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The Legislative Council, which is composed of
six Senators, six Representatives, plus the Speaker of
the House and the Majority Leader of the Senate, serves
as a continuing research agency for the legislature
through the maintenance of a trained staff, Between
sessions, research activities are concentrated on the
study of relatively broad problems formally proposed
by legislators, and the publication and distribution
of factual reports to aid in their solution,

During the sessions, the emphasis is on supplI-
ing legislators, on individual request, with persona
memoranda, providing them with information needed to
handle their own legislative problems. Reports and
memoranda both give pertinent data in the form of
facts, figures, arguments, and alternatives.
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To Members of the Forty-eighth Colorado General

Assembly:

MEMBERS
S8EN. FRED E. ANDERSON
SEN. WILLIAM L. ARMSTRONG
S8EN. JOSEPH V. CALABRESE
S8EN. GEORGE F. JACKSON
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REP. PHILLIP MASSARI
REP. CLARENCE QUINLAN

In accordance with House Joint Resolution No.
1033, passed by the First Regular Session of the
Forty-eighth General Assembly, the Legislative Coun-
cil submits for your consideration the accompanying

report pertaining to welfare in Colorado.

The Committee appointed by the Legislative
Council reported its findings and recommendations to
the Legislative Council on November 8, 1971, and the
Council accepted the report at that time for trans-

Forty-eighth General Assembly.

Respectfully submitted,

mission to the Governor and to the members of the

/s/ Representative C, P, (Doc) Lamb

Chairman

CPL/mp
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Dear Mr, Chaimman:

MEMBERS
SEN. FRED E. ANDERSON
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Your Committee appointed to study welfare
in Colorado submits the accompanying report and

recommendations,

It is the hope of the Committee that the
recommendations in the accompanying report, cal-

ling for statutory changes, will be placed on

the Governor's list of subjects to be considered

by the 1972 session of the General Assembly.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Representative Floyd Sack

Chairman

Committee on Welfare
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FOREWORD

Houge Joint Resolution No. 1033, 1971 regular session,
directed the Legislative Council to study welfare in the
State of Colorado. The membership appointed to carry out the
assignment consisted of:

Rep. Floyd Sack Sen, Carl Williams
Chairman Rep, John Byerly
Sen, Hugh Chance Rep. Bill Chestnutt
Vice Chairman Rep. George Fentress
Sen, Joe Calabrese Rep, Paul Hamilton
Sen, Fay DeBerard Rep. Phil Massari
Sen, Allen Dines Rep. Jerry Rose
Sen. Ben Klein Rep. Michael Strang
Sen, Ruth Stockton Rep. Ruben Valdez

During the course of its 1971 interim work, a subcom-
mittee on emergency assistance to migrants was appointed by
the Chairman, The members of the subcommittee were:

Sen., Allen Dines Rep. Michael Strang
Sen, Carl Williams

Assistance was given to that subcommittee by Miss Charline
Birkins, Director, Division of Public Welfare, Department of
Social Services; Miss Jean Dubofsky, Attorney, Colorado Rural
Legal Services; and Mr, Ted Zerwin, Metropolitan Council for
Community Service.

In addition to those mentioned above, valuable assist-
ance was given to the Committee by Mr. Con Shea, Director,
Department of Social Services and many other members of that
Department., Bill drafting services were provided by Mrs,
Becky Lennahan and Mr. Larry Bohning of the Legislative Draft-
ing Office,

Mr, Rich Levengood, Senior Analyst for the Legislative
Council, had primary responsibility for the staff work and
the preparation of this report, and was aided by Mr, Dennis
Jakubowski, Research Assistant.

November 5, 1971 Lyle C. Kyle
Director

vii



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LETTERS OF TWSMITTAL..O....0.............0............

FOREWORD......O.....05......‘0.......‘0..‘...0...........

TABLE OF CONTENTSOOQQQOQOO..O....O.....O...0.0..........

COMMITTEE FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.eeeeccccccccocces

Summary of RecommendationSececcececccccccvcccccecone

Committee

(3}
(3)
(4)
(5)
6
7
8
9

(10)

(11)

Findings and RecommendationS.eccecececceccecs

FinanCial Relief for Counties...ooocooooo
State Assume County Share of Home-

maker SerViCeS COStSeccesoscccvcccccoce
Emergency Assistance for Migrant

Famworkers..........................0.
Counties Assume More Control of

Welfare AdministratioNeececececccescescccses
Raise Utilities Allowance for AFDC,.ecees
HOUSing Allowances......................O
Job Encouragement for Welfare Recipients.
Criminal NOﬂwSupport.o...o..a............
Placing Lien Against Recipient's

Estate for Public Assistance CostSeecees
Require Welfare Recipients to Give

Notice Upon Acquisition of Property

or Income.a.......o........-...........
Cooperation of Government Agencies

with Welfare Departments and

District Attorney.........oo.....o.....

LIST OF BILLS RECOMMENDED BY THE COMMITTEE...eececccccse

Bill A =--

Bill B --
Bill C -=-

Biil D --

Concerning the Financing of Public
Assistance and Social Services

Programs.o.o..........o.....o.o........o.

Concerning Emergency Assistance to
Migrant FarmworkerSeeeesseeececcccccccsce

Concerning the Composition of the
Stat? Beard of SOCial.SQIV%CQSQ..Q.QQQQ.Q

Concerniny Enmployable Recipients of
Aid ‘to Families with Dependent Chil-

drenl...é............l’...................

ix

Page
iii

vii

[¥S
X

OCVO~NOy & W NN N =

=
(@

10

11
13

13

23

29



Bill E

- Concerning Criminal Nonsupport of
Spouses and ChildreNeecscecccccsocsscscccs

Bill F

- Concerning a Lien Against the
Property of Recipients for the Cost
of Public Assistance and Social
SerViceS Rendered.o......................

Bill G -- Concerning a Requirement that Welfare

Recipients Give Notice Upon Acqui-
sition of Certain Property or Income.....
Bill H -- Concerning the Cooperation of Govern=-
ment Agencies in Locating Deserting
Parents and Persons Fraudulently
Obtaining Aid to Dependent Children.se.ee.
INCREASED STATE FINANCING OF WELFARE. . ece00c0000c0cccees
Welfare Financing Under Present Colorado LaW.e.eeoeoe
Federal Financial Participation - Cate-
gorical ProgramS............................
State=County Financial ParticipatioNe.ececccccee
Welfare Caseload and Cost Increases in Colorado....
Increased State Reimbursement to CountieSeeeccecces
Committee ReCOmmendatiOn......................
Estimated Fiscal Impact on County and
State Government.....O................0.....
Other FinanCial Proposals.........o................
STATE ASSUME COUNTY SHARE OF HOMEMAKER SERVICES COST....

Estimated Expenditure -~ Present and Expanded

program..........................................

COUNTY RESPONSIBILITY FOR WELFARE ADMINISTRATION:.ceeese

Appoint Three County Commissioners to State
Board Of SOCial SerVices...O..................0..

More Control of County Welfare Personnelecceccececece

Present Uniform Salary Schedule.ccescccccccces
Classification and Compensation PlansS.cecececces

Page

31

33

39

a1
43
43
44
46
a7
49
49
52
53
59

60
63

63
63
63



General Federal=State Legal Relationships
Regarding Merit Systems..........................

Sources of Legal Authority for Merit

Sys.tem......................................

RECIPIENTS' ALLOWANCES FOR UTILITIES AND HOUSINGesooooes
Raise AFDC Utilities AllowancCe€secesceeccscccocscoce
Housing AllowancCe.eeecccccccsccscecsscscscssscccsss

JOB ENCOURAGEMENT FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS.ecccc0ccoccsccs
Colorado Work Incentive Programeiececccccccecccccccccs

WIN Basic EligibilitYeeceecccccccccccscccscccsces
Training AssignmentSeeccececceccecccocccccccccce

Social Services - Termination for Caus€eececcses

Cost and WIN Enrollees and Job Placements,

1970-7]-..........................................

Supplemental Work Program to WIN Patterned
After the TitleVpmgramoooooooooo.ooooooooooooo

Comparison by Denver Department of Welfare
Of WIN and Title v..........................

The California "Employables" Program -~
Refoms for the WIN Program......................

California WIN Refoms.............................

California Work Reform or Employables Program.eeee..
Transformation of Social Services to

Employ“lent SerVices.oooooooooooooooooooooooo

Eliminate Dual Administration.eeecceccecccceccces
Example of California Employables' Programe....

xi

70
75
75
81
83
83
83
85

85

88

89

93
93
94
95

96
96



Tables
I--

Il ==

111 ==

IV ==

Vil --

VI1II ==

LIST OF TABLES

COLORADO WELFARE APPROPRIATIONS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 1971-1972..................................

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE MONTHLY RECIPIENT
COUNT « MONEY PAYMENT RECIPIENTS - FISCAL
YEARS 1967-68 THROUGH 1971~72 ESTIMATED.ceeccees

COUNTY SHARE OF WELFARE EXPENSES FROM FY
1969"70 THROIJGH FY 1972-730ooooooooooooooooooooo

ESTIMATED EFFECT ON 1971 COUNTY AND STATE
WELFARE BUDGETS PER COMMITTEE ON WELFARE
RECOWENDATION...........0..........‘...........

1972 COUNTY COMPENSATION SCHEDULES =--
SC}{EDLJLES AAND B.....O........00...............

COUNTY COMPENSATION SCHEDULES -~ IN~GRADE
INCREASES.....0..................0..‘...........

SHELTER AND UTILITY ALLOWANCES (AFDC,

AND’ AB).................OO.....................

BASIC REQUIREMENTS ALLOWANCES (AFDC,

AND, AB 0O 0 00 OO0 OGO OD0OOCOOOSEOOESNSIONOGOOIOSNPECEPEOEOOIOSEOSNOGOIOSEOGOECODS

WIN CATEGORIES OF ASSIGNMENT AND PAYMENTS
RECEIVED PER CATEGORY....................0.....0

WIN ENROLLMENTS, TERMINATIONS, AND JOB
PLACEMENTS, FI%AI‘ YEAR 1970-7l.................

Page

45

a8

50

56
66
71
76
78
86

87
























































































































1, Increased State Financing
of ﬂg:f;;g

A conslderable amount of the Committee's time during
the 1971 interim was devoted to the problem facing local units
of government in the financing of welfare. Under current law,
counties are required to paY ® percent of the administrative
and program costs of federa lx assisted welfare Brograms,
while the cost of General Assistance 1is totallr orne by the
counties. However, in the face of rising caseloads and the
rasultant increase in welfare program and administrative costs,
sounties are finding it increasingly difficult to meet their
share ¢f the cost ¢f welfare.

Bill A embodies the Committee's recommendation that an
individual county's share of funding for welfare programs which
involves any combination of state, federal, and county finan-
cial participation, as required by law, be limited to the
squivalent of the amount of revenue that can be raised by a 3.0
mill levy on taxable property in the county.

The recommendation further provides that the amount of
revenue needed in excess of 3.0 mills to meet a county's share
of such welfare costs would be financed by 80 percent state
caellected funds and 20 percent county collected funds.

The recommendation would not apply to welfare programs

financed and administered entirely by a county, e.g., General
Assistance,

Welfare Financing Under Present Colorado Law

Currently, there are 12 welfare programs administered
in Colorado as enumerated below:

(1) 0Old Age Pension;

(2) Ald to the Needy Disabled;

(3) Aid to the Blind;

{4) Ald to Families with Dependent Children;
(5) Medical Assistance -~ Medicaid;

(6) Child Welfare;

{

{7) Day Care;
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(8) General Assistance;

(9) Food Stamp Program;

(10) Tuberculosis Assistance;
(11) Distressed Counties; and
(12) Cuban Refugee Assistance Program,

Table I provides a breakdown of the source of funding
for these 12 programs for the 1971-72 fiscal year, plus the
cost of county and state administration. The amount received
from the federal, state, and county governments is shown,

Also shown is the percentage of costs each level of government
will contribute for each program. :

Feggggl Fingg%ig; Pfrtigifaéign ~ Cateqorical Proqrams.
The legal basls for federal participation in welfare programs
is found in various Titles of the Social Security Act enacted
originally by Congress in 1935. A system of federal grants-
in-aid developed. States could elect to participate in
welfare assistance programs created by the Social Security Act
and amendments thereto provided that certain federal require-~
ments were met as embodied in the Act itself and federal rules
and regulations issued by the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare. The four "categorical" welfare programs and the
applicable Titles to the Social Security Act for which the
itate of Colorado has negotiated for federal funds are as fol-
ows:

(1) Old Age Pension ~ Class A (Title I);
(2) Aid to the Needy Disabled (Title XIV);
(3) Aid to the Blind (Title X); and

(4) Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(Title IV).

