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SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PROGRAM

TUESDAY, JUNE 19, 1973

U.S. S N ,v'E,
CoMMiTI'%EE ON FINAx Ci'

Wa8h higtol, 1).(.
'lie committee et, 119pursulint to notice, at 10 a.fli., in rooimi 2221,

I)irksen Senate Office Building, Senator Russell B. Io1g (chairman),
presiding.

present: Senators Long, Ribicoff, Bentsen, Bennett, Dole, Pack-
wood, and Rothi, .Jr.

OPENING STATEMENT OF THE CIIAIRMAN

]'le CHAInM3AN. The hearing will come to order.
The Congress last year enacted a new supplemental security in-

come program for aged, blind, and disabled persons. Under this pro-
grain, tle Federal Government will guarantee a mininmum income of
$130 to aged, blind, and disabled individuals beginning January 1074.

While many people will receive higher benefits under the new pro.

gram than they do now, we have become aware that in a number of

situations, persons now receiving aid to the aged, blind, and disabled

will face a reduction in their payments when the new program goes

into effect next .January. Some persons now eligible for medicaid
bIenefits will face a loss of medicaid eligibility.

The Congress certainly did not intend cutting the benefits of aged,

blind, and disabled persons, and I am confident we will take tle legis-

lative action necessary to prevent a cut.
It is the purpose of our hearings today to hear suggestions on what

we might do to l)revent current recipients of assistance from getting a

cut next January or from losing medicaid benefits.
Our first witness will be t lie H1onorabl Caspar W. Weinberger,

Secretary of the ])epartment of health, Educantion, and Welfare.

STATEMENT OF HON. CASPAR W, WEINBERGER, SECRETARY OF

THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

Secretary WIV BEIUmmt. Mr. Chairman and members of the commit-

tee, I am pleased to be here today to discuss with you our progress in

implementing the new Federal/State Supplemental Security Ilcome

program and its possible effects on current welfare recipients. I am

accompanied by Frank C. Carlucci, Under Secretary,.I)I1F
Stephen Kuzminan, Assistant Secretary for Legislation, Dl-.I.; and ,

Art mr Hess, Acting Commissioner for Social Security Adnmniistra-
tion, 1)1IEW.



It was this committee which provided the leadership, through enact-
iit of tile Social Security Amendments of 1972, P.L. 92-603, in es-

tablishing the Supplemental Security Income program (SSI). You
purposely designed a new system in which the Fe-deral Government
would assure a -basic income level and the States would retain responsi-
bility for meeting special needs relating to higher living costs in some
State and to particular situations of some of their citizens, a partner-
8111) Concept.

You further provided that this would give fiscal relief to the States
since the entire cost of the basic floor-$130 for each eligible individual
and $195 for each couple-would be financed entirely by the Federal
Government, providing a total of $2.2 billion new Federal dollars dur-
ing the first full year of operation.

You provided'another measure of fiscal relief and cemented the F ed-
eral/State partnership in this new program by providing for protec-
tion againt increased costs if tile States chose Federal ad-ministration
of any State sUlpilement provided. This included a hold harmless to
the State's calendar year 1972 level, plus the full assumption of all
administrative costs in those States choosing Federal administration.
We have responded by providing a inaximum of flexibility in adminis-
tration of the supplement, witi a sufficient number of variables to
allow the States to meet the different levels of need of their aged, blind
and disabled recipients.

You l)rovided that persons receiving l)ayments under this program
would be treated equally in all States. Tlhe basic floor assures equal
minimum payments for all needy aged, blind and (li-.abled citizells,
You have providedd uniform eligibility tests related to income, assets,
and resources, including more liberalized income disregards and a dis.
regard of limited outside income. We believe this will allow equity in
a program under which individuals have been treated different' in
every'State, and indeed differently withiii the same State.

This law was enacted in October 1972. Since that time this Depart-
ment, through the Social Security Administration, and with the co-
operation of the States, has diligently planned and begun field prep-
aration for full implementation beginning January i, 1974, as you
directed.

In 21 States, bills have eevii l)assv(( Id signed by tie governor , Or
are filed and oil their way through the lislativel)ranches. Almost
without eXceltiol ewry' State and its officials are 41ware of and work-
ing oil this legislation-and many of them have said that no present
recipient. in their State would receive reduced payments, that the State
would do its share. The Governor of Minesota, for example, so do-
clared in his budget message to the legislature.

As a result of this legislation and the actions underway in every
State:

More than .1.50 existing State and county welfare programs of
cash assistance to the needy aged, blind, and disabled persons will
be converted to a single national system.

The numbers of persons who will benefit will nearly double
those who currently receive payments under the existing State
systems. from 3.4 miillion to 6.2 million people.

Nearly a million and a half of those now receiving benefits will
get an increase.



The program will bring significant amounts of new money intoevery State and will free substantial amounts of State funds
which have previously been used to finance the State share of the
adult categories. The Federal share will increase by $1,7 billion
and an additional $900 million in State dollars will be freed.

Congress did not direct that the money freed should be placed en-
tirely in the State treasury. In providing for State supplementation
you realized that some of these funds would be used to meet special
iieeds in some States or for across-the-board supplementation in those
States with uniformly higher levels of assistance. With the exception
of three or four, the States will be better off fiscally under this program,
serving double the caseload, even if they hold every individual harm-
lss against a loss over current payments. This would include consid-
eration of increased medicaid costs, as well.

This committee received material from my office on the medicaid
options available to the States for recipients of the SSI program.
Again, we provided the States a number of options for medicaid cov-
erage, which we believe will generally give the States the ability to
exercise a reasonable control over costs and to protect most current
beleflciaries. Most of that relatively small number of persons that
could lose federally matched medicaid payments face this situation
because of Congrossional changes in eligibility for the basic cash
assistance program. These changes have an indirect effect on medicaid.

Th'le reactions to the implementation efforts now underway have
ben positive. At the National Governor's Conference held recently in
Lae Tahoe, many Governors were outspoken in their support of the
uniform national program in partnership with the States. The Gover-
nors intend to iniplement the program in a wav that will disadvtaTitoge
few, if any, persons. Governor Cecille D. Andlrus of Idaho the Vice-
('lmirman' of the Committee, who presented the report to the Con-
ference. said:
We In Idaho will supplement, if necessary, to see that none of our relplents

lose any money in the transition of the responsibility from the States to th Fed-
oral Government. It is my feeling that most, if not all of the Governors, share
my feelings that none of the people covered by this act shall lose money in the
transition from State to Federal government. We have been working very
diligently since the conferees completed their action and are on a tight schedule
which will bring checks to recipients by January, 1974.

For the record, I have a telegram from Governor Otis Bowen of
Tndiana. His State views with great concern the delays of Public Law
92-603 contempl)lated by Congress. His State has already acted after
careful consideration of sessions of House and Senate.

[The telegram referred to follows:]
The State of Indiana views with grave concern the possibility that delays in

Implementation of the benefits of Public Law 92-003, title XVI for its aged,
blind, antidisabled, are contemplated by Congress.

Indiana already has acted through its legislature to gain these benefits, after
careful consideration and an unprecedented February 17, 1078, joint session of
the House and Senate which dealt only with welfare matters. The meeting was
attended by both TJ.S, Senators and our Indiana congressional delegation, as
well as by State and Federal officials.

The legislature adopted the necessary laws which has the effect of cancelling
out existing State laws relating to assistance for the aged, blind, and disabled,
effective January 1, 1974.

Indiana followed the intent of Congress by implementing title XVI, which will
increase benefits to some 25,000 aged, blind, and disabled citizens now on our



welfare rolls. It will provide first-time benefits for 85,000 others in marginnl-
income categories.

Indiana's 92 county welfare departments have based their budgets on the pre.
raise of coming on line with the Federal program. Any change at this point would
peril their budget, In view of Indiana's statutory restrictions on property tax
rates and levies.

But most Important, Indiana made changes In its laws to permit it to cooperate
fully with the Federal program, For Congress to discard these provisions would
leave us without a State welfare program to cover these categories of recipients
at a time when budget commitments for the 1078-1074 fiscal biennium already
have been made by the general assembly.

I would be critically concerned over any changes made now by Congress which
would delay the full implementation of Public Law 02-008. Such a delay would
(1o harin and great injustice to the 00,000 Indiana citizens who have great need
for the added benefits the new program would provide.

I an also concerned about any proposed changes In Public Law 02-003, title
XVI, which would call for vastly Increased Federal expenditures. This night
reopen the entire program to critical and delaying debate because of possible tax
increases and serious Federal budget considerations and might this likely en-
danger the current law and the good which it is intended to accomplish.

I recognize that the Supplemental Security Income program does have different
effects In various States. I feel that most governors would not oppose carefuflly
planned amendments which would maintain its current timetable and goal of
added help for the aged, blind, and disabled, and would reasonably strengthen
coverage and clarify intent where currently obscure in Public Law 02-008.

However, we strongly believe Public Law 02-003 Is basically sound and com-
mend the Congress and the President in enacting it, I would strongly urge and
request full implementation as planned January 1, 1074, If not nation-wide, then
certainly for those States that are so committed by legislative action taken In
good faith on actions of the U.S. Congress. Certainly it seems that those States
that have formally committed themselves to Implementation of Public Law 02-
003 should be allowed to proceed without massive and exceedingly disruptive
congressional alterations of the law.

As an alternative, States which have taken steps to participate might be
allowed to continue the program as a cooperative Federal-State experiment.

Kindest Personal regards,
OTis R. BOWEN, M.D.,

Goveimor of Indiana.
Secretary WEINBERGER. Before I go into greater detail about the

efforts in the field, I would like to comment briefly about the proposed
delay of Federal administration of this program for a year. They
have taken necessary action that their people remain in the same or
it better position than they are now.

The law was enacted less than one year ago and, as I said previously,
there has been a major joint Federal-State effort since that time to
have the program operational by January 1, 1974. To alter the pro-
gi am in any major way would jeopardize plans for implementation on
time. Every week is a critical one in our operational process. Any talk
of delay in Congress is bound to create confusion in the field. Indeed
it already has caused some uncertainty and unnecessary confusion.
We cannot allow this to happen if we 'are going to get this program
into effect on time. The most important consideration of my Depart-
ment is that our needy aged, blind, and disabled individuals, includ-
ing the 2.8 million newly eligible, receive their checks on time. We
must not jeopardize this through any Congressional uncertainty. I
might interpolate that we regard this as the biggest single civilian
effort the Government has been called upon to make since enactment
of Medicare.

Let me now describe our efforts to prepare for administration of
the new program. It should be emphasized that what is involved is far



more than just a Federal assumption of assistance programs formerly
administered by the States. The new Federal program will cover many
more people than the Federal-State programs for a number of reasons:

1. The uniform Federal assistance levels-$130 for an eligible in-
dividual and $195 for an eligible couple-are higher than t4ose
presently applicable in almost half of tile States.

'2. Lien laws and relative responsibility are not applicable under
tile ne, ipro)graml.

'3. The latw includes income disregards which allow for the receipt
of limited income without any reduction in supplemental security
incOmle.

About 90 percent of the newly eligible aged and 15 percent of the
newly eligible disabled will le sociaf1 security Blneficiaries. TIus, in
many cases, the Social Security Administration can use data in its
records for evaluating SSI eligibility factors such as age, marital
status, income, from social security benefits, etc.

Tie more immediate problem of implementing the new prograin
concerns the very large, one-time job of converting present recipients
from State to Federal rolls. This large-scale operation, involving the
conversion of approximately 3.4 million current recipients, has already
sta ited.

Before January 1, 1974, all recipients on the State and local welfare
rolls will have their records reviewed and revised so as to provide
the Social Security Administration with complete records for the
entire caseload ana identification of persons to be transferred, and
necessary additional information about persons for whom State sup-
plementary payments are going to be made.

May I emphasize that the planning stage is over. Right now tle
Social Security Administration is working with State and cotulfy
welfare agencies throughout the Nation on an all-out, urgent basis.
The law requires that we complete the highly complex administrative
responsibility of implementing the now program by next January,
aR d w P W ill.'

'[his program right now is rolling on that kind of a schedule that
will result in payment of the checks on ,January 1974. We already
have hired about 8,000 new employees-this is abbut half of what we
will anticipate with approximately 15,000 new employees; devoted
nearly 100,000 manhours to SSI program training in the field: o)enedt
over 100 new facilities throughout the country in order to hel) tie
recipients to be better served; expanded Social Security Administra-
tion's field telecommunications capability; printed and distributed
field proceduree manuals: completed pVeparations of application forms:
and completed many other administrative )relparatiomn tasks.

Yester(lay, we started taking applications from people who will be
eligible or thought to be. Within weeks of the passage of the Act.
we met with all the States' welfare directors and their staffs in Balti-
m1ore, and a week later with the State budget directors. In January.
SSA met with legislators from all States, with many returning for
further discussions last week. The National Legislative Conference
meeting in Washington last week passed a resolution endorsing no
delay in this program.

We ' have mIet with welfare officials regularly-with all of them dur-
ing regional meetings in the past 3 weeks. Just yesteday our people

IJ-559-73-2



were in Juneau, Alaska, and Boston, Mass., meeting with State officials.
Throughout the country we are well past the halfway point. Fur-

thermore, we are ready to begin accepting applications next Monday
friom those who may be newly eligible next January. In short, we fully
accepted the ilandte imposed o1 us by ti Congress when it passedi
I.R, 1 last yea,.We certainly ldid noi interest that inmate as an
uncertain confused suggestion that we start delivery of cheeks to (.2
million persons next ,lantiae. I think we would ha'e been subject to
criticism if we had not doie what things we have doe or faltered
anld say We iai't make it, 1, ortiilit elv. we don't ha ve to sit , that.

While we eaniot Sl1ealk for the States aliout what thlin decisions will
be. our best judfinent is that nearly all States efn a id will insure I lint
11o recipient (isadvantagedt at the saute time that tie Stite cali enjoy
a net redletion in adult assistance exlwedittirnes. 'Vwh law, of (,Olil'se,
does not include any Illeans bm which the Federal (Gel.,rument (-ill
provide til ltbsoltite guelalrtee tiat no reil)ielit will N. (lisaidvalitagel
h)v soe State action.W We imit leave this matter to be resolve(d )v the States. 1w question
is one of willingness to apply part of their gross "savings" that are
freed as a result of the S81 pt'rograli to lrotecting rpecipient incoles,
It does appear. however, .tlt i lu111st a few Stiltes whNih ha t'( iuierea(sed
paymelts considerably since Jluary 1972, a net increase in Sate
expenditures liiI be required in order to l)rotet aill recipients. As you
can see, the So(lial Securitv Adininistration fn( tihe Stat(,s are well
along On 1)realprat ions to l)ut SSI into effect oil *htnuariy 1. 1974.

Your committee has made suggestions for a "grandtatheir clause'
designed to continue into the SSI prograin the patient amounts a)-
plieable under the old State matching prograills. '(.baler one alte'rna-
tive, these payment amounts would he gin u df tlwled il for recipients
on State rolls in I)ecemhier 1 973, with the Federal Govermient paving
tie entire cost, and tile SS1 levels of $130 nl195 appliellle fornw'v
('iises.

We would be very much opposed to such an approaehi. It would
cost an additional $900 million of Federal nioneys just to relieve States
of sharing the cost of assistance to the people 10 w o their caseloads.
There would be serious administrative iml)lications arising out of the
fact that for many years-as long as the "grandfathered ' people re-
main on the rolls'-there would have to be a case-by-case approach
to maintaining the payments that would take into account the multi-
tude of special provisions in the States and local jurisdictiolls. It was
one of the things that this coilimittee was very rightly concerned
about and very anxious to stop-tie examination of budgets by case-
workers. This' is avoi(lded by this program and postpones the docisionl
of the entire program.

Your second suggested alternative calls for postponing Federal ad-
ministration for a year and coutinuinlg the State and local programs
with current payment levels at full Federal cost, and with mininitumi
$130 and $195 payment levels required for current and future recip-
ients. This proposal also merely shifts to the Federal Government
costs formerly shared by the Stat es.

This does not appear to us to be a real alternative, because at the
end of the one year it contemplates Federal administration with the
same "grandfathering" required under the first proposal. Resolution



of the problems inherent in the transition is merely delayed for a
year. Meanwhile, the cost to tile Federal Government during that
year would be $100 million more than the cost of 8S1 as enacted, but
far fewer than the expected 6.2 million SSf recil)ients would benefit
because the more restrictive incomie disregards. asset limits, and other
provisions of State programs would colltinue with the new Federal
benefits not coming into effect for a year.

Any change in direction now or any uncertainty as to the commit-
meit of the Federal Government to tie program would disrupt the
progress of the nnY Federal, State, mid 1 countyy officials who are
deeply engaged in accomplishing the conversion. Even more irnpor-
taut, ally vacillation wou d, i( oir judgment its responsible aldminis-
trators, seriously jeopardize tie receil)t of checks in January 1974
by some 6 million needy aged, blind, anil disabled people.F or these reasons, the administration would strongly oppose any
delav in nnpleinentat ion of SSI or any change under whicfi the Fed-
eral Government would finance payments wiich, in accordanice with
the basic philosophy of tile al)piOlh its cilacted by Congre, s, were in-
tended to be th( 'egsljnsibility of the States. It is im por-tnt that we
(10 not allow thqsituation in a few States to obscure th fact that the
SSI program will provide increased income to a potential 4 million
aged, llind, aid (lisabhled Americans, and that nearly all States will be
better off filnancially under tile program.

Mr. Chairman, th time for debate was last Fall--it was debated
and enacted.

In closing I would like to offer my assurance that we can and will
be ready to offer complete implementation of the program by Jann-
ary 1, 1974: neither I nor anyone else can gi 'e y.ou that assurance if,
at t is raciall stage, youshould miake any basic changes in the law.

The (1irdudN. , Mr. Scetary, the States were of the iilpression
wheii we were working on i1.1l11 last year that the Fed=ial Govern-
ment was proposing to take over either all or, a major part of the bur-
den of welfare that was being borne by the States at tha t time. When
the news release went out, that the agreement had been reached before
tile Senate and the Ilouse cowfeiees on 11,11. 1, many people gained
the im)ress ion that I personally gained, that we had agreed to a pro-
l)osal that would not only make a lot more people eligible to receive
playments. but that we had included a sort of grandfather approach in
which at the Federal level we were going to assure that no one re-
ceived a cut. I must confess that as one of the conferees under the
l)'essurte of the Congress to adjourn I viained the impression that we
were doing more to help th, States and the aged than we in fact did
under that bill, so I can't blame any State administrator or any Gov-
ernor for having the same impression that I myself had when I sat
riuht there in that room at the time it was discussed, And it was sag-
gested l)y Mr. Veneman and perhaps others from your Department
that, we could work out some sort of a grnndfatheri- arrangement to
assure that these peol)le wvotild not receive reduction.

