recipients: some families are denied eligibility for
assistance because they pay low shelter costs, even
though their gross income may be less than that of
a comparable family on welfare occupying more ex-
pensive housing;

5) It complicates: the determination of eligibility and ‘the
calculation of welfare grants; and

6) It discourages home maintenance by homeowning
recipients because the shelter costs paid to home-
owners do not provide for routine home maintenance.

Because of these shortcomings in the "as-paid" method of budgeting

for housing expenditures, jthe Task Force believes that a component for
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“shelter costs should be built into the lump-sum grant and should vary
only according to family size. The transition to such a system should
be made in such a way that those now receiving relatively high grants
rfor housing are not unduly penalized. One way of doing this would be
to make a survey of current expenditures for housing by welfare families
and set the housing component of the grant at the 85th percentile of
expenditures by families of a given size. This would slightly penalize
fifteen percenf of those on the rolls. Hopefully, it would permit the up-
grading of housingv conditions among the majority of recipients. These
conditions were demonstrated to be inadequate by a special housing
survey by the Division of Public Welfare in 1968 which showed that 48%
of all AFDC recipients in private rental housing lived in dilapidated
buildings.

" After the initial level of the housing component is established,
it would ’be adjusted perioaically according to increases in the _housing

component of the consumer price index, as is the rest of the welfare grant.

Recommendation Fifteen:

Basic assistance grants should include shelter costs, adjusted
only for variations in family size. For a given family size,
shelter costs included in the budget would be set at the 85th
percentile of such expenditures currently paid by welfare families
of that size, and would be periodically adjusted, as are non-
shelter budget components, to reflect changes in the consumer
price index.
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Special C ircumstancé Grants

A natural corol?lary‘of movement toward the lump-sum approéch
of ‘establishing ‘basicf “standar‘d”s has been .‘;t'he gradual curtailment of

o "spécia‘l ci‘rc'umstance%uéﬂréﬁtvs' ibn’ f’avér'o‘f is liight"ly‘ larget basic budgefs‘ :
~ The tféditio’nalabproéach to kf)rudgfetin‘g for \f&elfafe recipienté dé:écribed
' e.ar.lie'r"Varie‘d,.so*muc(h with indivicﬁuél ‘neejf,ds. thét»thve entire}rbudget-' ‘
could be characterizef:d as 'respdnsivé'to spécia1,~circum’sténces. -For

i
i

~ example, home furni$hings , major items of clothing,. and many other’
" necessities were provided on an "as-needed”" basis outside of the
basic grant struc’ture-i. As the State m0ved:-from,’a highly Véri'able

.s-tahda‘fd,toWard_ a bais'ic income floor, hox/jﬂiev;er,’ the list of needs for
‘which special cifCurr@StanCe grants were given was gradually limited.

‘The basic grant was fadj.usted‘upward s,vlightly; to compensatevfor these

~limitations, but the basic nature of the standard shifted from an attempt

~to meet deficiencies \in individual family‘-budge-ts to an effort to place

a basic Jump-sum floor under income which would have to be budgeted

. and spent j.ust'.likvev ihcorhe oanny vs}ag'e_earner.

| _Théré‘ are mofe? fhén p‘l':iillosbph'ica_l rée“asOn:_s‘ for im_plé,me rifing this
vabproach:. - High ;adm?ini‘si:r’éti’lve c:oé’t‘s a"céé')fmpan_sr_ prévisi'dﬁ for a Wicie'
“ ré_mge of éﬁééi'al cif,céumst‘_énc_é‘gr‘ant's‘;? Aljs‘d, specilai.lv 'circums‘.tAar\l,cAe
grban;cs ,avfe no?t’equit‘a;ble ..'inb t‘hve“ii_r imﬁact or:iyrbec_:iiv)iénfs_. '>Cé;5éwbrkers
vary wideiy iﬁ the_‘ éxi:tent. »1‘:'0 Wh1ch :;chéy 'hc;)fifybcliénvt»s. tﬁé't sbecial cir-
cum.staz‘néev-c;;rants aréi vavailable‘ ‘jﬁst aszcléiénts“_varf 'Wzidel‘y‘ih ‘thlt‘eir

|
1

L
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awareness of the existence of these grants. Thus, only a minority

of rec‘ipients regularly took advantage of grants which applied to their
respective situations; those who obtained grants as they needed them

" received far more adequate benefits than those who did not. When the
State implemented its new lump-sum budgeting method in March 1969,
it abolished many special circumstance grants for furniture and clothing.
To compensate for this limitation, it added about $3 monthly to the
éllow,ance for a family of four over and above the amount that was added
to adjust for inflation. This was obviously not adequate compensation
for those recipients who had regularly claimed supplementary special
grants under the old system. But such claims had been sufficiently
infrequent that the addition of $3 monthly to the grapts of all recipients
cost the State far more than all of the special circumstance grants for
clothing and furniture had previously cost.

