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A. H.R, 3153

On April 2, 1973 the House passed the bill H.R. 3153, which would

make a number of conforming amendments to the Social Securit r Act
which had been omitted in drafting the conference agreement on F1.R. 1
which became P.L. 92-603. The administration has submitted a sub-
stitute bill which they recommend be approved instead of the House-
passed bill. The provisions of their substitute are deseribed in this
pamphlet (except for those concerning medicare and medicaid, which
will be described in another pamphlet). .

B. Outline of Work Bonus Program for Low-Income Workers

Last year's Senate version of HLR. 1 added a new provision to the
tax laws providing that low income workers who head families having
one or more dependent children were to receive a nontaxable work
bonus equal to 10 percent of their wages, up to a maximum wage of
$4,000, if they are subject to social security or railroad retirement
taxes. In the case of married taxpayers, the bonus was to be computed
on the basis of the combined earnings of both. The amendment pro-
vided a permanent appropriation for the payment of these bonuses.
The work bonus was to be gradually reduced for income over 84,060
a year by one-fourth of the income (from whatever source deri ved)
of the individual (and of the spouse in the case of a married taxpayer)
over this amount. This would result in a complete phaseout of the
bonus where the total income equaled $5,600. Individuals who were
eligible to receive the bonus could apply for advance payments on a
quarterly basis throughout the year, but any payments made n exeess
of what the individual was entitled to receive would be subject to re-
apture. An individual could elect to take a credit against his income
tax in liew of the bonus.

C. Supplemental Security Income

1. Foop Stamp Erremsrvrry
The Law

Under H.R. 1 (P.L. 92-608) individuals eligible for SST benefits
would haye been prohibited from participating in food stamp or com-
modity distribution programs. In the current Congress, the Senate-
passed version of the farm bill (S. 1888) included & provision which
would apparently have had the effect of simply negating the H.R. 1
provision insofar as it applied to the food stamp program.

A similar provision was contained in the bill as reported to the
House of Representatives by the House Agriculture Committee, but
this provision was deleted in a floor amendment.

The law as enacted provides that an individual is ineligible for food
stamps for a given month only if his SSI benefit (nlus anv State
supplement) is at least equal fo the assistance plus the food stamp
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bonus he would have received under the State plan of old age assist-
ance, aid to the blind, or aid to the permanently and totally disabled as
in effect foy Decémber 1973.

The Problems

This would appear to require that in addition to having his eligi-
bility determined under the provisions of the SSI program and any
State supplementation program, an individual’s-eligibility would have
to be determined under the State plan for aid to the aged, blind, or
disabled which was in effect for December 1973. In some States this
involves a quite complex and individualized budgetary analysis of
needs. In wm&ﬂmou, it would be necessary to periodically re-examine
the individual’s eligibility under the December 1973 State welfare plan
to see if any of'the variable factors applicable, such as to the amount
of rent paid, need for a special diet, etc., had changed sufficiently to
affect the question of whetheror not the amount actually payable under
SST was as great as the amount which would have been payable under
the old welfare plan plus food stamps, It is quite possible, there-
fore, that an individual’s eligibility for food stamps under this pro-
vision might vary from month to month and that in the same State
there Emmwﬁ be SSI beneficiaries who are eligible for food stamps and
SST heneficiaries who are not eligibie for food stamps.

It should be pointed out that a determination under the prior wel-
fare plan would have to be made not only for those SSI beneficiaries
who were actually on the rolls in December 1973, but also for those
newly eligible after that time. In addition, for purposes of determining
eligibility for assistance under the prior weifare plan, the definition of
disability'and blindness in the new SST program will be used if it is to
the advantage of the beneficiary.

Another possible problem relates to the question of whether the
mandatory State supplemental payments required under the new law
enacted three months ago (P.1..93-66) will be counted in determining
food stamp eligibility. The provision in the Food Stamp Act literally
provides for measuring the Federal SSI payments plus “payments
described in section 1616 (&))" (that is, State supplementary payvments)
apainst the prior welfare payments plus tfood stamps. Since the manda-
tory supplemental payments under P.1. 93-66 are technieally not “pay-
ments deseribed in section 1616(a)", it is at least possible that this pro-
vision might be so interpreted than an individual will be eligible for
food stamps even though his SSI payment plus mandatory supple-
mental payment exceeded the amount which wonld have been avail-
able under the old welfare programs.

