GOLDBERG V KELLY CASE BRIEF

(GOLDBERG V. KELLY IS A LANDMARK CASE IN THE FIELD OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW THAT SIGNIFICANTLY SHAPED THE DUE PROCESS
RIGHTS OF INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING GOVERNMENT WELFARE BENEFITS. THE CASE AROSE IN THE CONTEXT OF NEW YORK'S PUBLIC
ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS AND ADDRESSED THE LEGAL QUESTION OF WHETHER INDIVIDUALS ARE ENTITLED TO A HEARING BEFORE
THEIR WELFARE BENEFITS ARE TERMINATED. THE SUPREME COURT’S DECISION IN THIS CASE UNDERSCORED THE IMPORTANCE OF
PROCEDURAL DUE PROCESS IN ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS AND AFFIRMED THAT INDIVIDUALS HAVE THE RIGHT TO CONTEST THE
TERMINATION OF THEIR BENEFITS IN A FAIR AND JUST MANNER. THIS ARTICLE WILL EXPLORE THE BACKGROUND, LEGAL ISSUES,
COURT DECISION, AND IMPLICATIONS OF GOLDBERG V. KELLY.

BACKGROUND oF THE CASE

IN THE EARLY 1970s, New York CITY IMPLEMENTED A WELFARE PROGRAM TO PROVIDE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO LOW-
INCOME RESIDENTS. THIS PROGRAM WAS CRUCIAL FOR MANY FAMILIES WHO RELIED ON THESE BENEFITS TO MEET THEIR BASIC
NEEDS. HOWEVER, THE STATE’S PROCEDURE FOR TERMINATING BENEFITS RAISED CONCERNS ABOUT FAIRNESS AND THE PROTECTION
OF INDIVIDUALS' RIGHTS.

THE PLAINTIFFS

THE PLAINTIFFS IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY WERE SEVERAL WELFARE RECIPIENTS WHO HAD THEIR BENEFITS TERMINATED WITHOUT A
PRIOR HEARING. THEY ARGUED THAT THE PROCESS BY WHICH BENEFITS WERE CUT OFF WAS INADEQUATE AND VIOLATED THEIR
RIGHTS UNDER THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. THE PLAINTIFFS INCLUDED:

1. DANIEL GOLDBERG - A SINGLE FATHER STRUGGLING TO SUPPORT HIS CHILDREN.

2. MILDRED KELLY - AN ELDERLY WOMAN RELIANT ON WELFARE FOR HER MEDICAL AND DAILY LIVING EXPENSES.

3. OTHER WELFARE RECIPIENTS - INDIVIDUALS FROM VARIOUS BACKGROUNDS WHO FACED SIMILAR THREATS TO THEIR FINANCIAL
STABILITY.

THe New York CITY WELFARE REGULATIONS

UNDER New York CITY'S REGULATIONS, WELFARE BENEFITS COULD BE TERMINATED FOR VARIOUS REASONS, INCLUDING FAILURE
TO COMPLY WITH REPORTING REQUIREMENTS OR CHANGES IN ELIGIBILITY. |MPORTANTLY/ THE EXISTING PROCEDURES ALLOWED
FOR THE TERMINATION OF BENEFITS WITHOUT A PRIOR HEARING. |NSTEAD, RECIPIENTS WOULD RECEIVE A NOTICE OF TERMINATION,
AFTER WHICH THEY COULD APPEAL THE DECISION. THIS PROCESS EFFECTIVELY LEFT MANY INDIVIDUALS WITHOUT THE MEANS TO
CHALLENGE THE TERMINATION BEFORE IT OCCURRED.

LEGAL ISSUES

THE CENTRAL LEGAL ISSUE IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY WAS WHETHER THE LACK OF A PRE-TERMINATION HEARING FOR WELFARE
BENEFITS VIOLATED THE RECIPIENTS’ RIGHTS TO DUE PROCESS UNDER THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. THE PLAINTIFFS CONTENDED
THAT THEIR PROPERTY INTEREST IN THE WELFARE BENEFITS ENTITLED THEM TO A HEARING BEFORE THE GOVERNMENT COULD
TERMINATE THOSE BENEFITS.

