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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I have today signed into law H.R. 12455, a bill
concerning child day care staffing standards and
social services supported with Federal financial assis-
tance.

Earlier this year, I vetoed the predecessor version
of this bill, H.R. 9803, and the Congress sustained my
veto. I have signed H.R. 12455 because it embodies a
major compromise on a key issue which led to that veto--
the imposition on States and localities of costly and
controversial Federal staffing requirements for child
day care services funded under Title XX of the Social
Security Act.

H.R. 9803 would have imposed these standards effective
July 1 of this year; Had that bill become law, it would
have brought about an unwarranted Federal preemption of
State and local responsibility to ensure quality day care
services.

H.R. 12455, by postponing the Federal standards ﬁntil
October 1, 1977, will enable the States to operate day care
programs for more than another year free of onerous and
costly Federal intrusion, while HEW completes a required
major study and report with recommendations on the day
care standards. In addition, the Congress wiil have the
opportunity to act on my proposed "Federal Assistance for
Community Services Act,"” submitted to the Congress last
February to reform the Title XX social services program.

My proposal would provide the States with the opportu-
nity to admipjster the Title XX program with the necessary
flexibility to meet their most pressing needs as they
themselves determine those needs. It would simplify

program operations and remove many of the burdensome and
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restrictive Federal requirements so that social services
can be provided in the most efficient and effective manner,
and can be most responsive to the needs of our citizens.

As part of this overall approach, it would regquire the
States to adopt and enforce their own standards for feder-
ally-assisted child day care.

While I am disappointed that the Congress has not, in
H.R. 12455, clearly placed this responsibility and authority
in the States, the bill's lengthy suspension of the standards
is a positive step toward this objective.

H.R. 12455 does adopt a concept contained in my Federal
Assistance to Community Services proposal by.permitting
States to provide Title XX services on a "group eligibility"
basis, except for most child day care services. Under this
bill, States will not have to require that. senior citizens
and other persons who need and depend on social services
programs be subjected to individual income and assets tests
in order to determine whether they can participate in
these programs. Such pérsons will be eligible as members
of groups, when the States can reasonably assume that
substantially all those to be served have incomes less than.
90% of the State's median income.

This provision will make it possible for older persons
and families who obviously Qualify for federally-assis£ed
services to obtain those services without a demeaning
scrutiny of their personal affairs. It will also eliminate
unnecessary and costly administrative trappings for many
service programs, thereby freeing more Federal and State
funds for the actual delivery of services.

H.R. 12455 embodieijin parﬁ[still another central
element of my Federal Assistance for Community Services
proposal: that States should no longer be required to

match their share of the Federal Title XX social service
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funds with State and local tax dollars, Under this bill,
as much as $200 million in new Title Xx funds would be

distributed in fiscal year 1977 without a requirement for
State matching, if States choose to'spend that amount for

child day care services. I am hopeful that this tentative

step indicates the willingness of the Congress to consider k
seriously the elimination of the matching requirement for
all Federal social services funds under Title XX.

-
I do have serious reservations about ths/%dditional

Federal funding provided in H.R. 12455, although it is less
than the amount in the bill I earlier vetoed. It is also
‘unfortunate that this bill, for the firs? time under Title
XX, designates certain j&'specified
purposes. This is the antithesis of the spirit and intent
of Title XX ﬂgémi§58tates the maximum flexibility to
determine their own priorities in using their share of ' !
Federal social services funds. I am also concerned that the

child care provisions of this bill have not been adequately

coordinated with child care provisions in the pending tax
reform bill.

Much remains to be done to help the States improve
their delivery of social services funded under Title XX. i

I am gratified that the Congress, in this bill, has moved

in some measure toward accepting concepts in my proposed
Federal Assistance for Community Services Act. Further
action is needed, however, to provide more comprehensive

reform that will provide States the tools and flexibility

to deliver social services to those in need without cumber-
some Federal regulation. I again urge the Congress to act

promptly to give my proposal a full and favorable hearing.
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H.R.- 9803‘wou1d have imposed these standards effec-
tive July 1 of this year.. Had that bill become law, it
would have bi:ouéht about an unwarranted Federal preemp-
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day care services.v

H.R. 12455, by postponing the Federal standards
until October 1, 1977, will enable the States to operate
day care programs for moré than anotﬁer year free of
onerous and costly Federal intrusion, while HEW completes
a required major study and report with recommendations on

the day care standards. In addition, the Congress will
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have the opportunity to act on my'proposed'"Financial
Assistance for Community Services Act,"™ submitted to the
Congress last February to reform the Title XX social
services program.

My proposal would provide the States with the oppor-
tunity t6 administer the Title XX program with the necessary
flexibility to meet their most pressing needs as they
themselves determine thqsé needs. It would simplify

program operations and remove many of the burdensome and -



STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I have today signed into law H.R. 12455, a bill
concerning child day care staffing standards and
social services supported with Federal financial
assistance.

Earlier this year, I vetoed the predecessor version
of this bill, H.R. 9803, and the Congress sustained my
veto, I have signed H.R. 12455 because it embodies a
major compromise on a key issue which led to that veto -~
the imposition on States and localities of ocostly and
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day care services funded under Title XX of the Social
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services program.
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restrictive Federal requirements so that social services
can be provided in the most efficient and effective manner,
and can be most responsive to the needs of our citisems.
As part of this overall approach, it would zequire the
States to adopt and enforce their own standards for
federally-assisted child day care.

While I am disappointed that the Congress has not, in
H.R. 12455, clearly placed this responsibility and authority
in the States, the bill's lengthy suspension of the standards
is a positive step toward this objective.

H.R. 12455 doas adopt a concept contained in my
Financial Assistance to Community Services proposal by
pemmitting States to provids Title XX services on a "grouwp
eligibility” bﬁnin. except for most child day care services.
Undexr this bill, States will not have to require that senior
citisens and other persons who need and depend on social
sezvices programs be subjected to individual income and
assets tests in order to determine wvhether they can parti-
cipate in these programs. Such persons will be eligible
as members of groups, wvhen the States can reasonably assume
that substantislly all those to be served have incomes less
than 90% of the State's median income.

This provision will make it possible for older persons
and families who cbviously qualify for federally-assisted
services to cbtain those services without a demsaning
soxutiny of their persomal affairs. It will also eliminate
unnecessary and costly administrative trappings for many
service programs, thereby freeing more Federal and State
funds for the actual delivery of services.

H.R. 12455 embodies, in part, still another central
element of my FPinancial Assistance for Community Services
proposal: that States should no longer be required to
match their share of the Pederal Title XX social service
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funds with State and local tax dollars. Under this bill,
as much as $200 million in new Title XX funds would be
distributed in fiscal year 1977 without a requirement for
State matching, if States choose to spend that amount for
child day care services. I am hopeful that this tentative
step indicates the willingness of the Congress to consider
sexriously the elimination of the matching regquirement for
all Pederal social services funds under Title XX.

I do have serious reservations about the amount of
additional Pederal funding provided in H.R. 12455, although
it is less than the amount in the bill I earlier vetoed.

It is also unfortunate that this bill, for the first time
under Title XX, designates levels of funding for specified
purposes. This is the antithesis of the spirit and intent
of Title XX which permits States the maximum flexibility to
determine their own priorities in using their share of
Federal social services funds. I am also concerned that the
child care provisions of this bill have not been adequately
coordinated with child care provisions in the pending tax
reform bill.

Much remains to be done to help the States improve
their delivery of social services funded under Title XX.

I am gratified that the Congress, in this bill, has moved
in some measure toward accepting concepts in my proposed
financial Assistance for Community Services Act. Purther
action is needed, however, to provide more comprehensive
reform that will provide Btates the tools and flexibility
to deliver social services to those in need without cumber-
some Federal regulation. I again urge the Congress to act
promptly to give my proposal a full and favorable hearing.



DRAFT SIGNING STATEMENT ON H.R. 12455

I have today signed into law H.R. 12455, the day care
staffing standards bill, despite serious resé}vations over
certain features of this bill.

I have signed H.R. 12455 because it embodies a major
compromise on the key issue which led to my veto of H.R. 9803,
the predecessor version of this bill, and because this bill
incorporates several concepts from my proposed Financial
Assistance for Community Services Act.

First, this bill postpones for the third time--until
October 1, 1977--imposition of the costly and controversial
Federal Interagency Day CareuRequirements (éIDCR) staffing
ratios fbr day care services funded under title XX of the
Social Security Act. H.R. 9803 would have imposed these
standards effective July 1 of this year. Had that bill
become law, it would have brought about an unwarranted
Federal preemption of State and local responsibility to
ensure quality day care services and would have vastly
increased the cost--but not the quantity--of these services.

While I am deeply disappointed that the Congress has
not, in this bill, completely eliminated the FIDCR standards
as would my proposed Financial Assistance for Community
Services Act, this further suspension of the standards is

a positive step. Pending congressional action on my propcosal and
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pending the outcome of a major HEW study of the appropriateness
of Federal standards in this area, enactment of H.R. 12455
will permit the States to operate day care programs for
another year free of onerous and costly Federal intrusion.

Second, this bill embodies a major concé;sion to another
central element of my Financial Assistance for Community
Services proposal under which the States would no longer
be required to match their share of the $2.5 billion in
Federal title XX social services funds with State and local
tax dollars. Under this bill, as much as $240 million in
new title XX funds would be distributed among the States on
a match~free basis if States choose to spend that amount
for day care services and employment incentive grants. I
am hopeful that this tentative step indicatés that the Congress
is willing to seriously consider the elimination of the
matching requirement for all Federal services funds under
title XX and I urge that it do so quickly.

It is unfortunate that this bill would, for the first
time under title XX, designate certain amounts of money for
specified purposes. This is the antithesis of the spirit and
intent of title XX which permits States to determine their own
priorities for use of their share of Federal services funds.
However, the Congress has, in this bill, at least acknowledged
this fundamental title XX concept by permitting States to
disregard the earmarking of the new funds for day care
by simply substituting any new funds received under this bill
for an equal amount of Federal or State funds already
committed to day care. This would free such committed funds

for any social service program the State may wish to provide.
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Third, this bill adopts elements of yet another concept
embodied in my Financial Assistance for Community Services
proposal by permitting Stateé, at their option, to provide
title XX services on a group eligibility basis. Generally
speaking, States may do so for any service other than non-
migrant day care when they are confident that "substantially
all" of those to be served have incomes of less than 90 per-
cent of the State's median income.

This provision will make it possible for States to eliminate
costly administrative trappings for many service programs,
thereby fréeing more Federal and State funds for the delivery
of services. It will also make it easier for individuals and
families to obtain services. Many individuals, particularly
senior citizens, have found the individual eligibility
determination ﬁrocess to be a barrier to seeking help from
the social service system.

While this bill does not, as would my proposal, strengthen
title XX audit and public accountability processes to help deter
abuses of the group eligibility concept, I am confident that
the States will exercise this option with great care to ensure
that those able to obtain services through their own financial means
will not consume services intended for those least able to help
themselves,

Fourth, enactment of this bill will enhance Federal and
State efforts to carry out a high priority of my Administration
by making family planning services funded under title XX available
to any individual who seeks such services regardless of his

or her income level.



While I am gratified that the Congress, in this bill,
has moved at least part way toward accepting many of the
concepts embodied in my proposed Financial Assistance for
Community Services Act, there is much yet to be done to help
the States improve their delivery of social sé;vices funded
under title XX. I strongly urge the Congress to act as

quickly as possible to give this proposal a full and favorable

hearing.



STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I have today signed into law H.R. 12455, a bill
concerning child day care staffing standards and
social services supported with Federal financial
assistance.

Earlier this year, I vetoed the predecessor version
of this bill, H.R. 9803, and the Congress sustained my
veto. I have signed H.R. 12455 because it embodies a
major compromise on a key issue which led to that veto --
the imposition on States and localities of costly and
controversial Federal staffing requirements for child
day care services funded under Title XX of the Social
Security Act.

H.R. 9803 would have imposed these standards effec~-
tive July 1 of this year. Had that bill become law, it
would have brought about an unwarranted Federal preemp-
tion of State and local responsibility to ensure quality
day care services.

H.R. 12455, by postponing the Federal standards
until October 1, 1977, will enable the States to operate
day care programs for more than another yvear free of
onerous and costly Federal intrusion, while HEW completes
a required major study and report with recommendations on
the day care standards. 1In addition, the Congress will
have the opportunity to act on my proposed "Financial
Assistance for Community Services Act," submitted to the
Congress last February to reform the Title XX social
services program.

My proposal would provide the States with the oppor-
tunity to administer the Title XX program with the necessary
flexibility to meet their most pressing needs as they
themselves determine those needs. It would simplify

program operations and remove many of the burdensome and
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restrictive Federal requirements so that social services
can be provided in the most efficient and effective manner,
and can be most responsive to the needs of our citizens.
As part of this overall approach, it would require the
States to adopt and enforce their own standards for
federally-assisted child day care.

While I am disappointed that the Congress has not, in
H.R. 12455, clearly placed this responsibility and authority
in the States, the bill's lengthy suspension of the standards
is a positive step toward this objective.

H.R., 12455 does adopt a cohcept contained in my
Financial Assistance to Community Services proposal by
permitting States to provide Title XX services on a "group
eligibility" basis, except for most child day care services.
Under this bill, States will not have to require that senior
citizens and other persons who need and depend on social
services programs be subjected to individual income and
assets tests in order to determine whether they can parti-
cipate in these programs. Such persons will be eligible
as members of groups, when the States can reasonably assume
that substantially all those to be served have incomes less
than 90% of the State's median income.

This provision will make it possible for older persons
and families who obviously qualify for federally-assisted
services to obtain those services without a demeaning
scrutiny of their personal affairs. It will also eliminate
unnecessary and costly administrative trappings for many
service programs, thereby freeing more Federal and State
funds for the actual delivery of services.

H.R. 12455 embodies, in part, still another central
element of my Financial Assistance for Community Services
proposal: that States should no longer be required to

match their share of the Federal Title XX social service
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funds with State and local tax dollars. Under this bill,
as much as $200 million in new Title XX funds would be
distributed in fiscal year 1977 without a requirement for
State matching, if States choose to spend that amount for
child day care services. I am hopeful that this tentative
step indicates the willingness of the Congress to consider
seriously the elimination of the matching requirement for
~all Federal social services funds under Title XX.

I do have serious reservations about the amount of
additional Federal funding provided in H.R. 12455, although
it is less than the amount in the bill I earlier vetoed.

It is also unfortunate that this bill, for the first time
under Title XX, designates levels of funding for specified
purposes. This is the antithesis of the spirit and intent
of Title XX which permits States the maximum flexibility to
determine their own priorities in using their share of
Federal social services funds. I am also concerned that the
child care provisions of this bill have not been adequately
coordinated with child care provisions in the pending tax
reform bill.

Much remains to be done to help the States improve
their delivery of social services funded under Title XX.