Secretary WxixiiEiEJ. I was certainly not aware that there wn, any
suggestion'from anyone. in our Department (nd I just checked very
briefly with Mr. Kurzmnan who wa,s there at the time) that there would
be any grandfathering (.h11 se. The thing that strikes me, if I might say
so, that disproves the content ion that a lot of States were under a dif-



ferent impression, is the number of States that have acted since the
eniactnient of this Act to supplement. A number of States have acted
not to add supplemental payments. That seems to my mind to disprove
the idea that there was any serious misunderstanding its to the fact
that a l)tartnershilp was still eontenlllated and that there would have
to be State actions taken.

The C AIRMAN. There was obviously not a meeting of the minds,
Mr. Secretary. The reason T say this is that I am only now fully under-
standing how this so-called grandfather clause is supposed to work,
and if a man who served as chairnnan of the Senate conferees eould
be confused about the matter then it is easy enough to understand ]low
soneolle 1,000 miles away front WVashingion could be confusedd about
it. I gained the impression when we were talking about trying to as-
sure these people that no one would receive a cut, that the 1'ederal
Government was going to undertake to pay the expense of assuIn~ing
that these aged people would not have a reduction. Now the way this
grandfather clause is written I am.sure is the way that your people
understood it, after all I think that they probably l)I'ovided the drafts-
manship to do the detail work. When we read the language and study
it, the way the law is drafted it comes out that if the State will pay to
the Fedeial Government the amount which it was paying in aid to
the aged, blind, and disabled, then the Federal Government will pay
the additional amount necessary to assure the States that these aged
people would not suffer a reduction. Now, I believe most States had
the Inpression which I hat.

Mr. Secretary, the principal concern for some of us on this com-
mittee is the prospect that a number of aged people, having been led
to believe that we are going to have a more generous program, will re-
ceive not an, increase, but a reduction if things proceed the way they
are going. That is a iiiatter of grave concern for all of is who have a
slnbstahitial number of those people within our States. What is your
estimate of how ny peol)le wilf receive, a reduction if things proceed
the way they are going right now?

Secretary MEINBEll. Mr. Chairman. that will depend ol the ac-
tions that States take. There was never any suggestion. as I understood
it, that the Federal (overnment was going to both adopt a more gen-
erols expanded system and at the same time guarantee that all oftie
States would take the necessary action to insure that any lapse caused
by the peculiarities or differences of their laws would be covered. With
tie, amount of money that I mentioned that was freed to come to the
States, there is no reason for any State to have any person disad-
vantaged, and only one or two States would be required to pay addi-
tional amounts of money to insure that most States would receive a
net benefit. or there would be at the very least, a very substantial
amount of new Federal dollars coming into that State.

The CHAIRMAN. Now I believe most States had the impression which
I had at the time. that they were not to be required to contribute the
amount that they had been contributing. In fact, I think most of them
felt that they could reprogram the money they had been using for the
disabled andI the aged and could put it in medicaid because with a
large number of people being made eligible for payments it would
be hoped that those-

Secretary WEINDEJIGEJ. They can do it.



The CHAIRMAN [COntiiluinig]. '[hat those People could be imadt
.ligible for medicaid lhellelits 1s well as SSI. We did )rovide a savings
clause. So that if thec-tates (10 not have the money, they Coul limit
their medic.aid eligibility to those persons who were on the rolls prior
t) the time that the SSI progra in Went into effect,

Seretiry Wio.:llJU . t]iry a,'e aile to (do that. 'Ihe, conferees (lid
speciflcalli grandfather the blind and the disabled recipients into the
SSI program ; thus, they can be covered under medicaid by whichever
option the State chooses. But the option of the States to use the
11ony that was freed )y the Federal assumption for ldditiomlil State
ieic .id be(1ItS Was heire, 11d niio lly Stiato(1 have oloe tht. Some

States, however, have aken that money al (i vrted it l'r other pul-
poses. This was within their authority t do,

If this brings them out with the need to then spend additional money
to Ibring their medicaid recipients I nik up ajain, that is still open to
them. If tlley divert fihe freed inone\'. that s1hollid not, we think, he a
baisis for tihe i, deal (overmntent ill ;tle.t to do both for them.

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Secretary, first let me ask you this question:
based on the plans and the laws that States have made--and I am not
talking about somebody's good intentions, I am talking about some-
thing upon which we can rely with reasonable certainty-can you
give i1e fll indication now as to how many aged people on assistance
would suffer a reduction as of January?

Secretary WEINBRIOER. Well, the largest group, that at this point
will apparently be receiving less moticy N-iause of Ilie fail llir, of
States to take ertain actions is the group of the so-called "essential
persons." Thls group consists of persons who are not themselves eligi-
)le for SSI, but whose presence I the fanlilv is essential to the well-

being of one who is eligible. Ihat group, as tar as we know now, with
respect to State actions that have not yet been taken, mmmhers in the
100,000 category. 'Ihis is to be contrasted with )200,000 people who
will receive additional benefits and who would not receive those a(li-
tional benefits if any postponement occurs.

'1ihe Clu r.AIN. WVell, Mr. Secretary- 1
Secretary W:INIEIorit. Of course, there is lOo why the vs.

seitia spouses cannot be, included in the State sulplemetltai'y provi-
sions, tumd many will he. So the figure I am giving is -just tihe outsiol
total. There is luo reason at this point to believe that there will le 100,-
000 people who will get less than they are gettiilg mnow. 'here is every
reason to believe the contrary, and there is ample ability within tile
State governments to provide for that,

We tire talking about a very few situations in which States saw
some funds free find instead o'f applying those funds for ad(litioillll
tilelicad Ibenefits, applied them for other purposes. Now they are
saving that the Federal Government should allow them to use those
fr,e funds for other l)urpose s and make up some additional meldicaid
befits.

The CHAIRuMAx. Well, Mr. Sec rotary, walt we hrnve before us now
is the law, the way it stani1d11 right now.

Sec ret a ry WEI i E B I. Yes, sir.
The CHmAIRAN. But as a l)erson who was in on the act at every stage

front the time the bill reached the Senate, I would say it has some



unintended consequences. It is not the bill that we would have drafted
if we had known..then what we-how now.

Now, just to give you some examples. We started out with an al.
ternative in the Senate that would have paid a lot more than you are
paying in these checks. Wlle, were going to allow .a larger disregard
of social security and other income than finally became Taw.

Now, the figure that we had was high enough for it casholut of the
food stitni)s without the result of people suffering a reduction in theirchi,,.ks.

After we compromised in ('onferen,,e o it lower flgnire, we could see
that there wasn ot going to Ix enough there to guarantee those people as
Iiluch inucolne, ill iny11111 ('1SPS, its they had been receiving, and that
is why lhe grandfather situation became so important.

Nov, we see that the grandfather clause does not work out the
way that some of us assuiimed that it, would, we see that the food stamp
cashout was not funded in many situations. Recently now the Senate
has passed it )ill that would iindertake to restore f101 stamps to these
peoph so that Iliight solve that part of the problem.
'I hecre was another ov(r.sighlt. We filed to take car, of the essen-

IHl spouses lirolein that we find in the law.
Secret rv WiN xiii.:iiq:r. Bht that, of course, ban be done 1iuder. tile
t , t (in. grent iuiinny Sttates ha 've already) provided

for I his.
T1 (10 C1ll.inr,%. Now thiat takes us to the next, point. A grelt 1111112-

1 er of Stlites felt tha h il l h, ral (Gevelrn imient was proposing to tnka
this program over and dd a great number of t.lditional people to t the
rolls, and hopefully to assure that no one was going to receive a clut.

Now it is only after studying the law that we see where many
people are going to b~e redu.ed. At this point you cannot estimate
how many and I (annot either. But in my State, I am informed,
for example, that of about 85,000 on the rolts,, about half will get a cut.

se ,.retalv W inmmEm Mr. (hairiman, if I might point out the de-
tails of thitt. Louisiana, on an annual basis, will have a net gain of
$30 million. 'T'he problem is, as you know, that the Louisiana TLegisla-
ture allocated that money to a different program; and for that, reason,
it is not available to bring the people who were benefiting back up
to the previous paYlwnenlt level.

Tlere is no reason why they could not have uised that $30 million
for that purpose. Had they done so, they would have been $9 million
ahead. In the case of one or two States t'hnt used the freed money for
other purposes, what is lbeing sought is, in effect, another Federal al.
location. ft is not the law and it is not the administration of the law
that has caused some people to come out, at this point, with a possible
lower payment. It is the way in which that particular State decided
to use their surplus funds that is the cause.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, they aren't the only ones, Mr. Secretary. I
will get, on to that in a few minutes. But I believe you would 'find
that they are in the majority rather than in the minority.

Taking into account the v'iew, that the Federal Government is going
to take this program over, these States are prepared to let the Federal
Government take it over, and they are going to simply notify their
caseload come December that the Federal Government'has moved in
and is taking this program over. The States will continue to do the best



they can to provide medicaid to people who need it, and I understand-
that is where they have programed most of the savings that will come
their way. I think a lot of other States have done that, feeling that the
Federal Glovernment has proposed to take the program over, well, fine,
let them take it over, and this proposal that the States should pay into
the Federal Government an amount so that the Federal Government
call then pay it back to the recipients in those States has not met with
uniformly favorable response.

As a natter of fact, a lot of tile States tend to view it as revenue
slh ring in reverse.

Now, personally, if I had been aware of this last year, if I had known
then what I know now, I would have said that if we only had this
number of dollar s to work with, we couldn't afford to le quite so
generous in ad(lilg new people to the rolls at the expense of those who
atre ul ready on the rolls.

sten'etairy Wuinunlot. Well, Mr. chairmanan , if I might respond,
tlit'e were soi e IKo'l)le who Opposed the bill last fall. But in thei ease
Of a hill of this magnitude, that calls for this amount of administ ma-
tive dletil i imld tile iil'iiientatloll effort tl t lils goma' into it, T hi ttk

tiit we have to a,,'eept that bill. 'here Iii'v tIit ilv some chaaiiges thut,
can be inade in it, after the full ( xpeiemNc'e is developed, and after we
k:uIw whlt il1 t Ihe St ites Ilre goilig to to, Soe ehllunge's milht well be
,el isidea-l. !1111t to full aeck at this )oimit is roughly equivalent, in my

1a1,,"d. iln vivw of tli. ingmiitude of tl tuSlC to the sitlitiot o of h1tvit11
lit wl ce all of the in evasion 1I oat, s and af l Oie Ih..e" in'e t Iir'vqlii i'ttv's
of' ie way aiv'is tlie chnnel, of ,aaddell 11y halift ilhem bac and w'au it-
muga ' n vlrThat is ,''tiilv not pract'al in view of til degree of
t'lilvity and etl'on't that has gone illto this, the lengthrfl of the tl'aek that

we a'e't down to get this thing started by inm' as we were dia'ectetd
tO do.

Certainly, I here was 110 ill isilidel'st and ing on tile part, of a great
niany States. A jiumber of States have already acted, and ou1 figures
slow that theme are only three States, at this point, where th legisla-
tlures lre nlot presently ll session that have not, already roade dee sioiis
ats to which way to go, either to supplement or not, or to put it into
other activities. It, is quite possible that those thn'ee States will be
called back into a short special session devoted to this particular' prol,-
lent if they wisl to (10 go.

Tlipe is it problem ili Texas because of a constitutional difficult
there. That is t lie sunio problem t hat existed before the act was passel
and it still exists, and that is a difliculty. But other than that, there are
olv tile t wo States where the legislatures are not in Session and wlye
they, have not, taken action or (1o not have the opportunity to take

The CHIAIRMAN. Well, Ml'. SeeCetary we have been trying to find
out on this eomiaitteejow many States have moved to sul;plemient, an
ac-tion you think would be desirable.

Se'-,taly WEI NiI ,rlO. W e have those figures, sir.
The C'I1Axrst~x. Now, here is what our summary shows 1p to this

)Oint. We have had answers ft'omn 33 States. Of that. number. 13
i ve told us that they are planning to supplement. That is about two
out of five States. In three States out of five-



Secretary WIEINBERER. You understand, of course, Mr. Chairman,
that half of them don't need the supplement at all, that the Federal
minimumn is higher than what they are now receiving. So that fully
24 or 25 States do not need any supplementation to pay at a higher
level with the Federal minimums.

The C.IIAIJIMIAN. 'Well, you may have a higher payment than those
States pay for basic needs, but there are. many cases of special needs,
cases involving the essential spouse where shte is below age 65, where
the State pays more than your SSI payment. For someone whose wife
is below age 65, for exam ple, it is not going to help im that thle State
1pays less to someone else thmt SSI does.

Secretary Wfm'nRmoz. But they can be included in--
The CHAIMA-N. ie and his wife are getting a big cut in their check.
Secretary AWEInBEOER. But the essential spouse under 65 that you

mentioned can be included in the State supplementation, and many
States have decided to supplement. But there has been

The CHAIRMAN. I am not saying the States cannot supplement. I
know they can supplement, Mr. Secretary.

Secretm'y 1VEi-wmmw~n. But the supplementation can be made out of
the savings that result to the State from the Federal assumption, and
that still lea ves them in many cases, in most cases, with a net (rain just
as it did Louisiana. So that there is no reason to disrupt at this stage
time, basic Federal-State )artnership aspect of the program that was an
integral part of it last fall when it was enacted.

The C'Il IIM.,N. Well, that is just part of the problem, Mr. Secretary.
WVe give the impression that the l)artnership is over with, that the
Federal Government is going to take this program over and pay for
it and. having done that, we say, well, a lot of people would receive a
reduction, and so to avoid that, we will call upon the States to
suppvlemient.s ow it would seem to me, rather than try to call upon 50 States

to supplement, it would be better at this point for the Federal Gov-
ernment silmli)yl to find a way to take care of the difference.

Secretary : WElitOEmi. Well, the dlifferenee, Mr. Chairman, is a
difterence' that involves complete abandonment of any partnership
aspect. The term "stplemnent" should not be understood as meaning
thlat States will be paying more than tley have paid before. In all but
a very, very few instances the State supplementation can be made
within the savings that occur to States and accrue to States through
the assumption of the basic payment by the Federal Government. Tle
only States that are reqluirel to spendi a lit more than they did in
pre ,vious years wouhl I)e States that have made substantial benefit in-
(creaseS inl the calendar year 1073 or 1974. they have had full notice
since ()ctober 1972. fi1(l, througli the conferences that I described in
my statement. the full ol)portunity to become aware of the problems
involved and the courses of action that they would have to take.

Tlh (umAwi.%-x. Now, let's consider those States that are trying to
care for all of those who are under the SSI program with medical care
under the medicaid program. Would not most of them be needing

most if not all of the savings that are available to them as a result of
tile SSI program in order to extend the medicaid to those people.



Secretary, WEINBERGER. That is clearly not correct, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Carluci has with him some tables on that question.

Mr. CARLUCCI. We can go down the list of States, Mr. Chairman,
but, by and large, the majority of States can insure that no one is dis-
advantaged either under the basic program or, indeed, in their med-
icaid if they utilized the freed up State money to enlarge the medicaid
benefits. We have, in our letter that went out to Governors, specifically
given States a great deal of flexibility in the medicaid area so that they
do not need to over-extend their financial resources if they do not
choose to do so.

The (HAimAN. Are you telling me that the money is available, in 50
States or even a major tv of them, to extend medicaid benefits to all
these beneficiaries n)ewly niade eligible for payments under the SSI
pigraii? In my State that is a doubling of the number of people on
the rolls. If that is the case of the average State across the country, axe
you here to tell me that the. savings that the Sates receive are adequate
to extend medicaid benefits to all the aged, b1ind, and disabled that are
already on the rolls, l)is the new ones.

Mr.'Cm, iuc(cI. Two points: first, under the flexibility we have given
them, they do not have to extend the medicaid benefits.

The CHAIRMAN. I understand that, but assuming they do extend the
bevn, tits. jiat is tle (Wiestioll 11ow.

Mr. C.mnm'('i. But assuming they (1o, we still estimate that the vast
majority of States will have sufficient freed up fumids to make sure that
the beneficiaries are covered under medicaid.

hrruV C MX. All right, now assuming they do that, assuming
then that they extend medicaid to all these people newly made eligible
under the SSI program. how much does that then leave them to pay
these grandfather benefits to the people who otherwise would have a
reduction in their welfare checks?

Mr. CArLITCCr. We ai1e assuming, in making these calculations, that
no one would be disadvantaged.

Secretary W EiBER(OR. There would not be any people to be grand-
fathered under the conditions Mr. Carluccl has just mentioned, Mr.
Chairman, because there would be enough money left in the vast ma-
jority of States to do that. New York and California are probably
the two that will have to make some additional net outlays because of
the additional benefits they have voted in the past year.

But in the vast majority of States, this will "not be required, and
there would be nobody to be grandfathered because, by definition,
everyone ,willbe covered at the same or higher rate.

The CAIRMAN. Well now-
Secretary WiNiEROET. If the States wished to do so. That is the

point.
le ('Ii.\ r.\N.. Well no0w, woul youlpirovide me with what is going

to .ost in 50 States and the l)isti-ict of ('olumbia, to extend medicaid
benefits to these )eol)le newly made eligible for this program; and.
then having (le that. how m'uch would it cost these States to provide
these gralfather suppleents to all the people who otherwise would
suffer reductioli oi the rolls

We would like to have your estimates; would you supply that ?*

*At presstime, June 22, 1073, the material requested had not been received.
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Mr. CARLUCCI. Mr. Chairman, two premises. One, we estimate in
terms of making certain that no one presently receiving benefits is
disadvantaged, the States, by and large, with a couple of exceptions,
will have sufficient freed up resources,

The second premise which you are addressing is new, and that in-
volves extending medicaid benefits to a completely-new group. Ilere
we do not have detailed figures, but there are still sufficient amounts of
money that have been freed up that the States could 'use to extend
medicaid benefits should they choose.

Secretary WEINBEROER. You keep going back to the Louisiana case,
Mr. Chairman, and I want to point out,.for no other purpose other than
that it is quite illustrative, that there the State gets a net saving of
$30 million. Had that been used to make everybody covered, the State
would still have come out $9 million ahead. But what Louisiana did
was take that $30 million and apply the whole amount to another pro-
gram in the State. So now it is said that Louisiana needs $9 million
to make up the amount that it would otherwise have cost. The question
is should the Federal Government pay that along with the $30 million
Louisiana used for another purpose last fall.