CoNsSTITUTIONAL BAsIs For DUE PROCESS

THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT GUARANTEES THAT NO STATE SHALL “DEPRIVE ANY PERSON OF LIFE, LIBERTY, OR PROPERTY,
WITHOUT DUE PROCESS OF LAW.” THE SUPREME COURT HAD PREVIOUSLY RECOGNIZED THAT WELFARE BENEFITS CONSTITUTE A



FORM OF PROPERTY INTEREST, AS RECIPIENTS RELY UPON THEM FOR SURVIVAL. THUS, THE CASE RAISED IMPORTANT QUESTIONS
ABOUT WHAT CONSTITUTES ADEQUATE DUE PROCESS IN ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS.

PrecepeNTs AND ReLATED CASES

SEVERAL PRECEDENTS INFORMED THE COURT’S DELIBERATION IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY:

- MATHEWS V. ELDRIDGE (197 6): THIS CASE ESTABLISHED A THREE-PART BALANCING TEST TO DETERMINE WHETHER DUE
PROCESS REQUIREMENTS WERE SATISFIED IN ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS.

- BoarD oF ReGENTS V. RoTH (1972): THe COURT HELD THAT A PROPERTY INTEREST IS NOT CREATED BY THE
CONSTITUTION BUT MAY BE ESTABLISHED BY STATE LAW.

THESE CASES CONTRIBUTED TO THE LEGAL FRAMEWORK FOR UNDERSTANDING DUE PROCESS IN THE CONTEXT OF GOVERNMENT
BENEFITS.

THe SuPrReME CoURT DEecisIioN

ONJuLy 2, 1970, THe SuPREME COURT ISSUED A LANDMARK DECISION IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY. THE COURT RULED IN FAVOR
OF THE PLAINTIFFS, HOLDING THAT WELFARE RECIPIENTS ARE ENTITLED TO A PRE-TERMINATION HEARING BEFORE THEIR BENEFITS
CAN BE CUT OFF.

THe MaJorITY OPINION

JUSTICE \X/ILLIAMJ. BRENNAN,JR. AUTHORED THE MAJORITY OPINION, WHICH EMPHASIZED SEVERAL KEY POINTS!

1. PROPERTY INTEREST: THE COURT RECOGNIZED WELFARE BENEFITS AS A FORM OF PROPERTY, THUS WARRANTING PROTECTION

UNDER THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT.

2. NEED FOR PROCEDURAL SAFEGUARDS: THE COURT ARGUED THAT THE GOVERNMENT MUST PROVIDE PROCEDURAL SAFEGUARDS
TO ENSURE THAT INDIVIDUALS ARE NOT DEPRIVED OF THEIR BENEFITS WITHOUT A FAIR HEARING.

3. IMPACT oN RecIPIENTS: THE COURT NOTED THAT THE CONSEQUENCES OF TERMINATING BENEFITS HAD A PROFOUND EFFECT ON
THE LIVES OF RECIPIENTS, POTENTIALLY LEADING TO LOSS OF HOUSING, FOOD INSECURITY, AND OTHER HARDSHIPS.

THE COURT CONCLUDED THAT A PRE-TERMINATION HEARING WAS ESSENTIAL TO PROTECT THE DUE PROCESS RIGHTS OF
\WELFARE RECIPIENTS.

DisseNTING OPINIONS

THE DECISION WAS NOT WITHOUT DISSENT. JUSTICES HARRY BLACKMUN AND LEWIS F. POWELL, JR. RAISED CONCERNS ABOUT
THE IMPLICATIONS OF REQUIRING PRE-TERMINATION HEARINGS. THEIR DISSENTING OPINIONS HIGHLIGHTED:

- ADMINISTRATIVE BURDEN: THE POTENTIAL FOR INCREASED ADMINISTRATIVE BURDENS ON WELFARE AGENCIES.

- EFFIciENCY oF GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS: CONCERNS THAT THE DECISION WOULD COMPLICATE THE PROCESS OF ADMINISTERING
WELFARE PROGRAMS, POTENTIALLY LEADING TO DELAYS AND INEFFICIENCIES.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE DECISION

THE RULING IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY HAD SIGNIFICANT IMPLICATIONS FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS AND ADMINISTRATIVE LAW AS A
\WHOLE.



IMPACT ON WELFARE PROGRAMS

1. REFORM OF PROCEDURES: FOLLOWING THE DECISION, WELFARE AGENCIES ACROSS THE COUNTRY HAD TO IMPLEMENT NEW
PROCEDURES TO ENSURE THAT RECIPIENTS WERE GRANTED A HEARING BEFORE BENEFITS WERE TERMINATED.

