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To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:

I am today submitting to your Honorable Bodies the
attached legislation, entitled, “An Act Providing for the
Emergency Assistance Program for Needy Families with Children".

Last fall, in the general election, the people of this
Commonwealth made clear that they desired that the costs of
State and local government should be contained or reduced.
During the last 60 days, I have been working with representa-
tives of State and local government, business and labor
leaders, and interested citizens to develop a comprehensive
program to achieve a significant reduction in the cost of
State and local government.

On February 9, I proposed for your consideration House
5603, which would place a cap upon local government expendi-
tures, subject to certain conditions. That proposal was a
significant step in a series of proposals designed to contain
the costs of local government.

On February 28, I submitted to you my budget recommenda-
tions for the period July 1, 1979 through June 30, 1980. Those
recommendations represented the second major step in the
containment and reduction of governmental costs and provided
327.5 million new dollars for local property tax reduction.

The recommendations contained in the budget message were
designed to provide and maintain necessary and essential
governmental services, particularly to those who are otherwise
unable to help themselves. The budget contained funding to
strengthen the ability of the State government to manage its
affairs, an investment designed to bring about further con-
tainment in the costs of State government programs and an
improvement in the quality of State services.

A primary social goal of this Administration is to
strengthen the lagging State economy and to maintain and
increase employment opportunities within the Commonwealth,
In so doing, we will also enable State and local governments
to provide and maintain necessary social and governmental
services. Massachusetts cannot afford to permit a continuing
decline in its economic base or accept an over reliance upon
governmental programs, services and employment.
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In particular, attempts to finance levels of social
services that are incompatible with the State's economic
realities hurt most of the people they are intended to help.
The high level of taxes in Massachusetts hurts those at the
bottom end of the income ladder in two ways: first, high
taxes make the State less attractive to industry, which
means fewer job opportunities. Second, taxes contribute
directly to the high cost of living in Massachusetts. From
1968 to 1977, Massachusetts* rank in per capita income dropped
from twelve to fifteen. Furthermore, when differences in cost
of living are taken into consideration, Massachusetts ranks
37th out of the 50 states in real per capita income; and taxes
are the most important reason for the difference in the cost
of living in Massachusetts and elsewhere.

I believe that the people of this Commonwealth have
made clear that they wish to see the economy of the State
strengthened and developed and individual opportunity for
employment enhanced and increased. I believe that they
desire that State and local government should undertake
to provide necessary governmental services, particularly
to those who are the most needy and who are unable to help
themselves. I believe that the people wish their government
to operate in a more efficient and responsive manner.

No State government program has cost more than the
welfare assistance programs. In fiscal 1980, the State's
welfare programs will cost $1.7 billion, thirty (30%) percent
of the total State budget. State welfare costs have
increased from $7OO million in 1970 to $1.3 billion
in 1975 and to $1.7 billion in 1980.

The cost of all of the State's human services programs
in FY'BO will be $2.3 billion. Welfare constitutes seventy
(70%) percent of those human service costs.

Massachusetts provides generous welfare benefits.
Massachusetts ranks third among the states in the cost of
welfare benefits as a percentage of personal income, yet
our personal income ranks fifteenth.

This stark reality can no longer be ignored. This
fact is understood by State and local property taxpayers.
The impact of welfare costs upon State government concerns
those who decide whether to invest in the creation and
maintenance of employment opportunities within the
Commonwealth.

During recent years, there has been a growing recogni-
tion of the spiraling costs of welfare benefits and programs
provided by the State government. Benefits are provided to
too many people, unselectively and at too high a cost, in
order to meet the legitimate needs of a few families.
Constrained by federal regulations and attempting to do
too much, these programs have developed in such a way
that they often encourage abuse and unjustifiably over-
strain the State's limited resources.

These concerns have been shared without regard toparty and by liberals and conservatives alike. In 1975,the General Court enacted and my predecessor signed Chapter
684 of the Acts of 1975 under which the State sought to
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contain welfare costs by restricting so-called emergency
assistance shelter and utility payments to persons newly
eligible for AFDC benefits. The previous policy had pro-
vided these payments to AFDC recipients as well. This
attempt at cost containment was largely thwarted by liti-
gation. As a result, the so-called emergency assistance
program that the Commonwealth has operated during the past
few years has been a classic example of the kind of optional
state-operated welfare program that has undermined public
support of welfare programs designed to meet the needs of
deserving recipients.