The CHAIRMAN. Would that $9 million have been enough to have
extended medicaid benefits to all the beneficiaries newly made avail-
able under your SSI program? 10

Secretary WEINBEROER. That is my understanding. "
Mr. CARLUCCI. No, I don't think it would have been sufficient to ex-

tend medicaid to all the newly eligible people in the State of Louisiana.
The CAhIRMAr. . That is my question.
Mr. CARLUCCI. That is your question.
It would have required additional money. But once again you are

contemplating an extension of benefits and you are not talking about
holding cople harmless. You are talking about extending medicaid
to an ad(fitional population that Is not covered.

The CUAmbrAN. That is just the, point. I know that you cannot spend
the same dollar twice, that is, you can't have your cake and eat it. too.
When you spend a dollar it is gone, and that is the point I am asking
about. It seems to me, that States could logically have been expected
to take the money that they would think would be saved t6them by
Federal take-over of the program, and to reprogram this money into
other phases of their welfare program.

Secretary WEINBERGER. I guess our dispute is with your stateent.
The ChAIRM1AN. Medicaid in particular.
Secretary WEINBEROER. I think the State could logically be expected

to understand the situation because many States did understand it the
other way, Mr. Chairman. There should not have been any misunder-
standing of the legislation as it emerged from the Congr'ess. Enact-
ment was a long, coml)licated process, but it was enacted, and it was
exl)lained on the floor. We have been implementing itever since in the
way in which it was enacted.

T110 CHAInMAN. Well, these misunderstandings do occur, Mr. Sec-
retary. It is not something new.

There is plenty of misunderstanding in the social services area, and
al;o plenty of room for misunderstanding in this program. We want
to se what can I)e done about these misunderstandings.



I have monopolized the time to try to get certain things straight in
my mind, and I will call upon Senator Bennett next.

Senator BE N NE. Thank you.
I have a completely different understanding of what we were doing

than the chairman did because, in the course of the committee dis-
cussions, we were constantly focusing in on the idea that we w anted a
basic, uniform Federal welfare benefit that in most cases would be
higher than the benefits being paid under the old program, and that
basic uniform Federal benefit was to be the same across the United
States, but we would leave the States the privilege of supplementing
that benefit if in their States the amount that the welfare recipients
had been receiving was higher than the uniform Federal benefit.

Secretary 1VF1iNBEtOER. T hat was our understanding, Senator.
Senator BENNETT. That was my understanding very, very clearly,

and that is where we have come out.
Now the question is: In a State where either some of its beneficiaries

or for all of its beneficiaries are paid more than the figure of the uni-
form Federal benefit, does the Federal Government have the obligation
to pay that money to those people in that State and thus destroy, in my
opinion, the equal Federal treatment of all recipients?

It seems to me that the Federal Government, as the Federal Govern-
ment, has no right to use the taxpayers, money and pay more to a wel-
fare recipient in Louisiana or New York than it pays to my constituents
in Utah. I would object very strongly, and I think we all understood
that when this thing was done.

Now what we are arguing about is the fact that, apparently in some
States, the State officials have decided that they will take the money
that they had been relieved of, $130 per beneficiary for a single case
and $198 for a family. They believe all of that money is available to
them.

Now that the amount of supplement above those levels is, I would
say,. in most cases except one or two, much less than what they were
paying before.

Do we have an obligation, as the Federal Government, to allow
them to decide how much supplement their people are going to get
above the minimum and then impose on us the obligation to pay itI
If you accept that principle we are going to see another run-away pro-
gram to increase benefits State against State, and then pressure on lls
to fund the decisions that they make in which we have no part.

Now, we may have made some mistakes in our definition, in our
basis of eligibility, and this "essential persons" thing may be one
of those, and I would prefer to correct .it as a correction in the defini-
tion rather than to establish a principle that any State has the right
to have an open drawer on the Federal Government because it has the
right to decide what additional benefits its people are going to get.

I think we cannot legislate except on the theory that as far as the
Federal Government is concerned every welfare beneficiary is going to
get the same amount.

Now, if in time we want to change the figures, if $130 -and $195 are
not enough, let's talk about that.

But when we do it, let's talk about it for every welfare beneficiary
in the United States, not just for a selected group of people who, on the



basis of the decision of State welfare directors, either got more than
the other beneficiaries in that State or their State got more than the
amount of the Federal floor.

At. the time this was done, welfare directors were delighted to have
this big burden taken off them, and I think we should leave it that
way.

i think we are walking into a bigger trap than we are trying to get
out of, if we set a precedent that the States can demand full Federal
funding on uneven bases in different States anid for different people.'
So this thing worries ine from that point of view.

Now, each State has the right, having some funds freed up, to decide
whether it is going to continue these supl)lements or whether it is going
to llse the funds for something else. But I think tie States should face
the fact that it is the State's decision and not the Federal Government's
(lecisioli that allocates those fuids. anid I (lol't t hilk the States have
a right to conme )ack at us and sa', "Well, we have decided that these
l)Qol)l' who got $150 a. month instead of $130 before you caine along
slioluld still have $1 ). We are going to take the $130 we used to pay
themn that you now pay and we are going to (10 solmethilg else with
that. we will build houses or roads or we will put it into a children's
pr'oglain or a drug p1rogrlaml, we are going to )e free to (10 anything we
want with it, but you have got to lit il) that additional $20 for these
People in our Stat. ."111l1 thus rateae a111 unven iibalai(.e among welfare
re('il)iets.

I think the only basis the Federal Government can p)roceed on is
equal funding for lpol)le who (u1alifv everywhere in th UInited States.
Tiat is 1ot a question . It is a long speech, Mr. chairmanan.

I think we are also heading into another little bit of conflict. The
staff has prel)ared, and we hiavehere, a list of States indicating those
that will sul)l)lement and those that have not decided. Has the Depart-
inent a similar list ?

Mr. CARLUCCI. Well, we do not have a list in )recisely this forn, but
we have been in communication with all of the States, and we would
be glad to put into the record our understanding of what the sitiua-
tion is.

Senator BENxxnrr. I would like to see a list, State by State, if it is
possible, showing the amount by which the States are going to sul))lC-
ment. not just whether or not tIey will supple)hment.

Mr. C.k zuuTcc. Well. some of those decisions, of course. Senator
Bennett. have not been l made but we will be glad to put into the record
all the information that we have prese(ntly available to us.*

'he committee understands, of course, that the States have not, until
very recently. had the niecessary de('ision from HEM, on what the
a(l-lsted payinet level would b;e. what variations would I)e allowed
tinder Fedeial admi nistration to allow them to make firm decisions.
Now they have this information under cover of a letter from the See-
friary. aid every indication that we have is that they are moving

vti, vigorously to act oi this information.
Senator BEPxNNF'rr. Let in ask you another question. The chairman

has made the point that, as a result of this new Federal assumi)tion,
the number of welfare recipients in his State have al)l)roximately

*At presstime, June 22, 1973, the material requested had not been received.



doubled. I am not-I do not care about the exact figure, is it approxi-
mately double, Mr. Chairman?

The CHAIRMAN. About that. Not quite that, but about-
Mr. CR.LUccr. We estimate from 133,000 to 223,000.
Senator BENNE'rr. That is an increase of about 60 percent.
The CIAMRMAN. About 70 percent, more like 70.
Senator BEN'NETT. SO the total money going into tile welfare sys-

tem for the benefit of the aged, blind, and disal)led in that State is
going to be 60, roughly 60 percent higher, is it not ?

Mr. CARLI 'C. That is right, and we estimate there will be some $16
million in new money going to the State of Louisiana. That is new
money to cover those people.

Senator BEYNvx'r. l'he State does not have to sul)plemuent it. It goes
there.

INfr. C,\mit:CCi. It goes there.
Senator B0ENNETT. And some of those benefits are provided for

people who got no b benefits under the old program.
Mr. CaxILUCCI. That is correct.
Senator BE',NNE'r. And that State realized $30 million in free funds.
Mr. ('.m'u('c(' We estimate that the amount of freed ul ) money in

tihe State of Louisiana would be $29.6 million, to e Plreise.
Senator BE 1,E'rr. Why do you reduce that to $9 million ; what halp-

penecd to the other 21 ?
Mr. Cmuccl. We would assume that some $6 million wouhl be used

to cover present re'il)i(viits of medicaid. That would he ill addition to
Federal monv. 'Ilere is ain additional 9 million which wvouhl be used
to take ('are o' what we (mlii State comlplement. This woml(1 cover essen-
tial persons. and that then reduces it by ,$14 million. So thel we are
talking about a gain of somewhere ill the neiglhorhood of $17 million
for the State of Louisiana. a net gain if they were to cover present
recipients.

Seltor BENNETT. Anld. 15, T unllderstanld your testiimonv. you esti-
mate that if they mnaimtain the benefits above the Ide(heral lev-el, to those
People who are receiving their, tlht tie $9 million would more than
cover the costs.

Mr. C:u.tr('' Well., we could cover the cost, and the State of Louisi-
ana would have a net savinlgs of some $9 million.

Now, to go back to the chairman's point, I think we ought to
acknowledge that that $9 million would not be sufficient to add new
recipients to the medicaid rolls. But there was no intent in the legis-
lation to grandfather in or to extend these kinds of medicaid i)enefits.
We have allowed the States, as stated in the letter the Secretary sent
out, flexibility tr-ielluide medical id recipients. '11ev could al)y)l. some
of that $9 million to that.

Senator BE LNETT. Let me ask again, and I am trying to get this
straight in miy own mind, is it your assumption then that the roughly
$20 million will_ cover all the costs and hold the present welfare r'e-
eil)ients at the present level ?

Secretary 1Wmm N-EYi"EI. Yes, thlaIt is right.
Senator B]ENTT. Without any new law, and they would still have

$9 million left over?



Secretary WEINBEIRGER. $9 million left over. If they wished to extend
benefits, they could use that $9 million for the extension of benefits or
for other purposes.

Senator, as you know, this is not a grandfathering process we are
talking about. This is a problem of the Federal Governmeit under-
writing the extension of benefits for one State, as you pointed out.

Senator BENNETT. That is right.
Mr. CARLUCCI. I think it should pointed out also, if they choose to

use that $9 million to extend medicaid benefits, the Federal Govern-
ment also participates in the funding of the medicaid program.

Senator BENNETT. How much additional money would the Federal
Government put up against that $9 million?

l'. CALUCCI. W7ell, usually 70 percent in Louisiana. So we woul
provide 70 percent should tley choose to use that money to extend
medicaid coverage.

Senator BENNETr. You say the State puts up 28 percent and the
Federal Government puts up bT2?

Mr. CARLUCCI. That is correct for medicaid in Louisiana.
Senator BENNEr . So the $9 million could draw against the Federal

Government for about $27 million.
Mr. CARLUCCI, That is approximately right, yes, sir.
Senator BENNErT. Now would that cover the costs of extending

medicaid, that is $36 million?
Secretary WEINBEROEn. That would cover the cost of extension of

medicaid benefits in the amount of $9 million.
Mr. CARLtCCI. We estimate that Louisiana now spends about $18

million in State funds for all adults in medicaid, so it would not quite
cover it.

Senator BENNET-. I see. If you double the number of people or ap-
proximately double the number of people and gave them the same ben-
efits. you would have to have a total of something like $18 million and
you have got $9 million.

Mr. CARLUCCI. That is approximately correct, yes, sir.
Secretary WEiNm mO But that assumes an extension of benefits.
Senator BENNETT. Yes, I understand.
The CHAIRMAN. Let's just understand what we are talking about

here so we understand this problem. If the Federal Government were
privileged to spend the money which the State is no longer putting
in for a matching program, and if the Federal Government could
spend that on behalf othe State the way the Federal Government
would like to spend it for a particular program, the probabilities are
that they could meet most of this problem.- Let's understand that you
are presuming at the Federal level to tell the States how they are going
to spend their money.

Secretary WEINEROER. No, sir, wve are not. It is exactly the opposite.
The CHAIRMAN. Well, you are saying that if the States would

spend the money the way that you would believe to be desirable for
this purpose, then they could keep these people from having a
reduction.

Secretary WEINBERoER. No, sir, we make no value judgments at all.
What we say is that if a State, on its own initiative, decides to spend
their freed money for something else, that is a State decision. But that
should not carry with it an automatic guarantee that the Federal Gov-



ernment will make up the cost of what the State might have done, but
-decided not to do.

The CHARMAN. Well, the point that I have in mind is that the peo-
ple around this country including a lot of State administrators, a lot
of Senators, and a lot oi Congressmen, have been given the impression
that the Federal Government is going to move in here with a broader
program. When we voted on a bill last year, we were led to believe, and
Know I was one of those who had the impression, that the people
now on the rolls were not going to get a cut; that the Federal Govern-
ment was moving in here and was going to spend, according to your
own figures, another $2.2 billion in this area-

Secretary WEINBERGER. We are.
'T11e CITAIRMAN [continuing]. And the people on the rolls were not

going to be cut. At least I certainly had that impression. I hoped they
we re going to get an increase, by the time all things were considered.
And a lot of additional people were going to be added to the rolls and
tl States were going to have a lot of money freed up, a lot of which
could be expected to go into medicaid for l;eople who deserve it, but
were not, then getting it. Now, instead of that. we are in the prospect
of hIaving about a million people take a cut which will just lead to the
Federal Government blaming the States and the States blaming the
Federal Government. But as regards the man or woman who got a cut,
it is not going to do them any good with the cost of living going up,
to have their check cut while everybody was blaming somebody else.

Secretary WF.INBERGER. Mr. Chairman, I don't like--
T'I CTr.,rTT.r.x. What T would like to see is that that doesn't hap-

1)lC in tile first place.
Secretarv lWaNm.o;,itnwi. Mr. Chairman, I don't like to interrupt, but

there is no possibility that a million people will take a cut under any
possible variation of this program. I, for the life of me, don't under-
stand how the misapprehension or the incorrect impression developed.
Certainly no one in our Department put out any incorrect version of
the bill, and certainly the people who enacted it. and the great major-
ity of the States, with whom we are in contact,' by their very actions
have demonstrated that they understood it. There is no suggestion
that anyone need be requiredby any Federal action whatever to take
any loss. There are a small number of people who, if there is State
inaction or State diversion of some of the freed funds to other pro-
grams, may receive less medicaid benefits. But there is no suggestion
that it is anywhere near a million people, and there is no suggestion
that it need happen at all if the few States involved will take the
actions that a great many States have taken.

We do not say they have to. If they wish to use it for other programs,
that is their decision. But the dollars are there, so that they need not -

r'eqlire any additional outlay. In many cases, they will have a net
savings. Only in a very few cases will there be an additional net outlay,
and those are primarily in New York and California.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, it is my understanding that HEW has not
even issued regulations yet on the SSI program, and that a major
HtEW-

Secretary WEINBEROER. We have advised all of the Governors and
all of the State social welfare directors of the details of the program.



We (lid it within a very few days of the tune we acquired the necessary
information from the States.

That is one of the reasons, one of the strong arguments, for not post-
poning this thing further. It takes a long timne to get accurate infor-
mation from each of the jurisdictions involved. As soon as we have
that, we put out the letters. You have a letter. I think, before 1ou
this one happens to be addressed to Governor Mandel, but that is'just
for illustrative purposes. It is dated May 25 and it went out. to all
the Governors at that same time. Prior to that time we had had very
thorough discussions with the States and with the Grovernors and their
representatives. So there was no misunderstanding and indeed the
Louisiana action that I mentioned earlier took place many months ago.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, my understanding is that
Secretary WEILNBERGEI. We would like at this point since there is a

reporter to enter this information into the record.
-[The letter referred to follows :]

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1978.

Hon. MARVIN MANDEL,
Governor of Maryland,
AnnapolIs, Md.

DEAR GOVERNOR MANDEL: On January 1, 1974, the new Supplemental Security
Income Program created by P.L. 92-603 will go into effect. Under this program
the Federal Government will administer a direct payment to the aged, blind, and
disabled poor. The law provides that States may supplement the basic Federal
payment. The law also provides that the States may elect, under certain con.
ditions, to have the Federal Government administer their supplement. For those
States that choose Federal administration there is a "hold harmless" provision
to protect against increased costs resulting from larger caseloads.

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of certain of our basic views relat-
ing to the "hold harmless" level, to Medicaid eligibility, and to Federal adminis-

tration of State supplements. I)etailed regulations will be published for comment,
but I want you to know about our thinking now because the basi. policy is Im-
portant In determining your State's budget, and in developing any plans you
may have to supplement the Federal payment.

An elaboration of our views is in enclosures to this letter. Although some of
the decisions may not be relevant to your State, I have included theim so that
you may have a comprehensive view of the process. In sum, our thinking is:

1. Adjusted Payment Lcvel.-The Adjusted Payment Level will be set at an
average of the State's money payments to individuals without any income on
January 1, 1972, for basic needs, special needs, and, at State option, domiciliary
care. Imputed income will be considered as income under the law so that reduced-
grants made to persons with imputed income will not bring down the average.

2. Varlations iN Rtate Nupplcmct.-Where States choose Federal administra-
tion of the supplement, States will have the following choices:

A. (Icographlie.-States may vary payments between two geographic areas.
Where the State can denmonstrate a need to have a third geographic varia.
tion, it will be permitted but three is an overall limit.

B. Living Arratgcments..IStates may vary payments to persons in five
different living arrangements, such as living alone, with an ineligible spouse,
or In certain types of care facilities (e.g., a nursing home).

3. ledicad.-The low provides a number of important options on Medicaid
eligibility. Our interpretations of these provisions will allow maximum flexibil-
ity so that States can exercise control over Medicaid costs and caseload increases.

On the general issue of Star( flexibility, the law and its legislative history
enable me to agree to variations affecting tie State Supplemental layments If
I can do so without materially increasing costs of administration and if the
variation is consistent with the objectives of the program and its efficient ad.
ministration. I believe that these interpretations provide for State flexibility in
a way which Is consistent with legislative intent.



As I am sure you are aware, the implementation of this Act is a very large ad-
ninistrative undertaking, perhaps the largest civilian operation the Federal
Government has undertaken since Medicare. Our principal responsibility must
be to Insure an orderly transition which will enable us to get payments to recipi-
ents on time. Hence, we must set a reasonable limit on variations consistent
with our ability to initiate the S5I program effectively and efficiently by Jan-
uary 1, 1974.

If States find that the variations we have allowed do not meet their immediate
requirements they can, of course, administer their own supplement initially.
After the program is underway we--will probably be able to allow additional
variations, at which time additional States might wish to opt for Federal ad-
ministration of their supplement.