I am gratified that the Congress, in this bill, has moved
in some measure toward accepting concepts in my proposed
financial Assistance for Community Services Act. Further
action is needed, however, to provide more comprehensive
reform that will provide States the tools and flexibility
to deliver social services to those in need without cumber-
some Federal regulation. I again urge the Congress to act

promptly to give my proposal a full and favorable hearing.
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Mr. Lowg, from the Committee on Finance,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 12455]

The Committee on Finance, to which was referred the bill (H.R.
12455) to extend from April 1 to October 1,1976, the maximum period
during which recipients of services on September 80, 1975, under titles
IV-A and VI of the Social Security Act, may continue to receive serv-
ices under title XX of that Act without individual determinations,
having considered the same, reports favorably thereon with an amend-
ment and an amendment to the title and recommends that the bill as
amended do pass.

I. SumMARY oF THE BILn

The bill as passed by the House of Representatives on March 186,
1976 contained a single section providing temporary relief (through
September 30, 1976) from a requirement of existing law which, in
effect, mandates that social services be provided by the States only to
persons who have been individually determined to have incomes
which are below specified limits. The Committee amendment substi-
tutes for this House provision a permanent change in the law iving
States complete flexibility in determining social services eligibility
and adds a provision suspending certain child care standards and pro-
viding additional child care funding.

Eligibility for social services—The Committee amendment would
eliminate from the social services law requirements that Federal
funding under that program be limited to individuals with incomes
below specified amounts and that 50 percent of Federal funding
be used for welfare recipients. The effect of the amendment would
be to allow States to determine what income or other eligibility condi-
tions they wish to establish for participation in social services pro-
grams and how those conditions are to be enforced. The Committee
amendment is a substitute for the House-passed provision which would

87-010
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have continued until October 1, 1976 a Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare policy of not enforcing in certain cases the present
statutory requirement that services be provided only to individuals
whose incomes have been determined to be within specified limits.

CHhild care services—The Committee amendment to H.R. 12455 also
suspends Federal staffing standards for child care for pre-school chil-
dren until October 1, 1977, provides $375 million in additional child
care Federal funding between now and October 1, 1977, and provides
incentives for the employment of welfare recipients in child care jobs.

The Social Services Amendments of 1974 established minimum Fed-
eral staffing standards for child care funded under the Social Security
Act effective October 1, 1975. Subsequent legislation suspended the ap-
plication of these Federal standards as they apply to children between
6 weeks and 6 years of age to February 1, 1976. The Committee
amendment reinstitutes that suspension effective retroactive to
February 1 and continuing until October 1, 1977; by that time the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is expected to have
completed its ongoing study to determine what standards are most
appropriate.

To assist States in the effort to upgrade child care standards, the
Committee amendment also provides for new social services funding
at a rate of $250 million per year until October 1, 1977. ($125 million
is provided through September 30, 1976, and $250 million is provided
for fiscal year 1977.) Special provisions are included to permit these
fundsto be used (in combination with tax credit provisions) to pro-
vide full Federal funding for the cost of employing welfare recipients
in child care jobs (up to $5,000 per employee per year).

The  Committee amendment also waives Federal staffing standards
for child care in the case of facilities serving only a few Federally
funded children and allows family day care mothers to not count their
school-age children in determining the maximum number of children
they may care for. In addition, certain social services provisions
relating to the treatment of drug addicts and alcoholics, which had
previously been enacted on a temporary basis, are made permanent
under the Committee amendment.

ITI. GenErRAL EXPLANATION OF THE BILL
NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Eligibility for services—Under the social services programs as they
existed - prior to the 1974 amendments, States sometimes provided
certain services to members of groups without requiring an individual
determination of eligibility. For example, services provided through a
senior citizen center would be made available to all elderly persons
without any requirement that the individual demonstrate that he was
a welfare reciplent or that his income was below a certain level. Sim-
ilarly, a family planning clinic might be established to serve all resi-
dents of a low-income neighborhood, and the services would be pro-
vided without individual income determinations. This approach to
eligibility determination was made impermissible by the enactment
of the 1974 amendments which restructured the Social Services pro-
gram under a new title XX of the Social Security Act.

3

Title XX specifically requires that services be provided only
to persons with incomes below certain limits. This requirement
can be complied with only if the income of those served is, in fact, de-
termined. The regulations originally issued by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, therefore, required that when the
title XX program became effective on October 1, 1975, States would
have to determine the income eligibility of each recipient. Because of
objections raised by various groups and particularly by the aged, the
Department subsequently modified this regulation to permit States
which had been making group eligibility determinations in the quarter
prior to the October 1, 1975 effective date to defer coming into
compliance with the law until March 81, 1976. In February 1976 the
Department again modified this regulation to permit States which had
come into compliance with the new law to revert to noncompliance if
they had used group eligibility determinations in any of the three

uarters preceding October 1, 1975. Again, the Department specified
that it would permit noncompliance only through March 31, 1976. On
April 2 the Department issued additional regulations to permit States
to establish any method or methods, including a declaration method, to
determine eligibility and to use different methods for different services.
categories, or geographical areas, ‘

rI“he Committee recognizes that the Department’s issuance of this
series of regulations has been the result of concern that overly rigid
requirements might damaﬁe legitimate and useful State programs.
The Committee believes, however, that these regulations may well
be only the first of many regulations which the Department will
issue in order to deal with the very complex issues involved
in the determination of eligibility for the large variety of State pro-
grams which now exist. The gornmittee believes tﬂat the States
should not be subjected to continuing concern about the nature of
future Federal regulations, but should be able to develop their social
services programs to meet their own individual State needs. The Com-
mittee bill thus gives States complete flexibility to determine who
would be eligible for services and whether fees would be charged.

The amount of Federal funding available to the States under the
social services program is subject to a statutory limit which has al-
most been reached (for fiscal year 1977 it is estimated that 96 percent
of the limit will be used). The funding is thus already largel‘;r com-
mitted by the States to particular programs. The social services law
will continue, under the Committee amendment, to require that States
use their funding in accord with social services plans, which are de-
veloped through a procedure which assures broad public awareness
of the types of services to be provided and the categories of persons
to be served. The Committee believes, therefore, that tghere is no reason
to anticipate that the amendment will affect in any significant way the
purposes for which social services funds are used.

The Committee does believe that the amendment will relieve the
States of burdensome administrative requirements which necessarily
result from the establishment of specific Federal eligibility require-
ments in a State-administered program. As long as there are such
Federal requirements, the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare would have an obligation to assure that they are being com-
plied with and would be properly subject to criticism if it did not
carry out that obligation. The Committee cannot agree that the
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proper solution is the retention of Federal requirements coupled with
intentionally lax enforcement thereof. i

_ Under the Committee amendment, the States will be able to estab-
lish such income limitations as they may believe appropriate in the
light of the types of services involved, the categories of intended
recipients, and the amount of Federal and State funding available
for the program. In many instances States will wish to provide income
eligibility requirements which may even be more restrictive than the
Federal standards now in law. In other instances, however, States may
find that income eligibility requirements are inconsistent with the ob-
jectives of the services being provided. Some States, for example,
may wish to provide certain services for mentally retarded children,
or gor elderly or disabled individuals, without requiring them to meet
specific income limits. This bill would enable them to develop their
own criteria for eligibility. The bill also would remove the require-
ment in present law that 50 percent of the Federal funds be spent for
services to specified categories of individuals, and would allow States
to serve those individuals and groups which they consider most in
need of services, unhampered by arbitrary ¥ederal restrictions and
limitations. The Committee bill retains the 25 percent State matching
requirement and the overall limit on’ Federal funding which are in

resent law, thereby providing a continuing incentive to the States

or effective and efficient use of social services funds. ]

The Committee believes that this approach, rather than the six-
month extension of regulations allowing group eligibility under
limited circumstances as provided in the House bill, will enable the
States to develop their long-term plans for social services programs
on a rational basis, . '

Child care standards.—The Social Services Amendments of 1974
(Public Law 93-647) require that certain Federal standards be met
where child care is provided outside the child’s home in order to qualify
for Federal funds under the social services program (title XX of the
Social Security Act). Generally, title XX sets as these standards the
Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements promulgated in 1968 by
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, The Federal Inter-
agency Day Care Requirements limit the number of children per staff
member, impose safety and sanitation standards, set general require-
ments for the suitability of physical facilities, and have provisions
relating to 2 number of other matters. While the greatest attention has
been given thus far to the staffing standards, the other standards in
the Federal Interagency Day Care Requirements will also involve
additional ecosts in many States. )

The 1974 amendments originally required that the Federal stand-
ards be met by October 1, 1975. However, as that date drew near, it be-
came clear that a significant number of providers in many States would
not be able to meet the requirements. Responding to the concern that
enforcement of the requirements would result in a_decrease in the
availability of care for the low-income children served under title XX
and would also have an adverse effect on many child care providers,
the Congress enacted Public Law 94-120, which provided that no
penalties for noncompliance could be imposed prior to February 1,
1976. The postponement applied only to staffing requirements for care
provided for children between the ages of 6 weeks and 6 years in day
care centers and group day care homes. During the period of post-
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ponement stafling levels in centers and group homes could be no lower
than was required by current State law, any subsequent modifica-
tions of State law, or the staffing levels actually in effect in each child
care program as of September 15,1975, : »

Sinee the enactment of Public Law 94-120, Congress passed addi-
tional legislation, H.R. 9803, which would have (1) postponed further
the effective date of the pre-school staffing requirements until J uly 1,
1976; (2) provided an additional $125 million in Federal funding for
child care through September 30, 1976; (3) permitted the States to
make grants touﬁlild care providers for the hiring of welfare recfﬁ-
lents; (4) increased the Federal matching rate for child care expendi-
tures from 75% to 80% (applicable only to the additional $125 million
provided by the bill); and (5) extended the welfare recipient tax
credit provision for child care jobs from July 1, 1976 until October 1
1976. This bill was vetoed by the President and the veto was sustained
by the Senate. : ,

In vetoing HLR. 9803, the President indicated that the major ob-
jection he had to the bill was based on his view that it represented
an endorsement of the specific Federal staffing standards which had
been enacted in 1974. In the current bill, therefore, the Committes
recommends that the most controversial of those standards—those
related to staffing levels for %re-school children—be suspended until
the Degartment of Health, Education, and Welfare has completed
its study of the appropriateness of Federal staffing requirements.
The Commitfee recognizes, however, that many States have under-
taken to come into compliance with the standards which were en-
acted in 1974 and have experienced considerable additional expendi-
tures as a result. Moreover, States will still be required to meet many
Federal standards relating to matters other than staffing, and it is ap-
propriate to encourage States to improve their stafiing ratios even in
the absence of a Federal mandate to do so. For these reasons, the
Committee bill again includes a significant increment to the current
social services funding with a view toward meeting increases in child
care costs needed to meet the Federal standards which remain ef-
fective and to improve child care programs generally. o

The following letter was received by the Committee from the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare concerning the need for

legislation to suspend the staffing requirements. -

Trr SeoreTARY oF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, -

Washington, D.C., May 7, 1976.

Hon. Russers B. Lowa, ) : ’ C

Chairman, Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
Drar Mr. Cuamrman: Now that the Congress has sustained the
President’s veto of H.R. 9803, the child day care staffing standards
bill, it is urgently necessary for the Congress to act to extend further
the moratorium on implementation of those standards. Otherwise, if
current law is left intact, many day care providers and most of the
States may lose Federal reimbursement. :
As V{o_u know, the four-month moratorium on these standards en-
acted last October in P.L. 94-120 expired on February 1 of this year.
Thus day care providers and the States have been Tiable since that
date for loss of Federal reimbursement for any day care supported
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under title XX of the Social Security Act which has not been pro-
vided in strict conformity with the Federal requirements. The lan-
guage of title XX is explicit on this issue in requiring the Department
to deny reimbursement for any non-compliant day care services unless
the Congress once again suspends these controversial standards.

As the President noted in his April 6 veto message on H.R. 9803,
the Administration has urged the Congress to convert title XX into
a block grant program, under which the States would be given far
greater ﬁgfzxibilitywand responsibility—than they now have to fashion
their social services programs in ways they believe will best meet the
needs of their citizens. A central element in that proposal is the dele-
tion of burdensome Federal restrictions on the States’ use of the $2.5
billion provided annually under title XX, including the rigid and
costly Federal day care staffing standards that were at issue in H.R.
9803. Under the Administration’s block grant proposal, day care
staffing standards would be set and enforced by the States themselves,
8 right—and responsibility—most properly vested in the States just
as his t}he responsibility to set and enforce teacher-pupil ratios in public
schools.

Pending Congressional action on this Eroposal, we urge that the day
care staffing standards moratorium of P.L. 94-120 be reinstated,
retroactive to February 1, 1976 and prospective to October 1, 1976.
This action would relieve day care providers and the States of the
danger of losing Federal support for day care services and would give
the Congress ample time to act on the Administration’s title XX block
grant proposal to resolve this unfortunate impasse once and for all.

Cordially,
Davio Mataews, Secretary.

The staffing requirements which are in law and which went into
eff~ct when the suspension expired on February 1 are shown in table 1.

Table 2 shows the staffing requirements imposed by State law in the
various States for child care centers generally as of October 1975 and
table 3 shows State estimates of increased child care costs assuming
full compliance with the standards enacted in 1974. Table 3 also
shows States’ estimates of the potential for employing welfare re-
cipients in child care jobs.

Social services funds available to the States under present law and
the additional amounts which would be made available in fiscal year
1977 by the committee bill are shown in table 4.

TABLE 1.—CHILD CARE CENTER STAFFING REQUIREMENTS UNDER LAW AND HEW REGULATION

Maximum
number of
chitdren
’ per staff
Age of child membar
UNder B WEBBKS . Lot 1 Required by regulation,
Gweeksto3yr__. 4 Required by regulstion,
ttodyr.. 5 Requirad by law,
4tobyr.. 7 Required by law.
Gtodyr.. 15} Maximum number allowsd by law (though Secrstary of
10to 14 yr 20 HEW may lower the maximum number of children
par staff member, thus ng the staff required’
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TABLE 2.- CHILD CARE CENTERS: MINIMUM STAFFING REQUIREMENTS, BY AGE OF CHILDREN, UNDER STATE
LICENSING REGULATIONS

Meaximum number of children per staff member 1 if age of children is —

Under 2 2t03 3tws 4105 St School age
............... 5 15 10 20 20 e 27
5 5 10 10 10 10
38 10 15 20 25 25
i6 56 12 15 18 NS
64 12 12 12 12 12
Colorado.__ 75 87 10 12 15 15
Connecticut. . 4 i 5 7 vy ®10
Defaware $%_.._.._. ... us5 123 15 20 20 25
District of Columbia.... 4 va 10 15 15
Florida ¥ __ ... e 86 12 15 20 25 25
Georgia.. ... w7 10 15 18 20 925
Hawaii. - B X 10 15 20 25 25
idaho. . a6 %23 10 10 10 NS
Hlinois. . [ 8 10 210 25 25
Indiana. 4 5 10 12 15 20
fowa. .. 4 [ 8 12 15 15
Kansas_ %3 %5 10 710 z 10 16
Kentucky. . . o oovvvvnnnn [ & 10 12 15 # 15
Louisiana®_._......... L] 12 14 i6 20 25
Maine 2 .. 2 X ug 10 15 15 15
Maryland __._. # NS 6 10 10 13 N
Massachusetts. . 10 10 10 310 15 ®815
Michigan_. X 10 10 12 20 NS
Minnesota_. 04 44 10 10 10 15
Mississippi NS NS NS NS NS »X
Missouri. . 20 X § 10 10 15 15
Montana. . NS NS NS NS N3 NS
Nebraska.. 4 5 7 1 7 12
Nevada. . ... ocovunnn %4 8 410 410 # 10 43
New Hampshire_..._.... 4 “®4 10 15 18 20
Mew Jersey.. 2 X NS NS 7 NS # NS X
New Mexico_ 10 10 10 415 415 15
Rew York._. 4 5 7 10
North Carolin 08 %12 ®15 020 8025 025
North Dakota. 4 10 10 12 012
Ohieeeeens 2g 0 15 15 0 20
Oklahoma 8__ W4 12 15 15 20
Oregon. ... .ocvoeennn 5 4 1 10 10 10 ®» 10
Pennsylvania........... 20 X »X 10 10 13
Rhode Island...._._.._. 20X X 10 15 25 NS
South Garolina... 6§ 8 10 14 15 15
South Daksta LB 4 7 7 %15
Tennessee 85 8 10 15 25 % 30
Texas..- o4 8 12 15 18 20
Utah..... WX 10 15 15 20 820
Vermont 4 5 10 10 12 12
Virginia 3 10 10 10 10 10
Washington.......cocnnn 45 %7 10 10 16 10
West Virginia. ... 4 ] 10 12 15 16
ISCONSIN. - meacnnn %3 LA 10 12 16 ®16
Wyoming.......covcneuan 5 8 10 15 20 25

15§ 2to 234; 10 if 235 to 3.

