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example, this would mean that a family
would not be eligible for social services
if the value of their home exceeded
$2,500. In my own State of Minnesota,
a family would not be eligible for services if they had personal property-inclUding a car-which totaled more than
WORDS OF WISDOM
This is. another slow pitch or change of $500. In short, this assets test would
make the revised income eligibility levels
pace editorial.
If we believe the day to day reports of the meaningless. No potential or past recipteletype machines, we are llvlng In an age ients couId be served unless they imof violence, an age of cynicism, Rn age of poverished themselves to the point that
dOUbt, an age when man's trust In the eternal they could qualify under the welfare
verities such as honor, Integrity, courage and
assets test.
even love are beggars In the streets.
In addition, the committee questionAnd yet, we are persuaded, It Is not so.
The eternal verities are stlll with us. They ing revealed that these regulations conarest1ll powerful in our llves.
tained a "notch" that encourages people
For our story In 1llustration we tell of an to stay on welfare rather than leave it.
Incident In a sermon by one of our favorite In every State of the Union, for example,
preachers some time ago.
there are income levels at which welfare
A generation or so ago a medical missionary
to China spent most of his life building a recipients would qualify for free servsmall hospital In one of the Chinese prov- ices, while families with the exact same
inces. There he ministered to the sick and income who are not receiving welfare
the needy and did much good. But then civil would be denied services. This is precisely
war broke out and In the lighting the hospital the kind of upside down incentive we
was destroyed. Later, the medical missionary have been trying to get rid of in our prodied. It seemed that all he had done had come grams. It would be a tragic mistake to
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, over the to naught.
weekend two Japanese fishing vessels
Then one day years later a friend of the make our social service programs into
were found by the U.S. Coast Guard to missionary passed through the province and another "notch."
A great deal of excellent testimony has
have 1,400 lobster pots off the coast of went by the site of the destroyed hospital.
Massachusetts. I ask to insert in the REC- To his. surprise, there was a new hospital, been presented by other witnesses apministering to the sick and the needy. And pearing this week. Among the most useful
ORD a copy of my telegram to Ambassador on
the grounds in front was a small monu- testimony was some presented by a panel
McKernan this morning.
ment to the former medical missionary.
There being no objection, the telegram Beneath his name and the dates of his birth of representatives from five States. These
representatives included Rudy Perpich,
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, and death were carved these words:
as follows:
"The winds of hate and the storms of war our outstanding Lieutenant Governor of
TELEGRAM
could not root out the seeds that love had Minnesota; Dr. Roger B. Bost, director
of the department of social and rehabilplanted. Verily some things endure."
Ambassador DONALD D. McKERNAN,
WSPA repeats these words for we too are itative services of Arkansas; Mr. Fred
Special Assistant to the Secretary,
sometimes a llttle shaken. These words give Friend, commissioner of public welfare,
Department 01 State,
us something to hold to, a sort of llfe pre- Tennessee; Senator Kennith Myers, of
Washington, D.O.
My omce has received reports this morn- serVer, as it were, as we try to stay alioat Florida, and Representative Richard
lng from fishermen in New Bedford that In the sea. of doubt and lack of faith In the Hodes of Florida; and James Jarkham,
Coast Guard patrols found two Japanese fililh- eternal verities that we find ourselves In
deputy director of the department of
ing vessels· fililhlng for lobster and crab off today.
Here they are agaIn: "The winds of hate human resources in Georgia.
New Bedford over the weekend. Their reIn response to questioning, each of
ports indicate. that these vessels had at and the storms of war could not root out the
least 1400 lobster pots out. In View of the seeds that love had planted. Verily some these gentlemen indicated that HEW's
things
endure,"
dwindling lobster catch for American fililherrevised regulations mean their States
men and in light of your statement last week
would be able to spend only about 50
that there was· only "lp.cidental" foreign
percent of the funds they are allotted
HEARINGS ON SOCIAL SERVICES
fishing for lobster off the New England coast,
under $2.5 billion ceiling which was
I urge that your omce investigate this report
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the placed on this program last fall. This
immediately and provide some assurances to
the fishermen· of· Massachusetts that such Senate Finance Committee, under the kind of cutback cannot be permitted. The
activity will not occur again. Thank you for leadership of Senator LoNG, has con- Congress intended these funds to be
your personal . attention to this matter of ducted hearings during the past 2 weeks spent, and this kind of impoundment by
grave concern to the fishermen of New Eng- on the proposed social services regula- redtape cannot be tolerated.
land.
tions generally, including many of the
Because they made many other excelproposals in S. 1220, the bill I introduced lent comments and suggestions, I ask
with 43 cosponsors.
unanimous consent to print a copy of
WORDS OF WISDOM
These hearings have been extremely each of their statements at the close of
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, we useful and very encouraging. The testi- my remarks.
live in a society where events occur so mony we have heard proves beyond a
Although considerations of space do
rapidly and with so great abandon that doubt that the revisions HEW has sug- not permit me to insert all of the tesout capacitY to sort out their true signfi- gested in the proposed regulations are timony which has been presented, I
cance is often inadequate. We are inun- simply not enough. The new regulations would also ask unanimous consent that
dated with a constant barrage of in- do contain some much needed conces- the thoughtfUl statements by Congressformation-much of which is unpalat- sions in areas inclUding privately con- woman BELLA ABZUG, Congresswoman
able to our sense of honesty and respon- tributed funds and the reinstatement of SmRLEY CHISHOLM, and Mr. Jule Sugarsibility.
the Federal interagency day care stand- man, administrator of the human reIt is sometimes easy to lose perspective ards. But as the committee questioning sources administration in New York City,
as we attempt to disseminate this in- of Secretary Weinberger last week dem- be printed at the end of my remarks.
formation. I am sure most of us have, at onstrated, serious problems remain in
Mr. President, I am very encouraged
one tim~ or another, thrown up our areas such as the severe restriction on by what appears to be the feeling on the
hands in disgust.
eligibility for services and limitations on part of most of the members of the
WSPA Radio and Television in Spar- the kinds of services that would be committee who have been attending
tanburg, S.C., recently carried an edi- fundable.
these hearings that HEW's revised regutorial on this subject and, with great
These revised regulations retain the lations are still much too regressive. I
insight, noted that some things remain administration's proposal to apply-for am especially encouraged by statements
constant throughout life.
the first time in the history of the social that Chairman LoNG has made indicatIn this regard, I ask unanimous con- services program-the assets test which ing that it is his belief that the entire
sent that the editorial entitled "Words of is now applied to recipients of cash as- $2.5 billion authorized for this program
Wisdom.n whic~ was' broadcast May 4, sistance under welfare. In Alabama, for should be spent and that States should

to sell," said Hugh O'Rourke, executive sec-

retary of .the. Boston Fisheries Association.
"If we had enough, business would be fantastic," O'Rourke said.
"It's like a farmer who has planted the
same field for years, and all of a sudden, some
other guy comelil in and takes over most of
the farm," he said.
Spokesmen for the National Marlne Fisheries. Service. say they are depending on private negotiations and controls imposed by
the International..Commission for the Northwest Atlantic FisherIes. to slow fishing so
the grounds w1l1 be saved.
But. industry and state government have
llttle hope for success.
Most members of the l6-natlon international commission "are. more motivated by
fear of the coastal nations (United States and
Canada) .taking over jurisdiction than by
conservation," said Grice. "Their primary Interest is to be able to exploit the stocks.
Spencer
Apollonio,
commissioner
of
Malne's Department of Sea and Shore Fisheries, said, "The fish species, one way or another, w1l1 survive. The question is whether
the fishlng industry can survive. Most fishermen are talking about lasting two or three
years,"

and May 7, on WSPA Radio and Television be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD at· the end of my remarks.
There being. no objection, the editorial was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD,asfoliows:
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have the discretion necessary" for them"
to spend these funds on programs they
deem necessary.
I want to indicate my strong support
for this position. I intend to continue
doing everything I can to assure that
these vitally needed social services will
not be crippled by the restrictive regulations the administration has proposed.
There being no objection, the statements were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE RUDY PERPICH,
LIEUTENANT GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF
MINNESOTA

Mr. Chairman, members of the commtttee:
I appear here this morning on behalf of the
state of Minnesota, to lodge a strenuous
protest against the new social services regulations issued by the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare on May 1, of this year.
It Is my judgment that the foHowlng remarks w1ll reflect the concern not only of the
State of Minnesota, but also the concern or
all states committed to providing their citIzens with a high-quality level of social
services.
I am certain that the testimony of the
other States represented here this mornlngFlorida, Georgia, Tennessee, and Arkansaswill bear witness to that fact.
We admit that the new HEW regUlations
represent an improvement over the pi'oposed
regulations outllned earller this year. But
this is a rather meager consolation. The concessions made by Secretary Weinberger
merely rescind the most obvious inequities
of his earller proposal. Many more and serious inequities remain. The fact is that these
new regulations pose a lethal threat to the
orderly and effective dellvery of social services.
Last October, the Cqngress Imposed a celling of $2.5 bllllon on social services expenditures. Under that celllng, Minnesota was
entitled to about $46 mllllon per year in
social services funds. At best, this appropriation would have been sufficient to assure
reasonable continuation of our social services programs.
To conform with the new situation, Minnesota prepared itself to keep its social service planning and operation in line with the
$46 m1l110n expectation.
But suddenly we find that because of the
new HEW regulations, there Is every likelihood that the use of appropriated Federal
money to Minnesota w1ll be limited to a mere
$21 milllon In fiscal 1974.
This new figure represents a decrease of
over 54 percent.
We believe that clear congressional intent
under P.L. 92-512 allocated to Minnesota
this $46 mil1lon. But now we discover that
we are going to be short changed by nearly
$25 mimon.
This money is being withheld simply because of these new regulations.
Congress appropriated funds under the
auspices of regUlations in effect during 1972.
But once this money was appropriated, HEW
decided to change its rules In the middle of
the game and has told us that we can no
longer spend money for purposes that were
previously legitimate.
The present administration has deVised
many means of circumventing congressional
polley when it comes to spending money on
Vital domestic programs. Now they have a new
technique-rellance on regulations so restrictive that programs approved by Congress are placed In mortal danger.
The rash of impoundments present an open
and obvious challenge to congressional authOrity.
But I submit that What we have here is a
back-door approach. the effects of Which
are as damaging as impoundment and much
more sinister.
It the Congress permits the adrntnlstra-

set

tiOD,1n this inlitance, to
away With lssulng I1lgulatlons so restrictlve,that it 18 1mpo6S1ble tor states and local1ties to spend
appropriated monies, then I subInlt, the authority of Congress to decide national pollcy
and set spending priorities has been seriously
impaired.
'
And if the a.drn1nistration is permitted to
get by with this klnd of behavior now, a
precedent will have been set which w1l1 be
followed quickly with s1rn1lar restrictive
regulations In other areas of Federal-State
cooperation.,
,
Webelleve that the new social service
regulations are a test case ,to determine just
how far the executl ve can go in purSUing its
polley of side-stepping the Intent of the
Congress.
The administration has now unveiled a
new plan of operation. We can only hope
that Congress accepts the challenge by
HEW to rescind Its regulations In fa't'or of the
previous guidelines.
No one disputes the department's right to
establish reasonable procedures to insure
that Federal monies are spent wisely and
efficiently; we do dispute their right to
destroy many valuable and necessary programs by refusing to allow in 1973 What was
Intended by Congress In 1972.
The gentlemen
representing Florida.
Georgia, Arkansas. and Tennessee here this
morning, w11l undoubtedly outline the specific effects of the new regulations on their
respective social service programs.
Very briefiy, I shall outllne the impact of
these new regulations on Minnesota's very
substantial and thus far effective social servIces programs.
In the first place, the new and restrictive
ellgibll1ty requirements for previous and
potential publlc assistance recipients strike
at the very heart of Minnesota's social service
philosophy.
Minnesota does not have an unusually high
pUblic assistance case load.
In part this Is because we have comrnttted
valuable resources to insure that those Who
have escaped the clutches of the welfare
cycle can be free of it permanently.
We belleve that It is better to spend a
few dollars for needed purposes and programs before an individual falls into the
welfare trap. Dollars spent at that point
reduce the chances that we wUl have to
spend many, many more dollars sustaining
the needs of an indiVidual who ends up on
welfare because there were no programs to
help him or her make It on their own.
Our people do not like welfare. They are
energetic and self-reliant. But economic,
mental, and physical hardship are a fact of
life In Minnesota, as elsewhere.
We have, therefore, done What is necessary
to mitigate these forces to prevent them from
destroying an Individual's capacity to get
and keep a job.
Thousands of people are a step away from
welfare In Minnesota. They are trying desperately to keep tllelr head above water before suffering the pain and sorrow that goes
With accepting public assistance. For this
reason, we are trying to follow a social polley
designed to keep these people from going under. It they are a step away from the welfare
rolls, we are going to try and Insure that they
don't have to take that final step.
Apparently. the HEW is oblivious to this
kind of positive, preventive thinking.
The new regUlations now make it virtually
Impossible to sustain programs delivering
preventive social medicine. We will now be
forced to walt until the social disease of
poverty has ravaged the patient before administering the medicine. And by that time,
the medicine can only keep the patient alive
it won't help him or her conquer the disease'.
The new regulations threaten our entire
preventive apparatus. We cannot any longer
develop the programs that can keep our people off the welfare rolls.
Little or no Federal funds can be used for