Several problems do arise from the lump-sum approach from the
standpoint of recipients. First, even though adequate allowances for
major items such as furnishings may be included in the standard, these
may be spread out over such a long pericd of time that the recipients
may find it impossible‘to get together enough cash at any one time for a
major purchase. They may accordingly be made unduly susceptible to
costly time payment plans. Second, even for items of lesser cost,
dvemands on clients' budgets for predictably recurring items such as

school clothing and fuel may vary seasonally. Thus, it may be very
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difficuitv for recipients %to meet the need from their ex'is‘tirig res‘oin‘ces
"at 'tim’e:s,'of peak démanid, e.g. the begihnihcj of the school y’e'ar" (for
cldthing) , and the midc:ljle.'of the wintevr"(for ‘fuel) . 'T}.iir‘d',r marvly:rec‘ifi—
ients come onto the rbl?ls with their fihénciai resources deplefed from
various crises. Théy i?rﬁmediatelybr‘iee‘d largt'e items such as ‘fu‘rnitﬁre
‘and clothes wh ich Woulid take years to buy t‘ihrougﬁ the proééSs of
accumulating small monthly allotments .Fir:i‘ally, Iin,cu’r't'a iling s"peéiél
cir‘_cu’m'sfanqe g;ants , adequafe pr‘ov>ision forz‘ dealiﬂg with farr:lil‘Qy eimer-
 gencies and 'near—emeré;enciés may be élimiﬁated or sharpiy curtailed.
The Task Force 1s parti‘cularly’ éonce'rnied‘abou"c the lasf two

, dif‘ﬁcultiés in the‘p'r'esé'nt. vs’ys"ce‘m of spe‘cialj éircu'mstance gfants. | Al-
" though special circums‘;ance graﬁts s'h‘o'uld niot’ be relied on for routine -
or even prédi'ctably récx;;rr'ing 'seabsonal.ekpenditur‘es,y théfe sho'u\ld"b;g |

adequate provision for épecial gran't's to méét émergency needs beyond

the c'Ontr‘orl of clients. %Th‘e State ’C'ategoricavji Ays‘sis'tan'ce‘ :Bvu:dg'evt Manual.
(308.V14)”does p'er.rn'i‘t spé)ec‘iabl grants for shelter, ,fobd, e‘mercjenc-yj’ |
clothing énd/or‘ minimur?'n essentiai house fuqnishings néceééarjr for
health aﬁd safety when' 1) there has been a:'substantial loss due to
fire, flb'od,' or other sirrjlilar nétural diéasfer; or 2) ‘;c‘he client'is ih a
state of h’omreilessness dué tQ an emberg‘ency éifuation over v\'_;.hich“hefhsvas\
héd no control. - There }:ivire no conditio'né; ho%/véVerv, under whvich special
grants can be made to :fjf':\mililévs;wﬁos‘e réSduf,Ces‘ have been e'xh.aib.l"sté'd

prior to applic ation, or whose assets (particularly major appliances
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and household furnishings) are destroyed or fail much earlier than
could be expected from normal usage. Because allowances for
clothing and household goods are made in small monthly allotments,
families must budget for a long time in order to be able to purchasé
major items. If they have no assets to begin with, or are suddenly
faced with an unexpected loss, purchase of such.major itemé will be
impbssible, particularlly in light of the usual absence of satisfactory
credit arrangements available to poor persons. The Task Force re-
commends, therefore, that the definition of special ¢ircumstance

grants be broadened to accomodate such emergency situations.

Recommendation Sixteen:

The definition of special circumstances justifying
supplements to the basic grant should be broadened

to provide assistance for clothing, home furnishings,
and/or other essentials when an emergency need exists
because of the depletion of resources prior to application
or the destruction or failure of assets.
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SEPARATION OF SERVICES
| )

: : I : : B o o
' - With the enactment of a,‘serie:s of amendments to the Social -

Security Ac"t beginning 1n¢ 1,9756 , the. sOcial s‘eriVice‘component of
: . ' . i 1

publlc welfare programs has become a maJor pprt of the public S
. l

effort to allevrate econor'ruc dependency. "Re}habilitation" has taken_

. | S _

its place along 31de monetary "rehef" as a goal of the welfare system.
The Task:Forc,e .strongly-reaf,firms the” importance of ‘providing"’e_vf»fect_ive E
'soci‘a"_l ,sseryice's, aswellasadequate 'm.o’ne‘y.pa‘jyments to the poor:, but
it questions thve_WiSdom~(;f“ providingboth,fornjis of ‘as‘s istan‘ce:throngh