The federal government establishes a formula for reim-
bursing states for the categorical welfare grograms according
to the state's per capita income. In fiscal year 1969-70, the
applicable federal sharing formula for Colorado was 56.24 per-
cent for the four categories listed above., Effective July 1,
1971, federal participation was raised to 57.61 percent,

Federal financial participation is also available for
programs that are "categorically related". Day Care, for

-44-
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Program

Old Age Pensions:

Class A

Class B

Class C

Total OAP

Aid to Needy Disabled
Aid to the Blind
Aid to Families with Dependent
Childzen: . -

AFDC (grants)

WIN (training and admin.)

Total AFDC

Medical Assistance (Medicaid)
Child Welfare
Day Care
General Assistance
Food Stamps
Tuberculosis Assistance -
Distressed Counties
State Contingency
Cuban Refugees Assistance
State Administration
County Administration

TOTALS

SOURCE: gggrogriations Report
tate Department of séc

Table I

FISCAL YEAR 1971-1972

COLORADO WELFARE APPROPRIATIONS FOR

Total Federal State

Expenditures Expenditures Percent Expenditures Percent

$ 31,704,133 $ 18,264,751 57.6% $13,439,382 45.4%,
4,225,200 ) - 4,225,200 100.0
86,667 === === 86,667 100,0

$ 36,016,000 $ 18,264,751 50,7% $17,751,249 49.3%
12,546,276 7,211,379 57.5 2,825,242 22,5
252,539 139,986 55.4 62,235 24.7
61,312,000 35,321,743 57.6 13,727,857 22.4
3,900,000 3,120,000 80,0 624,000 _16.0

$ 65,212,000 $ 38,441,743 59.0% $14,351,857 22.0%
73,539,090 42,365,870 57.6 31,173,220 42.4
6,326,115 250,000 4.0 4,659,066 73.6
6,756,480 4,997,160 74.0 408,024 6.0
1,500,000 -——— ——- - -——
25,850,000 25,850,000 100.0 — -——-
182,800 ——= -— 144,960 79.3
146,000 ——- - 146,000 106.0
50,000 ——- -—— 50,000 100.0
156,000 156,000 100.0 -— -—
5,782,250 3,441,685 59.5 2,340,565 40.5
20,442,500 11,799,159 57,17 4,554,841 22,3
$254,758,050 $152,917,733 60.0% $78,467,25§ 30.8%

1971-72, Joint Budget Committee and the Colorado
Tal Services.

County
Expenditures Percent
$ --- ==
2,509,655 20.0
50,318 19.9
12,262,400 . 20.0
156,000 4.0
$12,418,400 19.
1,417,049 22.4
1,351,296 20,0
1,500,000 100.0
37,840 20.7
4,088,500 20.0
$23,373,058 9.2%



example, is related to AFDC so 74 percent federal matching in
1971-72 is available for the state program for Day Care.
Even a small portion of Child Welfare cost is categorically
related. Thus, part of the Child Welfare costs is paid by
:29 fedef?l government in 1971-72 ($250,000 or 4 percent of

e total).

Conversely, some programs, such as Food Stamps and the
Cuban Refugee Assistance Program, are funded entirely by the
federal government.

State welfare programs whose origins cannot be traced to
the Social Security Act receive no federal matching funds.
Examples of such programs are the Tuberculosis Assistance pro-
gram and Old Age Pension Class B and Class C assistance pro-
gIrams,

General Assistance, a county welfare program admini-
stered pursuant to Article 10 of Chapter 36, C.R.S. 1963, is
100 percent county funded and administered.

State-County Financial Participation. The state stat-
utes found in the several articles of Chapter 119 of the Colo-
rado Revised Statutes creating Colorado welfare programs also
contain provisions for state-county financial participation.
In most welfare programs for which county funds are required
-= Aid to Needy Disabled, Aid to Blind, Aid to Families with
Dependent Children, Child Welfare, Day Care, Tuberculosis
Assistance, and County Administration -~ the applicable sec-
tions of the statutes provide that counties shall be reimbursed
by the state at the rate of 80 percent of the amount of the
cost of the program.

Both state and available federal funds comprise the 80
percent reimbursed counties. Thus, the ccst-sharing formula
for the three categorical assistance programs in which county
funds are involved -- AFDC, AB, and AND -- for fiscal 1971-72
is as follows:

Federal -- 57.61 percent 4/
County =< 20.00 percent
State -~ 22.39 percent

Total 100.00 percent

I/ The percentage for program expenditures shown in Table I
per unit of government may vary somewhat from the "true"
formula shown here; the formula shown here igs based on
aross exgenditures, while the sharing formula shown in

able I is based on actual expenditures, i.e., after re=-
funds are taken into account and deducted.

46



Viewed historically, the cost-sharing formula in Colo-
rado has proved to be more beneficial to state government than
county governments, Counties at present are locked into the
80 percent reimbursement formula by law., (The 80 percent for-
mula has applied at least since 1957 for the AND program and
since 1957 for the AFDC program.) As the percentage of feder-
al participation in the cost of state programs has increased
in the past few years, the state's percentage share has de-
creased in direct proportion, while counties have still been
required to pick up 20 percent of the total cost., A compari-
son of the 1969-70 sharing formula with the 1971-72 sharing
formula for AFDC, AB, and AND illustrates this point:

Two Year
1969-70 1971-72 Decrease
Matching Matching or
Formula Formula Increase
Federal share 56,24% 57.61% +1,37%
County share 20.00% 20,00% --
State share 23,66% 22,39% -1,37%
Totals 100,00% 100,00% Total not
Comparable

Based on provisions in the Colorado Welfare Code, coun-
ties traditionally have raised their share of the welfare cost
by property taxes. For 1971, welfare mill levies have ranged
from ,00 mills for Hinsdale County to 8.40 mills in Pueblo
County. (See Table 1V.)

Welfare Caseload and Cost Increases in Colorado

Table I indicates that the total 1971-72 appropriation
from all three levels of government came to nearly $254.8 mil-
lion, The federal share is $152.9 million; the state share
is $78.5 million; and the county share is $23.4 million,

As shown in Table 1I, the estimated 163,000 recipients
who will receive money payments this fiscal year represents a
marked increase over the 1970-71 total of 141,000 recipients
and the 1969-70 total of 116,000 recipients., Of course, these
figures in Table II exclude recipients who receive welfare
benefits other than monez payments -- that is social services
such as day care, homemaker services, and services to mentally
retarded. Also excluded are food stamp, General Assistance,
and Medicaid recipients.
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Table 1I

COMPARISON OF AVERAGE MONTHLY RECIPIENT COUNT
- MONEY PAYMENT RECIPIENIS -
Fiscal Years 1967-68 Through 1971-72 Estimated

ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ACTUAL ESTIMATED
Avg. Mo. Avg. Mo. Avg. Mo, Avg., Mo, Avg. Mo,
No. of Recip. No. of Recip. No. of Recip. No. of Recip. No. of Recip.
Program 1967-68 _ 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72
Aid to the Blind 197 196 206 227 247
Aid to Dependent Children 54,228 55,242 65,838 90,022 110,000
ADC - Basic , 48,119 50,555 59,264 76,517 93,575
ADC - UF 6,109 2,848 2,097 4,472 6,200
ADC - WIN - 1,836 4,477 9,033 10,225
Aid to the Needy Disabled 6,946 7,337 8,465 10,768 13,294
A  Standard Grant 6,115 6,486 7,745 9,862 12,242
® Personal Needs 830 851 720 906 1,052
0ld Age Pension 40,048 38,247 37,852 36,681 35,740
Class A 36,267 34,586 34,215 33,019 32,100
Class B 3,694 3,589 3,582 3,620 3,600
Class C 87 72 55 42 40
Child Welfare - Foster Care 2,825 3,007 3,217 3,074 3,335
Family Foster Homes 2,292 2,467 2,644 2,414 2,525
Institutions 427 430 491 551 625
Special Group Homes 106 110 82 109 185
Tuberculosis Assistance 155 186 188 143 162
TOTAL 104,399 104,215 115,766 140,915 162,778
———4

Source: Colorado State Department of Social Services.



A number of reasons to explain increases in Colorado
welfare recipients have been cited, including:

(1) Rulings by the courts throughout the county,
e.g., state durational residency require-
ments were declared unconstitutional in the

Shapiro v, Thompson case in. 1969;
(2) The impact of welfare rights groups;

(3) High unemployment rate;

(4) 1Inflation;

(5) Less stigma being attached to those who
receive welfare; and

(6) The increase in the population of poverty-
line people.

How the increase in the number of recipients has affect-
ed counties is illustrated in Table III. For example, between
the actual 1969-70 and the estimated 1972-73 county costs for
welfare, it is expected that the county share will double from
$14 million to $28 million.

The largest increases have been in the AND and AFDC
categories and in county administration (personnel costs,
primarily). In the two years between 1969-70 and 1971-72, for
example, the county share of AFDC assistance payments has in-
creased from $6.2 million to $12.4 million, a 100 percent
increase. (The Department estimates that the actual AFDC costs
to counties for this fiscal year could actually be as high as
$13.1 million, or $700,000 more than appropriated,)

The cost of AND has risen from $1.5 million in 1969-70

to $2.5 million in 1971-72, a two-thirds increase in two
years. Over the same period, county administrative costs

have gone from $3 million to $4,1 million. Overall, the costs
have risen from $14 million to $23.4 million in two years.

Increased Stalte ReimbBirsement to Counties -- Bill A

Committee Recommendation. The Committee recommends

that an—ImdIvidual—coumty*s—shrare of funding for welfare pro-
grams which involve state, federal, and county financing, as
required by law, be limited to the equivalent of the amount
of revenue that can be raised by a 3.0 mill property tax
levy in the county. The recommendation further provides that
the amount of revenue needed in excess of 3.0 mills to meet

Lo J



-og-

AFDC
WIN (training)
AND

- Child Welfare

TB Assistance
Day Care
County Admin,
GA

TOTAL

Table 111

COUNTY SHARE OF WELFARE EXPENSES FROM FY

1969-70 THROUGH FY 1972-73%

Actual
1969-70

$ 41,476

90,287
1,554,899
1,047,368

29,397

299,195
2,987,923

1,807,989

$14,032,190

Actual
1970-71

$ 51,470
10,577,199
109,166
2,109,712
1,138,438
38,887
518,770
3,918,222

1,617,295
$20,079,159

Appropriation
1971-72

$ 50,318
12,418,400
156,000
2,509,655
1,417,049
37,840
1,351,296
4,088,500

1,500,000
$23,373,058

Estimated
1972-73

$ 66,000
14,900,000
163,800
3,310,000
1,565,800
40,200
1,514,839
5,085,300

1,500,000
$28, 145,939

*SOURCE: Department of Social Services (10-4-71) and Appropriations Report,
1971-72, Joint Budget Committee,



2 ceinty's share of such welfare costs would be financed 80
percent from state funds and 20 percant from county funds.
(See Bill A,)

The recommendation would not apply to welfare programs
financed and administered entirely by a county, e.g., General
Assistance.

The Committee believes that the 80~20 sharing formula
would aive the counties a desired degree of financial respon-
sibility and involvement in welfare programs. With counties
paying 20 percent of the costs above the 3.0 mill equivalency,
they may be inhibited from authorizing uncontrolled spending
for welfare programs.

It was also recommended by the Committee that the ef-
fective date of the bill be July 1, 1972, since, the Committee
believes,; certain counties need the financial relief as soon
as possible, For this reason, the Committee did not recommend
a January 1, 1973 effective date even though such a date would
coriform with the beginning of the county budgetary year.