thedtiecttreatment'oj!',ilcOboifsJD'"'anddi'Ug'
ab1Jlle-'o'&prtmecauSe of Joblessness. ,,'
,~
Little or no funds from social services 'appropriations can be used for ,'community
based services to the mentally m,or for treatment of emotional problems of, young people
through private' treatment centers or specialized foster homes.
:Minnesota has been a pioneer in the effort
to proVide community treatment centers for
the emotionally and mentally disturbed. We
learned long ago that the days, of the large
institution were numbered and that enlightened practice dictated that confining these
unfortunate people to the institutional environment w~ both Inhumane and counter
productive. Unfortunately, the HEW leadership hasn't yet heard about the new techniques.
We can no longer use Federal service funds
for any kind of information and referral
services unless they relate directly to employment; the same Is true for legal services.
and for medical, social, and pSYChiatriC diagnostic services.
Most distressing of all, perhaps, is the news
that we cannot use Federal funds to provide
services to potential recipients unless they
have used cash resources down to the public
assistance level.
This restriction Is a blow to our many senior citizens who live just beyond the public
assistance level. And, in the same vein we
can no longer use Federal funds to provide
services to potential recipients unless it can
be established that they w1ll be on public
assistance within six months.
Even the most hardened case worker or
welfare administrator, except those in HEW,
wUl tell you that this provision Is too restrictive to head off the need for pUblic assistance.
Minnesota understands the need for thor.
ough watch-dog procedures to Insure that
Federal social service money Is spent to serve
only those that require the services. As a
matter of fact we are spending millions of
dollars to modernize our entire welfare and
social service quality" control apparatus.
Yet, the new HEW rules Imply that the
States are virtually giving Federal social service money away on the s~reets to any and all
comers.
,
This is nonsense. Our people pay a heavy
tax burden. They also demand a high level
of service for their tax dollars. 'I'he State of
Minnesota has Invested considerable money
In developing social service programing, with
the emphasis on preventative SOCial medicine. In a matter of months we shall begin
to complete a major change in our entire
social and human service delivery service
program.
Given these factors, we deeply resent the
Implication contained In the regulations
that we have been wasting Federal money
because of the scope of our programs.
Let me say finally, that Minnesota has
taken ,considerable Initiative in prOViding
high quality social services.
In doing so we have spent many State
dollars as well as Federal dollars. During the
1967-69 biennium, for example, Minnesota's
general revenue bUdget was barely one billion
dollars per year. But for. the 1973-75 biennium we will be spending nearly $3.5
b11l10n, the llon's share of Which wl1l be going
to finance education and social services.
By the same token, during the past decade
the Federal Government, has enacted five
tax cuts exclusive of the regressive social
security tax.But In Minnesota we have found
it necessary to enact five tax increases during
the past 10 years. This represents vigorous State effort Which Is supposed to be a
pillar of the "new federalism" valued so
highly by the President.
We find it curious that the administration
Ignores such State Initiative and effort by
refusing to honor more than half of the
Federal financial commitment In the area of
human and social services.
ThIs is why, Mr. Chairman, we are asldng
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the congress' to 'intervene in thl5' matter as
quickly, as possible, before the, Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare dismantles
in a few short months what has taken years
to build.
.
state and local government are on the
front line in' the battle to keep our citizens
off the pUbl1c, assistance rolls. It has taken
us a long time to ,learn and understand the
old saying: "A penny's worth of preventIon
15 worth more than a dollar cure."
The HEWlea.dership does not seem to have
learned this yet. Because If they had, they
would realIZe, that the previous guidelines
fit the needs" of social service programming
far better than the lethal guidelines and regUlations handed down to us on May I, 1973.
COMMENTARY ON THE NEW SOCIAL SERVICE
REGULATIONS :FOil THE ADMINISTRATION OF
SOCIAL SERVICE' PROGRAMS UNDER TITLES
IV-A AND XVI OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT
AND THEm IMPACT ON THE PEOPLE OF
GEORGIA
..
The Social Service Regulations, as published on May'!, upon first reading, appear
to give considerable relief for some of the
provl5ions in the proposed federal regUlations
that provoked such nationwide concern and
criticism~ Upon careful reading and after receiving interpretation from the Regional
HEW staff following their briefing on the
application of these regulations, we find that
very little relief to states 15 provided by the
final regUlations.
Georgia ,has not had time, to analyze in
depth the impact of these regulations, but
at this time it appears that under these regulations we w1l1 not be able to serve the following:
1. 1,833 children of welfare mothers who
are in day care centers at the present time.
These children are being served now because
their mothers or caretakers are not competent to meet their developmental needs.
The group' learning experience, in day care,
we believe, can do much to break the "welfare cycle." Under the new regulations we
can: send into the home a child development
worker, or a homemaker to help the mother
learn how to provide better for the children
and to meet their developmental needs. We
cannot, however, 'place these same children in
a group day care center because the mother
is not incapacitated according to Georgia'S
AFDC requirements.
We cannot provide day care for a chUd
like the little 5J1:.-year-old boy in Alma,
Georgia, who receives AFDC and who lives
with his grandmother and H-year-old sister
who has an. infant daughter. When he was
first brought to the day care center, he was
described by the community worker as being
much like a wild rabbit. In fact, the first day
when he went out to play he ran away. After
a period of weeks in the day care center this
youngster had learned to adjust to the day
care environment almost as well as the other
children. Without this kind of care, this
child would never have made it in public
school.
2.. TWo clltldren, ages 6 and 8, whose father
neglects them and abuses them and their
mother regularly when he gets drunk on
week-ends. We cannot provide protective
services and supervl5ion to improve the care
given these chIldren even though his annual
income is only $2,400 per year. If placement
is needed to protect the children, we cannot
use social service funds to provide placement
services and' supervl5ion of the placement
because foster care services are not related to
self-support. Even if the father weren't employed, we couid not provide services since
Georgia does not have financial assl5tance
for unemployed fathers.
Foster care cannot be provided to any Children, regardless, of financial status, if they
are not recipients of ftnanc;ial assl5tance.
3. A woman, age 83, Who receives a small
Socia! security income and' lives with her
son,' age 66, who 15 dl5abled and receiVes
JUst enough. benefits so that he and his

mother are not eligible for Old Age Assistance. With homemaker home/health aide
service three hours daily, five days per week,
we have been able to maintain this woman
and her son In the home at a cost of $219.60
per month. Without this service, both tliese
indiViduals wil, have to go to a nursing home
at a combined cost to the taxpayer of $630
per month plus about $200 additional from
their own resources. Under the new regulations, we cannot provide homemaker/home
health service to these elderly and disabled
persoIlS.
REGULATIONS CONCERNING ELIGIBILITY OF PERSONS THAT CAN BE SERVED AS POTENTIAL
RECfPrENTS
The eligibility reqUirements as provided
under Section 221.6(c) (3) provide for a
very complex and inequitable income standard for determining who can be served in
the several states. The regulations concerning el1gib1l1ty as potential recipients results
.in an income eligib1l1ty for a famlly of four
ranging from $1,746 in Alabama and $1,944
In LOUisiana to $6,498 in Michigan and $7,200
in Alaska. The income eligiblUty requirements are not related to any sort of poverty
standard that can be consistently applied
throughout the country. As an example ot
the ineqUity in those individuals who are
eligible for social services through the use of
federal funds, a family of four in Louisiana
earning $2.000 would not be eligible when
in Mississippi, a state with a lower average
family income and smaller financial assistance payments, a family earning no more
than $4,986 will be eligible for social services.
The payment standard, as stated in the
regulations, is clearly dl5criminatory and, in
our jUdgmenl;, unconstitutional. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare
should develop an economic standard for the
nation as a whole rather than the hodgepodge discriminatory method that is provided for in the new regUlations.
Eligibility costly and time consuming

The process of determining eliglbUlty of
famUles and children for services as potential recipients under the new regulations 15
almost as expensive and w1ll take about as
much manpower per case as determining
eligib111ty for family assl5tance through the
AFDC program. Georgia 15 now having difficulty completing the elig1bUlty determinations in ArnC applications within 30 days
already, and this eligib111ty process for services w1ll be almost as time consuming. Furthermore, our sOelal service staff are complaining that we are making clerks out of
them when they are interested in prOViding
services to people.
Georgia strongly recommends that HEW
develop a national income standard that
famlUes in all states must meet In order to
be eligible for social services as potential recipients. Providing that states can accept
the statement of the individuals concerning
income should be sutficient to determine eligibUlty for services. Following the procedures
currently outlined by HEW w1ll reqUire a
great share of the manpower now available
for social services and w1l1 take away scarce
resources that could be used for prOViding
needed services.
.
ServiCes to mentally retarded

We are pleased that Section 221.6 grandfathers in all services to mentally retarded
to those being served on June 30, 1973.
through December 31, 1973. There is every
indication that on January I, 1974, the
current regUlations for social services will
also be applled to the mentally retarded.
HEW has already made It clear to the :;tates
that those mentally retarded individuals
needing services on or after July I, must see
the new regulations as all other service programs must do. This means that those mentally retarded needing and requesting services
on and after July I, w1ll be treated qUit'!
differently from those who are being served
prior to that time.
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For example, Jim and Mary Brown have
two children-one of which is retarded. Jim's
salary is $8,000 which makes him £.l1gible
under current regulations for MR serYlces
through December 31. The retarded daughter
can continue to receive free service in a clay
care and training center for retarded thIongh
December 31 of thl5 year. His neighbor three
houses down the street who decides to enrul!
his mentally retarded son in the same cer,ter
on July 2, must pay the full cost of care.
$2,500 per year, even though his salary is
$1,000 less than Jim's. In fact, under tIle
proposed regulations, if Jim's neighbor ear~lS
as little as $5,000 per year he would have to
pay the full cost of care for his mentally retarded son.
Secretary Weinberger indicated in his testimony to the Committee on May 8, that the
regulations would fully carry out the intent
of Congress that the six exempted program
areas and services would be available to persons other than welfare recipients. Section
221.8 of the regulations, concernIng program
control and coordination, by omission limits
the use of social service funds for foster care
to welfare recipients. HEW staff have been
emphatically informed by the Washington
staff that only those services with a selfsupport goal will be made available to potential recipients. In other words, states are not
allowed to provide to potential recipients protective services including foster care for poor
children who are neglected. abused or exploited, or to dl5abled or elderly persons who
may be in physically dangerous llving situations or lacking necessary medical care.
The prohibitIon on the use of social Sf'rvice monies for services that are directed toward self care of individuals wlll not make
it possible for states to use federal funds to
work out community-based living plans to
get elderly and disabled persons out of institutions and into foster homes, nursing
homes, or intermedIate care facUlties.
Section 221.9 (a) (5) of the regUlations has
the practical effect of preventing states, like
Georgia, with a statewide WIN Program, from
using federal social service funds for selfsupport services. At the present time, states
are "J.sing a considerable amount of their social servIce funding at a 75-25 match to provide services related to self support prior to
the welfare recipient entering into the Work
Incentive Program. as prOVided under the
Talmadge Amendments. In some communities, social service staff have found emplOYment for more welfare applicants than Employment security staff.
Section 221.5 in the new regUlations adds
legal services to famUles and adults. Then in
the section on definitions of services, legal
services are limited to those related to obtaining or retaining employment. Georgia
has provided, in close cooperation with the
Georgia State Bar. legal services to welfare
recipients to assist them With income problems. Through Georgia Indigents Legal services (GILe) we are helping welfare clients
better utilize their limited resources. Under
the new regulations. we can no longer do
this.
In summary. the final regulations as pUblished by the Department of Health. Education and Welfare are clearly designed to limit
expenditures of federal funds already allocated to states by Congress for these purposes. They do not help states provIde those
support services that w111 enable persons
likely to become welfare recipients to work
toward self support and self care. The adminlstrative cost in implementing the new
regulations w1ll greatly increase the cost of
social services when these limited funds
could better be used for direct services to
those in need. Congress has acted decl5ively
in placing fiscal controls on the expenditure
of social service funds and if these funds
were allocated according to the actions of
Congress to the several states, with broad
general guidelines. the states could set their
own priorities and spend a larger proportion
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of the federal and state funds in direct Ileryice delivery, rather than in administrative

costs.