5.1731, now before the House, would reinstitute the
so-called emergency assistance program of the past several
years and would be available to 122,000 recipients. It is
a program that does and should offend the taxpayers of the
Commonwealth. It is a program that appears to benefit too
easily certain special interests and welfare abusers rather
than focusing its assistance on cases of genuine emergency
need. Under this program, recipients would effectively be
encouraged to not pay their rent for four months and their
utilities for six months in order to have the Welfare
Department pick up their bills. The program as designed
is therefore an incentive to recipients to not meet their
obligations. Furthermore, under this program a recipient
who is evicted will have his moving expenses paid for by
the taxpayer and if the new apartment lacks a refrigerator,
the taxpayer will buy him a new one!

In another effort to contain welfare costs by selec-
tively limiting benefits, last year the members of the General
Court enacted, and my predecessor signed. Chapter 367 of
the Acts of 1978, which authorized a 6% cost-of-living
increase for AFDC recipients. By granting the increase
to current recipients without increasing the eligibility
standards and bringing more families - families with
income in excess of the current eligibility standards -

into the welfare system, the General Court sought to
contain the escalation of the costs of this program.
Thus, the General Court again attempted a limitation
upon the ever-escalating costs of welfare programs and
benefits which have left this Commonwealth with the nation*s
third highest total welfare costs as a percentage of
individual income.

Regretably, the federal government has refused to
permit the Commonwealth to grant the cost-of-living increase
as enacted by the General Court. Federal regulations have
thus once again thwarted the Commonwealth's efforts to
contain welfare costs by selectively limiting benefits
even though the costs to the State's citizens are among
the highest in the nation. The federal policy is ill
considered and discriminates against states which have
endeavored to provide assistance levels in excess of the
national average.

I believe that the decisions made by the General Court
with respect to the limitations imposed upon the Emergency

Assistance Program and the limitations imposed upon the
cost-of-living to AFDC recipients were necessary at the
time and are a step in the right direction.
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I recognize, as I am sure do all citizens, that Massa-
chusetts has had to bear a high cost of the inflationary impact
upon our economy. I accept that AFDC recipients have borne
the impact of that inflation.

I believe, however, that the people of this Commonwealth
have established as their priority the containment of govern-
mental costs and the revitalization of the State's economic
base. I believe, therefore, that the State should not increase
the benefits paid to welfare recipients, except in cases of
extraordinary need.

Accordingly, I recommend the repeal of Section 44A of
Chapter 367 of the Acts of 1978 which authorize the cost-of-
living to AFDC recipients. I further urge the Members of the
General Court not to adopt the provisions contained in House
2183 and Senate 1731.

I recommend your adoption of the legislation which I
am filing today establishing a new State Emergency Assistance
Program. Under the legislation, the Department of Public
Welfare would be directed to provide emergency assistance
payments to all qualified AFDC recipients to defray the
high cost of energy. It is clear that energy costs within
this Commonwealth, particularly within the winter months,
are extraordinarily high compared to other sectors of the
nation. This program would be within the scope of the
Federal Emergency Assistance Program and would thus be
eligible for fifty (50%) percent reimbursement.

All AFDC families that have faced these costs and have
not had sufficient resources with which to meet them will be
eligible for a payment in each of the next two 12-month
periods. In determining the need of a family for such
emergency assistance payments, the Department will consider
the availability to such family of other resources such as:
(a) publicly subsidized housing; (b) income net of work-
related expenses above the AFDC standards; (c) receipt of
a prior emergency assistance grant within a 12-month period;
and (d) assistance through the federal crisis intervention program

It is estimated that the funding requested will permit
recipients consisting of one and two person families under
this legislation to receive a flat payment of SlOO and
recipient families of three or more to receive a flat
payment of $250.

The present Emergency Assistance Program has provided
benefits averaging approximately $230 to a total of approx-
imately 20,000 recipients. The State Emergency Assistance
Program which I am recommending to you today may provide
benefits to approximately 65,000 out of the 122,000 AFDC
families.

This new State Emergency Assistance Program would be
subject to less abuse, provide money to those AFDC families
who are genuinely needy and who have not otherwise received
assistance, and would be easier to administer.
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I am pleased to be able to inform you that under the
federal crisis intervention program, $5 million will be
additionally available to needy Massachusetts* residents
for fuel assistance.

Under this legislation, families that have received
emergency assistance within the past 12 months and families
that have received assistance through the federal crisis
intervention program would be eligible for emergency
assistance payments next winter and thus they would
receive one payment during this two-year program. All
other non-excluded families would be eligible for two
payments during the life of this program.

The legislation also provides a separate State funded
Voluntary Supplemental Assistance Program. This program
would be available to provide additional supplemental
emergency assistance in cases of extraordinary need to
persons qualified for the State Emergency Assistance
Program and to persons affected by disaster. This program
would be locally administered and would be funded by State
and donated funds. The administration of the program would
be carried out by local non-profit charitable entities under
contract with the Department of Public Welfare. The Voluntary
Supplemental Assistance Program will provide to qualified
recipient families further assistance through the voluntary
effort and charity of the citizenry.