It is most important that we work out as soon as possible mutually agreeable
implementation plans. I have asked my Regional Director to contact your office
as soon 4 possible to arrange for whatever discussion or staff assistance would
be heW .l If you plan to choose Federal administration of your supplement we
wil"t- 4t'Ex o know by no later than August I what variations your State would
like to Include in its supplementation program. After you and your staff have
had adequate opportunity to consider these matters and we have arrived at an
implementation plan that meets both Federal and State concerns, I believe it
will be desirable to work out a mutual program of public communication.

I deeply appreciate your cooperation and the invaluable support of your staff in
moving forward the implementation of P.L. 92-08. The conversion process, I am
happy to report, is ahead of schedule primarily because of the cooperate efforts
of Federal, State, and local employees. I look forward to continuing our close
working relationship In the future. Building upon the experience and dedication
of State and local employees, we will, together, meet the requirements of the
law and begin the Federal program on January 1, 1974.

Sincerely,
CASPER W. WEINBERGER,

Secretary.

POLICY REGARDING STATE SUPPLEMENTATION

BACKGROUND

On January 1, 1974, the new supplemental security income program as provided
under P.L. 92-603 will go into effect. This program, administered by the Social
Security Administration, will replace the present public assistance programs for
the aged, blind, and disabled. Covered under the new program will he most per-
sons receiving assistance plus many lrsons newly eligible under the provisions
of the Federal program.

The new program provides up to'$130 per month for individuals and up to $195
for couples. These payment levels are higher than are being paid in many States
today. However, while many new persons will be made eligible for assistance
under the new program, in a number of States payments to present recipients
are higher than provided under the Federal program. The law provides for
optional supplementation by the States which can be administered either by the
State, or, if certain requirements are met, by the Social Security Administration.

Each State has a number of options to exercise with respect to supplementing
the Federal benefits. The first option Is to not supplement at all. This option, as
a practical matter, will probably be exercised only by those States where pay.
mients under present programs are less than under the federalized program.

A second option is to have a supplement administered by the State and/or
local Jurisdictions. A state administered payment does not have to meet Federal
rules, but the States must absorb the full cost of providing the supplement.

Regardless of whether a State pays present recipients at a level above $130/
$1 5, an election for Federal administration of a supplement can be made, as long
as Federal requirements are met. For States making payments above the $130/
$195 level, protection against increased costs because of the expanded caseload
Is provided through what is called the "hold harmless" provision which is
covered in Section 401 of the law.
The hold harmle88 provi8ion

If the supplement is Federally administered, the amount of a State's liability
for any fiscal year will not exceed the non-Federal share of assistance expendi-
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thres for the aged, blind, and disabled programs as paid in calendar 1972. How-
ever, this protection applies only to supplemental payments which on an average
do not exceed a State's "adjusted payment level."

The adjusted payment level is made up of three elements, the key element being
the January 1972 "money payment." The other two items are the "payment level
modification," available to States that were not paying the full need standard in
January 1972, and the food stamp bonus that would have applied to the money
payment In January 1972. The money payment will be calculated as the average
money payment made In January 1972 to individuals within each category, in-
cluding: (a) the basic needs and miscellaneous special needs (excluding domicili-
ary care payments, personal needs payments to recipients in nursing homes, and
essential person payments) for individuals living alone with no other income, or
(b) the average of payments within each category made for basic needs miscel-
laneous special needs (excluding nursing home personal needs payments and
essential person payments) and domiciliary care payments to individuals with no
other income.
The computation, can apply to the aged, blind, and disabled categories combined

in States having a title XVI program or can be computed for each category for
those States having separate programs for the aged, blind, and disabled, Thus,
different adjusted payment levels may be established for the aged, blind, and dis.
abled inditvduals, and different adjusted payment levels for the aged, blind. and
disabled couples.
Payment level modification

Payment level modification permits States at their option to make an upward
adjustment In the January 1972 payment level for purposes of hold harmless pro-
vision. A payment level modification is the amount by which a State.could have
increased its payments to individuals without income by reducing the need stand-
ard and raising the payments so that the increased payments equaled 100 percent
of need, without increasing the non-Federal share of expenditures under titles I,
X, XIV, or XVI for calendar year 1972.
Bonus value of food stamps

States at their option may also make an upward adjustment in the payment
level to take Into account the bonus value of food stamps. This provision applies
whether or not a State actually participated in the Federal food stamp program.
The bonus value Is determined for each category by taking the face value of the
coupon allotment which would have been provided to an individuaLor couple for
January 1972, and subtracting the charge such an individual or couple would
have paid for the coupon allotment if their income was equal to the State's Janu-
ary 1972 money payment including any payment level modification.

Flexibility of federally ad;ninistered supplementation
The Secretary will enter Into an agreement with a State to administer supple-

mental payments that can vary according to certain specified circumstances. A
State, at its option, may have two supplemental payment amounts to take Into
consideration-geographic variations in the cost of living as long as the geo-
graphic areas for each can be identified by county or zip code. If special justifi-
cation can be shown, a third geographical variation might be allowed.

A State may also have up to five different payment levels to fit different living
arrangements, living alone; living with an Ineligible spouse, or living in certain
types of care facilities (e.g., nursing home).

The law provides that a State may, in addition to the income exemption set
by the new law, provide exemptions of other types and amounts of income and
may also Impose a residency requirement for the supplemental payment.
Interrelationship of the adjusted payment level and variations in supplementation

Variation in supplementation payment levels can be reconciled with fiscal
protection afforded by the "hold harmless" provisions by allowing a credit for the
payments below the adjusted payment level to apply toward the payments above
the level. To the extent that payments above the adjusted payment level do not
exceed the amount that payments are reduced below the adjusted level, all pay-
ments would apply toward the hold harmless.
State lien and -clative responsibility laws

Where a State opts for Federal administration of the SSI supplement we
believe there would be a significant legal problem If such a State Intended to
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impose len and/or relative responsibility laws to the supplement. In light of the
legal complications States have the option of avoiding complications by admin-
istering their own supplements.

If, however, a State still wants Federal administration of its supplement and
intends to- impose such law we will agree to administer the supplement, if (a)
the Federal Government is not involved in the administration of the laws-will
not vary check amounts, and (b) no Federal money is subject to such laws, that
is, no part of the basic $130 nor any part of the State supplement financed by
hold harmless funds, and (c) our General Counsel determines that such laws
and their enforcement are consistent with the SSI program purpose of providing
unencumbered cash payments to recipients.

CoNDrriTiNs OF MEDICAID ELIOIBILTY FOR THE AOED, BLIND, AND DISABLED

The Social Security Amendments of 1972 result in significant changes in the
conditions of Mledicald eligibility for aged, blind and disabled persons.

,Under the current program, a State must provide Medicaid t6 all recipients of
cash assistance. In addition, they have the option to cover:

(a) persons eligible for cash assistance who are not actually -receiving
a payment, or persons who would receive a payment except that they are a
resident in a medical institution;

(b) persons who would be eligible for cash assistance except for the level
of their income and resources (the medically needy).

These options remain open to a State, They may provide Medicaid coverage to
all persons receiving an 881 payment and, subject to some conditions, to persons
receiving a State supplementary payment. They may cover other optional groups
such as the medically needy. However, a State also now has a new option to re-
strict coverage.

When the Supplemental Security Income program goes into effect on January
I, 1974, a State will no longer be required to cover all recipients of cash assist-
ance. Although they may cover all SSI recipients, alternatively, coverage for the
aged. blind and disabled may be limited by applying any eligibility factor from
tle January 1, 1972 medical assistance standard which is more restrictive than
the conditions of eligibility established for SSI. A State which limits coverage in
this way must, however, for those aged, blind and disabled with incomes above
the 1972 standard, deduct medical expenses from income in determining eligi-
bllity; this is required in the law. Beyond this requirement, however, States will
be allowed maximum flexibility in applying more restrictive eligibility standards
to limit coverage, whether that restriction results from a lower income standard,
less generous income disregards, a lower resource standard, a more restrictive
definition of disability, or any other limiting factor I the January 1, 1972 medical
assistance standard. A State will have the option of returning to any one or more
of the factors in their 1972 standard which result in a limitation of coverage;
that is, they may return to factors in their standard selectively. Further, they
may set their standard for Medicaid eligibility at any point between the more
restrictive 1972 level and the standards of eligibility of SB!, The State may re-
turn to this 1972 standard only for the disabled, or only for the blind, or only for
the aged, or for all of these classifications of recipients. They will be required to
deduct medical expenses from income in determining eligibility only for the
classification of recipients for which they are limiting coverage.

Although a State may limit coverage by applying any restrictive 1972 criteria,
States are also limited in how far they can extend coverage, Federal matching
for Medicaid will be available only for services to persons who can qualify for
the title XVI program, or who could qualify except for their income and resources.
That is, a person must be aged, blind -o disabled as defined in title XVI to be
eligible for Medicaid. Individuals who are grandfathered into the 881 program
will be treated as 551 eligibles for purposes of Medicaid. However, persons who
cannot qualify under the SB! definitions, and who are not grandfathered into
the cash program, will no longer be Medicaid eligible even if they currently re-
ceive Medicaid services. Certain disabled persons who may qualify under a cur.
rent State definition of disability but not under the SB! definition, and who do
not receive cash payment because they are in a medical institution or medically
needy, will lose their Medicaid coverage. Essential persons who are not eligible
for SS will also lose eligibility for Medicaid s1nce title XVI does not recognize
an ineligible spouse for purposes of determining the amount of the SB! benefit.



With these exceptions, however, most persons currently eligible for Medicaid can
continue to be eligible if the State wishes to continue coverage, and designs its
program accordingly.

No State will be required to provide Medicaid to persons who are not receiving
a Federal 8S1 payment. States may at their option, however, provide Medicaid
to persons receiving a State supplementary payment. Federal matching will be
available for such coverage provided:

(a) the person is aged, blind, or disabled as defined in title XVI;
(h) the supplementary payment is regular, in cash and based on need;
(c) the supplementary payment is made to some reasonable classification

of persons;
(d) the payment meets the full standard of eligibility for the supplement,

and that standard does not exceed 133% percent of the adjusted payment
level provided for under title XVI.

Th foflowing constitute resanabte classifloations for this purpose: the bind,
the disabled, the aged, persons in institutions (both medical and domiciliary),
persons receiving a cash payment as of a given date, persons who would be eligible
for cash payment tinder the standard of payment as of a given date, or any com-
bination of these groups. The Department may establish additional classifications.
If the State opts to provide Medicaid coverage, persons receiving a supplementary
payment under these conditions would be eligible for Medicaid on the same basis
as any person receiving a Federal SSI payment providing coverage to them
would not require the existence of a program for the medically needy. Federally-
miatched Medicaid would be available regardless of whether the supplementary
payment is administered by the State or by the Federal Government.

If a State provides Medicaid to everyone receiving an SSI payment, the Fed-
eral Government will agree to determine Medicaid eligibility for those persons,
if the State requests that it do so. The State must continue to determine Medicaid
eligibility for. any optional groups that are covered under Medicaid, however,
such as persons in institutions not receiving an SI payment, persons receiving
a State-administered suplementary payment, Qr the medically needy. In addition,
if a State chooses to limit Medicaid coverage by returning to any restrictive
factor from its 1972 medical asisstance standard, the State would be responsible
for these Medicaid eligibility determinations. A more detailed statement of the
conditions s under which the Federal Government will determine Medicaid eligi-
bility will be available shortly.

The changes discussed above do not alter the conditions of Medicaid eligibility
for families with dependent children, or the limitation on the medical assistance
level for the medically needy to 133Y percent of the AFDC payment for purposes
of Federal matching.

The C'IAIJMAN. Louisiana's letter on State supplementation was
issued a few weeks ago. I think you said in May. in the form of a letter
to the Governors. At that poiflt, many of the State legislatures had
already gone home.

Secretary WmNJIEtWR. Well, we have a complete list of State legis-
latures indicating whether they are in session.
The CHAIRMAN. All T want to see is that cone next January, we are

lot going to have a lot of I)eople taking a cut rather than receiving an
increase while a lot of new people are being added to the rolls, and
tfln 4ave fle Federal Government blame the States and the States
,l4ame the Federal Government. We have between now and January
hopefully to see to it that we are not going to have a lot of people
getting the worst of it.

Now it camie as a surprise to me to find out that out of about 85,000
people on the rolls in Louisiana, about half of them were in prospect
of rec,.iving' a reduction. T hope that is not the case in other States.

Speretary WExnrROjin. rhis is only because Louisiana decided to
use the ne-ly available freed money for other purposes.

The ChiInmAN. You are blamiig them, and they will blame you.
They will say the Federal Government came in here and said, "We



are taking over. If you have a medicaid problem, come see its, we are
handling that program."

Secretary WiNBEGEJ. No one else understood, Mr. Chairman, that
I know of, that the Federal Government was going to take over tile
entire costs of the entire program plus all the new additional people
who were made eligible. What the Federal (ioverninent wits going to
do is rather clearly spelled out, and the Federal (vermnent is e-,I-
barked on a path that will fulfill that to the letter. I ai not blaiting
Louisiana. I am simply saving Louisiana had the option, al they
chose to act in a different way,.

The CHunM~.AN. You are not going to find this problem in Louisina,
alone, Mr. Secretary, but the others can testify to that.

Senator Ribicoffl
Senator RIBtcOFF. I al just wondering, Mr. Secretir. as vou are

listening to Senators Long find Bennett and answering their questions
from a different point of view, does it occur to you that maybe tile
)atchwork approach to welfare find social security" is boui to'lead to

these misunderstandings?
Secretary Wm EN oEi. Well, I do not think it is tomnd to lead to

misunderstandings, Senator, but it is not an easy program. Neverthe-
less, the action that was taken last fall was a coherent action. ati action
that was comprehensive with respect to the adult categories, ald the
purpose of it, as I understood it, was exactly is Senator Bennett said.
It, was to substitute a program of unifortn federall aditiin istrati on Up
to a certain payment level Dinintn1, attnd the States were jiPr'(.t Iv free
to take additions to that thereafler i ' they wi d. ut d l many states
have. I have the letter from Governor Mesf' ill here that indicates that
they have taken the action necessary to insulrte that tl.,vte will )." fhind-
ing for all the recipients at the prior l(vel. So that is the necessary
State action, and that has been taken. That has been taken ill i great
many States.

Senator RIICOFF. YoU see. 1o.U do have the diflTeeln(cs fil IMy guess
is-or may I ask yott tile question. ate there tmore States ill ti(. posi-
tion of Loidisiana than there are in the position of U tah f

Secretary VEINmi(;tiI. No. sir.
Senator IBICOFF. Utall represents a ninorit V.
Secretary NVEIN Bh1(Ft. A very sinmall mitnority. yes. sir.
Senator 'Rmilco1F. Now, I have Your May 22 blilltin. No. 73--1 17O1

in which you point out that olit of the 5 utillion people coming under
SSI. 71 percent are social security beneficiaries.

Secretary WmitEn(wit. I (10 not have the bulletin that you have be-
fore you.

Senator RIBICOFF. You might have it, it is a research and statistics
note dated May 22, 1973.

Secretary INB rnERoGR. Published by?
Senator TRutcoFF. By HEW.
Secretary WEINBER ER. I do not have that particular one before me.
Senator RIBICOFF. In the summary it says:
Estimated proportion of 881 eligibles who are also Social Security beneficiaries

varies depending on marital status and living arrangements. Generally an esti-
mated 71 percent will be beneficiaries.

I just read out from the bulletin.



When social security was enacted it was assumed over a period of
years social security would be able to take care of the aged so we would
eventually entirely eliminate the need for the aged to be on welfare.

Now we have social security with its escalator clause raising l)ene-
fits by January 1. 1975. and w hen you had a 3 l)ercent increase in the
consumer price index that would automatically trigger a raise in social
s(Curity benefits.

Now, in the last year the Consumer Price Index rose over 5 percent,
so the social security beneficiaries are caught in a real tough squeeze.
If we raise the social security paymentss in accordance with the esca-
latori as of .huniarv 1. 1974, would we be able to remedy some of the
prolfiems that Senaltor Long fiuds with his constituents n Louisiana?

Secretary W E O I , nmI. Well, I have to disagree with one or two
of time assumptions you made. The social security benefits have gone
up 52 percent in just over the last 2 years. There is now, in addition
to that increase, which is a major increase, the escalator cost of living
i iurease that you mentioned.

Senator Rimcor . It begins, though, January 1, 1975.
Secretary Wj-Nv iwi:omt. It does indeed, yes, sir.
Senator 'Ihm('OFi. All right.
Secretary WAixinIMEn. But the previous history, I think., should be

before you and that indicates there has been this increase of just under
52wrcent in the past 2 years.

Senator RIBICOFF. That is correct. I may say, Mr. Chairman, I do in-
tend to introduce an aniendmnent to move up the escalator to January 1,
1974, the next time we have such a bill before us. The cost of liviug
has gone up so rapidly that I do not think any of us, when we put in
the Januar1 1 95, date, thought that the rise in the cost of living
would accelerate so rapidly. If we put that escalator clause in on Jan-
uary 1 1974. instead of January 1, 1975, you might find that many of
tlepeople under SSI might be able to get off the welfare rolls.

Now. I would appreciate if IIEW and our staff would give us the
figures indicating the results of putting the escalator clause in on Jan-
uarv 1, 1974. instead of January 1, 1975. Would this eliminate many
of the problems that the chairman is concerned with?

I dont have the figures, Mr. Chairman. You see what I am driving
at here?

The CIIAIRMAN. Yes. "-
[rhe committee staff furnished the following information:]
Between June 1072 and June 1973, the Consumer Price Index Increased an

estimated 5.6 percent. A 5.6-percent increase in social security benefits would
provide for additional benefits of $3.2 billion in the 12-month period.

Secretary WEINn'EIIOE.R There is another statistic in this bulletin,
Senator, right beyond the one you read. The sentence reads:

However, of just over a million aged persons eligible for a State payment only
lase( on S1 eligibility decisions, 96 percent are Social Security beneficiaries.

Senator RIicoFF Yes, but the problem is--
Mr. l1Fss. Senator Ribicoff, many of the people who are eligible for

SSI and social security benefits are getting quite low social security
benefits. They are aged widows or persons who had very marginal
coverage. A quick check with our people here suggests that i[ we
project the cost, of living increase that is expected in 1974, we would



take off about 1/4 million social security beneficiaries from SSI. In
other words, they are close enough to the $130 level that a cost of
living change would put them over it, but it would not by any means
take care of the-great bulk of those people in that class.

Senator RInicoFF. Let's take it independently. How would you react
to having the escalator clause on social security, go into effect Jan-
uary 1, 1974, instead of January 1, 1975?