There is also a question of whether the Food Stamp Act gives the
States an incentive to increase substantially their welfare levels for the
one month of December 1973. By doing so. States could assure that
their aged, blind, and disabled recipients would remain eligible for fond
stamps after the SST program becomes effective. Because the manda-
tory supplementation requirements arve tied to State plans in effect
as of June 1973, States conld do this without being required to con-
tinue to provide a high level of assistance after December 1973.

HEW Proposal
TTnder the proposal submitted by the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, SST recipients would be ineligible to participate
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i food stamp or commodity distribution programs (other than in cer-
tain. emergency circumstances). However, aged, blind, and disabled
assistance recipients in December 1973 who also received food stamps
or commodities in that month would be protected against loss of in-
come under a grandfather clause. This clause would provide a Federal
payment as necessary to assure that the total income of such individ-
uals for months after December 1973 will be at least $11 ($21 in the
case of couples) higher than their total eash income in December 1973,
The amount of these Federal payments would never exceed $11 for an
individual or $21 for a couple, 0 it
Alternative Proposal . : ,

An alternative method of dealing with the problem of food stamps
would be to simply repeal the prohibition in the food stamp act against
participation by SSI recipients in that program (and the similar
prohibition with respect to the commodity program). This would
leave eligibility for food stamps to be determined on the basis of the
mdividual’s income rather than on the basis of his categorical situ-
ation as being or not being an SST recipient. (Current food stamp
regulations make welfare recipients eligible for food stamps even if
their total incomes exceed the ordinary eligibility standards for food
stamps. Whether or not this categorical eligibility should be permitted
to continue if the Committee decides to eliminate categorical ineligi-
bility is a separate issue.) ) E

If the Committee does decide to eliminate the provision making
recipients ineligible fo* food stamps and commaodities. it mieht also
want to consider eliminating the provision of P.L. 92-603 which, in
effect, provides additional Federal funding to compensate States for
raising their State supplemental levels to offset recipients’ loss of
eligibility for food stamps. %

2. TransFeEr oF AFDC Morners TO ;?H,HU

In enacting the new SSI program for the aged, blind and disabled
the Congress provided that disabled persons on the rolls in December
1973 would continue to be considered disabled even if they did not
meet the new Federal definitions of disability provided that they con-
tinued to meet the old State definitions in effect as of October 1972. The
mﬁz._q.o.m_o of this provision was to make it unnecessary for the Social

ecurity Administration to make a new determination of the disability
of the 1.2 million current reeipients of aid to the disabled. .

New York State is apparently hastily examining all AFDC caretaker
relatives for disability and in ‘order to place the maximum nuaber on
aid to the disabled. An article appearing in the New York Times of
September 24, 1973, indicated, that 65 percent of the first 10,000 wel-
fare mothers screened in a new city testing program were found to
have severe disabilities, New York City plans to test 250,000 welfare
mothers in a ten week period.

This transfer of AFDC mothers to APTD would shift the cost from
the Federal-State AFDC program to the Federal SSI program, with
higher Federal and lower State costs. It is recommended that to pre-
vent such a costly development, the grandfather provision for disa-
bility be amended to provide that only those pérsons who had received
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aid to the disabled before July 1973, and who are on the rolls in De-
cember 1973, would be deemed disabled without having to meet the
Federal definition of disability under the SSI program. .

3. Sprciar TreATMENT oF SSI Recrerents wio Live Wira AFDC

Famivies
The Law

In P.L. 93-66, the Congress enacted a grandfather clause to assure
that SSI recipients who are now getting aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled under State programs will receive State supplemental bene-
fits sufficient to assure them no reduction in total income when the new
SSI program goes into effect in January. The provision was designed
to achieve this objective while, at the same time, minimizing the ad-
ministrative burden to be placed on the Department of HEW which
would have to administer the SST benefits and, at least in most States,
the supplemental benefits,

The Problem

In most cases, the formula contained in P.L. 9366 will achieve
these two objectives in an acceptable way. However, in certain excep-
tional circumstances, an anomaly may arise in which the result of the
provision in P.L. 93-66 will be to greatly increase the amount of assist-
ance payable. This can happen in the case of individuals who are
anﬁbm payments under the program of aid to the aged, blind or

isabled, but who are also members of family units getting AFDC
payments. In such cases there are two problems which can arise,

