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SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS

TUESDAY, MAY 8, 1078

U.S. SenATE,
ComMITTEE ON FINANOE,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, gursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m., in room 2221,
Du-l;gieig Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B, Long (chairman)
presiding. .

Present: Senators Long, Hartke, Byrd, Jr., of Virginia, Nelson,
Mondale, Gravel, Bentsen, Fannin, Packwood, and Roth, Jr.

The CuairMAN. The committee will come to order.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

Toda{ the committee begins its hearings on social services funded

under the Social Security Act. In 1972 the Congress enacted a $2.5
billion limit on Federal funds for social services at a time when the
program was threatening to get completely out of control,

Last week, the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
issued new regulations on social services. The major difference between
the new regulations and the regulations previously in effect relates
to_what persons not on welfare are eligible to receive as services.

Under the prior regulations, persons were eligible for services if
they had been on welfare at some time during the previous 2 years
or if they were likely to go on welfare during the next § years.

Under the new regulations, dollar limits are set on eligibility, and

-~overy family to be eligible for services must also meet the State
assets test for cash welfare eligibility. Depending on the State and
the family size, these requirements can be quite limiting.

In these hearinge, the committee will want to be sure that the
regulations are not pennywise and pound foolish. We don’t want to
out off low-income working persons from the day care, family planning,
or other services they need to stay off welfare.

We hope durinf these hearings to receive testimony on the impact
of the new regulations so that we can decide whether legislative
action is desirable. »

Our witness today will be Hon, Caspar W. Weinberger, Secretary
of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

I suggest that we let the Secretary introduce his assistants and
make his statement in its entirety before we interrogate him, and at
the conclusion of his statement, I would like to suggest to the com-
mittee that during the first round of questions we confine ourselves
to 5 minutes for each Senator. Some Senators might only have one or
two questions to ask. After the first round we will let each Senator
have a turn again to interrogate the Secretary. ‘

¢3)
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We will J)rint the committee’s press release announcing these
hearings and you may begin Mr. Secretary.
(The press release follows:)

PRESS_RELEASE

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
April 13, 1973 UNITED S8TATES SENATE
2227 Dirkeen Senste Office Bullding

HEARINGS ANNOUNCED ON
SOCIAL SERVICES REQULATIONS

The Honorable Rusaell B, Long (D., Ls.), Chairman of the Committes
on Finance, announced today that on Tuoaday, May 8, 1%73, the Committee will
begin public hearings on regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, conceraing social services provided.with Federal matching undor the

Soclal Security Act, Proposed regulations were issued in February, and the
Department has indicated that final regulations will be published by May 1.

The Honorable Caspar Weinberger, Sscretary of Health, Education, and
Walfare, will be the lead-off witness and will present the Administration's case
for its regulations., Secretary Weinberger will testify at 10100 s T
May 8, 1973, in Room 3221 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Testimony from
other persons will begin on Tuesday, May 15, Senator Long stated that this
schedule will permit interested persons an opportunity to review the final regue
lations bafore preparing their testimony. .

Senator Long stated: "Last year the Congress enacted what we folt was
& much needed limitation on Federal support for social services under the Bocial
Becurity Act, Under that limitation, we provided for up to $2-1/2 billion Federal
funds for social services, Portions of the proposed regulations published by the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare two months ago, however, go woll
beyond last year's legislative action or intent, In particular, the regulations
would severely restrict eligibility for child care and family planning which are
important services in any effort to help welfare recipients to work their way off
welfare and to allow them to remain off welfare,

V[ would hope that the final regulations which the Department publishes
befors May 1 will be much more consistent with Congresaional intent, In any
case, the Committes intends to give the regulations close scrutiny in order that
we can evaluate their impact and the necessity for possible legistative action, "

mn%&hl!ﬂ!_‘h -« Senator Long advised that witnesses desiring to
testify during this hearing must make their request to testify to Tom Vail, Chief
Counsel, Committee on Finance, 2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washinge
ten, D Gy, Wg},_ﬁg 4.1 Witnesses will be notified as
soon as possible after this cutoff date ae to when they are acheduled to sppear.
Once the witness has been advised of the date of his appearance, it will not be
possible for this date to be changed, If for some resson the witiiess is unable

to appear on the date scheduled, he may file & wriiten statement for the record
of the hearing in lieu of & personal appearance.
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dggmt_qm,g_?,_t_»_m. =« The Chairman also stated that the Committes
urges all witnesses who have & common position or with the same general Q&u{olt
to cggugn%q! their ”iﬂmﬁi and designate a bl Mghu_meﬁw present their
common viewpoint orally to the omm"‘ttoo. fh‘; procedure will ensble the Come
mittes to receive & wider expression of views on the total bill than it might other«
wise obtain, The Chsirman praised witnesses who in the past have combined
thelr statements in oxrder to conserve the time of the Committes. And he urged

very strongly that all witnesses exert &8 maximum effort, taking into ascount the
limited advance notice, to consolidate and coordinate their statemente.

Legislative Reorgenisation Act, -« In this respect, the Chairman observed
that the Legislative Reorganisation Act of 1946, as amended, requires all witnes~
000 appearing before the Committees of Congress ==

Yoeeto file in advance written statements of their proposed testie
mony, and to limit their oral presentations to brief summaries
of their argument, " '

The atatute aleo directs the staff of each Committes to prepare digests of al}
testimony for the use of Committee Members, '

Senator Long stated that in light of this statute and in view of the lazge
number of witnesses who desire to appear before the Committes in the limited
time available for the hesring, all w a

llowing r ]

(1) All statements must be filed with the Committes at Jeagt

one day in advance of the day on which the witness is to appesy,
It a witness is scheduled to testify on & Monday or Tuesday,

he must file his written statement with the Committee by the
Friday preceding his appearance.

(2), All witnesses must include with their written statement &,

summary of the principal points included in the statement.

(3) The written statements must be typed on letter-size paper
(oot legal size) and at least 50 copies must be submitted to the
Committee,

() Vitnesses are not to read their written statemonts to the
Committes, but are to confine their ten-minute oral presenta=
tions to a summary of the points included in the statement,

(5) Not more than ten minutes will be allowed for the oral summary,



p who {ail to comp 114 rules will for heir privilege to
. Those who have already requested to testify need not submit & second
request,

ﬂﬂm%mﬁﬁ == ‘Witnesses who are not scheduled for orsl pre-
sentation, and others who desire to present a statement to the Committes, are
urged to prepare a written position of their views for submission and inclusion
in the printed record of the hedrings. These written statements should be sube
mitted to Tom Vail, Chlef Counssl, Committes on Finance, Room 2227, Dirkeen
Sanate Office Bullding ot later then Fridey, May 18, 1973,

STATEMERT OF HON. CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, SECRETARY OF
THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Secretary WeiNsBraER, Thank you very much, Mr, Chairman,

I am delighted to appear today to discuss the new regulations
Qvemmg the social services programs under titles I, IV A&B, X,

IV, and XVI of the Social Security Act. These regulations were
publ{shed on May 1 by HEW and deal with matters that have been
of great concern over the years to this committee.

am accompanied by Stephen Kurzman, who is the Assistant

Secretary of Legislation; Joan Hutchinson, Acting Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Welfare Legislation, and on my right, Philip Rutledge
Social and Rehabilitative Services; and Robert Carleson, Specia
Assistant to the Secretary for Welfare Matters.

INTRODUCTION

Before I proceed to describe the new regulations and the circum-
stances which led to them, I would like to emphasize two points.
The first is that the purpose of social services as authorized under
the welfare titles of the Social Security Act had become distorted
over the past 17 years during which they have been authorized. Par-
ticularly within the last few years, instead of focusing on persons
recelving public assistance, social services had become a program
available to a much lal}er group_through loose regulations defining
eligibility for former and potential recipients.
he new regulations, which we published in proposed form on
February 16, are a part of our effort to refocus and reform that
rogram,
P As you and the committee are aware, Mr. Chairman, the proposed
regulations issued on Febru 16 stimulated a lively debate. We
believe we were able, during the debate, to make the basic purpose
of the social services program clearer,
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The second point I would like to em&hasize is that these regulations
are not simply designed to trim costs, nor are they some kind of
abstract exercise in public policy. They are called for by section 1130
of the Social Security Act as amended by Public Law 92-512, which
had some of these requirements contained in them,

Last October, the Congress enacted, as & part of Public Law 92-512
a ceilin%of $2.5 billion on the Federal share of social services provideci
under the Social Security Act. At the same time the Congress wrote
into law and into the legislative history for it several new restrictions
on the social services program which I shall discuss later in the course
of this statement.

I would like to stress at the outset, Mr. Chairman, that if the States
show us that they will provide services calling for a Federal share of
$2.5 billion, we will pay every penny. We will match their expenditures
up to their allotted ceilings.

You are aware, I am sure, that the States had estimated that is
oll it is, an estimate—they would use substantially less than $2.5
billion, But if they can use the full $2.5 billion, we must pay it under
the terms of Public Law 92-512, and we will,

GROWTH OF THE BS8OCIAL SERVIOES PROGRAM

Let me take just a moment to outline for you the histovxar of a pro-
gram which has become one of the fastest ﬁowing in HEW’s history.

The original Social Seourity Act passed in the 1030’s was designed
to provide pro%fmms of cash assistance to needy adults and needy
children in single parent families. This strict focus on cash assistance
continued until 1956. In that year, Congress suthorized the provision
of services to welfare recipients, but only by the staff of State welfare
agencies, The Federal match was set at 50 percent—one Federal
dollar for every State dollar,

In 1962, the Federal match was increased to 75 percent, the provi-
sions on services were expanded, purchase of services from public

encies was authorized, and the 3 to 1 Federal match became avail-
able, not only for services for public assistance recipients, but for
those likely to become reciiients. The intent pnderly&g this change
was & preventive one—to keep potential recipients from becoming
dependent on welfare,

n 1067, major amendments to the Social Security Aot ex})anded
still further the activities for which Federal financial participation was
available, The work incentive program was enacted emphasizing
employment goals, Mandatory and optional services to families were
added without any definition as to their scope. Finallfy, Federal
matching was authorized for services purchased by the welfare agency
from private agencies. . ,

Throughout this period of gradual expansion of the social services

rogram, the funding for social services continued to be open ended.

o ceiling on the Federal share was established with any of these
smendments, . =
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Durl:f the 2 years followina 1967, the States began to realize the

otential in the esl'ogmm for funding a variety of State programs,

egulations issued by the Department in January, 1969, were loosel
drawn, making it possible to match almost any State activity wit
social service moneys. Succeeding policy issuances had the effect of
exg‘andinaf the possibilities for funding.

ederal expenditures in the years since 1967 show the dramatic

growth in the program:

Fiscal year
1007 .cccceccnucncnarcccenccnnenasncacnmarananennannannn $2385, 500, 000
1068 e iccccciccacacecscanmcacacaceaacmcnmanansnnnne 287, 700, 00
0. e eemmmaememsemmaameeeemescmasseesmscmmmaamman——e. 386, 800, 000
1070 c.ccevccccccencanunccnvecrnanannenmnarnacesnaannana 71, 800,
107] e ivecnccnnccucracenancencnncaaaenantnmamasanan 741, 000, 000
1072 (estimated) . o o vvveeeececacnacanecacanenenanaarannan 1, 712, 100, 000

In the s%ring and early summer of 1972, State estimates for fiscal
year 1973 began to skyrocket. For example, one State, which spent
$1.8 million In fiscal year 1072, estimated that its cost in Federal
doilars would increase to $269 million in fiscal year 1073, The estimated
totals for all States rose with each quarterly report so that by June
1972, informal indications pointed to a level of $4.8 billion for fiscal

year 1973 and $5.1 billion to 86 billion for fiscal year 1974.

RESPONSE TO THEP BURGEONING SOCIAL SERVICES PROGRAM

The rapidly increasing growth in State expenditures and projected
expenditures caused considerable concern in the administration. wice;
in 1970 and in 1971, a 110 percent limitation over previous years
expenditures was included in a version of the HEW appropriations bill,
ot the administration’s request. But on both occasions, this limitation
was drogé)ed from the bill as finally sent to the President,.

An 8800 million ceiling, thought to be %enerous at the time, was
included in H.R. 1, but that didn’t pass. That bill also, for the first
time, defined social services.

In the summer of 1972, with congressional concern also growinhg,

--the administration made still another attempt to place a cap on this
sher of Federal dollars by seeking to include a ceiling of $2.5 billion
the fiscal year 1073 HEW appropriations bill, This effort also failed.

ally, it was this committee, Mr, Chairman, which groposed that
the general revenue sharing bill—H.R. 14870, which later became
Public Law 92-512—become the vehicle for a limitation on expendi-
tures for social services. ,

A number of funding levels were discussed and your committee
proposed to limit the program to child care and amﬂ; g]anning
services, with a total celling of $600 million, As enacted, Public Law
92-512 contained a $2.5 billion ceiling on Federal funciing and the
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requirement that at least 90 percent of social services be spent on
applicants for or recipients of public assistance. Five exemptions were
made to this requirement:

(a) ohild care services related to the employment or training of a
member of the family, or the death, incapacity or continued absence
of the parent or guardian;

amily planning services;
0) services to mentally retarded individuals;
services to drug addicts and alcoholics undergomg treatment and
¢) services to children who are under foster care.

e combination of the ceiling and the 90-10 limitation for most
services caused HEW to face squarely the ohallen%e of making the
social services program truly accountable to meeting the needs of those
persons it was designed to serve: welfare reciplents and those in
danger of de%endenoy.

From this brief chronology of legislative and budgetary changes in
the social services E)roglram let me move on to describe some of the
major problems which believe led the Congress andthe administra«
tion to take requested action to control the program.

DISTORTIONS IN THB ORIGINAL MEANING OF 800IAL SPRVICES

_From the beginning of the program, there has been a great deal of
disoussion about what was intended by the Social Security Act’s social
services provisions and what kinds of activities should be considered
reimbursable services. Although complete definitions of services or of
their availability have never been written into law, it is fair to say,
I believe, that social services have always been intended to comple-
ment the programs of cash assistance authorized by the act. That is,
it seems to us, services were intended to be of principal benefit to
welfare recipients, not to some more lgeneml segment of the public.

With the benefit of hindsight, I belleve that what Congress truly
intended was not well enunciated in regulations of our Department
nor followed in its administration of the program. This is particularly
the case in the years immediately following the 1967 amendments,
the same years, of course, which saw the phenomenal growth of the

rogram,
P S%l: rather than a proglram which was focused clearly and steadil
on the neediest, the social services authority in the act became identi-
fied as the source of Federal funding for services programs benefltin,
& much broader segment of our population, as an almost universa
services program to be used to combat a wide variety of societ&r,’s
problems, This fundamental distortion of the program was manifested
in several-ways.

Following enactment of the 1062 and 1967 amendments to the act,
as I have noted, new provisions allowed the purchase of services for
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eligible recipients from State and local agencies other than the welfare
department and from private agencies. While use of other agencies
for the provision of services is not objectionable in and of itself, this
segment of the program became the source of many abuses. This
problem was noted by your committee, Mr. Chairman, and was also
reflected in the extensive hearings held by the Subcommittee on Fiscal
Policy of the Joint Economic Committee. Among the abuses in this
area were vague, oral agreements between the welfare departments
and other agencies in many cases; a lack of accountability on the part
of many agencies; and poor reportin practices. And in many purchase-
of-service arrangements, the criteria used for determination of eligi-
bility were left to the provider, with no attempt to determine whether
individuals or families receiving services were elip'lble for the program,
The net effect of these abuses was expansion of the program beyond
its intended, needy beneficiaries.

Another example of this distortion, in our view, was the practice of
accepting éligibility determination on a E:oup basis. Model Cities
areas, for instance, were often “‘blanketed’’ in making every individual,
regardless of his income, employment status or needs, eligible to
receive free social services if he lived within the geograpixlo mits of
the Model Cities nei%gborhood:, Group eligibility precluded program
accountability by making it impossible to allocate expenditures only
to those eligible for them. This lack of accountability subverted the
goal of the act—making services available to those who need them
most to enable them to get off welfare.

The lack of dofinition of “family services” in the 1987 Social
Security Act amendment served as another important incentive to
Erogram growth. Almost every service, aid, or ‘pro_lgram, designed to

elp anyone, became a “social service,” eligible for 75 percent Federal
matching. Thus many States began claiming as ‘‘social services’
everything from parole and probation counseling to meals served in
community settings. L

Finally, the lack of an?' kind of maintenance-of-effort provision in
the law or regulations allowed the States, with Federal matching to
refinance programs which they had tmditionallY supported entirely
out of State funds. By using intergovernmenta arrangements they
were able to solve both State and local revenue problems and to
expand existing programs. Extreme examples of this refinancing of
State programs included the funding of new and existing prison guards,
uniforms, educational programs, and juvenile detention centers with
Federal social services funds. Because of this extensive refinancing,
I think that it cannot be too strongly emvghasized that much of the
real and projected growth of social services expenditures did not
represent a real or projected growth in social services—especially not
in social services for the neediest.

In summary, then, the social services programs had been allowed
to finance a broad range of services without much regard for whether
they were focused on public assistance recipients or whether the
services were designed to make welfare families independent of wel-
fﬁ payments and persons in the adult welfare categories more self
sufficient,. <

With enactment of Public Law 92-512 last October with its ceil
on Federal expenditures and its explicit directives on the focus o

¥



9

services, a fundamental redirection for the program was authorized -
and, indeed, required.

NEW BOCIAL SBRVICES REGULATIONS-—CONFORMING THE S80CIAL SERV-
I0B8 PROGRAM TO ITS PROPBR ROLE

When I joined the Department in early February, one of my
primary concerns was the social services program. Although reg-
ulations implementing Public Law 92-512 were being developed, we
were continuing to oYemm under wide open regulations. Our limitad
resources were being d: ssiﬁamd over a variety of social services, available
in most cases without ¢ argﬁ to a broad segment of our population
withtno real correlation to the welfare program and no need require-
men i =

Taking into account the legislative history, as well as the pro-
visions of title III of the Revenue Sharing Act, we felt that two
underlying factors should be considered throughout the regulations.

First, services available to persons receiving benefits through the
sid to families with dependent children (AFDC) program should be
?,ix;icuted toward increasing\ the employment of heads of AFDC

amilies.

Second, services should be targeted on those persons receiving
ublic assistance or with incomes which placed them in a position
hat was likely to lead them to dependence on public assistance.

Proposed regulations to implement Public Law 92-512 were issued
l‘)ly our Department for public comment on February 16. The regula-

ons proposed to focus on the neediest by limiting the eligibility for

social services to recipients of financial assistance and others with
incomes under a uniform ceiling related to and just above the assist-
ance payment level in each State. To qualify as a potential recipient,
a person or a family that was related to one of the categorical pro%rams
would have had to meet a few tests: Did his income fall within 33‘3‘4
percent of the public assistance payment level in his State? Was he
expected to become & public assistance recipient within 6 months (as
opfposed to § years in the then-existing regulations), or, to qualify as
a former recipient, had he been a public assistance recipient within the
past 8 months (as opposed to 2 years in the existing regulations)?

Another significant change proposed by the regulations was a sharp
curtailment of the services which a State was required to provide, thus
giving the States increased flexibility in providing on an optional basis
social services to the needy.

In addition, the regulations proposed the elimination of the practice
of allowing private donations to the States to serve as part of the
State’s funds.

As members of this committee will recall, Mr, Chairman, the De- -
partment was so directed by this committee_in its report on the bill
which eventually became Public Law 92-808. Group eligibility, a
source of considerable diversion of social services from the neediest
and of substantial diminution of accountability for social services
funds, was also proposed to be eliminated.

A. Comments on the proposed regulations

These changes and others of a less significant nature proposed by the
tentative regulations called forth a virtual avalanche of comments
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from the Congress, the professional grouﬁs involved with social services
delivery, State and local government officials, and the 1%eneral public,
The formal comment period ran for 30 days. During that period and
after it, we received a total of 208,515 comments from 198,769 in-
dividuals and groups.

Many of the comments were devoted to the features of the proposed
regulations which I have described briefly. Many thought that our pro-
posed restrictions on eligibility for services were too strict and criti-
cized both our income limit of 13314 percent of public assistance pay-
ment levels and the 6-month and 3-month standards for determining
whether a recipient was a potential or past recipient.

A large number of comments were directed at the “‘notch’’ problem;
that is, the situation which results when, by earning a dollar or two of
additional income, a person exceeds the eligibility level and is no
longer eligible for free social services. The effect of the “notch’ is.
to cause such persons to pay fully for services, such as child care,
which may be necessary for them to continue working. The ‘“notch’’
thus creates a situation in which it may be more advantageous for a
person to be on welfare than to work.

Support for continued availability of private donations to match
Federal dollars was strongly expressed in many of the comments we
received. The Ell‘oponents of continuing this arrangement cited the
strong partnership between private, voluntary efforts and governmen-
tal activities at the State and local level which is represented by this
kind of matching.

B. The final regulations published on May 1, 1973

As you and the committee can appreciate, Mr, Chairman, the
review of these comments and their incorporation into the final regu-
lations was a major undertaking. On the one hand, we felt it necessary
to take the flood of comments into account to the greatest extent

racticable; at the same time, we felt that final regulations should be
1ssued as soon as gossible so that social service agencies and State and
local officials would have guidance on our new guidelines for the pro-
gram. I believe that the end %roduct of the comment and review
process is a set of regulations which reflect those suggestions, and, at
the same time, help accomplish our purpose and comply with the
legislative mandates.
o were accused by many people of abolishing day care for children
and ih many cases accused of abolishing children by the regulations.

Nobody seemed to understand what we were doix}g or what the
problem was, but we did feel it was necessary to get it on the books
a8 soon as Possible. Lo .

I would like at this time to explain briefly the major features of the
final regulations:

“1. Eligibility -

Persons eligible for social services are recipients and applicants for
public assistance. These individuals, when no longer recipients or
applicants, remain eligible for 3 months to complete services which
have been initiated. Also eligible are persons who are expected to
become recipients within 8 months and who have incomes within 1560
percent of their State’s public assistance payments standard. This
upper income level was raised from 133% percent of the public assist-
ance payment level, as proposed in the February regulations, and
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iso:_ltrasts with the very general limitations in the preexisting regu-
ations.

In one important respect, with regard to child care, we have ex-
Fangigd eligibility beyond the limits I have Zust described by allowing

amilies with incomes from 150 percent of the payments standard to

233% percent of that standard to be eligible for child care services
with the requirement that they pay fees according to a sliding scale
fee schedule, with fees increasing as income increases.

Our new reﬁulations do not incorporate a schedule; in the next few
weeks we will publish guidelines for the States in esfablishing fee
schedules for their jurisdictions.

Fee schedules developed by the States will then be subject to the
Department’s approval. Of course, child care services, whether free or
subject to a sliding scale fee schedule, must be employment or trainin
related, or they must be related to the death, incapacity, or continue
absence of the child’s parent or guardian.

While I am dealing with eligibility for child care services under the
new regulations, Mr. Chairman, I would like to take a moment to note
that the new r%gulations will provide more, not less, child care for
needy families. Contrary to some fears which have been expressed, the
new regulations will provide an increase in child care for working public
assistance recipients—from 317,000 child care 1);ears in 1973 to 532,000
child care years in 1974, And the total of all child care years federally
subsidized under the Social Security Act, will rise to 998,000 in fiscal
year 1974, compared to 694,000 in the current fiscal year.

2. Donated funds

The second area which attracted significant attention was that of
donated private funds. The new regulations permit the continued use
of private funds donated to the States, subject to increased safeguards,
to match Federal dollars. This position reverses the proposed regula-
tions, which would have totally prohibited the use of such funds for
matci)ing purposes.

On the one hand, Mr. Chairman, we were faced with the concern
this committee has expressed about the abuses which can result from
allowing donated funds to be considered part of the State’s share for
matching purposes.

On the other hand, we were faced with thousands of comments,
ma,‘n¥l from Members of Congress, including some from this committee
which urged us to continue to allow private funds to match Federa
funds and try to eliminate abuses. In the end, we decided that the
partnership between the efforts of our voluntary agencies and govern-
menta) entities, which such matching represents, should be preserved,
At the same time, mindful of the problems which your committee had
in mind, we are developing along with the new regulations, stronger
. ?dnéinistrative procedures for monitoring the application of donated
un s‘

8. The mentally retarded .

The new regulations permit the provision of child care services for
mentally retarded individuals who are otherwise eligible for social
services, without regard to a requirement that the care be related to the
training or employment of the parent or other caretaker, or to the
death, absence, or incapacity of the caretaker. The new regulations
also allow mentally retarded individuals to continue to be considered

94-948 0—78—pt, 1—-2
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eligible for services under existing regulations until January 1, 1674.
At that time, the new supplemental security income (SSI) program
enacted in Public Law 92-803 will be effective, with new e igigirlit.y
criteria for receipt of benefits by the disabled. We will then relate pro-
visions of services to the mentally retarded to their eligibility under the
new SSI program.
4. Program flexibility

The new regulations reduce the number of services which States
must make available, from the 16 services specified in the old regula-
tions to the 3 services which the Social Security Act, as amended by
Public Law 92-512, required. These three are protective services for
children, foster care services, and family planning, For the adult
categories, the requirements have been changed so that, instead of
providing the six services mandated in the old regulations, the States
now may choose one or more of these services in order to qualify for
the 75-percent match. These changes increase the State’s flexibility
in planning services to meet the needs of their own eligible popula-
tions, and not in accordance with some mandate issued in Washington
applying uniformly to eligible persons in all States.

5. Administrative simplification

The new regulations are, we believe, considerably easier to read
and understand than the old ones. In part, this results from the
programmatio simplification which I have just described. In part, it
is due to our deleting the requirements, which would haye been
imposed by the proposed regulations in ﬁebruaw, of a service plan
for each individual served and of a quarterly redetermination of
eligibility. The individual service plan requirement has been dropped
completely, and eligibility redeterminations now will be required
only every 6 months. These changes were made in response to com-
ments from many Governors and other State officials.

We believe that we have achieved a reasonable balance between
-donelopm% an accountable program and retaining for the States
adequate flexibility to shape their own social services programs.

6. Family planning

- As I noted a moment ago, family planning is one of the services
mandated by the Social Security Act, as amended in 1087. This
mandate is reflected in our new regulations. ) .

I would like to note, in addition, that we believe we have carried
out the provision of the 1967 amendments to the Social Security Act
which specified that under title IV-A, States must arrange for an
provide family planning services to all _public assistance recipients,
and mai furnish them as well to applicants and former recipients,
and to those likely to become dependent on welfare.

Medicaid funds may now be used for this purpose on a more favor-
able matching basis in concert with State social service funds. More-
over, HEW project funds are available for those individuals who are
not served by welfare programs but who come to a social service,
public assistance, or medicaid agency seeking help in securing family
planning services. These persons will be referred to the clinics operated
with family planning project grant funds.
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7. Foster care

The new regulations provide that services to eligible children placed
in foster care at the request of the child’s legal guardian are op-
tional services which will be matched if the States provide them.
Foster care is a mandatory service for those AFDC children who are
placed in foster care facilities as a result of a judicial determination
that the child must be removed from-his home.

8. Purchase of services

Public Law 92-512 directed that the Secretary specify the condi-
tions under which purchase of services can take place. Both our pro-
posed regulations and the final ones include provisions which will make
the purchase-of-service mechanism much more accountable, by
requiring that purchase-of-services agreements be in writing and that
they include a description of the scope and ty’Fe of services to be
purchased, as well as their cost and quantity. These provisions are
generally acceptable, we believe, to State welfare directors and to
seryice providers, many of whom realize that increased safeguards are
long overdue.

9. Other provisions

My colleagues and I will be glad to discuss the other features of our
- regulations with the committee. These include such items as the
elimination of group eligibility and of advisory committees not
required by statute, elimination of specific staffing requirements in
order to-allow more discretion to the States, simplification of grievance
procedures, and a description of those features of service programs
which are and are not eligible for Federal participation. :

Contrary to rumors which abounded that the proposed regulations
were effective upon publication or were proposed to be effective on
April 1 or May 1, most of the new social services regulations will go
into effect on July 1, 1973. In a few cases, earlier or later dates are
specified, but those specifications are required by the statute.

CONCLUSION

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would like to reiterate our belief that
the new social services regulations fully and fairly implement Public
Law 92-512 as well as the original intent underlying the Social Security .
Act’s social services program and will focus needed services on those
persons who most need them. I would also like to repeat my emphasis
at the outset that, if the States can provide services complying with
our regulations which call for Federal matching totaling $2.5 billion,
we will comply. .

I would also like to mention, something I think is appropriate, I
would like to compliment to this committee on being the first group in
Coxtlsgress to understand and deal with this problem of burgeoning
costs, §

I appreciate the opportunity for presenting this statement. We will
do our best in answering questions. )

The CuairmaAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and I would like to
again remind the staff we will be limited to 5 minutes for the first
round of questions,
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Avrowing StaTes LaTiTupe 1IN SpenpING THEIR SHARE or FuNDs

Mr. Secretary, let’s assume that a State has only a certain amount
available for social services, for example let’s sa:l/ $40 million.

Under those circumstances might it not be we  to allow the State a
considerable amount of latitude in determining how it is going to use
the amount that is available for them?

Secretary WEINBERGBR. Yes, and I believe we do do that. There
were certain safeguards mandated by the statute and certain regula-
tions relating to the recipient of those funds that make it necessary,
as long as those requirements stay on the books, that we draft regula-
tions to insure that 90 percent of the people who receive that hypo-
thetical $40 million will be people who are on welfare.

We have to have some regulations so that we can guarantee t6" the

_committee and the public that the mandate of the statute with respect

to eligibility is being complied with.
- Assers TesT

The CHAIRMAN, Will these new regulations deny social services to
individuals who do not meet the assets test imposed on public as-
sistance recipients?

Secretary WeINBERGER, The regulations, Mr. Chairman, provide
first of all for full payment for social services for people who are
eligible for aid within the regulations in the statute.

hey provide that potential welfare recipients or people who have
just come off welfare generally may continue to receive the social

. services so long as their income does not exceed 150 percent of the

State’s financial assistance payment standard.

People with income between 150 and 233% percent of the welfare
payment in the State would remain eligible, for child care but there
{)voqld be some small fee required based on a sliding scale determined

y income.

People with income above 233% percent of the welfare payment

would not be eligible for the provisiom of federally supported child

care unless they pay the full fee required by the agency administering.

The CaAIRMAN. Yes, but I am asking about their assets rather than
their income. If their assets are such that they would not be eligible
for welfare assisiance,. would it be correct that they would also not be
eligible for social services? :

cretary WeiNppRGER. If they have resources that exceeded the
permissible Jevels for such financial assistance under the State plan
or under the amended title XVI.

The State would pretty well be able to govern that by the regula-
tions provided. . :

The CratrMAN. Well, individuals would be eliﬁlbl'e if their income
exceeds the welfare levef; but they would not be eligible if their assets
exceed the eligibility level?

Secretary WrINBERGER. That is correct.

Numszr or ProrLE ArFecTED BY NEW REGULATIONS

The Cuarrman. Have you made any estimates of how many‘
current recipients of the services will be affected by the new
restrictions? ‘
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Secretary WEINBERGER. I haven’t, Mr. Chairman, no. One of the
difficulties is that the regulations at present are so loose that we
really don’t know anything about the income levels and the status
of a great many people receiving these social services.

I think it is perfectly fair to say the programs have been so loosely
administered in many States, that is without respect to need, that
there are many people who are receiving benefits who will no ionger
be eligible. This is because a State, in complying, will refocus these
funds on people who are in most need. States will have a sharp in-
crease in the amount of child day care services, but those services
will go to people who meet the new eli%ibility standards; whereas,
in many situations now there are virtually no eligibility standards.

Because of group eligibility, a great many people, even those with
high incomes, have been eligible simlﬁl% because of the area in which
they live. There is no doubt there will be a change,

he CuairmaN. Will you seek to obtain an estimate for us?

Secretary WEINBERGBR. Yes; we will try to do it. The informa-
tional problems are there but we will do our best.

The CuairmaN, Will you please make available to us for a record,
a table showing the resources test with respect to savings, insurance,
property, and so forth in each of the States?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes; Mr. Rutledge assures me we can
do that and therefore we will.*

The CuairMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

Senator Fannin,

Monrroring BY HEW or Socian Services Funps

Senator FANNIN, Thank you, Mr., Chairman.

Mr., Secretary, I want to commend you for an excellent statement.
I have great confidence in your abilities and know that you will carry
through. One of the reasons why the social services went out of control
was because of the failure of the Department to monitor the use of
these services in any way.

In your statement you illustrated what has happened.

Your statement speaks of increased monitoring, g)articular.ly with
.in::e?ised funding. Please tell us about the increased monitoring you
intend.

Secretary WeINBERGER. With respect to donated funds, I would just
say that in general we have said that the donor can no longer designate
the agency that he wants the funds to go to. He can designate the
goographical area. The donating or%anization may not be the sponsor
or operator of the type of activity being funded. This constitutes the
principal abuse this committee had in mind, the situation where
people who were not employed would, for example, form a day care
center, They would put up their matching dollars in the form of
services. Then the Federal Government would be required to put
up its matching funds. The donors would operate the day care center
without any regard to their own need and in some cases, I don’t think
very many, but in some the arrangement turned into sort of neighbor-
hood babg'sitting services with people of middle or upper income.

ain, the new regulations provide that donations may not be ear-
marked for particular organizations or organizations closely connected
with the donating agency.

*See p. 188.
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The other requirements, eligibility, those with respect to purchase
eements, and the limitations on purchase cost will all be applicable,
they will have some impact in controlling the situation I described.

RepracEMENT oF StaTE Funps BY FeEpBRAL FUNDS

Senator FANNIN. One of the objections to the vast expansion of social
services which led to the $2) billion limit we imposed last year was the
fact that this increased cost did not represent an increase In services to
people, but rather represented an increase to State funds for plans not
considered to be social services within the meaning of the act.

These funds provided revenue sharing rather than additional
services to recipients, and this has been confirmed by a study made for
the Department. )

The new regulations will apparently allow refinancing to take place.

Why should refinancing be permitted at all?

Secretary WeINBERGER. We do have a provision that permits re-
financing under a much more stringent set of guidelines.

I think Mr. Rutledge would be perhaps better qualified than I
to answer the details of those new protections which we believe will
eliminate the uses of refinancing as it occurred in the past.

As you have pointed out in that question, what was happening was
that a State would simply arrange, through oral agreements, to re-
ceive matching funds for some things they were doing by calling
them social services.

Some States went from $1 million to $269 million in 1 year as
they discovered how to use this technique.

Mr. Rutledge can tell you what we plan.

Mr. RurLepaE. One of the major abuses, Senator, was in the pur-
chase of services from other public and private hgencies. Our_ defini-
tions of a social service were so vague that almost any service that the
o{.her public agency was providing could be brought into the State

an.

One of the things we have done that will have the greatest impact
is grovide a clearer definition of what services may be purchased
and which ones may not be l[:urcha,sed. We also have provided a
very clear statement of what the services are and the goal they must
be directed toward, primarily to assist the caretaker, the head of the
household to achieve self-support.

In addition to that, we have eliminated the abuse whereby a State
may reorganize its services under the InterGovernmental Cooperation
Act or other similar arrangement and thus brinﬁfthose &rograms and
sefvitlzles into the single State agency so as to qualify for the 75-percent
match,

Wae kept, the proposed plan dates in the regulations so as to elimi-
nate this kind of match and this kind of reorganization.

In addition, we are requiring, where States make new purchases of
services from another public agency, between March 1 and June 30
1978, that they must maintain the same level of participation and
expenditures that they did in fiscal year 1972. Where States expand
. purchase of services over and above that level, we would match.

Now, we want to give the States an opportunity to reassess their
needs and the kinds of service programs that they would require and
not force them to spend funds on services which they would not
normally do in order to meet a required need. -
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So, effective July 1, we are going to permit the States to begin
%'radually to exﬁand services without requiring an expenditure at
00 percent of the previous year’s level. Over a gemod of 4 years we
want to permit the States to gradually change that if they so desire.
We think that the better definition of services, the better monitor-
ing and administration and the more specific requirements to obtain
alll)prova.l of these purchases of service contracts, will achieve the goals
that the committee is interested in.

Secretary WeINBERGER. I think Mr. Carleson might want to add
iust a little bit.

Mr. CARLESON. Yes, Senator. Sometimes in order to curb an abuse,
such as the abuse of refinancing just brought out, we can create a
situation almost as bad as what we are trying to cure. By requiring an
expansion of service in order to meet the Federal match, some States
presently doing an effective job would find there would be pressure on
them to expand their social services unnecessarily—in order to get the
Federal money. We felt that an artificial expansion of services was
certainly not good. . :

So this consideration is another one of the reasons for permitting a
3-year phaseout. Combining that, as Mr. Rutledge said, with the fact
that now the eli;iilble services are more tightly defined, probably
should eliminate the abuse and should not produce an expansion of
services just to bring in Federal dollars. .

Senator FANNIN. Thank you. My time has expired.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Hartke.

EmMpLOYEE MORALE AT THE DEPARTMENT oF HmALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE

Senator HArTkE. What is the morale of the Department now?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I think it is very good, Senator.
thS%l?(tior ARTKE. My reports are it is pretty low, expecially out in

e field,

Secretary WeINBERGER. I have been out in the field quite a bit. I
visited five of the regional offices, and will visit the remaining five
before summer,

I have been favorably impressed with the findings I have made out
there with the interest of the people and the work of the Department
and the fact they are being visited in connection with the decentrali-
zation programs we have in mind. “ ‘

I have been told by people familiar with the Department that as a
result of the decentralization, the visits, and the increases in authority
that we plan to give each regional director, we have a—-

Senator HarTkE. Has there been an exodus in the people?

Secretar%WmNBnnann. No, sir. -

Senator Hartre, Would you supply for this committee the number
of pe?ople who have resigned, not because of age, since the first of the
year )

Secretary WeinsERaER. We will have over 111,000 people. We still
haven’t noticed any exodus.