222 if 6 to 8; 25 if 8 and over,

58if0to 15 mo; 10if 1S moto 2 yr.

4 In infant-toddler centers. .

£ 6 in infant-toddler centers; 12 if 234 to 3 in other centers.

8 ininfant centers, . )

7 1f 6 weeks to 8 mo in infant center; or if 12 mo to 3 yr in toddler center.

87 if all 2-yr-olds In toddler center; 8if 214 te 3 in large or small center,

9 Recommended FIDCR child/staff ratios,

1 1f under title XX funding, 15, if 6 to 10 yr of age; 20 if 10 to 14 yr of age (FIDCR ratios).

1n5if0to1;8ifl1102,

128if2t0 25, 15if 215 0 3.

13 {n Delaware, centers receiving Federal funds have the foliowing mandated ratios: Under 2:5,2t03:5; 3t0 4554 to
5:7; 5 to 6:7; school age: 10,

1 Pending issue of new infant center regulations.

184if2102)4; 81245t 3,

16 if ynder 1 yr; 8 If 1 to 2. ,

17 Mandated ratio for handicapped children: Under 2:4; 210 3:6; 3to 4: 8; 4 to 5:10; 5 to 6: 14; school age: 14,

®7if0to 18 mo; 10if 18 mote 2 yr,

1925 if 7 and over; 6 to 7 not specified. .

2 Children in this age froup generally not accepted.

#Eif0to18mo;8if [8moto2yr,

282140234, 101f 2610 3,

2110 if full-day; 20 If half-day.

2 4 if 6 weeks-walking; § if walking—2. .

3 3 if 2 weeks-—nonwalking under 24 mo only; 5 if walking—2 yr.

05 if walking—235: 7 i 235 10 3.

2 10 it full-day; 12 if part-day.

3 15if 6 to 8; 20 if 8 and over.
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3 § if nonwalking; 8 if toddlers,

 Centers serving 10 children with no more than 2 children under 2 yr of age have mand ated child/staff ratio off10 to 1
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TABLE 3.--STATE ESTIMATES GF INCREASE IN COST AND STAFFING FOR CHILD CARE

in all qfe categories. FROM FISCAL 1875 TO FISCAL‘IQ?S-Conﬁnned
:‘: I8nI Mzaine gayr'rata before and after sheool hi Potential
£ pa e and after sheool programs 10 jo i W otel
% Admitte d'nnly upon approval of loeal healt!?o gram ave 10 to 1 ratio in school agelcategary. empantat

# Admitted anly upon prior approval,

Increased staffing

of weltare

5 10 in care over 3 hr; 12 in care 3 hr or Jess, Increased P
%10 in care over 3 hr; 13 in care 3 hr or Jess. title XX .. For For non- -8s percent
5715 in care over 3 hr: 25 in care 3 hr o less, ‘  costs title XX title XX of added
:: %g :: g ;‘g{ong care over 3 hr; Z5if 6 to 7 in care 3 hr or less. (miilions) children children staffing
41 6 weeks fo 16 mo; 7 if 16 mot0 2 yr,
7t 2 yrto 31 mo; 10 3t mo to 3 yr. 4 gew JOISBYre s a e g.% 3% 18 128
SRl S e o uay: oV BB W ef
- ;.10 for 1s ildren; - .
10 for st 20 children ; 15 for excess o\.u;:E 30."’“ : or excess over 20, ﬁo;tg ca{‘olma_ 98 1, 803 M)g Gﬁ‘gg
::i gr'flgn g%mn,}’ %ﬁeg‘iliggsgsd capgcmg whufzheve{ is graater, if befors or after schoolfcare. 03&% Dakota. . ¢) 4 0 g)
a 2203 ?fu!& i " ‘°“‘s group.en under 3 yr of age in care, g?laho’ma.., 21.2 1,02% 2,366 3
in care forfess, T egen. L J
A4 it under 18 mo; 5 If over 18 mo, Pennsylvania 8.2 2%2 gl S:g
i Wor more in care; 10 it less than 30. 's‘?;'ifh"éi‘r%?ﬁ» 24 308 0 255
Z8if0to ?8‘;»10; 10if 18 moto 2 yr, South Dakota .6 650 15!0 3
ﬁi‘??%"%??ﬁ"“ i m'sﬁ 6if 10 'm:s " ]615% 1 %zo 1 s 20-30
ma in cribs; 3 : oo . , .

5116 weoks 1o 30 mg, 10 MOt YL Utah_ o X 1% 739 1
71800 mor s 645 18 mo: 41 18 mo o 2 V Vg T8 13 1 50
WIS 60 10yr; 20 101014, o ‘ ' I Washington.... : 20 i) 8§ 80100
wirs fopeksto Lymibiflto2. - West Virginia... 3 58 234 750 50-100
S840t 12 mo;6if 18 mote 2 yr. ’ T .6 0 15

220 610 8; 25 if B or over.
820i6;25if7 to 15,
8712 il

0 234; 104 5
“3§f0tol;4'if1to¥ °
YEifZt02);8if2l5t0d. -
Note: NS indicates ““not specified.”

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Current as of Oct, 21 1875,

TABLE 3.—STATE ESTIMATES OF INCREASE IN COST AND STAFFING FOR CHILD{CARE
FROM FISCAL 1975 TO FISCAL 1876

1 ineluded in egtimates for columns 1 and 2. Unable to show separately.

2 Unable to sstimate, . .

% Not applicable since Stats estimates no additional staffing needs.

+ Additionat employees already hired, E

& Unable to estimate on 2 man-yesr basis; represents number of staff,

¢ Estimates cover urban counties only.

% Less than §50,000, o

* Unable to estimate. No increased staffing but some increased cost to meet other standards andfor monitoring and
reporting requirements of itfe XX, . :

? |fnabla to estimats numbers; cost estimated at $1,500,000.

® includes a need for 6,000 new family day cars homes.

Source: Committeestafl survey pf Governors,

Potential TABLE A.—FEDERAL FUNDING ALLOCATIONS FOR SOCIAL SERVICES

smployment
Increased staffing of weifare {in thousands}
Increased recipients
Mok dtexk xSy Ful Fall
- ! ; . r ull year
{millions) children children staffing . Sotlal ad?liﬂ%?l:l Sociat addiﬁymal
sarvices -child care services child care
$206, 3 : allocation for allocation allocation for allocation
Mttt el — . fiscal ysar under fiscal y under
0.6 122 ® 2 , 5% . H.R. 12455 977 H.R. 12455
L4 150 © . -
(2)‘6 543 (é) 20-28 Totaloaeamenannnane $2,500,000 250,000 | Misseurl.......ieeere .. wg% 15, ggg
0.7 0 9 -
e S . 42,350 4,230 | Nebraska, ..ommomrerunnne 18, 250 1,825
2{3" 40 200 (’§ Aok z 3,975 "398 | Nevad i 8775 678
3 99 o) i Arizona. 25, 450 958
i 5 31 3 Arkansa 24, 375 8,670
121 766 1,03 1) ' Galiforn 247,250 1,328
3.8 600 s %0 Colorado. 29,525 21,420
) 60 1 597 20 Connecti 36,525 , 342
L1 ® &) %) Delaware.. 6,775 752
235 M erd Q District of Catumbia, 8550 12,69
1.4 218 "o @ Flonda. o oooeniennencnns 95,675 3,205
20 167 - g %) : S 13,958
L5 202 30 9 450 1,108
12 400 800 > 131,650 329
I SR B He 2
2 o0 S ; £ 850 14,250
53 600 0 10 700 388
7.0, 959 0 120 i 38
ne 1769 1,580 2 12,373 5,805
25 1,246 e 2 522 418
3 1o 3. e 107,575 5, 400
. 5160 o180 523 Minnesota, 27.2;? 428
.2 a0 50 ississippi y

Ses footnotes at end of table.

8. Rept. 867702
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ELIGIBILITY FOR SERVICES

(Section 1 of the bill)

‘Under present law States may not provide services (with certain
limited exceptions) to individuals in families with incomes above 115
percent of State median family income. Present law also requires
States to charge fees for services to those with incomes between 80
and 115 percent of State median family income, and allows them, sub-
ject to HEW regulations, to charge fees for services to those with
incomes below 80 percent. States are also required to spend at least
50 percent of their Federal social services allotment on services for
specified categories of individuals. The net effect of these requirements
is to limit State discretion in determining who in the State is most
in need of services, and to require that the income of each individual
applicant for services be determined before eligibility can be
established.

The Committee bill would: eliminate these requirements in law,
thereby allowing the States complete flexibility in determining eligi-
bility for services under their State social services plans. States would
be free to provide for neighborhood or group eligibility, if they so
chose, or to develop any income or other eligibility criteria which
they considered desirable. In addition they could establish fee sched-
ules for any income groups and for any types of services which they
considered appropriate,

A similar provision giving the States the right to set their own eli-
gibility requirements for social services was included in Finance Com-
mittee bills which passed the Senate in 1973 and again in 1974. The
rationale then, as now, was that the States should have maximum free-
dom, within funding limits, to determine the persons who are eligible
for services. The Committee believes that, although the present bill
does not provide the total flexibility in all aspects of social services
programs that would have been possible under the prior Senate bills,
1t goes far toward eliminating the source of many of the States’
problems with the restrictions in Federal law and with the very
lengthy and complex regulations which HEW has issued to implement
the income-related provisions of current law.

The Committee bill does not eliminate the requirements now in law
for the provision of certain services to recipients of AFDC and SSI.
Family planning services must still be offered to all AFDC recipients,
and States must offer 3 services of their choosing to SST recipients.
Services to WIN participants must also be provided. Services must
also meet the five social services goals includeg in present law and cer-
tain types of expenditures remain ineligible for matching as services.

In addition, the Committee bill retains the current law provisions
for a limit on Federal matching funds, and for a State matching re-
quirement of 25 percent. The Clommittee helieves that these nrovisions
are adequate assurance that Federal social services funds will not be
spent on a “runaway” basis, as was the case in some States prior to the
imposition of the $2.5 billion funding limit in 1972. Most States are
now spending their full allocations under title XX. The Committee
bill therefore will not result in the expenditure of additional Federal
funds, but in their more effective use, as determined by the States.
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The Federal requirements with respect to eligibility would be elimi-
nated retroactive to October 1,1975.

POSTPONEMENT OF PENALTIES FOR NONCOMPLIANCE

(Section 2 of the bill)

Under Public Law 94-120, certain staffing standards for day care
provided under title XX to children from age 6 weeks to 6 years were
suspended until February 1, 1976, The Committee bill would further
postpone the effective date of the standards until October 1, 1977, The
Committee believes that the postponement will enable the Depart-
ment of HEW to complete its “appropriateness study” of the day care
requirements mandated by Public Law 93-647 and give Congress
time to review the findings and recommendations of the Secretary.
(The report is to be submitted to Congress by June 30, 1977.)

ADDITIONAL FUNDS TO ENABLE STATES TO IMPROVE TH'EIR DAY CARE
PROGRAMS

(Section 3 of the bill)

The Committee bill would increase the $2.5 billion limit on Federal
funding for social services programs by $250 million for fiscal year
1977 (with $62.5 million for the remainder of fiscal year 1976 and an
equal amount for July-September 1976).

The Committee believes that these amounts are required to enable
the States to make necessary improvements in the day care services
currently beine provided under title XX. Many programs do not now
meet basic health and safety standards. Many are also far from meet-
ing State staffing requirements, which are considerably less stringent
than any Federal criteria which have thus far been considered. The
additional funds would be allocated among the States on the basis of
State population. This is the same formula which is used for allocat-
ing the $2.5 billion available for social services under current law.
(Table 4 shows the distribution of the additional $250 million by
State. .

T'he) Committee bill requires that the new funds be used in sueh a
way as to inerease the employment of welfare recipients and other
Tow-income persons in child care related jobs to the maximum extent
feasible ac determined hv the States. Tha Clommittee believes that most
States have both the desire and the ability to promote the employ-
ment of welfare recipients as employees in child care facilities. Testi-
monv nresented ta the Clommittee reinforeed the Committee’s belief
that States are ready to undertake this effort, and that there are large
numbers of welfare recipients who are able and willing to be emploved
to care for children. , ,

The Committee hill permits States to use a part of their share of the
additional $250 million to make grants to providers of child care to
assist them with the costs of emploving welfare recipients. Such grants
conld he made onlv to child eare providers where at Jeast 20 percent
of thna @hildran eared for have all ar nart of their eare funded nnder
tha Snria) Sacnrity Act, The prants wonld be pavable for emplovees
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with respectto whom the child care provider is eligible for the welfare
recipient employment tax credit under. section 50A of the Internal
Revenue Code. The amount of the grant could be 80 percent of the
employees’ wages whieh in combination with the 20 percent tax credit
would fully meet the cost of wages except that both the tax credit and
State grant would apply only to the first $5,000 of wages. The cost of
the State grant would be met fully with Federal funds (within the
State’s share of the additional funding) since the 20 percent cov-
ered by the tax credit would be considered to meet the matching re-
quirement. However, public and nonprofit providers would not be
eligible for a tax credit, and the full $5,000 grant would have to come
out of the additional social services allotment. '

The Committee bill would increase the Federal social services
matching as it applies to child care costs from 75 percent to 80 percent.
However, this matching percentage wounld be available only for those
expenditures funded out of the State’s share of the additional $250
million made available under the bill.

TAX CREDIT FOR EMPLOYING WELFARE RECIPIENTS IN CHILD CARE
(Section 4 of. the bill)

The Comniittee wishes to encourage child care providers to hire wel-
fare recipients in meeting the additional staff needs. For this reason,
the Committee bill extends the tax credit for child care providers hir-
ing welfare recipients. Under existing law, this tax credit is scheduled
to expire June 30, 1976. The- Committee bill extends it for child care
jobs through September 30,1977. -~ - .