The first of these relates to the allocation of certain budget items
such as shelter and utilities which are common to both the aged, blind
and disabled individual and the rest of his family. Under the old law
some or all of these items might have been attributed to the aged,
blind, or disabled person, while under the new law, the amount of pay-
ment to the aged, blind and disabled is determined without reference
to specific budgét needs. Thus the full amount of these specific needs
will apparently have to be added to the AFDC budget, raising the
amount of the AFDC grant. This effect could be partially offset if the
SS8I recipient’s contributions toward the costs of running the household
could be considered to reduce the net amount of the family’s needs.
However, a provision of P.L. 92-603 (sec. 414) specifically prohibits
counting the income and resources of an SSI recipient in determining
the income and resources of an AFDC family.

A second part of the problem arises because some States allocate the
income of an aged, blind, and disabled person to his entire family
when doing so results in a Emw.ww total grant to the individual and his
family. This will no longer be permitted after January 1974, but at
the same time his total income (including that part now allocated to
the rest of his family) must be counted in determining the mandatory
State supplement under the grandfather clause in P.L. 93-66. The
net result of this is that the State will have to provide an increased
amount of assistance to his family (because they can no longer count
some of his income as the family’s income) and will have to also pro-
vide an increased level of assistance to him (because they must count
all of his income in computing the grandfather clause).

Proposal

~ This problem could be corrected by permitting a State to adjust
the grandfather clause in such a way that it assured the maintenance
of the same level of total family income (rather than the maintenance
of the individual’s total income) in those cases in which the SSI
recipient resides with an AFDC family. It should be provided, how-
ever, that the SSI recipient would be assured under the grandfather
clause at least as great a total income as a comparable aged, blind or
disabled person not living with an AFDC family and having no
other income.

D. HEW Proposed Amendments Recommended by the Staff
1. Soctan Secunity Casw Brxerrrs

Increases in certain cases of delayed retirement (Sec. 2(c) of HEW
substitute) —When an individual delays his retirement past age 65,
his benefits are increased 1 percent for each ‘year of delay up to age 72,
However, this increase for delayed retirement does not apply when a
person is eligible for the special minimum benefit for Jow-wage. long-
term workers (a $170 monthly benefit if the worker has 30 vears of
coverecd employment). It is possible that an individual’s primary in-
surance amount may be less than the special minimuwm benefit he is
eligible for, but delaying retirement would yield a higher benefit than
the special minimum. Present law would require him to take the lower
benefit in this case; the proposed amendment would let him take the
higher benefit.

2. T._deﬂ.HLH_UH._.U VL mu‘x,ﬂﬁﬁ_,ﬂ Ixconr

Dransitional Fedeval poymenis (See. §(e) of HEW substitute) —
P.L. 92-603 repeals the existing programs of aid to the aged, blind,
and disabled at the same time that the new SSI program is com-
menced—dJanuary 1, 1974,

This amendment would authorize the Secretary of HEW to con-
tinue to make payments to the States under the repealed programs for
two purposes: (1) to meet the Federal matching obligation based on
State expenditures prior to the repeal date, and (2) to match State
expenditures after the repeal date in connection with closing out the
old programs.

Lumitations on eligibility determinations wnder resources tests of
State plans (Sec. 7(x) of HEW substitute) —The SST program in-
cludes a grandfather clause under which an individnal who was
getting aid to the aged, blind, or disabled in both December 1972 and
December 1973, will continue to be allowed as much in resources
(assets) under SSI as he was allowed under the State assistance plan
in effect in October 1972, This amendment would remove this require-
ment that such an individual have been on the rolls in December 1972
and would make the grandfather clanse applicable only for as long as
he remains continuously resident in the State in which he was getting
assistance in December 1973 and continuously eligible for SST (ex-
cept that periods of ineligibility of no more than 6 months will not be
counted).
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o Limitation on. eligibility and benefit determinations under income
lests of State plans. for aid to. the blind (Sec. 7(b) of HEW substi-
fute}.—The SST program includes a grandfather clause under which
an individupl who was getting aid to the blind in December 1973 will
remain eligible wnder SST for any income disregards which he would
have enjoyed under the State aid to the blind plan as in effect in
October 1972. This amendment wonld make the grandfather clause
applicable for only so long as the individual remains continuously eli-
gible for SST (except for periods of ineligibility not exceeding 6
months) and only for so long as he remains continnously a resident
of the State in which he was getting assistunce in December 1972,