_ Since the mill levies for the 1972 calendar year county
welfare budgets have already been set, one probable result of
having July 1, 1972 as the effective date of the bill instead
of January 1, 1973, is that counties which have appropriated
an 3mount greater than a 3,0 mill equivalency for welfare,
will have some balance at the end of 1972 to carry over to
the 1973 county budget year. However, according to represent-
atives of the County Commissioners, there should be no diffi-
culty in carrying over such balances wherever they might oc-
cur,

Under Section 119-3-6, C.R.S. 1963, the maximum mill
levy that a county may levy for welfare purposes is deter-
mined by a county's assessed valuation per capita. This sec-
t}gn of the statutes also provides that a county may exceed
:nls limitation upon applying to the Property Tax Administra-

or.

Bill A would repeal Section 119-3-6 in light of the
Committee's recommendation that a county must raise the equi-
valent of 3.0 mills and that amounts in excess of the 3.0
mill equivalency would be matched on an 80 percent state --
20 percent county basis. Further, in The Colorado State Board
of Social Serxrvices v, Glenn Billings, et al, (Auqust, 1971),
the Colorado Supreme Court held "that in some manner the coun-
ties must produce their 20 percent, whether it be from contin-
gency funds, an excess levy, registered warrants (C.R.S.
1963, Section 88-1-16), sales tax or otherwise."




Repeal of Section 119-3-6, therefore, would appear to
accord with both the Committee's recommendation and the court
decision,

Efti¥a§ed Fiscal Impact on County and State Govern-
ments. able attempts to summarize the scal impact of
the gommittee's recommendation on state and county govern-
ments. |

In brief, the total welfare appropriation for all 63
counties in calendar year 1971, was §23.0 million, When the
$2.3 million appropriated for general assistance 1s deducted
from the total, counties appropriated approximately $20.7
million to meet their share of the state or federal welfare
programs the state requires them them to financially support.

Based on the Committee recommendation that the state
and county assume 80 percent and 20 percent, respectively, of
the amount appropriated in any county over the amount that is
equivalent to a 3.0 mill levy on taxable property, some 24
counties would have experienced some fiscal relief in 1971,
ranging between the nearly $3.0 million fiscal relief for
Denver to the $190 for Archuleta County.

These figures are found in Column (7) of Table 1V.
The financial effect of the 80-20 state-county matching for-
mula is shown below:

P - U U —

~ Assumptjon of Excess Over

Equivalent of 3,0 Mills
County Sﬁge (80%) County (20%)

Adams $ 286,005 $ 71,501
Alamosa 9,819 2,455
Archuleta 190 47
Bent 30,739 7,685
Conejos 51,056 12,764
Costilla 24,218 6,054
Crowley 8,953 2,238
Delta 48,212 12,053
Denver 2,982,342 745,586
El Paso 716,013 179,003
Fremont 44,902 - 11,225
Huerfano 13,837 3,459
La Plata 16,265 4,066
Las Animas 165,255 41,314
Mesa 172,115 43,029
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Assumption of Excess Over

Equivalent of 3,0 Mill
County State §§§2J County (§§Z)

Montezuma $ 20,964 $ 5,241
Montrose 39,399 9,850
Morgan 95,827 23,957
Otero 85,582 21,396
Prowers 30,406 7,602
Pueblo 1,317,750 329,437
Rio Grande 16,002 4,000
Saguache 3,056 764
Weld 330,562 82,641

Totals $6,509,469 $1,627,367

Methodology Used for Determining Excess Over 3,0 Mills,
Column ~(4) of Taﬁie IV shows for each county the I§7i revenue
that would have been produced had there been a levy of 3.0
mills on taxable property and Column (5) shows the total coun-
ty funds appropriated from all sources in 1971 for welfare,
including the revenue derived from the property tax mill levy,
the county portion of specific ownership tax allocated to
welfare, welfare refunds, the balance carried over from the
previous year, etc,

Column (6) shows the amount of moneys appropriated in
1971 which were in excess of the equivalent of a 3.0 mill
levy on Eroperty. Column (6), showing the amounts in excess,
was completed by subtracting Column (4) from Column (5).

Column (7) shows the amount the state and counties
would assume had the recommendation been in effect in 1971,

Other Financial Proposals

During the 1971 interim, various other proposals con-
cerning welfare financing had been presented to the Committee.
Each proposal would have transferred some financial responsi-
bility from counties to the state. The following is a summary
of the proposals:

Department of Social Services. There were two propo-
sals by fﬁe Department of Social Services.
(1) Greater county reimbursement for social
service personnel costs:
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a) At 95 percent reimbursement -- estimated
county savings, $2.0 million;

b) At 100 percent reimbursement -- esti-
‘ mated county savings, $2.7 million,

(2) Greater state reimbursement for all welfare
costs:

a) At 90 percent of all costs -- estimated
county savings, $14.0 million;

b) At 80 percent of the 42.4 percent that
is non-federal at present -- estimated
county savings, $15.7 million,

Colorado County Welfare Directors' Association. The
major recommendations of the Colorado County Welfare Directors!
Association would provide for the total assumption of financ=
ing and administration of public welfare in Colorado by the

state government., The interests and concerns of local commu-
nity leaders were to be included in program administration.

The Welfare Directors! Association pointed out that the
assumption of all welfare costs by the state government may
not be feasible or possible at the present time, so the fol-
lowing interim recommendations were proposed:

(1) In financing welfare costs, the State Govern-
ment should increase the program reimburse-
ment to counties.to not less than 90% State
and Federal and 10% county funds.

(2) In relation to the costs of administration,
it was recommended that such administration
cost be assumed 100¥ by State funds.

According to the Association, in the event that the
interim recommendations would have had further legal or fiscal
complications, the second alternative was offered to ease the
burden on the counties for meeting the costs of public welfare.
The recommendation that the State establish a method of equal-
izing the tax burden among all the counties to meet the welfare
costs would require a review and possible amendment to Section
119-3-6, C.R.S. 1963,

County Co ioners' ociation. Originally,

the Colorado County Commissioners! Assoclation had recommended
that there be a “reimbursement by the Department of Social

"y



Services of 90 percent of all activities and administrative
costs to the County Departments of Public Welfare"; however,
the Committee was informed at its September 24 meeting by the
Association that this particular recommendation had been
tabled. A new proposal called for a flat 3.0 mill welfare

property tax levy limit, with the state paying all costs above
that limit.

Colorado Rural Legal Services, Inc, There were two
proposals by Colorado Rural Lega ervices, Inc. They were:

(1) A state funded General Assistance program;
and

(2) A state take-over of the funding of the non-
federal share of categorical assistance and
the administration of programs at the county
and district levels.

Welfare Reform Committee -- Staff of the Denver Depart-
ment of Welfare. 1Ihe Welfare Reform Committee of the Denver
Department of Welfare recommended the establishment of maximum
levels of support required of counties for their share of
welfare costs in order to provide more state assistance for
counties, The Welfare Reform Committee also approved of the
concept of 100 percent state financing of social services.

Senator Dines. One proposal by Senator Dines called
for state assumption of the total cost of social services. A
second proposal would have set a county welfare mill levy
limit at possibly 2.5 mills plus a state-wide property tax
levy for welfaze set at 1.0 or 1.5 mills. A final possibility
suggested was to give counties the option of either being re-
imbursed at 80 percent, or being reimbursed at 100 percent if
they wish to form a regional district or to have state adminis-
tration.

5%
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County

Adams
Alamosa
Arapahoe
Archuleta
Baca

Bent
Boulder
Chaffee
Cheyenne
Clear Creek

Conejos
Costilla
Crowley
Custer
Delta

Denver
Doloxres
Douglas
Eagle
Elbert

El Paso
Fremont
Garfield
Gilpin
Grand

Gunnison
Hinsdale
Huerfano
Jackson
Jefferson

Kiowa

Kit Carson
Lake

La Plata
Larimer

(1)

1970

Valuation 1/

$

307,364,650
20,278,510
336,590,570
8,502,700
24,353,910

16,393,650

311,013,250
20,722,720
16,359,070
29,336,400

12,089,590
6,739,480
8,362,640
4,839,720

23,695,810

1,388,500,000

5,105,160

23,870,160,

29,386,240
17,726,980

422,155,470
36,153,260
42,826,580

4,110,220

18,615, 160

17,632,965
2,323,120
12,598,505

9,761,026 -

480,210,000

16,564,640
26,813,580
48,266,280
44,659,840
181,215,350

ESTEMATED EFFECT .ON.1971 .CQUNTY AND STATE WELFARE

Table IV

BUDGETS PER COMMITTEE ON WELFARE ..ZCCMMENDATICN

(2)

(3)

1971 1971
County Welfare Welfare
Mill Levy Revenue
3,00 922,094
3.50 70,975
2.00 673,181
2,00 17,006
296 23,380
4.10 67,214
2,25 699,780
1.40 29,012
.75 12,269
.85 24,936
5.00 60,448
5.38 36,258
2.50 20,907
1.00 4,840
4,00 94,783
5,56 7,720,060
1,50 7,658
.85 20,290 -
1.40 41,140
.40 7,090
5.25 2,216,316
4.00 144,613
.90 38,544
2.00 8,220
1.00 18,615
.70 12,343
& 1,200
5.50 69,292
1.00 9,761
1.00 480,210
2,50 41,412
1.15 30,836
.64 30,890
3.00 133,980
3,00 543,646

(4) {5) (6)
1971 1971
Revenue Appropriated 1971
Produced for wslface Zounty Funds
at (Excluding in Excess of
3.0 Mills Ga) 2/ 3.0 Mills 3/
$ 922,094 $ 1,279,600 $ 357,506
60,836 73,110 12,274
1,009,772 748,641 ———
25,508 5,743 237
73,062 24,095 ———-
49,181 87,805 38,424
933,040 045,704 ————
62,168 50,817 ———
49,077 3,486 ~——-
88,009 23,655 ———-
36,269 100,089 63,820
20,218 50,490 30,272
25,088 36,279 11,191
14,519 5,352 ——_—-
71,087 131,352 60,265
4,165,500 7,893,428 3,727,928
15,315 9,465 B
71,610 20,350 Cm——
88,159 39,083 ~————
53,181 11,182 ————
1,266,466 2,161,482 895,016
108,460 164,287 56,127
128,480 61,805 -————
12,331 8,492 ————
55,845 16,500 ———
52,899 20,3656 ———-
6,969 1,100 ————
37,796 55,092 17,296
9,283 9,989 ——
1,440,630 567,100 ———
49,694 6,562 ————
80,441 38,166 ——--
144,799 30,264 ————
133,980 154,311 20,331
543,646 541,854 ———-

(7)

Assumption of Excess Over
Eguivalent of 3,0 Milis
} County {20

State (8

5 286,005
9,819

190

30,739

51,056
24,218
8,953

48,212
2,982,342

716,013
44,902

13,837

e

-
-
-————

16,265

$

71,501
2,455
47

-

7,685

12,764
6,054
2,238

12,053
745,586

179,002
11,225

3,459

4,066
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County

Las Animas
Lincoln
Logan
Mesa
Mineral

Moffatt
Montezuma
Montrose
Morgan
Otexo

Ouray
Park
Phillips
Pitkin
Prowers

Pueblo

Rio Blance
Rio Grande
Routt
Saguache
San Juan
San Miguel
Sedgwick

Summit
Teller
Washington
Weld

Yuma

Totals

(1)

1970
Valuation 1/

$ 30,616,250
19,748,760
64,500,970

108,523,786

3,026,410

25,027,520
25,403,270
35,091,160
55,832,570
41,737,470

5,207,065
10,667,250
19,284,110
48,831,060
31,471,000

208,570,480

87,923,353

. 28,778,125

28,309,660
11,889,840
3,690,135
9,379,360
15,575,010

13,605,320
8,542,260
40,651,310
202,095,790
32,761,160

$5,158,677,660

Table IV (Continued)

(2) (3)
1971 1971
County Welfare Welfare
Mill Levy Revenue
6.0 $ 183,697
1.10 21,724
1.79 115,457
5.00 542,619
.50 1,513
1.00 25,028
3.00 76,209
3.50 122,819
3.50 195,414
4,09 170,706
1.00 5,207
2,00 21,334
e
3.86 121,478
8.40 1,751,992
.40 23,170
3.00 717,334
2.00 )
3.00 37670
1.00 ’
1200 .50
1.17 18:222
z-ég 1,361
. 21,356
1.18 47:328
3.00 606,287
1.50 49,142
$18,657,595

Footnotes attached at end of table.