HERSCHEL SAUCIER,
Director, Division 0/ aommum't y Serv ices, Georgia Department 0 / H uman
Resources.

COMMENTS ON SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS
(By Roger B. Bost, M.D. Director, Department
of Social and Rehabilitative services, State
of Arkansas)
Social Services Regulations released April
26 by Secretary of H.E.W., Caspar Weinberger, are less restrictive than the earller version, but significantly tighter than those
now in effect.
Arkansas' allotment under the $2.5 billion
ceiling established by the Congress for Soc1a1
services is $23.7 mUlion. Preliminary estimates indicate that the new regulations for
Social Services w11l restrict our optimum
ut11lzation to no more than half that
amount. This is due prlmarlly to the requirement that 90% of a state's expenditures
of federal funds for social services must go
for services to current welfare recipients (except for the five "exempted" categories of
M.R., day care, family planning, foster care
and alcoholism--drug addiction). Even in
the exempted categories, the tight restrictions on foster care alcoholism and drug addiction wUl very effectively prohibit significant support to these critically needed services In Arkansas. In particular, Section 221.9
(b), (8) in con1iict with P.L. 92-512, the
Revenue Sharing Act, which specifically provides for "services to a child who is under
foster care in a foster family home or in a
chUd care institution" as an exempted category. The Regulations omit services to a child
in a foster home or foster care institution.
The 90% requirement applying to all other
unexempted categories of service (e.g. Mental
Health services, services to youthful offenders and juvenlle delinquents, to the aged,
physically handicapped, etc., etc.) w11l limit
federal support to services to 8% of this
state's total popUlation, i.e. those on public
assistance. To imply, as has Secretary Weinberger, that these are the only people in
real need, and that the remaining 92%
"can afford to pay for them" is manifestly
wrong and most assuredly demonstrates the
Naitonal Administration's lack of awareness of the critical needs which states and
local communities face each day.
The goals of "self-SUfficiency and selfsupport" are worthy and appropriate, however, targeting 90% of federal expenditures
to those presently on publiC assistance largely ignores the critical importance of and
potential in preventing publlc dependency,
and aiding states and communities in providing alternatives to institutionalization, a
form of publlc dependency (e.g., nursing
home and mental hospital care; Juvenlle
training school commitment; etc.). Such
programs, particularly for the elderly and
disabled with marginal incomes, have high
human and cost benefits, but are precluded by the new Regulations Which deal
only with those eligible for public assistance.
The new Regulations also largely deny
support for services within institutions to
help individuals of marginal eligibiUty to
return to their homes and communities.
Also largely lacking is support for the continuing services reqUired to maintain the
independent status of many who have been
brought off welfare assistance or out of institutions.
If the aim of the federal government is to
decrease the incidence of dependency in
this country, then it shouid provide assistance to state and community programs which
are designed not only to cure the problem
in those who have it, but also to prevent its
development in those most susceptible to it.
The new Regulations, With a few categorical
exceptions, wUl largely nUllify the preven-
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tive, approach, despite its greater potent~l
for effectiveness.
The compelling needs of the unfortunate,
whether they be physically or mentally handicapped, deprived, or just poor are appreciated first and foremost by the allUcted individuals and their families. Yet, because
these individuais cannot be hidden away,
nor. their problems eradicated, society ultimately suffers and pays a price if their needs
gounmet. In a rural state such as Arkansas,
the unfortunate effect of the new Legislation
and Regulations wUl be that too many famlUes will be unable to pay for long term
private attention, and too few w11l be lucky
enough to live in areas where community
sponsored services are available at cost they
can afford.
The family is initially and basically responsible, but in due time society is held
accountable and shares not only in the
benefits from proper care at the proper
time, but, contrariwise, in the Ul-effects and
the costs of neglect. Thus, serving the unfortunate is not only a private, family responsiblUty, it is a continuing community
problem and a publ1c obligation.
The obligation of the public does not cease
at the level of publ1c dependency or welfare. The costs and the extended duration of
the needs are often as impossible for middle
and low-middle income famUles to afford as
for those on welfare.
The responsiblUty of the public is no
greater for the mentally retarded than for
the mentally 111, the aged, the Juvenile delinquent or the drug abuser; nor is there
justification for limiting public support to
chUd day care services to enable caretaker
relatives to work or train, and to declare ineligible those children whose only qual1fl.cation is that they are victims of deprivation
and whose needs for enrichment are critical
and essential to their normal de,'elopment.
Under present Legislation and RegUlations,
the needs of those in the unexempted categories above the welfare level wUl not be met
by the private sector. Only through partial
support of public funds combined with sliding scale fees above welfare for all the major
types of service and categories of need·wUl
equitable and comprehensive benefits be
achieved.
Is partial public dependency for services
of fammes above the welfare level limited
to the exempted ·Ilervices of day care and
famlly planning, and to the exempted categories of mental retardation, alcoholism,
drug addiction and the foster child? If there
are other categories of need among public
assistance recipients as recognized by the
Social Services Amendments and, if there are
needs for declining assistance above the level
of welfare, as provided by the exemptions,
then surely the same needs exist and the
same public responsibUlties apply among
fammes above welfare with equally serious
problems in the unexempted categories. Prolonged mental Ulness or the presence of a
severely handicapped member eventually creates a form of publlc dependency in most
famUies of less than average income.
In P.L. 92-512, the Congress allocated $2.5
billlon to the states for support of social
services. Within this celling, or even a lower
one if that is the desire of Congress, the
states should be given the ablUty to utilize
the funds allotted. New Legislation should
be enacted and RegUlations promUlgated to:
(1) Eliminate the 90-10 limitation, (2) Provide broad definitions of those to be served
and allowable services, (3) Provide 75% federal matching for services to publlc assistance recipients and to those with family incomes up to 150 percent of a state's welfare
payment standard, but taking into account
income disregard for welfare recipients With
sliding fees for famUles whose incomes are
between 150 and 232Ya percent of the states
welfare payment standard.
These legislative and administrative actions would vest in the states the discretion

tq Jd~~l-f1.h~an,.~m~Jl~~,!m!itq WI':

tabllsh.pr9grll.mS.(!.esignedt6;m~lltP1<lSe
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efforts shoul encourage. a ,an oca
ernmentstoma.k.e those decisions and. supply those services for which their closeness
to the people best qualifies them. In additioD., the Federal Government should seek
means of encouraging the private sector to
address social problems, thereby utilizing the
market mechanism to marshall resources behind clearly stated 'national objectives."
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TESTIMONY PRESENTED By FRED FRIEND, COMMISSIONER OF PuBLIC WELFARE IN TENNESSEE
Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee,
I am most gratefUl for the opportunity to be
able to appear before you and testify for
Governor Dunn about an issue which is of
vital interest to Tennessee as well as to the
nation at large. Governor Dunn Is most
concerned about the way the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare is handling
the social service programs.
Governor Dunn supports the President in
his present intention to limit federal expenditures generally and understands that
limitations upon expenditures in the area of
social services and welfare programs must be
a part of the overall limitation. He. is also
completely in agreement with the principle
that strict accountability for the cost-effective use of social service funds must be demanded at all levels of involvement.
The State of Tennessee is w11ling and able
to assume the role of primary decisionmaking In the areas of social service programs, and we sincerely. feel that the state
agency is the optimum vehicle. for planning,
implementing, monitoring, and evaluating
programs designed. to .develop human resources and to meet human needs. It is Governor Dunn's personal conviction. that, in
order to realize to the full!lst possible extent
the President's desire for a"New Federallsm"
and. to render the maximum In services to
the citizens of the nation,a program of special revenue sharing for social services and
welfare programs. Should., be designed and
implemented as rapidly as possible. Being
thus permitted the maximum fiexibUity in
the design and operation, .of s,ocial service
programs, the several. states then should
stand fully accountable for the success of
thelle programs in removing those barriers
which prevent faroUles, children, the aged,
the blind, and the disabled from attaining
the greatest amount of self-sufficiency and!
or self-support of which they are capable.
It is entirely reasonable to expect that .the
continuation of. such a funding arrangement
would be contingent upon the ab1l1ty.of the
states to achieve significant, meaningful and
measurable results, in harmony With the
general provisions of the special revenue
sharing program enacted for these purposes.
As you are probably aware, Tennessee has
used the "cost-effectivllness" approach in the
provision of thllseservices over the period of
their existence.. During the early debate, we
supported the Congressional efforts to place
a ceiling on the expenditures of social service funds. One major reason for this action
on our part was to obtain a more equitable
distribution of these funds among the states.
However, with the issuance Of the new regulations, we have found that w-e are being substantially short-changed in what we anticipated to gain from the impOSition of the
ceiling. It is apparent from the wording and
the Interpretation of the regulations that the
Department of Health, Education and Welfare is SUbstantially reducing the ,amount of
money that is expended for social service
programs. It is interesting to note ,. that in
the colloquy in both the House and the Senate, in discussing the imPosition of the ceilinC" and the amendment to the revenue sharing act concerning .SOCial services,. the obVi-
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ous iritent was that a ceiling be imposed but
that the states be allowed the continued
fiexib1llty' Indevelopirig programs to provide
needed social services.
Let us make clear at the outset that we are
not questioning the intent of Congress that
services' should be primarily for the most
needy. What we do question is the fact that
in issuing the regulations the Department
of Health, EducatIon and Welfare has gone
beyond the' intent of Congress, and they
have, in fact;:severely limited the kinds of
services which can be prOVided to both welfare recipIents and potential welfare recIpients. In addition, it would be my estimate
that by reducing the fiexib1llty of the states
to provide varying kinds of social services,
the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare is, in fact, working at cross purposes; .
The new regulations have eliminated the
bulk of those' services' which' would enable
individuals to 'improve themselves so that
they would not· have to depend upon public
welfare for their existence. The major ad.vantage of the old regulations was the fact
,that they provided needed fiexibility to the
states to be. able to develop new and innovative programs which COUld, in fact, begin to
reduce the welfare rolls. The new regUlations
will not only reduce the number of people
eligible to receive these services, but will, in
fact,' do away with many worthwhile programs.
On this point, if I may, I would like to
quote a statement of Representative Mills of
Arkansas in discussing on the House fioor
the amendment to the revenue sharing act
concerning social services. Mr. Mills stated:
"Let me get the record straight, if I may.
We have not· changed the definition of 'social services' that are available for those who
are recipients of or applicants for welfare."
I think that in the colloquy on both the
Senate and the· House fioors in discussing
the amendment· this was the intent of Congress. To '.illustrate further how the new
regulations are contrary to the intent of
Congre.ss, let me provide you with some specific examples.
First, let me speak to the income standards. As you know, the regUlations prOVide
for eligibllity to be determined by income,
income being defined as 150% of the state's
payment standard. In Tennessee we would
have no. argument with this provision if it
were, in fact, 150% of net income; however,
as the regulations are being interpreted, this
will not be the case. The rule being applied
by the Department of Health, Education and
Welfare is that applicants for social services must be adjudged in the same manner
as applicants for welfare grants. Allow me
to give you two· specific examples of how
this rule will affect Tennessee.
First, a family of four with an income of
$300 per month will be eligible for services
provided that their other resources, such as,
the value of an automobile, do not exceed
$1,000, c.r they do not have insurance of the
cash value of above $600. For another example let me .cite a family of four with a retarded child in need of day care and an income of $500 per month. They would appear
to be eli~ible/.for. day care provided they
pay a fee based on a scale set by the Department of Public Welfare. However, when
it is determined. that this family has an
automobile valued at $800 and $300 in savings, then the family becomes ineligible for
day care services' for the retarded child.
It is obvioUs' from these examples that
the.net. result:,.9f this interpretation will
mean that many people who are barely above
receiving welfare 'grants will nO;t, be able to
receive 'so<;ial, services. Ido not think that
it was the Intent of Congress to sUbject the
work~g poor(to.:thesame eligibility stande
ard as j;hose people who are applying for welfare grants; Further, by requiring that assets
be considered in determining eligibility for