[The Department subsequently supplied the following:]

We have not seen any great exodus of persons from this department; as a matter
of fact, reports on those persons with fuqletlme employment in & permanent posi-.
tion indicate otherwise, as shown in the following gross figures:

Full time emgl:yeea in permanent positions:

As of Decomber 31, 1972, 108,394,
As of April 80, 1973, 112,679,
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TYPES OF SERVICES FOR THE AGED, BLIND, AND DisaBrLED PrOVIDED
BY ‘NBw REGULATIONS

Have we covered the question of the services to the aged yet? Let
me pose it anyway: You do have a responsibility of providing the
types of services that States can provide for blind and disabled, and
g'ou give that responsibility to these people to try to help them attain
f they can capabilities for themselves toward self-care; isn’t that
correct?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes.
- Senator HarTkB. Look at the staff material which is given to us,
it gives a comparison of the major provisions of the social service
regulations, former regulations, proposed regulations, and new
re%ulations. : :

t states the types of mandatory services for the aged, blind, and
disabled. I think there were some 14 different items which were
mandatorily to be provided by the States.

Under your new regulations, the services must make available to
the appropriate applicants at least one of the services. Is the intent
then to.cut down on the number of services?

Secretary WeINBpRGER. The intent is to give much greater flexi-
bility to the State and local governments. This is based on the theo
that they know the problems of the aged, blind, and disabled in their
areas mare completely than we do. ather than mandate 14 rather
narrowly defined programs, we have said the States should provide
one of the following, and that anything else they wish or find necessary
can be done,

Senatof HARTKE. You mean if they give transportation services,
. it.would be sufficient to qualifﬁ for providing this type of service?

Secretary WeINBERGER. That particular program would qualify.

Senator Harrke. It is correct to say then that they have complied
with the entire intent and purpose of the law in your opinion?

Secretary WEINBERGER. No, sir, that would mean that that would
be one of the required services that they were providing, but they
would also be able to provide and secure matching funds for a wide
"variety of other services as seen necessary by _them. . )

his is not a situation in which States are trying to limit their
services only to transportation. . - o

‘What we are sagin is that there is $2% billion available. You
should do one of the following, but in addition, you can do a whole
raft of other thinaigs. We are not saying you have to do these 14 and no
others, as we said before. ) )

Senator HarTkr, You are still putting the emphasis on the money
machine instead of the human machine. You are saying that there is
no way for you to define whether or not a State is coming up with a
satisfactory program to help the aged to attain self-support. ,

Secretary WEINBERGER. Senator, you are assuming -we have the
wisdom to define what is a satisfactory program. We think the States
know more about it than we do. What we are trying to do is to pro-
vide sufficient funds and safe%lards so that they will provide a gen-
erally well-defined program that focuses on the people the statute
says we can so focus on. :

*
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Senator HARTKE. Is my time up?

The CrAIRMAN. Yes. Senator, we are working on the 5-minute rule
during the first round of questioning so that everybody can get a
question in.

Senator HarTke. I think these agency people ought to get a 5-
minute rule.

The CuairmaN. If you want to ask another question, go ahead.

Senator Hartke. No.

The CuarrmaN. Senator Byrd.

NuMmBeRr or Prersons oN WELFARE RoLrs

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, under your immediate predecessor, Mr. Richard-
son, the welfare rolls exploded.

How many persons are now drawing public assistance?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I know the total amounts. I don’t know
that we have .the figures.

You mean the whole thing?

Senator Byrp. How many individuals?

Secretary WEINBERGER. There are approximately 15,100,000 indi-
viduals who are drawing public assistance throughout the country.

Senator Byrp. Thank you.

1974 BupGET FOR SOCIAL SERVICES

Now, fiscal 1974, how many is budgeted for the Federal share of
the social services? ,

Secretary WEINBERGER. For social services, we have a ceiling of
$2.5 billion and the estimates that we have at the moment are that
the States will probably spend about $2.1 billion.
. Senator Byrp. That 1s for fiscal 1973?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, sir,

Senator Byrp. Now, the fiscal 1974 budget has been submitted?

Secretary WeINBERGER. The budget for that year is also $2 billion
in accordance with the ceiling set by Congress.

Senator Byrp. It is the same figure?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, for social services programs.

Rore or ReastoNnar. HEW PrersoNNEL

Senator Byrp. Mr. Secretary, according to some reports, the rapid
growth of social services for purposes not envisioned by the Congress
- was in large measure the result of efforts on the part of reglilonal EW
officials who saw their job as being primarily one of helping the
~ States in their region of obtaining Federal funds.

Have you looked into these actions and made any changes in staffing
as a result?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Some changes in regional staffing have
been made, and some are contemplated. We believe, Senator, that the
regulations of May 1, and the ceiling and the rules imposed by the
Congress will eliminate that sort of problem.

I am really not in l:;.ll;:osit;ion to say to what extent that has existed

“in the past. But I think that in the regional operations, as well as the
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Washington operation, the purpose now is_to comply with the law
and the directives of the Congress and the President. This is to take
the available funds, 2.5 billion dollars, and focus them on the people
who are most in need in accordance with the terms of these regulations.

The old regulations lent themselves to a situation of considerable

latitude. This is evidenced by these one or two instances I have men-
tioned where a State could move from 1 million to 244 million in 1
year simply by reclassifying a lot of thix'ﬁs they were doing as social
services and requiring 3 to 1 match, That latitude is pretty well
elin:iu.mted by these regulations. We will now get the focus where the
need is.

Senator Byrp. So you feel that the procedures you have instituted

will tend to get this program under control?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, I think without any question, the
rocedures will keep this program within the ceiling provided by the
ongress and within the definition of eligible beneficiaries as directed

by the Congress.

In this situation there isn’t the slightest difference between the

Congress ix{nd the administration. I think we are both on precisely the
same track.

Fiscar 1971, 1972, 1973, AND 1974 SociaL SERVICES EXPENDITURES

Senator Byrp. Even what Congress has done, 2.5 billion dollars,
that is up from the $46 million in fiscal 1971?

Secretary WeINBERGER. That is correct. This is not a tight ceiling
in any sense. The misunderstandings that have arisen since the ceiling
was enacted have failed to take into account the fact that this ceiling
allows for a continued expansion of the program.

We are estimatingrthat in fiscal year 1972, the total, I believe, was
1.7 billion dollars. The ceiling adopted by Congress was 2.5. The
language is such that if the States come in with qualified programs
Fota(.ilix(llg 2.5 billion dollars, they will all have to be funded and will be

unded.

Our estimate which in turn is based on State estimates is that the
cost will be a%proximately $2 billion in the current fiscal year, a little
over, and perhaps about the same next fiscal year.

Gentlemen, as I mentioned, earlier, I think before rou came in, the
situation is very much like the interest on the national debt. Whatever
the requirement is, we will pay.

Senator Bygp. Thank you, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Senator Nelson?
Senator NuLsoN. I pass for the moment.
The CaAIRMAN, Senator Packwood.

ProeasLe Cost or SociaL SErvices Proarams WiTHouT THE $2.5
Biirion CeiLiNg

* Senator Packwoop. Let me follow up on Senator Byrd's question,

Absent the $2.5 billion limit for fiscal 1973, your estimates for this
program would reach $4.7 billion. Is that correct?

Secretary WeiNpERGER, We base that on what the States were
telling us, in June and July of 1972, They indicated expenditures
would probably be in the neighborhood of $4.7 billion for fiscal 1973,
yes. -
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This is an indication of how rapidly this thing was burgeoning.

Senator PAckwoop. You indicated that States have actually come
in with requests for about $2.1 billion for this fiscal year?

Secretary WEINBERGER. So far, yes. ‘

Senator Packwoop. This was prior to any change of regulations?

Secretary WeINBERGER. No, sir, it was based on the chan
adopted by the Congress in October and the first draft of the regu%a-
tions in February.

Senator Packwoop., How much do you think the States would have
come in with now had we not had any new regulations or changed
the law?

Secretary WEINBERGER. $6 or $7 billion.

Senator PAckwoop. Let me go very quickly, if I may, and I might
say I apYreciate your very lucid and extensive explanation of these
new regulations.

FamiLy PLANNING SERvVICES

Let me go to family planning on page 21.

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, sir. .

Senator PAckwoop. You have stated family planning services are
going to be limited to public assistance recipients, applicants, former
recipients, and potential.

Secretary WEINBERGER. Family planning services to AFDC re-
cipients is the mandatory requirement, providing such services to
other eligible persons would be at the States’ option.

Senator Packwoop. Right, but potential will be limited on the 150-
percent basis?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, for potential recipients and applicants,

Senator PaAckwoobp. You also say: ’

Medicaid funds may now be used on a more favorable matching basis in concert
with State Social Service funds. Moreover, HEW project funds are available for
those individuals who are not served by welfare programs but who come to a
social service, public assistance, or Medicaid agency seekin helP in securing
family planning services, These persons would be referred to.the clinics operate
with family planning project grant funds.

Secretary WEINBERGER. Well, there is only one State that doesn’t
have medicaid.

Senator Packwoop. Which is that?

Secretary WERINBERGER. Arizona. ‘
¢ Sgnator Ackwoobp. Then you make reference to title V and title X

unds.

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, sir.

Senator Packwoon. As I understand it, both of those authorities
terminate on July 1 and you have not requested extensions.
~ Secretary WEINBERGER. We have quite a variety of family plan-
ning services funds transferred from OEQ, about $43 million; for
medicaid; we are estimating about $31 million ; from social services
and under maternal and child care $16 million, and from the national
center for family planning services, $113 million.

Senator Packwoop. How much title V and title X funds?

- Secretary WEINBERGER. I will have to ask for assistance.

Do you know, Mr. Rutledge? )

The national center for family planning and maternal and child
health is title V of the social security. That is $14.2 million.
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Senator PAckwoop. Itis my understanding that the administration
bu_dge;l eliminates these specific earmarked programs. In the
ori S -

ecretary WEINBERGER. We are asking for $113 million under the
national center for family planning services and we are asking for $16
million under maternal and child health, which is the same amount.

We are asking for it under section 314(e) of the Public Health
Services legislation.

Senator PAckwoon. How much under 314? )

Secretary WEINBERGER. $113 million for the national centers and
under the maternal and child care [;rogram $16 million, and we
estimate there will be social services of $31 million in 1974. which is
$10 million above the current year.

Medicaid is at $73 million in 1974 as opposed to $26 million in the
current year.

OEO funds, $6 million in 1974 over $10 million in 1973,

A general increase all acro-s the line except with level funding in
maternal and child health.

Senator PAckwoop. How many new people will be served under
those programs?

Secretary WEINBERGER. We have an estimate here that we will
serve 1.9 million in 1974 fiscal year, as opposed to 1.6 million in 1973,
that social services will be 1.7 million as opposed to 1.1 million,
:'xlllatemal and child health approximately 900,000 which is about

e same.

Senator PAckwoop., How many new people will be served?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Well, I don’t know the actual individuals,
but in the national center for family planning services, 250,000 more
people, 300,000 more under medicaid, 650,000 more under social
services and the same number, 900,000, under the maternal and child
health services.

Senator Packwoop. Those are encourafing figures if they are ac-
curate numbers of new people to be served.

b '(Il‘hey seem incredible based upon my previous information and the
udget.

Secretary WEINBERGER. They have been furnished to me by my
staff in whom I have great reliance.

Senator Packwoob. Could I have documentation? ;

I have not been able to get those figures and what I have do not
corroborate what you have said.*

Thank you,

Secretary WeINBERGER. Thank you.

The CuAIRMAN, Senator Nelson wanted to ask one question before
_he goes to another committee meeting.

.

AsseTs TEsT

Senator NELsoN. I have to go shortly to an executive session of
another committee, so I will be brief.

*See p. 185.



23 -

Wisconsin public welfare officials say that as they read the regula-
tions that a working poor family seeking subsidized day care would
have to meet the same test as somebody applying for welfare.

Are they correct in their interpretation?

Mr. RurLEDGE, Except for income they would need to do so.

Senator NELsoN, I meant assets,

Secretary WeINBERGER. We did have that question before you came
in. Mr. Rutledge can run through it again,

Mr. RurLEpGE. The resources and assets test varies considerably
by State. It was asked earlier if we would consider a State-by-State
break out, and we will do that.*

Secretary WEINBERGER. The State is able to control this, I think
that is important. :

Senator NeLsoN. The groblem as I understand it, is that in Wis-
cox;?in a family may not have assets in excess of $500 and qualify for
welfare.

Secretary WEINBERGER. It is up to the States, Senator.

Mr. RuTLEpGE. They may not have assets in excess of what they
need to qualify for money payments, that is correct. That varies
considera l{lby State.

Senator NELsoN. As I read Wisconsin's regulations, parents of
dependent children, may have a home of reasonable value, a car
worth no more than $750 and $500 in liquid assets or loan value of
life insurance.

Secretar{\IWEmanGEn. Is this the Wisconsin rule?

Senator NELsON. Yes.

Secretary WeiNBerGER. We have provided that the State rules
on resources would govern and if the States wish to change their
rules, that change would be accepted. It is what the States wish to do.

Senator NeLsoN. What concerns me would be a case in which
under our regulations a poor, working family had a car worth $1,000
and had to get rid of it before the children could get subsidized day
care. State officials say that many, perhaps half of the families getting
day care help in the State do not meet this test.

}'am a little concerned about——
~ Secretary WEINBERGER. I think you are in a little different category
now. You are speaking of automobiles. .

%enator Nzevrson. In our State you can own an automobile of $750
value.

Secretary WEINBERGER. If you have a specific case in mind, sir,
we would be glad to try to run it down.

It varies, of course, so much from State to State, that I probably
wouldn’t be able to be too helpful this mofhing. )

Senator NeLsoN. My only concern is that we not have a regulation

_to have somebody with slightly more assets qualifying for this and at
the same time——

Secretary WEINBERGER. We understand your problem. We don’t
fvant to push anybody back on welfare because of the “notch” prob-
em. :

*See App. B, Questions of the Chairman.
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The CrarrMAN. Senator Mondale.

DisiNncenTivES SEEN IN NEw REGULATIONS

Senator MonNpALE. Mr, Secretary, as I understand it, the position
of the Department seems to be that the Cox:igress intended that they
be limited primarily to welfare recipients and not the general public?
S Sectl‘;etary WEeINBERGER. That is not the position of the Department,

enator.

This is simply the way we read the law. Ninety percent of the
beneficiaries have to be in that category.

Senator MonpALE. That is correct in part. But the law also ex-
empted day care, mentally retarded, alcoholics, and foster care from
that 90-10 requirement.

It seems to me the clear legislative intent underlying these social
services was to seek to prevent people from going on welfare in the
first place, or to create incentives and services which would permit
them to get off welfare if they are on it.

For that reason, it seems to me, your regulations start from a
faulty legal premise; namely, that the primary beneficiaries of
social services were intended to be welfare recipients., The restric-
tions in these regulations such as the new asset test which has never
before been applied to recipients of social services say, in effect,
that mkcan do better in terms of free services if you are on welfare.

I think this committee and Congress wanted to create incentives
for people to get off welfare. But these regulations seem to say to
people; If you are on welfare and if you want to keep the full range
of services by all means stay on welfare.

Would you expand to that?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I believe the intention of Congress and
the intention of the Department as exemplified in these regulations,
is.to try to insure that the funds limited by the Congress go to the
people who are most in need and that we do not have any incentives
to stay on welfare or any disincentives to continue working or any-
thing of that sort. .

e believe that the final version of the regulations is fully in
accordance with congressional intent.

The conference veport said that the five exempt services could
be provided to people formerly on welfare or likely to become depend-
ent on welfare, as well as J)resent recipients. But at least 90 percent
of the expenditures would have to be provided for applicants for
or recipients of public assistance in order to qualify for Federal
matching at 75 percent.

4 VX: g)eueve the regulations do just that. We think they should
o that.

We acknowledge that our first draft had eligibility figures set .
too low. We changed the lations because we did not want anyone
to give up a job because they couldn’t afford day care, for example.
~ Senator MonpALE. But_the inevitable effect of these reﬁulations
anid this philosophy is to change & t;)rogrmm which we thought would
keep potential welfare recipients off welfare, by providing services—
day cares, drug abuse, family fg_lsanmng, other kinds of services—
and limit these services, for the first time in their history, to an asset .
test, which is identical to the one applied to welfare recipients.
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You say the States can change them but two points have to be

made.

First of all, the States could change their assets test, but they would
have to change their whole welfare approach if they do so.

Second, in your so-called new liberalized earnings test you have a
built-in disincentive.

For example, under the former regulations persons were eligible if
they were likely to become dependent- during the next 5 years.

. Under the former regulations, persons were eligible for social serv-
ices if they were likely to become dependent on welfare during the
next 5 years. Under the new regulations, potential recipients are in-
eliﬁllble for social services (other than partially subsidized child care)
if their income is more than 80 percent above the assistance standard.

This means that for a person not on welfare to get a service to keep
him off of welfare, he would have to have an income which is actually
lower than that of some welfare recipients. For example, if the State
payment standard is $100 per month, family planning services could
not be provided to a person not on welfare if she has income above
$160 a month. An C recipient, however, because of the income
disregard provisions, would remain eligible for some assistance and,
therefore, for free family planning and other services until her income
exceeded $180 per month.,

How can you consider it reasonable to define the term ‘‘potential
recipient’’ in such a way that those %)omntidly on welfare must be
poorer than those actually on welfare :

Do you want the full range available only to those on welfare? It
seems to me we are going the wrong wl:{. .

Secretary WeINBERGER. That certainly is not the intention nor is
that the result.

Senator MoNDALE. Are those figures inaccurate? ,

Secretary WeINBERGER. The basic approach that you have seems to
be inaccurate.

Senator MoONDALE. Are the figures inaccurate?

Secretary WeINBBRGER. The figures that we are requiring?

Senator MoNDALE. I mean the figures I am using?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I do not have that before me.

Senator MoNDALE. Does a person do better on welfare or off welfare
according to those figures?

Secretary WEINBBERGER. You do better off welfare.

Senator MoNDALE. Are the figures inaccurate, then?

Secretary WEINBERGER. If you will just let me finish the sentence
or see the figures.

Senator MoNpALE. Just answer the question. .

.Secretary WEINBERGER. Let me give you what the regulations pro-
vide and then we won’t have to argue. )

The regulations provide, first of all, that if an individual is on welfare
or within 3 months of having been on, then he is eligible.

We are also saying an individual is eligible if his income is within

1560 percent of the payment standard in any particular State. Finally,
" an individual can get services federally supported upon payment of a

small fee if his income ranges between 150 and 233% percent of the -
payment standard authorized by the particular State. .
o I would say that given those figures I do not think an individual

_is better off to stay on welfare.
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I think that one has an incentive to get off welfare. I also think -
that we have avoided a situation where a mother would have to give
up her job and go on welfare because she couldn’t afford the day
care center.

Now, Mr. Rutledge or Carleson may want to elaborate on that
further, but that certainly was the basic intent of the drafting.

Senator MonpaLE. I don’t think you succeeded.

The question I asked was not answered. The answer shows that it
makes it beneficial to remain on welfare.

If I may, Mr. Secretary, I have tables here that show in certain
income levels that people not on welfare will receive fewer services
than if they were on welfare.

We don’t have to argue about that. That is demonstrated. I ask
unanimous consent that a copy of these tables be inserted at this point
in the hearings.

[The tables referred to follow:]

TABLE 1.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY
7 . OF 2 UNDER HEW REGULATIONS!

Annual net .
earnings Limit on family
level at eligibllity for—
AFDC which
payment ellglblllté Services
standard for AFDC other than
State (annual) ceases? day care Day care
Alabama.................. $744 $1,476 $1,116 $1,736
aska..................... 3,600 5,760 5,400 8,400
Arizona.................... 2,160 3,600 3,240 5,040
Arkansas.................. 1,7 3,042 2,682 4,172
California................. 2,520 4,140 3,780 5,880
Colorado.................. 2,004 3366 ~ 3,006 4,676
Connecticut............... 2,460 4,050 3,690 5,740
Delaware.......... FETPRR 2,172 3,618 3,258 5,068
District of Colunibia. ...... 1,848 3,132 2,772 4,312 _

_Florida.................... 1,716 2,934 2,574 4,004
Georgia................... 1,932 -3,258 2,898 4,808
Hawaii.................... 3,024 4,896 4,536 7,056
idaho..................... 2,472 4,068 3,708 5,768
linois............ v 2,604 4,266 3906 6,076
indiana.................... 2964 4806 4,446 6,916
loWA......oveviiiiiiinans 2,232 3,708 3,348 5,208
Kansas.................... 2,964 4,806 4,446 6,916
Kentucky.................. 1,752 2,988 2,628 ?,088
Louisiana................. 756 1,494 1,134 764
Maine..................... 2,460 4,050 3,690 5,740

See footnotes at end of table, p. 27.
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TABLE 1.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY

OF 2 UNDER HEW REGULATIONS '—Continued

Annual net
earnings Limit on family
level at eligibility for—
AFDC which
payment ellglbllltz Services
standard for AFDC other than -
State (annual) ceases?  day care ‘Day care
Maryland.................. $1,5672 $2,718 $2,358 .$3,668
Massachusetts............ 2,832 4,608 _ 4,2 6,608
Michigan.................. 3,132 5,05 4,698 7,308
Minnesota................. 2904 4,716 4,356 6,776
Mississippi................ 2,460 4,050 3,690 5,740
Missouri.................. 2,566 4,194 3,834 5,964
Montana.................. 1,584 2,736 2,376 3,696
Nebraska................. 2,604 4,266 3,906 6,076
Nevada................... 1,500 2,610 2,250 3,600
New Hampshire........... 2,652 4,338 3,978 6,188
New Jersey................ 2,568 4,212 3,852 5,992
New Mexico............... 1,620 2,790 2,430 3,780
NewYork.................. 2,628 4,302 3,942 6,132
North Carolina............ 1,512 2,628 2,268 3,528
North Dakota.............. 2,280 3,780 3,420 5,320
Ohio................ P 1,680 2,880 2,520 3,920
Oklahoma................. 1,464 2,556 2,196 3,416
Oregon.................... 1,980 3,330 2,970 4,620
Pennsylvania.............. 2,616 4,284 3,924 6,104
Rhodelsland.............. 2,424 3996 3,636 5,656
South Carolina............ 1,596 2,754 2,394 3,724
South Dakota.............. 2,508 4,122 3,762 5,852
Tennessee................ 1,704 2916 2,556 3,976
exas.......... U 1,224 2,196 1,836 856
tah.................. -... 1,800 3,060 2,700 ,200
Vermont................... 2,940 4,770 4,410 6,860
Virginia................... 2,232 3,708 3,348 5,208
Washington............... 2,568 4,212 3,852 5,992
West Virginia.............. 1,164 2,106 1,746 2,716
Wisconsin................. 2940 4,770 4,410 6,860
Wyoming..—~.............. 1,860 3,150 2,790 4,340
PuertoRico............... 936 1,764 1,404 2,184
Virgin Islands.......... ... 1,104 2016 1,656 2,576

1 Based on July 1972 data, except for West Virginia (July 1971). Individuals
must also have resources (assets) which are within the limits specified by the

State for cash assistance recipients.

1 Work expenses may be deducted from total earnings in calculating net earnings.
Source: Based on Information supplied by Department of Health, Education,

and Welfare.
94-948 0—78—pt. 1——3
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TABLE 2.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY
OF 4 UNDER HEW REGULATIONS*

Annual net ~
earnings Limit on family
level at eligibility for—
AFDC which

payment eligibilit Services
standard for AFDC other than

State (annual) ceases?  day care Day care
Alabama.................. $1,164 $2,106 $1,746 T2,716
Alaska..................... 4800 7,560 7,20 1,200
Arizona.................... 3,384 5,430 5,07 7,896
Arkansas.................. 2,748 4,482 4,122 6,412
California................. 3,768 6,042 5,682 8,792
Colorado.................. 2904 4,716 4,356 6,776
Connecticut............... 4,056 6,444 6,084 9,464
Delaware.................. 3,444 5,627 5,167 8,039
District of Columbia....... 2,868 4,742 4,382 6,692
Florida.................... 2,676 4,374 4,014 6,244
Georgia................... 2,724 4,446 4,086 6,356

awall............ooneen ,008 6,372 6,012 9,352
Idaho. .5 . .oovevviienn. 3,384 5,436 5,076 7,896
Iinois..............oet 3,264 5,256 4,896 7,616
Indiana.................... 4,356 6,894 6,534 10,164
JOWA. ..ot 3,600 5,760 5,400 8,400
Kansas.................... 3,864 6,156 5,796 9,016
Kentucky......... s 2,808 4,572 4,212 6,552
Louisiana.................. 1,296 2,304 1,944 3,024
Maine...................0s 4,188 6,642 6,282 9,772
Maryland.................. .2,400 3,960 3,600 5,600
Massachusetts............ 4,188 6,622 6,262 9,772
Michigan.................. 4332 6,858 6,498 10,108
Minnesota................. 4,068 6,462 6,102 9,492
Mississippli................ 3,324 5,346 4,986 7,756
Missouri.................. 3,636 5,814 5454 8,484
Montana........”T....... 2,472 4,068 3,708 5,768
Nebraska.................. 3,684 5886 5,526 8,596
Nevada.................... 2,112 3528 3,168 4,928
New Hampshire........... 3,628 5,652 5,292 8,232
New Jersey................ 3,888 6,192 5,832 9,072
New Mexico............... 2,436 4,014 3,654 5,684
NewYork.................. 4,032 6,408 6,048 9,408
North Carolina............ 1,906 3,219 2,859 4,447
North Dakota.............. 3,600 5,760 5,400 8,400

See footnotes at end of table, p. 29.
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TABLE 2.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY
OF 4 UNDER HEW REGULATIONS ‘—Continued

Annual net
earnings Limit on family
level at eligibllity for—
AFDC which
payment ellglblllté Services
standard  for AFDC other than

State (annual) ceases? day care Day care
Ohio....................... $2,400 $3,960 $3,600 $5,600
Oklahoma................. 2,268 3,76 3,402 5,292
Oregon.................... 3,204 5,166 4,806 7,476 -
Pennsylvania.............. 3,756 5,994 5,634 8,764
Rhode island.............. 3,166 5,094 4,734 7,364
South Carolina............ 2,496 4,104 3,744 5,824
South Dakota.............. 3,420 5,490 5,130 7,980
Tennessee................ . 2,604 4,266 3,906 6,076
Texas..................... 1,776 3,024 2,664 4,144
Utah...................... 2,820 4,590 4,230 6,580
Vermont................... 4,020 6,390 6,030 9,380
Virginia................... 3,132 5,058 4,698 7,308
Washington............... 3,528 5,652 5,292 8,232
West Virginia.............. 1,656 2,844 2,484 5,796
Wisconsin................. 3,624 5,796 5,436 8,456
Wyoming.................. 3,120 5,040 4,680 7,279
Puerto Rico............... 1,584 2,736 2,376 3,696
VirginIslands............. 1,992 3,348 2,988 4,648

1 Based on July 1972 data, except for West Virginia (July 1971), individuals must
also have resources (assets) which are within the limits specified by the State for
cash assistance benefits.

1 Work expenses may be deducted from total earnings in calculating net earnings.

Source: Based on information supplied by Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare.

PossiBLE ABUsEs IN DEFINITION OF ‘“WoRrk EXPENSES” |

Mr. CarLEsON. Senator, there are several problems you have put
your finger on:

One of them concerns the income disregard statutes of the law,
particularly in the work related expense area. In some States, there is
a possibility of abuse in this area. ‘

e faced a real dilemma in trying to conform the social services
re%\élations to what we felt Congress expected.

/e also had to consider the potential effect on the work expenses.
I think if we consider both of these problems together in one context,
we can assure you it will not be more beneficial to be on welfare than
off welfare. ‘

Senator MonpaLE. Isn't that figure wrong?
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. Secretary WEINBERGER. The figure that you mentioned presents a
situation of unlimited work related exgenses and could be correct,
but we think the abuses are in unlimited expense deductions.

Senator MonpALE. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Roth,

Senator Rorn. I would like to welcome you, Mr. Secretary. I have
great resﬁect for your abilities, and am sure you have given a great deal
of thought to these proposals.

GRrEATER FLEX1BILITY FOR STATES IN UsBk oF SociaL Servics Funps

I had a meeting with State officials last week and during our dis-
cussions it occurred to me that with these new, rather extensive
regulations, we might not be moving back in the direction of a more
categorical grant.

Don’t you think it would be better to give greater flexibility to the
%ta.te?s to administer a sum of money distributed to them on a formula

asis

Secretary WEINBERGER. Senator, I think that it depends on whether
one wants an eligibility test for people who receive social services.
If we were dealing with a straight revenue sharing program, $214
billion would go to the States, and they would use those funds for
whatever they call social services or anybody’s benefit.

If the Congress wanted to move in that direction, it obviously would
make life better for us. We would need few regulations. The money
would go out.

On the other hand, it wouldn’t be targeted or focused money. It
would result in the same program as the one we have now where a great
deal of money goes to the dpeople who are not in need or close to need.

It depends on what is desired. I don’t think we will end up with a
Narrow program.

These will be social services targeted for the neediest. The social
services program is designed to help the needy get off welfare. That is
the intent of Congress and that is what we believe the regulations do.

But if the statuatory design was to give the States $2.5 billion, a
different pattern will have to be followed,

The only way we can assure Coniress that its intent will be followed
is to adopt regulations that define the types of services and the eligible
persons to participate in them.

Day Care ror WorkiNG Poor

Senator Rorn. As I understand the regulations, the working poor,
must either be a recipient of welfare or an applicant, in order to receive
free day care and other services, up to a certain standard of 150
percent and beyond. ) ) ‘

Is a person not applying for or receiving welfare eligible for day
oare under this particular program? )

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, I think they very definitely are.

Mr, Carleson has details on that. '~

Mr. Carieson. Yes, the working poor would be eligible under two
categories. Actually, one category is composed of recipients who are
working. These people may be working, .but would be eligible for

_services regardless.
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The other category would be the one the Secretary mentioned, It
includes those people who have an income below 150 percent of the
ga ent standard within the State. They receive free day care services.

ubsidized services are available for those with incomes up to 23314
percent of the payment standard. '

Senator RoTH. But for free services you either have to fall within
the 3-month period or you have to be found that you will go back on
welfare within 6 months; isn't that correct?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, Senator; that is correct. _

If the employment income is the reason they are off welfare and if
the child care is necessary to remain off at each 6-month interval there
will be a redetermination of el?ibility. They are entitled to services
as long as their gross income does not exceed 150 gercent level for
free services and 23314 percent level in the case of subsidized services.

Senator Rorx. People in Delaware have been concerned about this
recertification. How will you determine potential eligibility? It seems
to me, at best, it will be an administrative burden.

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, Senator.

Particularly where child care is involved, it should be relatively

easy.

’IYhe test is simple; is the child care necessary for the person to be
employed?

lfhe ?ext question is, if they were not employed, would they be on
welfare
¢ Tllxl‘?n’ would they be on welfare but for the type of service, and so
ort

This would be determined at each 6-month period.

As a matter of fact, it is a lot easier than the present system which
used 5 years. Five ’Iyears made almost everybody eligible.

Senator Rora. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Gravel.

Senator GRAVEL. You should come up fighting.

LEecaL Services

Mr. Secretary, there is one particular service that I am fond of
because it permits poor people to act in an adversary capacity toward
the government or anyone else who impinges upon their rights.

I notice that you leave nothing in legal services. We read in the
press how the legal services have been gutted and how they threaten
the establishment.

All the poor have left are legal services to retain employment. I
can think of discriminatory practices that might exist. The poor then
have the right to a free government attorney to get a job or keep a
job if they are discriminated against. o
loo] %f we have are a lot of agencies that work in civil rights

slation.
eg(!)an you tell me why there is nothing left to legal services? )

Secretary WEINBERGER. I think the {)roblem is misapprehension,
These are the legal services that are qualified under social services.

These are not the only legal services provided by the Government.
The administration is submitting later this week the administration
bill 1providing for a corgoration for the administration of the full
legal services })rogram ormerly under OEO. That will authorize
legal services of much broader scope than are involved here.
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This one simply says that a legal services progmm will qualify
under social service but because we are interested in employment,
the service must be related to attainment of employment.

As I said, a broad legal services program would be requested under
the administration’s proposal for a legal services corporation.

Senator GraveL. I can appreciate that. But why do you make a
distinction of regulation between employment and property when
we pay greater attention outside of welfare to property?

Let’s take, for example, a person who has a home built by some
unscrupulous person, and that individual has to go out and fight for
that home or annuity which might keep that person off welfare.

The person needs an attorney to do that.

Secretary WEINBERGER. He can still do that. It is a matter of
which garticular legal service program is funded.

Legal services financed by social services funds, the $2% billion,
are related to employment, the problems of the individual you men-
tioned perfectly justxfg legal services and those services are presently
funded under the OEO.

Fair HEARING PROCEDURE

Senator GRAVEL, Is something not lost in the crack between the
two programs?

Secretary WEINBERGER. No, we believe not.

Senator GrAavEL. But couple that with the fact that you have
eliminated a hearing process, you have left the welfare person nothing
but a vassel, or prostrate before an agency of government,

How does a person stand up and say are we getting a hearing or not
getting a hearing?

Secretary WeINBERGER. There is still provision for a hearing, We
have eliminated some things,

There was a provision that prohibited making an investigation as
to whether a person was eligible unless a person agreed.

We have removed that kind of particular protection or whatever
you might want to call it. There is still a process for grievances if the
person is dissatisfied with agency actions.

The hearings regulations involve the areas of quality control and
actual welfare ;myment. There is a grievance system provided for in
section 221.2 of our service regulations. L

Senator Graven. If a person disagrees with the determination,
ther:')s is & hearing and he stands there without an attorney, unless he
wantg——

Secretary WeINBERGER. He can get an attorney under the legal
services corporation.

What we are talking about are the services available under the legal
services corporation proposal to be submitted. The appropriate
legal services are funded and are provided by the Government.

egal services under the program that has a ceiling are, we think,
properly limited to attempts to attain employment. :

Senator GraverL. You are telling me, he goes to another program
to get an attorney to come back and fight for his n;ights in this program?

ecretary WEINBERGER. The grievance procedure, I am told, can
also be paid for by funds under this program.

Senator GraveL. Your regulations don’t say that.
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Secretary WeINBERGER. I think you will see that the grievance
system comes within the scope of section 221.2 of the regulations.

I also submit it is irrelevant for the individual concerned which
Government funds provide the assistance. He will have the legal
services; that is the important thing.

Senator GraveL. The way we read them at this end of the table,
Mr. Secretary, you have wiped out everything except a minor
grievance ty%a of stroke down.

Secretary WeiNBERGER. They can have all the legal services required
under the provisions for legal services to attain or retain employment.

Again, I don’t think the individual is much concerned where he
gets the he}g.

Senator GraveL. I would hope, Mr. Secretary, we are not taking
poor people and running them around the Federa] building~—-

Secretary WEINBERGER. We are not; we are telling them that their
attorneys have two funds out of which they can be paid. They should
be able to locate those funds and on the basis of past experience, they

haven’t had trouble locating them.

* Senator GraveL. I would hope that you might locate all of these
ltlalgal services in one area so that the people who need them can get
them.

Secretary WeINBERGER. The people who need these services can get
them from the Legal Services Corporation.

Senator Graver. Why do we put this here in the Legal Services
Corporation? : ‘ ..

Secretary WEINBERGER. Legal services as defined in the regulations
here are also available for funding by the social services program.,

But this is a limited program. We could have said no legal services
here; all must come from the other one. : .

We did think it was proper to provide limited legal services in this
program.

e CHAIRMAN. Senator Bentsen? )

Senator BEnTsEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

IncoMe Test ForR SERVIcEs MEANS GROss INCOME

Mr. Secretary, I would like to get a further definition and clarifica-
tion of the term ‘‘payment standard.”

When we speak of a person with an income 150 percent above that
standard and still being able to obtain services, are we talking about
net income or gross income?

Are we talking about an income before the income disregards or not?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Let me get you a complete answer by
asking Mr, Rutledge.

Mr. RutLepgE. We are referring to gross income, Senator, and
the payment standard we are referring to is the dollar amount against
whicgn income is deducted by the State in arriving at the money pay-
ment.

Senator BenNTseN. You are referring to gross income when you go
to the 150 percent? -

Mr. RurLepae. Yes. .

Senator BENTsEN. One of your associates, perhaps you, Mr, Wein-
berger,?was saying you thought the States were very generous; is that
correct -
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Secretary WEINBERGER. In some cases.

With respect to the table that we have calculated, and to some of the
questions asked by Senator Mondale and Senator Roth, the 160 per-
cent of the payment standards generally is about the amount that most
States would come to with respect to disregards and work related ex-
Penses. Some States, because they vary a lot, allow considerably more

or work related expenses.

. Senator BENTSEN. As you know, we have in Texas a constitutional
limit, & statutory limit on welfare payments. We run into the problem
of Texas paying only 75 percent of the AFDC need.

Now, is the 150 percent computed on the basis of the actual need or
the 75 percent of that need, which the State pays.

Secretary WEINBERGBR. The payment standard is the dollar
amount from which income is deducted in arriving at the amount of
the money payment.

As an example, in the three States there, Alaska——

Senator BEnTsEN. I understand that; you are talking about the
gross income, but I want to know if you use in Texas the 75 percent
of the need as the standard or do you take the need itself as the
standard?

Secretary WeINBERGER. The State makes the decision about the
level of the psyment standard.

Just to cite an example, any of the States represented by the three
Senators sitting next to each other could change the standard—for
Alaska, the point would start at $7,200 for free day care up to $11,200
for subsidized care.

Senator BENTsEN. I must not be making my question clear.

Secretary WeINBERGER. The point I want to make is that if a State
would choose to change the level at which it wanted to set the pay-
ment standard, an individual would be eligible for services with a
higher or lower income.

n Texas an individual gets services on the basis of the payment
standard in Texas.