3. A 10 Faxiures Wrrir DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Federal matching for AFDC payments to Indians (See. 4(d) of
HEW substitute) —TUnder an Act of April 19, 1950 the Federal match-
ing for assistance payments for the aged and the blind and for families
with children is increased substantially with respect to assistance
turnished to Navajo and Hopi Indians. Section mowwg of P.1. 92-603
repealed this provision effective .J. anuary 1, 1974 when the new SSI
program takes effect. This amendment would restore that Act insofar
ag it appliesito the AFDC program.

m.mﬁsﬁmm.umm__ﬁﬂmqiﬂ»aa?i:&ﬁ; u%mn%a.
o B Children . :

Present law.—Under present law, in determining eligibility for
AFDC and the amount of any AFDC payment to a family, there is
disregarded the total amount of any “expenses reasonably attributable
to the earning™ of income. In addition, in determining the amount of
an AI'DC benefit (but not initial eligibility) there is disregarded an
amount equal to the first $30 of earnings each month, plus one-third
of any earnings in excess of $30.

Section 13 of the HEW substitute (incorporating S. 2311. intro-
duced by Senator Bennett) would modify the law by eliminating
the disregard of work expenses in determining both eligibility for and
amount of assistance. The bill would provide instead for a disregard of
the first $60 of monthly earnings plus child care expenses fsubject to
limitations prescribed by regulation), plus one-third of any additional
earnings. In effect then, the Administration’s proposal substitutes an
additional $30 flat monthly disregard for the existing open-ended dis-
regard of work expenses other than child care and provides that the
one-third disregard will be applied only to income remaining after
the work expense disregards have been deducted. (Present law allows
a_deduction for both work expenses and the” $30 and one-third
disregard.)

The Administration’s proposal is similar to a provision in last year’s
Commijttee bill: however, the Committee’s proposal would also have
limited the flat amount disregarded to $30 rather than $60 for recip-
lents working part-time, and would have limited the disregard to 20
nercent for those with relatively high earnings. (Under the Commit-
tee provision. the one-third rate would apply only to the first $300 of
earnings above the $60 plus child care costs disregard). Also, the Comr-
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mittee bill'last year. unlike the Administration’s proposal, would not
have allowed the $60 and child care cost disregards to be applied in
determining initial eligibility. - ~ i A8 W "
The HEW proposal would save roughly 150 million in calendar
year 1974; the approach in last year’s Committee bill would save an
estimated $185 million. . W

F. Clerical and Conforming Amendments Proposed by the
LB Department of HEW . S

1. Socrar. Srcurity Casy BrENEFITS

Automatic increases in earnings test exempt wmount, Sec. 2(d) —
This amendment would provide that the percentage rise in the retire-
ment test exempt amount under the antomatic increase provisions
(adopted 1n connection with the antomatic cost-of-living benefit in-
crease provisions} will be measured from the last increase inthe mmo.:.@i_
amount rather than from the last increase in tax base. Adoption of the
amendment would assure that the automatic 'inereases in the exempt
ammmnt inerease in proportion to all increases in wage levels.. :

Elimination of special age 72 benefits for people entitled to SST,
See. 2(e) —This amendment is included in HL.R. 3153 as it passed the
House. It would prohibit the payment of the special benefits payable
to certain people over age 72 who are not insured for regular benefits.
Under the present law, these special benefits are not payable to people
who are receiving welfare payments. The 1972 amendments, however,
failed to include a conformimg change to prevent the payment of
the special benefits to people receiving SSI payments.

Correction of erroneous designations and cross-references, Sec. 2
{7).—This subsection would correct erroneous section numbers and
cross references in the present law. e =5

2. SUPPLEMENTAL Srcunrry Ixcoars

Lidividuals determined to be disabled under state plans not subject
to SST disability standards, Sec. 7(g).~—The SSI program includes a
grandfather clanse under which recipients of aid to the disabled as of
December 1973 need not meet the new definition of disability so long as
they continue to meet the definition of disability under the State plan
in effect in October of 1972. This amendment merely corrects an
apparent contradiction. .