social services, the result will be the elimina,tion of the "potential" category in Tennessee.
The imposition of this rule will force many
'familles to make the difilcult choice of either
going on the welfare roll. or denying their
children much needed services. I would also
point out that in many cases if a child is
denied these needed services; we are assur'ing his becoming a reCipient when he reaches
adulthood.
It is obvious in this case that the regulations are, in fact, contradictory to the intent
of Congress. Congress has long held that these
programs should be used to enable people to
be graduated off the welfare rolls. This interpretation wlll mean that before a person
who is presently off the welfare rolls can
become ellglble for services, he must first
place himself upon those rolls.
Now, if I may, I would like to illustrate
to )<'ou some of the kinds of services and
the effects of these services that Tennessee
has been providing in the past which under
the new regulations will no longer be available to those needy persons. In Tennessee, as
in many other states, we have attempted
to break the poverty' cycle and particularly
the welfare cycle through the use of day
care programs. We have observed, as I am
sure you have, that parents who are longterm recipients of welfare have tended to
have children and grandchildren who also become welfare recipients. Day care programs
,which we have developed in Tennessee under the old social service regulations were
designed to strike at the very heart of this
problem.
We were attempting and succeeding in
breaking this vicious cycle by giving children from very poor environments day care
which would enable them to be better able to
compete both in school and in society at
large. An additional benefit was that the
parents of these children were also enabled
to begin to be better able to provide for themselves. The use of these day care rrograms
enabled us in Tennessee to keep many families intact which would have otherwise
been destroyed because of the internal tensions within the family unit. In many cases,
day care was provided so that the parent
could receive other services provided through
the social service program. Day care was one
of the programs to allow the mother to begin
to seek training or to receive treatment for
various problems stich as alcoholism, family
planning cUnics or mental health and educational services to enable the mother to
cope with her family. All of these services
except those related to work and training
are being eliminated under the new regulations. Thi.q is a step backward from the resolution of the problem.
,
Another exempted service which has been
severely restricted by the new regulations is
the alcohol and drug services. In Tennessee,
where it was determined that treatment for
alcohollsm or drug addiction was necessary
to the rehabllitation or' ali individual and
where this service was not otherwise available, we have provided'educational services,
half-way houses, nonresidential treatment
centers, and residential treatment services
for individuals. The new regulations go beyond prohibiting services. They, in fact, pro·
hibit us from providing any kinds of services
to people who are not in act~\'e treatment
programs.
'
In Tennessee, as in many otherstates. there
is without a doubt a greater demand for
services of this kind than there is a supply
of such services; and as is true in all cases,
when the demand exceeds' the supPly, the
the case you can readily see that the poor
price of the service increases. ThiS being
and, in particular, the welfare recipients are
going to be excluded from these kinds. of
necessary services. The poor, the near poor
and the welfare'. recipients, are very susceptible to drug problems. The new regulations
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will prevent us from being able to prOVide
'any educational services to these people to
prevent them from being SUbjected to the
problems which accompany alcoholism and
drug addiction. Here again you can see that
the effect of the interpretation of the regulations is going to be a step backward and
will, in fact, ultimately begin to increase the
welfare rolls.
Another area of restriction is in the exempted category for mentally retarded. In
Tennessee we had developed, or were in the
process of developing, programs for the training of the ment:J.lly retarded adults to begin
to move them away from Institutionalization
and toward self-sufficiency. We were using
half-way houses to assist in moving people
,out of institutions into their local communi'ties. In an effort to prevent further increases
in the welfare rolls, we had developed outreach programs to identify mentally retarded
indlvlduais and had prOVided information referral services to enable them to begin to
receive the necessary training and education
to enable them to become more self-SUfficient. In this area is one of the most obvious
negative approaches taken by the regulations.
Here the regulations imply that the only
reason for prOViding services to mentally
retarded is so that they may become selfsupporting.
When you think of this, it is obviously a
contradiction in terms .of expecting an individual who is severely handicapped to become fUlly self-supporting. This becomes
even more ridiculous when you consider that
it also applies to children. You can readily
see what these regulations have done is
completely exclude any potential welfare recipients who are mentally retarded from receiving services. This is most curious when
Congress Itself established mental retardation as an area of priority concern.
Another category which has been eliminated is in the area of mental health. All
services which were previously provided in
the area of mental health are now prohibited
by regulation. Without these services it is
obvious that there are many individuals, both
current and potential recipients of welfare,
who will not be able to maintain their selfSUfficiency much less obtain self-support.
There is also a long range danger Which is not
considered in these regulations, and that is
the lack of available services to children.
Similarly, while it might be noted that health
services as well as mental health services are
excluded, in fact the regulations go far beyond this saying that screening and diagnostic services for potential recipients for
social services are not eligible expenditures.
This results in the situation of the welfare
recipient's having to pay for his own diagnosis before he can become eligible for a
service.
There are two other exempted categories
that I have not yet spoken to. These are
family planning and foster care. These two
priority concerns are directly affected by the
goals of self-support and self-sufficiency.
It is obvious from the wording of the
goals for self-support and self-sufficlency that
they are properly applicable neither to children who need foster care nor to individuals
in family planning services. A child who
needs foster care may well be from a family
which does not meet the goal of selfsupport or self-sufficiency; however, to prevent this chUd from becoming an ultimate
recipient of welfare, it wlll be necessary that
he receive foster care services. This is aiso
true in the case of family planning services' as many IndiViduals most needing this
service. would and could never become selfsupporting. It goes without questioning that
the lack of family planning practices among
low i!:lcpme families is a primary contributing
factor to dependency. We are well aware of
the tremendous number of famlllas current.
lyon the welfare rolls because of the many
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problems created by large family slYA.', many
of 'whom can never expect to move Into selfsupporting society without family planning
services.
In closing, allow me to restate the major
impact of the new regulations.
First, the regulations will prevent the expenditure of monies duly authorized by the
Congress, With proper limitations already
created In legislation.
Second, many valuable and even necessary
programs and services are prohibited.
Third, programs In the areas of priority
concern identified by Congress have been
severely restricted.
Fourth, except in the area of self-support,
the regulation prohibits any services for
potential recipients.
We agree with both the President and
congress that the states should be held accountable to insure the proper expenditure
of these funds. This can be done, however,
without el1minating productive services for
those most in need.
I respectfully submit for your consideration the concept of social service revenue
sharing. This would provide the states with
the necessary flexiblllty to meet their iaryIng problems, while at the same time prOViding Congress the capabll1ty to determine the
cost effectiveness of the programs. Congress
has identified five areas of priority concern
which Tennessee and the other states have
developed and implemented programs to
correct. The new regulations will effectively
prevent the implementation of these programs by Virtually eliminating the potential
category through the "assets test" and an
undUly restrictive self-support goal. Without the opportunity to serve potential recipients we will lose the capab1l1ty to control
the future size of the welfare rolls.
STATEMENT OF DR. RICHARD

S.

HODES

As a member of a state legislature, I feel

that the legislature I represent accepts the
same goals and concepts that Congress had
in the passage of both the Social Security
Act and the Revenue Sharing Act. We must
be certain as pUblic officers that the funds
available for social services through legislation be directed as nearly as possible toward what is the original and primary goal
of social services funding-the reduction of
welfare assistance rolls.
I am concerned that the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and perhaps
Congress in their zeal to direct these funds
toward the agreed goals of cutting welfare
rolls, may now have excessively limited certain services that are in fact very effective
in accomplishing decreases In welfare util1zation.
The latest Rules and Regulations promUlgated by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare seem to consider only two
of many effective avenues available. The two
are rather obviously worthwhile. One is the
provision of Day Care which permits AFDS
mothers to be trained for and seek prodUCtive employment or to keep an employed
single parent of dependent children from
having to seek public assistance so she can
stay home with her children. However, even
this latter program is severely l1mited In the
Regulations by the assets and income level
limitations.
The second recognized effort by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
is that of family planning which brings to
low income fam1l1es the services necessary to
help them limit the size of their fammes
and reduce their potential for dependency.
This program Is' also l1mlted by the assets
and income limitations.
Apparently unrecognized by the framers
of the Health, Education, and Welfare RUles
and Regulations, but nevertheless recognized by Congress in the Revenue Sharing
Act, are services relating to alcoholism, drug
abuse and mental retardation.

One of the areas of service made available
to low Income families In the Revenue 'Sharing Act is drug abuse treatment. The drug
abuser With appropriate treatment can be
rehabllltated If given an adequate opportunity for treatment. The untreated drug
abuser with minimal education and a low
Income backgrOUnd is a prime candidate for
welfare dependency. These services should
be restored In the RUles and Regulations as
contemplated in the Act. Spec1flcally, the
elimination of medical services as an integral part of diagnosis and evaluation
severely limits this program.
The Revenue Sharing Act Itself' Ignores
or tended to ignore two major disablllties
that encourage dependency and can be
handled successfully with adequaate community based remediation services.
Deficiencies in mental health in 'he low
Income family, if dealt with In the earl1est
stages at the community levei, offerslgnlflcant prognosis for success and potential for
eliminating the need for public assistance.
Low income famllles whose members are victimized by pSyChiatric disease will become
welfare dependent unless early treatment is
instituted. This is particularly true if the
victim is the family wage earner.
The rehab1l1tatlon of the low income
youthful offender has been one of the most
seriously impaired programs by the Health,
Education, and Welfare interpretation of the
Revenue Sharing Act.
The juvenile from a low Income family
who is unnecessarily Institutionalized because of deficient community counseling and
supervision and unavallablllty of specialized
work training programs is a prime causative
factor for an expanding welfare roll and the
law enforcement crisis. As we each know, the
middle and upper Income youth is rarely
declared "delinquent" and placed In a state
Juvenile fac1l1ty because his parents can afford to provide him' counseling and special
schooling If necessary.
Community Juvenile programs must be
sophisticated enough to include a combination of counseling, foster care, educatio.'l and
drug abuse treatment. This group of individuals is an absolute source of welfare recipients. Failure to recognize the importance
of community juvenile rehabllltation and
counseling programs results in a repeated
pattern of offenses or anti-social behaviour
that creates a pool of individuals destined
for future dependency.
Your staJf and constituents have mentioned the adverse effect these RegUlations
have had on day care, legal services, family
planning, retardation, work training, drug
abuse and alcoholic programs. Florida is also
concerned about mental health and potential Juvenile delinquents. Each state has its
own particular set of problems and priorities
and there shOUld be sufficient tlexlb1l1ty In
the law and RegUlations to allow states to
program social service funds in accord With
the particular needs of its citizens.
You have heard testimony to the effect
that whatever services have been eliminated
by the RegUlations can be provided under
some other federal act presently in effect or
to be proposed. Asa physician and state
legislator, I am personally famlllar with the
Vocational Rehab1l1tatloll, Mental Health,
Retardation, Alcoholic and Drug Abuse Programs funded with federal and state funds.
Most of these services are inherently middle
class welfare programs.
As a member .of the legislative Appropriations Committee, I can tell you that theimportance of flexible Social Security Act service funding is that it "forces" us to proVide
a. minimum level service program to low income citizens who do not have the voice in
government necessary to provide them
needed services. At the same time, these
services are cost effective In that they are
designed to promote self-sufficiency and
avoid welfare dependency. I might add that