I !
. S

a single administratiVe s'tructure,v as is now,th_e case. Although detailed
_.recommendations._“ for a new_adm'inistrative]arrazngement will require -
. further study’and deliberatiOn,j‘the Task Force does wish to present

the considerations which have led it to a search for an alternative to

~ the present pa_ttern.' . L
'_ ‘The: Dual Role of the Caseworker and Administrative Etf1c1ency

At the level of- cl1ent-—agen’cy contact, public welfare is adm_inis—”
tered on a,non—specialized basis; both re,lief'fbayments and.rehabi-litat’ive
'services are provided to a recipient by a s-ingle "Caseworker I." These

twog.f'un‘ction_s, obviously involve quite different kinds of tasks'_. Dis-

bursing monetary p'ayments requi{res that init_ial ’eligibility be ,,determined'

'magmtude of grant be estlablished ‘and continuing eligibinty be verifled
i . l

These tasks are to a large extent clerical in nature they 1nvolve forms, N
: I

regulations and 1nvest1gat10ns.‘ The function of rehabi_litation on the

i
i

other hand, require-s the cihagnosrs of needs personal skills and strengths
1 | |
i
l

\Q"

&
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knoWlédg‘é of effecfive rér'ne.dié,s; and pro;vv’ifsni_br‘l’. o‘f» a r.alnge ofsoma l”_;,:
| s.‘e'rvi'ce"';.*-f :.Thes;.e tasks ‘ére" ;e's'senti‘al.ly' préfe‘ssional 1n ,natﬁfé; ‘-th-ey\ »
| in?bive counselhng . reféijral’, é’ﬁd,}ﬁpn‘ o‘cv‘cas‘.io_n',. fsk‘ille.dipSYcho—._f‘v -
| ‘therapy. .'iIt Shgﬂld' bief épp_areﬁt: thail:'-léutti.rvl:g rkes‘poin‘vs ibilitvyibfc.)rjt‘)bth -
: éf these h'ighly;dissi_fnilar,, functionsi 1n the. héndé of the same generél'_ist
éaséworkers :cah' endanger }the effic,jeh;:y a}rbld'ef’fe"c'tivfeness, o‘f their. 7»
execﬁtio’h, A m"ajb’r conseqbu,evhcive Of: t‘he‘d'ual rolé ’o‘,f the ca,_sewofke_r;
is»iné,ffici'ent use of pérsonnel’bir welfaré :vageﬁciés ,;becaﬁse WOrkeré
are ina,pp;opriatelyVprfeparéd'ifér.,»veitlijler role; andbecaﬁse functional
- conflicts cau’s,‘ejﬁ'igh» _s‘tvafftur.riov.er.g: . | |

Caseworkérs are fféduehtly_0verquvé'1ifiedv for thveir ass:.i;‘sta‘nc::e‘pay—'
méﬁts_ function %ind' underquéiified for théi sbcial' ser\}.ice.function; .
Followi’ng,fed,ervial' req_u_ireménfsl , Nef?/vj Jersey ﬁow requires avbagzh‘elo‘r's: o
degree for ’cas,ei&bo_rker fecruiffﬁent, ."b_‘utb.no .particular_field. of bstudy 'iisv
A s‘pe'cified‘. Thveévesséntially .clericia_l. itasks ihvolved in'cor;llo;uting:
bﬁdget_s and gré_n'ts cleé‘r:ly.'dov n'otbrélquire the skills of a‘c‘ollvege'gra.dﬁévtlé/
but sens itive and understaﬁding Caéework vc.ilearl';y.“ démands_ﬁiofe than
aBS in chemisfry éhd a.uféw Week‘;:‘sb_of training in bare..fUndaméntvals'."* :

-Wifh.theiroutinev.‘f‘unctibhé of ;b_é-néfi.t .cﬁomputa’ti’oih and elig ibilit‘Y._
defefminatién carried out by collégé graduétes ,‘adm:inistrétivveacbstsl
are dou‘btless higher than »t;vheijWOU’i"d. 1b.ver‘_i_f these .t_avs]‘<s Weré as“sigvhe:d
to a speci_a_l cléricél staff backed upby appfopri_afe* resources' for .

- m.achin_e computation. In Fiscal 1968, GXpenditufes in this State
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\
for administration, services, and staff training averaged approximately
$275 for every categorical welfare case. The national ratio of the cost
of administration and siervices to the cost of benefits is roughly .20;
that is, for every $5 expended for benefits, $1 is expended for adminis-
tration.: In New Ierseyv, the ratio is lower (abo’ut'. 10), partly due to-
higher levels of benefifs. This compares, however, with a ratio of
about .05 for. health insurance such as Blue Cross, and even less for
Social Seaurity. Much iof the high cost of welfare administration canbe
ascribed to the expensi%ve process of eligibility determination as well
as the provision of a range of ancillary services to recipients. Bﬁt it
is 1ike1y that the use of college-trained staff for routine tasks related
to monetary payments is a significant factor in this high cost.