%mqmm_@.a& correction of limitation of fiscal linbility of States for
optional supplementation, Sec. 7(k).—P.L. 92-603 includes a savings
clause under which States are assured that certain State supplemental
costs under the SSI program will not exceed their costs under the old
programs of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled during calendar year
1972, This amendment provides that in fiscal 1974, States will be
guaranteed that these costs will not exceed an amount-equal to one-half
of their calendar 1972 costs. This change reflects the fact that the SSI
program is in effect for only one-half a year in fiscal 1974.

This section of the amendment also restores a word dropped from
section 401(c) (1) of P.L. 92-603. This is a .purely typographical
correction. 7 R : )
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Initiol payments to presumptively disabled or blind individuals
wnrecoverable only if individual is ineligible becanse not. disabled op
hlind, see. 7(7).—Payments under the SSI program may be made for
un-to three months to otherwise eligible individuals who are presump-
tively disabled but not vet determined to be disabled. Such payments
are not considered overpayments under any condition under existing
law, This amendment would allow such payments to be considered
overpayments (and hence subjeet. to recapture). if they were incor-
rectly made for reasons other than the faet that the individual was
fonnd not to be disabled, |

Modification of transitional administrative provisions, See, ¥(1).—
P.L. 92-608 included ‘a transitional administrative provision requir-
ing the States to agree to administer all or part of the nesw SSI pro-
gram on behalf of the Federal Government, for a one year transitional
period. As a result of an error in drafting, this one year transitional
period would begin in July 1974, six months after the program is
effective. The amendment, proposed by the administration, would
add the first six months of. 1974 to the transitional period (making
an 18 month period). This amendment also adds Title VI (the
new social services title for the aged. blind. and disabled) to the list
of titles inder which Federal funding would be denied to the States
if they refuse to enter into these transitional arvangements, Tt should
be noted that the Administration apparently plans to assume full re-
sponsibility for the SST program in Jannary 1974 in any case. It is not
clear why this change is considered necessary. s Ln

Inclusion of T'itle VI in limitation on grants to States for social
services, sec. 5{e).—This section would amend the social services
limitation to conform it to the transfer of services from the old Titles
I X, X1V, and XVT to the new Title VI, {This section is itself toeh-
nically incorrect as the result of the enactment of P.L. 93-66.)

Errors in cross-references—A number of erroneous cross-references
in last year’s law would be corrected in the House-passed bill; these
corrections are incorporated in section 5(b) of the HEW substitute.
{Section: 5(b} inclndes other provisions discussed later in this
pamphlet.) B g _ .

3. Amro Faymiums Wit DrrenpeENT CHILDREN

Lrrors in cross-references. Secs. 3 (o) and (5).—Correets an i
roneous section reference in P.I. 92-603 and an erroneous section
reference in Section 403 (b) of the Social Security Act.

G. Other Amendments Proposed by the Department of HEW
1. Socrar, Sgpcvrrry Casm Bryrerrrs

Minimum survivor's benefit for a widow, Sec. 2(a).~-This smend-
ment is described as providing that a sole surviving widow or widower
may not receive a minimum benefit larger than the insuring worter
would be receiving if he were alive. The amendment, however. rinkes
no substantive change in the Taw. It is intended- to prevent a sole sur-
viving widow under certain eircumstances from receiving a payment
larger than the minimum benefit, currently $84.50. For example, it is

possible under present law that'a man would be entitled to a:basic
benefit of $87 a month. The benefit;:however. might be actuarially
reduced to $80 because the man begins getting benefits before age 65.
The present provisions are intended to provide his widow with-a mini-
muin benefit of $84.50. However, the provision is being interpreted
so that in some cases the widow would be paid $87 rather than $84.50.
Although no change seems necessary, the Committee may wish to in-
clude in the committee report a clarifying statement indicating that
in the situation such as the one described. the widow should be paid
the ininimum benefit of $84.50 rather than $87. ¢

Reduction of widows and widowers benefits, Sec. 2(b).—This
amendment would malke a minor change in the law regarding the re-
duction in widow's benefit in the case of a widow under age 65 who
hecomes entitled to both a widow’s benefit and an old-age insurance
benefit in the same month. Although the Jaw describes the action to be
taken in this regard when entitlement to a widow’s benefit occurs
either before or after the month in which she becomes entitled to an
old-age benefit, it contains no provision relating to reduction in cases
where the widow becomes entitled to both benefits in the same month.