t;or~~1l.rst.tllpelIi Florida:!' ,hlstog.the
welfare rolls havi3. declined over ,thel,ast year.
Until. recently. Social service funding has
been fleXible enough to allow each. state to
.develop . its programs In accordWlth its own
needs and priorities. This. flexib1l1ty is even
more justlflable when .Congress . has ,imposed a ceiling on the funding available for
each state.
You have heard from the Department of
Health, Education and Welfare that states
have acted irresponsibly In expending social
service funds. Unfortunately, I'm afraid that
the charge of lrresponslblllty may, in part,
be based upon the personal experience of
many of the present HEW officials who were
preViously In charge of various social service
programs In other states.
In Florida's case, we developed a. detailed
program budgeted plan for the entire state
which was approved by HEW. We emphasized programs for alcoholics, drug abusers,
aged, retarded, mentally 111, blind, and Juvenile deltnquents. Our standard for potential
was 133 Y3 percent of the .Lower LiVing
Standard for the Representative Florida
Metropolitan Area as determined by the Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics. We justlfled the level based upon a
detailed analysis of the costs of services
showing that the costs were such that a
person would be forced into depending on
state a.ld. (Attached is our analysis under
Attachment A.)
The Bureau of Labor Statistics standard
enabled us to avoid the problems caused by
asset limitations and income disregard requirements. At the same time, it focused
our programs on the poor and facllltated a
slmpllfled eligib1l1ty determination. We
would recommend that HEW consider a
similar basis for defining "potential".
I would also like to point out that we
provided HEW with a projection of the impact of our social service programs. In the
case of services to delinquent· children, we
projected that the ut1l1zation of social servIce funds, combined with increased state
funds would result In a decrease In the number of children institutionalized and Increase
substantially the number of children proVided services In the community:
In Attachment B you will see our original
projection made In 1971 compared with our
performance since that date.
Finally, Mr. Chairman I would like to
bring to your attention something that concerns me very much. Last Wednesday, following Mr. Weinberger's Tuesday Testimony
before your Committee, the HEW. Regional
Office held a. briefing on the new Regulations for all south-eastern states. It has been
reported by Florida staff people who attended
both your hearing and the regional briefing,
that there exists some serious inconsistencies In what HEW Is saying to you and What
they are saying to the states. Hopefully, these
inconsistencies are unintentional.
To be specific, last Tuesday,Mr. Weinberger said that there was no attempt to restrict the potential category. At the regional
briefing states were emphatically told that
the potential category was severely restricted
and that practically all emphasis would be
on the actual welfare recipient.',
More importantly, partiCUlarly to me as a
state legislator, is the interpretation of the
"maintenance of eJfort" requirement. In response toa question from.Senator Roth last
Tuesday, HEW stated that maintenance of
effort would be determined from the "overall
expenditure level of the agency", "not by
specific program". In Wednesday's meeting,
the states. were told that Washington HEW
had instructed that maintenance of eJfort
would be. determined bY' each separate program. In So state with a detailed program
bUdget, such a requirement would severely
limit program flexiblllty and continuity.
In conclusion, let me again express my
concern that we in governmehthave the
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responslb1l1ty to attack ,the growing problem
, ot weltare depenttency. In carrying out this
responslbl11ty, we, should, not preclude the
cost/effectiveness of providing services which
, coUld avoid Wtentlal dependency. I strongly
recommend that it HEW does not revise the
RegUlatllms' to 8.now more state fiexlb1l1ty
that, you develop" the legislation necessary
to ,insure that Innovative social service programs can be developed in accord with the
needs of each sta~.
ATTACHMENT A

state 01 Florida, Division 01 Family Services,
proposed income standard lor title IV-A
'serviees to severely disabled client groups

Chlldien ,and fa.m1l1es with problelAs 'of
alcoholism; drug abuse; rfltardatlon or emo. tional dlsab1l1tlell r~qU:1resubstantlal llnanclal resources to remain Independent of pUblic assistance. The nature of these dlsabllItles requires ext>el1slVe treatment ,and care
Which can rapidly deplete II. family's resources to the point where they reqUire pUblic llnanclalaId."':'
.
In recognition of the high cost ot providing socIal servlce8and treatment for severe
dlsabUitles, the Department of Health and
Rehab11ltatlve Services proposes that the
Title' IV-AellglbUity Income criteria for
such service be based upon the representatlve' Florida metropolitan area low living
standard costs plUS 33V,% as determined
by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of
Labor Statistics.
The following tables Indicate the llnanclal
burden placed upon II. famlly with one of
the above: dlsabl11tles and on Income n01
exceeding the abqve standard.
AVERAGE PER PATIENT COST OF SERVICES REQUIRED FOR
THE RETARDED

Service
Residential care., •••..•.•••
Nonresidentia I costs above
normal expenses:'
Day care Ore •••; •.•••••
Domestic heir" •••••••
Extra medica ' •• ~ •••.••
Saving to provide for
estate..•••••••••••.•
Dental care.~ ••• ~ .•.•.•
Respite/summer camp•••
Travel and transporta·
tion•••••••••••••••••

Cost!
unit
(per day)

Monthly
cost

Percent of
monthly
income I

$14.52

$435.60

60

6.85
10.96
1.37

205.50
328.80
41. 10

28
45
6

7.95
.41
.33

238.50
12.30
9.90

33
2
1

1. 37

41.10

6

I Family offour (4) earning $8,747 annually.
'In addition to costs listed, family units containing a retarded
individual usually have higher insurance premiums, cosmetic
operations, parental counseling, etc.
• Mothers of retarded children usually must work because of
extra ~xpenses involved and the need to get away from ,24 hour
supervIsion.' "
'This does not include visual, auditory or physical appliances.

AVERAGE PER PATIENT COST OF SERVICES TO CHILDREN
WITH BEHAVIORAL DISABILITIES
Cost/unit
Services
Small group treatment homes.
Halfway house end start
centers....•....•....••.•
Intensive training: Centers
and forestry camps.••••.•
Intensive counseling services.
I

~per

ay)

Monthly
cost

Percent of
monthly
income l

$25

$750

103

15

450

62

24
2

720
60

98
8

Family of four (4) earning $8,747 annually.

AVERAGE PER PATIENT COST FOR DRUG ABUSE TREATMENT

Service

Percent of
Cost/unit Monthly monthly
(per day)
cost income I

Intensive treatment' (resi·
dential)••••••.....••••..•
Intensive, treatment (day
care or outpatient)••••••••

$12

$360

50

8

240

33

serviceS•••••••••••••••••

40

160

22

Treat"!entPI~nvtiths~p~Ort

I

Family of four (4) earning $8,747 annually.

AVERAGE PER PATIENT COST FOR PRIVATE MENTAL HEALTH
TREATMENT

Service

Cost/unit
(per day)

Monthly
cost

Percent of
monthly
income I

;80

$2,400

328

27

210

29

Residential treatmenL. __ ..•
Outpatient psychiatric treat·
menL __ •_••••••• _. __••••

Family of four (4) earning $8,747 annually.
, Based on a l·hour visit per week.

I

INCOME LEVELS FOR DETERMINING ELIGIBILITY FOR
SERVICES UNDER TITLE IV-A
Family size

3

L. __._
_
2•. __ •__ .•• _._•• _
3_. __ •• _•••• •• _
4•• _•• _•. _•••
._.

$1,322
1,721
2.315
2,671

$1,983
2,581
3,472
4,001

$4,328
5,635
7,580
8,747

1. Division of Family Services income standards.
2. Division of Family Services income standards plus 50
percent.
3. Representative Florida metropolitan area annual low
living standard costs plus 33\-3% percent as determined by U.S.
Department 01 Laborl Bureau of Labor Statistics, "Guide to
Living Costs, Spring 1~70."
TEsTIMONY