The use of college-trained caseworkers for essentially clerical
tasks is also an importént factor-in excessive turnover d pers.onnel-
in this category. High‘turnover, of course,jraises administrative costs
and hinders .developmeﬁt of an experienced staff. At the end of fiscal
year 1968, 47.4% of all caseworkers in New Jersey had been hired within
the previous twelve months; 29% had resigned during that same period.
Even these statistics répresent an improvement over the previous year,
when the accession rate for caseworkers was 59.2% and the separation
rate was 38.5%. These figurés can be regarded as a symptom of a
structural problem in Wélfare administration. They also indicate that

there are serious difficulties in providing any services which depend on

LN
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a stable relationship between the caseworker and recipient.

The Dual Roie,of the CaseWor,kef and the Caseworker-Recipient Relationsﬁip
The piacefnent of respbns_ibility for broviding both services and
paymen’ts to a given recipient in the hands of a single caseworkér is not
~ only adminiStratively inefficient, but it also introduces ceftain strains,‘
into the caseworker-recipient rélatibnship.
PirSt, jus:t as caseworkers teﬁd to be overqualified for disbursing -
paym_'ents,‘ tHey:tend to be underqualified to administer the skilled Qnd
: sensitive social services which they are supposed to offer to each 1;e—
, cipient. Profes's ional social x'/vork degrees are rare-among staff members
who have contaét with recipients oﬁ ‘a.routine basis. Nof are.in-service
training programs of sufficient i;qtensity dr, duratioh to fill this gap. |
vllG_enerélized counselling and breferral can be offered by caseworkers
: éven within those limitations, but ihtensive casework (in the p’rofess.ional
.sense) Would seem to require a relationship of a stability,and a qua_lity
precluded by the rapid turnover and“inadequate’ skills of Welfaré case-
workerls. | |
Second, éocial services with'a strong counselling component are -
jeovpardized in many cases by the conflict between the investigative
aspect of the casex&orker role énd the necessity for establishing a
rélationship of -&ust as a prerequisite for successful couﬁselling-. ‘Theb
’ dbligation of the caseworker to:pers“istently investigate all asbpect.s of. ,

the recipient's financial situation can engender sufficient hostility to
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undermine any possibility for a suqcessﬁilcounseHingrelannship.
Surveys of AFDC récipients in other states have concluded that sub-
stantial proportions of clientg are humiliated by eligibihiy investigations
to‘an extent which has negative effects on service aspects of the
client-agency relationship.

Third, the assignnme nt of responsibility for relief and rehabilitative
aspects of public welfére to the same staff.member can in some cases
lead the recipient to perceive the offer of certain services as manip-
ulative in intent. The caseworker has the power of the pursei a
client may fear to refuse to follow his suggestions, even if unsound, ’
in the belief that his grant will be reduced or terminated. Since m'any
services offered depend on truly voluntary participation for success,
the perCeption of a Veiled threat -- even.thbugh the perception is in-

- accurate -- can defeat the rehabilitation effort. Futhermore, vwhen
social services are accepted under these circumstances, the attendant
investigation of personal matters can be felt as an unwarranted intrusion
into private life, rather than an understanding and sympathetic response
to expressed needs.

In searching for administrative alternatives to resolve some of
the role conflicts inherent in the present arrangement, the Task Force
has centered its attehticin on the possibility of structurally separating
the two functions of disbursing payments and providing services. A

trend in this direction is apparent in other states, and such a plan has
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been successfully implemented in Monmouth County. Under such a
plan, personnel in one administrative unit of a local welfare office
would have responsibility for determining eligibility and distributing
checks while the personnel of a separate unit would make available

the entire range of special services provided by the agency . This:
would cor;trast with the present organization, through which unspecialized
caseworkers make payments and provide services.. This alteration of
administrative structure is.being encouraged by the federal government,
not only by admonishment in HEW's regulatory guidelines ,9 but also in
a funding amangeﬁent which will reimburse at a progressively lower
rate those states which ‘fail to administratigzely separate servic.e per-
sonnel from assistance payments personnel. The social Work profession
also advocates this approach.