Senator BENTsEN. My question again, Mr. Secretary, I want to
know if the standard utilized is the 75 percent, for exampie, in Texas
from & State basis 756 percent of the need or do we take the need to
start ﬁgurin%vthe 150 percent?

Secretary WEINBERGER. You use the payment standard.

Senator BENTSEN. You are talking about 150 percent of the 75
percent payment? =

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, $2,664.

Senator BENTSEN. On that basis it seems to me nobody would be
receiving anything in Texas unless they are already on welfare,

Secretary WeiNpEraeR. Eligibility goes from $2,664, then up to
§4,’i‘44 gross income, less whatever work related expenses are allowed
in Texas.

Foop ror CHILDREN IN DAy Care ExcLubpEp

Senator BENTSEN. Let me ask you another one:

The regulations as I understand, do not pay for maintenance.

Does that mean food for children in day care is not eligible?

Secretary Weinberger. No, when it is part of the day care program,
the item is eligible for Federal reimbursement.
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Senator BEnTsEN. Thank you.
I have been concerned that the day care centers expand the cost.

ReariaNnMeNT oF PeErsoNs Ruceiving Caiup Care

In Texas, families earning up to $6,000 a year can receive day care
assistance. These are low income families that need this kind of
assistance to keep off welfare. Yet with your regulations with a family
of four which has an income exceeding $4,144 a year would not receive
day care assistance. '

ecretary WEINBERGER. Not receive free day care services, These
are national figures.

But we do stand on the figures that we will have a major increase
for children and it will move from 317,000 to 532,000 in 1974.

Senator BENTSEN. It seems to me we are getting a limitation in
Texas and a decrease in Texas.

Secretary WEINBERGER. You are not getting a decrease in Texas,
Senator. I would suggest a realinement.

Senator BENTSEN. We are on the wrong end of the line.

Secretary WrINBERGER. There will be more people in Texas as to
get this service, and they will be lower income people than the case
at present.

here will be more day care services provided for more children,
but they will be a different group of children because you do have now
a situation in which higher income people are eligible for it. That is
the case under present regulations.

Mr. RurLepae. Each State sets a level at which it thinks it provides
a payment adequate to enable this family on public assistance to
meet its needs.

Some States set relatively high standards and others relatively low.
We have based our guidelines on the State established standards. It
hagpens that Texas has a relatively low payment standard.

enator BENTSEN. We discussed this before on the question of 133
percent. You have gone to 150. .

Mr. Rurrepge. It will be up to the State of Texas to raise its
standard of need.

Senator BEnTsEN. This is constitutional.

Secretary WEINBERGER, We do have to scale the program on a
national basis:-There are some States, such as Indiana, Alaska, and
Michigan, where a $9,000, $10,000, and $11,000 income is the eligii)ility
level, People with that income are still eligible for day care services.
We do have to go across the board on it. i

If we provided that eligibility existed, for example, to a level of
$6,000 in Texas, the level would probably be about $25,000 or $27,000
in other States. This would defeat the purpose which we understand
Congress had in mind when it adopted the recent legislation targeted
to needy families.

Senator BENTsEN, Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

I have finished. ' '

The CHAIRMAN. Mr, Secretary, may I say to the members of the
committee that I would suggest that we allow each Senator 10 minutes
on this next round. That will give everybody a chance to ask some
additional questions during this morning’s session.
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SecRETARY’S WiLLINGNESS To Cuanage NEw REGULATIONS

Mr. Secretary, if we find something in these regulations that in your
judgment would ;ustify modification, I trust that you would be willing
to consider modifying them?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Oh ‘yes. Our initial feeling was, that we
had to get a first draft out quick y because States were coming in with
all kinds-of applications and because there was uncertainty.

States felt 1t would all end on March 30. We assigned the regulations
a very high priority in order to get out a final draft on May 1. .

here is no question that we will make changes if certain things
indicate the need for change.* We will be very pleased to work with
the committee. If there are certain anomalies, as Senator Bentsen
points out, we will make changes. However, I do not think this is an
anomalﬁr. The problem is Texas.

It is hard to make a standard in one State that will not distort the
levels in_other States. If there are real anomalies, we would like to
change them,

Assers TEST FOR SERVICES

The CHAIRMAN. Let me point out an area that I believe deserves
scrutiny and this can be highlighted by pointing to some specific
examples,

Here, for example, looking at the Rhode Island assets test for their
AFDC program, they would not permit a person to be on the AFDC
program if their resources included any stocks, cash or bonds.

e most practical situation would be where a person had a small
amount of money, and in Rhode Island the person would not be
eligible for the services.

ow, insofar as we look upon social services as a device to keep
people from oing onto the welfare rolls, I would think that a situation,
such as in Rhode Island, where a person is not permitted to have any
cash and still be on the AFDC program, would justify reconsideration
of your regulation, :

ecretary WeINBERGER. Mr. Rutledge has indicated we may con-
sider alternative plans for more uniform application in situations where
there are State problems.

bI think there are some problems we would want to do something

about.

ELIMINATION OF SERVICES RBELATING TO COLLECTION OF SUPPORT
PAYMENTS

The CrairmAN. In addition to that, I am concerned about the need
of establishing paternity and obtaining of help from the fathers of
children. This committee and the Senate made it clear they want to
make fathers for all children on welfare at least partly responsible for
their children. -

You have eliminated Federal matching for services relating to the
statutory requirements that welfare agencies have a program or ob- .
taining support from absent parents. )

Similarly, the new regulations provide that legal services are fed-
erally matchable only in connection with obtaining or attaining
empioyment.

*See also p. 138,
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How would you expect a welfare recipient to obtain support from
a deserting parent without some type of legal assistance?

Mr. RurLepge. This is a problem of eligibility determination for
the overall public assistance program. The problem has been recog-
nized within the Department and within the Social and Rehabilita-
tive Service.

It is our plan to fund these activities under the public assistance
programs.

e are aware of the problem that the Chair refers to, and we are
working on it.

The CuairMAN. I am going to submit legislation that will include
much of what we tried to do in the Senate version of H.R. 1, which
didn’t become law, as pertains to_child support. But up to now we
have been led to believe that the administration was veay sympathetic
to our view that everything that reasonably could be done should be
done, particularly when we are looking at middle income fathers who
are escaping their responsibilities to help their children.

Secretary WEINBERGER. There is no question about the agreement
of the administration with that kind of viewpoint,

The CrairmaN. I am not only interested in finding these examples
that Mrs. Griffiths is going to expose pretty soon where we have cases
where the father in the upper income 1s escaping his duties of support-
ing his child with the net result of those children having to be sup-
ported by public welfare.

I am more interested in the cases where a father is in the middle or
lower income brackets and is well able to make a contribution. These
are the areas where we ought to expect more help for these children.

Of course, I also feel and the Senate felt lastﬁyear that we ought to
permit the mother to be somewhat better off for having obtained
some support from the father than she would be if she were not getting
any help from him at all. We want to provide a cash incentive for a
mother so that she will éet some benefit from the support payment.

Mr. CarLEsoN. Mr. Chairman, I think, much as the Secretary has
indicated, we have almost the identical concerns that you have.

The absent father is probably one of the most significant problems.
We found, I know, in California, most of these people are working
and can provide some kind of sul]‘)port.

One of the problems is whether or not securing support will be

erformed as a social service or as a law enforcement service. This
as been the problem in those States which are having the most
difficulty.

There are advantages in treating it more as a law enforcement
problem and also in treating it as an eligibility problem.

There has been some application in the past as you pointed out, on
the social service side. -

I think one of our problems is conforming with the statute too. The
efforts of the Department is toward developing regulations, if Yossible.
If regulations are not possible, the kind of regulation that will insure
that the absent fathers who are capable are required to contribute,
legislation will be necessary.

The CuairmMAN. I am going to submit some legislation along that
line and in large measure it will include provisions which the Senate
. has previously approved and which I am not aware that your Depart~
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ment has found any serious objections to, but for the most part they
have supported them.

It just seems to me that there is justifiably a considerable cause
for complaint that one man working making $500 a month takes his
paycheck home and helps support his children and he has a man work-
ing beside him with the same amount of money who is completely
escaping any responsibility to support his children.

It causes resentment for a man feeling he is pa{ing taxes while
that man can live and do a lot of things that other fellows can’t do.

Secretary WEINBERGER. I will be glad to work with you, and I
think we can get a bill we can agree upon.

The CuairMaN. Fine,

I believe Senator Packwood is next in order.

Day CARre

Senator Packwoop. In response to a question of Senator Bentsen
on day care, he put his finger on something.

You said there will be a realinement, and a number of Ipeople will
be cut off because they are above a certain income level. It has been
spread out to more children currently than are eligible for welfare
assistance. But you project a 50-percent increase in the number. of
children to be served.

That must assume, I guess, that there are people now on welfare
who are eligible for child care and who will still be under the new
regulations but don’t know about it? ‘

ecretary WEINBERGER. I think it is the latter. There are people
eligible for day care who are not receiving these services. A large
portion of the funds are going to support social services for people
above this level and in some cases well above it.

Senator Packwoop. Up until this year, it has been open ended
on eligibility?

- Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, indeed.

Senator Packwoop. They were limited only by availability of match-
ing funds?

Sdecretary WEINBERGER. It depended on what the States wanted
to do.

If the States wanted to report to us a program that was untargeted,
HEW had no choice but to match it.

Under the bill passed by Congress and these regulations the States
will not be able to report that kind of program and qualify it for
matching funds.

They can do what they want. They would be required to shift
so that the funds would go to people more in need, and that is why I
refer to it as a realinement.

Senator Packwoop. You are presuming that the States in their
applications were including midd?e income people. )

cretary WEINBERGER. They may not have been aiming it that
wage, but certainly there were inadequate limitations on income.
nator PAckwoop. I understand that.

Why were they overlooking those on welfare?

Secretary WEINBERGER. 1 don’t know. Maybe Mr. Carleson has
some theories.

He ran a program comparable to this in California.
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Mr. CarLESON. Senator, some of the States are actually not pro-
viding child care as a service, but as a work related expense included
in the assistance check.

Senator Packwoop. Why are the States suddenly going to find
a great number of people who are not now receiving these services?

ecretary WEINBERGER. Actually, they may have been receiving
the services not as services, but as a work-related expense.

Under these regulations, under the new law, which has the 90-
percent requirement in it, States are going to be targeting more of
these services on the actual welfare working recipients. This is where
one finds the greatest redirection. :

Another point I would add, Senator, is that middle income groups
are somewhat more vocal, somewhat more able to have their wishes
res(s)onded to. I think the Congress correctly expressed the intention
and desire that the bulk of these expenses be targeted to lower income
people, and that is what we are trying to do. }éy requiring the States
to make the changes, we will secure what the Congress wanted, what
the administration wants, and that is a redirection and realinement
so that the focus is much more on the need than in the past.

Senator PAckwoop. In the assumption that the States will come
forth with the necessary program? ‘

Secretary WEINBERGER. If they do not concur, they do not qualify
for the Federal matching funds, and that seems to be a rather powerful

magnet.
DonaTep Funps

Senator Packwoop. Let me shift to the donated matching funds,
the private organization matching funds.

Let’s take planned parenthood. If planned parenthood donates
funds to the State of Oregon, which is going to use them for planned
parenthood—Eugene, are they State funds?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Not particularly to that agency.

Senator PAckwoop. Say that again?

Secretary WEINBERGER. The regulation prohibits reversion to the
donor, and it also eliminates the reversion of the funds to an agency
that carries out the same type of program.

Senator PAckwoop. What do you mean by “reverting’?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Going back to that agency to administer
the program.

Senator Packwoopn. You don’t mean the legal sense of going back
to——

Secretary WEINBERGER. Pass through.

Senator PAckwoop. Pass through.

Mr, RurLepGe. This is very acceptable to most United Fund
agencies, fundraising agencies that do not administer any type of

rogram, but rather finance other programs. A donation from that
nited Fund raising agency would be appropriate, but not one from
the agency that would normally administer that program.,

Senator PAckwoop. What you are saying is this: Planned parent-
ll}:ood makes an agreement to give the United Fund $25,000 for use in

ugene.

ecretary WEINBERGER. If there were an agreement, it would be
within the spirit of the rel§ulations, if the funds do not come from
planned parenthood. But if United Way makes an agreement with
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the State or local agency and donates funds for family planning
services in Eugene, the family planning donation is something that
will qualify for Federal matching funds, even though purchased from
a member agency of United Way.

But if familfr Xlanning says here is some money—we want it back
plus 3 Federal dollars so we can do with it as we please—that is
not permitted by the regulations.

The reason is that we are prevented from providing any effective
accountability. We are prevented from accounting to you as to what
happened to those public funds.

0 we want to make sure that we don’t have sort of self-generated
Federal matching used in a way that does not allow for accountability.

Senator Packwoon. I fail to see why you still can’t account for it
even if planned parenthood is giving it to State welfare and then
directly to Eugene.

You match it 3-to-1 on Federal dollars. What is the harm; what is
the evil, why can’t it be accounted for?

Secretary WEINBERGER. The evil is that which this committee
referred to in the past and actually directed us to prohibit. This is the
situation where private organizations would get together and con-
tribute $1; then they required Federal matching. They then used it
in ways to.more easily avoid accountability. -

We had no way of telling whether or not these organizations were
using it in accordance with the then existing regulations.

The new regulations have eligibility standards designed to achieve
that focus.

"We have tried to authorize the use of donated funds, but under such
protections so as to make sure we can tell the taxpayers that the funds
are being used in accordance with the standards,

Then it seems to me there is still the opportunity for a family plan-
ning agency; but not if it donates the money and provides the service.

here can be no binding agreements, In the normal course the
United Wa; milght agree they want services and that private money
would be eligible for a match because our auditing would not stop
with the United Way. :

Mr. RuTLEpgE. In this way, it is also possible to assure that the
services being delivered are consistent with what the single State
agency has determined the needs to be and not simply a service
provided because a particular agency happened to be sufficiently
affluent to donate moneys.

The service has to be part of the State plan and a recognized need.

Senator PAckwoob. 1t also seems to me we are militating against
the private sector, cooperation between- private agencies and public
programs.

Secretary WEINBERGER. The total prohibition would have done
that. That is why we have struggled so hard-to get around a flat
prohibition against the use of donated funds. We do agree privately
raised funds have to be a major part of the entire social services effort
in the country.

We believe we have attained an ability to use donated funds and
indeed encourage it, and still avoid conflicts of interest and suditing
problems. These were the abuses that led the Committee in the first
place to prohibit the use of donated funds completely.

Senator PAckwoon. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Mondale.
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Avrcororic AND Druag TRBATMENT PROGRAMS

Senator MoNpALE. Mr. Secretary, as I understand it these regu-
lations terminate or severely limit programs which treat alcoholics and
dr%addicts or which provide money for education and training.

at is the justification for that?

Secretary WeINBERGER. I don’t think they terminate these pro-

ams. I think they give the States greater flexibility on how they will

e carried on.

1f thegl are carried on by States under discretionary provisions, and

if eli 'bd ity requirements are maintained, they can still be federally
matched.

But in those situations where they actually cannot be, where the
eligibility cannot be identified, I think you have to recognize that the
social services programs were never really intended to have medicaid
or related treatment as a reimbursable cost.

Senator MoNpALE. As I understand it, under the social services
program there are many alcoholic and drug treatment programs in
this country.

As a matter of fact, there are some we think are excellent.

Under these regulations you would no longer provide support for
the treatment activities in these Erograms. Is that correct or isn’t it?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I think the problem is the use of purchase
agreements of the kinds we have described to acquire federal social
services funds for health programs and medical programs formerly
carried out to benefit drug addicts and alcoholics,

The new regulations provide that you should not use social services
funds for that purpose.

You should use grograms designed for medical problems, rather
than social services funds.

Senator MoNpALE. If an alcoholic who is a potential welfare re-
cipient is not eligible for Medicaid or Medicare, wouldn’t it be wise
to provide care for him? -

enator WEINBERGER. Yes, under other lprogmmss. We have $171
ﬁl;}hion just in our Department alone for alcoholism programs of all
8,
Senator MoNpaALE. There is also a great deal of employment counsel-
ing for alcoholics under other programs, that you continue to permit
this under social services.

What is the distinction?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I think the distinction is that this com-
mittee pointed out that a great many programs that States funded
themselves were being transformed into social service programs in
order to thereby qualify for the 3 to 1 match. We believe what the
Congress and the committee desired was that social programs pur-
chased by the State be truly social services programs and not mas-
querade under that title when you had funds available for alocholism
and narcotics under other programs.

Senator MoNpALE, Is it your position that the committee allowed
or urged you to terminate drug and-alcoholic treatment under social
services? .

Secretary WEINBERGER. No; they wanted substantial tightening of
the State practice of substituting a great many things they were
slready doing as social services.
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We understand that a State should not be able to label anything it
wants as & social service program, and thereby get qualified for the
social service-match. This kind of program is not really what the
Government and Congress wants.

The simple fact was that States were expanding very greatly the social
service program and they were doing it by calling a great many things
social services, and thereby qualifying. .

Senator MONDALE. In 1972, we exempted alcoholic and drug
programs from the 9010 requirement. I think Congress time an
time again has asked for a new emphasis on alcoholic and drug pro-
grams,

I never recall Congress giving instructions like that. I can’t think

of anything that helps l[l)revent; and eliminate welfare more than
providing assistance to those suffering from the curse of alcoholism
or drug addiction.

It seems you are drawing standards that don’t hold up.

Secretary WEINBERGER. We are funding these at higher levels in
1974 than ‘in 1973. In the case of drug abuse we are increasing from
$224 million to $460 million. In the case of alcoholism, $108 to $171
million. It simply is a question of where these programs are funded
and whether you want to continue to see a gractice designated a
substitute by a lot of the people who testified before the committees
in connection with the changes of the social services program.

Senator MonpaLE. Can you cite one witness who complained about

alcoholism programs under title IV-A?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I don’t have the whole list of testimony,

but I do know that there was a lot of testimony to the effect that
States were funding a great man?r programs by purchasing the service
and thereby qualifying for social services programs. That was one of
the things ballooning the costs, particularly when they were available
under other programs. —

Mr. RurLEDGE. Senator, may I point out that medical and sub-
sistence services were never really authorized under title IV-A to
alcoholics and drug addicts. ‘

Many States provided services for a short time under the rubric
that the medical costs and subsistence were inseparable from the social
gervices. .

Essentially what we are saying in this set of regulations is that it is
possible to factor out those differences, Those things that were not
essentially authorized are no longer eligible.

Those major user States, I think, will show they were approved
only with the understanding they were inseparable and indistinguish-
able from the comprehensive social services ordinarily authorized
under title IV-A.

ProrIBITION ON EpucatioN ANp TraiNniNg UNpER NEW
REGULATIONS

Senator MonpaLE. In Minnesota we have a project called HELP.
It is one of the most successful social services programs that I know of.

It serves welfare mothers or others and, encourages and supports
them as students in higher education.
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I think it is in the 6th or 7th year of the program now, and any
number of these welfare mothers have now graduated and gotten
professional pay level jobs. They have gotten off welfare. They have
the pride that comes with that accomplishment. Indeed the grade
level standings of the welfare mothers is higher than the school
average. ’

They are doing very well. The children in the family are so terribly
proud of their mothers because they are not welfare recipients but
are accomplishing so much,

It is one of the most successful programs that I know of, and it is
exceedingly well received in Minnesota.

I suspect there are others like this.

But your regulations terminate the tuition help to this program and
may result in the end of it.

ut why wouldn’t programs of that sort make sense?

Secretary WEINBERGER. I will have to ask Mr. Rutledge or Mr.
Carleson.

I am not aware of what provisions——

Senator MonpALE. The new regulations bar any education or
retraining. _ :

. Mr. RurLepagEe. Yes, the idea is, Senator, that those are not social
services in and of themselves. If they are em ll(\)]yment and training
services, there is an opportunity under the WIN program. Employ-
ment programs or educational services ought to be paid for by the
educational institutions. With these funds, we are providing a well-
defined set of services that are different from education and
employment.

enator MonpALE. Education is one of the best antiwelfare pro-

grams in the countr{'.‘

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, I believe we can conclude this
hﬁaring before 1 o’clock if it is all right with you to stay here until
then,

1 have one additional question, but I will just submit it and ask
you to answer it for the record.

[Text of question follows: *]

ForMAT oF NEw REGULATIONS

In your new regulations you combine three separate chapters covering some
30 pages into a single new chapter with only a few pages. Some of the matters
covered in the old regulations are simply omitted from the new reﬂxlations. 1
think it would be helpful if we could have for the record an outline of the repealed
regulations explaining how each section would be affected by the new regulations.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Curtis is unable to be here this morning.
He has written m.e a short letter requesting that certain questions be
asked of the Secretary. We will put the letter in_the record at this
point and ask that the Secretary answer the questions for the record.

[The letter referred to follows: *]

*See page 1805,
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U.8. SENATE,
- Washington, D.C., May 7, 1978.
Hon. RusseLs B. Long, -

Chairman, Senale Commattee on Finance,
Washington, D.C.

My DeAR CuarrMaN: The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry is marking
up a bill so I cannot be present for Secretary Weinberger's appearance before
the Committee on Finance.

I am strongly convinced that the social services for the mentally retarded
should be R{rﬁvided to all mentallz retarded without an income or needs test of
any kind. Mental retardation strikes in families of middle income as well as the
more well to do. The mentally retarded and their familes need these services.
Tlée éaglilles pay taxes to help support these social services for the mentally
retaraed.

1 would appreciate it if you would urge this point of view upon Secretary
Weinberger and I would like to have the following questions Propounded to him:

1. Do you have the necessary legal authority to issue regulations which would
provide that the social services to the mentally retarded be provided without
an income or needs test of any kind?

2. If the answer to the foregoing question is Yes, then ask, “ Why isn't this done?”’

3. If the answer to Question No. 1 is No, then please ask, ‘“Will you prepare for
the committee the necessary language for a change in the statute tha would
permit this?”

1 thank you very much.

_ Respectfully yours,
Carr T. Curris,
US. 8 .
_The CHAIRMAN. After we have heard from Senator Roth, I would
like to ask Senator Mondale, who asked for this hearing, to take over.

Senator Roth.

RECERTIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES

Mr. Rorn. I have some questions I will submit later for written
answers,* but I do have a couple I will ask now, a3 well.

One is merely a question about recertification which is causing con-
siderable difficulty in Delaware. o

Question: You have a woman who meets the financial criteria,
earning under 150 percent, and has two children in a day care center.

What else must the States do to certify that this woman would
be eligible for continued benefits after 6 months? ,

Mr. CarLEson. Of course, the child care is limited to employment
related child care—as a potential welfare recipient she is gletting the
child care for the purposes of continuing employment. If it were
demonstrated that without child care she would not be able to remain
em'Floyed, she would be eligible. .

his would be done every 6 months to make sure the conditions
were the same.

Senator Rot. How would you demonstrate that?

What more would you need to know? .

Mr. OarLESON. Senator, I would say there would be very little else
you would need to know. .

If would be up to the State to decide whether she meets their
eligibility requirements if she lost the job.

owever, there would be little else needed for someone who came
under the 150-percent payment standard. . ‘

Senator MoNpALE. I think the concern is that something more than
this is going to be required and that it will be expensive and adminis-
tratively difficult.

et t——————

*8ee p. 185,
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Secretary WEINBERGER. We had discussions with administrators. It
was decided to leave the determination of eligibility to these broad
guidelines and have spot checks from time to time to make sure there
was compliance with the broad eligibility regulations.

We had rather elaborate provisions in the initial regulations, but
mai\l/lly were changed when we got to the May 1 version.

r. RurLepae. Of course, Senator, one of the purposes of the
recertification and redetermination is to again be sure the services
are provided to eligibles and are also within the 90 to 10 mix that the
Congress mandated, except for those exempted services.

It is going to require some periodic redetermination in order to be
sure we are within those limits.

Now, does the cost of doing this outweigh the benefit? It is a rela-
tively simple matter for those already on money payments. It is a
question o checking out that activity.

Many States find this easy to do with computerized cross checks.

On potential, this may require more digging, but providing services
to only those eiigible greatly outweighs administrative costs.

Senator Rors. I will be very candid with: you: I really don’t
know how you demonstrate his potential financial reach when he has
small children, you certainly can’t look into his mind.

Mr. CariesoN. In child care al! they will be looking at is whether
her income is below 150 or below the 233} percent, or if she had a big
change in assets.

In the case you have just described probably that is all they would
have to find out.

Senator Rorx. I would emphasize that I think we should strive
to keep these regulations and their administrations as simple as
possible, within the guidelines of good management.

CHiLp CARE STANDARDS

One further question: Some day care administrators in Delaware
have complained that their day care facilities are covered by 1968
guidelines for supervisory personnel space, and so forth. They seem
to feel that these guidelines are too strict, particularly with regard
to the child/supervisor ratios,

Secretary WEINBERGER. We are revising those, and Mr. Rutledge
probably has the timetable.

We are looking at that because the regulation did provide reasonably
expensive requirements that did put the cost of day care centers
begond the reach of many people.

enator RorH. That is very encouraging.

HoMEMAKER SERVICES

The regulations indicate that homemaker services will be available
on]g; to persons 64} years of age, or older.
me of the State’s experts are concerned that current recipients,
under this new age limit, often need homemaker services in order to
keep them from needing further institutionalized care, at greater
cost. They feel that inadequate diets and living conditions have
made some recipients age more quickly.
I wonder if you could comment on this?
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Mr. RurLepae. The services were provided formerly to persons
60 years of age and older under the definition that used 5 years as
the time standard for definition of a potential recipient. Thus, at age
60 one automatically became eligible.

We have limited eligibility to 64} because throughout the program
there was no real evidence providing services according to the 5-year
criteria helped to change anything.

In some instances there may be some problem with respect to
persons moving along in age, but the great bulk of the services really
~ are provided for persons over 65. It is a relatively small percentagc
provided during this period.

It gives a much better opportunity to estimate the needs of the
individual in terms of deterioration of his situation in a 6-month period,
rather than § years.

- Secretary WEINBERGER. The Older Americans Act complements
this program. That starts at age 60 and quadruples the amount of
money provided for the elderly.

Senator Rorn. I guess my question is directed to the need for more
flexibility in this program.

I will submit my other questions to you for your answers.*

Secretary WEINBERGER. All right, sir.

We will try to get answers for you.

SociaL SERvICES AvAILABLE ONLY 70 AGEp WHO ARrE RECIPIENTS

Senator MoNDALE. Mr. Secretary, in the adult categories your
regulations would permit only those services designed to help the
aged become self-sufficient and self-support,ing.

One of the most encouraging things around the country has been
the ability of these pmﬁrams to help old people in their homes, and
apartments, providing hot meals and assistance to the disabled and
the rest,

That has been a very good program. It saves the government money
because otherwise many of them would have to go into public housing
or nursing homes.

Your new regulations prohibit this kind of assistance designed to
a;roid institutionalization which was permitted under the earlier reg-

ulations.

1 wonder if that regulation makes sense?

Secretary WEINBERGER. The definitions of and the differences
between potential recipients under the new and old regulations are
involved.

Where the ﬁnding is that a (Ferson is eligible, as a potential benefi-
ciary, services will be provided. .

nder the adult services program, section 221.5, all of these things
are specifically authorized : homemaker services, home delivered meals.
All of these things are suthorized and I think what we are talking
about is who is eligible. People are eligible if they are potential welfare
beneficiaries or actual recipients.

Senator MONDALE. As I understand it, existing regulations allow
assistance designed to help aged persons avoid institutionalization and
that your new regulations drop that category of assistance?

*See p. 130.
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Secretary WEINBERGER. I think, Senator, again all the services you
mentioned, the familg services, the health services, the chore services,
the day care services for adults, educational services, foster care, health
related services, homemaker services, home management and other
functional educational services, housing improvement, legal services,
protective services, special services for the blind—all of those are
authorized for eligii)le Beople.

Senator MonpaLE. Eligible meaning—— :

Secretary WEINBERGER. The determination has to be made every
6 months and that does not seem to me to be restrictive.

Senator MonNpALE. Well, then, does that mean that you will provide
this kind of assistance for persons on welfare?

_Can these services be provided for that person?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes.

Senator MonpALE. For the purposes of keeping him out of an
institution?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Yes, and we also have a whole raft of
other services for older Americans. That legislation was signed last
Friday and does quadruple the amount of aid for the elderly.

Senator MonpALE. I will submit to you in writing a series of
questions.*

Secretary WeINBERGER. We will get answers to you as soon as
we can.

PeoPLE ENCOURAGED TO STAY ON WELFARE

Senator MonpaALE. I have placed in the record a table I had pre-

ared which demonstrates, I think, Mr. Secretary, that at certain
income levels in every State in the Union persons on welfare will re-
ceive more free services than those who are not on welfare, even though
persons not on welfare are earning less than the person receiving a
combination of earnings and welfare.

I would like for you to look at that. I think we are creating another
notch which may encourage welfare.

Secretary WEINBERGER. If 1 might comment, we do not want to
create a notch. We would also be very glad and anxious to look at
a table of that kind. If there are some anomalies in the regulations,
we would want to do something about them.

" Senator MonNpALE. I don’t think it is just an anomallﬁ. The purpose

is to keep people off welfare where it is possible, but the new regula-
tions have a notch and a new asset test which we have never had
befl?re. These will have the effect of encouraging people to stay on
welfare.

Every State in the Union will have this.

For example, in Minnesota, a family of four qualifies for a maximum

vernment support of $4,332 under the welfare payment standard.

en if a family member gets a job they can get free services up to
$6,642—that is combined cash assistance and outside employment.
But if you are off welfare and gou are working, the maximum per
service eligibility ceiling is $6,102.

In short, someone can have an income of $360 per year on welfare
more than he can if you are depending solely on your own earnings—
and still receive free services.

_ *Bee p. 185.
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UThis is true according to my figures here in every State in the
nion. )

Secretarﬁ WEINBERGER. You have to look at the work related
expenses that are allowed. That factor takes the income elibigility
up, Senator.

Senator MonpaLE. Work related expenses does exactly the opposite
of what you are suggesting. oo

égeven widens the gap.

cretary WEINBERGER. That is not our understanding.

Mr. Carleson——

Mr. CarLesoN. If you permit virtually unrestricted work related
‘expenses, an abuse which this committee has pointed out several
times in the past, then it is conceivable that the work related expenses
and the $30 and one-third income disregard together result in the
situation you are talking about.

The real problem is meeting the former abuse. We must insure that
work-relateg expenses are at a proper level and that income disregards
are not excessive.

Senator MoNpALE. My table does not include the work related
expenses that States can add and it gives you that deviation I have
talked about.

If you add the State’s work related expenses the differences between
the benefits you receive on welfare and off welfare get much worse—
and the answer is not to reduce work related expenses.

{fthink this plan is saying to people: You are better off if you are on
welfare.

Mrs. Hurcninson. I think this income disregard was put into law
as a requirement as a means of assisting recipients who are moving
into the labor market to make that adjustment easier. It was not de-
signed to extend for long period of time.

And that is the reason for our requirement of redetermination every
6 months.

Senator MoNDALE. Part of what you say is correct, and my figures
are also correct.

We have a situation where people who are depending only on their
own income are denied free services when they are earning less than a
person on welfare.

Tl;is“ls another notch that creates additional disincentive to employ-
ment.

Mrs. HurcHinsoN. This is a transitional stage between receiving
assistance dependency and self-sup(i)ort.

The total effect is to help the individual become self-supporting.

Senator MoNpALE. Which is why the 4-A program makes so much
sense.

But you have reduced the ceiling so low that you are almost forcing
people to be on welfare if they want these services.

Secretar% WEeINBERGER. No, Senator. We don’t believe that they
will have that result. The services are designed not to be used or en-
joyed permanently, but while moving from a welfare status to an em-
_ ployment status.

nator MoNDALE. I have submitted this table for the record.*
Senator RotH. I have one further question.

*Table appears on pp. 2629,
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In connection with your new procedure in which you attempt
merely to avoid refinancing old programs, this has raised some ques- -
tions with the State people and how you will implement this procedure.

Will you do it program by program?

Secretary WEINBERGER. Mr. Rutledge can indicate to you the out-
lines of this part of the regulations.

Mr. Rutnepae. The maintenance-of-effort provision does not apply
to a specific item, but to the overall expenditure level within the
public provider agency.

Senator Rorn. What happens if you phase out one program com-
pletely or in part and introduce a new program?

Where the State is paying less overall would you try to offset one
against the other?

Mr. RurtLepae. Well, you could. You are suggesting the situation
where an agency stops providing a homemaker service and instead
provides child care or something of the sort. As long as the same ox-
penditure level would hold, the maintenance of effort in that yvar
would be satisfied.

Now, it should also be pointed out that starting the following yoar
there will be the of)portumty for the State to spend 25 percent less and
still claim Federal match.

So it may be that an agency might want to.eliminate a program that
it no lon§er needs. If the reduction is no more than 25 percent of the
budget of the agency, Federal matching would continue.

Senator RorH. If I understand you, it is overall maintenance?

Mr. RutLepGE. It is overall maintenance. It is not a question of
specific programs.

Senator Rora. Thank you.

Senator MonpaLE. Thank you very much.

We stand adjourned. '

ereupon at 12:45 p.m., the committee was adjourned until the
call of the Chair.]
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SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS

Legislative Background

Legislation before 1972.—Before: 1962, services provided to welfare re-
vipients were subject to the same 509, Federal matching as was available
for administrative expenses. In order to encourage States to provide social
services designed to prevent and reduce dependency on welfare, the Con-
gress in 1962 enacted legislation increasing the Federal matching for social
services to 75%, while leaving Federal matching for administrative costs
at 50%. No definition of social services was included either in the 1962 bill
or in the committee reports on the legislation ; defining the scope of services
was left to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare and the States.
The Social Security Amendments of 1967 broadened the services provisions
of the Act, authorized matching for services purchased from non-public
organizations, and temporarily (through fiscal year 1969) increased the
rate of matching for AFDC services to 85 percent.

Regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare prior
to May 1, 1973 required States to provide child care and other services to
enable persons to achieve employment and self-sufficiency, foster care serv-
ices, services to prevent and reduce births out of wedlock, family planning
services, protective services for neglected or abused children, services to
help families meet their health needs, and specified services to meet par-
ticular needs of families and children. In addition, these regulations per-
mitted 75%, Federal matching for any services considered by the State as
assisting members of a family “to attain or retain capability for maximum
self-support and personal independence.”

In 1971 the Congress enacted legislation increasing to 909, the Federal
share of services needed in order for an AFDC rccnplcnt to participate in
the Work Incentive Program.

Rapid rise in Federal funds for social services.—Like Federal matching for
welfare payments, Federal matching for secial services prior to fiscal year
1973 was mandatory and open-ended. Every dollar a State spent for social
services was matched by three Federal dollars. The Secretary, by law; was
given specific authority to limit the contracting authority for social services
and to limit the extent of services to potential (as opposed to actual) wel-
fare recipients. In both cases, however, he had failed to establish effective
limitations. In 1971 and 1972 particularly, States made use of the lack of
‘imits on social services under the Social Security Act and the Act’s open-
ended 75 percent matching to pay for many programs previously funded
entirely by the States or funded under other Federal grant programs at
lower than 75 percent matching. (For more information on social service
expenditures in 1972, see Appendix C, pages 59 ff.)

(1)
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The Federal share of social services was about three-quarters of a billion
dollars in fiscal year 1971, about $1.7 billion in 1972, and was projected to
reach an estimated $4.7 billion for fiscal year 1973. Faced with this projec-
tion, the Congress enacted a limitation on Federal funding as a provision
of the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972.

Federal funds for social services limited in 1972.—Under the provision in
last year’s legislation, Federal matching for social services to the aged,
blind and disabled, and those provided under Aid to Families with Depend-
ent Children are subject to a State-by-State dollar limitation, effective
beginning fiscal year 1973. Each State is limited to its share of $2,500,000,-
000 based on its proportion of population in the United States. Child care
services, services provided to a mentally retarded individual, services
related to the treatment of drug addicts and alcoholics, and services pro-
vided a child in foster care can be provided to persons formerly on welfare
or likely to become dependent on welfare as well as present recipients of
welfare. At least 90 percent of expenditures for all other social services,
however, have to be provided to individuals receiving aid to the aged,
blind, or disabled (or, after 1973, supplemental security income) or Aid to
Families with Dependent Children. Until a State reaches the limitation on
Federal matching, 75 percent Federal matching continues to be applicable
for social services as under prior law. Family planning services provided
under the medicaid program are not subject to the Federal matching limita-
tion. A special savings clause was included in the Social Security Amend-
ments of 1972 (H.R. 1, Public Law 92-603) to provide about $20 million
in additional Federal funds in seven States (Alaska, Delaware, District of
Columbia, Georgia, Illinois, South Carolina, and Washington) whose ex-
penditures during the first quarter of fiscal year 1973 were higher than
their first-quarter share of the $2.5 billion limit.

Services necessary to enable AFDC recipients to participate in the
Work Incentive Program are not subject to the limitation described above;
they continue as under prior law, with 90 percent Federal matching and
with funding of these services limited to the amounts appropriated. Federal
matching for emergency social services is at a 50 percent rate.

Under the conference report on the State and Local Fiscal Assistance
Act, the Secretary of HEW was directed “to issue regulations prescribing
the conditions under which State welfare agencies may purchase services
they do not themselves provide.”

The Finance Committee report on H.R. 1 directed the Secretary “to
issue regulations prescribing the conditions under which State welfare
agencies may purchase services they do not themselves provide, and regu-
lations which clearly state that the State matching requirement cannot
be met by funds donated by private sources.” (p. 484 of report).
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Proposed Regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare

On February 16, 1973, the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare published in the Federal Register a notice of proposed rulemaking
with respect to social services for which Federal matching funds are avail-
able under the Social Security Act. Some of the major features of the pro-
posed regulations are outlined below.