Secretary WPAXBPROR. I do not think it would solve any of the prob-
leins you are talking about, Senator, but we have not yet had any op-
p)ortunity to analyze that particular proposal. The escalator was part
of at coherent pattern in which a major increase in benefits was made
last year, a 20-percent increase, and 1975 was settled upon as the date
to initiate the cost of living escalator.

Senator Run1coj. But I an sure that 1%r. Mills and chairman n Long
when they put this in, by solid sltpport from both Houses, never
inagined'that when we- were talking about 3 percent inflation we
wouTd see a 7-percent cost-of-living hike. It is something that I think
we should contemplate. I haven't discussed this with the chairman
but it is something that concerns me, Mr. Chairman, and I will be put-
ting in an amendment soothe Finance Committee can consider it.

Now, getting to something else, you have got a system that you are
putting irto effect with a lot of problems and you have nS-leadership.
When are you going to appoint a Commissioner of Social Security?
When did Bob Ball leave?

Secretary WE;NMERE. Mr. Ball left in mid-March, but we have a
Commissioner of Social Security, an extremely able man in Mr. Hess,
who has been with the program since the beginning and is doing a
splendid job in helping us implement this program. Before you came
in. Senator-

Senator RniiCoF'. Has he been appointed Commissioner?
Secretary W'imNEnam,. Before you came in, you did not have an

opportunity to hear the steps that" have already'been taken to imple-
ment this program. They involve the employment of 8,000 new em-
ployees against a total ot about 15,00() that. we will have to have. This
is in contrast to 32,000 State employees doing the job now. We have
opened 100 new facilities and offices around the country to serve the
beneficiaries better. -We have connected these into our field telecom-
imunications system. We have devoted about 100,000 man-hours to this
program and 'it is because of the extraordinarily capable job that Mr.

-ess has done and is doing that we are able to tell youthis morning
that if you do not make major changes in this law, you will have the
cli('ks nailed in January. As were required by the act of last fall.

Senator RmicoFT. I am a little puzzled. Are you announcing now
that Mr. Hess has been appointed Commissioner?

Secretary WEINBERO nam. No, we have not been able to persuade Mr.
Hess to stay on beyond the implementation of this program in full.
But I am telling you that the program is not leaderless in any sense
of that term.

Senator RTmIcoFF. All right. Mr. Hess is an outstanding man; I
would applaud his appointment as Commissioner of Social Security,
but, when are you going to appoint a Commissioner of Social Security?

Why should such'a vast program of such importance basically be
leaderless and have only an acting director?



Secretary WEINEROER. It is not leaderless at all, Senator, and I be-
lieve it is doing a great disservice to Mr. Hess to keep referring to that
term. I expect, the appointement of a permanent Social Security Com-
missioner will be made, within 2 or 3 weeks. I also expect and am de-
lighted to anticipate that Mr. Hess will stay on in his present capacity
so that this program can be implemented as the Congress directed last
fall without any hesitation, without any break. But it is entirely due to
the leadership that Mr. Hess has been able to provide that we are able
to be as far a long the track as we are, and that is so far along the track
that to make any major changes in the law would create monumental
confusion and would deprive 3,200,000 new beneficiaries of those new
benefits that the Congress, we believe, clearly intended last fall.

Senator RIBICOFF. Where did you get the'8,000 employees, the new
8,000 employees?

Secretary W'ENIIEROmf. They have been recruited from the best peo-
ple we can hlind available across'the country.

Senato' RhBA)PF. How many of those did you take out of present
employees in these. programs in the 50 States'and counties and cities.

Secretary .:IxnmwiiaR. I will have to ask Mr. Less to respond to
that.

Mr. HEss. Mr. Ribicoff, most of the first batch of new employees were
recruited from civil service registers because we had to bring on more
claims representatives immediately, not just for the SSI program but
for the greatly increased workload that we had as a result of various
other 1.1. 1 changes. We have, out of 'this first group, something in the
neighborhood of 500 State employees.

The problemm is that, first of tall, we cannot raid the States or en-
courage a movement from the States as long as the converison is going
on. They are working under contract with us now on conversion.

There will be 4.000 or 5.000 State employees who will be working on
a continuing basis under contract with us on the disability aspects of
the program. So the present State employees who might be disadvan-
taged or dislocated will have several options in the coining fiscal year.

As the Secretary said, we have about 6,000 more employees to re-
cruit, and we are holding a substantial number of those jobs that we
will recruit available for whatever dislocation there may be. I must
say it is on a very spotty basis. As Ave look around the country, there
are not going to be large numbers of State employees who will'need to
come over to the Federal side of the program.

Senator RnUCoFF. That is another thing, another proposal, that I
will push in this committee, to protect the rights of State employees
who for years under State programs have been administering the aged
category. Suddenly these people who have given loyal and dedicated
service in our 50 States find themselves in a new program and are out
of a job. I would say those employees certainly are entitled to priority
when these new positions are created in the'respective States. The.y
have worked in the States, and I think they should be protected in the
recruitment policy for this program.

Secretary WEINBERGER. Of course, Mr. Chairman, one of the as-
sumptions that the Congress had in mind in enacting this proposal
was that there would be substantial savings in personnel because of
the economies of scale that the Federal Government would be able



to bring to bear upon it. Those economies of scale mean that we wili
be able to do what 32,000 employees now do for the States with, hope-
fully, less than 15,000 Federal employees, as Mr. Hess indicated, it
is likely there will be a very small number of actual dislocations among
the States because, as seems to be typical of government in all levels,
no matter how much is saved with certain transfers of programs, the
personnel have a way of surviving.

Senator Rmicov. We do not want any additional employees, Mr.
Chairman. But to the extent that there are new employees hired,
priority should be given to the State employees in whatever jobs there
are, whether they are-

Secretary WEINBEOER. During the first year, with the conversion
problems involved, there is only one way to make the program work.
That is to hire some new people so that we can work with the people
in the States who are experienced, as you say, to help in the conversion
process.

Senator RinicoFF. You say, Mr. Hess, you are putting them under
contract, but the fact remains if thev know it is going to be federal-
ized eml)loyment, a man who has worked, whether in Oregon or Dela-
ware or Utah or Connecticut or Louisiana, knows that if he wants
to stay in this particular field, then he should have a right to apply
to the social security system so he will become a Federal employee.
It would seem to me'that that type of person should be given priority..

Mr. HEss. We can take them on non- -
Senator RimcoiCFF. Whether it is 8,000 or 14.000 jobs.
Mr. IInss. We can take them on a noncompetitive basis now, and

that is exactly what we are planning to do. We are in close touch with
the State agencies and with the county governments and the unions,
and we have had consultations in those places where there is an expec-
tation of any appreciable dislocation of employees. We have them iden-
tified. While we cannot give an absolute guarantee, to the extent that
we have jobs in this coming fiscal year, we will be giving considera,
tion to qualified State employees.

Secretary WINBERIOER. Might I add, Mr. Chairman. and Senators,,
that there'is a much more serious personnel problem. 1hat halpens
to the 8,000 people we have already hired if the implementation is de-
layed a year?'Senator RiBICOFF. We are talking about two different things. How
many of those 8,000 employees were State employees in the same field?

Mr. HEss. I would say about 500 of them.
Senator RIBICOFF. 500 out of 8,000?Mr. Hrlss. The rest of them are newly recruited claims examiners.
Senator RinicorF. 7,500 newly recruited, but did you give notice to

the State employees there was an opportunity for them to shift over
to the Federal program I

VMr. HER-s. Yes. We have not given widespread encouragement in this
first go-around, as I said, because they have a whole year to go on the
conversion. Neither we nor the States could afford to see the disman-
tling of these adult assistance programs at this point in time, 'sir. The
payments have to continue; these programs are in action for the rest
of this calendar year. So the question as to what employees will
be excess at the end of the year is one that takes very fine tuning in



terms of whether or not there is going to be an expansion or a need for
qualified people in the States. The States have a big turnover; they
have attritions and have expansion of vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams. For a State employee remaining may be much more advanta-
geous, if he is under a State pension system or if he has tenure. He has
all kinds of reasons why he would want to continue to be a State em-
ployee. It may be much more advantageous to see, first of all, whether
he can be taken car6 of in a State context toward the latter part of his
years.

Senator RiBicoFF. But that, sir, is if you give him the choice. It
could very well be that he may not have the choice. He might find that
he cannot shift into a State job. After spending 20 or 25 years in a
State program, he may find it mofe difficult to shift to a Federal pro-
gram, and-after 20 years, he is left out of a job. I still think the State
employee should be given preference in the hiring.

Senator BENNETr. Mr. Chairman, will you yield to me? This ques-
tion of the chairman's interpretation botiers me very much. I hate
to disagree with my chairman. So I have gone back to the report of
this committee before it went into conference. There are two sentences
I would like to read. The first on page 884 says:

'nder the new supplemental security income program persons 05 or over,
blind persons and disabled persons. would le assured an income of $130 for In-
lividuals and $195 a month pvr couple.

It does not say that they would be assured of their present income, it
sa lvs they would be assured of those figures.

Then,'on page 389, there is another sentence. I searched through the
report for reference to the question of State supplementation, and I
find only this, which is a little bit backhanded.

The bill also includes a provision under which payments provided on the
basis of need by a State or local government, including the Indian tribes, to
supplemnent the Federal benefits provided under this program, should be ex-
cluded from Income.

Now, it obviously states, or it says to me, that we expected the States
to supplement the income. We recognize it and say when they do, these
supplements should be excluded from income for the purpose of de-
ter ining eligibility.

So, putting these two together, it seems to me that when the bill left
this committee, we understood that the extent of the Federal Govern-
ment's obligation is $130 or $195 for a couple. We expected the States to
supplement the income if that was not adequate.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAu RMAN. Senator Packwood.
Senator PACKl1wooD. I was not on the committee last year, Mr. Sec-

retary, but this figure of $130 and $195 is in the bill, is that right?
'rhoe CitmTilmAN. Yes.
Secretary WI NBE(11 El?. Yes.
Senator'PacKwooD: I heard what Senator Bennett said. If $130 is

in the statute, where did anyone in the States get the impression they
would get more?

Secretary WINBEROER. I have no idea except, as Senator Bennett
said a molnent ago, it was contemplated that States if they wished to
(10 so, were free to supplement. There could be Federal administration
,f that supplement. Those provisions are in the bill.



Senator PACKWOOD, Maybe I could ask the chairman. Why.did
they assume they would get more than that figure? 

The ChAIRMAN. Tiere is a grandfather clause in this bill but un-
fortunately, the way the grandfather clause works out, the State must
pay, as I understand it, as much as they had been paying for their aid
to the aged program previously. The Federal Government then as-
stues the responsibility to see that no one takes a reduction. In a great
number of cases, the States feel, because that the Federal Government
is taking over this program, the money they had been putting into it,
could be put into medicaid-

Senator PACKWOOD. There is no way they could draw that conclu-
sion from the law, is there, or out of the report I

Secretary WEINBF.RoEn. The hold harmless the chairman has men-
tioned is the hold harmless that arises only after a State decides to
supplement. The hold harmless means that the Federal Government
will pay the amount the State had previously paid for that purpose.
But you do not even reach that unless you get to a decision to suppI.
ment, and over half the States will not be supplementing because the
Federal $130-$195 is above what they are now paying.

Senator PACKWOOD. Let me ask you about the question the chair-
man~ poses on medicaid. Assuming there is $900 million in savings to
the States and they applied that to supplement benefits above $130
and $195, the chairman asked if there would be enough to extend
medicaid coverage. I think Mr. Carlucci said no but the cost would
be for new coverage that would not be a cost the Federal Government
Was paying.

Secretary WEINmnoE. That is exactly right.
Senator PACKWOOD. But that is an unfair question. We could say it

could take care of a variety of benefits they never had before intended
to be paid for out of that savings.

Secretary WErINBEROE. That is correct. Obviously, as the chairman
said, there are limits beyond which $900 million will not go and one of
them is to adopt the w hole raft of new programs in addition to blanket-
ingin all the others.

Senator PACKWOOD. It seems to me that we would have an analogous
case if we were to promise to pick up $400 for students for primary
and secondary education. The States might use the money saved for
some other purpose and then would come back and say, "You promised
us $400" And we would pay the $400, the entire costs.

Secretary WINaEnOEI That is a good analogy.
Senator PACKWoom. I have no other questions.
The CHAIRMAN. We will get the committee report of the bill recom-

mending a higher benefit level. In our bill, furthermore, in the family
program there was also a great savings for the States which, when the
bill was pared down in conference and title IV was dropped out. did
not materialize. So the States did not. receive near the savings they
were expecting, nor did the beneficiaries have the benefit of the level
that we intended.

Senator BENNErTT. May we get this straight, because this is a very
interesting thing. Our original proposal was $180 for an individual
with other income, including a $50 disregard, which meant $130 for an
individual with no other income. That is where the $130, I guess, got
into the program.



Ther' CHAIRMAN. The disregard was reduced from $50 to $20.
Senator PACKWOOD. I still cannot quite put my hand on it. You read

those figures, but surely the States would not be so naive as to act
upon a bill coming out of the Senate on the assumption that would be
the law. I think Senators might, but not the States.

Where do the States drawv out of the conference report or out of any
legislative history that they would get any more. payment than whath
thle law said they would get I -

The CHAIRMAN. Well, why do we not, let the States answer that when
the State administrators come in?

Senator Bentsen.
Senator Bi'NTSE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Secretary, yotl made tile statement that the vast majority, cer-

tainly the average State, would not suffer and those who qualify would
not suffer under the Federal Government take over. Well, I cannot
lielp but think of that old analogy of the fellow who could not swim
and wanted to cross the stream. They told him the average depth was
18 inches, but they did not tell him about those 10-foot holes.

I just feel like the needy people of Texas have been pushed into that
10-foot hole, and I want to talk about it just a little bit.

I want to talk about section 51(a) of our constitution in Texas with
which you have some familiarity.

Secretary W11INBmROEi. Yes.
Senator BENTSEN. Our State legislature wanted the supplement,

voted the funds, and was then told by our attorney general's office
that these State funds were not matchable funds, because the Federal
money went directly to the recipient rather than to the State. They
were told that there is no wniy that the State funds could be considered
to be matchable under our State constitution, and they must by law
be matchable. I have thousands of people in Texas, people who are
receiving over $130 a month who are going to take a loss. I do not
know how to take care of them, and I am concerned about them, and
I do not know how to do it without grandfathering this in so the State
continues to administer these programs at least for a period of time.
I am not as concerned about the liberalizing the program to take in
more recipients as I am taking care of those people who are already
dependent on a set amount and can just barely make the cut as it is.
That is what I am trying to take care of.

Secretary WEINBER(ER. We have a chart that covers the Texas situ-
ation, and we can recite those figures. There is a constitutional pror-
lem in Texas, but I think that if direct appropriation were sought
as opposed to an attempt to match, because of the Texas constitu-
tional provision, it may well succeed. But Mr. Carlucci would have
an existing chart.

Mr. CARLUCCI. We would estimate the State of Texas, Senator.
would have savings of some $37.7 million to work with, by virtue of
the Federal floor, because the State is presently only putting that
amount of money into those categories.

Senator BIENTsEN. I am not quarreling with that. I am saying under
the Constitution and we have tried to change this provision twice and
taken it to the voters and been turned down in both instances-our
attorney general interprets section 51A as requiring that any State



funds for these purposes be matchable funds and that these will not
become matchable funds because they go directly from the Federal
Government to the recipient and notto tile State.

Let me tell you tile numbers of people involved. We have 14,305 per-
sons called essential persons to take care of the needs of the aged and
disabled who cannot take care of themselves. Now, presently there is
an allowance in Texas for these people. Under H.R. 1 there is no such
allowance.

Second, there are 16,951 recipients who require less than nursing
care and more than housekeeping services. This enables them to remain
in their' owt homes rather than causing them to enter into nursing
homes .r 4aaitutions. No .pcoovlsion for this type of care exists in
H.R. 1.

'Third, under HEW interpretations now being made to my State
recipients in nursing homes and institutions who have a monthly in-
come in excess of $178 will be ineligible for continued medical cover-
age and SSI payments. This means that 3,804 individuals in Texas
with large medical needs will no longer have medical coverage after

- December 1973.
I am not going to run through the other recipients but Texas esti-

mates that at the very minimum we are going to have 75 000 people
who will be disadvantaged by the presently conceived SRI program
and that is of concern to me, and I do not think it is enough to just
dismiss it and say, "Well, that is a State problem for these people."

Secretary WEINBERGER. We do not say thift, Senator. We point out
the number of dollars that are freed that Texas is now spending out of
State funds, by this program. We are suggesting that it might be pos-
sible, and certainly we would have to have the opinion of your attorney
general obviously concurring, but it might well be possible, by separate
legislative approt-liation ot these funds, to cover ti great bulk of
these people within the State of Texas. We can possibly do this if you
can get away from the attempt to use a watching fund format and
simply make a straight appropriation for a Texas program that would
amount to supplementation, using the dollars that are free because of
the Federal assumption of the ot her part of this program.

Senator BENTSEN. I am not following you there but the constitution
says in section 51(a) that they cannot appropriate funds for the needy
unless they are matchable funds by the Federal Government.

Secretary WEINBERGER. I understood you to say that you could not
appropriate these because they were matching funds.

Senator BENTSEN. No, no, it is just the other way around.
Secretary WEINBERGER. I see. Then, I misunderstood you.

Senator ENTSEN. It is just the other way around.
Secretary WEINBEOaER. But has there been a decision by Texas or a

ruling by the Texas attorney general that there is no way the Texas
Legislature can enact a program that will benefit these people? Can
the only benefit to these people come from the Federal Government
under the Texas constitution?

Senator BENTSEN. I will say this, Mr. Secretary, that in the last ses-
sion of the legislature they tried, and they made a good faith effort to
appropriate and to accomplish this objective, and were not able to do
it, an d I am sure they searched out the aveies and then were told
that the one they though was the best approach was not constitutional.



Secretary WEINBERGER. The only problem that does occur to me is
that if a single State constitutional provision requires the Federal
Government to enact a grandfather clause costing just under a billion
dollars, it is at the very least quite an invitation to other States to try
such a constitutional provision itself.

Senator BENTSEN. I am not asking for a. grandfather clause that is
going to cost $1 billion. I am encouraging and supporting State
administration of the program where we do not have great liberaliza-
tion of benefits and that would cost substantially less and, as I recall,
we were talking about something in the area of $100 million that would
cost us.

Mr. CAMxUccI. You would still have to address the issue after 1 year.
Secretary WEINBEROER. All we are talking about is a 1-year exten-

sion or postponement. We are poitlting out-
Senator IiENTsmE. At Jeast we would have a year to find the answer

and we would have the legislature back in session and those people
would be able to exist without having their income cut.