The tax credit would equal 20 percent of up to the first $5,000 in
wages per year paid each welfare recipient employed in the provision
of child care (an annual limit of $1,000 per employee). This 20 per-
cent credit on the wages of welfare recipients could be used by centers
to match Federal funds for child care under title XX of the Social
Security Act.. - .- : o

With regard to public and non-profit providers who have no tax
liability, States could make payments up to $5,000 per year per
employee.

A tax credit for hiring welfare recipients was first authorized under
the 1971 Revenue Act. This. credit applies only to wages paid recipi-
ents of aid to families with dependent children (A¥DC) who are
placed in employment through the Work Incentive (WIN) program.
In order to be. eligible for this credit (generally equal to 20 percent
of the gross wages of the emplozee during the first 12 months of
employment), the employee must be retained by the employer for an
additional 12-month period following the first 12 months. -

In the Tax Reduction Act of 1975, the Congress authorized for a
temporary period a new Federal Welfare Recipient Employment In-
centive Tax Credit broader in application than the WIN tax credit.
The tax:oredit in the Committee bill for hiring welfare recipients in
the provision of. child care is modeled after the Federal Welfare
Recipient Employment. Incentive Tax Credit in that it applies solely
to the employment of a welfare recipient who:

; (bA) has been certified by the State or local welfare department,
as being eligible for financial assistance for aid to families with
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dependent children and-as_ having continuously received such
financial assistance during the 90-day period which immediately
precedes the date on which such individual is hired by the tax-
payer, S .

(B) has been employed by the taxpayer for a period in excess
of 30 consecutive days on a substantially full-time basis (thus
after the eligible employee had worked the first 30 days, the
taxpayer would receive the credit for the wages paid or incurred
by -the taxpayer for the first 30 days of employment plus the
wages for all days the employee continued to work after the
original 80-day period), »

(C) has not displaced any other individual from employment
by the taxpayer, « 7

(D) is not a migrant worker (for purposes of this tax credit, a
migrant worker means an individual who is employed for services
for which the customary period of employment by one employer
1s less than 80 days if the nature of such services requires the
employee to travel from place to place for a short period of
time), and

(E) is not a close relative of the taxpayer (bearing any of
the relationships to the taxpayer described in paragraphs (1)
through (8) of section 152(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 as amended). ’

The tax credit for child care providers in the Committee bill differs
from the Federal Welfare Recipient Employment Incentive Tax
Credit in that: '

El) It is applicable through September 30, 1977; and

2) It applies in all cases only to the first $5,000 of wages (The
Federal Welfare Recipient Employment Incentive Tax Credit
1s limited to the first $5,000 of wages only in the case of services
not performed in connection with a trade or business).

LIMITED WAIVER OF STAFFING STANDARDS

(Section 5 of the bill)

Waiver of Federal standards in certain circumstances—In some
areas, the only child care available may be in facilities primarily serv-
ing children whose care is not funded under title X)g of the Social
Security Act. The committee recognizes that in some cases these fa-
cilities might. simply refuse to provide care paid for under title XX
rather than meet the required standards. This problem will be largely
alleviated b% the provisions of the Committee bill suspending the
Federal staffing standards for pre-school children. In addition the
Committee bill deals with this problem by authorizing the States
through September 30, 1977, to waive staffing standards otherwise
applicable in the case of a day care center or group day care home
in which no more than 20 percent of the children (or, in the case
of a center, no more than 5 children) are children whose care is paid
for from title XX social services funds. However, the State agency
must find that it is not feasible to furnish day care for the children in
a day care facility which complies with the required standards. and
the facility must comply with applicable State standards.
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Family dagﬁcare homes.—Under the requirements imposed by title
XX the number of children who may be cared for by a family day care
mother is limited as follows:

(1) Infancy through 6 years. No more than two children under
two and no more than five in total, including the family day care
mother’s own children under 14 years old.

(2) Three through 14 years. No more than six children, in-
cluding the family-day-care mother’s children under 14 years old.

The requirement that the day care mother’s own children up to
age 14 must be counted in meeting the staffing requirement has created
a problem in some States. The children must be counted whether they
are at home or attending school. A number of States have indicated
that, although there maybbe no objection to including the mother’s own
children wnder age 6 in meeting the staffing requirement, family day
care home providers have raised strong Jf)jections to counting the
older children who are normally attending school. Many mothers be-
gin to provide care for other children in their homes after their own
children have started school. The requirement that their school age
children must be counted means in some cases that the number of
children they may care for is unreasonably small, and this makes their
work unprofitable.

The Committee bill allows the family-day-care mother’s own chil-
dren age 6 and over to be disregarded in determining if the title XX
standards are met. This provision is made retroactive to October 1,
1975, the date the present law provision would otherwise first apply
and would continue in effect through September 30, 1977. '

ALCOHOLISM AND DRUG ABUSE
(Section 6 of the bill)

Public Law 94-120 included temporary modifications of the social
services statute as it relates to funding of services for drug addicts
and alcoholics. These temporary modifications expired January 31,
1976; the Committee amendment would make tﬁese modifications
permanent.

Confidentiality~Title XX of the Social Security Act under current
law requires that individuals served by the program have incomes
within specified limits related to State median income levels. Regula-
tions of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare require the
States to verify an applicant’s statement that his income is within the
permitted limits and verification may sometimes require an employer
contact. While the Committee amendment deletes the Federal income
standards, States may still wish to set income eligibility requirements
for services. This raises the fossibility that an employer could be in-
formed in the process of verifying income that the individual is under-
going treatment for addiction or alcoholism which in turn could result
in the loss of his job, defeating the purpose of the rehabilitation effort.
To prevent such situations, a provision already enacted into law in the
Comprehensive Alecohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment,
and Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1974 requires a special degree
of confidentiality in dealing with the treatment of such individuals.

The modification made permanent in the Committee amendment does
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not in any way prohibit the verification of an applicant’s eligibility for
social services, but it does require that in the case of drug addicts
and alcoholics the special eon?i%entiality requirements of the Compre-
hensive Alcohol Abuse Act be observed,

Rehabilitation process—Another problem is related to the fact
that under the new law social services funding generally is not appli-
cable to medical or residential types of care, which is more appro-
priately funded under other programs. Funding is available only
when the care involved is a subordinate and integral part of a social
service program. In itself this provision creates no difficulty for drug
addiction and alcoholism programs, provided that the whole rehabili-
tation process is considered. However, there is a possibility under the
law and regulations that certain elements of the process could be
looked at in isolation and found to be ineligible for funding. The
Committee amendment would make permanent two temporary cﬁanges
in the law designed to correct this problem.

The first change in the law makes clear that in evaluating services
of a medical nature provided to an addict or alcoholie, the rehabilita-
tive process for an individual is to be looked at in its entirety and
not in segments. Thus initial detoxification, short-term residential
treatment, usually about a month in duration, and subsequent counsel-
ing and other services are all to be considered together.

The second change specifically authorizes social service funding
for initial detoxification programs up to a duration of 7 days, with-
out regard to the usual ban on funding of services to institutionalized
individuals. The detoxification must be integral to the further pro-
vision of services for which the individual is eligible.

I1T1. Bupcerary Impacr or TR LEGISLATION

In compliance with section 252(a) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1970 and sections 308 and 403 of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974, the following statements are made concerning the budg-
etary impact of the bill.

The Committee estimates that the enactment of H.R. 12455 with the
amendments proposed by the Committee will result in net increased
budget authority and outlays and decreased revenues S}equivalent to
“tax expenditures”) as shown in the following table. The net figures
reflect both the increased grants to States for child care and the off-
setting reductions in welfare costs resulting from the hiring of wel-
fare recipients as child care staff. (Prior to preparing the estimates as
contained in the table, the Committee contacted the Congressional
Budget Office. Within the time available, that agency was unable to
prepare a cost estimate.)

fncrease in

budget authority Decrease in
. . . and outlays revenues
Fiscal period (millions) (miltions)

Fiscal year 1976 2
July-September 1976 %5 sg
Fiscal year 1977 218 4
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The bill has no budgetary impact beyond fiscal year 1977. The Com-
mittee states that it has received no analysis of the budgetary impact
of the legislation pursuant to the provisions of section 403 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974. The Committee estimates that the
enactment of this bill is consistent with the budgetary totals provided
for in H. Con. Res. 466 and with the functional totals in the conference
report on that resolution. The Committee further estimates that the
enactment of this bill is consistent with the budgetary totals provided
for in S. Con. Res. 109 and with the functional totals in the conference
report on that resolution. The Committee states that the entire amount
estimated as increased budget authority and outlays under this legis-
lation as shown in the table above constitutes financial assistance to
State and local governments.

IV. Vore or THE CoMMITTEE IN ReporTING THE BIiL

In compliance with section 133 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, the following statement is made relative to the vote by
the Committee on the motion to report the bill. The bill was ordered
reported by voice vote.

A motion to delete the provisions of the bill providing additional
Federal funding for child care services was defeated by the following
rollcall vote: ‘

In favor of the motion (6) : Senators Talmadge, Byrd, Curtis, Fan-
nin, Hansen, and Roth. .

Opposed to the motion (11): Senators Long, Hartke, Ribicoff,
Mondg,(l)e, Gravel, Bentsen, Hathaway, Haskell, Dole, Packwood, and
Brock.

V. CraxNgEs 1IN Existing Law

In compliance with subsection (4) of rule XXIX of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law made by the bill, as re-
ported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be omitted is
enclosed in black brackets, new matter 1s printed in italic, existing law
in which no change is proposed is shown in roman) :

Excerer From Pusric Law 93-647, As AMENDED

% * * * * * T w
Sec. (a) (1) ***
* * * * * * *

(8) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this subsection or section
3 (1), payments under title IV or section 2002 (a) (1) of the Social Secu-
rity Act with respect to expenditures made prior to [February 1,1976]
October 1,1977, 1n connection with the provision of child day care serv-
ices in day care centers and group day care homes, in the case of chil-
dren between the ages of six weeks and six years, may be made with-
out regard to the requirements relating to stafling standards which are
imposed by or under section 2002(a) (9) (A) (ii) of such Act, so long
as the staffing standards actually being applied in the provision of
the services involved (A) comp%,y with applicable State law (as in
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effect at the time the services are provided), (B) are no lower than
the corresponding staffing standards which were imposed or required
by applicable State law on September 15, 1975, and (C) are no lower,
in the case of any day care center or group day care home, than the
corresponding standards actually being applied in such center or home
on September 15, 1975.

* * * * * * *

Excerpr From Pusric Law 94-120

* * * * * % %

Skc. 4. (a) Section 2003 of the Social Security Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new subsection :

“(f) The provisions of section 333 of the Comprehensive Alcohol
Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act
of 1970 shall be applicable to services provided by any State pursuant
to this title with respect to individuals suffering from drug addiction
or alcoholism.”.

~ (b) (1) Section 2002(a) (7) of such Act is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sentence: “With regard to ending
the dependency of individuals who are alcoholics or drug addicts, the
entire rehabilitative process for such individuals, including but not
limited to initial detoxification, short term residential treatment, and
subsequent outpatient counseling and rehabilitative services, whether
or not such a process involves more than one provider of services, shall
be the basis for determining whether standards imposed by or under
subparagraph (A) or (E) of this paragraph have been met.”.

(2) Section 2002(a) (11) of such Act is amended by—

(A) striking out “and” at the end of clause (B) thereof,

(B) striking out the period at the end of clause (C) thereof
and inserting in lieu of such period “; and”, and

(C) adding after clause ? C) thereof the following new clause:

“(D) any expenditure for the initial detoxification of an alco-
holic or drug dependent individual, for a period not to exceed 7
days, if such detoxification is integral to the further provision of
services for which such individual would otherwise be eligible
under this title.”.

(8) Section 2002(a) (7) (A) of such Act is amended by inserting
“(except -as_provided in paragraph (11)(D))” immediately after
“other remedial care”.

(4) Section 2002(a) (7) (E) of such Act is amended by inserting
“and paragraph (11) (D)” immediately after “paragraph (11)(C)”.

(¢) The amendments made by this section shall be effective [only
for the period beginning October 1,1975, and ending January 31, 1976;
and, on and after February 1, 1976, sections 2002(83 (7),2002(a) (11),
and 2003 of the Social Security Act shall read as they would if such
amendments had not been made.] on and after October 1, 1975.

* * * * * * *

Excerer FroMm THE SocialL SECURITY Acr, A8 AMENDED

* * * * -k * *

8. Rept. 857~-76——3
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TITLE XX—GRANTS TO STATES FOR SERVICES

* ® Ed * * * *

PAYMENTS TO STATES

Sec. 2002(a) * * *

* * * * * * *

L(4) So much of the aggregate expenditures with respect to which
payment is made under this section to any State for any fiscal year as
equals 50 per centum of the Iéz,yment made under this section to the
State for that fiscal year must be expended for the provision of services
to individuals— :

L(A) who are receiving aid under the plan of the State ap-
p_r(fved under part A of title IV or who are eligible to receive such
aid, or

L(B) whose needs are taken into account in determining the
needs of an individual who is receiving aid under the plan of the
State approved under part A of title IV, or who are eligible to
have their needs taken into account in determining the needs of
an individual who is receiving or is eligible to receive such aid, or

L(C) with respect to whom supplemental security income bene-
fits under title X VI or State supplementary payments, as defined
in section 2007 (1), are being paid, or who are eligible to have such
benefits or payments paid with respect to them, or

L[(D) whose income and resources are taken into account in de-
termining the amount of supplemental security income benefits
or State supplementary payments, as defined in section 2007(1),
being paid with respect to an individual, or whose income and
resources would be taken into account in determining the amount
of such benefits or payments to be paid with respect to an indi-
vidual who is eligible to have such benefits or payments paid with
respect to him, or

- [(E) who are eligible for medical assistance under the plan of

the State approved under title XIX.

L[(5) No payment may be made under this section to any State with
respect to any expenditure for the provision of any service to any
individual—

[ (A) who is receiving, or whose needs are taken into account in
determining the needs of an individual who is receiving, aid un-
der the plan of the State approved under part A of title IV, or
with respect to whom supplemental security income benefits under
title X VI or State supplementary payments, as defined in section
2007 (1), are being paid,or

[ (B) who is a member of a family the monthly gross income of
which is less than the lower of—

L(i) 80 per centum of the median income of a family of
four in the State, or
[(ii) the median income of a family of four in the fifty
States and the District of Columbia,
adjusted, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, to take into account the size of the family,
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if any fee or other charge (other than a voluntary contribution) im-
posed on the individual for the provision of that service is not con-
sistent with such requirements (including requirements prohibitin
the imposition of any such fee or charge) as the Secretary shall
prescribe. ) ) )

[(6) No payment may be made under this section to any State with
respect to any expenditure for the provision of any service, other than
an information or referral service or a service directed at the goal of
preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or exploitation of children
and adults unable to protect their own interests, to any individual who
is not an individual described in parafgmph (5),and— )

[(A) who is a member of a family the monthly gross income
ofwhich exceeds 115 per centum of the median income of a family
of four in the State, adjusted, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Secretary, to take into account the size of the
family, or .