2. INCREASED LEGAL PROTECTIONS: THE CASE SET A PRECEDENT THAT REINFORCED THE LEGAL PROTECTIONS AFFORDED TO
INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING GOVERNMENT BENEFITS, ENSURING THAT THEIR RIGHTS WERE SAFEGUARDED.

W IDER ADMINISTRATIVE LAW CONTEXT

THE PRINCIPLES ESTABLISHED IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY EXTENDED BEYOND WELFARE PROGRAMS:

- DUE PROCESS IN ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS: THE CASE HELPED TO SOLIDIFY THE REQUIREMENT FOR FAIR HEARINGS IN VARIOUS
ADMINISTRATIVE CONTEXTS, IMPACTING OTHER AREAS SUCH AS UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS, SOCIAL SECURITY, AND LICENSING.

- BALANCING TESTS: THE DECISION ALSO REINFORCED THE IMPORTANCE OF BALANCING INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS AGAINST
GOVERNMENTAL INTERESTS, AS ESTABLISHED IN EARLIER CASES SUCH AS MATHEWS V. ELDRIDGE.

CoNCLUSION

GOLDBERG V. KELLY REMAINS A PIVOTAL CASE IN THE EVOLUTION OF DUE PROCESS RIGHTS WITHIN ADMINISTRATIVE LAW. BY
AFFIRMING THE NECESSITY OF A PRE-TERMINATION HEARING FOR WELFARE BENEFITS, THE SuPREME COURT UNDERSCORED THE
PRINCIPLE THAT INDIVIDUALS SHOULD NOT BE DEPRIVED OF ESSENTIAL RESOURCES WITHOUT A FAIR OPPORTUNITY TO CONTEST
SUCH ACTIONS. THIS LANDMARK DECISION NOT ONLY TRANSFORMED THE LANDSCAPE OF WELFARE PROGRAMS BUT ALSO
ESTABLISHED A BROADER FRAMEW ORK FOR DUE PROCESS IN ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEEDINGS, ENSURING THAT THE RIGHTS OF
VULNERABLE POPULATIONS ARE PROTECTED UNDER THE LAW. THE ENDURING LEGACY OF GOLDBERG V. KELLY CONTINUES TO
INFLUENCE LEGAL STANDARDS AND ADMINISTRATIVE PRACTICES TODAY, REFLECTING A COMMITMENT TO JUSTICE AND FAIRNESS IN
THE PROVISION OF GOVERNMENT BENEFITS.

FREQUENTLY AskeD QUESTIONS

WHAT WAS THE PRIMARY LEGAL ISSUE IN THE GOLDBERG V. KELLY CASE?

THE PRIMARY LEGAL ISSUE IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY WAS WHETHER THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE OF THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT
REQUIRES A HEARING BEFORE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE BENEFITS ARE TERMINATED.

WHAT WAS THE oUTCOME OF THE GOLDBERG V. KELLY CASE?

THE SuPREME COURT RULED IN FAVOR OF KELLY/ DETERMINING THAT WELFARE RECIPIENTS HAVE A RIGHT TO A FAIR HEARING
BEFORE THEIR BENEFITS CAN BE CUT OFF, THEREBY REINFORCING THE IMPORTANCE OF DUE PROCESS.

How pib GOLDBERG V. KELLY IMPACT PUBLIC WELFARE POLICIES?

GOLDBERG V. KELLY ESTABLISHED THAT PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS ARE ENTITLED TO DUE PROCESS PROTECTIONS, LEADING
TO REFORMS IN WELFARE POLICY THAT REQUIRE STATES TO PROVIDE NOTICE AND A HEARING BEFORE TERMINATING BENEFITS.

\WHAT CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT WAS CENTRAL TO THE ARGUMENTS IN GOLDBERG
V. KELLY?

THE FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT/ PARTICULARLY THE DUE PROCESS CLAUSE, WAS CENTRAL TO THE ARGUMENTS IN (GGOLDBERG V.



KELLY, AS IT ADDRESSES THE RIGHTS OF INDIVIDUALS AGAINST STATE ACTIONS.

IN WHAT YEAR WAS THE GOLDBERG V. KELLY DECISION MADE?

THE DECISION IN GOLDBERG V. KELLY WAS MADE IN 1970 BY THE UNITED STATES SUPREME COURT.
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