Secretary W.INPBROEJI. Well, with a constitutional inhibition, Sen-
ator, I do not suppose a year would make any major difference. But
the problem is that in doing that, 3,200,000 people vho were supposed
to get new benefits throughout the country would be deprived of them.

Senator BENrsEN. Well, Mr. Secretary, perhaps we could take it
back again to the people in Texas. Once they saw the seriousness of
the problem, if we had a year within which to do it, we might be able
to get that constitutional amendment.

Secretary WEiNBEnGEi. I recognize the real difficulty that loes exist
in that one State, and I mentioned that in my opening statement.

Senator BENTSEN. You told me earlier Texas had been realined, if
I remember the word you used. I felt they had been realined and put
at the end of the line.

Secretary WfINBEROER. It was not in connection with this matter at
all.

Mr. CARLU'CI. During that 1 year, Senator, there would be some
additional 3 million people who would otherwise come on the rolls
who would not receive the benefits to which they would be entitled
tnder existing law.

Senator BENio-r. May I make a suggestion?
Can we amend the law, just change the law, which says in those

States, in any State in which these funds cannot be used unless they
are considered to be matching funds, this money shall be considered to
be a matching fund?

Secretary WEINBERGER. We would certainly cooperate in drafting
and attempt to execute a provision of that kind because we have no
desire whatever to have one State be disadvantaged because of a
unique constitutional provision. I think Senator Bennett may have an
excellent idea. We would certainly be delighted to help with that.

The CnAIRMWAN. I am glad to see some progress. [Laughter.]
Secretary Wm1uNBF Fn. Mr. Chairman, Ishould say I do not know

any way of giving Louisiana $9 million without givin 'g evry)o(ly
else the same. [Laughter.]

The CHAIRMAN. You made a great concession when you indicated it
is possible to solve a problem here in Washington as well as down
there in the States. That is a very substantial concession from your



opening statement, Mr. Secretary, I want to compliment you in the
progress you are making toward solving this problem.

Secretary WEINMI EOR. I do not object to compliments, but I am not
sure that is a compliment. [Laughter.]

Senator B NiTSE. I have no further questions at this time, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Roth.
Senator RoTi. Mr. Secretary, the extension of medicaid to the new

people that would be covered under the Federal program, would I
believe, be at the option of the State.

As anewomer to the committee, I am not sure that this is a realistic
option. Can you really have the two groups, those under the State pro-
gram covered under medicaid and not extend the same privileges to
the new beneficiaries covered under the Federal plan? Are we in
position where we have practically forced the States to extend medic-
aid to those under the Federal program?

Mr. CARLuCor. I think we have to recognize there Would be pres-
sures in that direction, Senator. But once again, we have tried as we
indicated in the letter we put out to the Governors of the States, to give
the States maximum flexibility. Indeed, as the Secretary has pointed
out, the law also gives him the option of going back to January 1972
eligibility standards for all of these groups or for any group individ-
ually who is going to any level of standards between the 1972 stand-
ards and the present level of eligibility determination. So the clear
intention was to give to the States flexibility to make decisions con-
sistent with their financial ability to assume additional responsibilities.

Senator RoTH. It just seems to me as a practical matter to be very
difficult to do so. I wonder if that is a realistic burden to place on the
States.

Mr. CARLUCCL As a practical matter, I think we have to recognize,
I think there would be this pressure, but also to point out again that
there are additional funds being freed up, while these funds might not
be adequate in every case to cover all the new medicaid eligible popu-
lation, they will go a long way to meeting the needs.

Senator RoTH. Thank you,'Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. I am going to submit this letter that Senator Mon-

dale asked to have answered for the record, and I would like to pass it
along to you. You can just give an answer later.

Secretary WINBERER. Yes, sir.
[The letter referred to follows. At presstime, June 22, 1973, the

answer had not been received.]
U.S. SENATE,

COMMITTEE ONJ INANCE,
Washington, D.C., June 19, 1973.

Hon. RUSSELL B. LONG,
Chairman, Senate Fitance Committee,
U.S. Senate, Wa8hington., D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I deeply regret that long-standing prior commitments
will not permit me to be present at the hearing on the Supplemental Security
Income Program this morning.

I would deeply appreciate your requesting HEW Secretary Weinberger to re-
view the attached letter from Minnesota's distinguished Governor, the Honorable
Wendell R. Anderson, and to furnish the Committee with a point-by-point re-
sponse for the record.
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Governor Anderson's letter documents the great difficulties which have con-
fronted our State In attempting to implement the new Supplemental Security
Income Program and related matters, in the face of delayed and indecisive ad-
ministration by the Department of HEW.

It appears to me that the absence of effective management by the Department
has made the Job of state government in implementing the complex provisions of
H.R. 1, the Social Security Amendments of 1972, incredibly difficult.

I deeply appreciate your cooperation.
Sincerely,

WALTER F. MONDALE.
Enclosure.

STATE-OF MINNESOTA,
OMO Of TIM Gov'mNoR,

St. Paul, Juno 18, 1973.
Hon. WALTER F. MoNDALE,
U,8. senator,
Senate Offloe Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAR FRiTz: In preparation for the Senate Finance Committee hearing with
HEW Secretary Weinberger on Tuesday, I thought you might be interested in
Minnesota's experiences with the Supplemental Secur'.ty Income program and
some other relationships with the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Since passage of legislation mandating the SSI program as a replacement for
local-state-federal assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled, Minnesota has at-
tempted to gather the type of information on which state decisions could be made
In anticipation of the new arrangement to be effective on January 1, 1974, The
process has been difficult and frustrating for us, and I am certain, for a number
of other states as well.

Minnesota's legislature adjourned late In May, having established a state
budget through June 80, 1075, without taking positions on the issues i'elated to
SSI implementation. The central questions before us are whether to supplement
federal payments which are lower than present state standards: and if so,
whether to supplement for old and new recipients or only for those now receiving
local-state-federal assistance. These considerations are tied directly to the "hold
harmless" provision in the law.

"Hold harmless" has been dangled before us for many months-spend so much
and you need not spend more. But at the time our legislature adjourned, the De.
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare had not yet defined for us how
much state and local cost there would be to meet the "hold harmless" level, and
the method of calculating such costs was not available to us to help us make our
own estimates.

I am sure, Senator, that you can appreciate the difficulty a state adtnistra-
tton and legislature have in setting a budget without such estimates and with-
out knowing how many people will qualify for a major program. Over the past
six months. H.E.W. and the Social SecurityAdministration have given the state
figures ranging from 39,000 to 89,000 as the number of newly eligible recipients,
compared to a present caseload of approximately 31,000 in the three categories
to be replaced by SSI.

Two weeks ago at the National Governors' Conference, a representative of the
Social Security Administration showed me projected 81 data for Minnesota
which put the anticipated number of new recipients at approximately 80,000. Yet
whetn our Department of Public Welfare attempted to verify this figure late last
week at the Chicago regional office, we were told that the latest regional SSA
projections are for 87,500 eligibles.

Where and when do we obtain data on which our decislonmakers can depend,
with an implementation date only six months away? I believe our legislature is
justifled in refusing to act without basic information.

Information on the number of eligible recipients is absolutely essential to the
budgeting process. In Minnesota, each public assistance recipient Is also eligible
for Medtcal Assistance payments. We have asked repeatedly how state and local
Medical Assistance costs are likely to be affected by the increased number of
S1 recipients. These costs, as you know, are not covered by the "hold harmless"
provisions of the federal legislation. Consistently the answer has been that de-
tails will be worked out but that we should probably count on spending addi-
tional state dollars. At the National Governor's Conference, the-materials shown
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to me identified-for the first time--additional yearly costs of $12.5 million for
Medical Assistance. This information was not available at the time our legisla-
ture adjourned.

Let me emphasize that we do not object to the principle of a federal takeover
of assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled. Nor do we have any basic objec-
tion to increased eligibility under federal guidelines and federal financing-
people who need help should be able to get it. Nor do we object to making neces-
sary changes in state law to implement the program in Minnesota, or to pro-
vidling for a reasonable state share of the costs as we prepare our budget.

But we must have adequate information. We must have adequate lead time
for analysis and planning purposes, We must be in a position to assess the cost
implications for the local governments with which we share funding respon-
sibilities for public assistance in Minnesota, Otherwise the federal-state partner-
ship anticipated in this legislation is a mockery.

At the National Governors' Conference, Assistant H.E.W. Secretary Carlucci
explained that SSI information had just gone out to the states which would now
make it possible for them to prepare their budgets. In the discussion period, I
informed him that our legislature had recently adjourned after setting our state
budget through June 30, 1975, and I asked Mr. Carlucci whether lie could suggest
what we might do. His response was that perhaps we could call a special session
of our legislature.

The other governors broke into laughter at the response---quite appropriately.
That response, in my judgment, represents either a total misunderstanding or a
total disregard of the orderly processes of state government In Minnesota and
elsewhere.

The Supplemental Security Income prograin is not our only concern. You are
already well aware of the issues surrounding social services regulations, their
effects on programs to keep people off public assistance in Minnesota and else-
where, and our litigation for reimbursement of expenses for previous Minnesota
efforts.

We have also had problems related to the Quality Control Review program
established in the Department of liealth, Education ( and Welfare to ri'mittor
expenditures for public assistance. The Department of Public Welfare has re.
cently provided me with a four-page memo outlining the way In which the Fed-
eral government proposes to audit and review our spendlimng.

I believe my record is well established as a firin believer In effective mian1age.
meant tools to scrutinize expenditures. But I can only shake my head at a system
which will require four or five levels of review for each Quality Control case.
Apparently there will be auditors of the auditors of the auditors who review
our audits.

With HE.W. urging, the recent legislative session also provided for a computer-
based centralized Medical Payments system in Minnesota, anticipating sub-
stantial federal support that we believed was agreed upon. Proposed regulations
related to qualifying for this support have been delayed until a week ago, and our
December request to transfer the highly praised Oklahoma system to Minnesota
has not yet received a response.

We will be happy to provide further information concerning any of these
matters. Many dedicated Individuals within the Department of Health. Education
and Welfare have been helpful to us, and we have had many positive experiences
with both the regional and national offices of tI.E.W. But we are nevertheless
experiencing considerable difficulty in participating In the shored decision proc-
esses that are so important to shared federal-state llunIili program effort,.

T am hopefl that you and your colleagues on the Senate Finance Committee
will benefit from this Analysis of our experience, and I hope that you will seek
sinilar analyses from the other Governors. I know that many of them share our
frustration.

With warmest regards.
Sincerely.

WENDELL '. Amrnsox.

The COmTn N.,. Thank you very much. Mr. Secretary, and your as-
sistants. We appreciate your testiminy here this inorninfr. T will now-
call Mr. Garland Bonin" Mr. Raymond 1V. Vowell and Mr. Lloyd E.
Rader. These gentlemen are directors of the welfare (lepartniplits of



the States of Louisiana. Texas, and Oklahoma, and they are testifying
on behalf of the National Council of State Welfare Administrators.

Mr. Bonin.

STATEMENT OF HON. GARLAND L. BONIN, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
INCOME MAINTENANCE, LOUISIANA HEALTH AND SOCIAL AND
REHABILITATION SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED
BY HON. RAYMOND W. VOWELL, COMMISSIONER, TEXAS
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WELFARE; AND HON. LLOYD E.
GRADER, DIRECTOR, OKLAHOMA DEPARTMENT OF INSTITUTIONS,
SOCIAL, AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

Mr. B, NIN. Mr., Chairman, and gentlemen of the Senate Finance
Committee, my name is Garland Ti. Bonin of the Louisiana Health,
Social and Rehabilitation Services Administration.

I appear here today representing the National Council of Welfare
Administrators. The chairman Qf the council, Wilb J.. Schmidt, was
unable to be here. Present with ine are Mr. Raymond WV. Vowel], com-
missioner of the Texas I)epartment of Public Welfare, who is the vice
chairman of the council, and Mr. L. E. Rader, director of the Okla-
homfa Department of Institutions, Social and Rehabilitative Services,
who is the secretary of the council.

We are honored and most grateful for the opportunity to appear
before this distinguished body in response to proposed alternative
amendments for the implementation of the supplemental security in-
come program. The administrators of the 50 States welfare programs
are aware that many new needy persons will be benefited. We are also
painfully aware that a large number of the most needy of our society
now on public assistance will receive lower payments or no payments
at all. The Council of Welfare Administrators also have grave con-
cerns about the ability of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare to implement the supplemental security income program by
January 1, 1974. Six months is a short time from where we are today
to the delivery of checks to the adult categories. We are faced with
unprecedented problems if millions of people fail to receive their life
subsistance checks on time.

'he general position of the council is supportive of the second al-
ternative proposal, which calls for the postponement of the supple-
mental security income program for 1 year, and during the period of
such postponement the continuation of current payment levels for cur-
rent recipients at full Federal cost, and a requirement for a minimum
payment for current and future recipients.

OPTIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF FEDERAL 851 ADMINISTRATION

During the months that followed the enactment of Public Law
92-603. the States become increasingly uneasy with the delays in essen--
tial SSI policy decisions. By April, the States had received only verbal
briefings on possible policy options which would affect their decision
on whether or not to supplement and how much, and whether to elect
Federal administration of the supplement.



The announcements of options under consideration only served to
raise more questions. Policy decisions with respect to medicaid for
SSI recipients were likewise not forthcoming.

Mindful that legislatures in many States would soon end their
sessions without information essential to action on these matters, and
that HEW's failure to reach these decisions wouhl rieclude State
budgetary and legislative action to protect those who would be dis-
advantaged, the council, oil April 16, adopted the following resolution
which was addressed to the Senate Finance Committee, the House
Ways and Means Committee and the Secretary of the Department of
Ifelth, Education, an(i Welfare.

T hat the council go on record in support of a delay in implementa-
tiot of the suI l)leii intal security income program for at least 1 year,
during which time States would continue the administration of the
adult as.sstance categories as they are now constituted, but with 100
percent Federal funding of the costs of administration and assistance
payments at the level prescr ibed in title XVI of the Social Security
Act, and with no added cost to the States; provided that any State
would have the option of proceeding with the conversion to the SSI
program on ,January 1,1974.

On May 26, 197,. HEW made available to the States via a letter
to the Governors the basic information which would be proposed in
the Federal Register for regulations on State supplementation and
medicaid eligibility. I am pleased to comment that these projected
regulations, to the'extent that the council has had an opportunity to
consider them, seem to be constructively and carefully devised "and
reflect an approach responsive to the situations of the States. However.
the formal notice of intent to regulate has not yet appeared in the
Federal Register.

While we are well aware that the, Department of Ihialth, Education.
and Welfare is unequivocal in its declaration that preparations are
on schedule for the Jamuary 1974 implementation, there continues to
be a sense of uncertainty on the part of most States as to whether
everything will be ready.

COSTS OF AI) MINISTRATION

In view of the fact that many State legislatures have adjourned for
this term without making appropriations for the costs of administer-
ing adult assistance programs, it would be necessary, under the option
of State administration, to provide full Federal funding for that
purpose.

PREVENTING IA8 OP MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY

The provisions under consideration by your committee to prevent
the loss of medicaid eligibility under ASt are urgently needed and
supported by the council.
We also call attention to one further factor in this regard. If the op-

tion of continuing State administration is adopted we assume that
those additional individuals who would become eligible because of the
higher payment level would be considered to be recipients of money
payments from the State. Thus, it would be mandatory upon the State
to include them under the medicaid program.



It is recommended that a provision be included to hold States harm-
less against the resulting increase in medicaid costs.

FOOD STAMP EIGIBIIITY

The council fully concurs in the committee's a parent determination
to accomplish a rtl)eal of the forfeiture of food stamp eligibility for
the aged. blind and disabled.

HOLD .\IAIMLESS FOR STATE SUPPLEMENT

In view of the fact that a number of States have increased the public
assistance paynient level since .lanuarv 1972. we reconiniend that, for
greater equity. the base period for coniluting the adjusted payment
level be clianged to )ecember 1972.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRIMAN. )o you other two gentlemen have a prepared

statement?
Mr. VowLL. No. sir: I am a resource person.
The CiA IRMAN. You lie1Id the discussion here this morning. Would

you gentlemen please explain to the committee what the problem seems
to lbe with regard to the slulllementat ion, ? II other words, to what ex-
tent were the States aware of the need to supple ent iin order to assure
that no one would receive a cut. and to what extend t have the States
been aware of the fact thlft a great number of aged citizens would
receive a cut unless tie States act to prevent that from happening?
Mr. RADER. 1r. ('hair11an. the bill, of course, thlt wvelt to coll'-

ence from tile Semate had one very important aniemnment which, its
I recall. was presented by you to the S(lt( as v whole, that gave
an increase ill the nmt.hing firmmula. We are still iivitig under thes
Old matching formula that we 11had since 1965. I believe.

When you take the hill is a whole, it breaks down into about. I
believe, 18-I will not take the tie of the committee to discuss Okla-
homa's I)oblems-plav es wlieme the State has to spend Iiore State
money. So we would have to-Oklahina would have to-coie hf)
with, in round figures, $17 million additional State money to imlple-
unnt the i)rogral.

Senator BHEN -r. low much additional money would you get for
that $17 million adlitiomal Statrffomey ?
Mr. RADER. I am talking about over and above the Federal money,

Senator Bennett.
Senator Bx. xNE'ir. Well. you say it is additional State money be-

cause there Were Illore nmatchinig requirements. If there are more match-
ing requirements. the Federal Government must come u) with money
to match.

Mr. RADm. Yes, sir. that is true.
Senator BENN.E. ,TT. The new $17 million ?
Mr. R,%DR. If we had $17 million State money, we could buy

through. and if we had $,2) million State money, we could buy m(di-
caid for the eligible.

Senator BEuNE'r. But tile Federal Government has to match that.
so you have the right to force the Federal Government to give you an



equivalent amount. I did not want to leave the impression you had to
come up with $17 million in additional money, but the Federal Gov-
ernment did not have an additional obligation.

Mr. RADER. Yes, sir, they had an additional obligation.
The CHAIRMAN. Let me get this part straight. Do I understand

that the bill, as it became law, would require Oklahoma to come up
with $17 million in addition to what Oklahoma was already spending?

Mr. RADER. Yes, sir. Cash out the food stamps, and all the items;
yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. But, now, you are assuming that this program
would include broadening the medicaid program, I take it, to include
the new beneficiaries under the SSI.

Mr. RADER. Yes, sir.
The CXIR-MTAN. Now, where do you stand if you do not include the

new SST beneficiaries under medicaid but instead limit eligibility to
those who were previously on the rolls?

Mr. RADER. We cash out the stamps, and we take care of the spouses
who are ineligible, we take on new provisions that are in the bill, I
have a breakdown, but I assure you, sir, that the figure I am using is
correct, it will cost $17 million more.