OF

CoNGRESSWOMAN

BELLA S. ABZUG

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you
and the Committee for giving me the opportunity to testify on the new social service regulations issued by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare.
This has been an Issue of deep concern
to me, orie that I have actively pursued
since I received an advance copy of the
fust version of these regulations, before
they were Issued in February.
Even a cursory analysis of that fust version showed them to be most punitive in
effect and at variance with the phllosophy
of Congress. The major goal appeared to be
an Immediate' cutting of money costs, no
matter what the cost in human deprivation or the real longterm cost to society
of salvaging indiViduals or fam1lies robbed
of the hope of becoming self-sufficient.
I protested vigorously at that time and
continued to raise objections to the regulations In meetings with HEW Secretary
Caspar Weinberger and other members of
Congress, in letters and in co-swnsorship
of legislation. Together with child care organizations and women's groups, I sponsored Working Mother's Day protests on
Aprll 10 to wint up the fact that the new
regulations woUld drive out of child care
programs working mothers with even modest incomes, forcing many of them to go
on welfare to qUalify for care for their
children.
More than 200,000 letters and telegrams
protesting the regulations were sent to
HEW from all parte of the country. The socalled final version of the new regUlations,
issued by Mr. Weinberger May I, meets some
of the objections raised in the 1lrst goround. More~careful analysis makes it clear,
however, that there are stUl some very real
and serious objections to the regUlations,
and I strongly urge that they be further
revised.
Mr. Chairman, I understand that in a
colloquy with you last week Secretary
Weinberger raised some possibi11ty of
changes in the new regulations. I belleve it
Is essential that the door not be closed on
further necessary changes before these regUlations are put into effect. There are various "catch·22's," loopholes, and disregard
for qUality standards in the regUlations that
requlre correction, and I am very gratefUl
to this committee for conducting hearings
that make it possible to sWtlight these dellcilmc1es.
I will address myself to some of the llPecI1lc
problems in a moment, but fust I woUld like
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to comment on the overall implications and
resUlts of these administrative regulations.
When social services were 1lrst added to
social security legislation, it was done because Congress realized that just giving
money to an individual or family in need
was not enough. Without back-up services,
the problems that forced people onto welfare
would not go away nor would more people
receive the preventative help that would keep
them from entering the welfare system. With
these remedial goals In mind, Congress passed
the public welfare amendments that established the 75% federal match.
The dellnltion and nature of social services was left to be determined by the states
and the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare. It was under this program, and
the 1967 amendments thereto, that some
of the most innovative and creative programs
were developed-programs that had the object of helping people get off public assistance and keeping off others, who were not yet
receiving cash grants, by enabling them to
be self-supporting.
And yet now, In an Administration that
pays lip service to the "new federalism" and
professes reverence for the "work ethic," we
have a set of regulations that places undo
authority at the federal level, penalizes the
working poor and lower middle class, and in
some cases provides Incentives to stay on
welfare and not become self-supporting.
Now for the specific problems in the regulations. Both the February and May versions
InclUde a new requirement that eligibillty for
services be linked to the various states' resource test for assets. I know that this question was raised with Secretary Weinberger
and I think It Is Important that you know
the situation in my state.
In New York State (under the resource
test for welfare assistance) an Individual
can have absolutely no bank accounts, either
checking or savings, no insurance with II. face
value of more than $500, and no personal
effects not essential to running the home or
related to work.
This means that an Individual cannot
open II. savings account, cannot join the payroll savings plan for U.S. bonds, and cannot
even join a Christmas Club.
Let's think of what this means to II. working woman who needs a job to support her
famlly and can only work if her chlld Is
cared for in a subsidized center. She may
work for a company that provides II. life insurance pollcy of $1.000 or more as a standard benefit. What Is she supposed to do?
Quit her job and look for one that doesn't
provide any benefits? If she Is thrifty enough
to save II. few dollars or requires the convenience of II. checking account to pay her
rent and ut1lity bills, should she be penalized
by being deprived of child care faclllties so
that she can no longer work at all?
If this isn't II. "catch 22" in the new regulations, I would like to know what is.
It certainly undercuts the easing of income eliglbll1ty reqUirements for child care
services In the May 1 regulations, which were
welcomed by us as recognition by Mr. Weinberger that the draft regUlations were discriminatory against working women
While there have been some improvements
tn the sections dealing wtth child care in
these regulations, there are still enough
loopholes and oversights to warrant HEW's
changing them, with time for publlc comment, before they become effective.
In addition to the resource test or liq\!ld
assets test, the regulations no longp.r require
that in-home child care must meet standards
recommended by the Child \Velfare League
and the Na.tional Council for Homema}:er
Services. No longer Is there a requirement
that the care must be suited to the individual chlld and the parent or guardian involved in the selection of the'care. No longer
Is there any mention of the necessity of
progress in developing varied child care
sources so that there can be II. choice for the
parents. And signlficantly, although the new
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regulatioIls'say that facl11tles inlii;t meet ~apsbetween'agericlesBnd senius,that pro- 'foryotirhetlJt111 arid tli&t i yotfdo1:lelleve'that
standards as outlined by' HEW, there is, no vide people with the hope of dignity and self- 'thereb\lghtto be f\lrthet·'te'Vls1onsbefore the
direct mention of the federal interagency help. We must not let them fall by the 'guidelines are implemented;
day care standards. These standards are boards. I am also certain that as you conIn'their defense 'of the guidelines prop<l5ed
clearly set forth in the report acCompanying tinue these hearings and take the testimony 'in February and the. revisions made in ,May,
the OEO amendments in 1972 as Congres- ,of the governors and their representatives H.E.W. has liaidthat'theyare attempting "to
sional intent.
you will hear more stories llke that of Mon- target on those with the greatest need.nUnAnother issue raised last week and one that serrate Velez.
fortunately, their definition of "those 'with
I would like to rclterate is the problem of
There Is another point I would like to the greatest need" seems to be current welincome disregard. A public assistanc~ re- make in response to Secretary Weinberger'S fare recipients.
cipient is allowed to deduct certain work-re- testimony of May 8. It has to do with the
It is true that the congress indicated that
lated expenses, such as social security and questIon of the $2.5 b1Ilion ceWng on federal the bulk of the SOcial services monies (90%)
union dues, whereas the worker who Is spending for social services. Secretary Wein- should go to current recipients, but they tlJso
struggling to be economically 'independent, berger was quite clear In saying that lf each spec1f1caI1y and consciously exempted certain
who Is holding a job and not recelvlug cash State spent the full amount of the money kinds of programs-foster care, drug and tIJgrants, Is not allowed to deduct these ex- it was eligible to spend, HEW would certainly cohlil., abuse, day care,family. planning, and
penses. Thus, we have another example of a authorize fUll reimbursement. Yet, at the programs for the, retarded-from ,the 90-10
regulation that makes It more advantageous same time, he IndIcated that under the new .rule,.The effect 9f the proposed income forfor an Individual to receive a cash grant regulations the estimates for total spending mula and the. proposed 3 month/6 month
than to work and try to be self-supporting. are only $1.8 b1Ilion, $700 milllon below the definltlons of 'eligib11ltYls to deny help to
One of the most serious deficiencies In ceiling authorized by Congress.
past and potential recipients and to invalIthese new regulations Is the question of proIf there are states that will not be able date and negate the in,tent of the exemptions
gram eliglblllty. The states are told that they to send their fUll allotment, then we should mandate~ by Congress,
,
must make available at least one of, the have a reallocation formula to allow the
By focusing oniy on current welfare reservices mentioned under the Adult Services additional money to go to states with pro- cipIents, H.E.W.is establishing a disincentive
Program. The regUlations thus place the grams in need of these funds. Another rec- to work and Is . ignoring the very real needs
states in a dilemma, In one situation the ommendation I would urge is enactment of of the working poor. It should be pointed out
states, in an effort either to meet their my measure, H.R. 245, Which would exempt that:
spending ceiling or in an effort to reduce child 'care from $2.5 b11110n ceiling. This
According to the 1970 Census, there, are
programs, may make only one of the listed would enable us to contInue obviously use- stlll some 25.5 million poor in the nation;
services available to appropriate applicants. ful child care programs, but not cut the
Only 21.5% of these' fam11les are on
For example, a state may then specify that expense of the other needed services.
welfare;
It will only offer protective serVices, but not
Over 40% <of these poverty fammes are
There are many other areas of concern to
health related services, or homemaker serv- me in these regulations that I will touch on headed by women;
ices, or transportation serVices, regardless of briefly.
Over 50% of all poor Black famUles are
the specific need of the Individual applicant.
.
We need a clearly defined fair hearing proc- headed by women;
On the other hand, the state may allow ess. Under the regulations there are no adThe number of female headed families. Is
all of the services that were previously man- visory committees for any group of services growing. In 1960 25 % of all marriages ended
dated but because of the funding cetling other than child care, and child care advIsory in divorce or annulment. By 1970 the figure
the agencies may be forced to compete With committees are recognized only at the state was up to 35%;
each other for dwindling funds. I am afraid level and Include no parent participants.
Among women as heads of households,
that these regUlations will lead many adminThere Is also the problem within the regu- 215,000 worked sometime durIng the year,
istrators to say, as King Solomon did, "Cut lations that the states may have to walt even but fewer than 10% worked full time year
the liVing child in half, giving half to one longer for guidelines to be Issued Imple- around. It is malniy their duties at home
and half to the other." The solution here is menting these regulations. These guldellnes, that kept them out of work;
Of those who worked, over half are emto prOVide sufficient funds to continue the which mayor may not come out before
services.
July I, w1Il have as much effect as the regu- ployed as service workers or maids. And more
The program definitions also create prob- lations themselves but are not SUbject to the t,han half of the women who headed farollies
lems that I would like to Illustrate. In New revIew process of pUblic comment that was worked as maids in 1970, and this Is a group
York State we have a program called the so useful in changing the first draft of these Whose average income was under the federal
Welfare Education Plan. This program 'has regUlations. I believe it Is Important that poverty line. (The median income for domesbeen funded since 1962 with Title IV-A the guidelines be made. public as soon as tics is $1,800.);
Among married women In ,1970, 8 mlllion
money and in New York City Is administered possible and that, .like the regulations, they
earned between $4,000 and $7,000, and twoby the Board of Education. Under the new be SUbject to further change.
In conclusIon, Mr. Chairman, the original thirds of them were married to men who
regUlations this program would be shut down
because it costs money. Yet it has an 11- intent of Congress was to provide servIces earned less than $10,000;
The median Income-all males, $6,429;
year record of success. The program works that would strengthen family life, foster
The median income-minority males,
with public assistance recipients over 18 who child development, help people to support
have less than an 8th grade equivalency edu- themselves, and aid, with dignity, those who $3,891;
The median Income-all females. $2,132;
cation or have English language deficiencies. cannot. This should remain our goal and no
They are taught English, helped to get high administrative regulations shOUld be allowed and
to
subvert
our
purpose.
The
median Income---minorlty females,
school eqUivalency diplomas and placed in
$1,084.
jobs, job training programs or In schools for
The working poor need help just as badly
more advanced work sk1lls or education.
TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE SHIRLEY
as those ,currently on the welfare rolls and
Some of those who have benefited from
CHISHOLM
are In many respects, most deserving of our
this program came by my office last week
NEW SOCIAL SERVICES REGULATIONS
help because they are doIng their level best
and explained how as of July 1st, 7,000 peoMr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the not to become dependent upon public assistple w1ll be shut out of a program that has
other members of this Committee for allow- ance. Ironically, this was precIsely the central
success stories like these:
These are the words of Monserrate Velez, ing me to testify today. As one who repre- ,point of the Administration's Family Assistsents a constituency which Is "profoundly ance proposal.
who came to New York from Puerto Rico In affected
by these regulations, I am very conI would like at this moment to deal wIth
1961. "A few years later," she told me, "I was cerned abou~ the Impact of the proposed ".,
, several technical points with regard ~o the
in a wheelchair, a total invalid With two changes upon their lives. As a former day care income formula. The problem with the origsmall children. I had no hope at all for my teacher, director, and consultant' with' 19 inal proposal of 133 Va % was not only. that
future.
years of experIence In the field, I am critical It was inadequate but also that it was in"I came to the Welfare Education Plan in of the Impact upon the qUality of our Social eqUitable. The inequIties remain despite the
January, 1969," she continued. "School be- Services programs. And finally as a LegIslator, fact that the formula has been raised to
came the only bright spot in my life. My I am outraged at the attempt by H.E.W. 150%. In fact the formula merely comteachers' friendship and encouragement bureaucrats to usurp the powers of Congress pounds the Inequities.
For example; If. you live in Alabama, :you
helped my self-confidence. I passed the by writing regUlations which, both exceed
eighth grade test and then the high school and thwart the, will and Intent of Congress. lose your ellglbUlty for free child care If your
On this last point I would like to note that income exceeds $1,746, but in Connecticut,
test. Now I am at the Interboro Business Institute preparing to be a bilingual secretary. in conversations With both members of my you remain eligible for free child care With an
staff and With constituents, H.E.W, personnel income of $6,084: Even allowing for cost of
I can hardly walt to get a job so I can get have
Indicated that they plan to Implement liVing variables this formula discriminates
off welfare. I am even learning to walk them as is on JUly 1st. I'm not sure what against those living In our poorer__which
again."
H.E.W. thinks the purpose of these hearings tend to 'be our Southern-8tates.
I know that last week Senator Mondale is, but 'Perhaps the Senate Finance CommitFree Services ought to be, available for
described a similar program in Minnesota. tee should make a poInt of the fact that. you low income families no matter what States
These are the programs that are filling the are not sitting here listening to testimony they resIde in. In fact the leglslativehIstoty
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of the Day Care and Child Development bill
makes It clear that Congress believes this is
just and rIght. In the Senate version of the
Day Care bill, Congress approved free Child
Care ServIces up to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics Lower LivIng Standard Budget,
which at that time was $6,900. On the House
side, the Erlenborn substitute provided for
free Services up to $4,320.
Under the proposed 150% formula, 21
States would not provide free Services at the
level suggested in the Erlenborn amendment.
As is Indicated In the attached table! the
Payment Standard Is not even equal to the
Needs Standard established by 20 of ,the
States (24 states, if the states marked • •
are counted). Additionally In 18 of the
States, the Payment Level-or the actual
amount of the stipend the recipient receives-is lower than the Payment Standard.
It would" be far more equitable if the
formula were based not on the Payment
Standard but upon the Needs Standard. At
the very least there ought to be an income
floor for, free Services to protect those residing in our poorer States.
Another area in which I believe It would
be useful for this Committee to spell out
soNe re<:onup.e,ndations is, with respect to In",
come disregards. '!'he proposed regulatlons,do
not specify whether the Income limits ,are
to be applled to gross income ot:to net, in'"
come after deducting work expenses; but re':
pIles .O(!IE.W. officials to questions ,In this
arelt!i~eIA,to ,indlcat,e Jhat the Admlnistri\tiop:
is. leaning tOward the 'lIse of gross Incom~
figures.;' .'"
t, ,
,
"
,
As' is 'the case with,the Income',formUla
Itself, this approach,' wUlcreate ,Inequities.
First there is the amount. taken out In SocIal
Security taxes. Secondly. some States have
a State! income tax; while others,' do not.
Rents are exorbitant In a clty such as New
York because' of the terrible shortage of
housing, while ina sUburb this might be less
of a problem;; In, I'uraV areas transportation
Is absolutely'essentlal because of the distances Involved. Allowances for deductions
for transportation costs would be a necesslty,for a person who does, not own or have
access to a car. In some Instances union
membership is a prereqUisite for employment; In others special clothing is requIred.
In all of the above situatIons, the citizen
has virtually no control over these expenditures. They are really automatic and cannot
be regarded, as disposable Income. There wlll
also be considerable variation In the above
cos~ according to one's, place. of residence.
For these, ,reasons It woul~ be botll inequitable arici ,unfair to use a gross Income
figure In assessing tile eliglblllty for ServIces. ,'n, ,
,
,.
'",
While we are, on the SUbject of finances,
I th1nkit important Jor the, Cortunlttee to
secure from H.E.W. some clearer definition
of, the expected administrative, costs which
the new monitoring systemwUI entail. The
rechecking 'of,indlvidual elIgibility for serv-.
ices every 6 months is,going to Increase over-

head costs, but H.E.W. has indicated that
they will not reimburse the States for this increased expense. WhilE' one can understand
that carefUl monitoring Is necessary to ensure that public monies are correctly spent,
It must also be remembered that enforcement
mechanisms cost money.
,Which brings us to the next point. Under
'the new regulations, the reimbursement of
the cost of enforcing existing State and Fed~
eral Day Care Regulations would not be al~
lowed. As one who has spent years in the
field, I am deeply concerned about thelmpact of this proposed change upon the quality of our child care programs. Without frequent inspection and aggressive enforcement,
abuses will rapidly mount. We have all seen
how many of our faclllties for the mentally
retarded and mentally disturbed have been
turned Into snake pits. The 'same could
quickly happen to our child care programs
if the States should come up with the funds
for enforcement themselves, but the realityof the situation is that with the tremendous
pressure for the expansion of services enforcement will have a low budget priority
at the local level.
The qualIty of our programs Is threatened
in another way by the new guidelines which
drop the old requirement for an AFDC AdvisorY Committee, the reqUired recipient par-J;Iclpatlon in the Advisory Committee on
Day Care Services, and the lack of a mandated fair hearing procedure.
. As a professional in the field myself, I
believe strimgly In the role of special1sts;
but I also believe that parents can make
tlt:lually Important contributions. Having
heard nearly- every member of this Congress
make a speech criticiZing bureaucrats and
advocating the importance of Input. participation and control at the local level, I belleve there Is strong support for reInstating
and reaffirming recipient participation as outI1ned in the eXisting regulations.
Before .we leave the SUbject of Day Care,
I would llke to make one final comment.
Under the proposed regulationS, H.E.W. has
proposed that recipients of Services would
pay for servIces on a sliding fee schedule
between 150% and 233%. When H.E.W. in
a slmllar situation established a fee schedule for the Head, Start program, the fees
were so high that it was like sendIng your
child to private school.
I would like to suggest that you recommend that H.E.W. consider the fee schedules
devIsed by the House-Senate Conferees when
we were considering the Day Care and Child
Development Bill. The Fee Schedule had bipartisan support and although It would have
to be revIsed to take Into account the increase In the BLS Standard (BUreau of Labor
Statistics Lower LivIng Standard budget for
an urban family of four), it provIdes a useful indication of Congress' view of an appropriate fee schedule. It allowed free chlld
care for any famlly earning up to $4,320.
Famllles earnIng from $4,320 to $5,916 would
pay 10% of the increase over $4.320 or $159
plus 15% of the ~crease over $5,916. At the
'6,960 level, the cost would be $317 and the
'The table 'utillzed HE.W. statistics and Secretary of H.E.W. would set the fees above
was ,', prepared with the assistance of the that income level. (See page 18, Section 516
Washington Research Project.
(8) (A) and (B) Conference Report 92-682

Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1971,
U.S. House of Representatives. November 29,
1971.)