[(B) who is a member of a family the monthly gross income
of which—

E[(i) exceeds the lower of— ; .
[(I) 80 per centum ofthe median income of a family
of four in the State, or i
(II) the median income of a family of four in the
fifty States and the District of Columbia,
adjusted, in accordance with regulations prescribed by the
Secretary, to take into account the size of the family, and
L (ii) does not exceed 115 per centum of the median income
of a family of four in the State, adjusted, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the éecretary, to take into account
the size of the family, . .
unless a fee or other charge reasonably related to income is
imposed on the individual for the provision of the service.
The Secretary shall promulgate the median income of a family of four
in each State and the fifty States and the District of Columbia appli-
cable to payments with respect to expenditures in each fiscal year prior
to the first day of the third month of the preceding fiscal year.}

e * * %* * * *

(9) (A) No payment may be made under this section with respect
to any expenditure in connection with the provision of any child day
care service, unless—

(1) in the case of care provided in the child’s home, the care
meets standards established by the State which are reasonably in
accord with recommended standards of national standard-setting
organizations concerned with the home care of children, or

(ii) in the case of care provided outside the child’s home, the
care meets the Federal interagency day care requirements as
approved by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
and the Office of Economic Opportunity on September 23, 1968 ;
except that (I) subdivision IIX of such requirements with respect
to educational services shall be recommended to the States and
not required, and staffing standards for school-age children in day
care centers may be revised by the Secretary, (II) the staffing
standards imposed with respect to such care in the case of children
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under age 3 shall conform to regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary, [and] (III) the staffing standards imposed with respect to
such care in the case of children aged 10 to 14 shall require at
least one adult for each 20 children, and in the case of school-aged
children under age 10 shall require at least one adult for each
15 children, (V') the State agency may waive the staffing stand-
ards otherwise applicable in the case of a day care center or group
day care home in which not more than 20 per centum of the chil-
dren in the facility (or, in the case of a day care center, not more
than 5 children in the center) are children whose care is being paid
for (wholly or in part) from funds made available to the State
under this title, if such agency finds that it is not feasible to fur-
nish day care for the children, whose care is so paid for, in a day
care facility which complies with such staffing standards, and if
the day care facility providing care for such children complies
with applicable State standards, and (V) in determining whether
applicable staffing standards are met in the case of day care pro-
vided in a family day care home, the number of children being
cared for in such home shall include a child of the mother who s

" operating the home only if such child is under age 6,
except as provided in subparagraph (B).

(B) The Secretary-shall submit to the President of the Senate and
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, after December 31, 1976,
and prior to July 1, 1977, an evaluation of the appropriateness of the
requirements imposed by subparagraph (A), together with any recom-
mendations heé may have for modification of those requirements. No
earlier than ninety days after the submission of the report, the Sec-
retary may, by regulation, make such modifications in the require-
ments imposed by subparagraph (A) as he determines are appropriate.

(C) The requirements imposed by this paragraph are in lieu of
any requirements that would otherwise be applicable under section
522(d) of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 to child day care
services with respect to which payment is made under this section.

* * * * * * *

Skc. 2007, For purposes of this title—

L[(1) the term “State supplementary payment” means any cash
payment made by a State on a regular basis to an individual who
18 receiving supplemental security income benefits under title
XVT or who would but for his income be eligible to receive such
benefits, as assistance based on need in supplementation of such
benefits, as determined by the Secretary, and

L[ (2)] the term “State” means the fifty States and the District
of Columbia. : ,

InTerNAL RevEnue Cobe or 1954
# * * * * L L]

’PART IV. Creprrs Against Tax

* * * * L » L
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. Sueeparr C—RuLes ror CoMpPuTING CREDIT FOR EXPENSES OF
Work INCENTIVE ProGrAMS .

Sec.
B50A. Amount of credit.
B50B. Definitions ; special rules.

Sec. 50A. Amount of credit.
(a) DETERMINATION OF AMOUNT.— )

(1) GexeraL ruLE—The amount of the credit allowed by section
40 for the taxable year shall be equal to 20 percent of the work in-

centive program expenses (as defined in section 50B(a)).

(2) LiMITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TAX.—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section 40 for the taxable
year shall not exceed—

(A) so much of the liability for tax for the taxable year
as does not exceed $25,000, plus :

(B% 50 percent of so much of the liability for tax for the
taxable year as exceeds $25,000.
The preceding sentence shall not apply to so much of the
credit alloweg by section 40 as it is attributable to Federal
welfare recipient employment incentive expenses described in
subsection (a) (6)(B).

(8) Liasmrry ror TAX.—For purposes of paragraph (2), the lia-
bility for tax for the taxable year shall be the tax imposed by
this chapter for such year, reduced by the sum of the credit
allowable under—

A) section 33 (relating to foreign tax credit),
B) section 35 (relating to partially tax exempt interest),
(C) section 37 (relating to retirement income),
~ (D) section 38 (relating to investment in certain depreci-
able property), and
(E) section 41 (relating to contributions to candidates for
public oﬂicet) .
For purposes of this paragraph, any tax imposed for the tax-
able year by section 56 (relating to minimum tax for tax pref-
‘erences), section 72(m)(5) (B) (relating to 10 percent tax on
premature distributions to owner-employees), section 408(e) (re-
- lating to additional tax on income from certain retirement ac-
counts), section 402(e) (relating to tax on lump sum distribu-
tions}, section 531 (relating to accumulated earnings tax), section
541 (relating to personal holding company tax), or section 1378
relating to tax on certain capital gains of subchapter S corpora-
tions), and any additional tax imposed for the taxable year by
section 1851(d) (1): (relating to recoveries of foreign expropria-
tion losses), shall not be considered tax imposed by this chapter
for such year,

(4) Marr1ED INDIVIDUALS.—In the case of a husband or wife who
files a separate return, the amount specified under subparagraphs
(A) and (B) of paragraph (2) shall be $12,500 in lieu of $25,000.
This paragraph shall not apply if the spouse of the taxpayer has
no work incentive program expenses for, and no unused credit
carryback or carryover to, the taxable year of such spouse which
ends within or with the taxpayer’s taxable year. .
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(5) ConTrOLLED GROUPS.—In the case of a controlled group, the
$25,000 amount specified under paragraph (2) shall be reduced
for each component member of such group by apportionin
$25,000 among the component members of such group in suc
manner as the Secretary or his delegate shall by regulations pre-
scribe. For purposes of the preceding sentence, the term “con-
trolled group” has the meaning assigned to such term by section
1563(a).

[(g)) LIMITATION WITH RESPECT TO NONBUSINESS ELIGIBLE EM-
provees.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), the credit allowed by
section 40 with respect to Federal welfare recipient employment
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during the
taxable year to an eligible employee whose services are not per-
formed in connection with a trade or business of the taxpayer shall
not exceed $1,000.]

(6) LimiraTioNn WiTH RESPECT TO CERTAIN ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES.~

(A) Nowpusiness rrigiBLy EMpLOYEES—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section 40 with
respect to Federal welfare recipient employment incentive
expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during the toxable
year to an eligible employee whose services are not performed

i connection with a trade or business of the taxpayer shall

not exceed $1.000. }

(B) CHILD paY CcARE SERVICES ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section 40
with respect to Federal welfare recipient employment in-
centive expenses paid or incurred by the tawpayer during
the tawable year to an eligible employee whose services are
performed in connection with a child day care services pro-
gram, conducted by the taxpayer, shall not exceed $1,000.

(b) Carrypack anp Carryover oF Uxusep CrEpIT.—

(1) AvrLowance or crEpIT.—If the amount of the credit deter-
mined under subsection (a) (1) for any taxable year exceeds the
limitation provided by subsection (a)(2) for such taxable year
(hereinafter in this subsection referred to as “unused credit
year”), such excess shall be— . ;

(A) a work incentive program credit carryback to each of
the 3 taxable years preceding the unused eredit year, and

(B) a work incentive program credit carryover to each of
the 7 taxable years following the unused credit year.

and shall be added to the amount allowable as a credit by section
40 for such years, except that such excess may be a carryback only
to a taxable year beginning after December 31, 1971. The entire
amount of the unused credit for an unused credit year shall be car-
ried to the earliest of the 10 taxable years to which (by reason of
subparagraphs (A) and (B)) such credit may be carried, and
then to each of the other 9 taxable years to the credit that, because
of the limitation contained in paragraph (2), such unused credit
may not be added for a prior taxable year to which such unused
credit may be carried.

(2) LrmrraTroNn.—The amount of the unused credit which may
be added under paragraph (1) for any }i)receding or succeeding
taxable year shall not exceed the amount by which the limitation
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provic}ed by subsection (a)(2) for such taxable year exceeds the
sum of—

(A) the credit allowable under subsection (a) (1) for such
taxable year, and i )

(B) the amounts which, by reason of this subsection, are
added to the amount allowable for such taxable year and
attributable to taxable years preceding the unused credit year.,

(¢) EarLy TrerMINATION OF EMPLOYMENT BY EMPLOYER, ETC.—
(1) Generan ruLE.—Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retary or his delegate—

(A) WoRK INCENTIVE PROGRAM EXPENSES. If the employment
of any employee with respect to whom work incentive pro-
gram expenses are taken into account under subsection (a)
1s terminated by the taxpayer at any time during the first
12 months of such employment (whether or not consecutive)
or before the close of the 12th calendar month after the
calendar month in which such employee completes 12 months
of employment with the taxpayer, the tax under this chapter
for the taxable year in Whicﬁ such employment is terminated
shall be increased by an amount (determined under such
regulations) equal to the credits allowed under section 40
for such taxable year and all prior taxable years attributable
to work incentive program expenses paid or incurred with
respect to such employee. :

B) CARRYBACKS AND CARRYOVERS ADJUSTED. In the case of
any termination of employment to which subparagraph ( A;
:ﬁ)plies, the carrybacks and carryovers under subsection (b
all be properly adjusted.
(2) SUBSECTION NOT TO APPLY IN CERTAIN CASES.—

(A) In eenERAL—Paragraph (1) shall not apply to—

(1) a termination of employment of an employee who
voluntarily leaves the employment of the taxpayer,

(i1) a termination of employment of an individual who,
before the close of the period referred to in paragraph
(1) (A}, becomes disabled to perform the services of
such employment, unless such disability is removed be-
fore the close of such period and the faxpayer fails to
offer reemployment to such individual,

(iii) a termination of employment of an individual, if
it is determined under the applicable State unemploy-
ment compensation law that the termination was due to
the misconduct of such individual, or

(iv) a termination of employment of an individual
with respect to whom Federal welfare recipient employ-
ment incentive expenses (as described in section 50B (a)
(2)) are taken into account under subsection (a).

(B) CHANGE IN FORM OF BUSINESS, ETC.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the employment relationship between the tax-
payer and an employer shall not be treated as terminated—

(i) by a transaction to which section 381 (a) applies,
if the employee continues to be employed by the acquiring
eornoration. or

(i1) by reason of a mere change in the form of con-
ducting the trade or business of the taxpayer, if the em-
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ployee continues to be employed in such trade or business
and the taxpayer retains a substantial interest in such
trade or business.

(3) SeEciaL RULE.—Any increase in tax under paragraph (1)
shall not be treated as tax 1mposed by this chapter for purposes of
determining the amount of any credit allowable under subpart A.

(d) FamLure To Pay ComPARABLE W AGES.—

(1) GexeraL RULE—Under regulations prescribed by the Secre-
tary or his delegate, if during the period described in subsection
(e) (1) (A), the taxpayer pays wages (as defined in section 50B
(b)) to an employee with respect to whom work incentive pro-
gram expenses are taken into account under subsection (a) which
are less than the wages paid to other employees who perform com-
parable services, the tax under this chapter for the taxable year
in which such wages are so paid shall be increased by an amount
(determined under such regulations) equal to the credits allowed
under section 40 for such taxable year and all prior taxable years
attributable to work incentive program expenses paid or incurred
with respect to such employee, and the carrybacks and carryovers
under subsection (b) shall be properly adjusted.

(2) SpEcIAL RULE.—Any increase in tax under paragraph (1)
shail not be treated as tax imposed by this chapter for purposes of
determining the amount of any credit allowable under subpart A.

Sec. 50B. Definitions; special rules.

(a) Work INCENTIVE ProorAM EXPENSES.— ‘

(1) I~ eENERAL—For purposes of this part, the term “work
incentive program expenses” means the sum of—

(A) the amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer
for services rendered during the first 12 months of employ-
ment (whether or not consecutive) of employees who are
certified by the Secretary of Labor as—

(1) having been placed in employment under a work
incentive program established under section 432(b) (1)
of the Social Security Act, and

(11) not having displaced any individual from em-
ployment, plus

(B) the amount of Federal welfare recipient employment
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during
the taxable year.

[ (2) DeriniTioN.—For purposes of this section, the term “Fed-
eral welfare recipient employment incentive expenses” means the
amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer for services
rendered to the taxpayer before July 1, 1976, by an eligible
employee.] .

(2) Definitions.—For purposes of this section, the term “Fed-
eral welfare recipient employment incentive expenses” means the
amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer for services
rendered to the taxpayer or by an eligible employee—

(A4) before July 1,1976, or .

(B) in the case of an eligible employee whose services are
performed in connection with a child day care services pro-
gram of the taxpayer, before October 1, 1977.
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(3) Excrusion.—No item taken into account under paragraph
(1) (A) shall be taken into account under paragraph (1) (B). No
item taken into account under paragraph (1) (B) shall be taken

. into account under paragraph 1(A).

b) WagEs.— . :

or purposes of subsection (a), the term “wages” means only cash
remuneration (including amounts deducted and withheld).

(¢) LIMITATIONS.~— v .

(1) TrADE oR BUSINESs EXPENSES.—No item shall be taken into
account under subsection (a) (1) (A) unless such item is incurred
in a trade or business of the taxpayer. )

(2) Rervpursep rxpENsEs.—No item shall be taken into ac-
count under subsection (a) to the extent that the taxpayer is reim-
bursed for such item. ‘ -

(83) GroerarHICAL LIMITATION.—NoO item shall be taken into ac-
count under subsection (a) with respect to any expense paid or
incurred by the taxpayer with respect to employment outside the
United States. , | ‘ . .

(4) MAXIMUM PERIOD OF TRAINING OR INSTRUCTION.—No item
with respect to any employee shall be taken into account under
subsection (a) (1) (A) after the end of the 24-month period be-
ginning with the date of initial employment of such employee by
the taxpayer. ' ) S :

(5) InErzemBLE inpIVIDUALS.—No item shall be taken into ac-
count under subsection (a) with respect to an individual who—

( 1%2‘ bears any of the relationships described in paragraphs
(1) through (8) of section 152(a) to the taxpayer, or, if the
- taxpayer is g corporation, to an individual who owns directly
or indirectly, more than 50 percent in value.of the outstanding
stock of the corporation (determined with the application of

section 267 (c)). - o ‘
(B) if the taxpayer is an estate or trust, is a grantor, bene-

.. ficiary, or fiduciary of the estate or trust, or is an individual

who bears any of the relationships described in paragraphs
(1) through (8) of section 152(a) to a grantor, beneficiary,
or fiduciary of the estate or trust,or -~ - ..
(C) is a dependent (described in section 152(a) (9)) of the
taxpayer, or if the taxpayer is a corporation, of an individual
-described in subfaragraph (A), or, if the taxpayer is an
estate or trust, of a grantor, beneficiary, or fiduciary of the
L estate or frust. : :
" (d) Svecmarrez S CoreORATIONS— - ‘
_, In case of an electing small business corporation (as defined in sec-
tion1371)— = . . T L -
- . (1) the work incentive program expenses for each.taxable vear
" shall be apportioned pro rata among the persons who are.share-
ho}iders of such corporation on the last day of such taxable year,
an o , T .