The CIIAIRMANK. You would assume, I take it, that when they double
the number of aged recipients under the SSI program it does not
make too much sense to try to continue a program where half of the
beneficiaries for aid to aged are eligible for medical care and the other
half are not eligible for medical care.

Mr. RAnEr. That is right.
The ChIAIRMAN.. In other words, it is sort of a makeshift program.

People cannot understand why those who were previously on the rolls
are eligible to receive the medicaid and those who are eligible for the
same program. the SSI program do not receive it.

Mr. RADER. That is correct.
The ChAIRMAN. Your thought is that if SST is the only program

providing aid to the aged, and it is not an Oklahoma program, then
if you aie going to have a program for medical care for the aged,
all of those eligible for the SSI should receive it.

Mr. RADER. Yes, sir.
You see, the eligibility requirements are so much more liberal or

they had-to be or you would not double the caseload throughout the
country. and it is ihe-I am sure the committee does not want to be
burdened about Oklahoma's decision. it kind of falls in the position
of Texas in a way. we have got so much State money, and it has
been, it has already been the decision of the Oklahoma Legislature to
take, care of those ade(quately that we now have on the rolls.

The CrAIR,tAT. Am I to understand also that this l)rovision in
the law, where the States have been taking care of essential persons,
where a husband is over 65 and his wife is below 65, by inadvertence
have been left out of the SSI program. so that would have to be cared
for at 100 percent of State expense, is that correct'?

Mr. RADER. That is right.
The CIHAIR-MAN. When you take care of the situations that would

be, were inadvertently left out, so that those would have to be cared
for 100 percent at State expense, and when you take care of the food



stamp problem and to try to prevent them from having a cut and
then when you try to cover the cost of providing medicaid to all the
people newly made eligible, you say you would be about $17 million
behind in Oilahoma even if you did take all the money that was saved
to you by the Federal takeover of the aged program,'and put all that
back into your welfare program?

Mr. RADER. Well, the State, you know, Senator, has to look at the
entire welfare i'iogram, and there have been other laws enacted by the
Congress which are mandatory. such as the screening of children.
Now, when you screen all the children in Oklahoma at the contracted
cost, you come up with approximately $6 million. Then you are going
to have to treat those children, you find a kid that needs some medical
care, and not having any money to do it.

Senator BENFTr. You are taking us away from the basic subject
here.

Mr. RADER. I understand, Senator Bennett, and I admit that. When
you look at the money that comes back to the State you have to look
at the entire segment and not one.

The CHAIRMAN. He is saying under the Ribicoff amendment you
are required to screen all of these young people and then having
screened them you are under a burden to provide treatment for those
who are ill, and when you do that then that costs about how much?

Mr. RADER. We have not estimated that.
The CHAIRMAN. The screening along will cost $6 million?
M r. RADER. Yes.
Senator BE.nsNNETT. But that has been on the books since 1967.
Mr. RADER. I understand.
Senator BENNETT. That is not something added as a result of last

year's bill.
Mr. RADER. It is added.
Senator BENETrr. It seems to me you are really straining to tell us

that we should not require the States to make any contribution in this
by going back to programs that were written into the law years ago.

Mr. RADER. Well, now, if the committee would care to listen to the
figures, and they all build up, it costs $283 140 additional for the FICA
tax so you have got to put them all together, and when you pull it all
together and cash out the food stamps, and the room and board pay-
o aents for medical assistance funds the law requires that the nursing

home payments be a total vendor payment including room and board
and nursing services chargeable to medicaid, that costs an additional
$2,270,000, so when you get into the total, Senator-

Senator BENNETT. If we need to give you more money to cover those
other programs, we should do it.

Mr. RADER. That is correct.
Senator BENNETT, But not in the context of the SSI program.
Mr. RADER. But the Senate did do that, Senator Beiinett. It sent that

type of a bill to the conference.
The CHAIRMAN. But the point you are saying is that the Senate bill

that we passed-
Mr. RADER. Yes, sir.
The CHAIMAN [continuing]. Had enough money to take care of all

these -things--



Mr. RADER. That is correct, Senator Long.
The CHAIRMAN. I know it because you are the man who brought me

the amendment and I put it in the bill. [Laughter.]
But having gone to conference-
Mr. RADER. Lost the amendment.
The CHAIRMAN [continuing]. With a bill that would take care of all

this, by the time that the House got through insisting that we reIduce
the cost of it, it was reduced dqwn so that all those things were not
cared for, is that not correct?

Mr. RADEII. That is correct, Mr. Chairman, yes, sir.
Senator BI..xNErr. Excuse me, I did not mean to interrupt.
Mr. VowF.LL. May I make one brief statement, Mr. Chairman? Mr.

Chairman and rentlemien, the Council of State Welfare Administra-
tors met a couple of weeks ago, yes, and after some remarks by Mi.
Whittier, who is the Director of the SSI Bureau, 27 States held up
their hands that they would have large numbers of people
disadvantaged.

Now, I know what our State is involved with but other States ha%
the same problem with essential persons, with people who will become
ineligible in nursing homes, and other disadvantaged people.

To try to strengthen what Senator Bentsen said about Texas, there
are $136 million-legislature appropriated for a biennum-136 mil-
lion additional State dollars for medicaid to cover this doubling tie
recipients rolls. In the savings that the Secretary and others kept
talking about. public assistance State money will have $68 million so
you can subtract $68 million from $136 million, and this makes that.

In addition, the legislature, in trying to take care of the people who
have special needs, appropriated $6.5 million for social services-type
money. In addition, for grants )reviously provided for glasses. hear-
ing aids, and dentures for the elderly they' appropriated special fimids
for these and attempted to appropriate $'30 million of State money to
look after those who might become ineligible in nursing homes. and
our constitution provides that no public assi-tanee grants or medical
payments can be made without Federal matching. This is the effort
we have made to meet the needs of these people. and I do not think,
as has been testified here, that the options on medicaid for the new
eligibles-when State Senator Bill Moore call me and wants to know
why Mrs. Tones gets three prescriptions a month and Mrs. Smith gets
the same SSI payment check and do not get any, it is hard to'live
with in the State. ar

The CiIAtr.,rXN. Let me see if I just understand this. You said Texas
provided $163 million more for medical care for the aged. Is that all
Texas-monev or-

Mr. VoWELT,. That is all Texas money; that is above what we were
spending in 1973, Senator.

The CiAIRMAN. That $163 million, was that made necessary in part
in anticipation of the SSI program increasing the number of people
receiving payments because they are old?

Mr. vowE;TJ. Yes, sir.
The CHAIRMAN. So that in order to extend the medical care to these

new beneficiaries under medicaid, Texas provided $163 million which
you estimate to be about what it would cost, and you would have a



savines, if I understand your testimony, under the SSI, of about
$68 Million.

Mr. VowFmu. That is right, in State funds.
The CIrAIM AN. All right. Well now. where Texas has provided

$163 million more for medical care for the people that the Federal
Government is making eligible for the Sf program, and the State
is receiving a savings of .68 million under the SS1 program, that
means that Texas would then have $95 million more State money be-
in' made available by Texas. And do I take it that even with'that
as far as the cash benefit payment is concerned, you would still have a
lot of people suffering a cut?

Mr. Vow~rta. That is right, sir.
The CI TAIIMAN. Now, in addition to that, you say that you found it

necessary to put up $6 million. What was that for?
Mr. VoOWELL. $6.5 million to try'to provide social services to these

people who are now getting a special needs grant to keep them out
of a nursing home.

The CHAIRMAN. I see.
Mr. VOWELt,. I think Senator Bentsen referred to them earlier,

those who needed more than housekeeping services but less than a
nursing home needs. WVe are trying to keep from sending them to ex-
pensive nursing homes.

The CIA MIIAN. You provide another $30 million for people in
nursing homes?

Mr. VOWELL. No, sir. This, it was denied because of constitutional
provision. The legislature--

The CITAIR-MAN. You tried to provide it for them.
Mr. VowELL. The House put it in their bill and it went to conference

and it was ruled it would be unconstitutional.
The CTIATRMAN. Do I understand from your statement that Texas is

providing over $100 million in addition for their aged people, not-
withstanding which many of them would still take a cut?

Mr. VOWEL,. Right. sir, and lose food stamps on top of that.
The CHAIRMA. Now, would you mind explaining, Mr. Bonin, what

is the situation that developed in Louisiana? We have heard testi-
mony here that Louisiana, for example, received a $30.million-will
receive a $30 million savings under the program. How does that de-
velop? How has the State reprogramed its funds with regard to the
fact that $30 million less would be necessary for cash assistance?

Mr. BoNiN. The Governor and legislature just decided they were
going to take that savings and put it in another program. For instance,
half of it has gone into a mental retardation program. We are Just
paying, 56 percent of need in ADC. I was hoping to get, and we needed.
$22 million in State money to bring our ADC payments to a hundred
percent of need and I was hoping to get some of that money to increase
it, but I did get $2.5 million to raise from 56 to 60 percent of need and
this is the decision that the Governor and the legislature made.

The CIAIRMAN. So part of it was put into programs to help the
poor?

Mr. Bo*.ix. Right.
The CITAMMAN. Part of it might have gone into something else, I

assume, but at least most of it was put into mental retardation and
AEDC?



IMr. Bom. The present welfare program. Also, we are coming Up
with an additional $6 million for our medicaid over and above what we
had this present fiscal year. And, speaking of medicaid, Senator, let
me make a statement. I heard the people from HEW say we were get-
ting 80 percent. I just found out IIEW owes me a lot of money.
[Laughter.]
fI have Just been getting 73, I think, and I dropped down to 69 the

Senator ENNETT. They corrected it and said 72 percent.
Mr. BoNIN. They did? I did not hear it.
The CHAinmAN. They corrected it again and said it was 69 percent

because the income of our people went up somewhat.
I take it that it is your feeling that where your family category was

only getting less than 60 percent of need, and our aged category would
be getting a lot more than 60 percent of nec d, as between the two you
felt that the mothers and children needed the money worse than the
aged because they were getting less than 60 percent of need and the
aged would be getting somewhere between 80 and a hundred percent of
need?

Mr. BoNIN. Right.
The CHAIRMAN. So that as-between the two you felt that the money

the State had would be better programed into providing medical care
for the sick and cash benefits to the children and the mothers who by
any objective tests, were suffering a greater degree of need than to pro.
gram that into supplementing the aged payments where, relatively
speaking, their degree of need was not as much?

Mr. BoNiN. Very definitely, Senator.
The CHAIRMAN. Now, hadyou gentlemen more or less thought that

this H.R. 1 was going to become law in such a fashion that the States
were going to receive something of a windfall?

Mr. RADER. That is what we thought after the Senate acted; yes, sir.
Mr. VOWELL. Senator, I believe you will recall last October'when I

visited with you briefly, I tried to forecast the $100 million additional
money that it would cost the State of Texas in medicaid benefits. We
keep a pretty good track of that. It would never be, it was never con-
sidered to be a windfall in our State. We probably did the most. broad-
est analysis of H.R. 1, which is a very complex piece of legislation. We
1)robably did; the Governor set up a task force to do this which I think
probably revealed to us many of the problems that we would be facing
today, and we have projected this increase in rolls and plrobably-in
one county, for instance, in my State, 71 percentt of the l)eople over 65
y ears of age are on old-age assistance. This is a very poor county. We
have several such counties in the State. We know the rolls will 'grow,
we are expecting the disabled group to quadruple within the first 12
months of-the new program. So what we have talked about, and I was
presiding when the Council of Welfare Administrators passed the res-
olution in April suggesting some delay in implementation because of
the lack of information at that time, and there were only two States,
I believe, that raised the question. One said, "We would like to have the
option opl)ortulity.' I would like to see some test programs run. I have
been in trouble once in the vendor drug program with adequate test
runs on computer operations. I would like to see some tests made before



they take on 6 million, and whatever it is, 100,000 people, it will 'be to
pay checks in 1 day in January 1974.

Today, the States, and the majority of the States, that have com-
puterized rolls mail out a check on the first of the month along with
a medical eligibility card, medical eligibility for that month. "

Now, the Treasury Departnnt, so far as we can determine, will
never do this. Therefore, there are two mailings to the same individual
each moth, and we have to wait until we receive the tape from SSI, if
we use their eligibility lists. So there is going to be sometimes a 2- to
10-day delay or maybe longer in getting out a medical eligibility when
the person may need their medications, they may need to see the doctor,
maybe in the'hospital the first day of the month. I think there are
mainy problems yet to surface in this area.

The CnAIR3IA . I-low many States are going to be able to extend
medicaid to the new beneficiaries under the SSI program?

Mr. BoNix. I do not have any figures on that.
The CAiR rMAN. Have you any idea how many are going to do 'this?
Mr. BoNiN. Senator, we can find out.
Mr. VoWvjrr,. You have to provide medicaid under one of two

options. There is no alternative, you have to go the spend-down route,
which is the medical program or'the SSI eligibility program. You are
going one way. This business of not providing these people as some-
thing locally-I do not believe that a State can endure very long to tell
a person who receives the same amount or nearly the same amount of
SSI check each month where one receives medical benefits and the other
does not, it is hard to convince people that they are not being denied
something they are entitled to.

The CuIAnrRAN. )o you have any indication, perhaps just an off-
hand guess, what percentage of the States are going-to take the
option of extending medical care to all the SSI beneficiaries?

Mr. VOWELL. Senator, in the last meeting of the Council of Admin-
istrators we could not make, I do not think we could arrive at, that
determination. I do not know today what, which route I will try to
take in our State, simply because we do not have the Federal regula-
tions and guidelines for, out of the Medical Services Administration,
for this. iss Nelson, who was here, and the Secretary's letter has
been helpful. But we have not seen the printed and the final regula-
tions so that we may be able to judge w-hat is for the best interests of
our State.

Mr. BoxiN. We will pick them up, Senator, even without looking
at the regulations.

The CIAIIRMA. Are you saying Louisiana will be extending medi-
cal benefits to the SSI beneficiaries?

Mr. Bo-iN. That is right and, as you know, Senator, we have had
medicaid in Louisiana a long time before the Federal Government
ever thought about it with our charity hospital system. -

The CHAIRMAN. While Louisiana may be criticized for not pro-
graming its money over into providing a supplement for those who are
present y on the rolls, it will be in position of criticizing other States
who cannot find the money to extend medicaid to the SSI beneficiaries.

Mr. BoxiN. Right.



The CHAIRMAN. So that some States will-be in position to do one
thing and some will be in position to do other things but a lot of them
will not be in position to do both.

Can you tell me how many States will there be who will not be in
position to do the two things, that is, to provide the health care to the
SSI beneficiaries and to assure that nobody get a cut?

Mr. Bo.Ni. I do not know, sir.
Mr. RADERI. Mr. Chairman, that question was asked at the meeting

last week of the State directors and, I believe, there were 40 of us
there. As I recall, there were 13 States which said they were going to
supplement through the Federal-Government, and of those 13 States,
however, there were a number of them that could not do both. So I
ust do not know the answer to that question; I do not believe any-

body knows at this time.
Tbhff CMAIRMAN. I hope you will help me obtain the answers to that

because I am satisfied that when we went to conference with our bill
that we had enough money in the bill so that the States would have
had no problem in providing whatever small amount might have been
necessary in order to supplement the SSI payment if supplementation
is necessary-and very few would have had to supplement at all-
and they would have had major savings which would have been avail-
able to them under their cash program and which, if they needed to do
sol could have been put over into the medicaid program.

When the bill came back from conference it had been so drastically
pared back that no one could tell just what it was going to do.

I will have to confess my ignorance. I was informed that there was
going to be a grandfather clause in this measure to protect those States
where they had payments above the SSI. I understand now that the
way the grandfather clause work is if the State takes what it was
putting into "iash benefits and gives that to the Federal Government
then the Federal Government has a burden to protect whatever that
payment was. But my impression last year was that the grandfather
clause would operate without requiring the States to put up whatever
they had been putting into their cashprograih into the Federal till in
order to trigger a Federal burden under the grandfather clause.

Mr. VowE.L. Senator, may I make one- other observation? You
mentioned grandfather. After the people who were denied last October
1, were phased back in for medicaid because of the social security
increase, there is a conflict in the present law, so far as our attorneys
and I believe, according to the HEW people, that those 19,000 in my
State would not be eligible for SSI and, therefore, they are not eligible
for medicaid. So you put a section in that bill. This is a conflict in the
language of the bill for those two items.

The CHAIMrAN. Senator Bennett.
Senator BENNEr. Thank you.-I would like to ask each of you one

simple question:
When the bill was passed last December and you first became

acquainted with it, did you understand that the Federal Government
was guaranteeing that your people would receive their present bene-
fits i they were above the minimums of $130 and $195 or did you
expect that if those rates were to be maintained, the States would have
to supplement above the $130 and $195 f



May I ask you first?
Mr. VOWELL. When the bill passed, sir, I was under the impression

that all people on the rolls at that time would be phased into the
program.

Senator BENNm-v. At what rates?
fr. VOWELL. At the $130 and $195.

Senator BENX NETr. That is fine.
Mr. VowELr. Let me go further now.
After. when I had submitted a budget in October-the first of

October-for the legislature, that bill negated my entire budget prac-
tically, and when we finaily finished the task force study which was
thousands of man-hours in' February. it was obvious to us that there
were people who would not be covered under th SSI program-the
ineligible spouse-who are today eligible under all the rules that we
have today, plus other categories, that had special need, as I pointed
out before, are not cared for, and others who-I think we had some
17,000.

Sen-ator BENXEm'Fr. Yes, but in terms of all those who would be eligi-
ble, the, limit of the Federal Government's obligation was $130 and
$195. Did you have that understanding?

Mr. VOw ELL. Except the fact, when it was passed, I thought they
were all phased in later on, I think-

Senator B-NNE'-r. Yes. But with respect to those who were eligible,
you did not expect the Federal Government to pay anybody in Texas
nore the $130 or $195, did you?

Mr. VOWELL. There are certain exceptions that you had in there and
there are other provisions in the bill, and they may be the limitations
on what we call a homestead and the means allowance may vary from
what the Secretary's regulations will have, you see. These'things have
not been answered yet, Senator.

Senator BENNE:r. But the basic pattern, leaving out these differences
in eligibility-and that is what a homestead is, it is a difference in
eligibility-

Mr. VoWELL. Yes.
Senator BNNEWr [continuing]. Once a person has been determined

to be eligible, you assumed that they were going to receive, a single
person. not more than $130 or a Cou;le $195. I know you have a prob-
lem in Texas, and we have discussed it here.