(4)

(5) (6) (7)

1971 1971
Revenue Appropriated 1971
Produced for Welfare County Funds Assumption of Excess Over
at (Excluding in Excess of Equivalent of 3.0 Mills
3.0 Mills GA) 2/ 3.0 Mills ¥/
$ 91,849 $ 298,418 $ 206,569 $ 165,255 $ 41,314
59,246 27,908 ———— ema e
193,503 132,627 o= e -
325,571 540,715 215,144 172,115 43,029
9,079 4,245 ———— ———— ————
75,083 27,004 ———- coee ———-
76,210 102,415 26,205 20,964 5,241
105,273 154,522 49,249 39,399 9,850
167,498 287,282 119,784 95,827 23,957
125,212 232,190 106,978 85,582 21,396
15,621 9,981 cee- cmee ————
32,002 16,303 ———— ———- .
57,852 20,742 ———- ———- ————
146,493 10,860 cm—m ———- ———-
94,413 132,421 38,008 30,406 7,602
625,711 2,272,898 1,647,187 1,317,750 329,437
173,770 20,700 - cmen -
77,334 97,336 20,002 16,002 4,000
84,929 45,660 B | e ———-
35,070 38,890 3,820 3,056 764
11,070 4,750 - = EETS -
28,138 8,178 ——ea ——— ————
46,725 22,555 - . mmee ———-
40,816 8,465 —— .- ————
25,627 19,783 N R -————
121,954 42,012 ———- ———-
: 606,287 1,019,490 ¥ 413,203 330,562 82,641
- 98,283 49,483 cmo- ———a el
$15,476,033 $20,755,081 $8,136,836 $6,509,469 $1,627,367
Total 1971 County Funds
Appropriated for Welfare:
Federal-State-County- Programs $20,755,081
General Assistance 2,297,278
- Total 323,052,359
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Table IV (Continued)

FOOTNOTES :

Y

4

¢ e

Column (1) represents the 1970 assessed valuation for counties which was
used for 1971 budget purposes., Source: 59th Annual Report of the Colorado
Tax Commisgsion, pages 160-61,

Column (5) points out the amount of funds each county appropriated for
calendar year 1971 for their share of federal-state-county welfare programs,
General assistance is excluded. Sources of county funding, for the most
part, include the property tax, county share of specific ownership tax allo-
cated to welfare, refunds from welfare expenditures, and a balance carried
over from the previous year. Source: 1971 County Budgets.

Column (6) = column (5) = column (4).

No current mill levy for welfare. According to the 1971 budget, $1,200 is
allocated to welfare from the balance carried over from the previous year.

In computing the budget for Weld County, the Supreme Court decision requir-
ing Weld to pay approximately $450,000 as reported in the Press for its
share of AFDC was taken into account, Therefore, the figures in this table
are based on a total budget that is $2.25 million higher than the adopted
1971 Weld County budget. Of this additional $2.25 million, Weld County must
appropriate $450,000 and the remaing $1.8 million will be provided from
state and federal funds,



11, State Assume County Share
ot Homemaxer Services Cost

Also included in Bill A is an amendment to Section
119-1-15 (3) C.R.S. 1963 that would relieve counties of pay-
ing any portion of homemaker services cost.

Currently, Section 119-1-13 (3) requires counties to
ay 20 percent of social services costs, such as day care and
omemaker services. For such services counties are reim-

bursed 80 percent from federal-state funds. The existing
cost-sharing formula for the three levels of government for
day care and homemaker services is as follows: 75 percent
federal; 20 percent county; and 5 percent state. The Commit-
tee recommends that the sharing formula for homemaker servi-
ces be changed to 75 percent federal and 25 percent state.

The purpose of homemaker service is to furnish home
help to welfare recipients who need it in time of difficulty,
such as when a mother is ill or when an older person living
in his own home is unable to take care of his own needs with-
out help, Homemakers are trained, mature women with skills
in homemaking and are hired by welfare departments to main-
tain a smooth-running household.

However, since counties, under current law, must pay

20 percent of homemakers' salaries and pay no portion of the
cost of nursing homes under Title XIX, it was brought to the
Committee's attention that, perhaps, there may be a tendency
among counties to refer borderline cases to nursing homes
rather than establish homemaker programs, which may keep such
cases in their own homes and keep them out of the more ex-
pensive nursing home care.

As to the relative costs of homemaker services and
nursing home care, a 1970 study conducted by the Department
of Social Services,l/ revealed that homemaker services and
assistant payments cost on the average of $1,574 per year per
recipient., But the cost to maintain the same person in a
nursing home at the August, 1970, average daily rate of $8.19
was calculated to be $2,989 per year. The difference in
costs amounts to approximately $1,400 Eer year per recipient,
the amount that wougd have been saved had the individual re-
mained out of a nursing home.

I/~ Memoranda from Mrs. Fern Mauk, Adult Services Specialist,
Division of Welfare, Department of Social Services,
dated September 17, 1970 and August 19, 1971,
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Further, it was estimated that the number of nursing
home gatients as increasing by approximately 1,800 per year
and that approximately one-third of this number or 600 could
have remained in their own homes if more homemakers were
available. By multiplIing the $1,400 yearly savings in nurs-
ing home care by 600, it was calculated that a $840,000 sav-
ings per year could have been realized in 1970 had homemaker
services been available to all 600 recipients.

According to the Department, qualified ADC mothers are
trained to become homemakers, thereby taking them off the
welfare roles and putting them in meaningful jobs.

Estimated Efgenditure - Present and Expanded Program.
For the entire 1971-7 scal year, some omemaker posi-
tions have been authorized for 26 counties.2/ According to
department's figures, the average salary per homemaker is
about $425, When retirement, health insurance, and Workman's
Compensation is added, the total annual cost for the 110
homemakers is $613,477. Under the current cost-sharing for-
?uii this amount is paid by the three levels of government as
ollows:

TOTAL COST $613,477
Federal Share (75%) 460,107
State Share (5%) 30,674
County Share (20%) 122,696

Under the Committee's proposal, the entire county
share would be assumed by the state, which would have brought
the total state cost for the 110 homemakers to $153,370 had
the recommendation been in effect in 1971-72,

2/ By the end of September, 1971, 101.5 positions had been
authorized in the following counties: Adams (2); Arapa-
hoe (3); Bent (2); Boulder (5); Chaffee (,5); Denver
(19); E1'Paso (14); Fremont (3); Gilpin 212; &rand (1%;
Huerfano (1); Jefferson (1); Kit Carson (1); Larimer (15);
Las Animas (2); Moffat (1); Morgan (8); Otero (1); Park
(1); Phillips ll); Pueblo (8); Routt (2); Sedgwick (1);
Washington (1); Weld (5); and Yuma (1).



It is estimated that there would be a need for a total
of 310 homemaker positions to initiate a statewide homemaker
program, Under the Committee's recommendation, the Depart-
ment gave the Committee the following cost estimate for the
expanded program, using $405 per month per homemaker as the
median entry step:

TOTAL COST $1,676,809
Federal Share (75%) 1,257,607
State Share (25%) 419,202
County Share (0%) 0

In summary, under the present sharing formula for 110
homemakers, the cost to the state is $30,674, Assuming that
the program were to be established on a state-wide basis re-
quiring the hiring of 200 additional homemakers and also
assuming that the General Assembly adopts the Committee rec=-
ommendation that the state assume the county share of the
costs, an additional $388,528 would have to be appropriated
by the state.for fiscal year 1972-73. Perhaps, a consider-
able amount of this money could be recovered from savings
realized by keeping recipients out of nursing homes; state
funds appropriated for nursing homes amounted to $13.7 mil=-
lion this year. , General Funds appropriated for Medicaid for
this year totaled $31.2 million.
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111 County Responsibility for
Welfare KHmEnIs?ration

Many Committee members share the belief that the trend
toward increasing state control in certain areas of administra-
tion of welfare should be halted and that to the extent pos-
sible more administrative responsibility should be left on
the local or county level., These Committee members believe
that County Commissioners should be represented on the State
Board of Social Services and that County Boards of Welfare
should have more of a voice in the administration of the wel-
fare personnel system,

Appoint Three County.Commissioners to State Board of Social
Services

The State Board of Social Services has been charged by
the General Assembly under Article 1C of Chapter 119, first,
to adopt policies, rules, and regulatione for the administra- "

tion of the Department of &oclal Sexvices, subje®t to the
approval of the Governor, and, setond, to fix miAnim@m stand-
ards for service and personnei of county welfare departments,
and to formulate salary schedules for employees of county
departments.

Bill C contains the Committee's first recommendation
in the area of giving to the counties more control over the
administration of welfare -- that three of the nine members
appointed to the Board of Social Services should be incum-
bent County Commissioners. It is the belief of Committee
members that having County Commissioners represented on the
Board would facilitate better communication on welfare policy
between the state and county levels of government, Many feel
that such representation would allow counties to have more
in-put into the administration of the welfare system.

More Control of County Welfare Personnel

The Committee recommends that County Commissioners
assume the total administration of welfare in the areas of
hiring and establishing the salaries of welfare personnel in
county departments, to the extent such control is permitted
by the guidelines of federal law as such guidelines are in-
corporated in the state merit system,

Present Uniform‘Salarv Schedule, The Committee's rec-
ommendation in the personnel grea 1s directed to one of the
most persistent problems that county commissioners from some
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counties voice «- welfare workers in rural counties are often
paid more than either county workers or employees in the pri-
vate sector who hold jobs with similar responsibilities.

Under Section 119-1-12, C.R.S. 1963, the General As-
sembly has created the State Merit System for county welfare
employees. The three member Merit System Council, appointed
by the Governor to serve for three-year overlapping temms, is
charged with the duty of establishing general policies for
the administration of welfare; establish policies for person-
nel appeals, and to submit annual budgets and reports to the
State Board covering merit system costs and costs of the oper-
ation of the merit system of county departments. These func-
tions of the Council are to be carried out within the scope
of the rules and regulations of the State Board.

The areas in which rules are to be promulgated by the
State Board are found in Section 119-1-12 ?5) and are enumer-
ated below:

(1) Minimum qualifications for employees
of county departments of public welfare;

(2) State-wide competitive examinations
for positions in the county departments of pub-
lic welfare;

(3) State-wide promotional examinations
for employees in the county departments of pub-
lic welfare based on qualifications, examina-
tions and service ratings;

(4) Appointments to all positions in the
county departments of public welfare shall be
made from registers of eligible persons certi-
fied in the order of merit with due considera-
tion of veterans' preference. Selection by the
appointing authority shall be made from the
three highest eligibles certified for each posi-
tion;

(5) Probationary period. Security of
tenure for satisfactory performance;

(6) Discipline, dismissal, separation,
reinstatement and transfers;

(7) The right to appeal. Every applicant
or employee shall be entitled to an appeal and
a falr hearing had before the merit council of
the status of such applicant or employee in
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accordance with the rules and regulations of the
state department of public welfare;

(8) Classification plan based upon the
duties and responsibilities of the position;

(9) Compensation plan;

(10) Annual leave, sick leave, and other
approved leaves including military and education-
al leave;

(11) Emergency and provisional appoint-
ments;

(12) Prohibition of political activity;
(13) No discrimination;
(14) Service ratings; amd

(15) Such other regulations as shall be
deemed necessary for the efficient administra-
tion and operation of the merit system,

In accordance with these general directives, the State
Board of Social Services has promulgated rules and regulations
for the merit system, which is contained in Volume III of the
nine volume Staff Manual.

Classification and Compensation Plans. Items (8) and
(9) of the above list pertain to the establishment of classi-
fication and compensation plans for the merit system and the
State Board has established county compensation schedules for
county welfare employees that county departments must follow.
(Section 3440 et seq., Staff Manualy. County Commissioners
set salaries of county welfare employees at salary rates in
accordance with rules found in other sections of Volume III,
governing such facets as the entry and promotional sala
levels appliable to a particular class of position (Section
3420 et. seq, Staff Manual).

In response to some. counties wishing to have more
latitude in the setting of salaries, the State Board adopted
new compensation schedules effective January 1, 1972, that
will allow a county to choose from among five options th
entry level pay plan it wishes to follow. (See Table V,) .
There is a five percent differential between each option and
a 20 percent overall differential between Option I and Option
V. The latter is being followed in Denver already and is
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Table V
1972 COUNTY COMPENSATION SCHEDULES ==
SCHEDULES A AND B )
SCHEDULE A.

(GRADE OPTIONS FOR ADMINISTRATIVE, SOCIAL SERVICE AND TECHNICAL CLASSES.)