Eligibility for services.—Social services under the Social Security Act could
be provided to cash assistance recipients and to former and potential re-
cipients. The proposed regulations would have defined former and potential
much more narrowly than prior regulations. The proposed regulations
would have required that all recipients of services have their eligibility
determined. on an individual basis; prior regulations permitted services to
be provided in some circumstances to persons who were eligible on a group
basis, for example as residents of a low-income neighborhood. The proposed
regulations would also have increased the emphasis on providing services
only in accord with an individualized service plan.

Scope of services.—The proposed regulations would have limited Federal
matching to a list of 17 defined services, and would have reduced the num-
ber of services which States were required to make available.

Purchase of services.—The proposed regulations would have required writ-
ten agreements subject to HEW approval when services were purchased
from sources other than the welfare agency. In addition the proposed regu-
lations would have denied Federal funding for purchased services to the
extent that they were previously being funded without Federal participa-
tion.

Donated funds.—The proposed regulations would have prohibited any
use of donated private funds to meet State matching requirements. Such
funds were matchable under prior regulations if they were donated with-
out restriction (except as to the type of service and the community in which
they were spent) and if they did not revert to the use of the donating agency.

Final Regulations of the Department of H;:alth, Education, and Welfare

In the Federal Register for May 1, 1973, the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare published its final regulations concerning social
services under the Social Security Act. (The text of the new regulations is
reprinted in this pamphlet as Appendix B.) )

Eligibility for services.—Under the new regulations, social services may be
provided to cash assistance recipients and to former and potential recip-
ients; however, the definition of former and potential recipients is con-
siderably narrower than under the prior regulations. Services provided to
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former recipients must be provided within three months after assistance is
terminated (compared with two years under the former regulations).
Persons may qualify for services as potential recipients only if they are
likely to become recipients within six months and only if they have incomes
no larger than 150 percent of the State’s cash assistance payment standard.
In the case of child care services, potential recipients with incomes above
that limit but not more than 233} percent of the cash assistance payment
standard may qualify for partially subsidized child care. The regulations
do not specify whether these income limits are to be applied to gross in-
come or to net income after deducting work expenses. To be eligible for
services, including child care, individuals must also have resources (assets)
which are within the limits specified for cash assistance recipients. Under
the former regulations services could be made available to individuals
likely to become recipients within five years afd without any specific in-
come tests, The former regulations also permitted eligibility to be established
for some services on a group basis (for example, services could be provided
to all tesidents of a low-income neighborhood). The new regulations do not
permii group eligibility but require an individualized eligibility deter-
mination for each recipient of services.

Scope of services—The new kegulations limit the type of services which
may be provided to 18 specifically defined services and limit to just a few
services those which the States are required to provide. By contrast, the
former regulations had a fairly extensive list of mandatory services, specifi-
cally mentioned a number of optional services, and allowed States to
receive Federal matching for other types of services not spelled out in the
regulations. Services for mentally retarded persons and for drug addicts
and alcoholics are not specifically included in the list of services allowable
under the new regulations. However, the regulations do provide that day
care services can be made available where appropriate for eligible mentally
retarded children and that until December 31, 1973, other types of eligible
services may be provided to mentally retarded individuals without regard
to the restrictions on the definition of “potential recipient.” Medical
services (including such services when provided in connection with the
rehabilitation of drug addicts and alcoholics) are not eligible for matching
under the new regulations except when related to family planning or to
medical examinations which are required for admission to child care facil-
ities or for persons caring for children under welfare agency auspices.

Procedural provisions.—The new regulations change a number of the ad-
ministrative requirements imposed upon the States in connection with
services; for example, the requirement of an AFDC advisory committee is
dropped and the requirement of recipient participation in the Advisory
Committee on Day Care Services is eliminated. Similarly, a fair hearing
procedure (as applicable to services) is no longer mandated. New regula-
tions require more frequent review (every 6 months rather than each year)
of the effectiveness of services being provided and require that agreements
for purchase of services from sources other than the welfare agency be
reduced to writing and be subject to HEW approval.
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Refinancing of services.—The new regulations would deny Federal matching
for services purchased from a public agency other than the welfare agency
under an agreement entered into after February 15, 1973 to the extent that
the services in question were being provided without Federal matching as
of fiscal year 1972, This limitation on refinancing of previously non-Federal
services programs will be relaxed under the new regulations over a period
of time and will cease to apply starting July 1, 1976. -

Donated private funds.—The new regulations leave unchanged the require-
ments under the former regulations concerning the use of donated private
funds as the State’s matching share of service costs. In general, these re-
quirements permit the donor to specify the type of service and the com-
munity in which it will be provided but not the agency. The new and
former regulations both also provide that donated private funds are not
matchable if they revert to the donating agency. However, this restriction
apparently does not prohibit matching when funds donated by a united
fund revert to the use of one of its participating agencies.
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Comparison of Major Provisions of Social Services Regulations: Former

ions, Proposed Regulations
(February 1973), and New Regulations (May 1973)

former recipients if they
have received aid within
the past 2 years; counsel-
ing and casework services
may be provided to former
recipients without regard
to the time since they la
received aid. -

Individuals and families
may be considered poten-
tial recipients if they meet
any of these criteria: eligi-
bility for medical assist-
ance as medically needy;
fikely to become recipi-
ents within 5 years; or (in
the case of services for
families with children) eli-
gibility for cash assistance
could be established if
the earnings exemption
used to determine the
amount of AFDC payments
were also used to estab-
lish initial eligibility for
AFDC payments.

former recipients only if
they received aid within
the last 3 months and only
to complete the provision
of services initiated while
they were still recipients
(or applicants).

Individuals and families
may be considered poten-
tial recipients only if they
are likely to need assist-
ance within 6 months as
shown by their meeting
all of these criteria: in-
come not more than 33%
percent above cash assist-
ance payment level in the
State; resources (assets)
not in excess of require-
ment imposed on cash
assistance recipients;
have a specific problem
which will result in de-
pendence on cash assist-
ance if not cotrected by
the provision of the
service.

Former regulations Proposed regulations (February 1973) New regulations (May 1973)
1. Eligibility for services..... 1. Recipients of an applicants for 1.Same............... e 1. Same.
cash assistance. . i
Services may be provided to Services may be provided to Same as proposed regula-

tions.

Individuals and families may

be considered potential
recipients only if they are
likely to need assistance
within 6 months as shown
by their meeting all of
these criteria: income not
more than 50 percent
above cash assistance pay-
ment standard in the State;
resources (assets) not in
excess of requirement im-
posed on cash assistance
recipients; have a specific
problem which will resuit
in dependence on cash as-
sistance if not corrected
by the provision of the
service. (Families with in-
comes up to 233} percent
of the AFDC assistance
standard could be eligible
for partially subsidized
child care services.)

8¢
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Persons living in low-income
ighborhoods other

neigh or

groups which might other-
wise include more cash
assistance cases may be
considered eligible for
services provided on a
group basis, and informa-
tion and referral services
may be provided to any-

one.
2. Determination and rede- 2. No specific provision............
termination of eligibility

No provisions for establish-
ing eligibility on a group
basis or for providing in-
formation and referral
services without regard to
eligibility.

2. Before services are provided,

each family and individual
must be determined to be
eligible: in the case of current
applicants or recipients of
financial assistance, by verifi-
cation with the assistance unit
with redeterminations to be
made quarterly and within 30
days after the individual
ceases to be a current appli-
cant for or recipient of assist-
o e o e
or recipien!

:g examination of evidence
showing that the conditions
of eligibility are met and the
identification of specific prob-
lems which require services
to prevent dependency on
assistance with redetermi-
nations of eligibility to be
made every 6 months.

[

No provisions for establish-
ing eligibility on a group
basis; informatiornt and re-
ferral services without re-
gard to eligibility may be
provided with respect to
employment or training.

2. Before services are provided,

each family and individual
must be determined to be
eligible: in the case of current
applicants or recipients of
financial assistance, by verifi-
cation with the assistance unit
with redeterminations to be
made every 6 months and
within 30 days after the indi-
vidual ceases to be a current
applicant for or recipient of
assistance; in the case of
potential applicants or recipi-
ents, by an examination of
evidence showing that the con-
ditions of eligibility are met
and the identification of
specific problems which re-
quire services to prevent de-
pendency on assistance with
redeterminations of eligibility
to be made every 6 months.
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Comparison of Major Provisions of Social Services Regulations: Former Regulations, Proposed Regulations
(February 1973), and New Regulations (May 1973)—Continued

Former regulations Proposed regulations (February 1973)  New regulations (May 1973)

3. Individual service'plan..,. 3. Must be developed and main- 3. Similarly requires an indi- 3. An individual service plan, as

4. Mandatory and optional 4.
services

tained for each family and
child who requires services
to maintain and strengthen
family life, foster child devel-
opment and achieve perma-
nent and adequately com-
pensated employment. Simi-
lar requirements apply to the
aged, blind, and disabled.
Review of each service plan
at least annually is required.

Services which States make
available to AFDC recipients
required to include services to
assist all appropriate persons
to achieve employment and
self-sufficiency, child care
services for persons required
to accept work or training,
foster care services, family
planning services, protective
services, services related to
health needs, and services to
meet particular needs of fami-
lies and children. The particu-
lar needs are further identi-
fied: obtaining education,

vidual service plan for each
family and individual needing
services and would require a
review of such plan at least
every 6 months with the re-
view including an evaluation
of the need for and effective-
ness of the services being
provided; also, requires that
no services (other than emer-
gency services) be provided
unless they are incorporated
in the individual plan and
related to the goals of self-
support or self-sufficiency.

4. Require States to provide family

planning services, foster care
services, and protective serv-
ices. (Note: Child care and
other employment services
for participants in the work
incentive (WIN) program are
required by statute and under
other sections of HEW regu-
lations not amended by the
proposed regulstions.)

such, is not required, but
States are required to have
“procedures” and ‘‘documen-
tation'’ to assure that services
are provided only to eligible
persons and only in connection
with the goals of self-supportor
self-sufficiency. Services pro-
vided must be evaluated for
effectiveness at least once
every 6 months.

4. Require States to provide family

planning services, foster care
services, and protective serv-
ices. (Note: Child care and
other employment services for
participants in the work incen-
tive (WIN) program are re-
quired by statute and under
other sections of HEW regula-
tions not amended by the new
regulations.)



child rearing, education for
family living, and, in appro-
priate cases, protective and
vendor payments and related
services.

Under optional provisions,
States may provide either
the full range of family
services or selected serv-
ices. The full range of
family services is defined
as services to a family or
any member thereof for
the purpose of preserving,
rehabilitating, reuniting,
or strengthening the fami-
ly, and such other services
as will assist members of
a family to attain or retain

_ capability for the maxi-
mum self-support and
personal independence.
Listed as types of selected
services are child care
services in addition to
those required under the
mandatory provisions,
emergency assistance
services, educational and
training services (where
the work incentive pro-
gram has not been initi-
ated or is inadequate to
meet the needs of recipi-
ents), and legal services.

{

Listed as optional services
are day-care services, edu-
cational services (defined
as assistance in obtaining
education and training
which is available at no
cost to the agency), em-
ployment services other
than those in connection
with the WIN program
(defined as diagnostic as-
sessments and assistance
in obtaining training avail-

pro-
gram and living in an
area served by that pro-
gram), health-related serv-
ices, homemaker services,
home

Listed as optional services

are day-care services, edu-
cational services (defined
as assistance in obtairing
education and training
which is available at no
cost to the agency), em-
ployment services other
than those in connection
with the WIN program
(defined as diagnostic as-
sessments and assistance
in obtaining training avail-
able at no cost to ‘the
agency; effective Jan. 1,
1974, such services may
not be provided to persons
eligible to participate in
the work incentive pro-
gram and living in an
area served by that pro-
gram), heaith-related serv-
ices, homemaker services,
home management and
other functional educa-
tional services, housing
improvement services, fle-
gal services in connettion
with'obtainitng :‘r‘d retat::mg
employmen ns-
portation services. Each of
these services is defined.

19
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G ison of Maijor Provisions of Social Services Regul lations. P oede;
J“(Febm?;lw 3), and New Regulations (May 1973)—Continued *

Former regulations Proposed regulations (February 1973)  New regulations (May 1973)

provided to recipients who
need such services because
they have been enrolled in
the work incentive (WIN) pro-

tional service. (However, they
WIN npu:mt&é:bm:;md o

under an-
other section of the regula-

5. Child care services must be 5. Child care services are an op- 5. Child care services are an op-

tional service. (However, they
continue to be required for
WIN participants under an-
other section of the regula-

gram or have otherwise been tions—220.35.) Child care tions—220.35.) Child care
.required to accept employ- services may only be provided services may only be provided
ment or training. Child care in the absence of another fam- in the absence of another fam-

services may be provided for
g{t)ser purposes. (220.51(c)

ily member who can provide
adequate care, and only for
the purpose of enabling care-

ily member who can provide
adequate care, and only for
the purpose of enabling care-

taker relatives (e.g., the taker relatives (e.g., the
. mother) to accept employ- mother) to accept employ-
ment or training or to receive ment or training or because of

needed services. the death, absence from the
home, or incapacity of the
mother. Child care may also
be provided for eligible chil-
dren who are mentally re-
tarded.
Child care provided must be No comparable provisions... No comparable provisions.
suitable for the individual :
child, and the caretaker
relative must be involved
in_the selection of the
Chs::g care source to be
used.
Progress is required in de- No comparable provisions.. . No comparable provisions.

veloping varied child care
sources so as to give par-
ents a choice in the care
of their children.

01
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In-home child care in the
form of homemaker serv-
ice under agency auspices
must meet State agency
standards, which must be
reasonably in accord with
the recommended stand-
ards of such organizations
as the Child Welfare
League of America and the
National Council for
Homemaker Services. In-
home child care provided
by friends or atives
must meet State agency
standards which include
requirements with respect
to such factors as the re-
sponsibile person’'s age,
health, and capacity to
provide adequate care, the
number of hours.of such
care per day, the maxi-
mum number of children,
and the feeding and health
care of the children.

Child care services provided
in out-of-home day care
facilities must meet State
licensing standards, con-
form to the Federal inter-
agency day care require-
ments, and follow the re-
quirements which are
applicable to day care
services provided under
the child welfare services
program. '

In-home child care must
meet State agency stand-
ards which include re-
quirements with respect
to certain factors such as
the responsible person's
age, health, and capacity
to provide adequate care,
the number of hours of
such care per day, the
maximum number of
children, and the proper
feeding and health care of
the children.

Day care facilities must
meet State licensing re-
quirements.

in-home care must meet
State agency standards
which include require-
ments with respect to cer-
tain factors such as the
responsible person’s ca-
pacity to provide adequate
care, the number of hours
of such care per day, the
maximum number of chil-
dren, and the proper feed-
ing and health care of the
children.

Day care facilities must meet
State licensing require-
ments and such facilities
(and the services provided
therein) must comply:with
standards prescribed by
HEW.

11
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Comparison of Major Provisions of Social Services

ions: Former R

&

Regul sons. P d Regulati
(February 1973), and New Regulations (May 1973)2‘3:223& *

Former regulations

Proposed regulations (February 1973)

New regulations (May 1973)

6. Types of services for the 6. Mandatory services

aged, blind, and disabled.

Information and referral
services.

Protective services (for
those who are impaired to
the extent of being unable
to protect themselves).

Services to enable persons
to remain in or return to

their homes or communi- .

ties (includes assistance
in finding living arrange-
ments and in carrying out
necessary health plans).

Services to meet heaith
needs (includes assist-
ance in obtaining medical
care, in arranging trans-
portation to obtain such
care, in, arranging for care
of dependents).

Self-support services for the
handicapped.

Homemaker services (man-
datory as of Apr. 1, 1974,
and uired to meet
standards recommended

programs must make avail-
able to appropriate applicants
at le)ast one of the listed serv-
ices):

Protective services (sim-
ilarly defined).

Health-related services (in-
cludes assistance in iden-
tifying health needs and
in securing medical serv-
ices to meet those needs).

Transportation services (to
enable individuals to get
to and from community
facilities as a part of their
service plan).

Homemaker services (pro-
vided by a trained and
supervised homemaker).

6. Defined services (State service 6. Defined services (State service

programs must make avail-
able to' appropriate applicants
at le)ast one of the listed serv-
1ces):

Protective services (for those
who are impaired to the
extent of being unable to
protect themselves).

Health-related services (in-
cludes assistance in iden-
tifying health needs and
in securing medical serv-
ices to meet those needs).

Transportation services (to
enable individuals to get
to and from community
facilities for receipt of
other services.)

Homemaker services (pro-
vided by a trained and
supervised homemaker).

(4}



. Z
by such organizations aé
the National Council for
Homemaker Service). |

Special services for the

blind (mandatory as of
Apr. 1, 1974; includes
such services as assist-
ance in obtaining mobil-
ity training, arrangements
for talking book machines,
referring parents of blind
children to.special coun-
selling, etc.).

Optional services: -

Services to improve living
arrangements and en-
hance activities of daily
living (including housing
improvement and assist-
ance services, services to
adults in foster care, day

re, chore services,
ome-delivered -meals,
companionship services,
consumer protection and
fmoney management serv-
ices, and homemaker

services). :

Services to individuals and,

groups to improve oppor-
tunities for social and
community participation
(includes assistance in
obtaining  recreational/
educational services, op-
portunities to serve with
various agencies, social
group services ‘in such
settings as multipurpose
senior centers).

Special services for the
blind (similarly defined).

Chore services...............

Day care services............

Foster care services. ...... .

Home delivered or congre-
gate meals. .

Home management and
other functional educa-
tional services.

Housing improvement serv-
ices.

Family planning services. ...

Employment services (for
the blind and disabled,
including help in obtain-
ing vocational training
available at no cost to the
agency). .

Educational services (as-
sistance in obtaining edu-
cational training which is
available at no cost to the
agency).

Special services for the
blind (similarly defined).

Chore services...............

Day care services............

Foster care services.........

Home delivered or congre-
gate meals.

Home management and
other functional educa-
tional services.

Housing improvement serv-
ices.

Family planning services. ...

Employment services (for
the blind and disabled,
including help in obtain-
ing vocational training
available at no cost to the

agency). )

Educational services (as-
sistance in obtaining edu-
cational training which is
available at no cost to the
agency).

eI
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Comparison of Major Provisions of Social Services Regulations: Former R
(February 1973), and New Regulations (May 1973)—Con:

lations, P 1 Regulati

tinued

Former reguiations

Proposed regulations (February 1973) New regulations (May 1973)

Services to individuais to
meet special needs (in-
cludes legal services,
family planning, services
for alcoholics, drug ad-
dicts, and mentally re-
tarded, special services
for the blind, deaf, and
otherwise disabled).

Consultant services (assist-
ance of experts in devel-
oping individual service
plans and agency service
programs).

er services (authorizes
States to submit other
services for approval by
the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare).
7. Federal financial partici- 7. Permit matching of the costs of
pation. subsistence which are essen-

tial conponents of a compre-

hensive service program of a

facility.

Permit Federal funding of

vocational rehabilitation
services under certain
conditions.

6. Types of services for the
aged, blind, and dis-
abled (cont.).

Consultant services are not
defined as a service, as
such, but the costs of
developing an individuat
service plan, including
consuitant costs, are eli-
gible for Federal match-
ing.

7. Do not atlow matching for **sub-
sistence and other mainte-
nance assistance items, even
when such items are com-
ponents of a comprehensive
program of a service facility.”

No provision.................

Deny Federal funding for
construction and major
renovation, licensing and
the enforcement of license
standards, education serv-
ices normally provided by

Legal services in connection with
obtaining or retaining employ-
ment.

7. Do not allow matching for “‘sub-
sistence and other mainte-
nance assistance items.”

No provision.

Deny Federal funding for con-
struction and major reno-
vation, licensing and the
enforcement of license
standards, education serv-
ices except as noted in

¥l
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8. Purchase of services from 8. State plan governing the assist- 8. Same

other agencies.

ance programs must include
a descriptiori of the scope and
types of services to be ob-
tained by purchase from other
agencies (or individuals), and
the welfare agency must retain
the basic elements of respon-
sibility in connection with
purchased services, including
the determination of eligi-
bility of individuals for serv-
ices. Also, the sources from
which services are purchased
must be licensed or otherwise
meet appropriate standards,
and the rates of payment de-
termined for the services pur-
chased can not exceed the
amounts reasonable and
necessary to assure quality
of service.

State must develop arrange-
ments for purchased serv-
ices from a number and
variety of sources so as to
provide recipients with a
choice among different
sources.

the regular school system,
housing and relocation
costs; authorize the $ociat
and Rehabilitation Service
of the Department of
Health, Education, and
Welfare to determine
whether matching will be
provided for items not
specifically mentioned in
the regulations as allow-
able or not allowable.

items 4 and 6 above,
housing and relocation
costs; authorize the Social
and Rehabilitation Service
of the Department of
Health, Education, and
Welfare to determine
whether matching will be
provided for items not
specifically mentioned in
the regulations as allow-
able or not allowable.

No provision.

a1
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Comparison of Major Provisions of Social Services Regulations: Former Regulations, Proposed Regulations

(February 1973), and New Regulations (May 1973)—Continued

Former regulations

Proposed regulations (February 1973) New regulations (May 1973)

8. Purchase of services from No

other agencies (cont.).

Y

Welfare agencies have to
negotiate written agree-
ments for the purchase of
services from other agen-
cles, under requirements
to be prescribed by the
Social and Rehabilitation
Service. The Social and
Rehabilitation Service
would be authorized to re-
quire prior review and ap-
proval of these agree-
ments by the SRS regional
office. Services which are
available without cost may
not be obtained by pur-
chase. In addition, if an
agency was providing serv-
ices in the past without
benefit of Federal social
services funding, it will
not be able to receive such
funding even if the serv-
ices it has been providing
would have qualified for
Federal funding. However,
Federal funding can be
provided to the extent the
a?ency increases the level
of its expenditures for
those services.

Welfare agencies have to

negotiate written agree-
ments for the purchase of
services from other agen-
cies, under requirements
to be prescribed by the
Social and Rehabilitation

., Service. The Social and
Service

Rehabilitation

would be authorized to re-
quire prior review and ap-
proval of these agree-
ments by the SRS regionat
office. Services which are
available without cost may
not be obtained by pur-
chase. In additl;gp. if an
agency was providing serv-
ices in the past without
benefit of Federal social
services funding, it will
not be able to receive such
funding even if the serv-

ices it has been providing -

would have qualified for
Federal funding. However,
Federal funding can be
provided to the extent the
agency increases the level
of its expenditures for
those services. This limita-
tion on refinancing of serv-
ices previously provi

with wholly non-Federal
funding is phased out over

91



a périod of years. After
July 1, 1976, the limitation
ceases to

. apply.
9. Federal matching of do- 9. Use of private donated funds as 9. Provide that donated private 9. Essentlally the same as former

nated funds.

the State’s share of the match-
ing requirements is permitted
only where the funds are
placed under the control of
the welfare agency on an un-
restricted basis, except that
the donor can specify that the
funds are to be used for a par-
ticular type of service in a par-
ticular community (provided
that the donor is not the
sponsor or operator of the
activity being funded). Do-
nated funds may not be con-
sidered to meet the State
matching requirements if
they revert to the donor's
facility or use, or if they are
earmarked for a particular
individual or for members of
a particular organization.

funds or in-kind contributions
may not be considered as the
State share for matching pur-
poses; specifies the require-
ments for considering public
funds as meeting the match-
ing requirements. Includes a
restriction against the use,
for matching purposes, of Fed-
eral funds (unless such use
is specifically authorized by
Federal law) or of funds which
are used to match other Fed-
eral funds.

regulations.

— 4
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TfABLE 1.—FEDERAL SHARE OF SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURES
(In thousands of doliars)

February 1973

estimate for

Fiscal year Fiscal year State share of fiscal year

State 1971 1972 $2.5 billion 1973
Fotal2. o 746,381 1,684,624 2,500,000 1,996,210
Alabama.®..................... R 6,802 11,698 42,140 20,975
AlaSKa. . ..o 1,865 4,208 3,902 .678
AFIZONG. . ..o 2,830 2,748 23,351 3,126 .
ATKANSAS. ... oo 2,003 3,273 23,747 10 500
California.............. e e e e e 210,823 198,627 245 733 245 733
Colorado. ..o, e 11,741 18,908, 28,298 24,097
Connecticut. ..ot 7,590 9,400 37,002 36,975
Delaware.............ccooiniiiii e 2,844 12,457 6,783 17,557
Districtof Columbia............ ... ... ... ............ 7 042 10,479 8,980 8,021
Florida. ... 13 128 42 709 87,150 87,127
BROIGIA. . ..ot 12,083 32,415 56,667 157,524
Hawaii. ... '519 848 9,713 6 719
Idalo. . ..o 1,218 1,544 9,076 6 000
Mlinois........................ e 28,276 188,381 135,077 t 136,831

Indiana................ 2,516 6,533 63,522 14,775

61
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TABLE 1.—FEDERAL SHARE OF SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURES—Continued
(In thousands of dollars)

February 1973
Fiscal year Fiscal State share of “ft:'s“&?m
State {331 ﬁ;'z $2.5 billion 1973
BOWR . . .o 6,810 9,536 34,613 * 13,500
KanSas. ... 5,879 6,211 27,109 6,946
Kentucky. ... 6,394 12,709 39,607 30,024
Louisiana. ... .. ... i 9,296 29,506 44,661 26,109
Maine. ... e 3,563 6,537 12,354 ‘8,512
Maryland. ... ... ... ... 15, 20,947 48,695 46,512
Massachusetts................ ... .o . 8,375 23,036 69,477 69,477
Michigan.................. ... 17,621 28,040 109, 108,500
Minnesota.................. o 5,402 26,588 46,774 46,774
Mississippi............cooiiii 1,098 1,834 27,169 27,100
MISSOUE. ... 11,948 12,839 57,063 16,920
Montana. ... 2,115 2,959 8,632 ,270
Nebraslga ................................................. y 7,352 18, 9,537
Nevada. ... ... ..o 1,004 1,616 6,327 11,980
New Hampshlre ......................................... 2,050 2,824 9,257 6,504
NewJersey... ... 29,958 36,930 3 31,968
NewMexiCo... ..., 3,826 3,680 12,786 9,060
NewYork. ..o 588,929 220,497 220,497
North Caro!ma ........................................... 12,819 19,470 62,598 7,236
Dakota.......................... T 5 3, 7, 3,957

(4



ORIO. ... i 11,079
Okldhoma. ...t 7,
Oregon..... e 23,271
Pennsylvania....................... ...l e 36,337 .
Rhodelsland..............cooiiiiiiii, 4,388
SouthCarolina......................cciviiiiiiiiii... 3,592
SouthDakota.......................ciiiiiiiiiiiin... 2,049
T ONNESSe. . ... i i e 9,949
(2, 7S 12,963
Utah. ... 3,123
Vermont. ... 1,646
Virginia. ... 10,186
Washington...................................l 31,178
WestVirginia. .. ........................................ 7,911
Wisconsin.................... P 18 026
WYoming............ooiiiiii e 728

13,519

5,547
57,195
41,336
21,382
54,266

4,142

[

t‘mefollowlng additional amounts were allowed under sec. 403 of the Social Security Amendments of 1972 on the basis of 1st quarter
expenditures: Alaska, $1,777 thousand; Delaware, $774 thousand; Georgia, $857 thousand; lllinois, $1,754 thousand; South Carolina,

Slsmmmd and Washington $8,601 thousand.

ssgﬂorﬁm!yms. com, totals were: 1963, $30,341 thousand. 1964, S73.249thousmd 1965, $113,845 thousand; 1966,
sws. thousand.

thousand; 1967, $235,528 thousand; 1968.5287717thousand
Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

6 thousand; and 1970 $671,835

1%
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TABLE 2.—FEDERAL MATCHING OF DONATED FUNDS FOR
SOCIAL SERVICES

[In millions of dollars)

Fiscal year  Fiscal year Fiscal year
1971 1972 1973

State
Total.................... 15.7 73.0 119.4
- Alabama...................... 0.12 0.18 0.3
ALASKA . ... ..o
CArizona.............ol .6 1.2 1.2
Arkansas...................... .09 6 1.2
California..................... 1.2 3.0 3.6
Qolorado................coiiii 6
Connecticut. ... .06
Delaware.................ccooii ... .002 1
District of Columbia........... .15 3 1
Florida........................ 21 2.1 3.0
Georgia.........c....oonnn .6 10.2 7.8
Hawail. . ..o
BhO. ... e
Minois. . ...................... 3 19.5 20.7
Indiana. ............ ... ... 3
lowa. .. ..o 1.2
Kansas........................ .03 .08 9
Kentucky...................... .09 24 6
Loulsiana...................... e 3 3.3
aine. ..., 9 3.0 2.4
Maryland...........................ooo. 075 1.2
Massachusetts. ........................... .15 3.6
Michigan...................... .21 5.7 22.8
Minnesota..................... 1.5 1.5 1.5
Mississippi................... .06 21 9
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TABLE 2.—FEDERAL MATCHING OF DONATED FUNDS FOR
SOCIAL SERVICES—Continued

[in millions of dollars)

Fiscal year  Fiscal lyear Fiscal year
1971 - 972 1973

State
A

MiSSOUri. . ... .09 3 1.5
Montana...................... 15 27 3
Nebraska..................... .03 .6 9
Nevada...........coooiii 012
New Hampshire........................... 18 1.8
NewJersey........................ooove 1.2 3.9
NewMexico..................coovivnn... 45 6
NeW YOrK. . ... 4.8
North Carolina................ .03 .08 12
North Dakota.................. .002 .018 9
Ohio......o oo 1.5 3.6
Oklahoma..................... A2 1.2 d2-
Oregon........................ 9 1.8 2.1
Pennsylvania.................. — 3.6 6.0 6.9
Rhodelsland.................. 021 . .003 .06
South Carolina................ .06 A2 3
South Dakota........ e .002 .003 .06
Tennessee.................... .6 24 7.8
Texas.............cocovnnn. . 1.8 33 3.9
Utah. ..
Vermont....................... .09 3 3
Virginia. ... .18
\IWVas?i\?l t?ni ................... .3(1) .9(1) 1.5(1)

est Virginia..................

Wisconsin..................... 1.5 2.7 2.1
Wyoming ..........................................................

1 No report.

= Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

. 13 -pt1-8

Lo
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TABLE 3.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY
OF TWO UNDER HEW REGULATIONS !

Limit on family eligibility
for—

_ AFDC
payment Services
standard other than
State . “(annual) day care Day care

Alabama...................... T $744  $1,116 $1,736
Alaska........................ 3,600 5,400 8,
Arizona....................... 2,160 3,240 5,0

rkansas...................... 7 2,682 ,172
California..................... 2,520 3,780 ,880
Colorado...................... 2,004 3,006 4,676
Connecticut................... 2,460 3,690 5,740
Delaware...................... 2,172 3,258 5,068
District of Columbia........... 1,848 2,772 4,312
Florida........................ 1,716 2,574 4,004
Georgia...................... 1,932 2,898 4,508
Hawail........................ 3,024 4,536 7,056
idaho......................... 2,472 3,70¢c 5,768
fliinois. ....................... 2,604 3,906 6,0
Indiana....................... 2,964 4,446 ,916
lowa..............coooviiii, 2,232 3,348 5,208
Kansas.......................! 2,964 4,446 6,916
Kentucky...................... 1,752 2,628 4,088
Louisfana..................... 756 1,134 1,764
Maine......................... - 2,460 :3,690 5,740
Maryland...................... 1,672 © 2,358 3,668
Massachusetts................ 2,832 4,248 6,603 '
Michigan...................... 3,132 4,698 7,30
Minnesota. ................... 2,904 4,356 6,776
Mississippi.................... 2,460 3,690 5,740
Missouri...................... 2,556 3,834 5,964

ontana.............0......... 5 2,376 3,6
Nebraska...................... 2,604 3,906 6,076
Nevada........................ 1,5 2,250 3,5
New Hampshire............... 2,652 3,978 6,188

See footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 3.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY
OF TWO UNDER HEW REGULATIONS :—Continued

Limit on ;:mlly eligibility
. r—
AFDC

payment Services
standard  other than
State (annuat) day care Day care
New Jersey.................... 2,568 3,852 5,992
New Mexico................... 1,620 2,430 3,780
NewYork...................... 2,628 3,942 6,132
North Carolina................ 1,512 2,268 3,528
North Dakota.................. 2,280 3,420 5,320
CORIO.. 1,680 2,520 3,920
Oklahoma..................... 1,464 2,196 3,416
Oregon........................ 1,980 2,970 4,620
Pennsylvania.................. 2,616 3,924 6,104
Rhodelsland.................. 2,424 3,636 5,656
South Carolina. ......... e 1,596 2,394 3,724
South Dakota.................. 2,508 3,762 5,852
Tennessee.................... 1,704 2,556 3,976
Texas.............ooovvevnnn.. 1,224 1,836 2,856
Utah.......................... 1,800 2,700 4,200
Vermont....................... 2,940 4,410 6,860
Virginia. ...................... 2,232 3,348 5,208
Washington................... 2,568 3,852 5,992
West Virginia.................. 1,164 1,746 2,716
. Wisconsin..................... 2,940 4,410 6,860
Wyoming...................... 1,860 2,790 4,340
PuertoRico................... © 936 . 1,404 2,1
Virginislands................. 1,104 1,656 2,57

1 Based on July 1972 data, except for West Virginia (July 1971). Individuals must
also have resources Sassets) which are within the limits specified by the State for
cost assistance recipients,

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Weifare.
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TABLE 4.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY
OF FOUR UNDER HEW REGULATIONS!

Limit on family eligibility

for—
AFDC Services
payment other
standard than Day
State (annual). day care care
Alabama............................ $1,164 $1,746 2,716
ASKA. ... 4,800 7,200 11,200
Arizona......................... ... 3,384 5,07 7,896
Arkansas............................ 2,7 4,122 6,412
Californta........................... 3,768 5,682 - 8,792
Colorado............................ 2,904 4,356 6,776
Connecticut......................... 4,056 6,084 9,464
Delaware............................ 3, 5167 8,039
District of Columbia................. 2,868 4,382 6,692
orida................... i, 2,676 4,014 6,244
@Orgia. . ...t 2,724 4,086 6,356
awail............o i 4,008 6,012 9,352
idaho................................ 3,3 5,076 7,896
Minois. . ...................c....... 3,264 4,89 7,616
Indiana.............................. 4,356 6,634 10,164
lowa...........cooviiii 3,600 5,400 8,400
Kansas................occoviiiiiinn. 3,864 5,796 9,016
Kentucky............................ 2,808 4,212 6,562
Louisiana........................... 1,296 1,944 3,024
Maine........................ il 4,188 6,282 9,772
Maryland............................ 2,400 3,600 ° 5,600
Massachusetts...................... 4,188 6,262 - 9,772
Michigan............................ 4,332 6,498 10,108
Minnesota........................... 4,068 6,102 9,492
Mississippi.......................... 3,324 4,986 . 7,756
Missouri.................... i 3,636 -5,454 8,484
Montana............................ 2,472 3,708 5,768
Nebraska............................ 3,684 5,526 8,596
Nevada...................ooiviinnn. 2,112 3,168 4,928
New Hampshire..................... 3,528 5,292 8,232
NewJersey.......................... 3,888 5,832 9,072
NewMexico......................... 2,436 3,654 5,684
NewYork....................ccooits 4,032 6,048 9,408
North Carolina...................... 1,906 2,859 4,447
North Dakota........................ 3,600 5,400 8,4(
Ses footnotes at end of table.
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TABLE 4.—ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVICES FOR A FAMILY

OF FOUR UNDER HEW REGULATIONS '-—Contihued

Limit on family eligibitity
for— .

AFDC  Services
payment other
standard than Day
State _ : (annual)  day care care
Ohio.........oov i 2,400 3,600 5.688_
Oklahoma........................... 2,268 3,402 5,2
Oregon, ........coocovviiineinininn.. 3,204 4,806 7,476
Pennsylvania........................ 3,756 5,634 8,764
Rhodelsland........................ 3,156 4,734 7,364
South Carolina...................... 2,496 3,744 5,824
South Dakota........................ 3,420 5,130 7,980
BNNESSEL.. .........c.vvivenennnns 2604 3,906 6,076
BXAS . . .ot 1,776 2,664 4,144
tah. ... 2,820 4,230 6,580
Vermont............................. 4,020 6,030 9,380
Virginia. ... 3,132 4,698 7,308
Washington......................... 3,528 5,292 8,232
WestVirginia........................ 1,656 484 5,796
Wisconsin........................... 3,624 5,436 8,456
Wyoming..................... 3,120 4,680 7,279
PuertoRico.................... S 1,584 2,376 3,696
VirginIslands....................... 1992 2,988 4,648

1 Based on July 1972 data, except for West Virginia (July 1971). Individuals must
also have resources (assets) which are within the {imits specified by the State for

cash assistance recipients.
Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
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EXCERPT FROM THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

* * * * *
LIMITATION ON FUNDS FOR CERTAIN SOCIAL SERVICES

Sec. 1130. (a) Notwithstanding the provisions of section 3(a) (4) and
(5), 403(a)(3), 1003(a) (3) and (4), 1403(a) (3) and (4), or 1603(a) (4) and
(5), amounts payable for any fiscal year (commencing with the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 1972) under such section (as determined without regard
to this section) to any State with respect to expenditures made after June 30,
1972, for services referred to in such section (other than the services provided
pursuant to section 402(a)(19)(G)), shall be reduced by such amounts as
may be necessary to assure that—

(1) the total amount paid to such State (under all of such sections)
for such fiscal year for such services does not exceed the allotment of
such State (as determined under subsection (b)); and

(2) ‘of the amounts paid (under all of such sections) to such State

for such fiscal year with respect to such expenditures, other than .

expenditures for—

*—(A) services provided to meet the needs of a child for personal
care, protection and supervision but only in the case of a child
where the provision of such services is needed (i) in order to en-
able a member of such child’s family to accept or continue in em-
ployment or to participate in training to prepare such member for
employment or (ii) because of the death, continued absence from
the home, or incapacity of the child’s mother and the inability of
any member of such child’s family to provide adequate care and
supervision for such child;

(B) family planning services; -

(C) services provided to a mentally retarded individual (whether
a child or an adult), but only if such services are needed (as de-
termined in accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary)
by such individual by reason of his condition of being mentally
retarded;

(D) services provided to an individual who is a drug addict or
an alcoholic, but only if such services are needed (as determined
in accordance with criteria prescribed by the Secretary) by such
individual as part of a program of active treatment of his condition
as a drug addict or an alcoholic; and

(E) services provided to a child who is under foster care iu a
foster family home (as defined in section 408) or in a child-care
institution (as defined in such section), or while awaiting place-

- ment in such a home or institution, but only if such services are
needed (as determined in accordance with criteria prescribed by
the Secretary) by such child because he is under foster care,

not more than 10 per centum thereof are paid with respect to expendi- -

tures incurred in providing services to individuals who are not recigé-
ents of aid or assistance (under State plans approved under titles.I, X,
X1V, XVI, or part A of title IV), or applicants (as defined under
regulations of the Secretary) for such aid or assistance.