(2) any person to whom any expenses have been apportioned
under paragraph (1) shall be treated (for purposes of this sub-
part) as the taxpayer with respect to such expenses.

(e) Estates axp Trusts.—
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In the case of an estate or trust—

(1) the work incentive program expenses for any taxable year
shall be apportioned between the estate or trust and the benefici-
arie}zls on the basis of the income of the estate or trust allocable to
each,

(2) any beneficiary to whom any expenses have been appor-
tioned under paragraph (1) shall be treated (for purposes of
this subpart) as the taxpayer with respect to such expenses, and

(3) the $25,000 amount specified under subparagraphs (A) and
(B) of section 50A (a)(2) applicable to such estate or trust shall
be reduced to an amount which bears the same ratio to $25,000 as
the amount of the expenses allocated to the trust under para-
graph (1) bears to the entire amoeunt of such expenses.

(£f) Limrrarons Wit Respecr 170 CERTAIN PERSONS.—
In the case of—

(1) an organization to which section 593 applies,

(2) a regulated investment company or a real estate investment
trust subject to taxation under subchapter M (section 851 and
following}, and : :

(3) a cm}})lerative organization described in section 1381(a),
rules similar to the rules provided in section 46(e) shall apply under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate.

(g) Euiemere EmrroYER.—

(1) EvicBLe EmpLOYEE.—For purposes of subsection (a)(1)

(B), the term “eligible employee” means an individual—
(A) who has been certified by the appropriate agency of
State or local government as being eligible for financial assist-
ance under part A of title IV of the Social Security Act and
as having continuously received such financial assistance dur-
ing the 90 day period which immediately precedes the date
on which such individual is hired by the taxpayer.
(B) who has been employed by the taxpayer for a period
%}n excess of 30 consecutive days on a substantially full-time
asis,
(C) who has not displaced any other individual from em-
ployment by the taxpayer, and
(D) who is not a migrant worker.
The term “eligible employee” includes an employee of the tax-
payer whose services are not performed in connection with a trade
or business of the taxpayer.

(2) Mierant woREER.—For purposes of paragraph (1), the
term “migrant worker” means an individual who is employed for
services for which the customary period of employment by one
employer is less than 80 days if the nature of such services requires
-i;l;a,t such individual travel from place to place over a short period
of time,

{h) Cross REFERENCE.—
For application of this subpart to certain acquiring corporations,
see section 381(c) (24).

* * * * * *® -

0




94t ConerEss | HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES REroRT
2d Session No. 94-1317

CHILD DAY CARE SOCIAL SERVICES UNDER TITLE XX
OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT

JUNE 30, 1976.—Ordered to be printed

Mr. UrLLman, from the committee of conference,
submitted the following

CONFERENCE REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 12453]

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12455) to
extend from April 1 to October 1, 1976, the maximum period during
which recipients of services on September 30, 1975, under titles IV-A
and VI of the Social Security Act, may continue to receive services
under title XX of that Act without individual determinations, having
met, after full and free conference, have been unable to agree.

AL ULLMmAaN,

James C. CorMAN,

CHarLEs B. RanerL,

PETE STARK,

Jor D. WAGGONNER, Jr.,

B M. KercHUM,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Russern B. Lowg,
HerMAN TALMADGE,
W. F. MonDALE,
Witriam HaTHAWAY,
Bos Packwoon,
W. V. Rors,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE
COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate at the con-
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 12455) to extend from April 1 to
October 1, 1976, the maximum period during which recipients of serv-
ices on September 30, 1975, under titles IV-A and VT of the Social
Security Act, may continue to receive services under title XX of that
Act without individual determinations, report that the conferees are
in technical disagreement.

It is the intention of the conferees that the managers on the part of
the House will offer a motion in the House to recede and concur in
the Senate amendment to the text of the House-passed bill with an
amendment (in the nature of a substitute) consisting of language
agreed to in conference, and that upon the adoption of such amend-
ment in the House the managers on the part of the Senate will offer
a motion in the Senate to concur therein.

The managers on the part of the House and the Senate submit the
following joint statement in explanation of the action agreed upon
by the managers:

The substitute language which is to be offered as described above—
hereinafter in this statement referred to as the “conference substi-
tute”—is as follows:

That (a) section 2002(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new paragraph :

“(14) (A) For purposes of paragraphs (5) and (6), an individual
shall, at the option of the State, be deemed to be an individual de-
scribed in paragraph (6) (B) if, because of the geographic area in
which any particular service is provided to him, the characteristics of
the community to which. it is provided, the nature of the service, the
conditions (other than income) of eligibility to receive it, or other
factors surrounding its provision, the State may reasonably conclude,
without individual determinations of eligibility, that substantially all
of the persons who receive the service are members of families with a
monthly gross income which is not more than 90 per centum of the
median income of a family of four in the State, (w/?usted (tn accord-
ance with regulations prescribed by the Secretary) to take into ac-
count the size of the family.

“(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) shall not be applicable
to child day care services furnished to any child other than a child of
a migratory agricultural worker.”.

(b) Section 2000(a)(4) of such Act is amended by adding at the
end thereof (after and below subparagraph (E)) the following new
sentence ;

“In any case in which services are provided to individuals to whom
the provisions of paragraph (14) are applied, the proportion of the

(2)

3

itures for such services which are attributable to individuals
fzﬁff%fzd inst;w preceding sentenci may be c{deqie'/'m,z’md on the basis of
7 accepted statistical sampling procedures.”.
ge%)aé’hé/ction%oo.@(a) (6) of such Act is amended, in the matter.pre,-
ceding subparagraph (4), by z'me’r;tmg «, family planning services,

i ] “referral service”. .
Z%d?’lil?é%%mnés made by this section shall be effective on and
ctober 1,1975. ) .
aﬂSeZO.OQ. E’)fec’tz"ve February 1, 1976, section 7(a) (5:,) of Public, Law
93647 is amended by stm’kin,g out “February 1,1976” and inserting in

) eof “October 1,19777. . )
lwg;ieg. ({L) For gmrp’oses of title XX of the Soctal Security A}(;'z,:,[1 thte
amount of the limitation (imposed by section 2002 (a) (2) of SuCJul 01)
which is applicable tc any State for the fiscal period beginning July 1,
1976, and ending September 30, 1976, or which is applicable to angZ
State for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, shall be deeme
to be equal to whichever u?]l,/; the following is the lesser:
n amount e to— L
) a(A) 106.4 pger centum. of the amount of the limitation so
imposed (as determined 11(;}lithout regard to this section) in
the case of such fiscal period, or o
he(B) 10{9 per ﬁentugfb of the amount of the limitation Zo
imposed (as determined without regard to this section) in the
case of such fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, 0r
(2) an amount equal to (A) 100 per centum of such lzmztatzog
for such. fiscal period or fiscal year (as determined without regar5
to this section), plus (B) an amount equal to the sum of (¢) 7
per centum. (in the case of such fiscal period) or 100 per ce%m
(én the case of such fiscal year) of the total amount of expendi-
tures (1) which are made during such fiscal period or year in clo}z-
nection with the provision of any child day care service, and ( h)
with respect to which payment is authorized to be made to the
State under such title for such fiscal period or year, and (i) the
aggregate of the amounts of the grants, made by the Statebdu?ng
such fiscal period g; year, to which the provisions of subsection
1) are applicable.
(b()C)]ghg addzggnal If"eder(;ﬁgg fq;nds which become Sag?c;golz zé(:z )afgg
te for the fiscal period or fiscal year specified in su :
;S"efgsonf of theﬁ;rovgsiom of such subsection shall, to the magvzmum}z
extent that the State determines to be feasible, be e_mg)loyed n suhz
a way as to increase the employment of welfare recipients and other
low-income persons in jobs related to the provision of child day care
services. ’

(¢) (1) Subject to paragraph (2), sums granted by a State to }(i
qualified provider of child day care services (as defined in pagagr?p
(3) (4) during the fiscal period or fiscal year specified in subsec ,.zm;
(@), to assist such provider in meeting its Federal welfare recipien
employment incentive expenses (as defined in paragraph. (3) (B))
with respect to individuals employed in jobs related to the provision
of child day care services in one or more child day care facilities _ofl
such provider, shall be deemed, for purposes of title XX of the Soczg
Security Act, to constitute expenditures made by the State, in accord-
ance with the requirements and conditions imposed by such Act, for
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the provision of services directed at one or more of the goals set forth
in clauses (A) through (E) of the first sentence of section 2002(a) (1)
of such Act. With respect to sums to which the preceding sentence is
applicable (after application of the provisions o gamgmpk (2)), the
figure “757, as contained in the first sentence of section 2002 (a) (1) of
such Act, shall be deemed to read “100”.

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall not be applicable—

(4) to the amount, if any, by which the aggregate of the sums
(as described in such paragraph) granted by any State durin
the fiscal period or fiscal year specified in subsection (a) exceeds
the amount by which such State's limitation (as referred to in
subsection (a)) is increased pursuant to such subsection for such
fiscal period or year, or

(B) with respect to any grant made to a particular qualified
provider of child day care services to the extent that (as deter-
maned by the Secretary) such grant is or will be used—

(¢) to pay wages to any employee at an annual rate in
ewcess of $5,000, in the case of a public or nonprofit private
provider, or

(%) to pay wages to any employee at an annual rate in
ewcess of 84,000, or to pay more than 80 per centum of the
wages of any employee, in the case of any other provider.

(3) For purposes of this subsection—

(A) the term “qualified provider of child day care services”,
when used in reference to a recipient of a grant by a State, in-
cludes a provider of such services only if, of the total number
of children receiving such services from such provider in the
facility with respect to which the grant is made, at least 20 per
centum thereof have some or all of the costs for the child day
care services so furnished to them by such provider paid for
under the State’s services program conducted pursuant to title
XX of the Social Security Act; and

(B) the term “Federal welfare recipient employment expenses”
means expenses of a qualified provider of child day care services
which constitute Federal welfare recipient employment incentive
expenses as defined in section 50B (a) (2) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, or which would constitute Federal welfare recip-
tent employment incentive expenses as so defined if the provider
were a taxpayer entitled to a credit (with respect to the wages
involved) under section 40 of such Code.

(@) (1) In the administration of title XX of the Social Security
Act., the figure “757, as contained wn the first sentence of section 2002
(a) (1) of such Act, shall, subject to paragraph (2), be deemed to read
“100” for purposes of applying such sentence to expenditures made
by a State for the provision of child day care services during the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1977,

(2) The total amount of Federal payments which may be paid to
any State for such fiscal year under title XX of the Social Security
Act at the rate specified in paragraph (1) shall not exceed an amownt
equal to the excess (if any) of—

(A) the amount by which such State’s limitation (as referred
to in subsection (a)) is increased pursuant to such subsection for
such year, over
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(B) the aggregate of the amounts of the grants, made by the
State during such year, to which the provisions of subsection (c)
(1) are applicable.

Sre. 4. (a) Section 504 (@) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to amount of credit for work incentive program expenses)
is amended— )

(1) by adding at the end of paragraph (2) the following new
sentence: “The preceding sentence shall not apply to so much
of the credit allowed by section 40 as is attributable to Federal
welfare recipient employment incentive expenses described in
subsection (a) (6)(B).”, and

(2) by striking out paragraph (6) and inserting in liev thereof
the following :

“(6) LiMITATION WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN ELIGIBLE EMPLOYFES.—

“(A) Nowpusiness ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section 40 with respect to
Federal welfare recipient employment incentive expenses paid or
incurred by the taxpayer during the taxable year to an eligible
employee whose services are not performed in connection with &
trade or business of the taxpayer shall not exceed $1,000.

“(B) CHILD DAY CARE SERVICES ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES.—Notwith-
standing paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section 40 with
respect to Federal welfare recipient employment incentive er-
penses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during the taxable year
to an eligible employee whose services are performed in connec-
tion with a child day care services program, conducted by the
taxpasyer, shall not exceed $1,000..

(b) Section 50(a) (2) of such Code (relating to definitions; special
rules) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) Drrivirions—For purposes of this section, the term
‘Federal welfare recipient employment incentive expenses’ means
the amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer for services
rendered to the taxpayer by an eligible employee—

“(A) beforeJuly1,1976,or

“(B) in the case of an eligible employee whose services are
performed in conmection with a child day care services pro-
gram of the taxpayer, before October 1, 1977.7.

(¢) The amendments made by this section with respect to Federal
welfare recipient employment incentive expenses paid or incurred by
the taxpayer to an eligible employee whose services are performed in
connection, with a child day care services program of the taxpayer
shall apply to such expenses paid or incurred by a taxpayer to an
eligible employee whom such taxpayer hires after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

Skc. 5. (a) Section 2002(a) (9) (4) (i) of the Social Security Act is
amended—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of clause (II), and

(2) by adding after the comma at the end of clause (111 the
following : “(IV) the State agency may waive the staffing stand-
ards otherwise applicoble in the case of a day care center or group
day care home in which not more than 20 per centum of the
chaldren in the facility (or, in the case of a day care center, not
more than & children in the center) are children whose care is
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being paid for (wholly or in. part) from funds made available t
the State under this title, if such a;efwy ﬁ?fw;ls that it is not feaslgblg
to furnish day care for the children, whose care is so paid for, in
@ day care facility which complies with such stafing standards,
and if the day care facility providing care for such children com-
plies with, applicable State standards, and (V) in determining
whether applicable stafing standards are met in the case of day
care provided in a family day care home, the number of children
being cared for in such home shall include a child of the mother
who is operating the home only if such child is under age 6,”.
(b)_The amendments made by subsection. (@) shall, insofar as such
amendments add anew clause (V) to section. 2002 (a) (9) (A) (#) of the
}S’g%al Secumgtg( Act, be effective for the period beginning October 1,
s and_ending September 30, 1977; and on and after October 1,
7, section 200%(a) (9) (A) (&) of the Social Security Act shall read
as it would if such amendments had not been made.
Skc. 6. Effective February 1, 1976, section 4(c) of Public Law 94
5336’2"’? azfrgded t?{y stm'kling out “January 31, 1976” and “February 1,
and wmserting in liew thereof « ” “Oc
bon 1, 17 respecgti@ely. f “September 30, 1977 and “Octo-

DESCRIPTION OF CONFERENCE ACTION

Eligibility for social services—The House bill would have per-
mitted States now determining eligibility on a group rather than
individual basis to continue this procedure until October 1, 1976. The
Senate bill would have repealed all Federal eligibility requirements.
The amendment agreed to by the conferees would, on a permanent
basis, permit States to determine eligibility for social services on a
group basis. The group would have to be such that the State can
reasonably conclude that substantially all members of the group have
incomes below 90 percent of State median income. Except for children
of migrant workers, however, eligibility for child day care services
would have to continue to be determined on an individual basis. Under
the amendment, there would be no Federal eligibility requirements
for family planning services.