CIVIL SERVICE

POSITION OPTION I OPTION II OPTION III OPTION IV OPTION (V)
TITLES Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum

Adm Aide 23 § 628 24 $ 660 25 § 693 26 § 727 26 § 727
Adm Analyst I 25 693 26 727 27 764 28 802 29 842
Adm Analyst II 29 842 30 884 31 928 32 975 32 975
Adm Assist 26 727 27 764 28 802 29 842 29 842
*Asst Cty W1f Dir 30 884 31 928 32 975 32 975 33 1023
Asst Pymts Adm I 23 628 24 660 25 693 26 727 26 727
Asst Pymts Adm II 26 727 27 764 28 802 29 842 29 842
Cs Wk Supvr I 25 693 26 727 27 764 28 802 28 802
Cs Wk Supvr II 27 764 28 802 29 842 30 884 30 884
Cs Wk Supvr III 29 842 30 884 31 928 32 975 32 975
Cs Wkr I 20 543 21 570 22 598 23 628 24 660
Cs Wkr II 21 570 22 598 23 628 24 660 25 693
Cs Wkr III 23 628 24 660 25 693 26 727 26 727
Comm Serv Aide 14 405 15 425 16 447 17 469 18 492
Comm Serv Aide Trme 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 447 17 469
Cons on Comm Serv 30 884 31 928 32 975 33 1023 34 1075
Co Staff Dev Spc I 28 802 29 842 30 884 31 928 32 975
Co Staff Dev Spc II 30 884 31 928 32 975 33 1023 34 1075
Data Proc Supvr 24 660 25 693 26 727 27 764 27 764
Day Care Nurs Tcr I 22 598 23 628 24 660 25 693 25 693
Day Care Nurs Tcr II 24 660 25 693 26 727 27 764 27 764
Dpty Dir (Denver) 33 1023 34 1075 35 1128 36 1185 37 1244
EDP Tech I 20 543 21 570 22 598 23 628 23 628
Elig Supvr 20 543 21 570 22 598 23 628 23 628
Elig Tech 14 405 15 425 16 447 17 469 17 469
Elig Tech Trne 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 447 16 447
Empl Couns I 23 628 23 628 23 628 24 660 24 660

Rate shown is related to Welfare Director IV minus 107% on Options IV and VI only, and as
shown above on Options I, II and III. 1In a Class V county, the rate would be 10% below
the Welfare Director V' for each option.
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Table V (Continued)

SCHEDULE A, :
(GRADE OPTLONS FOR ADMINISTRATLIVE, SOCTAL SERVICE AND TECHN1CAL CLASSES.)

CIVIL SERVICE

TOS1TION OPTION 1 OPTION I1 OPTION II1 OPTION 1V OPTION (V) °
_TITLES Grade-Minimwun Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade Minimum
‘Empl Couns TI1 25 $ 693 26 $ 727 26 $ 727 26 $ 727 26 $ 727
Gr Wk Comns 27 764 28 -+ 802 29 842 30 - 884 32 975
Gr Wkr . 24 660 25 693 26 727 27 764 27 764
Home Ec Tchr I 21 570 22 598 23 628 24 660 24 660
Homc Ec Tchr 11 23 628 24 660 25 693 26 727 26 727
Homemaker 12 367 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 Lhl
Housing Fld Wkr 22 598 23 628 24 660 25 7 693 26 727
Jr Pers OFf 21 570 22 598 23 628 24 660 24 660
Med Soc Cons 28 802 29 842 30 684 31 928 32 975
Pers 0ff 23 628 26 660 25 693 26 727 26 727
Pers OfL T 26 727 27 764 28 802 29 842 29 8472
Pers Off 11 30 884 31 928 32 975 32 975 35 1128
Prin Soc Wkr 26 727 27 764 28 802 29 842 29 842
Pub WIL Aide 11 350 12 367 13 386 14 - 405 14 405
Receovery Agent 19 517 19 517 19 517 20 543 22 598
Resch Analyst 23 628 24 660 25 693 26 727 25 727
Res Invstgr 21 570 21 570 21 570 22 598 24 600
St Com Serv Aide 16 447 17 4569 18 492 19 517 20 543
Sr Elig Tech 16 447 17 469 18 492 19 517 19 517
social Wkr 24 660 25 693 26 727 27 764 27 764
‘oc Wkr Trne 13 386 13 386 13 386 13 386 13 386‘
Supvr Adm Serv 31 928 32 975 33 1023 34 1075 35 1128
" Supvr Bus Off 25 628 24 660 25 693 26 727 26 727
Supvr Resch & Stat 31 928 32 975 33 1023 34 1075 34 1075
Supvr Soc Sexv 1 30 884 31 928 32 975 33 1023 34 1075
Supvr Soc Serv I1 32 975 33 1023 34 1075 35 1128 36 1183
. Vol Serv Coord 24 660 25 693 25 693 26 727 27 764
W1lf Dir (Denver) 37 $1244 38 $1306 39 $1372 40 $1440 41 $1512
Wlf Dir I 21 570 22 598 23 628 24 660 26 727
W1lf Dir II 24 660 25 693 26 727 27 764 29 842
Wlf Dir III 27 764 28 802 29 842 30 884 32 975
W1lf Dir 1v 31 928 32 975 33 1023 34 1075 35 1128
W1lf Dir v 33 1023 34 1075 35 1128 36 1185 38 1306
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) Table V (Continued)

SCHEDULE B.
(GRADE OPTIONS FOR CLERICAL, STENOGRAPHIC AND RELATED CLASSES)

CIVIL SERVICE

POSITION OPTION I OPTION II OPTION III OPTION IV OPTION (V)

TITLES Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade<Minimum GradeeMinimum
Acctg Clk 15 $ 425 16 $ 447 17 $ 469 18 $ 492 19 $ 517
Acctg Mach Opr 13 386 14 405 14 405 15 425 16 447
Admin Secy 15 425 16 447 17 469 18 492 19 517
Chief Clerk 18 492 19 517 20 543 21 570 22 598
Clerk I 7 288 8 302 8 302 9 317 10 333
Clerk II 10 333 11 350 11 350 12 367 13 386
Clerk III 13 386 14 405 14 405 15 425 16 447
Clerk Bkkpr 12 367 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 447
Clerk Steno 12 367 12 367 13 386 14 405 15 425
Clerk Typist I 8 302 9 317 9 317 10 333 11 350
Clerk Typist II 10 333 11 350 11 350 12 367 13 386
Clerk Typist III 13 386 14 405 15 425 15 425 16 447
Data Conv Eq Opr 11 350 12 367 13 386 14 405 15 425
Delivery Clerk 11 350 11 350 11 350 12 367 13 386
Drafting Clerk 13 386 14 405 14 405 15 425 16 447
Dup. Equip Opr 12 367 12 367 12 367 13 386 14 405
Food Stp Cashier 12 367 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 447
Key Punch Opr 13 386 13 386 13 386 14 405 14 405
Messenger Clerk 7 288 8 302 8 302 9 317 10 333
Personnel Clerk 13 386 14 405 14 405 15 425 16 447
Principal Clerk 15 425 16 447 17 469 18 492 19 517
Prin Clerk Steno 15 425 16 447 17 469 18 492 19 517
Prin Pers Clerk 15 425 16 447 17 469 18 492 19 517
Repro Mach Opr 14 405 15 425 16 447 17 469 18 492
Secretary 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 447 17 469
Sr Admin Secy 17 469 18 492 19 517 20 543 21 570
Sr Clerk Steno 14 405 15 425 15 425 16 447 17 469
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Table V (Continued)

SCHEDULE B.
(CRADE OPTIONS FOR CLERICAL, STENOGRAPHIC AND RELATED CLASSES)

CIVIL SERVICE

POSITION OPTION I OPTION II OPTION III OPTION IV OPTION (V)

TITLES _ Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum Grade-Minimum
Sr Key Punch Opr 14 $ 405 15 § 425 15 § 425 16 $ 447 16 $ 447
St Storchpr 15 405 16 447 17 469 18 492 19 517
Switchbd Cpr I 11 350 11 350 12 367 13 386 14 405
Switchbd Opr IIX 13 386 13 386 14 405 15 425 16 447
‘Tab Equip Opr 15 425 16 447 16 447 17 469 18 492
Trns Mach Typ I 11 350 12 367 12 367 13 386 14 405
Trns Mach Typ II 13 386 14 405 14 405 15 425 16 447
Warehouseman 9 317 10 333 11 350 12 367 13 386

50URCE: Section 3440.2, and 3440.3 Colorado Division
of Public Welfare Staff Manual, Vol., I1I,
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equivalent to the State Civil Service levels. Once a county
has chosen a particular option to follow for entry levels,
promotional pay raises are determined in accordance with the
step increases within a particular grade. Step increases are
shown in Table VI,

For example, county Y chooses to follow Option I and
hires a person in the position of Caseworker I. A Caseworker
I in that countzlwould enter at grade 20 at $543 per month as
shown in Table V. If the Caseworker was given a pay raise
at the completion of six months probationary period, he may
be granted a one step in-grade increase in grade 20 (Table VI)
and he, thus, would receive a dalary of $570 per month.

General Federal-State Legal Relationships Regarding Merit
Systems

The Committee's recommendation took note of the fact
that local control of the welfare personnel system should be
within the guidelines of federal law as such guidelines are
incorporated in the state merit system.

In making this qualification, note was made of the in-
terrelationship between federal law and federal rules and
regulations and Colorado law and rules and regulations as ex-
plained below.

Sources of Legal Authority for Merit System. Sources
of legal authority for the current state Merit System are as
follows:

(1) Social Security Act;

(2) Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regu-
lations, Sections 70.1 through 70.12;

(3) Section 119-1-12, Colorado Revised
Statutes 1963; and

(4) Colorado State Division of Public Wel-
fare Staff Manual, Volume III,

(1) Social Security Act. Generally speaking, federal
requirements, as promngaEeﬁ by Congress,on personnel systems
for federally aided welfare programs are found in the various
Titles to the Social Security Act. For example, the appli-
cable legal references to those sections of the Social Secur-
ity Act dealing with a state merit system for the so-called
cateogrical programs are as follows:
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0ld Age Pension (Title I) -- 42 U.S.C. 302 (a)
(5) (A)

Aid to the Needy Digabled (Title XIV) -- 42
U.S.C. 1352 (aY (5) (A)

Ald to the Blind (Title X) -- 42 U.S.C. 1202 (a)
(5) (A)

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (Title
1V) -- 42 U.S.C. 602 (a) (5) (A)

A "State Plan" applicable to all political subdivisions,
for each categorical assistance program, must be submitted and
approved by the Secretary of HEW, Part of the State Plan for
the four categories listed must make provision for a personnel
administration system. To quote from the legal reference
given above for AFDC, the State Plan "must":

5) provide (A) such methods of administration
including after January 1, 1940, methods relat-
ing to the establishment and maintenance of
personnel standards on a merit basis, except that
the /REW/ Secretary shall exercise no authority
with respect to the selection, tenure of office,
and compensation of any individual employed in
accordance with such methods) as are found by
the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and
effective operation of the plan,... (42 U.S.C.
602 (a) (5) (A).

Similar provisions are found in the Titles of the Soci-
al Security Act applying to the AND, AB, and OAP categories.

(2) Title 45 Code of Federal Requlations. To imple-
ment the Congressional mandate on the welfare personnel sys-
tem, the Secretary of HEW has defined the general areas of
Congressional intent in Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regu-
lations, Sections 70.1 through 70.12 (45 CFR 8§ 70,1 et seq?.
The subjects of the various subsections are as follows:

Subsections

70.1 Purpose.

70.2 Jurlisdiction,

70.3 Merit system organization.

70.4 Prohibition of discrimination,
70,5 Limitation of political activity.
70.6 Classification plan.



70.7 Compensation plan,

70.8 Recruitment and appointment of per-
sonnel,

70,9 Promotions,

70.10 Layoffs and separations.

70.11 Performance evaluations,

70,12 Personnel records and reports.