Elimination of refroactive payments under Title 1T in certain situa-
tions, Sec. 12.—Would amend the Secial Security Act so that retroac-
tive benefits would not be paid to people applying for reduced benefits
payable before age 65. Under the present law, up to 12 months of
retroactive benefits are paid in every case. Adoption of the amendment
would mean that people who pw@w% for reduced benefits could have
benefits payable starting only with the month in which they apply for
benefits rather than having payments made retroactively for up to 12
months. People applying for benefits after 65 could continue to receive
retroactive payments for up to 12 months; however, no retroactive
henefit éo:ﬂ be paid for any month hefore age 65. This proposal
would save about $370 million in the first full year.

2, SUPPLEMENTAL Skcurity INcoam

Redesignation of Title, Sec. j(a).—This section redesignates the old

Title XVTI (which remains in effect for Puerto Rico, Guam and the
/irgin Islands) as Title XX. -

Wairer authority for demonstration projects, Sec. 5(b)(8) ~—This
amendment would give the Secretary authority to dispense with any
of the requirements of Title XVI in order to carry out any experi-
mental or demonstration projects which he finds appropriate. It
further provides that the cost of any such projects are to be considered
SST benefit costs,

Erelusion of certain gifts and inheritances from income, Sec. 7 (¢)—
Among the items which the law specifically includes as income for
SSI purposes are gifts and inheritances. This amendment would give
the Secretary the discretion of not considering gifts and inheritances
as income if they are not readily convertible into cash.

Elimination of definition of child, Sec. 7(d).—This section elimi-
nates the term “child” in several sections of Title X VT, substituting
mﬁ:mw_&mﬁ terminology, and also deletes the definition of the term

child”.
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The changes have some substantive.effects, i.e., under the law now
in effect a 20 year old child living with an aged individual would have
his earnings disregarded only if he were unmarried. Under the.change
propoged, this restriction would no longer mE&w.. . o

Application of income exclusions to wveterans’ pensions, Sea. 7(e).
The $20 income disregard under SSI program does not m_uwwmm, to
income which is based on need, such as veterans’ pensions. This
amendment would - provide that the $20 income disregard will apply
toveterans’ pensions. o e

Ewelusipn of motor vekicle from resources, Sec.7(f) —In determin-
ing the aowable resources (assets) of SSI recipients, the law now per-
mits the exclusion of antautomobile. This amendment would provide
for the exclusion of a “motor vehicle” rather than an “automobile.”
- Awthorization: of initial payments to presumptively blind individ-
uals, See. 7 (k) +~The SSI law, because of the difficulty in making some
disability: determinations, permits the payment of benefits for up to 3
months ‘prior to the determination of disability to persons who are
otherwise: eligible: and presumptively disabled, If the individual is
found not to be disabled, the advance payments are nevertheless valid
and do not constitute an overpayment. This amendment would permit
the'same: type of payments to be made to_the blind before they are
determined to be blind, even though the determination of blindness
does not have the same degree of complexity as.the determination of
disability, - /i g % :

Clarification of Secvetary’s authority to appoint persons to conduct
hearings. Sec. ?(j).—Section 1631(d) (2) of the Social Security Act
permits the Seeretary of HEW to waive the “specific wﬂwumwam pre-
scribed for hearing examiners™ under title 5 of .the U.S. Code m
appeinting “hearing examiners for SSI. The proposed mEm.d@Em..i
would apparently broaden the Secretary’s authority by &Fﬂaﬁ% him
to waive all “requirements”™ for hearing mmmEEmam..HWm_wEms.Em:m
also eliminates the reference to such persons as “hearing examiners”
and refers to them-instead as persons who conduct hearings.

. __ . k
Change in effective date for determining AFDC eligibility, Sec.
3(e) —P.L. 92-603 provided, effective January 1, 1978, that members
of AFDC households who get payments under Title XVI would not
be. considered a part of the AFDC family and would not have their
income or resources counted in determining the AFDC wm%wgmbﬁ.rﬂum
amendment would: change the effective date from January 1, 1973 to
January 1, 1974 on the assumption that this amendment was intended
to apply to recipients only under the new Title XVI (SSI) and not
under the, old Title XVI (aid to the aged, blind, and disabled).
The amendment could have some substantive effect for the remain-
ing 'months of 1973 since some. individuals presumably may already

L an}

be benefiting from the change made by P.L. 92-603. :

foerees 730X p o FAMILIES WiTH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

* Summary of Mondale Social Serviees Bill = -

In Pl 93-66 Congress delayed until November 1 the implementa-
tion of social services regulations issned by the Department of Health,
Wmﬂnowﬁouu and Welfare, -which iwere to: have become effective on

uly 1. ; - .