(83)
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(b)(1) For each fiscal year (commencing with the fiscal year beginning
July 1, 1972) the Secretary shall allot to each State an amount which bears
the same ratio to $2,500,000,000 as the population of such State bears to
the population of all the States.

(2go’ghe allotment for each State shall be promulgated for each fiscal year
by the Secretary between !uly 1 and August 31 of the calendar year im-
mediately preceding such year on the basis of the population of each
State and of all of the States as determined from the most recent satisfac-
tory data available from the Department of Commerce at such time; except
that the allotment for each State for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1972,
and the following fiscal year shall be promulgated at the earliest practicable
date after the enactment of this section but not later than January 1, 1973.

(c) For purposes of this section, the term “State’ means any one of the- -
fifty States or the District of Columbia.

* * * * o
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INDEX OF SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS*
(Numbersin the index refer to paragraph numbersin the marginsof the regulations)

" Aleoholism, 160
Day Care:

Advisory committee, 8, 99
Definition, 55
Families with income between 1509
and 233%, of State payment stand-
ard, 26, 123
Medical examinations for admission,
121
Migrant workers, 35
Standards, 55, 80
Definitions of services, 52-72
Donated funds, 175-180
Drug addiction, 160
Educational services, 56, 117
Eligibility for services:
Current recipients, 21, 23
Former recipients, 20-21, 24
Individual determination of eligibility,
37-39
Medically needy aged, blind and dis-
abled persons, 36
Potential recipients, 20-21, 25-33
Redetermination of eligibility, 4044
Resources test, 28
Emergency services:
—Federal matching, 2, 105
Purchased, 85
Employment services, 57, 125
Evaluation, 13, 78, 104
Family planning services:
Defined, 58-59
Federal matching, 2, 120
Federal matching:
Dollar limitation, 3, 147-161
General limitations, 45-51

— - Rate, 2, 127-135

When available, 89-109
‘When not available, 110-126

Foster care services for children, 61, 115
161

Grievance system, 9
Guam, 4, 162-164

Health services, 62, 119, 121
Homemaker services, 64-65

Legal services, 18-19, 68

Mentally retarded individuals:
Day care, 55 -
Definition, 34
Eligibility, 3¢
Protective services for:
Adults, 69
Children, 70
Puerto Rico, 4, 162-164

Purchase of services:

Federal financial participation, 136~

146 —

Limitations, 73-88

State maintenance of effort, 139-146
Services:
Available without cost, 15, 51, 76, 174
Defined, for adults, 17, 19
Definitions, 52-72
Freedom to accept or reject, 16
Mandatory, for families, 17-18
Optional, for families, 17-18
Standards for purchased services, 80
Single organizational unit, 6-7

State matching funds:
From donated private sources, 175-180
From public sources, 165-174
Maintenance of effort, 139-146

Transportation services, 72, 124

. Virgin Islands, 4, 162-164

*This index is not part of the printed reguiatiom.
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Part 221—Service Programs for Families and Children and
for Aged, Blind, or Disabled Individuals: Titles I, IV
gPar*ts A and B), X, XIV, and XVI of the Social Security

ct

Subpart A—Requirements for Service Programs

Sec.
221.0  Scope of programs.
221.1 General.

221.2 Organization and administration.

221.3 Relationship to and use of other agencies.

221.4 Freedom to accept services.

22],5 Statutory requirements for services:

221.6  Services to additional families and individuals.

221.7 Determination and redetermination of eligibility for services.
221.8 Program control and coordination.

221.9  Definitions of services.

221.30 Purchase of services.

Subpart B—Federal Financial Participation

Titles I, IV-A, X, XIV, and XVI
221.51 General.
221. 52 _Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is available.

221.53 Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is not _

available. ‘

221.54 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation.

221,55 Limitations on total amount of Federal funds payable to States for
services.

221.56 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation for Puetto
Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

Titles I, IV-A, IV-B, X, XIV, and XVI

221.61 Public-seurces of State’s share.
221.62 Private sources of State’s share.
AuTtHoRITY; Section 1102, 49 Stat, 647 (42 U.S.C. 1302).

*Footnotes are not part of the printed regulations.
(88)
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$221.0  Scope of programs

(a) Federal financial participation is available for expendi-
tures under the State plan approved under titles I, IV-A,
IV-B, X, X1V, or XVI of the Act with respect to the adminis-
tration of service programs under the State plan. The service
programs under these titles are hereinafter referred to as:
Family Services (title IV-A), WIN Support Services (title
IV-A), Child Welfare Services (title IV-B), and Adult
Services (titles I, X, XIV, and XVI). Expenditures subject to
Federal financial participation are those made for services
provided to families, children, and individuals who have been
determined to be eligible, and for related expenditures, which
are found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper ¢ and
efficient administration of the State plan.

(b) The basic rate of Federal financial participation for
Family Services and Adult Services under this part is 75
percent provided that the State plan meets all the applicable
requirements of this part and is approved by the Social and
Rehabilitation Service. Under title IV-A, effective July 1,
1972, the rates are 50 percent for emergency assistance in the
form of services, and 90 percent for WIN Support Services,
and effective January 1, 1973, the rate is 90 percent for the
offering, arranging, and furnishing, directly or on a contract
basis, of family planning services and supplies.

(c) Total Federal financial participation for Family Services
and Adult Services provided by the 50 States and the District
of Columbia may not exceed $2,500 million for any fiscal
year, allotted to the States on the basis of their population.
No more than 10 percent of the Federal funds payable to a
State under its allotment may be paid with respect to its
service expenditures for individuals who are not current
applicants for or recipients of financial assistance under the
State’s approved plans, except for services in certain exempt
classifications.

(d) Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation
for Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands are subject to
different rules.

Subpart A—Requirements for Service Programs

§ 221.1 Gensral.
The State plan with respect to programs of Family Services,

WIN Support Services, Child Welfare Services, and Adult___.

Services must contain provisions committing the State to
meet the requirements of this subpart.
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§221.2 Organization and administration.

(a) Single organizational unit. ’

(1) There must be a single organizational unit, within the
single State agency, at the State level and also at the local
level, which is responsible for the furnishing of services by
agency staff under title IV, parts A and B. Responsibility for
furnishing specific services also furnished to recipients under
other public assistance plans (e.g., homemaker service) may be
located elsewhere within the agency, Provided, that this does
not tend to create differences in the quality of services for

AFDC and CWS cases. (This requirement does not apply to -

States where the title IV-A and title IV-B programs were
administered by separate agencies on January 2, 1968.)

(2) Such unit must be under the direction of its chief officer
who, at the State level, is not the head of the State agency.

(b) Advisory commiltee on day-care services. An advisory com-
mittee on day-care services for children must be established
at-the State level to advise the State agency on the general
policy involved in the provision of day-care services under the
title IV-A and title IV-B programs. The committee shall
include among its members representatives of other State
agencies concerned with day care or services related thereto
and persons-representative of professional or civic or other
public or nonprofit private agencies, organizations or groups
concerned with the provision of day care.!

(c) Grievance system. There must be a system through which
recipients may present grievances about the operation of the
service program.?

(d) Program implementation. The State plan must provide for
State level service staff to carry responsiblity for:

* (1) Planning the content of the service programs, and
establishing and interpreting service policies;

(2) Program supervision of local agencies to assure that they

. are meeting plan requirements and State policies, and that

funds are being appropriately and effectively used; and

! Former regulations required (sec. 220.4) advisory committees on
overall AFDC program in addition to committees on child care aspects
of AFDC. Both committees were required to include recipients or their
representatives as members. AFDGC- advisory committees were also re-
quired at the local level in States with local administration of the program.

3 In addition to the grievance system, former regulations required
(secs. 220.11, 222.9) a fair hearing procedure through which agency

decisions with respect to services could be appealed.

10
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(3) Monitoring and evaluation of the services programs,

(¢) Provision of service. The State plan must specify how the
services will be provided and, in the case of provision by other
public agencies, identify the agency and the service to be
provided.

§221.3  Relationship to and use of other agencies.

There must be maximum utilization of and coordination
with other public and voluntary agencies providing similar or
related services which are available without additional cost.

§ 221.4  Freedom to accept services.

Families and individuals must be free to accept or reject
services. Acceptance of a service shall not be a prerequisite
for the receipt of any other services or aid under the plan,
except for the conditions related to the Work Incentive Pro-
gram or other work program under an approved State plan.
§221.5 Statutory requirements for services?

(a) In order to carry out the statutory requirements under
the Act with respect to Family Services and Adult Services
programs, and in order to be eligible for 75 percent Federal
financial participation in the costs of providing services, in-
cluding the determination of eligibility for services, the State
must, under the Family Services program, provide to appro-
priate members of the AFDC assistance unit the mandatory
services and those optional services the State elects to include
in the State plan, and must under the Adult Services program,
provide to appropriate applicants for or recipients of financial
assistance under the State plan at least one of the defined
services which the State elects to include in the State plan.

(b)(1) For the Family Services program, the mandatory
services are family planning services, foster-care services for
children, and protective services for children. The optional
services are day-care services for children, educational serv-
ices, -employment services (non-WIN), health-related serv-
ices, homemaker services, home management and other
functional educational services, housing improvement services,

* Jegal services and transportation services.

(2) For the Adult Services program, the defined services are
chore services, day-care services for adults, educational serv-

3 Former regulations required (secs. 222.40-222.50) a number of

* services as a condition of providing 75 percent Federal matching (rather

than 50 percent) for any services to the aged,-blind, and disabled and
authorized (secs. 222.56-222.61) several other services. See item 6 in the
tabular comparison on pp. 12 ff. Under AFDC, thé former regulations
required (secs. 220.15-220.24) a number of other mandatory services,
and authorized as optional (sec. 220.51) “the full range of family serv-
fces.” See item 4 in the tabular comparison on pp. 8and9, ‘
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ices, employment services, family planning services, foster-
care services for adults, health-related services, home delivered
or congregate meals, homemaker services, home management
and other functional educational services,. housing improve-
ment services, legal services, protective services for adults,
special services for the blind, and transportation services.
§221.6  Services to-additional families and individuals.*

(a) If a State elects to provide services for additional groups
of families or individuals, the State plan must identify such
groups and specify the services to be made available to each
group.

(b) If a service is not included for recipients of financial
assistance under the State plan, it may not be included for
any other group.

(c) The State may elect to provide services to all or to
reasonably classified subgroups of the following:

(1) Families and children who are current -applicants for
financial assistance under title IV-A,

(2) Families and individuals who have been applicants for
or recipients of financial assistance under the State plan
within the previous 3 months, but only to the extent necessary
to complete provision of services initiated before withdrawal
or denial of the application or termination of financial as-
sistance.

(3) Families and individuals who are likely to become
applicants for or recipients -of financial assistance under the
State plan within 6 months, i.e., those who:

(i)(A) With respect to title IV-A, (J) do not have income
exceeding 150 percent of the State’s financial assistance
payment standard; or (2) with respect to eligibility for day-care
services for children,r do not have income exceeding the
maximum allowable under the State’s schedule of fees to be
paid for such services by otherwise eligible families, as'con-
tained in the State’s approved plan; or

4 Former regulations (secs. 220.61(b), 222.86) permitted matching of

casework or counselling services for any former recipients and of other
services for those who had been recipients within the past #vo years.
_ Former regulations (secs. 220.52(a)(3), 222.55(a)(2)) also permitted
matching for services to persons likely to me assistance recipients
within fise years or meeting certain other ¢riteria such as residence in a
low-income neighborhood. No provision’was made for an income or
resources limitation, as such, nor for partial subsidization of child care
services. -

94-0430- 13 -pt.1 -7
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(B) With respect to title I, X, XIV, or XVI, do not have
income exceeding 150 percent of the combined total of the
Supplementary Security Income benefit level provided for
under title XVI of the Act (as amended by P.L. 92-603) and
the State supplementary benefit level (if any); and

(ii) Do not have resources that exceed permissible levels
for such financial assistance under the State plan or under the
amended title XVI, if applicable; and

(iii) (A) In the case of eligibility, under title IV-A, have a
specific problem or problems which are susceptible to cor-
rection or amelioration through provision of services and
which will lead to dependence on financial assistance under
title IV-A within 6 months if not corrected or ameliorated;
or

(B) In the case of eligibility under title I, X, XIV, or XVI,
have a specific problem or problems which are susceptible
to correction or amelioration through provisions of services and
which will lead to dependence on financial assistance under
such title, or medical assistance, within 6 months if not cor-
rected or ameliorated; and who are

(1) At least 64% years of age for linkage to title I, or title
XVI with respect to the aged;

(2) Experiencing serious, progressive deterioration of sight
that, as substantiated by medical opinion, is likely to reach
the level of the State agency’s definition of blindness within
6 months, for linkage to title X or title XVI with respect to
the blind; or :

(3) According to licensed physxclans opinion as approved -
by the State agency, experiencing a physical or mental con-
dition which is likely to result within 6 months in permanent
and total disability, for linkage to title XIV, or title XVI with
respect to the disabled.

(@iv) Notwithstanding the provisions of this subparagraph
(3) or § 221.7 (b)(1), an eligible mentally retarded individual
may for the period July 1, 1973, through December 31, 1973,
be considered by the State as eligible for services for so much
of such penod as the mentally retarded individual continues
to meet the eligibility requirements of § 222.55(a)(2) of this
chapter, as previously in effect. “Mentally retarded indi-
vidual” means an individual, not psychotic, who, according to
a licensed physician’s opinion, is so mentally retarded from
infancy or before reaching 18 years of age that he is incapable
of managing himself and his affairs independently, with ordi-
nary prudence, or of being taught to do so, and who requires
supervision, control, and care, for his own welfare, or for the
welfare of athers, or for the welfare of the community.
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(v) Notwithstanding the provisions of this subparagraph
(3), or § 221.7(b)(1), children of migrant workers may be
considered by the State to be eligible for day-care services
through December 31, 1973, on the basis of the provisions of
part 220 as previously in effect.

(4) Aged, blind, or disabled persons who are likely to become
applicants for or recipients of financial assistance under the
State plan within 6 months as evidenced by the fact that they
are currently eligible for medical assistance as medically needy
individuals under the State’s title XIX plan.

§ 221.7 Dalermmamn and redetermination of eligibility jor
services.

(a) The State agency must make a determination that each
family and individual is eligible for Family Services or Adult
Services prior to the provision of services under the State plan.

(1) In the case of current applicants for or recipients of
financial assistance under the State plan, this determination
must take the form of verification by the organizational unit
responsible for the furnishing of services with the organizational
unit responsible for determination of eligibility for financial
assistance that the family or individual has submitted an appli-
cation for assistance which has not been withdrawn or denied or
that the family or individual is currently receiving financial
assistance. ‘This verification must identify each individual
whose needs are taken into account in the application or the

determination of the amount of financial assistance.
©, (2) In the case of families or individuals who are found

cligible for services on the basis that they are likely to become
applicants for or recipients of financial assistance under the
State plan, this determination must be based on jevidence
that the conditions of eligibility have been met, and must
identify the specific problems which, if not corrected or
ameliorated, will lead to dependence on such financial
assistance.

(b) The State agency must make a redetermination of ’

eligibility of each family and individual receiving services as
follows:

(1) Within 3 months of the effective date of this regulation
for all families and individuals receiving services initiated
prior to that date.

$The former regulations did not specify procedures or time periods for
determining and redetermining the eligibility of individuals for assistance.
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(2) Every 6 months for families and individuals whose
eligibility is based on their status as current applicants for or
recipients of financial assistance. (This redetermination may
be accomplished by comparison of financial assistance rolls
or eligibility listings with service eligibility listings.)

(3) Within 30 days of the date that the status of the family
or individual as a current applicant for or recipient of finan-
cial assistance is terminated, in order to determine the need

- for continuation of services initiated prior to such change in

status.

(4) Within 6 months of the date of the original determi-
nation of eligibility and of any subsequent redetermination of
eligibility for families and individuals whose eligibility is based
on the determination that they are likely to become applicants
for or recipients of financial assistance.

§221.8  Program control and coordination.®

The State agency must establish procedures and maintain
documentation (including the aggregation and assimilation of
data) to substantiate that Federal financial participation
under the State’s Family Services or Adult Services program is
claimed only for services which:

(a) Support attainment of the following goals:

(1) Self-support goal: To achieve and maintain the feasible
level of employment and economic self-sufficiency. (Not
applicable to the aged under the Adult Services program.)

(2) Seif-sufficiency goal: In the case of applicants for or
recipients of assistance under the blind, aged, disabled and
family programs, to achieve and maintain personal indepen-
dence and self-determination.

(b) Are provided to recipients who have been determined
and redetermined to be eligible in accordance with the
applicable provisions. _

(c) Are evaluated at least once every 6 months to assure
their effectiveness in helping a family or individual to achieve
the goal toward which services are directed. -

(d) Are not available without cost to the State agency.

¢ Former regulations (secs, 220.16, 222.22) required the development |
of individual service plans with a review of such plans to be made at least
once a year. The former regulations did not include the requirement that
services must serve cither a self-support or a self-sufficiency goal.
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§221.9 Definitions of services.

(a) This section contains definitions of all mandatory and
optional services under the Family Services program and the
defined services under the Adult Services program (see
§ 221.5 and § 221.6).

(b)(1) Chore services. This means the performance of house-
hold tasks, essential shopping, simple household repairs, and
other light work necessary to enable an individual to remain
in his own home when he is unable to perform such tasks
himself and they do not require the services of a trained
homemaker or other specialist.

(2) Day care services for adults. This means personal care
during the day in a protective setting approved by the State
or local agency.

(3) Day care services for children. This means care of a child
for a portion of the day, but less than 24 hours, in his own
home by a responsible person, or outside his home in a day
care facility. Such care must be for the purpose of enabling the
caretaker relatives to participate in employment or training,
or because of the death, continued absence from the home,
or incapacity of the child’s mother and the inability of any

- member of such child’s family to provide adequate and nec-

essary care and supervision for such child. Day care may also
be provided, when appropriate, for eligible children who are
mentally retarded.”

In-home care must meet State agency standards that, as a

minimum, include requirements with réspect to: the re-,

sponsible person’s capacity and available time to properly
care for children; minimum and maximum hours to be allowed
per 24-hour day for such care; maximum number of children
that may be cared for in the home at any one time; and
proper feeding and health care of the children. Day care
facilities used for the care of children must be licensed by

- the State or approved as meeting the standards for such

licensing and day care facilities and services must comply
with such standards as may be prescribed by the Secretary.®

(4) Educational services. This means helping individuals to
secure educational training most appropriatc to their capac-

7 The former regulations did not similarly limit the purposes for which
child care could be provided.

8 The former regulations (220.18(c)) required that in-home care in the
form of homemaker services generally meet the recommended standards
of such organizations as the Child Welfare League and that care in day
care facilities comply with the Federal Interagency Day Care Require-
ments.
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ities, from available community resources at no cost to the
agency.?

(8) Employment services (non-WIN under title IV-A and for
the blind or disabled). This means enabling appropriate indivi-
duals to secure paid employment or training leading to such
employment, through vocational, educational, social, and
psychological diagnostic assessments to determine potential
for job training or employment; and through helping them
to obtain vocational education or training at no cost to the
agency.

(6) Family planning services. (i) For Family Services this
means social, educational, and medical services to enable
appropriate individuals (including minors who can be con-
sidered to be sexually active) to limit voluntarily the family
size or space the children, and to prevent or reduce the inci-
dence of births out of wedlock. Such services include printed
materials, group discussions and individual interviews which
provide information about and discussion of family planning;
medical contraceptive services and supplies; and help in
utilizing medical and educational resources available in the
community. Such services must be offered and be provided
promptly (directly or under arrangements with others) to all
eligible individuals voluntarily requesting them.

(ii) For Adult Services this means social and educational
services, and help in securing medical services, to enable
individuals to limit voluntarily the family size or space the
children, and to prevent or reduce the incidence of births out
of wedlock. Such services include printed materials, group
discussions, individual interviews which provide information
about and discussion of family planning, and help in utilizing
medical and educational resources available in the community.

(7) Foster care services for adults. This means placement of an
individual in a substitute home which is suitable to his needs,
supervision of such home, and periodic review of the placement,
at least annually, to determine its continued appropriateness.
Foster care services do not include activities of the home in
providing care or supervision of the individual during the

“period-of his placement in the home, -

? The former regulations (sec. 220.22(a)) required services to “assist
children to obtain education in accordance with their capacities.”
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(8) Foster care services for children. This means placement of a
child in a foster family home, or appropriate group care
facility (i) as a result of a judicial determination to the effect
that continuation of care in the child’s own home would be
contrary to the welfare of such child, and (ii) at the option of
the State, at the request of the legal guardian; services needed
by such child while awaiting placement; supervision of the
care of such child in foster care and of the foster care home or
facility, to assure appropriate care; counseling with the parent
or other responsible relative to improve home conditions and
enable such child to return to his own home or-the home of
another relative, as soon as feasible; and periodic review of
the placement, at least annually, to determine its continuing
appropriateness, Foster care services do not include activities
of the foster care home or facility in providing care or super-
vision of the child during the period of placement of the child
in the home or facility. A foster care home or facility used for
care of children must be licensed by the State in which it is
situatéd or have been approved, by the agency of such State
responsible for licensing home or facilities of this type, as
.meeting the standards.established for such licensing.

(9) Health-related services. This means helping individuals
and families to identify health needs and to secure needed
heaith services available under Medicaid, Medicare, maternal
and child health programs, handicappcd children’s programs
or other agency health services programs and from other
" “public- or private agencies er providers of health services;
planning, as.apprapriate, with the individual and health pro-
viders to help assure ‘continuity of treatment and carrying
out of health recommendations; and helping such individual
to secure admission to medical institutions and other health
related facilities. )

(10) Home delivered or congregate meals. This means the prep-
aration and delivery of hot meals to an individual in his home
or in a central dining facility as necessary to prevent institu-
tionalization or malnutrition,

(11) Homemaker services. (i) For Family Services this means
care of individuals in their own homes, and helping individual
caretaker relatives to achieve adequate household and family
management, through the services of a trained and supervised
homemaker.
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(i) For Adult Services this means care of individuals in
their own homes, and helping individuals in maintaining,
strengthening, and safeguarding their functioning in the home
through the services of a trained and supervised homemaker,

(12) Home management and other functional educational services.
This means formal or informal instruction and training in
management of housechold budgets, maintenance and care of
the home, preparation of food, nutrition, consumer education,
child rearing, and health maintenance.

(13) Housing improvement services, This means helping families
and individuals to obtain or retain adequate housing. Housing
and relocation costs, including construction, renovation or
repair, moving of families or individuals, rent, deposits, and
home purchase, may not be claimed as service costs,

(14) Legal services. This means the services of a lawyer in
solving legal problems of cligible individuals to the extent
necessary to obtain or retain employment, This excludes all
other legal services, including feec gencrating cases, criminal
cases, class actions, community organization, lobbying, and
political action.!

(18) Protective services for adults. This means identifying and
helping to correct hazardous living conditions or situations of
an individual who is unable to protect or care for himself.

(16) Protective services for children. This means responding to
instances, and substantiating the evidence, of neglect, abuse,
or exploitation of a child; helping parents recognize the causes
thereof and strengthening (through arrangement of one or
more of the services included in the State plan) parental
ability to provide acceptable care; or, if that is not possible,
bringing the situation to the attention of appropriate courts or
law enforcement agencies, and furnishing relevant data.

(17) Special services for the blind, This means helping to allevi-
ate the handicapping effects of blindness through: training in
mobility, personal care, home management, and communica.
tion skills; special aids and appliances; special counseling for
carctakers of blind children and adults; and help in securing
talking-book machines.

(18) Transportation services. This means transportation neces-
sary to travel to and from community facilities or resources for
receipt of mandatory or optional services.

10 Under the former regulations (secs. 220.51(c)(4)) legal services were
authorized “for families desiring the help of lawyers with their legal
problems.”
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§221.30 Purchase of services.!

(a) A State plan under title I, IV-A, X, X1V, or XVI of the
Act, which authorizes the provision of services by purchase
from other State or local public agencies, from nonprofit or
proprietary private agencies or organizations, or from indi-
viduals, must with respect to services which are purchased:

(1) Include a description of the scope and types of services
which may be purchased under the State plan;

(2) Provide that the State or local agency will negotiate a
written purchase of services agreement with each public or
private agency or organization in accordance with require-
ments prescribed by SRS. Effective upon issuance of this
regulation, all new agreements for purchased services must
meet the requirements of this paragraph; existing agreements
must meet the requirements by 7-1-73. A written agreement
or written instructions which meet the requirements of this
paragraph must also be executed or issued by the single State
or local agency where services are provided under the plan
directly by the State or local agency in respect to activities
added by reorganization of administrative structure, redesigna-
tion of the State or local agency, or otherwise, occurring after
February 15, 1973, or are provided by any public agency as to
which a waiver of the single State agency requirement pursuant
to section 204 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act is
granted after February 15, 1973. These written purchase of
service agreements and other written agreements or instructions
are subject to prior review and approval by the SRS Regional

Office to the extent prescribed in, and in accordance with, -

instructions issued by SRS; )

(3) Provide that services will be purchased only if such
services are not available without cost;

(4) Provide that purchase of services from individuals will
be documented as to type, cost, and quantity. If an individual
acts as an agent for other providers, he must enter into a formal
purchase of services agreement with the State or local agency in
accordance with paragraph (a)(2) of this section;

11 The former regulations (secs. 226,1-226.2) did not require purchase
agreements to be In written form; the former regulations also included a
requirement not in the new regulations that States develop purchase
arrangements “with a number and variety of agencies” to enable recipi-
ents to have a “‘choice with regard to the source of purchased services.”
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(5) Provide that overall planning for purchase of services,
and monitoring and evaluation of purchased services, must
be done directly by staff of the State or local agency;

(6) Provide that the State or local agency will determine
the eligibility of individuals for services and will authorize
the types of services to be provided to each individual and
specify the duration of the provision of such services to each
Individual;

(7) Assure that the sources from which services are pur-
chased are licensed or otherwise meet State and Federal
standards;

(8)(i) Provide for the establishment of rates of payment for
such services which do not exceed the amounts reasonable and
necessary to assure quality of service, and in the case of
services purchased from other public agencies, are in accord-
ance with the cost reasonably assignable to such services;

(i) Describe the methods used in establishing and main.
taining such rates; and

(iil) Indicate that information to support such rates of pay-
ment will be maintained in accessible form; and

(9) Provide that, where payment for services is made to the
recipient for payment to the vendor, the State or local agency
will specify to the recipient the type, cost, quantity, and the
vendor of the service, and the agency will establish procedures
to insure proper delivery of the service to, and payment by,
the recipient.

(b) In the case of services provided, by purchase, as emer-
gency assistance to needy families with children under title
IV-A, the State plan may provide for an exception from the
requirements in paragraph (a) (2), (4), (7), and (8) of this ~
section, but only to the extent and for the period necessary
to deal with the emergency situation,

(c) All other requirements governing the State plan are
applicable to the purchase of services, including;

(1) General provisions such as those relating to single State
agency, grievances, safeguarding of information, civil rights,
and financial control and reporting requirements; and

(2) Specific provisions as to the programs of services such
as those on required services, maximum utilization of other
agencies providing services, and relating services to.defined
goals.



101

49

" Subpart B—Federal Financial Participation

§221.51 General,

Federal financial participation is available for expenditures
under the State plan which are:

(a) Found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper
and efficient administration of the State plan;

(b)(1) For services under the State plan provided, under the
procedures for program control and coordination specified
in this part, to families and individuals included under the
State plan who have been determined (and redetermined)
to be eligible pursuant-to the provisions of this part;

(2) For other activities which are essential to the manage-
ment and support of such services;

(3) For emergency assistance in the form of services to
needy families with children (see § 233.120 of this chapter);
and

(c) Identified and allocated in accordance with SRS in-
structions and OMB Circular A~87,

§ 221.52 Expenditures for which Federal financial participation
is avatlable.

Federal financial participation is available in expenditures
for:

(a) Salary, fringe benefits, and travel costs of stafl engaged
in carrying out service work or service-related work;

(b) Costs of related expenses, such as equipment, furniture,
supplies, communications, and office space;

(c) Costs of services purchased in accordance with this
part;

(d) Costs of State advilory committees on day-care services
for children, including expenses of members in attending
meetings, supportive staff, and other technical assistance;

() Costs of agency staff attendance at meetings pertinent to
the development or implementation of Federal and State
service policies and programs;

(f) Cost to the agency for the use of volunteers;

(g) Costs of operation of agency facilities used solely for
the provision of services, except that appropriate distribution
of costs {s necessary when other agencies also use such facilities
in carrying out their functions, as might be the case in compre-
hensive neighborhood service centers;
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(h) Costs of administrative support activities furnished by
other public agencies or other units within the single State
agency which are allocated to the service programs in ac-
cordance with an approved cost allocation plan or an ap-
proved indirect cost rate as provided in OMB Circular A-87;

(1) With prior approval by SRS, costs of technical assistance,
surveys, and studies, performed by other public agencies,
private organizations, or individuals to assist the agency in
developing, planning, monitoring, and evaluating the services
program when such assistance is not available without cost;

(J) Costs of emergency assistance in the form of services
under title IV-A;

(k) Costs incurred on behalf of an individual under title I,
X, XIV, or XVI for securing guardianship or commitment;

(1) Costs of public liability and other insurance protection;

(m) Costs of provision of information about and referral to
appropriate community resources for purposes of assisting an
individual in securing employment or training or information
about employment or training, without regard to eligibility
for assistance or other service; ¥ and

(n) Other coats, upon approval by SRS.

§ 221.53  Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is
not available,®

Federal financial participation is not available under this
part in expenditures for:

(a) Carrying out any assistance payments functions, includ-
ing the assistance payments share of costs of planning and
implementing the separation of services from assistance pay-
ments; :

(b) Activities which are not related to services provided by
agency staff or volunteers, by arrangements with other agencies,
organizations, or individuals, at no cost to the service program,
or by purchase; /

(¢) Purchased services which are not secured in accordance
with this part;

(d) Construction and major renovations;

(¢) Vendor payments for foster care (they are assistance
payments);

¥ The former regulations (secs, 220.61(b)(2), 222.86(b)) permitted
Federal matching for any type of information and referral services,

18 The former regulations did not include a comparable listing of
expenditures for which Federal funding would not be available. Some of
the prohibited items were apparently matchable under the former regula-

tions such as certain educational programs and some medical services to
drug addicts and alcoholics.
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(f) Issuance of licenses or the enforcement of licensing
standards;

(8) Education programs and educational services except
those defined in § 221.9 (b)(4) and (8);

(h) Housing and relocation costs, including construction,
renovation or repair, moving of families or individuals, rent,
deposits, and home purchase;

() Medical, mental health, or remedial care or services,
except when they are:

(1) Part of the family planning services under title IV-A,
including medical services or supplies for family planning
purposes; or

(2) Medical examinations which are required for admission
to child-care facilities or for persons caring for children under
agency auspices, and then, only to the extent that the exam-
ination is not available under Medicaid or not otherwise
available without cost.

(j) Subsistence and other maintenance assistance items.

(k) Costs of day care services for children of families having
incomes in excess of 233% percent of the State's financial
assistance payment standard;

(1) Transportation which is provided under the State's
Title XIX plan;

(m) Effective January 1, 1974, costs of employment services
(non-WIN) under title IV-A provided to persons who are
eligible to participate in WIN under Title IV-C of the Act,
unless the WIN program has not been initiated in the local
jurisdiction; and

(n) Other costs not approved by SRS.

§ 221, 84  Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation.

(a) Federal financial participation_ is available at the 75
percent rate for service costs identified in § 221.52: Provided,
The State plan is approved as meeting the requirements of
subpart A of this part under this provision:

(1) Federal financial participation at the 75 percent rate
includes:

(i) Salary, fringe benefits and travel costs of service workers
and their supervisors giving full time to services and for staff
entirely engaged (either at the State or local level) in devel
oping, planning, and evaluating services;

(il) Salary costs of service-related staff, such as supervisors,
clerks, secretaries, and stenographers, which represent that
portion of the time spent in supporting full-time service staff;
and .
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(iit) All indirect costs which have been allocated in accord-
ance with an approved cost allocation plan and with the
requirements of OMB Circular A~87.

(2) Federal financial participation at the 50 percent rate is
available fors

(1) Salary, fringe benefits, and travel cost of workers carrying
responsibility for both services and assistance payments func.
tions and supervisory costs related to such workers;

(i) Salary costs of related staff such as administrators,
supervisors, clerks, secretaries, and stenographers, which
represent that portion of the time spent in supporting staff

- carrying responsibility for both services and assistance pay-

ments functions; and

(il) All indirect costs which have been allocated In accord-
ance with an approved cost allocation plan and with the
requirements of OMB Circular A-87.

" (b) Federal financial participation for purchased services:

(1) Federal financial participation is available at the .75-
percent rate in expenditures for purchase of service under the
State plan to the extent that payment for purchased services is
in accordance with rates of payment established by the State
which do not exceed the amounts reasonable and necessary to
assure quality of service and, in the case of services purchased
from other public agencies, the cost reasonably assignable to
such services, provided the services are purchased in accord-
ance with the requirements of this part, e

(2) Services which may be purchased with Federal financia
participation are those for which Federal financial partici-
pation is otherwise available under Title I, IV-A, X, XIV, or
XVI of the Act and which are included under the approved
State plan, except as limited by the provisions of paragraph
(b)(8) of this section. .

(3)(t) Effective March 1, 1973 through June 30, 1978,
Federal financial participation is available for.a new purchase
of services from another public agency only for services beyond
those represented by fiscal year 1972 expenditures of the
provider agency (or its predecessors) for the type of service
and the type of persons covered by the agreement. A new
purchase of service from another public agency is any pur-
chase of services other than a purchase for the type of service
and the type of persons covered by an agreement that was
validly subject to Federal financial participation under title
1, IV-A, X, XIV, or XVI prior to February 16, 1973.14

¥ The former regulations included no comparable limitations on the

extent to which Federal matching could be provided for purchased
services previowly furnished with no Federal funding,
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(i) Effective July 1, 1973, subject to the conditions in sub-
division (1) of this subparagraph (3), Federal financial partici-
pation is available for a new purchase of service as follows:

(A) July 1, 1973-June 30, 1974—only for services beyond
those represented by 75 percent of fiscal year 1973 expenditures.

(B) July 1, 1974=June 30, 1975—only for services beyond
those represented by 50 percent of fiscal year 1973 expenditures,

(C) July 1, 1975-June 30, 1976—only for services beyond
those represented by 25 percent of flscal year 1978 expenditures.

(4) The provisions of paragraph (b)(3) of this section also
apply to services provided, directly or through purchase, by:

(1) Any public agency as to which a waiver of the single
State agency requirement pursuant to section 204 of the
Intergovernmental Cooperation Act is granted after Feb-
ruary 15, 1973, or

(i) The State or local agency, ay to activities added by
reorganization of administrative structure, redesignation of
the State or local agency, or otherwise, occurring after Feb-
ruary 15, 1978,

§221.85 - Limitations on total amount of Federal funds payable
to States for services.!*

(a) The amount of Federal funds payable to the 50 States
and the District of Columbia under titles I, IV-A, X, XIV,
and XVI for any fiscal year (commencing with the fiscal year
beginning July 1, 1972) with respect to expenditures made after
June 30, 1972 (see paragraph (b) of this section), for serv-
ices (other than WIN Support Services, and emergency as-
sistance in the form of services, under title IV-A) is subject to
the following limitations:

(1) The total amount of Federal funds paid to the State
under all of the titles for any fiscal year ‘with respect to ex-
penditures made for such services shall not exceed the State’s
allotment, as determined under paragraph (c) of this section;
and

(2) The amounts of Federal funds paid to the State under
all of the titles for any fiscal year with respect to expenditures
made for such services shall not exceed the limits pertaining
to the types of individuals served, as specified under para.
graph (d) of this section..

1 This section implements the limitation on Federal funding of soclal
services which was enacted in 1972 as a part of P.L.-92-512 (The State
and Local Fiscal Assistance Act; see pp. 31~32 of this pamphlet),
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Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphs (c)(1) and (d)
of this section, a State’s allotment for the fiscal year com-
mencing July 1, 1972, shall consist of the sum of:

(1) An amount not to exceed $50 million payable to the
State with respect to the total expenditures incurred, for the
calendar quarter beginning July 1, 1972, for matchable
costs of services of the type to which the allotment provisions
apply, and

(ii) An amount equal to three-fourths of the State's allot.
ment as determined in accordance with paragraphs (c) (1)
and (d) of this section.

However, no State's allotment for such fiscal ycar shall be
less than it would otherwise be under the provisions of para-
graphs (c) (1) and (d) of this section.