(3) Section 119-1-12, C,R.S. 1963 - Merit System.
Section 70.3 (a) of the Code of Federal Regulations provides
that the existing state-wide civil service system should be
used as long as it operates "under standards substantially
equivalent to those herein provided", But in 1940, the Colo-
rado Supreme Court held that employees in county welfare de-
partments including Denver are not state employees in the
state classified civil service and the state welfare depart-
ment has the constitutional jurisdiction to provide for the
selection, retention, and promotion of welfare employees on
the basis of merit.l/ After the decision was rendered, the
Attorney General, in an opinion to the State Welfare Director,
held that the Department and State Board of Welfare had
"jurisdiction and the authority to establish a merit system
council for the purpose of placing all employees of county
departments of public welfare on a merit basis in compliance
with the amended Social Security Act and the rules and regu-
%at?§7s of the Social Security Board passed pursuant there-

O.'

Thus, in accordance with the federal law, the Coloradeo
General Assembly made provision for the establishment of a
separate Merit System for welfare with the passage of Section
119-1-12, C.R.S. 1963, that set up the Merit System Council
and gave the State Board general guidelines to follow in its
rule making capacity.

As in most sections of the Colorado Welfare Code, Sec=-
tion 119-1-12 on perscnnel administration is general in nature
and, thus, flexible enough so the state can remain in confor-
mity with sudden changes in the Social Security Act and the
Code of Federal Regulations.

Individual County Pay Plans. A document issued over
the signature of the Secretary of HEW, the Department of

1/ In Re Interrogatories by the Governor, 106 Colo. 475.
Attorney General's Opinlon No. 539, October 21, 1940,
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Labor, and the Department of Defense, entitled "Standards for
A Merit System‘'of Personnel Administration," effective March
6, 1971, contains an 1nterﬁretation of 45 CFR 70.7 pertaining
to compensation plans which may have some bearing on whether
HEW would approve individual county pay plans. Of course,
countz personnel plans would have to meet other requirements
contained in the Code of Federal Regulations in order for the
state to receive federal matching funds for welfare. The
intgrgfetation on the compensation section of the CFR reads
as follows:

A plan of compensation for all classes of
positions will be established and maintained on
a current basis. The plan will include salarz
rates adjusted to the responsibility and diffi-
culty of the work and will take into account the
prevailing comgensation for comparable positions
in the recruiting areas and in other agencies of
the government and other relevant factors. It
will provide for salary advancement for full-
time permmanent employees based upon quality and
length of service and for other salary adjust-
ments,

Compensation in a local agency will ov=-
ermned b compensation plan which, at the op-
tion of tﬁe §§a€e, is esEaBIismed ﬁ : a loca

overnment and covers other local agencies; the
gtafe and covers local grant-aided agencies; Or

the State and covers the agency responsible for
State administration of Federal grants.
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1V Recipients! Allowances
for Utiigties and Housing

Raise AFDC Utilities Allowance. Table VII contains

the Shelter and Utilities Allowances currently applying to AB,
AND, and ADC recipients as promulgated by the State Board of
Social Services (Section 4324.1 et. seq, Staff Manual).
Table VIII is the "Basic Requirements Allowances" for AB, AND,
and AFDC recipients. The 0ld Age Pension program established
pursuant to Article XXIV of the Constitution is a Flat Grant
program that increases or decreases according to the cost-of-
living; therefore, no schedules are prepared for OAP,

The allowances shown in the two tables have state-wide
applicability. Prior to March, 1969, such allowances were
set by state zones; allowances for recipients varied accord-
ing to geographical zone.

As Table VII indicates, the amount of a utility grant
for a recipient depends on whether any of the three following
utilities "groups" is included as part of the rent: 1) water
(including sewage disposal, fuel for cooking and heating
water); 2) fuel for heating, or 3) electricity. Four sepa-
rate schedules have been prepared to fit the appropriate cir-
cumstance. If, for example, all utilities are included in a
recipients rent, the schedile “Three Utilities Groups Includ-
ed in Shelter Cost" is used. If water and electricity is
included, but not fuel for heat, the "two utilities included"
schedule is used.

The utility allowance paid to a recipient within each
schedule is determined by the number of children in the house-
hold, Thus, under the "no utilities included*® schedule, the
utilities allowance for an ADC recipient with one child is
$12.00 which is found by looking at the "one with others"
column and the "one child® column.

It was pointed out to the Committee that quite often
the utilities allowance for AFDC is totally inadequate. It
was noted by department personnel and a representative of the
Colorado Rural Legal Services that electricity and gas cut-
offs in Denver alone average around 1,000 per month. To avoid
such cut-offs, many times a recipient will find it necessary
to use part of the Basic Requirement Allowance to pay for
utilities. (“Basic requirements" include the monthly assist-
ant payment for food, clothing, personal needs, and house-
hold supplies.) As a consequence, money which should have
gone for food and clothing is used to pay a utility bill,
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Table VII

*SHELTER AND UTILITIES ALLOWANCES
(AFDC, AND, AB) 1/

NO UTILITIES GROUPS INCLUDED IN SHELTER COST:

1TEM 7 /ADULTS _NUMBER_OF CIHILDREY
0~AND,AR: 0-AMDC] 1 1T 2 3 4_1_5 6 7 8 9 110 1/
Sheiter (Max) 0 %XX | XXX $17| $33| S50 [ $G7 | 572 §77| $79 1S82 | §&4 | 586
Urilities ¥XX XXX 3 71 10} 13 17 20] 21 | 22| 23| 24
Shulter (hax) 1 Act.Cost| $61 XX oxx| oxx ] XN oxx|] o xx|] 2] x| oxi] xx
Utilities alone §15 Y AN oxx | ORN Ry ]oXx]ow | oex|oxe|oax
Shelter (Mzx) 1 ; Act.Costl 61 61 65| 69| 72| 77| 79| 82 | 84| 86| 8¢
Utilities w/others | $12 |12 12 12| 13} 174 200 21| 22 | 234 24| 25
She Iter (Hax) ) | Act.Cost| 65 65> 69 72| 77] 79 82| &4 | &6 | 83| 90
Utijities 815 12 12 134 170 204 21 22f 231 24| 2 26 -
ONE UTILITIES GROUP INCLUDED IN SHELTER COST: _ __
ITEM #/ADULTS | _ NUINBEL OF CHILDREN
| O-AND,AL] O-AFDC| 1 | 7 3 4 (30 61 7 18] 9 10t/
Shelter (Max) 0 XXX XXX [ S18( §35| 8535711 S7¢8| S84 $E6 1589 | 92 | §94
v'xl'gg;{ XXX XXX 2 5 7 9] 11 13] 16 | 35| 151 16
helter ()| 1 Act.Cost| $65 XX ONX| XX O] M| XX| XX | AR} RA | XK
Ltilitics alene 51 8 AX 1§ ONXD XN} KX XX] OXX! XX | o#x | oRxx i oxx
Shelter (Ciax) 1 Act.Cost 65 65{ 697 737 751 84| 88| € | 92| 94| 96
Utilities v/others | § 8 8 8i &, 97 11| 13! 14! 15 | 15| 16 17
Shelter (Max) - Act.Cost 69 69| 73| 78| 84| Po' 89 92 | 94| 96 ; 99
Utilities 2 $11 8 '8! 94 11| 13, 14) 15| 15 |16 17] 17
TWO UTILITIES GROUPS INCLUDED IN SHELTER COST: _
ITEM 5 /ADULTS NUMBER OF CHILDREN
0-AND,AB} O-AFDC| 1 | 2 3 4 15 6 | 7 1 8 9 110 2/
Shelter (Max) 0 KKK XXX $19 $38| $57| 376 | $83| $90] $93 |$97 | $99 | 51u2
Utilities XXX XXX 1 2 3 4 ’ 6 7 7 7 8 8
Shelter (Clax) 1 Act.Cost| $69 XX | XX1 XX| xXX| XX| XX| XX | XX | XX | %X
Utilities alone " | $ 7 4 XX oxx] oxxioxx!oxx|oxx|oxx | oxxoxx].xx
Shelter ((lax) 1 Act.Cost 69 69| 73] 78| 831 90| 93| 97 | 99 {102 : 103
Utilities v/others | $ 4 4 a4l 4t 4l el 7] 7i 7] 8| 8l s
Shelter (Cfax) ' Act.Cost 73 731 78| 831 90 937 971 99 11021105 {107
Utilitics 2 s 6 | a4y 4l eyp 7' 7' 7] 8| 8| st o9
THREE UTILITIES GROUPS INCLUDED IN SHELTER COST: ‘
ITEM # /*DULTS NUMBER OF CHILDTEX
0-AND,AB| O=AFDC] 1 2 | 3 4 1> b 7 18 T 9 =l
Shelter (3fax) 0 NRX XXX $20| s40l ;oo $80 | $39 | $97| $100}$10% $1o/i $110
Utilitics XX XXX ol ol ol 0! o0 ol o 0.
Shelter Clax)| 1. o | sct.Cost] $73 73| 77 s> 89 97| 100 1uu| 107] 110’1 113
“ildties | ereBfafEis o 0 0, ol o] o. of o 0| o0 o[
-aelter (lax) 2 Act.Cost 77 771 82 ' gyl 971 100" 1041 1071 110) 115 llu
Utilitics $ N ' 0 ol ‘o, ol o:- ol ‘0 ol ol 0

#All figures revised and zone references deleted.
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Table VII (Continued)

FOOTNOTES :

1/ For grants including more than 10 children: For each
additional child, add $2 to shelter maximum and $1 to
utilities allowance shown in the last figures in the
appropriate row.

2/ For grants including more than 10 children: For each
additional child, add $3 to shelter maximum shown in
the last figure in the appropriate row.

3/ For AFDC cases residing in public housing, shelter

and utilities allowances are made on the basis of cur-
rent, on-going public housing rates, negotiatiated by
the countI department, and subject to the maximums
provided in this table.

SOURCE: Section 4324, Colorado State Division of Public

Welfare Staff Manual, Vol. IV,
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Table VIII

BASIC REQUIREMENTS ALLOWANCES
(AFDC, AND, AB)

NUMBER OF ADULTS 1/

NUMBER OF CHILDREN

AB- I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 2/
AND AFDC ~
None XX XX $34 $ 73 $109 $145 $182 $218 $247 $276 $305 $335
One
Alone $43 $49 XX XX XX XXX XXX XX XXX XX XXX XXX
One
w/Others 39 44 80 117 153 189 226 254 283 313 341 371
Two 74 87 123 160 196 232 262 291 319 349 378 407

Basic requirements included in this allowance are food, clothing, personal needs and
household supplies. For AB or AND recipients who live alone and must cook for them-
selves, the allowance for basic requirements is $43. Adults living with another per-
son, or persons, or who are living alone but do not cook for themselves receive an
allowance of $39. Two AB or AND recipients receive a total allowance of $74. This
is inclusive of either an AB or AND recipient in which an essential person is inclu-
ded in the grant. With respect to an AFDC recipient who lives alone and receives
AFDC on the basis of an unborn child, the allowance is $49. If such a recipient re-
sides with others, the allowance is $44, if a man and wife are receiving AFDC on the
basis of an unborn child, the allowance is $87. The allowance for a particular AFDC
assistance grant is found by determining the number of adults and number of children
included in the grant. When a2 household includes recipients of more than one cate-
gory of assistance, the allowance for basic requirements is computed separately for
each grant, based on the number of persons in that grant.

1/ Amounts given are inclusive of allowance for unborn children.

2/ For grants including more than 10 children, add $29 per child to the last figure
in the appropriate row,



Table VIII (Continued)

For example, a household consists of an AND recipient, and his wife and five children
who receive AFDC. The allowance for basic requirements for the AND recipient is
found in the one adult - no children column - $39. Basic requirements for the six
AFDC recipients are found under the one adult - five children column - $226.

If a household consists of a father, mother and five children receiving assistance
under the AFDC-U Program, the allowance for basic requirements is found under the
two adult - five children column - $262.

SOURCE: Section 4322.1, Colorado State Division of Public Welfare Staff Manual,
Volume 1V.



According to the data supplied the Committee by the
Department, the average utilities cost for an AFDC family of
four (including recipients of AFDC-basic, AFDC-U, and AFDC-
WIN) is $13,00 per month. The following is a percentage break-
down among the three AFDC categories of those in need of some
utility allowance:

Percent Needing Number Needing

Program Caseload¥* Utility Grant Utility Grant
AFDC (Basic) 31,070 81.1% 25,198
AFDC-U 1,164 77.1 897
AEDC-WIN 2,650 80,0 2,120

Total 34,884 | 28,215

¥Average caseload for December, 1970, January,
February, and March, 1971.