Because the Task Force recognizes that any administrative change
must be well-planned, it believes that furthér study should be given to
this concept in order to formulate detailed plans. The <\)vera1»1 advantages -
of separation, however, seem to be clear. Separation of the service
function would allow a more specialized and efficient use of personnel.
Welfare aides, including specially trained former recipients, could be

used for the clerical tasks associated with the payments function (ex-

9. IIC.F.R. 45 - pt. 220.3.
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tensive use of computérs for these tésks is also a possibility),

while better-trained staff members would focus on services. This
should lower costs, raise the quality of éervices‘, and impro(ze staff
morale (the_reby reducing turnover). Service unit workers would gain -
more readily the frust and confidence of recipients since they Wmld

not be involved in the:investigation of finaﬁcial status. Conversely,
investigators from the assistance unit could objectively probe the
financial status of recipients without fear of damaging a future therapeutic
relationship. Services would be accepted by recipients on a truly
voluntafy basis, and there would be less likelihood that the recipient
would look on the offer of sensitive services .as an implied threat to
cut off assistance payments if he did not accept. Thus, while the Task
Force is not prepared -- due to limitations of time --to offer specific
recommendétions in this area, it has concluded that a system with
separate administratioﬁ of payments and services would represent a

significant improvement over the present arrangement.
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DISTRIBUTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE
RESPONSIBILITIES: STATE AND TOCAL ROILES

" The provision of monetary aid and s.bcial services under the
categorical assistance programs of the Social Security Act (OAA, DA,
AB, and AFDC) is the responsibility of state governménts. Thirty-
three states and territories administer these programs directly through
thé state government; the reSt, including New Jersey, have chosen to
delegate this responsibility to the counties as political subdivisions
of the state. In addition, administrative responsibility for assisting‘
persons not eligible for categorical aid has been allowed to remain in
the hands of municipal agencies in New Jersey through the General-
Assistance program.

At present, all of the federally—assis‘vted categorical programs -
are adminis’tered by county welfare boards operating under State law
and the regulatory supervision of the State Division of Public Welfare.
Along with administrative responsibility, the counties bear the entire
non-federal burden'of the cost of administration, including services,
but ohly 25% of the non-federal cost of financial assistance. Munici-
palities providing General Assistance réceive 75% of their assistance
costs from the state.

.The‘performance of the' present structure of assistance programs
in this State can be evaluated on the basis of three criteria relating to
equity, effectiveness, and efficiency. The important criteria are:

1) The equity of the distribution of fiscal burden among the citizens

" of the state; 2) The capacity of the administrative structure to implement



-78-

State policy and foster the rapid adoption of innovative ideas at the
locai level; and 3) T'he extent to which the system can eliminate
duplication of effort, iitilize modern manageme nt techniques, and take
advantage of economies of scale. On the basis of all three criteria
the Task Force recommends State assumption of total non-federal
responsibility for all public welfare programs in New Jersey.

Although categorical assistance is clearly a state responsibility,

‘a large portion of the fiscal burden it imposeé is now shifted-to the
counties. The result of this shift of responsibility, along with the
irragular distribution of assistance caseloads, is an extremely uneven
‘distribution of cost among the people of the twenty-one counties of the
State.

This ineq.uity.is indicated by figures on total assistance expenditures
for caiend'ar year 1968, On a statewide basis, the cost of all categorical
assistance programs amounted to $25. O,4-per New Jersey inhabitant.

This average cost, however, viras distributéd very unevenly. In Essex
County, total expenditures aveiaged $62.62 per inhabitant, and in

Atlantic County, $51.31. At the other end of the scale, expenditures

in Morris, Bergen, and Burlington Couhties averaged under $10.00 per
inhabitant, These averages, of course, include the contributions of

'state and federal monies, but given the uniform rates at which the counties
must contribute, they still indicate the great disparity in fiscal burdens
among the counties.

Expenditures by the counties alone give a more refined indication
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of fiscal inequity. In_1968', Essex County was forced to raise from “

its taxpayers $19.20 per inhabitant for categorical assistance' programs,
and Atlantic County raised $15.18 per inhabitant. The three lowest-
cost counties, on the other hand, néeded to raise less than‘$2. 60

per inhabitant.

Variations in expenditures per inhabitant would be less ineduitable
if they 'corresponded with vbariations in county fiscal capacity. This is
not the case, however, as Table One indicates. Counties with ex-
| ceptionally high assistahce burdens have relatively low per capita
incom'e'an'd low properfy tax bases. This means that raising taxes to
pay for assistance costs requires the highest tax rates in those counties
whose inhabitants' incomes can least afford a high tax rate. The seven
counties with.ths highest assistance costs per inhabitant also have
among the highe'st assistance costs per $100 of assessed valﬁation.‘
‘When county assistance costs per inhabitant are compared to per capita
income, these same seven counties rank highest in per-inhabitant con-
tribution per $1,000 of per capita income. The counties which rank
lowest»in costs_ per inhabitant are also most easily capable of bearing
assistapce costs ,. thanks to high per capita income and relatively large
tax bases.

The same kind of inequity can be found when Genefal Assistance
burdens on municipalities are compared to per capita income and tax base

of the state's cities and towns. The counties and municipalities
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w1th the heaviest welfare burden are the least equlpped for meetmg

the costs of public as_s istance.