On September 10 HEW published a number of  proposed changes
to these regulations. Among these changes are-included broader eligi-
bility standards for potential recipients, particularly ‘in the family
category, and for the mentally retarded, and an expansion ‘of -allow-
able services especially for the mentally retarded and drugaddicts and
aleoholies. ;o 1 S N

Senator Mondale has introduced a bill which would ‘establish a
number of statutory provisions with respeet to sorial services. The
bill would expand the allowable goals for services programs. It would
require the Secretary to give the States maximum freedom to deter-
mine eligibility for services and the way in which tlie services pro-
grams would be operated. including specific. authority to permit the
Mmrﬁmﬁoﬁ of eligibility determinations to other agencics in the case
of purchased services.. . : .

The bill would define potential recipients as those who are likely to
become recipients within five years msw former recipients as those who
were reciplents within two years, It would permit HEW to set maxi-
mum income eligibility standards for potential recipients but such
maximums could not be lower than the BLS lower budget (or 150 per-
cent of that bud et in the case of child care services), ! e

Group eligibility would be authorized at the option of the State
for migrants and Indians and with HEW a proval for other groups.

A number of servicés are defined in the bill as specifically allow-
able and the bill requires that other services requested by a State be
allowed unless HEW finds them inconsistent with the purpose of the
services program. . _ : g v i e

The bill spells out the types of expenditures for which Federal
matching may be provided in considerable detail, and this includes
medical and subsistence costs under certain conditions specified in the
bill. For example, such costs would be allowable in connection swith
emergency shelter facilities for abandoned children up to 30 days
and in connection with residential treatment center costs for alcoholics
up to 60 days and drug addicts for up to 90 days. -

The bill also specifically authorizes the use of private donated
funds, including in-kind contributions, as the States’ share of match-
ing for social services.

Another provision of the bill requires that the fair hearing proce-
dure be made available with respect to services and that matching
be denied for refinancing of previously State funded services after
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July 1, 1974, that social services advisory committees with at least
one-third recipient membership be established, and that child care serv-
lces meet certain standards (including the inter-agency day care
stapdards of 1968 in the case of day carg mmaﬂmammm.

he bill also would amend Section 1130 of the Social Security Act
which provides that, except for certain exempt types of services, 90
percent of social services funding in each State EcmWWm used for services
to actual recipients. This bill would change that percentage to 75 per-
cent and would exempt an additional service—namely protective
services for children. X . SRR I

Summary of Church Social Seeurity Increase Bill

Under a provision enacted as.part of P.L. 92-336 last year, social
security benefits will be increased automatically as the cost of living
rises. The general provision of law states that each time the consumer
price index rises by more than # percent between the second quarter
of one year and the second quarter of the next year, social security
benefits will be increased by the amount that the cost of living has
risen. Each of these cost-of-living increases becomes effective for the
January following the year in which the rise in the cost of living oc-
curs. Under last year’s law, the first cost of living increase could not
have become effective until January 1975. ;

In June of this year, the Senate approved an amendment to make
the first social security cost of living benefit increase effective January
1974 rather than January 1975, The House was unwilling to agree
with this effective date and the bill as signed into law moved the first
increase up to June 1974. The amount of the increase will be 5.9 per-
cent, equal to the percentage that the cost of living had risen between
June 1972 and June 1873,

On September 11, the Senate approved an amendment to S. 1866
moving the effective date of the 5.9% increase up to the month of
enactment of S. 1866, This bill is still pending in the House.

S. 2397, introduced by Senator Church, would make the first cost of
living increase effective January 1874 rather than June 1974, Further-
more. the bill would make the first cost of living increase a 7 percent
increase rather than a 5.9 percent increase.

The cost of the Church amendment would be roughly $2 billion:
ahout 85 percent of this cost would occur in fiscal year 1974.

&