The remainder of those (apgroximately 20 percent for all three
categories) were in the "three utilities included® categoxry,
and, thus, did not need a utilities allowance at all.

e

But, during the winter months, whem more gas and elec-
tricity is necessary, the average of $12.55 for July and
September would appear to be inadequate, This average, for
example, is just under the $13.00 per month an AFDC mother
with three children receives each month for the entire year.
In such a circumstance it is quite likely that it would be
necessary for the mother to use part of her Basic Requirement
Allowance of $235 per month to pay utilities costs.

The Committee, therefore, recommends to the State Board
of Social Services that the AFDC utility grant be increased
on the average of $13.00 per month for the five month period
encompassing November, December, January, February, and March.

Based on the Department's figures, the added assist-
ance cogts of this recommendation for the November 1972 -
March 1973.period is as follows:

28,215 AFDC cases needing

utilities x $13,00 = $366,795
x 5 months = $1,833,975
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Additionally, administrative costs are estimated to be
$55,752. Therefore, the total additional costs to state,
federal, and county governments would be as follows:

Assistance Costs $1,833,975
Administrative Costs 55,752
TOTAL COSTS $1,889,727
Federal Share (57.61%) 1,088,672

State Share (22.39%) 423,110

County Share (20,00%) 377,945

Housing Allowance. During Committee discussions, mem-
bers of the Committee as well as welfare staff members brought
to the Committee's attention the equally critical need for
more low cost housing in the Denver Metropolitan Area.

AB and AND recipients receive actual cost of housing
with no specified maximums (Section 4322,21, Staff Manual).
But, in the case of AFDC recipients, the shelter allowance is
often inadequate to pay the high rents charged. The shelter
allowance varies from a minimum of $61 per month for an AFDC
recipient living alone to a maximum of $116 for two AFDC
adults with ten children,

However, a recent survey of housing in Denver, brought
to the Committee's attention by the staff of the Denver Wel-
fare Department, indicated that the vacancy rate, for housing
renting for less than $150 per month is 1.7 percent, and the
average cost of any two bedroom accommodation is $165 per
month; yet the maximum shelter allowance for an AFDC mother
with two children is only $69 per month to obtain that $165
per month accommodation. The survey also showed that of the
3,100 buffets or apartments renting for $100 or less, there
were only 80 vacant.

Thus, as far as welfare is concerned, one of the prob-
lems the Committee recognizes is the difficulty of matching
the welfare recipient with adequate housing he can afford.

On the other hand, adequate housing outside the metro-
politan area may be available at rental costs that is more
commensurate with the amounts shown in Table V, which have
state-wide applicability.
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Members of the Committee suggested that the solution
may not lie in raising the shelter allowance to enable a
recipient to look harder in an area where not enough housin%
exists in the first place; rather, it was suggested, part o
the solution may be to provide inducements for the construc-
tion of lower cost housgng outside Denver by meams of rent
subsidies or, gerhaps, provide inducements for recipients to
liIe in areas in the state where housing is available at lower
prices.

Representatives of the County Commissioners and some
Committee members, on the other hand, suggested that perhaps
the rules of the State Board of Social Services should be
amended to permit County Commissioners to set the shelter
allowance for their counties, subject to the approval of the
State Board, In this manner, it was suggested, Commissioners,
which are in tune with local housing conditions, could set
appropriate levels for the shelter allowance.

Senator Carl Williams and representatives of the Colo-
rado Rural Legal Services and the County Commissioners were
requested to submit some proposals for resolving these prob-
lems to the Committee for consideration during the next in-
terim,
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V. Job Encouragement for
are Reciplents

The Committee recommends the adoption of implementing
legislation providing that all "employagles" before being
certified for their welfare assistance payment at least once
ger month seek employment and accept it when available. (See
ill D,) Under this progosal a recipient would be expected
to seek and accept work in either the public or private sec-
tor of the economy or accept a public service jog.

As a future item of Committee study, it is also recom-
mended that the existing job training programs for welfare
recipients be examined, including a study of the AFDC Work
Incentive Program (WIN’. The study of WIN should include
the Committee believes, an examination of the administration
of the WIN training program, such as the feasibility and prob-
lems caused by having the WIN program administered jointly
pursuant to federal law by the Division of Welfare, Department

of Social Services, and .the Division of Employment, Department
of Labor and Employments

Concerning a supplemental work training program, the
Department of Social Services and County Commissioners Asso-
ciation are requested by the Committee to suggest a possible
supplemental program to WIN for review by the Committee be-
fore the start of the 1972 Session of the General Assembly in
the event that this subject would have to be put on the Gov=-
ernor's Agenda for action by the General Assembly to imple-
ment any program recommended.

As background infoxmation, which, perhaps, can serve

as a point of departure for future Committee consideration

and discussion, there follows a discussion of the present
Colorado WIN program; the old Title V work training program
which pre-dated WIN; a comparison of the present Colorado WIN
grogram with the Title V program and suggestions for changes

n WIN by the staff of the Denver Welfare Department. A re-
view of the California proposed reforms in WIN and the state's
*employables" program is also included.

Colorado Work Incentive Program

WIN Basic Eligibility. The Work Incentive Program was
initiated Tor Denver an eblo Counties in July 1, 1968, and
to all Colorado Counties in July 1, 1969, to provide adult
AFDC recipients with the opportunity of becoming self-suﬁport-
ing through education, such as vocational education, wor
experience, on the job training, and high school equivalency.
In addition, social services and supportive services, such as
counseling, child care, and job motivation are also provided.
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The WIN training program is administered in conjunc-
tion with the Colorado Department of Labor and Employment,
Division of Employment, which acts as the sponsor of WIN
training programs in the communities it serves. The Welfare
Division and the Em lozment Division plams "project cost; in-
kind resources, including facilities, equipment, personnel
and methods of exchange of information concerning rates and
earnings, the status, changes in assignment of recipients, or
needs particular to completion of training and job placement."
(Section 4613.1, Staff Manual.)

All adult recipients of ADC and AFDC-U in Colorado
must be referred to the WIN program. Certain recipients are
exempt from such referral, including the aged and the incapa-
citated; persons located in remote areas away from a WIN
project; children attending school full-time; persons whose
continuous presence in a home is necessary in order to attend
to the illness of another household member; and persons whose
presence at home is necessary due to lack of adequate child
cgﬁe services. Priority of referrals are in the following
order:

(1) AFDC-U fathers within 30 days of re-
ceipt of the first welfare payment;

(2) Volunteer mothers and other relatives
who take care of children and who have no pre-
school children;

(3) Mothers who have preschool children
and who volunteer for the program; and

(4) Others determined by the Department of
Social Services to be appropriate for referral.

Training Assignments. Upon enrollment in WIN, each
trainee 1s assggnea %o one of the following three categories
within the WIN grogram by the Division of Employment ‘accord-
ing to employability, training needs, and job readiness:

Cateogry 1 -~ Regular employment and on-the=-
job training

Category II =-- Institutional and work-experi-
ence training

Category III -- Special work projects

Category III has not been utilized due to lack of fed-
eral funding.
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Table IX. summarizes the type of payments enrollees
receive and the incentive payment each receives by Category.

Sogﬁa; Servigeg - Tes%ingz;gn %gr Cauge. Evaluation
as to whether an or -U. reclpient should be in a WIN
program as well as whether he has potential for self support
is made by a county welfare caseworker, and social services
are offered to the familI and recipient throughout the train-
ing process. The emphasis on services is toward eliminating
those problems which hinder a recipient from being self-suf=-
ficient. These services, prior to termination, are focused
on the recipient's transition from public welfare to employ-
ment. (Section 4613,33, Staff Manual.)

AFDC~U recipients are allowed 60 days of social ser-
vices before action is taken to terminate services for refus-
al to participate in a WIN training project or accegt employ-
ment, Receipt of his personal portion of AFDC is also ter-
ainatid)for such refusal. (Sections 4613.39 and 4613.4, Staff

anual,

If the Division of Employment WIN staff refers an indi-
vidual back to welfare for reasons that he should not continue
his WIN training or hold a job, then the assistance payments
are restored,

"AFDC~-U recipients must meet the reguirement of active-
lg pursuing emgloyment to remain eligible for assistance."
(Section 4613.5, Staff Manual,)

WIN Enr P eme - .
According to figures of the Department of Social Services, by
the end of the 1969-70 fiscal year a total of 3,634 persons
had enrolled in WIN, Of this number, 1,828 had been termmi-
nated from the program during the year, including 1,056 per-
sons who had become employed. There were 2,242 persons in
some phase of training at the end of the year., The total
1969-70 cost was $2,257,165 for an average enrollment of 1,192
persons. The WIN training slot level for both the 1970-71
and 1971-72 fiscal years was set at 2,600 persons, at a cost
of $3,315,000 and $3,900,000, respectively. In 1970-71, WIN
cost approximately $1,500 per enrollee,

— b

Table X (page 87) shows the total number of WIN enroll-
ments and terminations and job placement from the WIN Program
in Colorado for fiscal year 1970-71, Note should be made that
commencing with February 1971, and extending through the re-
mainder of the fiscal year, that enrollment exceed the 2,600
slot level, The additional enrollees could be accommodated
due to under enrollment in prior months.
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Degree of
Employability

Type of
Payment

Incentive
Payment

Transportation
(In Categories -
I8 III, deduc-
ted from employ-
ment income be-
fore income is
deducted from the
grant)

Child Care

Table IX

WIN CATEGORIES OF ASSIGNMENT AND PAYMENTS

RECEIVED PER CATEGORY

Category 1

Job ready or
needing short
time on job
training (0JT)

AFDC grant less
OJT salary

Allowable deduc-
tions against
earned income
CSDSS Veol, IV
4313.13

None

Allowed in Category I on same
basis as is transportation

Category 11

Needs adult basic
training, voca-
tional training,
high school

AFDC or AFDC-U
grant

$30 paid by Divi-
sion of Employment

Budgeted on AFDC
grant -

Budgeted on AFDC
grant

Category III

Intensive training

and casework.services._ ..

required while in
special work program

AFDC or AFDC-U grant

Guarantee of Assist-
ance Grant, plus 20
percent of gross wage

None

None



July 31, 1970
August 31 1970
Sept. 30, 1970
Oct. 31, 1970
Nov. 30, 1970
Dec. 31, 1970
Jan. 31, 1971
Feb. 28, 1971
March 31, 1971
April 30, 1971
May 31, 1971
June 30, 1971

WIN ENROLLMENTS, TERMINATIONS, AND JOB

Table X

PLACEMENTS, FISCAL YEAR 1970-71

New

Eihrollees

261
260
299
234
201
220
208
236
270
200
215
195

Terminations

216
141
164
246
194
16l
206
162
207
223
177
195

Employed

82
70
86
59
52
52
78
68
156
145
138
167

Placed by
Colorado
Division of
Employment

42
40
45
28
21
22
32
29
53
83
66
89

Remain in
Training

2285
2404
2538
2525
2532
2578
2580
2654
2117
2694
27132
2132



According to material prepared by the Department:

During fiscal ¥ear 1971, 2,120 persons were ter-
minated from WIN, and 1,138 of those terminated
were due to employment. It must be pointed out
that these figures should not be used to deter=
mine success as program requirements of the
Division of Employment require that after job
placement an enrollee would not be terminated
from ES WIN rolls even though he may be termi-
nated from Welfare. During a period of 90-180
days he is carried in "Job Entry". This defi-
nition would cause the success ratio to be in-
flated.

The majority of those terminated for other than
employment returned to public assistance rolls.
A selected study by...the Department of Social
Services for the period February 1970 through
August 1970 showed the following percentages for
terminations for other than job placement:
Dropped out 14.1% (AFDC Mothers); moved from
area 16,4%; Health reasons 15.6%; Family care
responsibilities 7.8%; Referred in error 4.8%
(inflated due to error in reporting); Transpor-
tation problems 0.5%.

Supplemental Work Program to WIN Patterned After the Title V
Program -

It was suggested to the Committee that perhaps a sup-
plemental job training program to WIN could be pattermed after
the 0ld Title V program. Title V was made part of the Eco=-
nomic Opportunity Act (OEA) in October 1964, and Colorado
adopted the program in 1965; but it was phased out and re-
placed by the WIN program in July, 1969.

In contrast to WIN, the Title V program was supported
by 100 percent federal funding; it was administered totally
by the State Department of Social Services; and those who
participated did so on a voluntary basis.