Although I have concentrated my remarks
upon the impact the new regulations would
have upon Child Care programs, there are
others as deeply affected.
One of the most serious effects Is on the
education programs which are now currently
funded by Title IV-A funds. Not only would
federal funds be disallowed for the few
college programs which have been established to help welfare recipients to become
independent wage earners, they would also
el1mlnate education programs at the secondary level.
In New York City our Welfare Education
Plan, which is run with Title IV-A money by
the Board of Education, has some, 7,200 students currently acquiring 8th Grade and
High School equivalency certificates, as well
as learning English as a second language, Job
Orientation and Referral. preparation for
Clvll Service exams, Consumer Education,
Health Education, and Family Planning. They
have been advised that under the new
regulations, they would not be eligible for
TItle IV-A funds. All of the people In the
program are welfare recipients. And without
this education they could not even qualify
fOr entry into the WIN program.
Some basic education Is necessary for even
the most unskllled job, and today's job market frequently calls for much more In the
way of education and training, so to shut
down this kind of education program Is just
foolish and totally contradictory to the Intent of the Social Services legislation which
is to help people get off and stay off pubUc
assistance.
For those of you who'.are Interested in
further details about the New York Welfare
Education Plan, written testimony is being
submitted to the CommIttee by the Project Director James N. Warren.
I realize that these hearings today are
focusing on the H.E.W. RegulatIons, but in
closing I hope this COtnnllttee might consider some amendments to the Social ServIce Legislation at some future date.
First, I hope that Chairman Long will
again introduce his amendment to exempt
Chlld Care and Family Planning from the
Soclal Services Cell1ng. These programs are
clearly related to the ablllty of welfare mothers to remove themselves from the welfare
rolls. We ought to be encouraging States to
expand Child Care and Family Planning
Services, and removal of the ceiling would
accomplish this.
Secondly, I would hope that congress would
add at least two additIonal exemptions to
the five existing exemptions from the 90-10
Rule. I believe that the handicapped ought
to be equally as eligible for exemptions as
the retarded because their problems are so
slmilat:. For the retarded and handicapped,
the need for Services is not related so much
to their income as to their disablllty.
The addition of Senior Citizens to the exemption list would be helpful because it
would enhance the continued expansIon of
ambulatory care services for the elderly Which
in the long run Is less costly to the public
as well as the person being assisted.

SOCIAL SERVICES TABLES
Payment
Needs
level standard
Annual
payment July 1972 July 1972
standard
figures
figures

State (for an AFDC family of 4)

Alabama. _._~". L;. _L.~ _. ~ .• ~ .• _•• , . $1,164
4,800
Alaska_:..._"••• , •••c••••• '" .:. ' •••
3,384
Arizona
2,748
;23,768

$1,164
4,500
2,208
1,332
3,360
2,904
'4,056;
1,824
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'1

~~p;o,~s:!"t·~~.<':.Of.table. .'_,;!:

h

$2,760
4,800
3,384
(I)
. {I>

2,904
4,056
3,444

ISO
percent
$1,746
7,200
5,070
4,122
5,682
4,356
6,084'
5,167

233)1
percent
$2, 716

11,200

7,896
6,412
8.792
6,776
9,464
""8,039

Stale (for an AFDC family of 4)
Oistrict of Columbia•••••••••••••_••••
Florida•••••••..•••••••••••••••••••••
Georgia •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••
Hawaii. •••••••••• : •••.•.••••••••••••
Idaho••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••_
IIIinois••••••••••••••••••••••• , ••_,._
Indiana •••••• : ••••••••••• : ••••:.:•••
Iowa ' •••• _. __ ••• .!.•.•, .......,:,::-"

Payment
Needs
Annual
level standard
payment July 1972 July 1972
figures
figures
standard
$2,868
2,676
2,724
4,008
3;384
3,264
4,356
3,600

~2,

868
1,728
1,788
4,008
3,384
3,264
2.460
2, 916

$3,816
2.676
2,724
4.008
3, 768
3,264
4,356
(I)

150
percent

233H
percent

$4,382
4,014
4.086
6,012
5,076
4,896
6,534
5,400

$6,692
6.244
6,356
9,352
7,896
7,616
10,164
8,400
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State (for an AfDC family of 4)
Kansas.
•
Kentucky' _.
Louislana_. __ •
Maine.
Maryland
•
Massachusetts
Michigan.
Minnesota_.

•
•
•
••

•

•
•••• __
• __
•
•
_
••
_
_
_

•
•
••

•

•

~:~~'u';E~~=:
::::::::::::::::::::::::
Montana•• __ •• _. _.
. __ .. __ •
•• _
~

Nebraska '_ ••
••
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
•
New Mexico.
New York '
North Carolina
North Dakota
•
Ohio.

~

•
.

.

•
_
_
_
_
•
. _
,_
_

Payment
Needs
Annual
level standard
payment July 1972 July 1972
standard
figures
figures

150

percent

233)1
percent

State (for an AFOC family of 4)

Payment
Needs_
Annual
level standard
payment July 1972 July 1972
standard
figures
figures

$3,864
2,808
1,296
4,188
2,400
4,188
4,332
4,068
3,324
3,636
2,472
3,684

$3,864

2,112

2,112

3,528
3,888
2,436
4,032
1,906
3,600
2,400

3,528
3,888
2,148
3,756
1,906
3,600
2,400

2, 052
1,296
2,016

2,400

4,188
4,332
4,068
720
1,560
2,472
2,712

$4.116

2,808
2,316
4.188
3,732
4.188
4.332
4,068
3,324
3,636
2,700
3,684
3,846
3,528
3,888
2,436
4,032
2,208
3,600
3,096

$5,796
4,212
1,944
6.282
3,600
6.262
6.498
6,102
4,986
5,454
3,708
5,526
3,168
5,292
5,832
3,654
6,048
2,859
5,400
3,600

-$9,016
6,552
3,024

9,772

5.600

9,772

10,108
9,492
7,756
8.484
5,766
8,596
4,928
8,232
9,072
5,684
9,406
4,447
8,400
5.600

I Figure is probably the same as the payment standard,
, There was some question as to whether or not this is the accurate figure for the payment
standard.
, In these instances in the States of Iowa, Kentucky, Nebraska, and New York there seems to

SUMMARY OF TIlE PRINCIPAL POINTS OF TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY JULE M. SUGARMAN,
ADMINISTRATOR, HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION, BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, U.S. SENATE

1. Despite Secretary Weinberger's contention that the final regulations governing soctal services under Titles I, IV, X, XIV, and
XVI of the SocIal Security Act wlll enable
fammes to get off welfare rolls and onto
job rolls, my assessment of impact of the regulations is that they are designed to achieve
the opposite result.
2. The single thrust of the regulations, as
promUlgated, is geared to short range budgetary saVings. The net effect of this maneuver
wlll mean that the $2.5 billion authorized by
Congress under P.L. 92-512 (General Revenue Sharing) can not be utilized by the
States.
3. By mandating that persons eligible for
serVices, including day care for children,
meet the same resource reqUirements as persons eligible for financial assistance, the regulations wlll force near poor working families
to liquidate all assets to qualify for services
in New York State or else be dishonest and
lie about assets in order to be eligible for
services. In New York State a family with
$10.00 in the bank, is now ineligible for any
service funded under Titles I, IV, X, XIV,
and XVI. In view of this, I recommend that
HEW's policy on assets be revised so as to
allow potential recipients for services to
maintain limited assets, e.g. $2,000 for a family of four.
_
4. The Congressional mandate that 90 % of
services to the aged be provided to current
welfare recipients places a horrendous restriction on the bulk of New York City's poor aged
popUlation who w11l no longer be eligible for
federally sponsored services such as hot meals
and recreation in senior citizen centers. Of
the 200,000 elderly citizens below the poverty
level in New York City, less that 40% are
current public assistance recipients. Although
apparently eligible for financial assistance,
our experience has shown that our poor aged
popUlation who emigrated from Europe and
helped bulld our great country, are too prOUd
to apply for welfare. By disallowing their
participation in senior citizen centers, we
are unjustly burdening the remaining days
of our poor senior citizens who have secured
relief from isolation and despair in our centers and in many instances were provided
With the single hot meal of the day.
5. Congressional action is our only redress
and hope. Congress must move to I1mit the
authority of the Secretary of HEW to impose
by regulation additional restrictions upon the
vlabl1lty and use of federal funds authorized

Oklahoma_. __ ._.
•
:__
Oregon __ •
•
._ •• _._______
Pennsylvania
•• ._.___
Rhode Island •• __ ._. __ •
._._._. __ •
South Carolina_._._.
._ •• __ • •• _
South Dakota.
• •••
•
Tennessee.
• __ ••• _. ._
Texas
•
•__ •••• _.
Utah
._.
•••• __ •• __ •• _.

$2,268
3,204
3,756
3,156
2,496
3,420
2,604
tTI6
2,820

$2.268
3,204
3,756
3,156
1.248
3,420
1,584
1,776
2,820

•
.______
•
•
•
Wyo~ing.--------.- •• --- •• - •• --.-.--

3,528
1,656
3,624
3,120

3,528
1,656
3,624
3,120

Virgin Islands..

1,992

~r:gT~i~:-:::=:==:::::::::::::::::::::
._. __ • __ .__

Washington
••
West Virginia ".Wisconsin
•

tm

$2,664
3,996
3,756
3,156
2,496
3,600
2,604
2,364
3,864

~,~~~

~', g~~

3,672
3,180
3,744
3,396

233)1

150
percent

~ercent

$3,402
4,006
5.634
4,734
3.744
5,130
3,906
2,664
'4,230

$5,292
7,476
8,764
7,364
5,824
7,980
6.076
4,144
6,580

i."