Deferral of child care standards—Federal staffing standards for
child day care serving children aged 6 weeks to 6 years were suspended
from October 1, 1975, to February 1, 1976, under prior legislation.
The amendment approved by the conferees would extend this suspen-
sion retroactive to February 1, 1976, and forward to October 1, 1977.
(State law requirements would have to be met, and standards could
not be lowered from September 1975 levels.)

Increased social services funding for child care—Through Sep-
tember 30, 1977, the conference amendment increases the existing $2.5
billion limit on social services by $40 million for the July-September
1976 quarter and by $200 million for fiscal year 1977. The additional -
funding cannot exceed the Federal funding due a State for child care
expenditures. The additional funds would be allocated among the
States on a population basis (as is the $2.5 billion available under
current law).

Emphasis on employing welfare recipients—Requires States, to the
extent they determine feasible, to use the added Federal funding in a
way which increases employment of welfare recipients and other low-
income persons in child care jobs.

State grants to aid employment of welfare recipients—Permits
States, without regard to usual title XX requirements, to use the
added Federal funding under the bill to make grants to child care
providers to cover the cost of employing welfare recipients. These
grants would be limited to $4,000 per year per employee in the case of
proprietary providers thus providing (in conjunction with the tax
credit under section (4)) full Federal funding of employment costs
up to $5,000. (For public and nonprofit providers, which are ineligible
for tax credits, the limit on grants under this section would be $5,000.)
Grants could be made under this authority only if at least 20 percent
of the children served by the child care provider have their care paid
for through the title XX program. :

Increased matching for child care—Increases the Federal matching
rate for child care expenditures from 75 percent to 100 percent. The
increased rate would apply only to the additional amount of Fed-
eral funding provided under the amendment for fiscal year 1977.

(N
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Expiration of welfare recipient tax credit.—The present law pro-
vision granting a tax credit equal to 20 percent of wages to employers
who hire persons who receive Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren is scheduled to expire June 30, 1976. The conferees agreed to
continue this provision in effect, in the case of child care employers
only, through September 30, 1977. This section would also limit the
tax credit, In the case of child care jobs, to a maximum of $1,000 per
employee per year.

Waiver provisions and modification of family day care require-
ments—The amendment agreed to by the conferees permits State
welfare agencies to waive the Federal stafling requirements in the case
of child care centers and group day care homes which meet State
standards if the children receiving federally funded care represent
no more than 20 percent of the total number of children served (or,in’
the case of a center, there are no more than 5 such children), provi&ed
that it is infeasible to place the children in a facility which does meet
the Federal requirements. The section would also modify the limita-
tions on the number of children who may be cared for in a family
day care home by providing that the family day care mother’s own
children not be counted unless they are under age 6. This change would
apply retroactive to October 1, 1975. This entire section would be in-
applicable after September 30, 1977.

Addicts and alcoholics—The conferees agreed to extend through
September 30, 1977, certain modifications provided under Public Law
94-120 governing funding of services for addicts and alcoholics. The
provisions, which expired January 31, 1976, require that special con-
fidentiality requirements of the comprehensive Alcohol Abuse Act be
observed with regard to addicts and alcoholics, clarify that the entire-
rehabilitative process must be considered in determining whether
medical services provided to addicts and alcoholies can be funded as
an integral part of a State social services program, and provide for
funding of a 7-day detoxification period even though social services
funding is generally not available to persons in institutions.

The conferees note that there is nothing in the statute to preclude
a State from using its title XX social services funds to provide child
care services to otherwise eligible individuals who are participants in
the Work Incentive (WIN) program where there are insufficient
funds to provide such services under that program.

Ar UrLrmaN,
James C. CorRMAN,
CuarLes B. RANGEL,
Prte STAREK,
JoE D. WAGGONNER, Jr.,
B M. KercuumMm,
Managers on the Part of the House.
Russers B. Lowg,
HerMAN TALMADGE,
W. F. MONDALE,
Wirriam HATHAWAY,
Bor Pacgwoop,
W. V. Rorn,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.
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94t CoNGRESS } HOUSE OF BEPRESENTATIVES Rerorr
2d Session No. 94-908

CONTINUATION OF GROUP ELIGIBILITY
DETERMINATIONS UNDER TITLE XX

Magrca 15, 1976-—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. UrrLmax, from the Committee on Ways and Means,
submitted the following

REPORT

[To accompany H.R. 12435]

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(HL.R. 12453) to extend from April 1 to October 1, 1976, the maximum
period during which recipients of services on September 30, 1975,
under titles IV-A and VI of the Social Security Act, may continue
to receive services under title XX of that act without individual deter-
minations, having considered the same, report favorably thereon with-
out amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY

Congress enacted title XX of the Social Security Act as a major
part of Public Law 93-647 at the end of the 93d Congress. Its effective
date was October 1, 1975, when it superseded provisions for social serv-
ices that had been made under titles IV-A and VI of the Social Se-
curity Act. As the effective date approached, there was substantial pro-
test from some groups, particularly members of senior citizens centers,
that an individual means test which title XX required was demean-
ing, complex, and administratively more costly than any useful purpose
it could serve.

The Subcommittee on Public Assistance worked out with the De-
partment of HEW an agreement that individual means tests would
not have to be applied to services which had not formerly been subject
to them prior to April 1, 1976. This date is approaching. Numerous
proposils have been made, and the Subcommittee on Public Assistance
has held public hearings. It is apparent that a permanent solution of
the issues involved cannot be enacted by April 1. At the same time the
Office of the General Counsel of the Department of HEW advises that
the Department does not have statutory authority to extend the exist-
ing moratorium beyond March 31. '

57006
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" The bill, H.R. 12455, would provide such authority until Septem-
ber 30, during which time the Administration’s proposals and other
bills which have been introduced on this subject can be carefully con-
sidered. The bill would, for an additional six-month period, leave the
guidelines exactly where they are now, a situation which has not been
unsatisfactory. . . . R , : S

REGULATIONS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEW THAT WOULD BE AFFECTED

BY H.R. 12455

§228.61 Determination of eligibility. o

(¢) Eligibility phase-in (IV-A and VI). —Recipients of services
under titles VI-A and VI on September 30, 1975 may continue to re-
ceive those services, if they are identified in the title X X services plan,
until eligibility is determined, but in no event Jater thap March 31,
1976. Individuals who meet the conditions which had been established
for group eligibility under title IV-A or'VI may begin participation
gfter September 80, 1975 in a service provided in a facility on a group

asis if: paat et

(1) The individuals live in the geographic location where the facility
was delivering the serviee.on a-group eligibility basis, as approved
under title IV-A or VI, as of July 1, 1975 or during the preceding two
quarters, and R

* e *: * %, Lo *

" OTHER MATTERS REQUIRED TO BE DISCUSSED UNDER HOUSE RULES

In compliance with rule XIII, clause 7(a) of the Committee states
that the bill will not result in changes in Federal costs. =~ =

In compliance with rule X1, clause 2(1) (2) (B), the committee states
that the bill was ordered reported by unanimous voice vote.

In compliance with rule X1, clause 2(]) (4) the committee states
that it is not expected that this legislation would have any inflationary
impact. o ‘ '

In compliance with rule X1, clause 2(I) (3) (A) the committee states
that hearings were held by the Subcommittee on Public Assistance of
the Committee on Ways and Means and resulted in the findings con-
tained in the Background and Summar{ section of this report.

In compliance with rule X1I. clause 2 (1)
that the bill does not provide additional budget authority.

In compliance with rule X1, clause 2(1) (3%6(0) the committee states
that the Congressional Budget Office has examined the bill and finds
that the bill appears to have no budget impact. '

In compliance with rule X1, clause 2(1) (3) (D) the committee states
that no oversight findings or recommendations have been received by
the Committee on Ways and Means from the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

SECTION-BY SECTION ANALYSIS OF H.R. 12455

The bill contains only one section which provides that 45 CFR
§ 228.61(c), as amended February 9, 1976, 41 F.R. 5635, shall continue

H.R. 903

(3) (B) the committee states
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in effect prior to October 1, 1976. This is accomplished by deeming the
date March 81, 1976 in the regulation to read “September 30, 1976.”

OTHER MATTERS REQUIRED TO BE DISCUSSED UNDER HOUSE RULES

In compliance with rule XIII, clause 7(a) the Committee states
that the bill not result in changes in Federal costs.

In compliance with rule XI, clause 2(1)(2)(B), the committee
states that the bill was ordered reported by unanimous voice vote.

In compliance with rule XI, clause 2(1) (4) the committee states
that it is not expected that this legislation would have any inflationary
impact.

n compliance with rule XI, clause 2(1)(3)(A) the committee
states that hearings were held by the Subcommittee on Public Assist-
ance of the Committee on Ways and Means and resulted in the findings
contained in the Background and Summary section of this report.

In compliance with rule XI, clause 2(1)(3)(B) the committee
states that the bill does not provide additional budget authority.

In compliance with rule XT, clause 2(1)(3) ((%) the committee
states that the Congressional Budget Office has examined the bill and
finds that the bill appears to have no budget impact.

In comphiance with rule XI, clause 2(1) (8) (D) the committee
states that no oversight findings or recommendations have been re-
ceived by the Committee on Ways and Means from the Committee on
Government Qperations. o

H.R. 903



H. R. 12455

Rinety-fourth Congress of the Wnited States of America

AT THE SECOND SESSION

Begun and held at the City of Washington on Monday, the nineteenth day of January,
one thousand nine hundred and seventy-six

An Act

To amend title XX of the Social Security Act so as to permit greater latitude by
the States in establishing criteria respecting eligibility for soeial services, to
facilitate and encourage the implementation by States of child day care services
programs conducted pursuant to such title, to promote the employment of
welfare recipients in the provision of child day care services, and for other
purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section
2002(a) of the Social Security Act is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new paragraph: .

“(14) (A) For purposes of paragraphs (5) and (6), an individual
shall, at the option of the State, be deemed to be an individual
described in paragraph (5)(B) if, because of the geographic area in
which any particular serviee is provided to him, the characteristics
of the community to which it is provided, the nature of the service,
the conditions (other than income) of eligi’bﬂ ity to receive it, or other
factors surrounding its provision, the State may reasonably conclude,
without individual determinations of eligibility, that substantially all
of the persons who receive the service are members of families with
a monthly gross income which is not niore than 90 per centum of the
median income of a family of four in the State, adjusted (in accord-
ance with regulations preseribed by the Secretary) to take into account
the size of the family.

“(B) The provisions of subparagraph (A) shall not be applicable
to child day care services furnished to any child other than a child of
a migratory agricultural worker.”,

(b) Section 2000(a) (4) of such Act is amended by adding at the

end thereof (after and below subparagraph (E)) the following new
sentence:
“In any case in which services are provided to individuals to whom
the provisions of paragraph (14) are applied, the proportion of the
expenditures for such services which are attributable to individuals
described in the preceding sentence may be determined on the basis
of generally accepted statistical sampling procedures.”.

(¢) Section 2002(a) (6) of such Act is amended, in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by inserting ¢, family planning services,”
immediately after “referral service”,

(d) The amendments made by this section shall be effective on and
after October 1, 1975.

Sec. 2. Effective February 1, 1976, section 7(a) (3) of Public Law
93-647 is amended by striking out “February 1, 1976” and inserting
in lieu thereof “October 1, 19777,

Skc. 3. (a) For purposes of title XX of the Social Security Act, the
amount of the limitation (imposed by section 2002(a)(2) of such
Act) which is applicable to any State for the fiscal period beginning
July 1, 1976, and ending September 80, 1976, or which is applicable
to any State for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, shall be
deemed to be equal to whichever of the following is the lesser:

(1) an amount equal to—
~ (A) 1064 per centum of the amount of the limitation so
imposed (as determined without regard to this section) in
the case of such fiscal period, or



H. R. 124552

(B) 108 per centum of the amount of the limitation so
imposed (as determined without regard to this section) in the
case of such fiscal year ending September 30, 1977, or

(2) an amount equal to (A) 100 per centum of such limitation
for such fiscal period or fiscal year (as determined without
regard to this section), plus (B) an amount equal to the sum of
(i) 75 per centum (in the case of such fiscal period) or 100 per
centum (in the case of such fiscal year) of the total amount of
expenditures (I) which are made during such fiscal period or
year in connection with the provision of any child day care
service, and (II) with respect to which payment is authorized to
be made to the State under such title for such fiscal period or
year, and (i) the aggregate of the amounts of the grants, made
by the State during such fiscal period or year, to which the provi-
sions of subsection (¢) (1) are applicable.

(b)y The additional Federal funds which become payable to any
State for the fiscal period or fiscal year specified in subsection (a) by
reason of the provisions of such subsection shall, to the maximum
extent that the State determines to be feasible, be employed in such
a way as to increase the employment of welfare recipients and other
low-income persons in jobs related to the provision of child day care
services. :

(c) (1) Subject to paragraph (2), sums granted by a State to a

ualified provider of child day care services (as defined in paragraph
q(3) (A)) during the fiscal period or fiscal year specified in subsection
(a), to assist such provider in meeting its Federal welfare recipient
employment incentive expenses (as defined in paragraph (8)(B))
with respect to individuals employed in jobs related to the provision
of child day care services in one or more child day care facilities of
such provider, shall be deemed, for purposes of title XX of the Social
Security Act, to constitute expenditures made by the State, in accord-
ance with the requirements and conditions imposed by such Act, for
the provision of services directed at one or more of the goals set forth
in clauses (A) through (E) of the first sentence of section 2002(a) (1)
of such Act. With respect to sums to which the preceding sentence is
applicable (after application of the provisions of paragraph (2)), the
figure “75”, as contained in the first sentence of section 2002(a) (1) of
such Act, shall be deemed to read “100”.

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) shall not be applicable—

(A) to the amount, if any, by which the aggregate of the sums
(as described in such paragraph) granted by any State during
the fiscal period or fiscal year specified in subsection (a) exceeds
the amount by which such State’s limitation (as referred to in
subsection {a)) is increased pursuant to such subsection for such
fiscal period or year, or

(B) with respect to any grant made to a particular qualified
provider of child day care services to the extent that (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) such grant is or will be used—

(i) to pay wages to any employee at an annual rate in
excess of $5,000, in the case of a public or nonprofit private
provider, or

(i1) to pay wages to any employee at an annual rate in
excess of $4,000, or to pay more than 80 per centum of the
wages of any employee, in the case of any other provider.
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(3) For purposes of this subsection—

(A) the term “qualified provider of child day care services”,
when used in reference to a recipient of a grant by a State, includes
a provider of such services only if, of the total number of children
receiving such services from such provider in the facility with
respect to which the grant is made, at least 20 per centum thereof
have some or all of the costs for the child day care services so
furnished to them by such provider paid for under the State’s
services program conducted pursuant to title XX of the Social
Security Act; and

(B) the term “Federal welfare recipient employment expenses”
means expenses of a qualified provider of child day care services
which constitute Federal welfare recipient employment incentive
expenses as defined in section 50B(a) (2) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, or which would constitute Federal welfare recipient
employment incentive expenses as so defined if the provider were
a taxpayer entitled to a credit (with respect to the wages involved)
under section 40 of such Code.