Mr. VowEL,. Yes, sir.
Senator BNr. Now, Mr. Bonin, I assume that you made the

same assumption because, in answering the chairman a few moments
ago, you indicated that in Louisiana you made a conscious choice to
take this savings money and give it to the children rather than leave
it for benefits or the older people. because the older people were -

Mr. Boxi .That is right, Senator. I understood it to be $180 and
$195 but I did not understand at that time that the essential person or
the spouts would no longer-

Senator BNNErT. That is a specific problem and I think we proba-
bly made a mistake. I think we overlooked that. But leaving that aside,
so far as the right of an eligible person to receive Federal money, you
assumed it was fixed as $130 per individual and $195?



Mr. Bo'li.-That is right, and I did not realize until the Secretary's
letter was sent to the Governor 2 or 3 weeks ago that some of fhe
people in nursing homes would no longer be eligible.

Senator Bj. 'SxNt. May I ask the same question of you, Mr. Rader.Mr. RADE.- Yes, Sir1.
Senator BENEIT. When that bill came out, did you make the same

assumptions?
Mr. RADER. Yes, substantially. that is correct, Senator Bennett.
Senator BE.x.x1'rr. So there Awas no question. You did not believe

that the bill said the Federal Government was absolutely going to
maintain the levels that may have existed in your State?

Mr. R.mm. I had the same impression Senator Long had, that
while it was in conference. that it was going to be grandfathered in.
Of course, I woke up to sad disappointment that it was not.

Senator B:isx'i-r. This is the middle of June. It is interesting to
me that this question has not been raised for 6 months or 51/2 months
if the problem occurred last January and you studied the bill, and I
would assume that you would have come up here earlier than this
to notify us of your problem.

Mr. Boxix. Senator, we have been meeting with Senator Long,
some of his staff; we have met with Chairman Mills shortly after tle
bill passed. I remember Senator Long told us, he says, "Look, we have
got, I want to tell you like LBJ tells me-I have' got enough prol)-
lems, we have got a year to work these things out, we will get
together."

We met with Chairman Mills. and he indicated that there was a
lot of correction, and he amazed me the last time we met with him.
which was about 3 weeks ago. We left Senator Long and went to
Chairman Mills, and I am not trying to speak for the chairman, but
we asked him, was he aware of ishat Senator Long was working on?
lie said, "Yes, I am sl)porting him all the way. I realize now we
made a mistake. We ought. to repeal that bill." This is a statement
that Chairman Mills made and the three of us with other-

Senator Bin- .r Would you recommend that it be repealed today?
Mr. RADER. I would; yes, sir.
Senator BE.N ,NrTT. Anid we go back to the old system?
Mr. RADER. Yes, sir.
Mri. BoNxI. I would not. Senator. l)ut, I would like to see it cor-

rected. There are a lot of things that should be corrected.
Senator BEx.NNTT. I think there are a lot of things that can be

corrected.
Mr. RADER. I say that if it is not going to be corrected. --

ir. Vowri,14 . Senator Bennett. can I -ra ise one question, sit? You say
why have we not been here before. Well, I do not know how often
you meet, we do not ordinarily-

Senator VExmcrr. We hale been in business since the 20th of
January.

Mr. VOWELL. With Senator Bentsen's staff we have discussed this,
iind I mailed each member of the Texas delegation an analysis of the
H.R. 1, which we did. We have visited with Senator Long twice or
three times since the 1st of Janutary, twice, I guess, a group of its. W\e
have had Mr. Stern in April before the Council of Welfare Adminis-



trators to discuss some of these matters with him. So I am saying we
have not been quiet about it.

Senator BNE:'rTT. Well, of course, maybe my feelings are hurt be-
cause nobody has approached me and indicated that there is such a
problem.

Mr. VOWFLL. If I come by there, you are not representing my State,
if I come by someday you will be willing-to sit down and visit with
m6, are you not?

Senator BENNETT. Sure, but now, it is after the fact.
Mr. VOWELL. There will be some more facts coming up.
Senator BENNETT. I have only one other comment, Mr. Chairman,

and then I am through. In your prepared statement, Mr. Bonin, you
say "We also call attention to one further factor in this regard. If the
option of continuing State administration is adopted, we assume that
those additional individuals who would become eligible because of the
higher payment level would be considered to be recipients of money
payments from the State. Thus, it would be mandatory upon the States
to include them under the medicaid program."

My staff man tells me that that is true and that would cost the Fed-
eral 'Government $800 million. That is a pretty good argument for
not going back to State administration or continuing State adminis-
tration because of that particular quirk in the medicaid law. So that
would add an additional cost of $800 million with respect to which the
Federal Government would have no option.

I have no further questions, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. Is that your understanding that if we retain State

administration, the Federal Government picking up the cost of it, that
the cost of medicaid would increase by $800 million?

Mr. BoxiN. I think you would still have, whether we administer it
or social security, because they have got to be eligible for SSI to be
eligible for, the noney payment to be eligible for, medicaid.

Senator BTNNE'rr. I think the difference, Mr. 'Chairman, is that
under this law, if you have Federal administration there is a choice as
to the extent to which the newly eligible will be covered but if you
leave State administration under the present law everybody who is
eligible must be covered and that is where the mandatory $800 mill ion
comes in.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, your problem as it stands right now-
Mr. BoN-i. That is not in your proposal. I just threw that in.
Senator BEN,,T-. That is the present law.
Mr. Bonii,. Yes.
Senator BxxETT. So you do not need it. It is not in our bill. it is

the present law and we would be forced to live up to it. if we left
administration in your hands.
The CITAmR MAN. When you talk about the increased cost of the pro-

gram you are suggesting that if the Federal Government paid 100 per-
cent of the cost of the cash benefits, then you think it also would be
desirable for it to pay 100 percent of the inedicaid, is that what you
are talking about?

Mr. BoxiN. Yes.
The CHAIRMAIN. That is an entirely different matter, that is not some-

tiing I was suggesting here.



Senator BENNETT. This is only half, and the States would have an-
other $800 million to do that.

The CIAIR AN. Am I correct or not?
Senator BEN.,ErTT. This is what the staff gives me.
Mr. BoNIN-. That is what Jay is telling you.
The CHAIRMAN. You mean that today under the present State wel-

fare rolls, the load they have today, let us see if I understand it, you
meat-it will take $800 million more at the Federal and State level to
extend medicaid to the people who are on the present rolls? If that
is the case I am surprised.

Mr. Bo xIN. This is what Jay said.
Senator Bi.Tir. They are those who would be made newly eligi-

ble when we move into the new program.
The CHAIRMAN. You mean by extending the $130 and $195 with-

out doing the other things to liberalize the eligibility, that it would
still cost'$800 million to the Federal Government and a somewhat sim-
ilar amount to the States in order to extend medical care to the people
newly made available by providing this uniform $130 and $195 stand-
ard;'is that what we areo talking about?

I Senator BENN ETT. That is m), understanding of it. I get it from the
statement here in the testimon', that because of the quirk in the law
if this remains to he administered by the States under the present law
anybody who is eligible under the State law is automatically eligible
for medicaid. and this would automatically make all of these eligible
for medicaid and on that basis there woid be $1 billion 600 million
additional medicaid coverage split between the Federal Government
and the States.

Mr. BoNIN. But, Senator, what we are talking about here-
Senator BENNETT. That is what I am talking about.
Mr. BoNIN. We are not talking about all of the people under SS.

We are just talking about )ostponing SSI for 1 year and because
of going up to 130 then we have new People eligiblle in our States.

Senator BEN-ETT. Yes, and because the law says if they are eligible
in the State they must automatically get medicaid, this becomes man-
datory for those people to the tune of $1.6 billion.

Mr. VOWELL. What we are discussing, though, Senator, is not speed-
ing tip but slowing-down the intake process. Through State administra-
tion you Would not be doubling your rolls certainly, on January 1. It
is a slowdown proposition, I thin k, was needed.

Senator BENNETT. If the Federal Government administers it I
think there is some leeway in medicaid eligibility. But if you admin-
ister it, there is no choice, is that right? That is what the staff tells
me.

Senator PACKWOOD. I have some questions, Mr. Chairman, if I
may ask them.

The CHAIRMAN. There is no reason why we cannot amend the law
if -we want to, to say you do not have to extend additional medical
benefits, but if we are going to make more people eligible and not
make them eligible for medical care we had better face that with our
eves wide open rather than et into a situation we are in right now

where HEW tells us everything is fine, and what you find are all
sorts of people are going to take a cut.



In addition to that, when you double the welfare rolls only half
the people are going to be eligible for medicaid, and you have prob-
lems with nursing homes and elsewhere that one is not quite aware
of. We are faced with a serious problem that you people have been
trying to work with and I just wish that HEW* had done one quarter
as much to alert me to the' problems that are going to exist in Janu-
ary as the State administrators have alerted me about. HEW was
a round every step at the time we passed this bill and they-did not alert
me to any of tins, and so frankly, I think it is about 3 months ago
that the State administrators started alerting me to the problems that
really did exist and I was shocked when I first heard about it, and the
more I hear about it the more concerned I get.

Now, from the point of view of the State administrators, it sounds
to me as though you were saying it was fine to extend these payments
to all these new people who are not presently on the rolls, in effect
doubling the rolls, if you could afford to do ihat, but that it did not
make much sense if you were hard pressed for dollars, as every State
administrator has been who has been administering the program, to
go put all of these new people on the rolls some of whom never even
expected to receive a check and who were not aware of any reason why
they should be getting one, when you were going to do'it at the ex-
pense of cutting back on a great number of other people who, rela-
tively speaking, were more deserving. That is part of it, is it not?

Ml. RIADER. That is correct.
The CHAliMAN. What you PeOI)le are saying is you call (10 one of

two things: You can save more money by postponing the liberality
and doubling the people on the rolls, and in doing that, saving a great
deal of money. you can go on ahead and take those deserving cases
you have and 1;rovide them with medical care as well as the cast
payments.

Mr. RADER. That is correct.
The CHAIRMAN. Or in the alternative, you are going to have a pro-

gram that is going to have all sorts of complaints. Half the people
who are on the rolls will not be getting medical care and half of them
will and that is hard to explain to the people who are not receiving
it, and a lot of people on the rolls are in prospect of having their
checks cut while other people are being added to receive checks that
they never expected. That is part of the problem that faces us in
January; is it not?

Mr. RADE. That is correct.
The CIRA . And you made your suggestions of how you think

this can be handled. You have discussed this with the other welfare
administrators, I take it.

Senator BENN,-xfErr. This is a resolution from them. Mr. Chairman.
The CTAIRMNrAN. About how many of them seem to agree that this,

would be about the approach that would seem preferable?
Mr.XADRn. Mr. Chairman, the day that vote was taken only Kansas,

and I n-ade the amendment, the motion was not mine but I did it. and
suggested ah amendment that would permit; provided that anyv State
would have the option in proceeding with the conversion to the SSI
program on January 1, 1974, Kansas was the only State represented
that day, and I believe we were all 45 States there that day, Mr. Bonin
says, whose legislatures had made provision.



Now, to be specific, the thing that I am afraid of in this bill is this.
There is always a tendency, you know, for more liberalization, aild
Oklahoma has a pretty liberal program. eligibilitywise, to where we
have about 110.000 adults in the population of 21,, million. Now,
when you double it our legislature thinks it is too liberal and they
will not appropriate a penny to supplement it, not one Ped pelmly. So.
I am directed by legislative resolution toi not send money v up to Wash-
ington to be administered by the Federal Govern,,elt, whein we have
no control over the eligibility, and I do not believe the Secretary has
yet determiined, and if he has he has not advised me or, to my knowl-
edge, any other Director, what the eligibility requirements -ire going
tobe. They trim them down some from time to time. but they still
come out with the same figure, and I think, I would think that you
are in pretty good shape if you could own an automol,ile worth S42.700.
it is a better automobile than I drive, and have $1,500 in ,'aslm and
go on and on. I think it is too liberal.

Senator B.lEx1;rr. If we are not careful--
Mr. RADEU. My legislature in Oklahomia thinks it is too libeal.
Senator BnixmNr. We are going to nmale it more lihberal if wv

proceed to say.the Federal Government will piek up the present lIevls
and you are 'lmee with all the money you saved to add ou top of it if
you want to.

The CHAIJRIANX. But herr, is the proPleml we are talking almt. You
are saying that the State of Oklahoma, where you had a liberal niatch-
ing program-

Mr. RADER.I. Yes.
The CHAIRIUAX. That the State put up its share to pay f,w all these

people whom you thought ought to le on tle rolls co,,si, lig tile fa,,.t
that th6 Federal Government will pay the big end of the cost of it.
Now, having done that, the Federal Government doubles tle rolls.

Mr. RADEu. That is right.
The CHAIRMANX. And at that point you feel that the legislature says:
Well, if the Federal Government thinks-they can afford to be all that liberal.

that is too rich for our blood. But more power to them. if they want to take over,
OK, but we do not think we can afford to be that liberal.

Mr. RADER. We-have never stopped the l)ayment at Federali match-
ing, we have taken whatever money we had available from the revenue
and sales tax and every one of our payments is above the Federal aver-
age, the matching in ADDC it is about $10 a person above the cutoff.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, do I take it that yourlegislature has felt that
you ought to extend medical care to these l)eol)h, made eligible for the
1Federal program or not?

Mr. RADER. No, they do not.
The CIAmRMAN. They do not?
Mr. RA DER. They do not and will not.
The CHAIRMAN. So their feeling is--
Mr. RADER. They are leaving us in this positl 'n. my directions from

the legislature are to let the Federal Government rui their I)rogram
however they see fit, and we will run ours. And we will stipplemeviml.
we will take'care of those ineligibles, as you call them. the ineligible
spouses, and any l)ersolin the iomie, we'will take our money to take
care of the most needy people but we are not going to participate in
this runaway program that HEW is talking about.



The CHAIRMAN. Let me see if I have this straight. Looking at the
requirements in this bill, you say it will cost Oklahoma, even though
they are not extending medicaid to the new eligibles, $17 million more
than-

r. l .iDiE. In State money than we spent last year.
The CHAIRMAIN. It will cost them $17 millioii more than they are

getting because of the additional Federal payment?
Sfi. RADER. Well, the additional action of the Federal Government

and interpretations of HEW, actions-that some of them, as I pointed
out fo Senator Bennett about the screening, of course, that is an
action-

Senator BENETTr. This is outside of this program entirely.
Mr. R])Eii. Yes, sir, I understand it.
Senator BE.NETrr. If this program did not exist it would still cost

the State of Ollaloina more in the areas.
Mr. R.n. Thlt is correct.
Senator Bi. NTrrT. So it does not impinge on the present consid-

eration.
The ('rM.R lAXN. Let us understand that, it is all wrapped up in

the same bill. I[.R. 1 when it became law imposed these requirements
on Oklahoma which you say will cost Oklahoma $17 million more
than von will save on your agel program ; is that right ?

M4., R.ER. Yes. sir, that is right.
The Ctmir\.tx. So that if they are talking about any windfall in

(kiahilla. just forget about the windfall. The mandatory require-
mo'ts pluis the matching requirements, will cost Oklahoma $17 million
tuore. Will you please make available to our staff so we can study
it. the real (Iown in Oklahoma of what is required, by H.R. 1 tha;t
will cost S17 million more than what was saved to you by the SSI
i)rograi ?11r. RADER. Yes. Sit'.*

Senator Br\ -E'rr. Will you tell is how much revenue-sharing money
O)liahoma gets which is available for any purpose including this?

The C)lmA~r:.',,. I can tell you how nmch they get. They get about
In() million at the( State level and that is subject to the stipulation

they canot use it for matching.
Senator BENNTT. But this is not inatching
The ('IAJMN. But the l)oint is that the $40 million that the State

of Oklahoma gets under the law we passed is under conditions where
they' are forbidden to match that in a Federal program so that they
.awlnot use it for this.

Senator IB:.;NE'rr. You and I knew when that law was being con-
sidered. We realized that it was a paper wall because they use other
finds for matching and then use the $40 million to make up the
otlr finids, it is that simple.

The Ci'mn!. My impression was that we had this one pinned
down where they cannot use revenue-sharing funds for matching.

My impressions is we pinned that program down where they had
to )ut new taxes on to pay for that new program or show they dis-
lwnised with a service they were previously providing, and that they

OAt jre.sitnie, June 22, 1973,the material referred to had not been received,



cannot use either directly or indirectly their revenue-sharing money
to put in these matching programs. I will be glad to check it out.

Senator BENN- E TT. I want to make one comment. These three gen-
tlemen sitting before us-Mr. Rader, representing Oklahoma, indi-
cates he is from a State that will supplement.

Mr. RADER. That is incorrect.
Senator BENx TT. That is a statement that comes from the staff be-

fore us. Oklahoma will supplement from the availability of State
funds.

Mr. RADER. Oklahoma will do what I told you we are going to do
but we are not going to supplement through the Federal Government.
We are. not going to tie our eligibility to the eligibility, the factor of
eligibility, to be determined by the Secretary.

The CHiAItM.N. Let us understand what that means. If I understand
what you have told me, and I tried to reconcile that to that mark being
in tlit list that Oklahoma will supplement, what that means is that
on an entirely State basis, without sending any money to Washington,
Oklahoma wouldd propose to take a look at these people who will lose
benefits because of the enactment of SSI.

Mr. RADE R.Yes, sir.
The Cii.kMuAi. And Oklahoma will add something at the State

level but you do not propose to give anything to Washington for Wash-
ington to'use to supplement?

Mr. R~mn:m. I already have been told I could not send a penny up
here, Senator.

The Cir.mmr.\-,-. Although the State legislature is willing to give you
some money to lake care of the most deserving cases?

Mr. RIADmE. Yes. Sir.
The ('I.UI IMAN. Under a State program, with no Federal matching.
Mr. RAniWT. Purely State program, no matching by the Federal Gov-

ernment. Purely taken care of by the State. In other words, the atti-
taide of the legislatiure and the chief executive in Oklahoma is to let
the Federal Government administer their program as they see fit, and
we will administer ours. That does not mean we do not want to visif
with you, counsel with you.

Senator Bni,,x.,'rr. It means in effect that the people will get a supple-
ient. they will get two checks instead of one.
Mr. RAD:R. Well. I do not know.
Senator BEN. NETT. Mavbe three.
V[r. RADER. When the Secretary gets through interpreting there may

not be any money left for supplementation, I do not know. I hope there
will be.

Senator BEN.NE'1r. OK.
Mr. ('hairman. I had a date at 12:30 and if we are going very much

further
'rhie C I MAN. No, I am through.
Senator BENNFTT. I am through.
The CHAIRMAN. So am I, unless you want to ask something for the

record. Thank you very much.
[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the hearing was concluded.]