~', ~~~

U~~

5,292
2,484
5,436
4,680

8,232
5,796
8,456
7,279

2,988

4.648

t~%I~a~_~a~~~ _ ::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::
~~~~~OT~;%ory::::::::: :::::::::::::: ~,_~~~ _:::::::::::::::::::: ~,_:~~ _.. ,_.~,_~:~
._., __ .________

•• _._._._.

.__

be a question as to the accuracy of the HEW payment standard figures. Iowa's standard is 81 percent of need which would be $2,916, Kentucky's is 73,1 percent of need which would put it at
$2.052, Nebraska's would be $3,348 and New York's at 90 percent of need would be $3,629.
• 1971 data.

for sodal services under the public assistance programs established by the Social Security Act.
I am suggesting legislation which at the
least would provide for the following:
A. The authority of any State to define the
categories of classes of individuals who are
eligible to receive soclal services;
B. The authority of any State to Include
as social services, comprehensive services for
children, the elderly and disabled (including
such programs for mentally retarded children
and adults);
C. The authority of any State to submit
a plan to the Secretary of HEW which wlll
specify the procedure for redetermination
of eligiblllty within a time frame not to
exceed six months following July 1. 1973;
D. The authority of any State to submit
for consideration to the SeCl;etaryof HEW a
plan for group eligibl11ty determination if
such a request is based on valid program
considerations;
E. The responsib1l1ty of HEW to provide
de-facto substantive technical assistance to
all States to promote and Insure sound and
efficient systems of accountablllty and program delivery so that socIal service expenditures are geared to removal from welfare rolls
and maintenance on job rolls in AFDC categories and maintenance In the commUnity
instead of institutions in the DAB categories.

tive In keeping that popUlation out of costly
institutional care Which wlll now have to be
covered out of the open ended funding of
Title XIX of the Social Security Act.
It appears to me that the single thrust of
the regulations is geared to ,short' range
bUdgetary savings by restricting the dellnition of potential ellgib1l1ty. Under these regulations the ceiling authorized by Congress
under ltevenue Sharing would not need full
appropriation. This shortsighted maneuver
however, does not address itself to. the fact
that these regulations will SUbstantially increase the costa of categorical assistance and
Medicaid payments. Obviously the action of
the Secretary is fully in line With the President's proposed bUdget which, under the
gnise of inefficiency and inefficacy, seriously
deemphasized domestic soclal programs legislated by Congress.
A total of 208,615 comments were received
by HEW after publ1cation of the proposed
regulations. This is an unprecedented and
unequaled number of comments on proposed
regulatory material. I submit that the resulting changes in the regUlations represent
only a token gesture on the part of the Federal Government.
The amendment of the income definition
for potential recipients offers little improvement since the resulting figure is only 78.6%
of the Labor Department's minimum adequate level of $7,578 for a family of four In
New York City. Raising the income level for
the potentially eligible from 133% % to 150%
TESTIMONY OF JULE M. SUGARMAN, ADMINISof aS~te's \financialassistan~e payment
TRATOR, HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION,
s~dard In the categories
Aid to DependCITY OF NEW YORK, BEFORE THE COMMITent Children, and Disabled, Aged and Blind,
TEE ON FINANCE, U.S. SENATE
or from $5,37(3 to. $6,048 for a family of four
Mr. ChalITnan and Members of the Com- in New York Clty, wUl mean approximately
mlttee: It is with great concern that I ad- 60% Instead of 43% of our cur~ent, catedress you today. As you know on May I,
1973, the Secretary of Health, Education, and gorically related service caseload can receive
Welfare had pUblished in the Federal Regis- federal reimbursement.
The raise in income eligibility for child
ter the final regulations governing SOCial
services under Titles I, IV, X, XIV and XVI day care up to 233 % % of. the State's financial assistance standard 'is somewhat better.
of the Social Security Act.
In announcing the publication, Secretary However, both the 150% and 233% % standWeinberger referred to the fact that these ards are essentially meaningless because
regulations governed a series of programs they continue to be coupled with a requiredeveloped to: "get famUles off the welfare ment that the famUles: "Do not have rerolls and onto the job rolls--and keep them sources that exceed permissible levels for
there". We In New York City fully subscribe such financial assistance under the State
to this goal. However, I regret to have to Plan...." In New York State the State Plan
infonn you that the final regUlations, her- specifies that an appl1cant to be el1gible for
alded by the Secretary, are going to accom- financial assistance .can ,not }I.ave _any .a8plish just the opposite. I will fully discuss sets, With the possible exception ofa bUrial
how these regulations are in effect designed reserve fund pennlttedto those, who al:'e·
to keep families on the welfare rolls and seriously 111, $10.00 In thebaDk-willdts.
off the job rolls, In addition, they are also qualify a family from any service WhatsOever:
designed to disregard the basic needs of our How can we argue that-the famnyshould
aged, blind and disabled popUlation by de- prudently manage thelI' atra.lI'sif .the result
emphasizing programs which coUld be etfec- Is too disqualify themfroni 'all service? I

or'
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think what HEW is doing Is creating a selffulfil11ng prophecy that welfare recipients
wUl cheat. The availability of child care to a
working mother or the importance of a
meals-on-wheels program to an older person Is just too great for them to resist the
temptation. These are neither dishonorable
nor dishonest people. They are people who
are trying to be decent citizens, but who
because of the arbitrarIness of government
regulations cannot be so.
Consider the case of "Mrs. John Smith"
and her two children aged 4 and 8. A widow
of a U.S. Marine kUled In the Vietnam combat, she and her chlidren receive $2,868 per
year in widow's benefits. To supplement her
income, Mrs. Smith works In a department
store earning $4,144 per annum, giving her
a combined yearly Income of $7,012. Mrs.
Smith received insurance monies when her
husband was killed, and this she carefully
Invested In U.S. Savings Bonds for her children's future education. Only $2,000 of those
bonds remain. She is able to work only because she could obtain federally supported
day care for her children.
Under the new regulations, as a resident of
New York State, Mrs. Smith is no longer
eligible for federally supported day care because she has invested In her children's educational future I Mrs. Smith now faces the
decision of liC\uldating her bonds In order to
meet ellglblllty requirements, lying about the
bonds; or paying the fUll COBt of day care
which amounts to $4,225 per year leaving a
bare $2,787 per year, or approximately $53.00
per week on which her family would have
to pay for food,. clothing, housing, medical
care, and all other expenses.
Mrs. Smith's other possible alternative
would be to make a "private" arrangement
for child day care ata fee she could afford.
That means that she would have to take a
chance on the type of care that her children
would get. A chance. that may mean that
her children could. be abused and neglected,
a chance no mother should be forced to take.
If Mrs. Smith removes her children from
day care, quits her job, cashes in her bonds
and applies for supplemental public assistance, she and her family then become ellglble
for Medicaid· coverage, Food Stamps, and
other necessary services in addition to her
AFDC grant. She would cease paying City,
State, and Federal taxes and would join
those who are on the welfare rolis and those
whom the Secretary of HEW is trying to get
back to work.
Some have suggested a solution to this
might be to have states change their assets
definitions for publlc assistance appllcants.
That solution, however, has two basic problems: It is extremely dOUbtful that any state
would be sympathetic to broadening eligibility for assistance and It Is certain that brOadening el1glb1l1ty on the part of New York
State for the federal ca.tegories of assistance
would spur a.n increase in welfare rolls and
swell the fiscal burden for the City, the State
and the Federal governments.
We recommend that HEW's policy on assets
be revised to state that the l1mltation on
assets. for serVices shall, In no case, be less
than the level of public assistance to which
a welfare-el1g1ble family or individual would
be entitled over a six-month period (exelusive of any. burial expenses). For example,
a senior citizen In New York would then be
permitted to have assets of roughly $1,000 in
New York CltYi & family of four approximately $2,000.
How ironic, that the current Adm1n1stratlon with its thrust to return power to the
States and deemphasize centralize "red tape"
has pUblished regulations which deny the
right to States to. establish income eUglb1l1ty
criteria tor federally reimbursed services by
Insisting that 'these be tied to plans which
the States have filec1:wlth HEW for asslst-

ance payments ellgib1llty. Our examination
of the Soc1&1 Security Act does not indicate
that the definition ot a potential recipient
has to be developed within the context of the
state plan Which defines eUgiblllty for
categorical financial assistance.
Although we welcome the changes made
from the proposed regulations in the areas ot
Inclusion of mentally ~etarded In child day
care services, use ot dona.ted funds, placing
redetermination of ellglb1llty at six months
instead of three months, reimbursement· of
foster care services provided to voluntarily
placed eligible children, Inclusion of Federal
participation In cost of medical examination
required for admission to chlld care faclllties
when not available under Medicaid, and provision of Information and referral for employment purposes without regard to
eliglb1l1ty, we deplore the hal! way measure of
grand-fathering In of the mentally retarded
for services. In effect the Secretary has conceded to consider as ellglble, under previous
criteria, all of the mentally retarded who
qualify up to December 31, 1973.
In New York City that means that after
December of 1973, as in day care for children,
parents needing services for a retarded chlld
can obtain them with Federal reimbursement only It they are wUling to exhaust all
of their assets. As in day care, this Is an
unreasonable and deleterious constraint
which Ultimately w1l1 be more costly both
socially and fiscally as more retardates are
pUshed into Institutional settings.
There is a basic inconsistency in these
regulations. Although they define redetermination of ellgibll1ty as mandatory every
six months, they speclty redetermination of
ellglb1Uty for services of the current service
caseload within three months of July I,
1973. This means that in New York City
alone we would have to reexamine 299,000
cases which, when calCUlated on the average
time of 45 minutes per case to redetermine
financial el1glbUlty and reexamine the case
plan. would mean an additional cost ot $1.8
million, and a virtual cessation of service
delivery as we concentrate staff resources on
the redetermination effort.
In preparation for this testimony, I have
reviewed the Congressional Record of Thursday. October 12, 1972 and Friday, October 13,
1972. I have also reread the Conference Report No. 92-1450 which accompanied H.R.
14370 (State Local Fiscal Assistance Act of
1972). I have also reviewed Senate Report
No. 92-1050 (Part 1), prepared by the United
States Senate Committee on Finance in reo
latlon to the Revenue Sharing Act of 1972.
None of these documents suggest any legislative Intent to alter substantively the authority of each State to request what that
State considers an equitable, emclent and
effective definition of eUglbll1ty for services.
NOWhere is there the suggestion that group
ellglb1l1ty should be eliminated. The thrust
of the legislative intent appears to be to
provide a fiscal limit to explosion ot cost
and to tighten program review to assure regUlatory compliance and local maintenance
of effort.
I unequivocally state that HEW has gone
beyond legislative Intent,' I further SUbmit
that the Department has abrogated its leadership by faUlng to require that basic services be provided to the disabled, aged and
blind. This is especially grlevlous since on
January 1, 1974 the Social Security Administration wlll take over assistance payments
In those categories and the States w1l1 have
responslbUlty solely for services. Since the
depression this country has looked to Washington for leadership In socIal services.
Through the Administrations of Roosevelt,
Truman, EIsenhower, Kennedy and Johnson,
we have had It to a greater or lesser degree.
Now we have nowhere to look as the current
Administration concerns itself with immedI-
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ate bUdgetary gains and falls to look at the
ultimate predictable Impact.
. As a last point let me raise the issue of
servIces to the aged. Here the problem is more
directly related. to Congressional action
which specified that 90% of services to the
aged must. be prOVided to current welfare
recipients. In New York City we serve the
bulk of our ambulatory aged in day care
centers for senior citizens. There we provide
a program that offers a sense of belonging,
social support and counselIng, and at least
one hot meal a day. The elderly who attend
are proud and self-supporting to the greatest possIble degree. They live the best they
can .on social security and small pension
benefits and although eligible for welfare
assistance often refuse to apply. These are
people who have worked all their lives, paid
taxes and helped build our country. Many of
these are the Irish, the Poles, the Jews, the
Italians, the Germans and other Europeans
who came here to toll and to escape tyranny.
There are over 200,000 of these elderly In
New York City whose Income does not exceed
the poverty level of $1,757 for a single person per year or $2,215 for a couple. Of the
200,000 less than 40% are current public
assistance recipients. These people w1l1 cease
to use our services It they have to pass the
means test mandated In the regulations.
Some of them will, and indeed do, starve
rather than disclose how poor they are. The
elimination of group ellg1bilty means that
we cannot serve them It we insist on federal
participation, or we can serve them and not
claim any federal participation. Rather than
not serve that population we have decided
on the latter.
Gentlemen, the only redress lies In Congressional action. Congress must move to
lImit the authority of the Secretary of Health,
EducatIon, and Welfare to Impose by regulation certain additional restrictions upon the
aval1abll1ty and use of Federal funds authorIzed for social services under the public
assistance programs established by the Social
Security Act.
I am suggesting legislation which at the
least would provide for the following:
1. The authority of any State to define the
categories of classes of IndiViduals who are
eligible to receive oocial services;
2. The authority of any State to include
as social services comprehensive services for
chlldren, the elderly and disabled (Including
such programs for mentally retarded children
and adults);
3. The authority of any State to submit a
plan to the Secretary of HEW which will
specify the procedure for redeterminatIon
of ellglb1l1ty within a time frame not to exceed six months following July I, 1973;
4. The authority of any State to submit for
consideration to the Secretary of HEW a plan
for group ellglbll1ty determination it such
a request Is based on valid program consld.
eratlons;
5. The responslb1llty of HEW to provide
de-facto SUbstantive technical assistance to
all States to promote and Insure sound and
emclent systems of accountabll1ty and program delIvery so that social service expendl.
tures are geared to removal from welfare rolls
and maintenance on job rolls In AFDC categories and maintenance in the community
instead of Institutions In the DAB categorIes.
Thank you gentlemen for this opportUnity
to speak. I and those on whose behalf I appear here can do nothing else. We leave It in
your hands.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NUNN). Is there further morning business? If not, morning business Is con-

cluded.