5

It is clear from this statistical evide,ﬁce that, :S":i:nce poverty is
" indeed a statewide prdblem demanding vst._atewid_e solutions, the current

..,method of distributing ?the costs of assistarice’ programs among the
_people of New Jersey is highly inequitable.. The gravity of this in-

equity is, of course, 'afg‘gra.vated by the other fiscal pressures on the -

Jprimarily urbanized high-cost counties. These pressures result toa .-
great extent from economic trends which cause a narrowing of urban

~ tax bases relative to need and a relative decline in per capita income
| '

in urban centers.
DL ‘
Recommendation Seventeen: |

The State ehouldiassume the entire nen—fedefa'l share of the
assistance and administrative costs of the present categorical
and General Ass1stance programs. :

The estimated COist of a 'complete vState aSsﬁmp_ti.dn of the cosfts of

the Categorieél welfarei progfam’e woul‘d {be ‘appfo_ximatel'y $5'9 mill'iOrvx uin
fiscal 1'971_. ‘ ThlS estllmate 1ncludes the pro; ected eount‘yvshares, of ;benefit
pe'ymen't:s,iédmi}nist"fativi\»ze ‘eosfvsr, arid -sérQ;iceé to‘fecipi:e‘nfs‘. ,Si'mibla_x"ly,
the eétimated coSt ef alcomplete Stéte ass'umptiovn of the costs xofy

| Generéi Assistance (inci:luding‘ admiﬁistrative costs as well as ‘bvenefit :
pa&fr{ents{)‘i‘ﬁ fiscaiv 1971 woula be eppvrokiv'r‘nately"$7>‘m'il}ion.‘ Need.le‘ss

" to say, even though the State would have t:o"iraise about $66 million in

- S
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new revenues to implement this recommendation, the oo unties and

‘municipalities would be relieved of -expenditures of the same amount.

Adminisfrative :Cepacities
| The effecfc_iveness of an admi:ni'sfrati\}e: stfucture can bejudgied
by ite _abilit‘y_‘t‘o establish aha kinkipl‘ement eeneral.policies and procedures,
whbile 'still preservin;g and enceuraeing soﬁrces of ihitiative yvithin thev ‘
‘agency. o -
| Implementation of new pol:i.cies fhroughouf New Iersey's county
welfare agencies today depends te,va gr’ea-t extent on the nature bof.:t‘he
new policy and the pver.suesi\v/eness of S‘;ate offic.ials.. Poblic‘yi 1n th‘e form
of ad_minié’fratiize‘reg_ulations , orig‘i‘nating either at the State er fedefel'
Ievel, cen be presented with the ferc‘:e of law and is gener_elly aCtedi
- upon by eounty agenc‘ies.- ‘In a eyetem w_ith eﬁly ‘loo.se supefvbision ef
admiﬁ_isfrative procedures, however_! efforts ley State offieia,ls_te wiﬁ _ |
acceetance of _innevative fne:rlageﬁleht techﬁiques or simplified pro-
cedﬁfes , if not withiﬁ the domain .ef‘ tﬁe is.tate ‘a<;ier.icy as set out in iaw,
w-oﬁlld often rﬁeet with greet‘er resietance. 1£ is sorﬁetimes argued that
d‘irec.:t state respons ibility for loca‘l'edrrvlin.is&atien‘ ;/vvou.ld stifle local
initiative, but the Taek Force believes it Would be mere likely '.t'o pfemote
wider use of proven a‘dministrativve prac‘:.tices et_ the lo.cal level. Plirthef-
more,. direct state fespohs ibility could ‘help reduce varie»tions ‘in practices
concerning elig‘ibility determination, special 'grant allowances, and

provision of discretionary services.
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The ir'nportance of grna-intaining sources of independent-initiativ_e
should certainly.not.be @enied. Responsibiliﬁy and freedom to develop
and experiment with hewi; methods at the local_: level is one way of
guaranteeing that the adr;ninistration of assist;ancé Will not "s;ta‘gr{arte.'.
Anéther is fo instit;.lte Iéicé'l ad/vis;c‘Jr‘y cdmmittéeé ih(v:h‘lc‘ling.é'morig others,
cliénts, ‘public ‘officialsi pfdf‘essioﬁél groups;., and memb‘ersv féprésénti—ng
the generél pu‘blvic ir_lteriejst; to >a§ses.s agency perfbrménéé at tﬁe ,
neighbprhood or‘v—comrnun;ity level and recomménd alterations in curréht_
poljéy. It is ‘nc'>t ciear, ihonge‘\/é‘f, ‘that conti.n;ued'reliance on semi-
aufdnc;mous county'and rirlunicipél agenrcizie's a;sures effectivé 1oéa1
initiative. Given thé exEtent\to _Which fed.efaf: a-nci“s,-téte regulat‘ions‘ now

limit the sphere of decisiion at the county levéel, the "vindepende'nce‘" of -

county agencies might now be best desc_ribedf as "selective implémentatio_n" -=

the opportunity to choosé the pOli;:ies enunci;ated from above which
are td be most'carvefully 5e'xecute-d. Ini:el’ligeht énd innovative propo'sals
‘could be at least as easfily made within a statewide welfare agency.