I believe that a return to the therapeutic partici-
pation of local citizens in meeting the extraordinary needs
of their neighbors would be a salutary development in the
direction of the State's welfare programs. The administration
of this Voluntary Supplemental Assistance Program by local
private non-profit groups should insure that help is provided
in cases of real need and that instances of abuse are avoided.

The adoption of the Voluntary Supplemental Assistance
Program addressed as it is to a limited objective of providing
additional assistance to persons in extraordinary need, allows
the charitable institutions within the Commonwealth to continue
their present efforts with State assistance. The adoption of
this program should encourage citizen participation and support
of the local private charitable programs in the cities and towns
across the Commonwealth. At the present time, under existing
laws and regulations of the Commonwealth, an over-taxed citizenry
is provided too little incentive to support private non-profit
charitable programs in the cities and towns of the Commonwealth.
Indeed, the State and Federal governments have fostered the
belief that the government can and should provide services
to meet much, if not all of the needs, that were once the
primary focus of private charities.

I recommend an appropriation of twelve million
($l2 million) dollars for this fiscal year to fund these
programs. Eleven million ($ll million) dollars of this
amount will be made available to fund the State Emergency
Assistance Program and one million ($1 million) dollars to
fund the State's share of the Voluntary Supplemental
Assistance Program.
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It is estimated that the cost of the Emergency
Assistance Program for next fiscal year will be thirteen
million ($l3 million) dollars plus another one million
($1 million) dollars for the Voluntary Supplemental
Assistance Program. Therefore, the combined two year
cost is twenty-six million ($26 million) dollars. This
compares to a ninety to one hundred million ($9O to
$lOO million) dollar cost of providing cost of living
increases in both 1979 and 1980. The Commonwealth
cannot afford such an expense.

The adoption of this legislation will provide
help to those genuinely needy welfare families who have
been impacted by high energy costs. It will also initiate

Voluntary Supplemental Assistance Program locally administered
The adoption of these programs will not unduly burden

the taxpayers of the Commonwealth nor further increase the
per capita costs of the State
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In the Year One Thousand Nine Hundred and Seventy-Nine.

An Act providing for the emergency assistance program for
NEEDY FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN.

1 Whereas, The deferred operation of this act would tend to defeat
2 its purpose, which is to provide emergency assistance to certain
3 persons in need as a result of unusually high energy costs, therefore
4 it is hereby declared to be an emergency law, necessary for the
5 immediate preservation of the public convenience.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House ofRepresentatives in General
Court assembled and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 SECTION 1. Section fourty-four Aof chapter three hundred
2 and sixty-seven of the acts of nineteen hundred and seventy-eight is
3 hereby repealed.

■ SECTION 2. The last paragraph of section 2of chapter 118 of
2 the General Laws shall not apply to fiscal years 1979 and 1980.
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1 SECTION 3. Section 2of chapter 118 of the General Laws is
2 hereby amended by striking out the fourth paragraph thereof and
3 inserting in place thereof the following: —-

4 Subject to appropriation, there is hereby established a program
5 of emergency assistance, consistent with federal regulations
6 adopted pursuant to section 406(e) of Title IV-A of the Social
7 Security Act, which shall provide emergency assistance payments
8 to needy families with children to help in meeting unusually high
9 energy costs. In establishing the need of a family for such emer-

-10 gency assistance payments, the department shall consider the avail-
-11 ability to such family of other resources including but not limited
12 to publicly subsidized housing, federal crisis intervention program
13 grants, previously received emergency assistance benefits, and
14 earned income that is disregarded in determining public financial
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15 assistance payments. The department shall by regulation establish
16 the scope of emergency assistance available under this section, and
17 standards of eligibility thereof.

1 SECTION 4. The department of public welfare shall by regula-
-2 tion establish a program by which the department will, subject to
3 appropriation, match contributions to private non-profit organi-
-4 zations furnishing assistance to needy families with children in
5 cases of disaster and other extraordinary hardships.

1 SECTION 5. The regulations of the department of public wel-
-2 fare relative to emergency assistance in effect immediately prior to
3 the effective date of this act are declared to be inconsistent with the
4 intent of this act and the same shall, upon the effective date hereof,
5 cease to be in force and effect. Said department shall forthwith
6 promulgate rules and regulations as necessary to implement the
7 provisions of this act.

I

Thli document hu been printed on 100% recycled paper.