(b) For purposes of this section, expenditures for services
are ordinarily considered to be incurred on the date on which
the cash transactions occur or the date to which allocated in
accordance with OMB Circular A-87 and cost allocatiop
procedures prescribed by SRS. In the case of local administra-
tion, the date of expenditure by the local agency governs.
In the case of purchase of services from another public agency,
the date of expenditure by such other public agency governs.
Different rules may be applied with respect to a State, either
generally or for particular classes of expenditures, only upon
justification by the State to the Administrator and approval
by him, In reviewing State requests for approval, the Ad-

* ministrator will consider generally applicable State law,

consistency of State practice, particularly in relation to periods
prior to July 1, 1972, and other factors relevant to the purposes
of this section.

(c)(1) For each fiscal year (commencing with the fiscal year
beginning on July 1, 1972) cach State shall be allotted an
amount which bears the same ratio to $2,500 million as the
population of such State bears to the population of all the
States,

(2) The allotment for each State will be promulgated for
cach fiscal year by the Secretary between July 1 and August 31
of the calendar year immediately preceding such fiscal year on
the basis of the population of cach State and of all of the States
as determined from the most recent satisfactory data available
from the Department of Commerce at such time,

(d) Not more than 10 percent of the Federal funds shall be
paid with respect to expenditures in providing services to indi-
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viduals (eligible for services) who are not reciplents of aid or
assistance under State plans approved under such titles, or
applicants for such aid or assistance, except that this limitation
does not apply to the following services provided to eligible
persons:

(1) Services provided to meet the needs of a child for personal
care, protection, and supervision (as defined under day care
services for children) but only in the case of a child where the
provision of such services is necessary in order to enable a
member of such child’s family to accept or continue in employ-
ment or to participate in training to prepare such member for
employment, or because of the death, continued absence from
the home, or incapacity of the child’s mother and the inability
of any member of such child’s family to provide adequate and
necessary care and supervision for such child;

(2) Family planning services;

(3) Any services included in the approved State plan that are
provided to an individual diagnosed as mentally retarded by a
State mental retardation clinic or other agency or organization
recognized by the State agency as competent to make such
diagnoses, or by a licensed physician, but only if such services
are needed for such individual by reason of his condition of
being mentally retarded;

(4) Any services included in the approved State plan pro-
vided to an individual who has been certified as a drug addict
by the director of a drug abuse treatment program licensed by
the State, or to an individual who has been diagnosed by a
licensed physician as an alcoholic or drug addict, but only if
such scrvices are needed by such individual as part of a pro-
gram of active treatment of his condition as a drug addict or an
alcoholic; and

(8) Foster care services for children when needed by a child
because he is placed in foster care, or awaiting placement.

$221.56 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation for
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam.

(a) For Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, the
basic rate for Federal financial participation for Family Serv-
ices and WIN Support Services under title IV-A is 60 percent.
However, effective July 1, 1972, the rate is 50 percent for
emergency assistance in the form of services.

(b) For family planning services and for WIN Support
Services, the total amount of Federal funds that may be
paid for any fiscal year shall not exceed $2 million for Puerto
Rico, $65,000 for the Virgin Islands, and $90,000 for Guam.
Other services are subject to the overall payment limitations
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for financial assistance and services under titles I, IV-A, X,
XIV, and XVI, as specified in section 1108(a) of the Social
Security Act.

(c) The rates and amounts of Federal financial partici-
pation set forth in § 221,54 (a) and (b) apply to Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Guam, except that the 60 percent
rate of Federal financial participation is substituted as may be
appropriate. The limitation in Federal payments in § 221.58
does not apply.

Titles 1, IV=A, IV-B, X, XIV, and XVI

§ 221.61 Public sources of State's share.t®

(a) Public Funds, othér than those derived from private
resources, used by the State or local agency for its services
programs may be considered as the State's share in claiming
Federal reimbursement where such funds are:

(1) Appropriated directly to the State or local agency; or

(2) Funds of another public agency which are:

(1) Transferred to the State or local agency and are under
its administrative control; or

(1i) Certified by the contributing public agency as repre-
senting current expenditures for services to persons eligible
under the State agency’s services programs, subject to all other
limitations of this part.

Funds from another public agency may be used to purchase
services from the contributing public agency, in accordance
with the regulations in this part on purchase of services.

(b) Public funds used by the State or local agency for its
services programs may not be considered as the State’s share
in claiming Federal reimbursement where such funds are:

(1) Federal funds, unless authorized by Federal law to be
used to match other Federal funds;

(2) Used to match other Federal funds; or

(3) Used to purchase services which are available without
cost. In respect to purchase of services from another public
agency, see also § 221.54(b) with respect to rates and amounts
of Federal financial participation,

18 There is no comparable section in the former regulations.
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§ 221.62 Private sources of State's share.!

(a) Donated private funds for services may be considered
as State funds in claiming Federal reimbursement where such
funds are:

(1) Transferred to the State or local agency and under its
administrative control; and

(2) Donated on an unrestricted basis (except that funds
donated to support a particular kind of activity, e.g., day care
services, homemaker services, or to support a particular kind
of activity in a named community, are acceptable provided
the donating organization is not a sponsor or operator of the
type of activity being funded).

(b) Donated private funds for services may not be con-
sidered as State funds in claiming Federal reimbursement
where such funds are:

(1) Contributed funds which revert to the donor's facility
or use,

(2) Donated funds which are earmarked for a particular
individual or to a particular organization or members thereof.

Effective date~—The regulation in this part shall be effective
on July 1, 1973,

* . . . *

1" This section Is essentially the same as the former regulations except
that the new regulations prohibit matching of funds donated by any
sponsor or operator of (e type of activity being funded while in the former
regulations the prohibition was against matching funds donated by the
sponsor or operator of ths activity being funded. Both new and old regula.
tions forbid the reversion of donated funds to the use of the donating

agency.
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Selected Provisions of Former heguhtiom Deleted as of May 1, 1978

Note: No comparable provisions appear in the new regulations for the
following sections of the former regulations which were deleted. Some of
these provisions may be duplicated in other parts of HEW regulations.

Sections 220,1 and 222,20 required a commitment on the part of the
States to “progress in the extension and improvement of services.” -

Sections 220.3, 220.5, 220.6, 220.7, 220.9, and 220.10 established
requirements with respect to the staffing of State welfare agency social
services programs under AFDC including requirements with respect to the
use of professionals, subprofessionals, and volunteers. (Similar sections were
also eliminated from the regulations with respect to services programs for
the aged, blind and disabled.)

Sections 220.45 and 222.50 required welfare agency participation in
community affairs in order to develop community resources to provide
services,

Section 220.48 implemented the statutory requirement that welfare
agencies have a program for establishing paternity and securing parental
support for children on welfare.

Section 220.63 authorized expenditures jointly benefiting the AFDC
Services Program and the Child Welfare Services Program to be funded
under AFDC if at least 85 percent of the children served are AFDC children.

Sections 222.5, 222.6, 222.26, and 222.28 established requirements under
. the service programs for the aged, blind, and disabled with respect to the
availability of services and public information about them including a
requirement for foreign language materials and staff in appropriate areas.

(68)
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APPENDIX C

Excerpts From Study ‘‘Cost Analysis of Social Services, Fiscal Year
1972, Prepared for the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare by Touche Ross and Co.

(111)
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SUMMARY

During reoent years the size of the nation's public social
service programs has grown at an ever faster rate. In FY 1972
the growth expsnditures reached alarming proportions, causing
Congress in October 1972 to enact limitations on Yederal funding
for these-programs.

Prior to Congressional action, the Community Services Admin-
istration (C8A) of the Social and Rehabilitation Service (8R8) had
recognized that detailed expenditure information for PY 1972 was
needed for improved program and financial management to assure that
future social service dollars spent would accomplish program goals
efficiently and effectively.

Project e _and sco

Accordingli, C8A engaged Touche Ross & Co. to perform a cost
analysis of social services for PY 1972 which would update a similar
project completed for PY 1971. The primary purpose of the project
was to analyze and explain the nature and extent of changes in sooial
sexvices expenditures between FY 1971 and PY 1972,

while the PY 1971 study was conducted through on-gite visits
of 30 large local welfare agencies (representing 388 of national
social service exponditures) over a period of several months, the
update prozoot involved only brief visits during a six week period
to the offices of the ten state welfare agencies which had experienced
the largest dollar increase in PY 1972, The ten states weres New York,
Illinois, Texas, California, Plorida, Wisconsin, Pennsylvania,
Gaorgia, Michigan, and Washington. Together they accounted for 84%
of the increase in expenditures and 748 of the total expenditures
incurred in FY 1972. During the visits overall expenditure informa-
tion and detailed purchased service expenditure data was obtaiped in
these states. This information was augmented by data obtained
through a eoloshon‘ and mail survey of ten additional states which
represented 148 of total PY 1972 social services expenditures., Other
necessary data needed to complete the total FY 1972 picture was ob-
tained from SRS expenditure reports and data that had been gathered
during the PY 1971 cost armlysis.

The social service programs covared by this update project
included: .

- BServices to families and children receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Childreh (AFDC) under Title IVA of the Social
Security Act, including WIN supportive services and child
care) .
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- Services to recipients of 01d Age Assistance (OAA), Aid to
the Blind (AB), and Aid to the Permanently and Totally
Disabled (APTD) under Titles I, X, XIV, and XVI, referred
to as the “"adult" titles in this report;

< Child welfare services under Title IVB.

For the public assistance titles (Title IVA and the Adult titles),
expenditures included in the analysis were those that had been claimed
by the states on quarterly reports OA 41.7 and CSA-9 (WIN child care)
and recognized by SRS for Federal matching purposes for the fiscal
y:q: gndinq June 30, 1972, Pending retroactive claims were not in-
cluded.

Overall Results

During PY 1972 social services expenditures under the Social
Security Act experienced the largest single inorease ever to ocour,
Pedexal, state, and local expenditures under the Adult titles and
Title IVA more than doubled from the prior year to over $2.2 billion,
an inocrease of 127% over FY 1971 levels. This amount was over 20
times the $100 million reported as social services in 1964, the first
full year of the program.

Pederal funding as the principal source of these expenditures
increased 1358 from $692 million in PY 1971 to $1,624 million in PY
1972, a jump of $932 million. Title IVB child welfare services,
g:;r igliot which are funded by state and local sources, declined by

[ on.

Pigure 1 graphically illustrates both the increase and distribu-
tion by program cateqori of expenditures funded from all sources,
Paderal, State and local., Title IVA expenditures of $789 million
made up 504 of all public social services costs in FY 1971. 1In FY
1972 Title IVA expenditures increased 123% to $1,762 millions, be-
coming 648 of total sarvice expenditures.’ Social service expenditures
under the adult titles increased 143% from $196 million in PY 1971 to
$477 million in PY 1972, rising from 12% to 17% of total public social
service expenditures.

Expenditures by social service

The PY 1972 study identified these social services expenditures
to 25 service classifications. Figure 2 shows that expenditures in
gix classifications accounted for 65% of all Title IVA expenditures.
Five classifications accounted for 74% of the total amount under the
Adult titles. This marked clusterihg of expenditures into a rela-
tively small number of classifications repeated a similar finding in
the PY 1971 study.
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FIGURE 1
NATIONAL PUBLIC SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURES
PUBLIC ASSISTANCE AND CHILD WELFARE TITLES
(Dollars in Millions)

90000003020 0000269099420 %002,
& QXS
o sasesresororotets
0’0'0’0’0’0’0’0’:‘:‘:‘:’:’: $09252825058%
.‘0’0’0?0.’0’6’0‘0’&’&‘4’¢‘4‘;’. 0‘0’0?00

B

Total Expenditures: §$1,582
- Title IVA and adult titles combined: § 985

Q
,.0.0.0.0 .
0:.000000 %

. 0.9,

e St i e

- Total Expenditures: §2,771
Title IVA and adult titles combined: $2,239



LE]

%

116
63

FIGURE 2

NATIONAL PUBLIC ASSISTANCE SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURE

BY MAJOR SERVICE CLASSIFICATION
FY 1972
(Dollars in Millions)
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As Pigure 2 indicates, the service with the largest amount of
expenditures in PY 1972 was Title IVA child care (day care). During
the year, $409 million was spent for this service which was 238 of
all Title IVA expenditures. Child care was also the service clas-
sification with the largest amount of expenditures in PY 1971 at
$233 million. In FY 1971, child care expenditures consisted pri-
marily of public welfare agency staff time to arxange for care plus
the vendor payments (including WIN child care) made to providers.
While these types of activities and p:gmants increased substantially
in PY 1972, a significant portion of the overall increase also
resulted from the initiation of purchased day care from local school
déztrioe- in two states and a state education depar t in one
other.

Pigure 2 also shows that child foster care expenditures of
$241 million was the second largest service under Title IVA., Expendi-
tures for this service more than doubled from the PY 1971 amount of
$110 million. 1In FY 1971, this amount was almost solely the costs
of foster care workers and related overhead. The two factors that
caused the $241 million increase were that a few states began
considering a portion of foster care payments as gocial services,
and child welfare worker costs continued to be shifted to Title IVA
in order to claim the favorable 75% Federal matching.

The third largest service, sgeoial services for handicapped
children, did not exist in FY 1971. During PY 1972 certain state
public welfare agencies began urchaﬁing this service from state
education departments. This situation primarily occurred in two
states and totalled $150 million.

A

Two ola-.ifiéation- aﬁcounted for 488 of total services ex~
penditures under the Adult titles. Alcoholism and drug addiction
treatment and prevention services .expenditures of $118 million made
up 258 of the total. This amount was ten times the FY 1971 level.
The $111 million expended for community adjustment - mental health/
retardation services represented 23% of the total. This amount was
28 times the sum expended for this service in the prior year. 1In
both cases the significant jump was primarily due to the increase
in the public welfare agency purchase of these services from other
units of state government. =

Geographic concentration of expenditure increases

One of the most important findings of this study is that the
expenditure increase was highly conaentrated in just a few states.
One state (New York) accounted for 54% of the national increase
with the next nine states making up another 318. The remaining
4: states and jurisdictions accounted for the last 15% (See Figure
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PIGURE 3
ADULT TITLES AND TITLE IVA COMBINED
EXPENDITURE CHANGES FY 1971-72
(Dollars in Millions)

INCREASED EXPENDITURES BY STATE

(.
Total Increased Expenditures: 31,254\‘

These increases resulted in a greater concentration of social
gservice expenditures than existed in FY 1971, At that time the 10
major states including New York accounted for only 60% of public
assistance social service expenditures. In FY 1972 these same
states accounted for 74% of the total even though they only contained
about one-half of the nation's population and approximately 558 of its
public assistance recipients. Within the 10 states the concentration
was further onghuued with New York, California, and Illinois ac~
counting for 558 of the expenditures while having only 328 of the
nation's welfare recipients and one-fourth of the population.
Therefore, it would be misleading to interpret overall results as
representing a uniform, nationwide increase in public assistance
programs.
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Analysis by object of expenditure

when expenditures were examined by object of expenditure (1),
we found that 80% of the increase was caused by an almost four-fold
rise in purchased services. Over three-quarters of this inorease
was due to the jump in services purchased from other state and local
government units. spcoiucalﬂ, Pigure 4 shows that $782 million of
the total increase of $1,254 millions was spent for public agency
services, purchased primarily from state education departmdnts, state
departments of mental health and retardation, state corrections
agencies, and state departments for narcotioc and alcoholism control.
Total public agency purchased services inocreased approximately 17
times over PY 1971 levels to $832 million in FY 1972,

PIGURE 4
ADULT TITLES AND TITLE IVA COMBINED
INCREASED EXPENDITURES BY OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE, PY 1971-72
(Dollars in Millions)

BXPENDITURE INCREASES Total PY 1972 Expenditures
by Objact
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Public agency
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i} ”ll'l"'l 6 |il‘

Qi
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Inoreased Expenditures: $1,254

(1) "Object" refers to expenditures for personnel, purchased services,
and other items, Personnel costs consisted of salary and fringe
benefit costs of social service and administrative personnel. Pur~
chased sexrvices consisted of direct payments for child care, homemaker
sexvices, upxciunt and training services,-etc. to private sources
or to other public agencies., Other expenditures consisted of agency

office occupancy costs, travel, telephone, data processing, office
supplies, etc.
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Figure 4 also shows that the second largest increase occurred
in expenditures for services purchased from private sources. This
made up 188 of the total inorease. Purchased services from rivate
sources generally consisted of services provided by local voluntary
or community organizations or by individuals providing services such
as child care. These exrndituxeo doubled to $440 million in FY 1972,
an increase of $223 million over FY 1971,

The remainder of the increases shown on Pigure 4 were for per-
sonnel and "other" costs. During the year personnel costs rose by
$204 million and accounted for 16% of the total increase. The
remaining 4% of the total increase was due to the $45 million rise in
“other” costs. Taken together both personnel and other costs increased
358 over FY 1971 levels.

Public Agency Purchased Services

Because public agency purchased services made up the overwhelming
portion of the total rise in expenditures, we obtained detailed data
from the 10 states visited to determine the types of services pur-
chased and the agencies providing the services.

Pigure 5 shows that under Title IVA, the $150 million spent for
special services for hmdicagpod children was the largest area of ex-
penditures for services purchased from other public agencies, Child
care was sacond at $99 million. Under the Adult titles, all but 15%
of the expenditures went for two services: alcoholism and drug
addiction services at $106 million, and community adjustment-mental
health/retardation services, $104 million.

puring our visits we also obtained data about the type of public
agency providing the above services. Since these 10 states accounted
for more than 958 of national public agency purchased services, our
findings are equivalent to national results. In these 10 states,
Pigure 6 shows that 48% of public agency purchased services under
Title IVA were obtained from state education departments, 13% from
state corrections departments, and 9% from state mental health/retarda~-
tion agencies. For public agency purchased services under the adult
_titles, 52% originated with state mental health/retardation agencies
and 35¢ with state agencies for narcotic and alcoholism control.

While reviewing the purchased services programs during our state

visits, it became apparent that-most of these nrvéces had been Ero-
vided as state funded and operated programs prior to their ‘purchase’
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NATIONAL PUBLIC AGENCY PURCHASED SERVICES EXPENDITURES

$248

Total Expenditures:
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FIGURE 6
PUBLIC AGENCY PURCHASED SERVICES
EXPENDITURES BY TYPE OF PUBLIC AGENCY-10 MAJOR STATES ONLY
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~ Beveral of the states visited did not have on-going systems
of accumulating expenditures for eligible recipients at the
time authorized services were provided., Most of the expendi-
tures included in this report were identified for Federal
matching after the actual service expenditure had taken place.

- Pederal financing through purchased services was agpatontly
considered by the states as another form of Pederal aid,
The general operating budget of one major state referred to
anticipated Fedexal funding {0& mentioned nothing about
inoreased programs made possible by the funds.

In all fairness, state public welfare officials by and large
did not attempt to portray the public aqono¥ purchased services
arrangements as new or e ded programs, ho{ argued, however,
that without the influx of Fedaral social services funds, many
of thaese programs would not have been able to continue or expand in
future years. Since PY 1972 was the first year of social services
funding, the starting point had to be current state/local programs.
In future years program expansion could be demonstrated.

Another important finding is that when the effect of these
public purchased expenditures is eliminated, the composition of ser~
vices asscciated with the remaining expenditures did not materially
change from PY 1971 despite the tremendous increases that occurred.

In accumulating the expenditures for the 20 appliocable service
oclassifications IH the three natural groupings desi nato? yl chila~
related services(l), employment and clzg d care services (3),
and general family and adult services(3), we found a slight increase
in expenditure emphasis for child-related services which rose from
278 in PY 1971 to 31t of total expenditures excluding public agency
purchases. Employment and child care remained essentially the same
at 348 in PY 1972 as compared with 35% in FY 1971, General family
and adult services went from 388 to 35%.

Purghqog BO!‘V‘GQ! from Private Sources

The substantial rise in public agency purchased services over-
shadowed the near doubling of expenditures for purchased services
from private sources which made up 18% of the total increase. Under
Title IVA, private Tu:chaud services increased from $199 million in
PY 1971 to 8386 million in PY 1972, an inorease of $187 million.
Nearly half of this inorease was for child care which went from $148
:gluon in PY 197) to $238 million in PY 1972. This was 628 of the

86 million spent in PY 1972, Two new services under Title IVA

(1) Child foster care, child protection, adoption services, services

to unmarried mothers, and child rearing and delinquency prevention.

(2) ‘cm.i:‘cuo. WIN employment and training, Non=WIN employment and
training.
(3) All other service classifications (See glossary).
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became significant in PY 1972; purchased child foster care services,
and community adjustment-mental health/retardation. The purchased
child foster care represented the service components of foster
payments to private agencies and institutions, while the community
adjustment service represented the purchases of community based
programs of day treatment (not child care) for mentally retarded
children. Both were found in only a few states.

Under the adult titles, there were no new purchased services
from private sources of any dollar significance althouih expenditures
rose from $18 million in PY 1971 to $54 million in PY 1972, Pur-
chased homemaker and chore services doubled to $33 million in FY
1972 which accounted for half of the inorease.

Pexgonnel and other costs

The 35% inorease in personnel and "other" costs (See Pigure 4)
mentioned previously was due more to reporting and Pederal claiming
inconsistencies between FY 1971 and 1972 than to actual increases
in the numbers of social services staff. We were able to determine
that 50-758 of the inorease under Title IV was probably due to
funding shifts assoociated with oclaiming, for the first time, former
state and locally funded child welfare staffs and previously un~-
separated gocial services personnel at the 75% matching rate. This
finding was confirmed during the field visits associated with both
the PY 1971 and FY 1972 studies where we found only modest actual
inoreases in staff,

In the adult titles, actual social services staff has apparently
stayed the same or declined from FY 1971 levels.

ild Welfare Sexvi

In contrast to the public assistance titles, expenditures for
‘child welfare services under Title IVB deoreased 11% (§65 million)
in PY 1972 to $532 million (See Figure 1). This reduction had no
effect on Pederal funding as the amount was fixed at $46 million
annually; the remainder was funded me'tat. and local sources., Our
analysis of state accounting and claiming practices .indicates that -
this decrease in expenditures did not appear to represent a deoline
in the level of services; in fact, there was a probable increase.

Because of the unfavorable Federal matching under Title IVB
as compared to similar 75% matched programs under Title IVA, states
over the last few years have transferred the costs of child welfare
staff and programs to Title IVA in order to receive more Pederal
funds. 1In PY 1972, this trend continued. We estimate that batween
$68 to $80 million of PY 1971 Title IVB staff and other costs were

94943 0-78 - pt.1. 9
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claimed under Title IVA in PY 1972, along with $35 to $50 million
of purchased services. The reason that the total decline in ex-
penditures for child welfare services was oply $65 million is
because some states with Title IVB programs increased their expendi~
tures to partially offset the $100 to 3130 million in shifts to
N Title IVA. This means that there was an increase in child welfare
" services provided. .
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GLOBSARY

gogisl Gervice Definitions (In siphabetical order)

A%oguog - Activities directed toward placement and supervision
a 14 with an adogtivo family, including selection of

o
adoptive homes (home f nding) .

ult ramily Punctioning - Services primarily to persons
ﬁv!nq a% Fiome ‘oouua on problems of marital relationships,
reuniting parents, adult soccial and community participation,
adult isolation and companionship, maintaining family relation-
ships, and other personal problems, Included here are both
agency-run and purchased senior citizens center services.

Mult Home and C nity Living Arrangements - Services primarily
provia'd! E{ p%srgc! social urvg‘co' 'nqoncy" personnel to arrange

and supervise placement of adults in boarding or foster homes)
or, services to assist adults to return from hoarding or

institutional care to more independent living arrangements.

Mu%c Protective Services - Services directed towards assisting
seriously impaired adu who are unable to manage their own
resources, carry out activities of daily living, or protect
themselves from neglect or hazardous situations. Services end
when the sarvice is no longer nesded or when arrangements to
mo:o the individual to a more protected care setting have been
made.

Alcoholism and Drug Addiction - Services directed toward alcoholics
al Tio addlcts for the prévention, treatment, and reduction of
their addiction, Preventive services include speciil purpose
programs provided by mental health or narcotic control public
agencies. Purchased services also include payments for

olinical treatment.

Child Care - Services to refer and arrange for care of children
Juring part of the dn{ for purposes of parental employment and
other reasons, excluding h ) arrang ts., Purchased
services consist of payments to day care facilities or to individ-
uals for either in-home or family day care.

child Foster Care - Services provided for placement and fulltime
FaIntenance of & child out of his home including working with
natural parents and fostexr parents, selection and supervision
of foster homes, and home finding.

(4
Child Protection - Services for a child 1living at homs who is
Teported or determined to be physically and/or emotionally

neglected, abused, or exploited. Services end when no longer
needed or when the child is removed from his home.
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%le Ro%in* and Dglimgﬁngx Pxo.n‘_geégg - Bervices to children
on n their own home primarily focused on problems

of child rearing, school adjustment, parent/child relationships,

and child behavior “groblm inocluding delinquency. Purchased

services include public agency directed programs in teen

centers, supervised recreation, etc. in neighborhoods of high

delingquency ratss.

C ul t - Crime Delin: « Purchased services
€0 ry al corre nal age assist pirolees or
trobaeiomrl to remain in the home and community, or to assist
ndividuals in correotional facilities to plan and prepare for
return to homs and community.

: fon ~ Purchased
sefvices provided b e ge! ) outpatient
departments of state mental institutions, or state mental institu-
tions to help mentally ill or retarded persons to remain in the
home and community, or to assist individuals in mental institutions
to plan and prepare for return to home and community.

Cg?gi sdgongog %ﬂ Q%o_x lu%gognh =~ Bervices providing
nformal or formal education, iInTormation, and counseling
directed toward purchase and use of esonomic goods and ser~
vices and the management of personal financial resources.

1 and Training (Non-WIN) = Activities directed toward
reparation for employment, education, vocational training, and
ob placement for non-WIN clients including the handicapped,

but exoluding child care arrangements. Purchased services

include vocational education or training programs, olient training
and work related expenses including transportation, and costs of
required madical examinations.

Pamil ng ~ Services to inform families or individuals about
:nn n! and to assist them to limit !uux sise or space
additional children, if they so choose. Purchased services consist

of educational programs, medical services, and counseling services.

ccﬁx'?l Ingoguéigg and Referral ~ Information and referral
activities about agency or community resources provided to _
individuals where the contact is mainly informational and does
not lead to an assessment of service needs and development of

a service plan.

Health Access ~ Services to help locate and secure health care
resources for the general physical or mental health of the
client excluding long-term institutional care. .

gomﬁor and Chore Services -~ Assessment of need, arrangement,
provision, and supe £ homemaker and chore urv:ci-
provided for purposes of child care, home management, personal
care, or performance of housshold tasks.
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Housing Iﬁioy%%t = Sexvices to assist with securing housing,
solv. ng ord/tenant problems, and obtaining home repairs
and utility services.

titut. ~ Services for the arrengement, placement,
on=going supexvision of adults in nursing homes, mental, or
other institutions. Purchased services include these services
for sevsrely mentally handicapped children in addition to
servicey for adults.

Other Services - S8ccial services not elsewhere classifiable.

-

girz.icg_! to UEFr;hd %gug = All services to assist with the
ate problems arising from out-of-wedlook pregnancies or
births., Bervices end with the assurance of the general health
and welfare of the mother and child, or separation of the child

from the mother.

4, X Public 8 18 = Purchased services provided by
s al workers assist public school students and
their families who are encountering problems in school of a
social, behavioral, attendance, or other nature.

oial Services for Culturally Deprived Children = Purchased
$6Xvices prov. 0 rén Who are u ra:uotpuu in
a noyrmal school program due to cultural deprivation which
results in an inability to communicate in English or other
deficiencies which prevent the child from effectively partioi~
pating in a normal school environment.

s‘;nctﬁ Services for uﬁgog%g %\udrcn = Purchased services
ren who Are 0 ar e in a normal school
program dus to a rental or physical handicap. Services are

to develop sociul, Xunl. emotional, personal, and linguistic
-kL:h ‘to enable chiild to participate in normal school erivirone
ment,

T 1 t Training - Scxeening, referral, and counseling
activities for WIN clients, cxoludxng arrangement and provision of
child care. Purchased services consist of mediocal examinations
and restorative health care services not available under Title
XIX, and training and work related expense payments.
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TABLE A.—SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURE CHANGES: ESTIMATED NATIONAL
RESULTS (FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FUNDS)!

[Dollars In thousands)

Expenditure increase or
decrease ( g

Expenditures
F | r F L]
fsca 1’9 1 lm%f{ Amount Percent
SERVICES FOR FAMILIES
(TITLE IV-A)

All services................... $788,643 $1,761,868 $973,228 123.4
General information and referral. . 35,873 47,828 1 1.955 33.3
Adoptions,...............veevveeinns ,285 55,469 184 87.2
Chlld fostercare,............... . 110,069 240,739 180.670 118.7
Services to unmarried mothers..... 18,70t 27,276 5 45.9
Chiid pro tection..................... 65,9 99,390 80.7

A CAPO,....co.vviiireiniiiinnin, 232,667 ,4 175.81 1 78.6

Chiid rearlno and delinquency pre-

vention...........oooeviiiiieieiins 23,720 83,997 30,277 127.6
Soclal work in public schools................... 17,633 17, 633 ............
Special services for handicapped

children.........ccovvvvvviinniiii s 160,347 180,847 ............
Special survlcea for culturally de-

prived children........................0000ees 54,300 54,300 ............
Family functlonlng .................. 16,289 25,060 8,771 53.8
Family planaing..................... 6,037 11,758 5,718 94,7
Consumer educatlon and money

management...................... 10,056 13,934 3,878 38.6
Housing Improvement.............. 21,189 27,193 6,004 28.3
Homemaker and chore services..... 40,283 65,201 14,918 37.0
WIN employment and training...... 78,761 ,164 18,403 23.4.
Employment and training . 35711 116,923 81,212 227.4
Health access................. . 19,799 ,13 ,339 42,
Alcoholism and drug addiction...... 3,077 45,170 42,093 1,368.0
Community adjustment, mental

health/retardation............................ 64,223 64,223 ............
communlty ad]ustment. erime and

delinQuUenty.........vocvieiiiiii i 53,833 53833 ............
Institut onal ad]ustment ........................ ,452 452 ...l
Other............covvevineieeenn.ns 35,162 65,365 30,203 85.9

CHILD WILFARE SERVICES
st e (TITLE IV-B)

All services.................. 596,812 532,324 -64,488 -10.8
General information-and referral. . 4,220 2,424 7 —1,796 —-42,6
Adoptions. .......................... 10,284 ~—7,621 -42.6
cmld foster care . 471,676 —29,911 -6.0
Services to unmarried mothers. ... ' 01 ~2,232 —-42.6
Child protoctlon ..................... 14,580 8,374 -6,206 42,6

iidcare,...................ooenue 35,800 24,406 ~11,394 ~31.8
Chiid rearlng and delinquency pre-
ventlon...............oooiiinniiis 4,860 2,791 -2,069 ~42.6
Family functioning.................. 3,068 1,763 1,308 -42.5
Housing improvement.............. 128 73 -56 43,0
Homemaker and chore services..... 2,698 1,748 -950 -35,2
Employment and training . 256 147 -109 42, g
Health access................. - 512 294 -218 —4%
(07T T S 5,954 8,332 -622 4
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TABLE A.—SOCIAL SERVICES EXPENDITURE CHANGES: ESTIMATED NATIONAL
RESULTS (FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL FUNDS)* —Continued

[Dollars in thousands)

Expenditure Incr
Expenditures pe decrease 2':)‘ so of

mwl’o‘ff "‘“‘1"9‘?5 Amount Percent

SERVICES FOR THE AGED, BLIND,
AND DISABLED -

All services.................... 196,368 476,827 280,459 142.8
General information and referral... 20,489 20,708 216 1.1
Adult and family functioning....... 7,451 8,666 1,218 16.3
Family planning..................... 508 670 162 319
Consumer education and money

management.................ueei. 2,370 2,708 a3s 14.1
Housing Improvement. ............. 7,281 7,809 228 3.1
Homemaker and chore services..... 44,993 62.&88 17,198 38.2
Employment and training. .. . 28,683 14,194 98.0
Health access............... . 16,764 17,6867 .
Alcoholism and drug addiction...... 10,837 117,623 106,686 984.8
Community adjustment, mental i

health/retardation................ 4,000 111,294 107,294 2,682.4
Community adjustment, crime and

delinquency....................... 12,048 12,048
Adult home and community living

arrangements..................... 10,498 158,110 4,612 439
Adulit protection.......... . 13,208 15,901 2,693 204
Institutional adjustment, . 27,198 38,097 7,899 29.0
Other.........ccvvvvvivviiiiiiiinnns 16,282 21,074 4,792 204

Total, all services............. 1,881,823 2,771,019 1,189,196 78.2

i [Adepted from exhibits 3, 4, and 11 of the report.]
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TABLE B.—FISCAL YEAR 1972 EXPENDITURES mR SOCIAL SERVICES BY CATEGORY AND OBJECT OF EXPENDITURE (FEDERAL, STATE

[Dollar amounts in thousands]
Expenditure amounts for—
Total Child . Expenditures amounts for—

Percentof families services blind, and Per- Purchased
Amount total (Title IV-A) (Title IV-B) disabled sonnel services Other
100.0 $1,761,868 $532,324 $476,827 $860,332 $1,730,931 $179,756
2.6 47.828 56,603 2,363 11,991
24 55,469 54,798 .............. 10,955
25.7 240,739 177,112 500,154 35,149
1.1 27,276 24,160 1,127 5,001
3.9 99,390 85,507 4,301 17,956
15.6 408,478 64,009 355,339 13,536
20 53,997 29,800 20,716 6,272
0.6 17,633 .. iiieiiiiaaes 17,633 ............
54 150,387 ... .. 150,347 ............
2.0 54,300 ... ... iiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaiaiaaas 54,300 ............
13 25,060 1,763 8,666 25,843 4,222 5,424
04 11,755 ... ....... 670 3,029 8,733 663

0.6 13934 ............ 2,705 13,055 729
13 27,193 73 7,509 28,198 444 6,133
43 55,201 1,748 62,188 61,904 44,021 13,212
35 97,164 ... ... . .............. 56,461 28,225 12,478
52 116,923 147 28,683 44,498 91,630 9,652
1.7 28,138 294 17,657 34,756 3,887 7,446

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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162,693 59 45,170 ............ 117,523 11,551 148,721 2,421
" 175,517 63 64,223 ............ 111,294 ............ 175517 ............
65,878 24 53833 ............ 12,045 ............ 65878 ............

15,110 05 .o 15,110 11,266 1,044
15,901 [ X - SN 15,901 13577 ..o 2,324
37,549 1.4 2452 ... ......... ,097 19,065 14,551 3,933
91,771 33 65,365 5,332 21,074 45,140 37,076 9,555

of

1 {Adapted from exhibits 12 and 13 of the report.] ![g:mnu&nmﬂﬁsa':mtmm?tldmm“s

{
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Question of Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr.
Numser oF Pubric AssisTaNCE REcIPIENTS

Question:

How many persons are drawing public assistance?
Answer:

As of January 1, 1973, the number is 15,149,000.

- Questions of Senator Bob Packwood

FaMirLy PLANNING PROGRAMB SPENDING

Question (asked at page 28):
Could I have documentation (of the dollars spent and people served
under the Family Planning programs of the DepartmentS?

Answer:

The most recent HEW figures for sﬁgnding in the area of family
planning are reported within Title IV-A' (AFDC), Title XIX*
g\/{edicmd), Title V! (Maternal and Child Health Services), and Title

? (National Center for Family Planning Services). The estimated
Federal expenditures for the above categories are as follows:

Fiscal year-—
1972 1973 - 11974
AFDC. ... ... $18, 500,000 $21, 400,000 $31, 500, 000
Medicaid. ..o oo 8,700,000 22,400,000 30, 600, 000
Maternal and child.
health. cenec e e 16,200,000 16,200,000 16,200,000
National center for
family planning -
SeIrvices. . ..cocoouoo-- 88,200,000 98, 500, 000 113, 500, 000

i As of May 28, 1973,

Note,—~The figures for flacal years 1973 and 1974 for the national center pro-
gram do not reflect program increases, but represent a transfer of funds previously
administered by OEO. The increase is $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1973 and $15,~
000,000 for fiscal year 1974,

1 Titles of the Socl urity Aot,
1 Title of the Publle ulthyserﬂee Act.

(137)
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The estimated total number of recipients under the HEW programs
are:

Fiscal year—

1972 1973 1074

AFDC... .. 925, 000 1,110, 000 1,750, 000

Medicaid ... 360, 000 550, 000 700, 000
Maternal and child

health. ... ... 987, 000 987, 000 987, 000
National center for

family planning_.._... 1, 600, 000 1,700, 000 1, 900, 000

! Reoipients of medicaid services in many instances have received services
under AFDC also,

) FamiLy PLANNING SERVICES
Question:

How do the provisions of the new regulations with respect to family
planning services work in relation to the unmarried woman who has
no children? How do the regulations work in relation to the married
couple with no children? Doesn’t the technical requirement that
services can only be offered to persons who have the characteristics to
3pqlify as actual cash recipients in the near future block meny in-

ividuals who have low income from getting family planning services
when it is needed most?

Answer

The unique characteristics of family planning as a preventive service
are clearly established. Further, it is well documented that the
existence of children, particularly unplanned children, fre uentl‘y
leads to public dependence. Therefore, the first unIplanned child is
the Frimary objective of family planning service. Inasmuch as the
traditional concepts of welfare linkage and eligibility determination
do not readily accommodate this need and in recognition of the critical
role that family %lanning services can play with respect to unplanned
pregnancies in the lives of marrieii couples, as well as unmarried
individuals, the Program Regulation Guide (which will be issued
shortly) interpreting the new social service regulations will reflect
the policies outlined below. )

A. Any female of childbearin% age who meets the income and re-
sources eligibility requirements for potential applicants or recipients
maﬁr be provided with family Klanmng services upon request.

ecause the lpur oses of this service encompass the voluntary
limiting of family size or spacing of children and the prevention or
reduction in the incidence of births out of wedlotk, factors such as
marital and parenthood status do not have to be tgicen into account-
in determining eligibility for this particular service as a potential
apglicant or recipient.