Persons under Title V selected for work experience and
training came from two groups -- Group 1 included those per-
sons receiving assistance from another categorical program,
such as AFDC, and Group 1I was composed of persons not eligi-
ble for assistance under one of the categories.

The basic benefits included income maintenance, finan-
cial allowance for work-related expenses, and Blue;’Cross~
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Blue Shield coverage. Social services, such as budget train-
ing, homemaking, child care, family planning, agtitude test-
ing, and health and family services were available., Funds
for pre-employment physical examinations, workmen's compensa-
tion, remedial medical care, adult basic education, etc.,
were also available under Title V.

During the last full year for which the Department has ;
statistics available, July 1967 to June 1968, there was a
monthly average of 972 men and women enrolled in training pro-
grams under Title V. (942 persons were from Category I and
40 persons were from Category II,) A study of 428 trainees
temminated from the program in a three month period revealed
that 57 percent or 244 obtained employment (compared to nearly
54 percent for WIN during 1970-71). The 174 persons who did
not obtain employment cited the following reasons: no work
available or none available in field of training, 60 persons
(34,6%); out of labor force, 35 persons (19,9%); needed more
training ' 29 persons (16.0%); illness, 28 persons (16.0%);
other reasons, 22 persons (12.8%).

] The total Title V program in 1967-68 cost $1.9 million
which was federally funded. There were programs in a total
of 21 counties that year.

Comparison by Denver Department of Welfare of WIN and
Title V, ¥Ee staff of the Denver Department o%‘WeIfare pre-
pared for the Committee a comparison of the WIN and Title V
programs, The Denver Welfare Staff also offered a number of
suggestions for improving WIN and reasons for having a supple-

mental program., The suggestions follow:

"We /Welfare Reform Committee, Denver Welfare Depart-
ment/ believe that every welfare recipient who is motivated
to work or obtain training should be given incentive and op-
portunity. At the Yresent time there is a waiting list of
AFDC mothers, as well as fathers, that desire to be function-
al heads of households through employment. Our present maxi-
mums in the WIN program, which is governed by the Department
of Labor, limit the total number of positions availagle, both
male and female, This is complicated by the fact that
ADC-U men must be given priority by federal regulations.
Thus, positions are filled regardless of the individual's
motivation, The following compares WIN to. the old Title V
program:

~89-



Participation

Administration

Incentives to Work

Training Allowance

Emergencies

Title V

letely Voluntary
Each county had own program
and budget. No state-wide
®glot* level.

Complete program was under
one state agency, i.e., De-
partment of Social Services.

Many personal incentives such
as group sessions with men,
women and together once a
month; social functions with
the staff such as pot luck
meals, baseball team, dances,
etc. Incentive payment based
on participation in training.

govered complete cost of train-
nge.

Allowed for expenditures of
funds to meet the needs of a
family that would affect the
training and/or employment
being otfered,

*COMPARATIVE ASPECTS OF TITLE V AND WIN

WIN

Compulsory for men,
Voluntary for women,
Maximum "slot" level for
entire state set.by U.S...
Department of Tabor,

Public Assistance under
Welfare and training under
t?e State Employment Ser-
Vvice.

$15.,00 twice per month for
participation. No portion
can be withheld for parti-
al participation.

Limited to $50.00 for edu~
cational supplies and
tools.

Emergency provisions g -
visions provided by the

Welfare Department only.
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Accountability

Job Placement

Job Follow-up

Client Participation

Title V

Responsible Welfare Department
through the Office of Economic
Opportunity.

Placement was done by Title
V staff. Was 30% effective
in 1966.

Close coordination between
caseworker and employment
counselor,

Very close coordination with
program through group meet-
ings, social programs and
allowing participants to set
their own rules.

WIN

Social Services and Public
Assistance payments by the
Welfare Department. Train-
ing and employment by Em-
ployment Services Depart-
ment, Trailning Sight
Selection by State WIN ad-
ministration staff.

Placement by WIN Employ-
ment Service., Was 16.4%
effective in 1970,

Contacts by WIN E.S, team
with employer,

No contacts made with wel-
fare unless they continue
to be eligible for PA

payment.

Coordination is very dif-
ficult as Welfare and
Employment Service are in
different locations and
under completely separate:
administrations.



"We do not feel it is realistic to place all recipients under
a blanket training program. As needs are obviously different
it would seem more appropriate to allocate funds for training
allowances within the geparate categories. This would allow
for client incentive and use of present community programs in
establishing independent planning for improving emplx;ment
potential and eventual Elacement° For instance, an AFDC
mother has met the requirements of a program available in the
community and has arranged for child care on her own initia-
tive. She is then prevented from participating due to the
lack of financial assistance...which at the present time can
only be obtained through involvement in WIN,

"WIN SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Combine the functions of WIN (Welfare) and WIN (Employ-
ment Service) under one roof and preferably under one
administration.

2. Provide the male welfare recipient with something to
choose between, That is a choice between WIN and some
other program. Possibly a work oriented program would be
best. This would 1limit WIN to people who are more highly
motivated to improve themselves,

a. We would recommend a work-type program that has an
ecological basis. Such a program should .provide for.
well~trained competent factors built in.... such as
after a given period of work the men would be given
time off to do whatever they want t¢ do. Jobs under
this program should be meaningful in nature.

3. Equalization of the work incentive base to provide the
$30 and 1/3 provision for men trained under the WIN pro-
gramy, and placed for employment in jobs where the income
does not meet the needs of their families.

a. Such a plan would require the cooperation of the U.S.
Department of H.E.W. If this could not be done on a
complete basis,maybe it could be considered on a dem-
onstration basis for a limited number of men.

4, Financial means should be designed into the current system
to allow more involvement by the recipients into the work
and training program, This would take the form of advi-
sory councils, social groups, etc. :

An obvious need for day care services is acknowledged. A
county program under State law is recommended. The imple-
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mentation of specialized staff to recruit, train, and
supervise individuals or groups in providing day care
would alleviate the problem and create employment posi-
tions for present recipients."

The California "Employables" Program --
- "ilﬁeforms for %ﬁe WIN Eroﬂ{g

One of the Committee's meetings was devoted to a re-
view of the 1971 California Welfare Reform Program, much of
which was implemented by the 1971 California Legislature and
by administrative rules and regulations.

Mr. Robert Carleson, Director of the California Depart-
ment of Social Welfare, spent one day with the Committee to
review the California Projram that was contained in a report
transmitted by Governor Reagan to the legislature in March,
1971, entitled "Meeting the Challenge: A Responsible Program
for Welfare and Medi-Cal Reform", Copies of the report were
distributed to Committee members and to County Commissioners,
and the Council staff wrote a follow up memorandum containing
a point-by-point comparison of the California program with
the administration of welfare in Colorado to determine the ex-
tent to which they differ.

Two of the specific areas covered in the California

proposal pertained to a proposed "employables" work program
and proposed changes in the WIN program.

California WIN Reforms

The WIN ‘program is the only federally and state funded
program that deals exclusively with training and placement of
welfare recipients. In California, it was proposed that the
program continue to play a major role in getting welfare re-
cipients into regular jobs and that the number of WIN slots
or openings be increased.

However, the California reform proposal made a number
of changes in the administration of the WIN program: .

(1) Since a limited number of slots are available in
WIN at any one time, training and counseling which do not re-
late to job placement were eliminated to complete a recipi-
ent's program in as short a period as possible.
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(2) Also, more emphasis was placed on vocational and
on-the-job training which will lead to prompt job placement.
According to the California report, a paycheck would be sub-
stituted for a welfare check for the trainee,and the employer
would be given the benefit of the trainee's productivity
while being trained.

(3) The proportion of WIN slots for unemployed fathers
in the AFDC program was increased so that family responsibil-
ity for men could be emphasized.

(4) California requested waivers of federal law and
administrative ruling by federal agencies in order to initi-
ate special work projects where a recipient is paid a salary
by the government employer plus certain incentives, and the
major part of the grant is transferred to the government em-
ployir. The welfare grant would, in effect, be turned into
a salary.

Under the proposal, only tasks aimed at meeting an
otherwise unfilled public need would qualify so that the jobs
already held by employees in the public and private sectors
are not jeopardized by competition from participants in the
public assistance work projects., Examples of such tasks in
the California proposal are: earthquake; flood; ferest fire
or oil spill clean-up; recycling discarded waste products;
school yard monitoring and supervision; and child care bx
women welfare recipients in "home care” programs to enable
other AFDC mothers to seek and obtain employment.

Apparently, California was successful in getting fed-
eral waivers; on August 20, 1971. John Veneman, U.S. Under-
secretary of Health, Education and Welfare, announced that
demonstration projects for public assistance work projects
would be started in California, New York, and Illinois.

(5) Stricter WIN sanctions were proposed for non-
participation fn.the WIN program -- an enrollee is allowed 60
days after dropping out to consider if he is going to continue
to participate in WIN, California proposed that the time
period be reduced to 10 days and that this 10-day period of
consideration be available only once to a WIN enrollee rather
than an unlimited number of times as it is presently with the
60-day rule.

California Work Reform or Employables Program

Mr, Carleson reviewed for the Committee the proposed
California employment program which is similar to the federal
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reform program that has already passed the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives and is awaiting action by the Senate.

An excerpt from the report follows:

One of the principal goals of our welfare
reform program is to get able-bodied welfare
recipients who are employable, or potentially
employable, off the rolls and into jobs. There-
fore, to strengthen this concept, we are propos-
ing the implementation of a new and innovative

"employables" program -- to separate employable
welfare recipients from those who are unem-
ployable. (emphasis in original)

If the ggﬁlgxgp;g recipient is job ready --
that is if he has a marketagle job skill -- Ke
will be assisted in his search for employment,

and will be expected to meet strong self-help,
job-seeking requirements.

If no private or public sector job or train-
ing opportunity is immediately available, he will
be expected to participate in useful public as=-
sistance work force projects aimed at making
California a better place in which to live.

We are convinced that the concept of sepa-
rating employables from unemployables is
thoroughly sound in principal and holds immense
promise for changing the basic approach of the
AFDC program from financial assistance -- as an
end in itself -~ to getting into a job and get-
ting off welfare,

Once a person is determined to be eligible
for welfare, a decision will be made as to his
employability.

If the recipient is found to be potentially
employable, he will be Elaced under the overall
jurisdiction of HRD /California Department of
Labor/ where all program services will be aimed
at getting him off welfare and into a job.

Transformation of Social Services to Employment
Services. As one way to effect the emponaBIes program,
social workers currently working for counties as welfare
workers and providing social services for recipients who may

be determined employable under the new system will be reas-
signed to the California Department of Human Resources De-
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velopment (i.e., Department of Labor) and be retrained to
deliver employment services.

Eliminate Dual Administration. A.single administration
will be set up to replace the existing dual administrative
setup which involves both the Labor Department and the Welfare
Department, as 'is now the case with WIN. In California, (and
perhaps in Colorado, separate files on a potentially employa=
able individual are maintained by the Welfare Department and
by Labor D~partment employment personnel. There is also a
duplication of interview, assessment, and job planning. Under
the Californial proposal for a single administration, referral
of recipients to employment services would be immediate and
preclude a great amount of paperwork "now required to coordi-
nate these two functions",

E le of California Employables! Programs. An unem-

glo ed AFE% father, after the init%ai detefmination of eligi-

ility for welfare, would be referred to the Labor Department
for an interview to determine if he is employable.

If he is found to be employable, his service program
is placed under the jurisdiction of the Labor Department
whose staff would be, as previously mentioned, supplemented by
a portion of the former welfare staff that had been.reassigned
to the Labor Department. Efforts are then made to find em-
ployment which meets the man's ability.

If he is found to be unemployable, he is referred back
to the county wel¥are department for services.

In the event the man has no marketable skill but is
potentially employable, he is assigned to the WIN program for
training or some other existing training program such as the
Manpower Development and Training Act, New Careers, Concen-
trated Employment Program, Apprenticeship, and the National
glliance of Businessmen's Job Opportunities in the Business

ector.

If, after classification as employable, a recipient
refuses to seek work, take an available job, participate in a
WIN training program, or take part in a public work force
project, his aid is cut off.

=96=



	0170 Welfare in Colorado
	Recommended Citation

	0170 Welfare in Colorado
	Welfare in Colorado, 1971