(d) (1) In the administration of title XX of the Social Security
Act, the figure “75”, as contained in the first sentence of section 2002
(a) (1) of such Act, shall, subject to paragraph (2), be deemed to read
“100” for purposes of applying such sentence to expenditures made
by a State for the provision of child day care services during the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1977.

(2) The total amount of Federal payments which may be paid to
any State for such fiscal year under title XX of the Social Security
Act at the rate specified in paragraph (1) shall not exceed an amount
equal to the excess (if any) of—

(A) the amount by which such State’s limitation (as referred
to in subsection (a)) is inereased pursuant to sueh subsection for
such year, over

(B) the aggregate of the amounts of the grants, made by the
State during such year, to which the provisions of subsection
(¢) (1) are applicable.

Sec. 4. (a) Section 30A(a) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(relating to amount of credit for work incentive program expenses)
is amended—

(1) by adding at the end of paragraph (2) the following new
sentence : “The preceding sentence shall not apply to so much of
the credit allowed by section 40 as is attributable to Federal
welfare recipient employment incentive expenses described in
subsection (a) (6) (B).”, and

(2) by striking out paragraph (6) and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“(6) LaMITATION WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN ELIGIBLE EMPLOY-
EES.—

“(A) NoNBUSINESS ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES.—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section 40 with respect
to Federal welfare recipient employment incentive expenses
paid or incurred by the taxpayer during the taxable year to
an eligible employee whose services are not performed in con-
nection with a trade or business of the taxpayer shall not
exceed $1,000.
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“(B) CHILD DAY CARE SERVICES ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES.—Not-
withstanding paragraph (1), the credit allowed by section
40 with respect to Federal welfare recipient employment
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during
the taxable year to an eligible employee whose services are
performed in connection with a child day care services pro-
gram, conducted by the taxpayer, shall not exceed $1,000.7.

(b) Section 50B(a)(2) of such Code (relating to definitions; spe-
cial rules) is amended to read as follows:

“(2) DrrintTions.—For purposes of this section, the term ‘Fed-
eral welfare recipient employment incentive expenses’ means the
amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer for services
rendered to the taxpayer by an eligible employee—

“(A) before July 1, 1976, or

“(B) in the case of an eligible employee whose services are
performed in connection with a child day care services pro-
gram of the taxpayer, before October 1, 1977.”.

{c¢) The amendments made by this section with respect to Federal
welfare recipient employment incentive expenses paid or incurred by
the taxpayer to an eligible employee whose services are performed in
connection with a child day care services program of the taxpayer shall
apply to such expenses paid or incurred by a taxpayer to an eligible .
employee whom such taxpayer hires after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

Skc. 5. (a) Section 2002(a) (9) (A) (i) of the Social Security Act
ig amended-—

(1) by striking out “and” at the end of clause (II), and

{2) by adding after the comma at the end of clause (IIT) the
following: “(IV) the State agency may waive the staffing stand-
ards otherwise applicable in the case of a day care center or group
day care home in which not more than 20 per centum of the chil-
dren in the facility (or, in the case of a day care center, not more
than 5 children in the center) are children whose care is being
paid for (wholly or in part) from funds made available to the
State under this title, if such agency finds that it is not feasible
to furnish day care for the children, whose care is so paid for, in
a day care facility which complies with such staffing standards,
and if the day care facility providing care for such children
complies with applicable State standards, and (V) in determin-
ing whether apglicable staffing standards are met in the case of
day care provided in a family day care home, the number of
children being cared for in such home shall include a child of the
mot}ée;f who is operating the home only if such child is under
age 6,”.

(b) The amendments made by subsection (a) shall, insofar as such
amendments add a new clause (V) to section 2002(a) (9) (A) (ii) of
the Social Security Act, be effective for the period beginning October
1, 1975, and ending September 30, 1977; and on and after October 1,
1977, section 2002(a) (9) (A) (ii) of the Social Security Act shall read
as it would if such amendments had not been made.
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Sro. 6. Effective February 1, 1976, section 4(c) of Public Law 94—
120 is amended by striking out “January 31, 1976” and “February 1,
1976” and inserting in lieu thereof “September 30, 1977” and “October
1,1977”, respectively.

Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Vice President of the United States and
President of the Senate.
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I have today signéd into law H.R. 12455, a bill concerning
child day care staffing standards and social services supported
with Federal financial assistance. Ensuring adequate day care for
children is an important social service. It protects the
well-being of thousands of American children--and the economic
independence of theig/:g;::nts. T i C_’_h:
integrity of the family is of paramount imporégggg;\' upportive
government action is acceptable as long as it does not interfere
with the family role.

Earlier this year, I vetoed the predecessor version of this
bill, H.R. 9803 -- not because I disagreed with its goals--but
because that bill was the wrong means to a worthwhile end. The
Congress sustained my veto. Today I have signed a new and
better child day care bill--the result of compromise and
cooperation between the Congress and my Administration. H.R.
12455 embodies a major compromise on a key issue which led to
that veto--the imposition on States and localities of costly

and controversial Federal staffing requirements for child day

care services funded under Title XX of the Social Security Act.
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major compromxse’on a key issue which led to that veto —- | /
the imposition on States and 103? ities of costly and . //
controversial Federal stafflng réquirements for child //
day care services funded under Tltlﬁkxx of the Social | //

oRe 9803'wou1d have imposed these standards effec~

tive July 1 of this year. Had that bill become law, it
would have bfoﬁgﬁt about an unwarranted Federal preemp-

W itiéﬁ of State and local responsibility to ensure quality
day care services.

H.R. 12455, by postponing the Federal standards
until October 1, 1977, will enable the States to operate
day care programs for more than anotﬁer year free of |
onerous and costly Federal intrusion, while HEW completeé
a required major study and report with recommendations on
the day care standards. In addltlon, the C%p ress will
have the opportunity to act on my proposed ‘;;%EdéEEJ%Z:
Assistance for Community Se;v1ces Act," submitted to the
Congress last February to reform the Title XX social
services program.

My proposal would provide the States with the oppor-
tunity to administer the Title XX program with the necessary
flexibiiity to meet their most pressing needs as they
themselves determine thqéé needs. It would simplify

program operations and remove many of the burdensome and -
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restrictive Federal requirements so that social services
can be provided in the most efficient and effectivé manner,
and can be most responsivé to the needs of our citizens.
As.part of this overall approach, it would require the
States to adspt and enforce their own standards for
federally-assisted child day care.

While I am disappointed that the Congress has not, in
H.R. 12455, clearly placed this responsibiiity and authority
in the States, the bill's lengthy suspension of the étaﬁdards
is a positive -step toward this objeétive. _ . ‘

. 4H.R. 12455 does adopt a coﬁcept contained in my -
‘;¥§4222£{::ssistance to Commuﬁity’Serviges préposal by
permitting States to provide Title XX services on a "group
eligibility" b&sis, except for most child day cére serviéesi
,Under this bill; States will nbt have to require that senior
citizens and other pérsons_who'need and depend én social
services programs be subjected to individual income and

; - .assets tests in order to determine whether they'can‘parti~
cipate in these programs. Such persons will be eligible
as members of groups, when the States can ieasonably assume
'that substantially all those to be served have incomes less
than 90% of the State's median incomg. o
This provision will make it po;sible for ﬁlder persons
'~ and families who cbviously qualify.for federally-assisted
services to obtain those serviceslwithout a demeaning
scrutiny of their personal affairs. It.will also eliminate
unnecessary and costly administrative trappinés for many
service programs, thereby freeing more Federal and State
funds for the actual delivery of services.

H.R. 12455 embodies, in part, still aﬁother ceﬁtral

- element 6£ my ;;gﬁigigg{:ssistance for Community Services
proposal? ‘that States should no longer be required to

match their share of the Federal Title XX social service
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funds with State and local tax dollars. Under this bill,
as much as ‘$200 million in new Title XX funds would be
distribut;d in fiscal year 1977 without a requirement for
State matching, if States choose to spend that amount for
child day care services. I am hopeful that this tentative
step indicates the willingness of the Congress to consider
seriously the elimioation of the matching requirement.for
-all Federal social services funds under Title XX.

I do have serious reservations about the'amount of
additional Fégerol funding providediin H.R. 12455, althougﬁ
it is less than the amount in the bill I earlier vetoed.

It is also unfortunate that thls bill, for the first time
under Title XX, designates leéels of funding for specified
.purposes. This is the antithesis of the spirit and intent :
~of -Title XX which permits'States the maximum flexibility to
determine their own prioritiés in using their share of

Federal social services funds. I am also concerned that tﬁe

", T ichiid care provisions of;this bill have not been adequately
coordinated with child care provisions in the pending tax
reform bill. .

Much remains to be done to help the Stateo improve

their delivery of social éervices funded under Title xx‘

I am gratified that the Congress, 1n thls bill, has moved

in some measure oward acceptlng concepts in my proposed A—d’ ﬁ/'
%}ﬁta ce for /Communlty ferv:.ces&. Further -

action is needed, however, to provide more comprehensive j

reform that will provide States the tools and flexibility

to deliver social services to those in need without cumber-

some Federa1~regu1ation. I again urge'the Congress to act

promptly to give my propoéal a full and favorable hearing.
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Membhers of the Congress and members of the
Administration, distinguished guests:

Insuring an adequate day care bill for children
is an important soccial service. It protects the well-being
of thousands of American children and the economic
independence of their working parents.

Earlier this year I vetoed a bill on child day
care ~-- not because I disagreed with its goals, but because
that bill, in my judgment, was the wrong means to a worth-
while end.

Today I sign a new and better child day care bill,
the result of cooperation between the Congress and my
Administration, and I thank the Members of the Congress
for working with the Administration in that regard.

This new and better bill embodies a major
compromise on a key issue which led to my original veto.
States and localities will be spared the heavy burden of
costly and controversial Federal standards for child dey
care services,

In a different area of social service, I am happy
to see that this bill also adopts a concept supported by
many older Americans, and contained in my Federal assistance
for community services proposal. Under the bill, older
persons as well as families who obviously qualify for Federal
assisted social services will be able to get those services
without a demeaning scrutiny of their personal affairs.

This is a better bill than the one which first
crossed my desk, and I am pleased to see the results of
this compromise. It is a better bill because my veto exerted
a balancing influence on the deliberations of the Congress
in this important area. Without this Constitutional check
and balance the original bill might now be law and making
day care services more costly to the taxpayer and increasing
the Federal intrusion into family 1life.

The Constitutional veto power has been used by me
as well as my predecessors with one concern in mind -- to
protect the American people from unrealistic responses to
their very real needs; to see that the Federal Government
does not merely serve the people but serves the people well.

Thank you very much.

END (AT 12:09 P.M. EDT)
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THE WHITE HOUSE

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

I have today signed into law H.R. 12455, a bill
concerning child day care staffing standards and social
services supported with Federal financial assistance. En-
suring adequate day care for children is an important social
service. It protects the well-being of thousands of American
children -~ and the economic independence of their working
parents. The integrity of the family is of paramount impor-
tance but supportive government action is acceptable as long
as 1t does not interfere with the family role.

Earlier this year, I vetoed the predecessor version of
this bill, H.R. 9803 -~ not because I disagreed with its

goals ~- but because that blll was the wrong means to a
worthwhile end. The Congress sustained my veto. Today I
have signed a new and better child day care bill -- the result

of compromise and cooperation between the Congress and my
Administration. H.R. 12455 embodies a major compromise on a
key issue which led to that veto -- the imposition on States
and localities of costly and controversial Federal staffing
requirements for child day care services funded under Title XX
of the Socilal Security Act.

H.R. 9803 would have imposed these standards effective
July 1 of this year. Had that bill become law, it would have
brought about an unwarranted Federal preemption of State and
local responsibility to ensure quality day care services.

H.R. 12455, by postponing the Federal standards until
October 1, 1977, will enable the States to operate day care
programs for more than another year free of onerous and costly
Federal intrusion, while HEW completes a required major study
and report with recommendations on the day care standards.

In addition, the Congress will have the opportunity to act
on my proposed "Federal Assistance for Community Services
Act,”™ submitted to the Congress last February to reform the
Title XX social services program.

My proposal would provide the States with the oppor-
tunity to administer the Title XX program with the necessary
flexibility to mecet thelr most pressing needs as they
themselves determine those needs. It would simplify
program operations and remove many of the burdensome and
restrictive Federal requirements so that socilal services
can be provided in the most efficient and effective manner,
and can be most responsive to the needs of ocur citizens.

As part of this overall approach, it would require the
States to adopt and enforce their own standards for
federally-assisted child day care.

While I am disappointed that the Congress has not, 1n
H.R. 12455, clearly placed this responsibility and authority
in the States, the bill's lengthy suspension of the standards
i1s a positive step toward this objective.

more
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H.R. 12455 does adopt a concept contained in my
Federal Assistance to Community Services proposal by
permitting States to provide Title XX services on a "group
eligibility™ basis, except for most child day care services.
Under this bill, States will not have to require that senior
citizens and other persons who need and depend on social
services programs be subjected to individual income and
assets tests in order to determine whether they can parti-
cipate in these programs. Such persons will be eligible
as members of groups, when the States can reasonably assume
that substantially all those to be served have incomes less
than 90% of the State's median income.

This provision will make it possible for older persons
and families who obviously qualify for federally-assisted
services to obtain those services without a demeaning
scrutiny of their personal affairs. It will also eliminate
unnecessary and costly administrative trappings for many
service programs, thereby freeing more Federal and State
funds for the actual delivery of services.

H.R. 12455 embodies, in part, still another central
element of my Federal Assistance for Community Services
proposal: that States should no longer be required to
match their share of the Federal Title XX social service
funds with State and local tax dollars. Under this bill,
as much as $200 million in new Title XX funds would be
distributed in fiscal year 1977 without a regquirement for
State matching, if States choose to spend that amount for
child day care services. I am hopeful that this tentatlve
step 1ndicates the willingness of the Congress to consider
seriously the elimination of the matching requirement for
all Federal social services funds under Title XX.

I do have serious reservations about the amount of
additional Federal funding provided in H.R. 12455, although
it 1s less than the amount in the bill I earlier vetoed.

It is also unfortunate that this bill, for the first time
under Title XX, designates levels of funding for specified
purposes. This is the antithesis of the spirit and intent
of Title XX which permits States the maximum flexibility to
determine thelr own priorities in using theilr share of
Federal soclal services funds. I am also concerned that the
child care provisions of this bill have not been adequately

coordinated with child care provisions in the pending tax
reform bill.

Much remains to be done to help the States improve
their delivery of social services funded under Title XX.
I am gratified that the Congress, in this bill, has moved
in some measure toward accepting concepts in my proposed
act to provide financial assistance for community services.
Further action is needed, however, to provide more comprehensive
reform that will provide States the tools and flexibility
to deliver social services to those in need without cumber-
some Federal regulation. I again urge the Congress to act
promptly to give my proposal a full and favorable hearing.
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