. Special income criteria shall be applied in determining eligibility
for family planning services which take into consideration the economio
impact of an unplanned pregnancy which the service is attempting

0 prevent.
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In applying the income requirement of 160% of the payment stand-
ard, in the case of the single woman, married couple or family unit,
the payment standard to be used should include the addition of one
additional individual (the assumption of birth of the child who would
otherwise be conceived). In determining the eligibility of an un-
married, childless woman, the payment standard to be used would
be that established for a parent and one child. For the childless

couple or a family unit, the payment standard to be used would in-
clude one additional child.

Questions of Senator Carl T. Curtis
SocraL SErviceEs FOrR THE MENTALLY RETARDED

Questions (asked at page 44):

Do you have the necessary legal authority to issue regulations which
would provide that the social services to the mentally retarded be
provided without an income or needs test of an?y kind? 1f the answer
to the question is yes, then why isn’t this done

Answer:

No.

There is no support in the assistance titles (I, IV, X, XIV or XVI)
of the Social Security Act for such a policy. The purpose clause of each
title specifies that both the financial assistance and service programs
are to help categories of needy individuals (aged, blind or disabled
and families with dependent children).

Also, the formula sections make clear that the Federal payments for
services are to be made for services provided to individuals and
families who are needy as evidenced by their current receipt of or
application for assistance. These sections also provide matching for
services to individuals who formerly met a needs test for assistance or

who are likely to become applicants for or recipients of assistance,

which includes meeting a needs test. )

_Section 1130 of the Act, as added by P.L. 92-512, and its legislative
history reinforce the view that a needs test is mandated for any group
to be eli’gible for services with Federal matching. The “notwith-
standinf’ clause did not wipe out the condition in the formula sections
that only services provided to ‘‘needy” groups could be matched. The
Conference Rﬁport (H.R. Rept. No. 92~14500, p. 35) states that exempt
services ‘‘could be provided to persons formerly on welfare or likely to
become dependent on welfare as well as present recipients of welfare’’
italic supplied).

Question: 4

If the answer to my first Question is No, then will you prepare for
the committee the necessary language for a change in the statute
that would permit this? -
Answen: ‘

uestion No. 1 was answered in the negative, There is no le%wl

authority to issue a regulation under which individuals would be
eligible for social services on the basis that they are mentally retarded
and without being subject to any income or needs test.

94-943 0 - 78 -pt. 1 - 10
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While the Department will cooperate in providing technical assis-
tance in drafting the statute which would permit the mentally re-
tarded to secure services under these titles of the Social Securit;
Act without a needs test, the Department could not support suc
legislation.

Questions of the Chairman

: ELIGIBILITY FOR SOCIAL SERVIOES
Question:

Insofar as we look upon social services as a device to keep people
from goin%onto the welfare rolls, would some of these extreme situ-
ations, such as Rhode Island, where a person is not permitted to have
any cash and still be on the AFDC program, justify reconsideration?

Answer:

The regulations require that in order to be eligible for services as
o potential, an individual must be likely to become dependent on

ublic assistance within six months. In the past, this has merely been an

come test and has not taken into consideration a person’s assets.
The intent of this provision is to insure that in determining an appli-
cant’s status as a potential recipient that, among other things, con-
sideration be given to the assets held by that individual, The reguiation
hag been revised in order to clarify this intent. .

If the recipient’s income is below 180 percent of the State’s financial
assistance gayment standards, and if 1t is likely that he would be
below the State’s assets test within six months, if he spent his assets
to support himself, he would be classified as a potential recipient
and eligible for services. Furthermore, a State has the option of revis-
ingt r%ts resources and assets provisions if they prove to be too
restriotive.

Ourning oF RerpaLEp RBauraTions aANp ErFFEcT oF NEw
REecuraTIONS

Question (asked at page 43):

In your new regulations you combine three separate chapters
covering some 30 pages into a single new chapter with only a few
pages. Some of the matters covered in the old regulations are simPI?'
omitted from the new regulations., I think it would be helrfu f
we ocould have for the record an outline of the repealed regulations
explaining how each section would be affected by the new regulations.

Answer: .

Enclosed is an analysis showing that few social services are deleted;
in faot, several were added for the adult category. In addition, see
the U.S. Senate Committee on Finance Report, “Staff Data and
Material on Social Services regulations”, May 4, 1973, for a com-

_ parison of the various reﬁixla,tions."

The contributions to the reduction in pages are worth noting and
are largely a separate issue from the substantive changes. The major
reasons for the page reductions are as follows: :

1. By merging the AFDC and.adult sections, large redundant
passages were eliminated. - :

*Page 88 of this volume.
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2. Much of the advice to the States on how to run the program
was reduced. Instead, a clear definition of program objectives and
auditable eligibility criteria was determined sufficient to achieve
Federal intent. N

3. Some provisions were redundant and were eliminated in the
niaw regulations so that the provision would be covered in only one

o &06.
P 4, The language used was shortened and greatly simplified to
obtain more widespread-understanding.

ANALYSIS

I. LIST OF SERVICES COVERED AND NOT COVERED IN THE NEW S8OCIAL
- SERVICE REGULATIONS
AFDC

No major AFDC services are dropped in the new regulations. Some
services are mer%ed, such as reduction of births out-of-wedlock and
family planning. Others are merged into new categories. An example
is money management, child rearing, and education for family living.
They are included under a new heading, home management. Some are
not explicitly mentioned in the new regulations.

The real 1ssue is eligibility, not services. Under the previous lax
definition of former and potential, almost any person is eligible for
service, and the purpose for which the service is rendered is most
obscure. Under the new regulations, we are requiring that the services
rendered have a demonstrable effect on either the person’s capacity
to be self-supporting or to be increasingly self-sufficient. Further
through income limits and time limits, we have substantiall curtailed
the heretofore prevalent abuses associated with former and potential
recipients. .

o following list shows the services authorized under old and new
regulations and clearly shows only minor changes in the kind of
services authorized. '
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Authorized under
Services - ‘regulations
old New
1. Foster care . . oo eeeeaes ¥
2. Reduction of births out-of-wedlock._..._. X X
8. Family planning *. .. ... .. .. .. ... X X
4, Protective services®. ... ... X X
8. Child care®. ..o b X
6. Services to secure support for children X X4

(and establish paternity).
7. Services to meet needs in:

Housing problems®_ . _ ... _...... X X
Homemaking problems®. ... .._..... X X
Reuniting families ®. . ... ........ X X
Money management?® (home man- X X
_agement).
Child rearing ® (home management)- - X X
Education for famil¥' living?. .. ____. X
Evaluation of need for protected and X
vendor payments.’
Ol:irtainiglg special education for chil- X
en.
8. Education and training services 5. . _..._ X X
9, Services related to health needs®.._._.___. X X
10. Emergency assistance in the form of X X
gervices.’
11, Legal services . . ... cocuoeaaaoas X X
12. Employment services®. ... .. _._._..._. X X
13. Transportation services® _..___._.__..__. X X
14, Child care services (for former and po- X X

tential recipients).

! Mandated by law for children receiving AFDC toster care payments.

3 Mandated by law.

3 Mandated in old regulations but optional in new ones.

¢ Mandatory provision under law but reimbursed under regulations covering
the assistance program,

¢ Optional in both.

¢ Optional in both; Public Law 92-512 eliminated matching as a service, but
continued matching under the assistance program.
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Adult
The new regulations provide a list of “defined’’ services and mandate
that State programs make available at least one service on that list.
This is in contrast to eight mandated in the old regulations. It should
be noted that several services are added.

) Authorized under
- Services regulations
Ooud New
1. Information and referral *_ ... ______.. X X 4
2. Protective services ... _.______. - X X
3. Enable persons to remain in homes or X ®
communities.'
4. Services to meet health needs .. ____.___. e X
5. Services for the handicapped .. _._.__.._. X ®
6. Homemaker services. . . ........__...... X X
7. %};ecial services for the blind *_ .. ___.____ X X
8. Community planning ' ... . ..__. X
9. Increase social participation.._...__.___. X
10. Individual special needs. .. __ ... ....._. X
11. Other services as approved by SRS_____. X
12. Consultant services to State agency...... X ?
13. Adult foster care._.__._____ . ._...__.._ K X
14. Housing improvement services........... X X
15. Home delivered meals._._.___.___._.____. X X
16. Educational services related to consumer X X
rotection and money management
ome management).
17. Day care for adults_ .. ... ___.___.. X X
18. Chore services. ... .- o-cocccceeano-. X X
19. Family planning__._____________.____.__ X X
20. Legal services_ ... ._........_......... X X
21. Transportation services. ... ... oo coooroconnon X
22. Emergency services. ... ... X ®
23. Employment services.. .. ..o eeecaee e X
24. Services to attain education appropriate __._...._. X

to individual’s capacity.

1 Optional in new regulations, but mandated in old ones.

* Now in FFP subpart covering expenditures which are subject to Federal
matching (FFP).

3 Available in new regulations as part of other services, or to enable recipients
to gain employment. )

4Included as rart of goal; to be accomplished through use of services.

8 Services available to handicapped otherwise eligible.

¢ Optional in both; Public Law 92-512 eliminated matching as a service, but
continued matching under the assistance program.
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New ReaeuraTions Errective Juny 1, 1973

[During questioning of the Secretary (page 36), the chairman asked
whether or not the Secretary would consider modification of the new
regulations. On June 1, the following changes in the regulations were
printed in the Federal Register:]

TITLE 45—PUBLIC WELFARE

CHAPTER II-—Soc1AL AND REHABILITATION SERVICE (AssSISTANCE PROGRAMS),
DePARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

PART 221~~8SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN AND FOR AGED, BLIND,
OR DISABLED INDIVIDUALS: TITLES I, IV (PARTS A AND B), X, XIV, AND XVI OF
THE S8OCIAL SECURITY ACT

Miscellaneous Amendments

Part 221 of chapter II of title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations is amended
for the gurpose of clarifying that potential aged, blind, and disabled recipients
are eligible for services relating to the goal of self-sufficiency: that a $30 income
disregard applies to potential AFDC recipients; and that potential recipients in
all categories are eligible for services if (in addition to meeting the income test),
they have nonexempt resources which, if converted to cash, would not meet their
needs beyond & 6-month feriod of time., Minor technical changes are also included.

Notice of proposed rulemaking has been dispensed with since these are minor
changes aimed at clarifying and removing possible inconsistencies in the regula-
tions as published.

1. Part 221 of chapter 11, title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations is amended
by revising §§ 221.6(c)(3) (1) and (ii) and 221.8(a)(3) as set forth below:

§ 221.6 Services to additional families and individuals

(a) If a State elects to provide services for additional groups of families or
individuals, the State plan must identify such groups and specify the services to
be made available to each group.

(b) If a service is not included for recipients of financial assistance under the
State plan, it may not be included for any other group.

(¢) The State may elect to provide services to all or to reasonably classified
subgroups of the following:

(1) Families and children who are current applicants for financial assistance
under title IV-A., _

(2) Families and individuals who have been applicants for or recipients of
finanecial assistance under the State plan within the previous 3 months, but only
to the extent necessary to complete provision of services initiated before with-
drawal or denial of the apglication or termination of financial assistance,

(3) Families and individuals who are likely to become applicants for or re-
cipients of financial assistance under the State plan within 6 months, i.e., those

who: .

(i) (A) with respect to title IV-A, have gross monthly income which, after de-
ducting $30, (I) does not exceed 150 percent of the State's financial assistance
payment standard; or (2) with respect to eligibility for day-care services, does
not exceed the maximum allowable under the State’s schedule of fees to be paid
fci; such services by otherwise eligible families, as contained in the State’s approved

n; or
P (B’) With respect to title I, X, XIV, or XVI, have gross monthly income which
does not exceed 150 percent of the combined total of the supplementary securit;
income benefit level ‘;I)rovided for under title XVI of the act (as amended by.Public
Law 92-603) and the State supplementar{ benefit level (if any); and

(ii) Have nonexempt resources which in the reagonable judgment of the agency,
when converted to cash, would not meet the needs of the families and individuals
at the level of the State’s financial assistance payment standard or under the
amended title XVI, if applicable, beyond a 6-month Keriod of time; and

* * » » ] * [ ]

§ 221.8 Program control and coordination

The State agency must establish procedures and maintain documentation
(including the aggregation and assimilation of data) to substantiate that Federal
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financial Xarti&fpation under the State’s family services or adult services program
is claimed only for services which:

a; Support attainment of the following goals:

1) Self-support goal.—To achieve and maintain the feasible level of employment
and econf))mic self-sufficiency. (Not applicable to the aged under the adult services
program.

(g Self-sufliciency goal.—In the case of recipients of financial assistance under
title IV-A and all eligible individuals under the adult services program, to achieve
and maintain personal independence and self-determination.

(ll))) Are Yrovided to recipients who have been determined and redetermined
to be eligible in accordance with the applicable provisions.

(0) Are evaluated at least once every 6 months to assure their effectiveness in
g?lpi?gda family or individual to achieve the goal toward which services are

rected.

(d) Are not available without cost to the State agenoy.

2. Seotion 221.5(b)(2) of such part 221 is revised by inserting a comma after
‘“legal services’”,

3. Seotion 221.54(a) and (b)(1) of such part 221 is revised to read as set forth

_below:

§ 221.64 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation

(a) Federal financial participation for service costs identified in § 221.52 is
available at the 75-percent rate, excépt that under title IV-A, the rate for family
planning services is 90 percent and the rate for emergency assistance in the form
of services is 50 percent: Provided, The State plan is approved as meeting the
réquirements of subpart A of this part under this provision:

31) Federal financial partioipation at the specified rates includes:

i) Salary, fringe benefits and travel costs of service workers and their super-
visors giving full time to services and for staff entirely engaged (either at the
State or local lovel) in developing, planning, and evaluating services;

(il) Salary costs of service-related staff, such as suyl)lervisors, clerks, seoretaries,
and stenographers, which represent that portion of the time spent in supporting
full-time service staff; and

(1) All indireot costs which have been allocated in accordance with an approved
oost allocation ‘{)lan and with the requirements of OMB Circular A-87.

2) Federal financial participation at the 50-percent rate is available for:

i) Salary, fringe benefits, and travel cost of workers carrying responsibility
t;or bo%h ser\x;lces and assistance payments funotions and supervisory costs related

o such workers;

(il) Salary costs of related staff, such as administrators, supervisors, clerks,
secretaries, and stenographers, which represent that portion of the time spent in
?uppgrting stsﬁ’ carrying responsibility for both-services and assistance payments

unctions; an

(iif) All'indirect costs which have been allocated in accordance with an approved
cost allocation plan and with the requirements of OMB Circulatr A-87.

(b) Federal financial participation for purchased services.—-a-gl; Federal financial
particyl)ation is available at the rates specified in paragraph (a) of this section in
expenditutes for purchase of service under the State plan to the extent that pay-
ment for purchased services is in accordance with rates of paxment established by
the State which do not exceed the amounts reagsonable and necessary to assure
c%mlity of service and, in the case of services purchased from other public agencies,
the cost reasonably assignable to such services, provided the services are pur-
chased in accordance with the requirements of this part.

* * * * * . *
(Sec. 1102, 49 Stat. 647 (42 U.8.C. 1302).)
Effective date.~The regulations in these sections shall be effective on July 1,

973.
Dated May 21, 1973.
Francis D, DeGEORGE,

Acling Administrator, Social and Rehabilitalion Service.
Approved: May 25,-1973.
Franx Carpucol,
Acting Secretary.

{FR Doo. 73-10950 Filed 5-31-73; 8:45 am]
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P STATE-BY-STATE RESOURCES AND Assers Test

Question asked at pp. 15 and 23
STATE LIMITATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE, OCTOBER 1972

- ! Personal insurance and burial
Home— pmpertg Value excluded from consideration
A=Assessed negotiable Life as assets—
value, Other Other assets, insurance—
E -Ea real and real stocks, C=Cash Burial Household
ol :;tkgte value, personnayl ?ropefty mbond . mid Cash or :_altée.ce insurano% and . f?rr or cars Too%s, t,
- occu- prope non- r liqui ol =Fa or prepai personal trans- equipmen
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves savings value oor?tract effects . portation livestock
‘ @) @) 3) (G5 ®) (6) @ ()] © 0)
Alabama........ SO0 E.......... $1000. . . oceoeiiiumieeeeeieeeeeeeeioeezeeeeesannieseseeeranneaanseeenneees EXEMPeneeneneeeenen. :
Ska. ......... , PO Maximum .. $500........ (M C.............. Vehicle ¢. ..
onA......... $B000E........0. $800, 008 ... .. iiiiiiiiiiiiiienirinracacnarannaranaaonnaecennanranareennaaacs EXEMPt. o iiiiiieaaa... Livestock
$250,
tools x.
Arkansas. ...... 35’35,00 t0S$7,500 $750.......ciiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiaeraireararaaaaaen $1000F... ... $300 cars... Li
California....... No maximum. .... $2,000 8 %... (V.eeenrnennnninninenennenennnnenes. [ Y- R Exempt. .... $1,500 car¢
Colorado §

cartx equiz-

BEST AVAILABLE COPY




nsas......... OMIS tererrenecrenscacorcescsoasnsnccosasannn $500, child; Death Exempt..... Car, 4 yrs.
Kar value 43750  ( $1,000- 000 Pt r{hid
Kentucky. ...... O, no maximum x. $2,000..... I YU $500,0nel* $1,000 3C.. Or$1,00013. Exempt..... Vehicles.
Louisiana....... O, no maximum.. sl 750 ................................................................................................
. $2.750, 2 .
or more. ‘
Maine........... O, nomaximum... $500,00€; ... ... .cociiiiiitiiinairiniiianiaraans $1,500per Or$1,500 ............cooiiiiniinnn.
ts"}éoo()“ , person F. per per-
Maryland. ...... O, nomaximum X. $2,000, ...t ieret s ettt aaaraaaraaan N Exempt..... Exempt.....
one;
.600,
Massachusetts. O, no maximum X............... () J 818229. .............. 1,000 C.oti e e,
0.
Michigan....... 0, no maximum 81,500,  ...iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieitecinieianaaans $1,000 xC.. $400 irrev- Exempt...... $750 car....
one; ocable.
g.doo.
Minneapolis.... 310.000 E (all tncluding ............ $300,0n€; .............. $1,000C $7504+F  Liiiiieiieiaieieaiaas
pol pgrty). home." $450, $200
two. interest.
Mississippi..... 0,833,500 E  $600,0n€1 ... .. ....ciiiiiiiiieiiiaieraaaaaaanaas (O X - Exempt. .... $300 car
(56 000 joint Sl 200 2
Missouri. . . $10,500 M
Montana........ O,under $5,000 ..............
x A.
Nebraska. . ..... O, no maximum... $7$5050ne;
Nevada o, s;gé .
......... no maximum. .. 0,
New Ham, O, 1 ‘& ®
al , O maximuml, ... ... X,
shire P
New Jersey. .... O, nomaximumx. D..........ccoonvnnanen
New Mexico.... O, no maximum................. ) FUT $1 200 see $100,0ne; $500,fam- ...........cooeeiiiinnnnnnn. Car.........
€9 é g 150, ity {col.
and 5)- ily. 4)C.
NewYork....... NO A Y. . .. .ot iiineaininreirencaosscasaoarcacasacaacacannnns F...... Or $500..... Exempt.........oo0onvnnns
North .. 0, no maxamnm x. $1,000, ............ [ G 2D Q) X R, empt..... SIE-OOO car ¢
one;
$1.100,
v two.l X
_North Dakota... Nomaximum 20, ............. ®......... $1,000...... $350........ ExemptC.........ccinunnn Exempt....cccoocueevennns

Or $750.

Ly



StaTe-BY-STATE RESOURCES AND AssETs TEST

Question asked at pp. 15 and 23
STATE LIMITATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR OLD-AGE ASSISTANCE, OCTOBER 1972

Ho Personal Insurance and burial Value excl ‘sid .
me— a uded from consideration
A =Assessed m Life as assets— ©
value, Other Other assets, insurance—
E -Eauity, real and real stocks, C=Cash Burial Household .
) g :Must bem property' ?r:&t- c?&ngsl'i;un% Cash or ?.‘.%:&e m:a?a gggsonal %rrgns- Iq°3§$’ment.
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves savings  value contract effects portation livestock
) @ ‘ (<)} ) ) (6) @) 8) (&) (10)
....... e (™ 1
Ohio............ $12000M............cevnnnnnn. ®x....... $300%n ... (=) Or () $! O G50.4 n_pr:duc-
ing.*
ORishoma...... 0,810,000 Mor $350,008; ........cccivviinniiinnannnannanaennnns @.......... $1,000 » Exempt...................
fitsm). two.H
Oregon......... O, no maximum x. $1,000,  ...........coiiiiennnnnnn. $500, one; $1,000 per Or $1,000... Exempt. Car.........
family (in- 1,000, c.
dudis ity.
snnsylvania... O, MUM. .. B9z $S00ForC. Or$500..............ccuvvennnnnnnnnn.
m l‘?’i.é:n .- 8. nng x:i‘mum ................. ﬁgm .................... $1,000............... or ..... r $500..... Exempt..... Car......... Lx:en%tock
Rhode Island. .. 0, no maxi $1,000:.....5200 = F ® car poultry.
... O, no mum.........oocoeee. (......... $1,0001. .. . $200%8. .. ..  (OF......... Meineiiaiiieeean..  CAr ...
South Carolina.. O, imum . 01 . $750, one; Tl ey L s T
o maximum gu.boo. $1.600, a
South Dakota... O, nomaximum................. Con- $1,000 ... $1,000,C................. Exempt..... Car, 3 yrs.
re- °53?600, older.
Tennessee...... $5.000 €, Alireal .............. ®......... sss%o‘.;gse; .............. $600 C Or $600..... Exempt..... Caré........ Exempt.
Texas........... Nomaximum ... $1,000,  ..........cccoiieinminininianann., $1,000 per Or $1,000... Exempt..... Car (not Exempt.
mﬁdoo ) model).
Utah...... feann O, nomaximum... $600,  .........iiiii $500, one; $750,one; Exempt..... Card........ Exempt to
e one; go&” $ ‘3‘1.500. Pt ,000.
m. mily iy.
....... . L ON@C ......ooeiiiiiiieiiieeeiieeeiaeeeen.. S1, ... Car......... $1,000, one
Yermont. No maximum x 3901(2 383?' ....... $1,100 per. Exempt. Car 1560,

8¥1
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Virgin Islands... O, nomamum $1,5003x...

.............. C. Included in Exempt..... Car......... (®.
or $1,500 amo:nt' d o
Virginia......... O, 10 MAXImMUM......eeenenenee. (Doeeo.... $400 ... $1,0005F........ .=.... Exempt..... Cars........
Washington..... O, nomaximum................. $200-1 Ty TTTTTTTTIITIIIITIIssssesie Cars», ...
', ﬁs each
add
added person »
person.®
West Virginia... O, nomaximum... $1,000 1 X ... it ®ce......... Irrevocable Exempt..... $2,000, car i
X.
Wisconsin...... Nomaximum. .................. 9........ $750. .. i $1000C..........c.c.... Exempt..... $7504...... .
Wyoming....... , $3,500......... b =T o 2 e ®cC......... oce......... Exempt..... Car, g 5?' ’Zmpt.
or .

‘lndicates additional information supplied b{ State in revision of chart.
x &e published for unusual detai
ncludes cash o: face value of life insurance without 038 a separate
ﬁguoree for the value of msuragfce. except in Rqode Island ($1,
lAdd' i to a specified value may be held |f mcome
S e v oS sl splus, oy

gzarkests\:alue.euam . $3 000 appranseévalue.m" w.ss. T
i0 [
%gu% max:’mum. V'wgn isiands, sl 500, real and propertypm‘:eas-

it conSc ed essential for transportataon' in Georgia, limited to use for
work; in; Ohao value of sl 000 if Fr income; in Wisconsin, 2 $1,000
girgm&on essential use and no limitation if
is t .
3 Real other than home must be liguidated.
s includes cash value of life insurance; however. when cash value exceeds

SGOObutnOtSISOO themsuramemay
Ml Expropeﬂy exeess of $250 must be ned. be Ilqmdated
in mu: assig!
833"‘ must be offered for sale or rent unles producing
income. in NewHompshm. a time limit of 6 months is set on disposal.
s Plus bequeathed for burial.

'More vaiual ecarrmxst be sold; car limitation does not apply to reci-
pien‘ET needing asscshvr:ie less than 60 days. .

10 “Tax a ised » (Hawaii appraises property for tax purposes
currenﬂy percent of market vatue.) Cash value of insurance and any
other cash reserves are considered a resource.
1t in /daho, unless value substanhalty exceeds market value of modest
home in cocmnumw in Hampshire, if value exceeds $20, 000 (based on
100 recommendation is made re-

t) an evaluation and
garding disposal.

Bcombcuhonofaﬁnegohable assets not to exceed $750 including cash
surrender value of : andv!:‘:hseof

retained if assigned to the Com-
assets

Non-homestead property not-producing income limited to $1,000 equity
mnm&mmmmmto%lrm%éw ;o;.slsnaddmon'éyncome-
tead eid u; 000 . Cash
m&mmbemmn the $20000veta!l maxspmum. eau

#* When equity in saleable reai property exceeds this figure, immediate
rty or amount.”

must be taken to sell f excess a
15 Vacant land not producing income does not of ntself disquali
1 All pcoperty. real and personal limited to within this amount
person may have $1,000 in reserves (cou| 600) mciudmg cash sur-

render value of insurance, market value of real property other than -home,
n personal property, and any cash or securities, however the first
$1, 000 face value, of insurance (or prepaid burial) is &:sregarded.
17 No specxﬁc limitations exce| g.t plan for liguidation must be made within
6 months as a condition of eligil
15 May be heid pend “c?ialsqmdauon ‘or demonstration of unsaleability.
1 Equity in non b;lesandpersona property, such as TVs

and cameras, treated as
homestead as def‘ned by State law.
reneren 8 Personal property essential for rehabilitation is exempt from $1,000

7 Combined value of insurance, liquid assets, and burial contract not to
exceed $800.

# insurance with face value in excess of $500 must be assigned in trust.
 An additional $150 permitted for each adult dependent in home who is
receiving assistance in his own right. Maxiraums include cash surrender
value of life insurance; but increases in cash or loai
or dividend accruals after certification for assistance ma¥ube held if left on
ny or if used to purchase a pre| neral conh'act. so
tong as any ination of accrued amounts or funeral co SO pur-
chased does not exceed $1,000 for each insured individual mcluded in the

grant.
# Recipient may accumulate this amount if saved from earned income.
 Loan or surrender value of insurance included in liquid reserve
7 Exceptions made to ali maximums if a real property lien or chattel mort-

of insurance with face value in excess of $1,000 is inciuded
in the $400 maximum (col. 4).
» Value of cars and cash vatue of i and cash included in personal

property maximum.
3e-Vatue of livestock, fa machmefy and equipment of farms is con-
sidered in determining total value of applicant’s property even though he
cannot be required to transfer his ownership as a condition precedent to
receipt of assistance. ;

Source: DHEW.
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| STATE UMITATMS ON. REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR AID TO THE BLIND, OCTOBER 1972

State

Home—

\énlue.

.

rketvalue,

O =Must be occu-
pied as home

Other
real and
personal

Personat

negoﬁa‘;
?&‘t" stocks,

bonds, and

(aon- other liquid Cash or

'(,gmbined) horne) reserves savings

@

3 (CH] )

Insurance and burial

Vajue excluded from consideration
as assets—

Life

insurance—

C=Cash Burial Housshold .

w{:ahée. insuranci% and . ?ar t?ra cars Too%s.
=Face or pre personal or trans- uipme:

value ¢=omra<:t':,a effects portation leiSntockp "

(6) @ ®) ©) (¢1)]

$1,500, Exempt.

.................. Exempt x.

Vehicles. ... Income-
produc-

ing.
Vehicles 3... Exenr%pt.

091



Kansas......... 0, moderate $500,  eueeeeeraiesenssereencecasesorerssrnes $500, child; Death Exempt. . ... Car, 4 yrs.
val - 1,500 benefits. :
' i pes Ay ‘%ﬁ:& hitvrd oid. 3
....... Y ,000...... (). .ooiieriinniananinns ; $1,0001 icles. . ..
Kentucky 0, no maximum x. $2,000 @9 si&;f‘% 3 $ 3,0 Or 31.000“ Exempt. Vehicles
Louisiana....... O, no maximum... 313‘739, ................................................................................................
$2,750—2
or more.
Maine.......... 0, no maximum X, ssg{),one; ........................................ $1 50090; Or$1,500 ... ....cciiiiiiiiiiiniines
two.1s )
Maryland. ...... 0, no maximum X. 52.029. .................................................................... Exempt*.... Exempt*
600,
Massachusetts. O, NO MAXIMUM............cco0nemmecananace a9).......... $2,0003, ... Gttt i etiiianen o s sanecaai s
Michigan. ...... O, no maximum... $]£20 ........................................ $1,000xC. SAiOO Exempt..... $750o0r.....
3"26_600. cable.
Minnesota...... $10000E(all .............. [ ) 2 $2,000, ... ..ceeenn.. @C......... $7504+ .iiiiiiiiieiiiiieiaeans
real one; $200
indudmg $4.d.00, interest.?
Mississippi..... o, , - 2 Coveeriennnaecnanenes... Exempts. ... .
ppi (g'ooo Eint ssii)“.zi %not o Exempt® $300, car
Missouri 0, no maximum. . $2,000.' [ T T L LLTT TR PRTTR TS Exempt.......... geseanenn

- North Dakota
Ohio.f........... No

181
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STATE LIMITATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR AID TO THE BLIND, OCTOBER 1972

° Personal Insurance and burial val 4
. ue excluded from consideration
vaiue, Other Other assets, insurance—
E =Equity, real and real stocks, C=Cash Burial Household
M =Market value, personal property bonds, and value, insurance and Carorcars Tools,
O=Mustbeoccu- property (non- other tiquid Cashor F =Face or prepaid personal for trans- equipment,
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves savings value contract effects portation livestock
1) @) ()] @) ) ® @ ) (€)] (10)
Okiahoma. . .... 0. $10,000 M x
or (40 acres;
Oregon......... 0, no maximum x. $1, 000

Rhode island... O,
South Carolina.. O,
'

South Dakota... O, no maximum. ............... mtf?.' ..... $1,000, .............. $1,000C.................. Exempt..... Car, 3yrs.
one: or older.
$2,600,
Tennessee. .. ... $9,000E,alt ... ........... (®)......... $500,0ne; .............. $600 per Or $600 Exempt..... Cars......... Exempt.
[{ . $1,0PO. C. .
Texas........... O, no maximum 2. $1,800, ... $1,000 p%r ~Or$1,000... Exempt..... Car ( f not Exempt.
§°dgo person ¥ oden.
0y m‘ - -
Utah............ O, no maximum 00 e e eteeeceeerreearearaeaaeaaan 55308683? $7s510, on?. Exempt..... Carz....... it
1,200, [ tamily
¢ ty gg).over
Vermont........ O, nomaximumx. $900,0n€; .............ccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaiiiieaaan $1,100per .............. Exempt. Car.......... $1,000,
800, . one;
36500.
Virgin istands... O, no maximum.. $1,500:x... (1)A....... $500  Liieiieeenn. $300, included in Exempt..... Car2........ Q.
(family). H al t,

(445
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‘lndicatesoddiﬁonaliniormﬁon wppliedbysminrwisionofd:art,
;:Seo blished d

m&umm;:pmawﬁedvamem be held if income-
inthesesum Alabama, yCamorma nohm:t,

! , equ
must be income wi mva‘ue: (5e¢.w8ioa6 000,
market value; Gnnm.i 000, market vaiue; North Dakota, $8,000, equity:
P :

1 When eqmty in saleab!e real progerty exceeds this figure, immediate

stepsmustbeu to sel % aisp sg'ffexoess a:er:;cmnt.‘tﬂ
enterprise in ient is -employed, ca| assets
of$5 a"f for pproved 1 t pl g
necessal an a| oyment plan.

S oy e vt Dy SRS
13 Other rea! W must iquidated withm 6 months unless tncome-
producing or -supporting

*No speuﬁc limitations, but plans for liquidation must be made within

6 months as condition of eligibility.
held pending liquidation or demonstration

o) Cash vahie of imsurance and other

U1 idaho—uniess value substantraﬂy exoeeds market value of modest hom:
value exceeds $20,000 (based on 100
nd is made regarding

 of e assets not to exceed $750 including cash
value of i msuunee. of liquid resources, and value of marketable
reat than home; excludes real property other than home which

is non-marketabie.

13 Nonhomestead income-producing property may be held; othernonhome

re‘a‘l mbeoﬂeredforsaleorr y' ed to $1.000
property not produci mcomemnt 0 equity

within the $2,000 maximum on total wnegwes( col. 2). In addmon in-

come-pmducitmnm may be heid up to $5,000

Cash (coi. 5) also must be within

sh ( overall maxxmum. Foeqbul
child in family of 2, $1,000; in family of 3 or more, $1,500.

2 Other real property may be
bility.

{;}e own homestead as defined by State law; in Texas, definition is made
applsca to AB by admmcstratwe poticy.

3 Personal essential to rehabilitation is exempt from $1,000
res;ferve in North s in Utah, up to value of $4,000 exempt for approved
sel

support plan.
» For adults: $350 for smgle person $500 for married couple, pius $150
for each additional adu istance in h;somnngt.
For recipient under 18 years of age hvmg in home with parents, $50; for
recipi: entunder 18 years of age naot living with parents, $250 for 1 chﬂd
for 2, $50 for each additionat reapcent up to $600. Maximums include
rrender vatue of life i in cash or loan value
ti? interest or dividend accruals aﬂu certification for assistance
a

o may be
eral
in the rant. If parents of an adutt recipient are not receiving assistance,
resourg‘sfrom their essential income is derived will not be considered
in deterrmmng the amonnt of reserve allowed for family.
nhmovemls ,000 maximum, combined value of nonhome property
and personal may not exceed Sl 500, including cash surrender
vatue of life insurance not to exceed $500.
% Reci may accumulate this tin i from di
Z Loan or surrender value included in liquid reserve. no limit on face value.
Excephonsemneglademall maximums if a reat property iien or chattel mort-
gage Is ex
» Value ofws. cash value of insurance, and cash are included in personal
property maximu

Souzee: DHEW.

€91



by |

LA

$ R PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOT.
STATE LIMITATIONS ON EAL B N OCTOBER 1972 ALLY

Personal Insurance and burial

Home— . propertg— - Value excluded from consideration

A =Assessed negotiable Life as assots—

value, Other Other assets, insurance— )

E =Equity, ‘real and real stocks, C=Cash Burial Household

M= arketvalue. personal property bonds, and value, insurance and Car orcars Tools,

O=Mustbeoccu- property {non- other hqmd Cash or F =Face or prepaid  personal for trans- equipment,
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves savings value contract effects portation livestock

(6)) @) ()] 4) (] ®© @ ® (€)] (10)

. Livestock
$250—

tools x.
. Livestock.
.... O, no maximum,.. $1,000,
one;
0.
0 X.
necticut..... O, nomaximum................. M;gst ; $6007. .. it $1,3007C................ Exempt. Care........ Iincome-
iqui- -
dgte. ducing.
Delaware....... O, nomaximum................. D......... Not to  .............. $1,500 x, Or $1,500... Exempt..... Exempt..... Exempt.
exceed per
monthly person F.
needs.
District of Nomaximum................... L $300,0ne; .............. 10) e Exempt..... $1,500 Tools
Columbia. ® ., ¢ i car i1 x. equi
two. 10 men!
Florida.......... O, no maximum x. sssolo. ONE;  Xuoeiuoieieonorennonsnsnencacaanasasnes $1000F.... Or$1,000 Exempt* .................. Livestock.
or more.
Georgia......... O, no maximum.... $8s0{), one; (B.....ooiiiiiiiiie $1,000 xF.. oottt Car, 4 yrs.
3. ..., 0, $12000M...........ccoeeee. (DLl 1,000t .. ...ooiiienn (MC..iiiiiiiiiiiiaaaane. Exempt..... Care........
Hawaii.......... 500012, ... ... ..l..........
idaho........... , NO maximumié,
Hlinois.......... 0, no maximum...
Indiana........ O, nomaximum................