Furthermore, assuming that such an agency were receptive to new ideas

and energetic in promoting wider use of them, local initiative in a state

agency would more likelﬁy have "spill-over" effectsv on pfacfiées in local

administrative units throughout the State.

Administrative Efficiency y

Every county mustj' now maintain its own welfare board and agency, :

as must every_municipaEity which provides General Assistance. The -

)
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issﬁe raised by this arranéement is w.lﬁ’eth‘ez"‘ politicé_l >‘spbdi‘v'i_s‘,ibns '

: are'thé bbesrt >"1_:>arg:e'txu‘ni1‘:"-;th'rough Wthh a;dlr‘nvin_i.svtr.ative fésburcéé

éaﬁ bé ‘c}_‘.llannel-leoi to meet néjeds. It vis ’C1e-a=r,v of coqrsé, that some
“counties With blérgev assis.tarflcbé rolls muét_‘maintaih ‘a nufnbep of 'lgcal "
voffic.es to‘_me‘et théir needé. : it is leé’s‘ cle‘ar, hbw;e\‘/er»,' that pub’lic
flun‘d’_s“shéuld' suppoff separéte"ag\e‘ngieéis’ in qounties or ’locéslifies‘ With _ :
srﬁail assvisite‘lrr‘]cev"burdensy. Iﬁ all of ﬁunte‘rd’on .Co\uﬁty m ear‘ly ‘1969‘; &
for instancé, tﬁe:'e was an l_aVe:r‘a.g’e of only one Géne"ral A‘SSist»a:nc’é
cas.:é'fpvef rﬁonth . "Z‘Only“z 04 _AFDC'families Wefe reqéiving aidxin:Apri.l,':
aﬁd ‘onrlly-' 25 cése i&;pﬁ"liclatiéns,were écjced oﬁ by the c;o'u,nty}. é‘,g‘e_nc;y '
duriné the mo‘nvth_.‘. éeveral 6t:héf ébunt;es have caseloadsalmostas
smail. "l\v/[u.,nicipalities now ihain‘tiéi»n ;ch'eir QWh GA’ba.genéiesA ‘simp’ly‘\ -

: _becau'se ca.teg,oric.:‘alu prdrgra‘r'ns‘ do,nof éovér their clients; llaebcéus‘-e' Qf? | _
the recént shif‘t of th'e' laréest -pfobort-;ién ofGA fcase.s, to AFDC—'“U
segments,; many ‘municip_alitAies opera"te assistance p‘f‘ograms‘ ‘fc_)r a '

" mere handful of r‘écipients. | ‘Stgte a'ééﬁmptién of both_categofi?cal and
GA broéramé wvou*bld'allo’w admiﬁisfraﬁvfe_éonsolidatioﬁ LIt carvli be
argued : “of cburse:, that simple »ugeocjraphic ciisﬁibution of adm'inistr‘a_—.'
tivé agencies 'avéic,:'ordi‘ng»to, county an‘d, munic‘:ipal-boundarie‘s'.prevvents_ |
isolatidn from c‘ljents and.prosp'eCtivej ciients .b This axrangemenf, how_
ever, pr'evbents cé)ncéntrafion of_resbo.w.urc_es where théy are ﬁﬁost needed.
The danger of iséla’pion, fuftherm‘orej could be‘m-in‘imiéed if simplified o

procedures for eligibility déterminatioh and recertification Wére used --
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perhaps euen including mailed affidavits.

Independent county and municipal administrative structures
also hinder the use of certain managerial practices. . The} rapidex—
pansion of the assistance rolls has not been accompanied by the kind
of Arenovation of administrative techniques required to assure efficient
handling of cases and to minimize administrative costs. As the assis-
tance programs grow, potential economies of scale 'become available.
Techniques such as computerized case records and computer job banks
for manpower programs‘, however, become economically feasible only
| i{/vhen data .needs are 1arger than the needs of most counties. Cooperation
among county welfare agencies in developingbstatewide facilities for
such.managernent techniques is of cour seva_poss'ibilit_y, but present
variations in administrative initiative and imagination ‘_probably mak_e

direct State responsibility a more promising approach.

Recommendations

The Task Force has concluded that complete federalization of the -
welfare system would 'be, the optimal means of obtainind fiscal equity,10
Assuming that such a change is unlikely in the near future, however,

State assumption of all administrative and financial responsibility would

be most desirable. This step would accord with a genefally recognized

10. ‘This conclusion has b'een; reached' ‘]'oy'rri"a'ny 'distinguisl'iedj groups
~and public figures in recent months. It has been well justified
and thoroughly supported by a recent report of the Advisory
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, entitled State Aid to
Local Government (Report A-34, April, 1969).

"

e
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principle of public administration that responsibility for setting and
administering policy should not be divorced from financial liability

for the consequences. Hence, if the State is to assume all respon-
siibﬂity for the non-federal costs of public welfare, as recommended

earlier, it should also assume all responsibility for administration.

Recomm endatio‘n Eighteen:

Legal responsibility and authority for the administration of
public welfare in New Jersey (including the provision of both
money payments and social services), both categorical and
general, should be shifted to the State government. Assump-
tion of the administration of public welfare by the State should
occur in conjunction with the organizational separation of the
function of service provision from the function of monetary
payments, as discussed above. The State should administer
public welfare through a system of local offices convenient

to recipients and potential recipients. ’

Recommendation Nineteen:

State assumption of administration as well as organizational
restructuring should be preceded by a planning period adequate
to minimize disruptive effects on clients and employees (at
least 18 months) and provide for a carefully planned initiation
of the new admihisirative structure.

Recommendation Twenty:

Advisory committees should be established within each of the
local service areas of the new public welfare program. Such
committees should make recommendations relating to the money
payment and social service components of the public welfare
program. The advisory committees should be composed of a
broad-based group of community representatives, including
welfare clients, public officials, professional groups, and
members representing the general public interest.
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APPENDIX I
COMPARISON OF DIVISION OF PUBLIC WELFARE AFDC STANDARD
AND
COMPLETE BLS LOW-INCOME FAMILY BUDGET
The téble below is presented iin' order to clarify the kinds of
' expeﬁditures- conéidered feasible under the BLS low-income budget,

and to- clarify whiich'of those expehditures are also feasible under
New Jersey's benefit standard. The table follows the general format
of the BLS low-income budget, but that budget is presented in séveral
columns in order to separate and clearly distinguish itemé whose
comparable cost fallé within the New Jersey standard from thosev
which are excluded by New ]erséy's stanaard. |

Colums 1 and 2 present theiBLS budgets for tﬁe New York and
Philadélphi,a areas. All items arle included except rent, which’ is ex-
cluded from this chart because .of the open-ended bas is‘ ova payment '
to welfare recipienté in New Jersey. A figufe for utilities is iﬁcludéd
for comparison, however; because utilities must be paid for out of
New Jersey's basic grant; if utilities are included in a N. I..recipient's
rent, a "utilities cost" (estimated at $3QO) is deducted from his graht.
The cost of utilities in the BLS budget is included in rental costs;
$300 is therefore added into thivs presentation of the BLS budget.

Columns 3 and 4 together represent tﬁe "composite" BLS‘ low-income

budget, broken apart to indicate which expenses are included in the

construction of New Jersey's welfare standard. The total of items in



column 3 roughly eqﬁals the New Jersey benefit level for a family
of four. Column 4, then, includes those components in the BLS
budget which are by implication excluded by New Jersey's standard.

Composite Budget

Col. I Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4
BLS-NYC  BLS- Phila. (Items excluded by
Budget - Budget ‘ N. J. Standard)

Food :

-- At home $1518 1510 1516

-—-away from home 240 230 237
Utilities , 300 300 300
Home furnishings 140 145 - 141
Hoﬁsehold opexations‘ 149 141 147
Transportation 370 395 376

(automobile owners) (641) G40) - (644)

(non-owners) (99) (149) (112)
Clothing 567 554 564
Personal care 165 164 .. 165
Medical care 510 463 498
Other family consumption

--reading 58 56 58
--recreation 102 90 : 99
-- education : 47 - 47 S v 47
-- tobacco 15 16 - 15
-- alcoholic 55 .59 56
beverages ’
--miscellaneous 34 : 33 : 34

Life insurance 120 _ - 120 o 120



Composite Budget

' o . o/
Col. I Col. 2 Col. 3 Col. 4
BLS -NYC BLS-Phila. (Items excluded by
N. J. Standard)
Gifts & contr'ibutions . 147 143 146
Occupational expenses 50 50 50
Social Security and 282 263 275
Disability payments

Personal Taxes 503 517 506

It is clear, of course,that not all of the items in the BLS composite
budget which are excluded by the New Iers',ey. standard are actually
additional expenses for recipients. Medical care, taxes and other
payro‘ll deductions, and occupational expenses need not be cauunted as
excluded expenses, because of the special services available to the
recipient, and because of the exclusion of expenses and payroll dedﬁctions
from his budgetable income.‘ A number of real additional -expenses are
excluded from the New Jersey standard, however; the recipient, if he
wishes to purchase such items, must pay for them by adjusting his
other expenditures. The }total of excluded annual budgets for food away
from home, transportation, other family consumption, gifts, contributions,

and life insurance is $1188.
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