121}
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Kansas. ...... .. O, moderate $500, et ree—aaaaan $500,

, one; Death Exempt..... Car, 4yrs. Exempt.*
value plus $1,000, 2 child; benefits. old or pt.
) $750 (40 or more. $1.??2. older.s
acres; adult F.
Xentucky....... O, no maximumx. $2,000...... (%............eevannnn. $500,0nex $1,0001C.. Or $1,000, Exempt..... Vehicles.... Exempt.
$ . :}.({00- prepaid.i*
! 0.
§ j.ouisiana....... O, no maximum. . ﬂ%odol :2 [Q Tt R T e T ) T
i more’ -
than 2.
T Maine.......... O, no maximum.. $500, one; ........ O $1,500,per Or$1,500, _..............cccovunnnnnn.
o $1,000, personF.  per
- 17 person. .
w Maryland....... O, nomaximum.. $1,000, ... it iiiiiiiiieeriietaeaeeaeeeei et enaanas Exempt*.... Exempt*.... Tools
one; equi
l 52,600. mont.e
two.t
£ Massachusetts. O, nomaximumx............... 9. ....... $1,000 % .....0uiennn.n.. R J 2
™ Michigan. ...... O, no maximum.. $1,500, (') .................. g.ooom.. $400irre- " "IIIIIIIIIII $750 or... . $750.1
one; vocable.
$2,600,
0.
Minnesota...... $10000ECall  ................. ...l $300,0ne; .............. $500,per $750each ..................cceen....
real property, $450, person plus
inciuding | two. $2
homeE. interest.
0, $3, E $600,0Nn6;1 ... ...t MC. i, Exempt®* $300, car.
($6,000 joint ?al ,200,
ownera. mily.
0,%$10, R ) S $1,000F.... Or Sl.O(_)é), ............................
. re| .
0. under $5,000 .............. Under  $500..................... $5.000F.... $1000 per ....o......... $1,500,
x A. $1,000 person vehicle x.
X. irrevo- '
cabile .
, . trust.
Nebraska....... O, nomaximum... $750, 0N@. .......cvirimimiiniiiininenrnreannnnons $1,000,per .............. Exempt................... $3,000 x.
$1,500, ‘ person C.
0.
"Nevada......... [0 L 3 1> 2
program).
New Hamp- = O, nomaximum . ... ... ...... ®......... $500 (one .............. $1,000, R Exempt..... Cars........ Exempt.
shire. or two). one x;
New Jersey..... O, nomaximum x. (4%)...................... [ ¢ Mustbe . ... ......... Exempt..... $500, car... Exempt.
- assigned.
New Mexico.... O, nomaximum................. @®........ $1,200, $100, one; SSSO.? ............................ Car......... Exempt.
(cols. 5 $150, family
and 6). ¢+ family. (col. 3) C.
New York....... NO mIAXIMUIM. . ..o i iiiiiiiieneeianaeennraacnsonsaanenneenananaen $500F...... Or $500..... Exempt.......... Nizesezen Exempt.
North Carolina.. O, no maximum x. $1,000, ... .......oooiiiiiiiiiiiioiioiaaananann MC..in Ex,'cvept $1,000 ¢E..
one;
$1,100, cameras,

A cam :
North Dakota... No maximum®................. ®....... $1,000...... $350........ ExemptC................. Exempt................... Exempt.%
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TATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILY
STATE LIMITATH E0, OCT: H5 2

#

TY FOR AID TO THE PERMANENTLY AND TOTALLY

insurance and burial

excluded from consideration
ssets—

as a

and
or prepaid personal
con e

cf:rr g cars Tools, L
ns-  equipment
ion lwes‘t)ock

Personal
. 2% ggaotia le
" value. Other Other assets,
E-E uity, real and reat stocks,
arketvalue, personal property bonds, and
O-Mustbeoccu property (non- other liquid
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves
@) ) 3) 4)
Ohio............ No maximum..... $300,0Nn0; ... ittt
3500° B
Oklahoma...... 0,310,000 M xor $350,0N€; ........coiiimiiiiiiiiiiriiiiiiaeeaann
acres). 500,
two.»
Oregon......... No maximum x $1,000, ...,
family
(ins?‘ides
Pennsylvania... O, no maximum................. () TN
Puerto Rico..... O, no maximum................ oNe........coiiinnininen
Rhode island... O, no maximum......... e (. $1.000:. ...
South Carolina.. O, no maximum. ............... &?50 $750, one;
one; 1, .
$1,600,
South Dakota... O, no maximum................ G9)........ $1,000,
one;
600,
Tennessee $9,000 E s all (O] $500, one;
...... O, B it L BATILE g't e
0.
Texas........... O,nomaximum . $1,800, ............ [ ) TN
one ¥
r;ﬁly.'
Utah............ O, nomaximum.. $600, ~ ... it
one;3
71300,
Vermont No maximum x. ssof:m ::yﬁe-
........ . 0paRe: rurrrenresneeneen e e
Virgin isiands... O, no maximum.. $1,5008x... (®......... 500
(family).
Virginia......... O, nomaximum. ............... @........ $400,
family.

(€)] (10)
S etooos  Mpror
ducing.*

Car......... Livestock
mdltry
Car......... pou .
Car, 3 yrs.
Cars........ Exempt.

modet).
Cars........ Exempt toI .
Car......... $1,000,
one;
$1,500,
Cars........
Cars........



Washington. ... O, no maximum................

......... $750, one; $200,1; ottt eieeeiiieieiieea.... Cars B
? §'4S$%O $25,° ' (")‘
0; .
ch each
added addec
i . person.® person.3
West Virginia... O, no maximum.. $1,000 1. .. ... ....oiiiiimiietie e inaaannns [OX . lrrevgtcable Exempt..... $2,000,
; or x.
funds.
Wisconsin...... No maximum  .............. )........ $750. e, $1,000C.................. Exempt..... $750, ().
. (teasonable car.¢ ‘
value).
Wyoming....... 0, $3,500......... $500 1. e eereeieaaaa ®cC ®C......... Exempt..... Caf. 2yrs. Exempt.

r older.

*Indicates add:tional information supplied by State in revision of chart.
x See published document for unusual details.
! includes cash or face value of life insurance without s ogectfymg a figure

for the value of insurance, except in Rhode Island ($1,0!

3 Current value for tools of trade.
n maximum on other real and personal property, col. 2.
Depegld on locehon of home.
s Additional real

sperty up to a specifi ed vatue may be held if income-
roducing in these tates: Cahlormc. $5,000, assessed value; Geo .a.
g , market vaiue; Guam, $ , market value; North Dakota, 38
'e? ity; Tennessee amout include& in over-all real pro amount,
r?in lslands, $1,500, value, real and personal pro;
sidered t: | for transportation; in Georgia, limited to use for
work; in Wisconsin, $1,000 limitation if essential for medical or employment
use and no limitation if aid is temporary
7 includes cash value of life insumnee however. when cash value exceeds
$600 but not $1,300, the insurance may be retained if assigned to the Com-
missioner. Excess of insurance or other personal assets must be liquidated.
‘All ] perty in excess of %250 must be assigned.
r real property must be otfered for sale or rent unless producing
ineome in New Hampshire, the time limit on disposal is 6 months.
vif awurmﬂated from “df rded" earned income only.
1¢ Plus money nven or bequeathed for burial.
11 More valuable car must be converted; car limitation does not apply if
assistance will be needed less than 60 days.
u“Tax :ggralsed value.” (Hawaii currenﬂy appraises property for tax
O percent of market value.)
!*cesh or loan value of any insurance policy must be utilized as well as

‘any other cash
ip of home does not affect eligibility uniess value sub-
shmﬂy exceeds market value of a modest in the community; in

home
New ire, if value exceeds $2 OOO(basedonIOO assess-
ment) an ion and recommendation made regardin isposal.
uCombinaﬁon of all negotiable assets not to exoeed $750, including cash
surrender value of insurance, up to $500 of liquid resources, and value of

mmeta e real property other than home
property not producing income limited to $1,000 equ:ty
vnu\!n maxcmnm on total “ources ( ). in addmon. meome-prod

ng
held to $5,000 Cash reserves
?(ool 2 sommtnthoovmsz X up g oquity.

maximum.

in saleable renl property exeeeds this figure, immednate

“Nomustpet?.kmto.ul pro:‘r'fly fws‘pos'%a excess a tggun“
specific limitation except plans uidation must be made within

months as a condition of eligibility. ‘e

v Exempt to a specified value if necessary for an approved employment
plan in Michigan, up to $750; in Utah, up r¥4 P ploym
20 All property, real and personal mmted to sxo 500. Within this amount
individual may have $1,000 in reserves (couple, $2,000), including cash
surrender value of insurance, market value of real property other than
home, gersonal property, and cash or securities.
n Lcm:ted to month'’s budget requirements.
22 Other real property may be held pending liquidation or demonstration of
. unsaleabnmy.
d as defi
ar.»plneny to APT D by admnmstrahve policy.
ﬂ Personat property essential for rehabilitation is exempt from $1,000

” SSOO allowed for value of car used for transportation; $1,000 allowed if
income-p
* An addmonn?uSO permitted for each aduilt dependent in home who is
receiving assistance m his own n‘bht. Maximums include cash surrender
value of life i ; but i or loan value due to interest or
mdend accruals after certification forass:shnoo may be heid if left on de-
?os- th company or if used to purch a | contract, so
ong as any comdination of accrued amounts or- neralcomuso purchased
does not ex for each insured individual included in the grant.
If parents of an aduit recipient are not receiving assistance, resources
which their al income is derived will not be considered in determining
the amount of reserve allowed for family.
Real ther than home must be liquidated; in Texas, liquidation
requuement applies to excess real and personal property.
1 Recipient may accumulate this amount from earned income.
2 Loan or surrend va!ue ofi fuded in liquid reserve.
?Rea;‘p;operty used as home is considered as a resource in deter-
mini igibili
E‘:t%eptuons‘zadeto all maximums if a real property lien or chattel mort-
gage is e:

32 Cash value of insurance is to be included in the evaiuation of cash assets
only when the faee value of policies for an individual 21 years of age or older
is in excess of

b Thls overcaﬂ fcm'soﬂal property reserve includes cash, securities, cars,

and cash value o insutance.

3 Value of livestock, mery and equipment of farms is considered
in deten'mmng total value of applical even he cannot be
reqmred to transfer his ownership as a condition precedent to receipt of

by State law; in Texas, definition is

Souroe. DHEW.
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STATE LIMITATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT

&%

ELIGIBILITY FOR AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN,

OCTOBER 1971 ’
Personat Insurance and buriat
Home— propet Value exciuded from consideration
A =Assessed negatiable Life as assets—
value, Other Other assets, insurance—
E=Equity, real and real stocks, C=Cash Burial Household
M =Marketvalue, personal property bonds, and value, insurance and Carorcars Tools,
O =Mustbeoccu- property (non- other liquid Cash or F=Face or prepaid  personal for trans-  equipment,
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves savings value contract effects portation livestock
1) @ (c) ) (O] (6) @ @) ©) (10
aska. no maximum. ..
Arizona.. . ]l $8,000E.....,.. " ;
1.290.
mily.
Arkansas....... $4,500 to $6,500 $500, oyne:
mify.
California....... 0, $5,000 E all [ O 2 $600,
real property.
Colorado........ O, no maximum... $1,000,
ts. ich.
2250
each one.
2, 09,
mily. .
Connecticut. . ... 0, no maximum........... y PR O T $2501 . ...l MC. i Exempt*.... Car®........ Income-
— pro-
ducing.*
~Delaware. .. ... O, nomaximum................. O, $3007...... 3000, e T 9
District of Nomaximum........... ... ... . .. S 300, o e @O Exempt..... 1,500cari, Exempt.
ol i ® $ t:ne 9 pt $ ca P
mily.
Florida.......... 0, no maximum x. $1,200,
family xt2,
Georgia.. O.x?o maximum
Guam.... ... 0,$12,000 M..
Hawaii....... .. 0, $25,0001¢.".;
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B
Mlinois.......... 10, no maximum,. $150,00€; ...............c.......
‘ ; ; $50, each
! addi-
tional
indiana......... 0, NO MAXIMUM. ........uunenes (Deeeennen. X
ndiana _0 no mlaximum‘ (V] 37“(:?““,:l
$350,
! children
. only x.
Jowa............ 0, no maximum.. $500,0n€; ........................
, $200,
each ad-
ditionbaelr N
Kansas......... O, moderate $500, e eaeaeans
value; $750 1,600,
(40 acres) E. mily.
Kentucky....... 0, no maximumx............... slé'ogo sscohq')l.dgne
31,000,
1 b
£
Lovisiana....... 0, no maximum.. $400, one; (If income-producing)
$600,
two;
Maine.......... O, no maximum. ...... mily. cee R
one:
Maryland. ...... O, NO MAXIMUM. . ......ouenninininmnnrnineenenenanennns
mum
eeess O, no maximum. 51.509. ........................
Minnesota...... $7.500 E (alt ....;.....’.‘ ................ $300, re-
and one
child,
i

R C) RO $1,000,

.............. Exempt..... Vehicles....“'.
.............. Exempt..... Cars........
.............. Exempt..... $1,000,
car. .
Or death Exempt..... Car, 1 yr.
benefits. old or
older.
.............. Exempt..... Cars........
Or$1500, .......ccccviiiiiinnnnnnnn.
Ll Exempt. ... Il
$750each Exempt...................

Income-
ng.

Exempt.

Exempt.

Exempt.

$750.n

Exempt.
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STATE LIMITATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN,

OCTOBER 1971
Personal Insurance and burial
Home— property— - Value excluded from ideration
A=Assessed negotiable Life as assets—
value, Other Other assets, insurance—
E-(-.auity, real and real stocks, C=Cash Burial Household
M =Marketvalue, personal property bonds( and value, insurance and Carorcars Tools,
O=Mustbe occu- property (non- other liquid Cash or F =Face or prepaid personal for trans- equipment,
State pied as h ( bined) h ) reserves savings value contract effects portation livestock
) ) 3) 4) 5) ®) @ *) ) (10)
Mississippi..... 0,82,500,0n8 E  $600, 1 ... it ieieieieie ettt ereaanaaanann Exempt*.... $300, car...
PPl (g.ooo joint child; P $ car
owi zzr;'z;go
Missouri........ $10,500M 22 ... $1,5007 ... ... $1,000, Or$1,000, .......cooviiiiiiiiiinnannn, !
£ prepaid.
Montana........ O, under $5,000 .............. Under $300 HEUOU SS?SOO, per $1,000, .............. $1,500, car,
$1, $100, . person 3
X each Irrevo-
- added cable.
person;
6();)'.y '
mily.
Nebraska....... 0, no maximum... 373‘9 dl ................... ' .................... $1,000, .............. Exempt................... $3,000.n
il r
1,500, 2; person C.
?zé. each "
. added
person.
Nevada......... O, $7,500A....... $1,000adult............. .., MCai Exempt..... Car.........
+ 1 child;
‘ $150, each
a?dglfwnal
x
New O,nomaximum1s .. _ ... .. ... ............ $500,  .............l $2,000, .............. Exempt..... Exempt..... Exempt.
New Jersay 0, no maximum x. (%) “gamily. %) Ass:h’m“ede' s :tt 500pt Exempt.
..... S . ned x................ Sxempt..... , car. ..
«  New Mexico.... O,nomaximum........ ........ ®........ ;1.200 ® .. lilogoone; 8550 C. ittt 750 .. Exemgt.
mily.
New York....... NO MIAXIMIUM X, .. iiitiiiiiieiiiiriieienetisenenaennnns Sl(g?&y' $500,F, .............. Exempt.......c.coevnennnn Exempt.
. [
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North Carolina.. O, no maximum | $1,100, Tchild, .oooiovinnrenenenannnnnnn. [0 Y-SR Exempt ¥... $1,000, car
X adult each €.
?1, addi-
child; tionat
50 maxi-
milrd Qlum
North Dakota... No maximum . ... ... e (DL, $1,000...... $350........ (Valuenot .............. Exempt................... ().
c*
........... . B . 1-10 1+ % teteseseas.... Exempt..... $500, [ 3
Obio...... No maximum 8300_'y. 3) $ each p! $$1' s ncome
$500, ait ducing.*
Okiashoma...... o, xg.ooouxor $350, 1 iiiiiiiiieeiireciiieareaae (ﬂ’)‘: ......... LG 2R
(40 acres). . i

$500, 2
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STATE LIMITATIONS ON REAL PROPERTY AND PERSONAL PROPERTY WHICH AFFECT ELIGIBILITY FOR AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT

HILDREN, OCTOBER 1971

L

or less x.

Personal Insurance and burial . .
Home— propeng— - Value excluded from consideration
A=Ass2ssed nmﬁa le Life as assets—
valie, Other Other assets, insurance—
E-E uity, real and real stocks. C=Cash Burial Household
arket value, personal property bonds, and value, insurance and Caror cars Tools,
O=Mustbeoccu- property (non- other liquid Cash or F =Face or prepaid  personal for trans- eqmpment,
State pied as home (combined) home) reserves savings value contract effects portation livestock
(¢3] ) (&)] @) (O] ©) @) @) ) o)
Texas........... O,nomaximum %, $1,800,  .........ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiaaaeian., $1,000, Or$1,000................. Car (not Exempt.
one; per current
g (500ty person F. model).
Utah............ 0, no maximum. Y8 o aaanane 500, ...l Exem . Cart......... Exem
- ¥ ?a 1,200, oot C; et $4,000.2
i mily. s g‘;“oob‘y X )
Vermont........ No maximumx. ... $900 ONB; ... fiieiiiiirireirorennesosecoasnnonnns $1,100,  .............. Exempt..... Car......... $1,500,
per E family.
nds... O, no maximum.. (13) x. 'y FRUORN ) YO $500,  .............. C e Exempt..... Car.........
family. or Fi
gsimy :
Virginia......... O, no maximum................ [ N $400.......cccuinnnnnnnn. 000, .............. Exempt..... Car.........
. adults x
Washington..... O, no maximum................ [0 N $7s510.one. 8200, 15 cuiiiie et Cars®......
two: $50%  $25, each
each added
) added person.®
West Virginia... O, no maximum.. $1,000 .. ... .....oouiiinrererenannmneemeaasannnnnn ®cC......... irrevocable Exempt..... Car. $2 000
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Wisconsin...... Nomaximum  .............. None...... L L > U " $750 7
? mu n one $500 © Car, $750
Wyoming....... O.S&O%OA... e 00 I, et ®C.....i Exempt..... Car......... Exempt.
‘lndmmmomlinﬁrmtﬂon ied by State in revisian of chart. ”!neocm-producingnon—howwopenymybehdd up to $5,000

Soepnblmddow
v&uw?unﬁ or face vdueoﬂnmmnee without specifying a figure for
2 Included in overall limitation on real and personal property (col. 2).

mw&ummﬁonofﬁnm
Qmom

iid’s share of an undistributed
value

& wmﬁormmporhﬁon orasa
¢ Must be | Mmmlessproduci
?Onl lfaownmlatedfrom“ ncome.
i wmmzxmmdm $1000hrpeuonszlym

nd older.
§ Real property other than the home must be offered for sale or rent unless

tneome-produeing.
2 TR S ey

assistance less than 60
“Kachildblivhmwltha

othet g.nnh
ndm $250wchlldupto$ 200 for a sibli .
rodmputy be heid if income-produci mmw:
m,)bmmmmm.d:mﬂiﬁz

notlpﬂybndpient

for of personal property
mdhmmanymmmmbe

od.
34 in idaho, uniess value substa: market value of a modest
home in the in New if val
on 100" ma.con the.community; “n% ucmszoooow

b ofallnonoﬁobhm exceed $750 in value, in-
cludi Mvﬁooﬁnmm.uphotﬁ&oﬂiquidwwdvﬂm
ofnﬁnhblo promoﬂwrthan home; exciudes real property,
other than home, which nonmrkmbte.

18 Savings from earnings of children are exempt.

Source: DHEW.

® When equity in mblemlpropeny this fi , immediate
mpz‘mstt::hk propeny “duposeof:xceaalgrg:m.m
n empt m
2 All reat and personal W is limitod to sm 5%'8 wnmn this total,
st "v':x.we an?min personai i'“property
including cash or
2 No li real property, or not
mﬁorliqu&dahoniorbothwi&rins must
beinnmaaum wuﬁg
% Cash lmpcrtyonwhcdlashmyberw:zedumﬁedbm
Mamy‘b?hddplendi 1 m" d stra of il
iqui or 't leab .

% The $1,200 maximu m m includes the vamoofacarnottoemedsygo.
’p«tymsmudraamu:' and television sets, i .rmrve.l
3 s evi: s a ;
m§ ror kww person’s of Jnﬁ“ﬂyf-‘mn abilitation i

a a s
exempt from g limitation. *
2 i ShES it Iing with perarts St LF SR NS 5100 e
2 chi o $50 for each additionat dg}d up to $600, family | maximum.

life mee.butngmin
" on for

of accrued amounts or
“nztmdﬂooowmm

Immford\ildmunderage 18.
B Considered a resource in determining eligibitity.
¥ May own homestead as defined in State law, made applicable to AFDC by

“Emnndew~wmnmumlfamlprmum,orm
oxeeuted.

Ucombination all negotiable assets must not exceed $750 for individual
and $1,450 for 2 persons, with $50 additional for each ndd:d family member;
th:aemxklm?l de f?'.mm;hm‘::leu R

Limitation 000 if car needed access to med eatment of
employment purposes, and no limitation if aid tempora

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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Questions of Senator William V. Roth, Jr.

Provisions RELATING TO DRUG ADDICTS, ALCOHOLICS, AND MENTALLY
RETARDED

(Questions referred to on pp. 44 and 46)
Question: -

There is a_seeming inconsistency between Section 221.55 (90/10
provision of Revenue Sharing Act) and Sections 221.6 (Services to
additional families and individuals) and 221.9 (Definitions of services).
Is it the purpose of the new reFulations that a State may include an
service in its State plan, and furnish them to the mentally retarded,
and to drug addicts and alcoholics, without any limitation except as
noted in 221.56(d)(3) and (4)?

Answer:

No. Only those drug addicts, alcoholics and mentally retarded who
are current applicants and reciptents of assistancwyments (AFDC,
Aged, Blind and Disabled) or those who cfualijy u the pronsions of
Section 221.6 as former or potential applicants or recipients of assist-
ance are eligible for services. Drug addiction, alcoholism or mental
retardation as such does not necessarily establish any eligibiltiy for
services. Those conditions may relate to establishment of e 1%bihty of
an individual for assistance or services on the basis of being or becoming
“permanently and totally disabled.”

The only services which can be offered any eligible individual whether
they are or not mentally retarded, drug addicted or alcoholic, are
gmltedlto those services defined in Section 221.9 and included in the .

tate plan. :

Section 221.55(d) (3) and (4) does not relate to eligibility for service
or definitions of service. It reflects the statutory exemption to the 109,
limit 'placed on expenditures for services offered to eligible persons who

ualify for services as ‘“formers” and “potentials.” Under this section
the costs of certain services provided to the mentally retarded, drug
addicts and alcoholics who received services on the basis of being
eligible as ‘“formers” or ““potentials’” do not have te-be charged against
the 109, limit.

ErigiBiL1TY REQUIREMENTS FOR AND DErFINITION OF MENTALLY

RETARDED
Question:

May a State furnish services to the mentally retarded without
regard to age if such person meets other eligibility requirements?

Answer:

The mentally retarded individual must meet the requirements for
eligibility on the same basis as others, This would include the criteria
of age in the AFDC program in relation to the age limit regarding a
“‘dependent child.” In the Aged program, 65 years of age is the re-

uirement for assistance and 64% years as a Siotential‘reclpxent: In
the Blind program, agle)is not a criteria of eligib tg
. Under the current Disabled pro%am (Title XIV) the minimum aﬁe
is 18 years. Since the new Federal Disabled program (new Title XVI),
effective January 1, 1974, deletes the age requirement, the new
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Services Regulations (Part 22T) does not establish any age criteria to
qualify as a potential a{)phcant or recipient of assistance as a disabled
individual, effective July 1, 1973.
Question: '

What is your definition of the mentally retarded?
Answer: _

For the Services Program (with the exemption noted below) the
diagnosis to determine whether an individual is mentally retarded
shall be made “by a State mental retardation clinic or other agency or

organization recognized by the State agency as competent to make
such diagnoses, or by a licensed physician . . .”

Section 221.6(c)(3)(iv) provides that e]igil;ility of a mentally re-

tarded person receiving services on June 30, 1973, under the old
regulations (Part 222) governing Adult Services shall continue to have
eligibility determined under those regulations until December 31
1973. The definition of a mentally retarded person for the purpose of
this subparagraph has been specifically defined as ‘‘an individual, not
psychotic, who, according to a licensed physician’s opinion, is so
mentally retarded from infancy or before reaching 18 years of age that
he is incapable of managing himself and his affairs independently,
with ordinary prudence, or of being taught to do so, and who requires
supervision, control, and care, for his own welfare, or for the welfare
of others, or for the welfare of the community.”

Question:

Is it intended that only mentally retarded children eli‘Fible for day
care would receive services as persons mentally retarded
Answer:

Mentally retarded persons who have been determined to be eligible
for services may receive any of the services in the State plan appro-
priate to his circumstances. Day Care Services is the one service which
can be provided for eliq’lble mentally retarded children on the basis of
mental retardation without reference to the requirements applicable
to all other children who are “service eligible.”

Questions of Senator Walter F. Mondale
Numser Ertaisre ror CHiLp CARE
(Questions referred to on p. 47)

In your statement released when the new social services regulations
were 1ssued, and again in your statement before-the Committee, you
included figures showing a tremendous expansion in the number of
children who will be receiving child care under the social service
programs, from 694,000 child care years in 1973 to 998,000 child care
years in 1974, How can there be any expansion in the number of
children receiving day care when the major features of the regulation
is to restrict eligibility for social services? What was the basis for this
projected increase? - :

Answer:

The figures cited, 694,000 child care years in 1973 and 998,000 child
care years in 1074, represent a composite of all child care provided
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under the Social Security Act. The breakdown by funding source is
as follows:

Child care/years
(average number of children)

1973 1974

Social services_ _ . .. . _._..__. 405, 000 658, 300
WIN e 97, 300 155, 100
Income disregard._. ... ... ... ... 172, 300 167, 000
Child welfare services.. ......_..... .. 19,000 18, 000
Total - - 693, 600 998, 400

The new social service regulations define with greater precision as to
who is eligible for Federally-supported child care under the social
services pmf;mms. This will allow a greater number of children in
AFDC families and those whose income is near the assistance level to
receive this service. Among the key factors which support the pro-
jected increase are the following:

1. In addition to the basic regulation which defines the income
eligibility of nonrecipients as 1509, of the State’s assistance ﬁaymenb
standard to be eligible for services as a potential, the States have the
option of extending partially subsidizeg child care to families with
incomes between 150“7)5 and 233%% of the State’s payment standard.
This provision would make it possible for 39 States to offer partially
subsidized day care to a mother and 3 children whose annual income
exceeded $6000. In 11 of those States the annual income of such a .
family unit could exceed $9000. In the context of a social service

~ program directly tied by statute to the cash assistance program, in

eneral, the income limits established by the new regulations cannot
e characterized as overly restrictive.

2. While it is true that some families with incomes over the limits
mmoted above, who received free da?r care services, will no longer be
eligible under the new regulations, there is an unmet need for day care
services in the target population which will be eligible under the new
regulations. We believe these families deserve primary consideration
in the allocation of child care resources,

For FY 1974 we estimate a minimum of 650,000 AFDC mothers
(recipients and potentialvsg at any one time will be employed, full or
part time, or in a non-WIN training program. It is estimated that
these mothers have 1,100,000 children under 14 years of age for who
some child care service is needed. Of this estimated total of 1,100,00
children, child care will be provided for 167,000 through the ‘‘income
disregard”’ under AFDC cash payment provision. It is estimated
that day care for an additional 532,000 “children will be provided
through social services.

This leaves an estimated potential demand within the eligible popu-
lation of 401,000 day care years' for emgloyment related reasons. It
is to this group that any increase in child care resources uuder the
social service program should be directed in the coming year, :
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In.addition to the 532,000 day care Prears related to employment
and training to be funded under social services, it is escimated an
additional 126,300 day care yecars will be funded under social services
for reasons unrelated to employment or training (i.e., the special
needs of mentally retarded children, the temporary absence of the
mother because of hospitalization). The two figures total the 658,300
projected for fiscal year 1974 in the table cited above.

As noted initially, the new regulations do not represent a cutback
on child care under social services. The goal is a redirection of resources
to those whose need for day care is the greatest.

SHORT-TERM CHILD CARB
Question:

The new regulations permit child care to be provided only to make
employment possible or in cases where the mother is not in the home
oris inca%acitated. An exception is made only for mentally retarded
children. If a mother on welfare is called for i‘ury duty, I suppose
this means that she will have to leave her children at home alone.
Isn’t this regulation unnecessarily severe? In your February proposed
regulations, you at least ‘allowed for child care when it was necessary
to permit the caretaker to obtain some other services. Why did you
stop that provision?

Answer:

Child care under these regulations is not appropriate for short term
care, such as babysitting while a mother is absent from the home
receiving services. The requirements apply only to ongoing, daily or
continuing care. ‘‘In receipt of other services’” implies hourly care or
drop-in care to cover very short term needs, which can be handled
within existing resources in the community. If a mother needs inten-
sive, dailir medical care or treatment due to incapacity to function
she is still entitled to day care services. If she is absent from the home
for long geriods, care can be provided.

Expanded coverage to include the mentally retarded, death, in-
capacity and absence from the home of the caretaker, and the ex-
tension of financial eligibility for services made it necessary, in view.
of the closed-end appropriation, to eliminate the costs related to the
short term babysitting arrangements from Federal financial

_ participation.

Starr TRAINING FOR CHILD CARE SERVICES
Question:

Under the former regulations, gr at emphasis was placed on ther
training and development of staff. The new regulations make no-
provision for Federal matching for staff training. Won'’t this seriously -
restrict ?eﬁ‘orts to expand the availability of day care and other:
services

Answer:

Regulations for staffing and staff training were eliminated from
the social service regulations to avoid duplication of the current
regulations for staff development (CKR, Title 45, Part 205, Section
205.202). With the ceiling on expenditures for services, States will
need as much flexibility as possible in establishing staffing patterns,
as well as latitude in developing their own service priorities. .
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Section 205.202 requires that a State plan under Title I, IV-A, X,

IV, XV1, or XIX of the Social Security Act must provide for a
staff development program for personnel in all classes of positions
and for volunteers, to improve the operation of the State program
and to assure a higher quality of service. This regulation applies
only to the staff of those agencies administering the Social Security
Act titles specified.

EuigiBinity For CHILD CARE
Question: ' , .

The provisions in the new regulations on charging fees for child
care seem to me to have some strange results. For example, looking
at the table on page 26 of the staff blue book,* I notice that in Ma
land a mother with three children would be ineligible for even partially
subsidized child care services if she was earning $6,000 a year. In
Indiana, however, a mother with three children wquld be eligible for
some subsidization until her earnings exceeded $10,000 a year. I
understand that these differences are based on differences in State
Welfare standards but is it really necessary for the Federal Govern-
ment to compound the anomaly of wide variations in State Welfare
standards by tying the child care fee schedules to 233% percent of the
State standards?

Answer:

It is recognized that the standards of assistance vary greatly among
the States, and this is because the States have the responsibility for
determining their own assistance payment. We feel that the Federal-
State relationship should permit the States to establish their own
regulations and standards without having broad Federal mandates
imposed upon them. We believe that the States are in the best position
to understand the needs of their citizens.

. DAy CARE STANDARDS
Question:

The new regulations specifically preclude Federal matching for the
enforcement of licensing standards for social services. How do you
expect States to ensure that your day care standards are met if you
won't help fund their efforts to monitor the day care provided?
Answer:

There is no change between the old and the new regulations re-
garding licensing. Licensing is a State function and therefore the cost
of stafl primarily engaged in the issuance of licenses or in the enforce-
ment of State standards is not matchable with Federal funds. However
Federal social service funds are available to match the costs of staff
responsible for monitoring and evaluating the services provided in day

*

care facilities.
Question:

In the regulations proposed in February you dropped:the ro%uiro-
ment that formal child care in the home reasonably meet standards
recommended by such organizations as_the Child Welfare League,
-but you retained requirements that the State agency establish stand-
. .ards with respect to certain factors, In your final regulations, you

* Page 78 of this volume,



169

further weaken this section by eliminating some of the factors that
must be covered by the State ofency standards, specifically, standards
with respect to the responsible person’s age and health. Can you
explain the reason for this change? Don’t t);ou think, for example,
that there should be some minimum age for babysitters?

Answer: .

The final regulations strengthen rather than weaken the section of
the social service regulations which deals with the qualification
standards necessary for providers of in-home care. It has been revised
to indicate that the State agency standards must include requirements
with respect to the caretaker’s capacity to properly care for children.
Implicit in the term, ‘‘capacity’’ are State standards for age, health,
stability, experience, etc. In effect, the State must determine each
care giver's ability to properly care for children, taking into account
all factors which relate to that ability. It is an inclusive term and is
more comprehensive than merely spellmg out certain factors which
the Department feels should be considered.

SeLEcTION OF SU1TABLE CHILD CARE
Question:

Former regulations provided that child care services must be:
suitable for the individual child and that his parent must be involved
‘in the selection of the child care source to be used. This provision *
“}ms tl}a&e? dropped entirely in the new regulations. What is the reason

or this )

Answer:

The provision was dropped as no longer needed. Experience has
shown that the selection of suitable care and the involvement of the
parent are inherent in the development of a child care plan. There is
generally cooperation between the parent and the agency in seeking
the most appropriate child care arrangement. -

ComrosiTioN oF CrHiLp CAre Apvisory COMMITTEE

Question:

I see that the new regulations eliminate the former requirement
that at least one/third of the membership of the child care advisory
committee be composed of recipients or their representatives. In fact,
the new regulations do not provide for any recipient representation.
Could you explain why this change was made?

Answer:

The new regulations reflect the language of the statute. The Social
Security Act requires “an advisory committee, to advise the State
public welfare agency on the general policy involved in the provision
of day care services under the plan, which shall include among its
members representatives of other State agencies concerned with day
care or services related thereto and. persons representative of pro-
fessional or civic or other public. or nonprofit private agencies, or-
ganizations, or groups concerned with the provigion of day care.”

The regulations do not deny parent participation. It is left to the
State to determine the membership of its advisory committee, Federal
Financial Participation is available to pay for the costs of the advisory
committee members.
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Norcr ProBrLEM IN DeTErMINING Nurep ror Doy CaAre ServicE

Question: .

Why don’t the regulations provide for sliding fee schedules up to
233%% of the welfare payment standards for social services other
than day care?

How can HEW justify treating these services differently? And
how can HEW justify the ‘“notch” problem that is created by a
situation where at 1499, of the standard a person qualifies for totally
free services but at 1619, of the standard, he would have to pay the
total "cost of the services?

Answer:

Title IV of the Social Security Act provides the legal base for
charging fees only for da%' care services. Section 422(a)(1)(c)(iii)
applies to the entire Title IV and provides for fees for day care ac-
cording to the family’s ability to pay. There is no comparable pro-
vision for other services.

Otherwise, there is no differentiation in the regulations between
the various services beyond the fact that some are mandated, others
are optional. )

Aside from the legislative reference for charging fees for day care,
it is recognized that day care warrants special attention. It represents
the largest expenditure for services under Title IV-A. It is a major
contributor to enabling parents to become self-supporting. Mothers
with young children need some form of “day care to allow them to
remain employed or in traininf. If their income exceeds 150% of
the payment standards but below 233%%, it has been determined
that States may provide partial assistance to meet day care expenses.

Fer ScaepurEs ForR DAy Care
Question:
Would you please submit the tentative guidelines that you are
considering for approvdl of the fee schedules States propose for
. persons using day care whose incomes are between 150 and 233%-
percent of welfare standards. :

Answer:

Day care services for children of families otherwise eligible as
potential applicants or recipients, but having incomes in excess of
150 percent of the State’s financial assistance payment standard, may
be considered eligible provided their income does not exceed the
maximum allowable under the State’s fee schedule. .

The tentative guidelines limit Federal financial tparticipatlon
(FFP) to State costs resulting from the a%plication of a State fee
schedule wherein fees move in approximately a straight line drawn
between full FFP at 150 percent of payment standard going to zero
FFP at 233% percent of payment standard.

Question:
Why haven't you used the need standard instead of the afmyment
standard for the base on which 150 and 233% percent are ¢ culuted?

Errecr oF NEED STANDARDS
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Is it true that use of the need standards in general tend to reduce the
tremendous disparity in eligibility levels among the States which
exist under your proposal? ‘

Answer: :

The payment standard is the figure from which available income is
deducted in calculating the public assistance cash grant in each State.
It is the only figure that has met the test of legislative scrutiny and
is backed by State monies. Raising or lowering the payment standard
has profound State policy and fiscal impacts; thus, it is not likely to
be manipulated without thorough State legislative Review.

The need standard is established by each State in relation to cost
in the market place of allowable items, but in many States is not
used directly for consideration of income or determination of amount
of the assistance payment. Therefore, it has little bearing on the
operation of the welfare program.

AvreORITY FOR SETTING FEE ScHBDULES FOR DAY CARE

Question:
Is it correct that HEW will not permit States to impose fees below
a level of 150 percent of the Welfare Payment Standard?

Answer:

No. The May 1, 1973, social service regulations do not prohibit
Statgs f(xiom charging day care fees below 150 percent of the payment
standard.

The authority for States to set fee schedules comes from title
IV-B of the Social Security Act, which permits fees to be charged
“in cases in which the family is able to pay part or all of the costs
of such care.” Thus, HEW cannot prohibit States from setting fee
schedules meeting the Social Security Act criteria.

If States do have fee schedules below 1560 percent of the payment
standard, that portion of the cost paid by the family is not a cost
to the State, thus does not qualify for Federal financial participation.

Services For AaEp, BLiND, AND DISABLED
Question: .
What services are potential welfare recipients who are aged, blind
or disabled eligible to receive?

- Answer:

Under a technical amendment to the new regulations, those aged
blind and disabled persons who meet eligibility criteria as potentisl
recipients under the regulations can receive all the defined services
for adults in the States’ plan which contribute to the goal of self-
sufficiency, as well as self-support. (Self-support services for the aged
is voluntary.) '

Errecrs or New REeauraTions oN Services To Drua Apbpicrs
. AND ALCOHOLICS .
Question:

"What effects do the social service regulations have upon services
to drug addicts and alcoholics? ‘ , . ’

-
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Answer: A

Drug addiction or alcoholism, as such, does not necessarily qualify
an individual as eligible for Federally funded social services. Drug
addicts and alcoholics who meet oli?bihty ‘requirements for service
as current applicants or recipients of cash assistance (AFDOC, Aged,
Blind or Disabled), as formeér applicants or recipients of cash assist-
ance, or as potential applicants or recipients of such assistance are
eligible -for any social service apYrOpnalte to their circumstances
that are provided for in the State plan. The costs of supportive social
services to former applicants and recipients and potential applicants
and recipients who are drug addicts or alcoholics in active treatment
are exempt from the 10% limit imposed by new Section 1130 of
the Social Security Act. )

Over the years, under the old regulations, an ever-increasing pro-
portion of Federal social service funds was diverted to support medical,
subsistence and mental health program costs for many individuals,
including drug addicts and alcoholics. The new regulations refocus
the Federal funds to their intended purpose—social services.

O



