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PREFACE 
How shall older Americans receive social services: 
As' welfare clients, entitled to help only because their ·incomes fall 

below a certain level? 
As a special group, served solely through the Older Americans Act? 
As private purchasers (limited, of course, to those who can afford 

services, when those services can be found) ? 
One of the most commonly heard complaints in the field of geron-

tology is that not one community in the United States has a genuinely 
-effective coordinated service network for its elderly residents.1 

An old person who simply wants information may find that he has 
to go to several public or private agencies, and even then he may be 
unable to piece together the information into a cohesive package for 
practical use. 1 

Medical services are often segregated from social services; senjor 
centers are often used only by a small but informed minority; a nuin-
ber of small information and referral services, may operate in the 
same community unknown to each other, or ignoring each other. 

Quite often, those most in need of services do not receive them be-
cause they (1) don't know about them (2) may not fall neatly into 
the category which will "qualify" them for one service or another or 
(3) cannot reach the services because they have no transportation. 

Such problems have arisen partially because social services in this 
Nation usually develop on a one-at-a-time, meet-a-new-crisis basis. 
Some have traditionally been provided by voluntary agencies, such as 
visiting nurse services. Others have been largely provided by govern-
ment, such as social service "Case" work. The task of "putting it all 
together'' has largely been unmet for all age groups. 

SOCIAL SECURITY SERVICES 

For these reasons, the decision in 1962 to authorize services 2 for 
those not actually receiving welfare assistance-for those who could 
be regarded as potential or past recipients-was of considerable inter-
est to those concerned about developing a service network for the 
elderly. 

1 At the White House Conference on Aging In December 1971, the Section on Facilities, 
Programs and Services declared : "In addition to adequate Income, an efl'ectlve network of 
faci1ltles, programs and services must be readily available and accessible to permit them 
to P.xercise a wide range of options, regardless of their Individual circumstances or where 
they happen to live." In 1969, the Gerontological Society ·issued a report which said that 
to date no community in the United States had developed a comprehensive network of 
services for the aging and the aged, nor had a full range of service alternatives been 
developed to meet the varied and changing needs of the population. See pp. 69-73, A Pre-
White House Conference on Aging Summary of Developments and Data, issued by the 
Senate Special Committee on Aging, November 1971, for additional discussion. 

• Through Titles I, IV, X, XIV, & XVI of the Social Security Act. See Part Two of this 
report for Information on utilbiation & other details of the Social Services program. 

<Ill) 
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Here was an opportunity to use signific3:nt amounts of . Federal 
funding-75 cents out of every dollar committed-for sustamed, or-
derly development of systerms, not just progra~s or pr_ojects. Slowly, 
between 1962 and 1972, States began to make mcreasmg use of the 
Social Security service provisions. 

OLDER AMERICANS ACT 

In 1972 also the Congress and the Adminis~ration-prompted by 
the forthdoming expiration of the Older Americans Act 3 _on June 30 
of that year and responding to emphatic recom~end~tions of the 
White House Conference on Aging-advanced legislative propos~ls 
calling for a new strategy and increased resources to help meet service 
needs of the elderly:' 

Key to the Administration strategy-adopted later by the Cong:ress 
in a bill finally passed in both Houses by 9ctober 1~72-was the ~dea 
of establishing a partnership approach m the deh';ery of ~rv1ces. 
Under the Older Amerioans Act, State and local urn~s on agmg-:--as 
well as new sub-State regional level units called "plannu~g and serv~ces 
areas"-were to act as brokers, bringing together available services 
with those who need the services. . 

One major source of services, of course, would be those available 
under the Social Security amendments. . 

The idea was-and is-to make full use of all so_urces of services 
in order to develop comprehensive service networks mtended to help, 
first those older Americans most in need, and then others. 

Where services did not exist, they could be developed as. demonst~a-
tion projects or under other ~uthority, either in the Soe1al Security 
titles or under the Older Americans Act. . 

Where public program_s failed to off er a service, they could be pur-
chased from private providers. . . . d 1 1 In addition to providing needed nutrition, t~ansportat1on, an . ega 
services, the Older Americans Act coul4 prov1d~ a _useful funct101;- by 
providing expertise and some assistance m estabhshmg offices on agmg. 
Such agencies, by providing day-to-_day adv~acy and resl:a:c?- func-
tions, could help develop informational ser".'i?es and actiV1ties that 
are needed even in the most affluent of commurnties. . 

However the Administration opposed the broad range of services 
contained i~ the Older Americans Act. . 

Overwhelmino-ly supported in Congress, the proposed Older Ameri-
cans Comprehe~sive Services Amendments were nevertheless pocket 
vetoed by the President on October 28. There :Vas,_however, _a stron~ 
Congressional rush for reenactment of the legislation early m 1973. 

t f dditional information on the Older Americans 
• See Appendixi 1 of1 tthli 8 rhelpporpre~!nf and potential with Titles I, IV, X, :l\'.IV, and Act and its work ng re a ons , • 

XVI of the Social Security Act. A Ing Section on Government and Non-Government 
• The White House Conference on g h t a much stronger Federal agency on aging be 

Organization recommendei \:Yee. l, 19\;;nlr \ 0 that of an Advlsorv Council to the Senate 
established. Its re_commeN a onb wa1971 an Advisory Group to the Secretary of Health 
Committee on Agmg in i ovem1 er1972 • and a Presidential Task Force on Aging in April Education, and Welfare n ear Y , 
1970. F b ry 20 1973 passed a revised version of the 1972 Older Americans • The Senate, on e rua , , 
Act amendments. 
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REVENUE SHARING 

Still another possible source of support for service progr ms 
emerged in 1972: revenue-sharing. With high-level encouragement,6 

the elderly were urged to seek a :fair share from this new experiment. 
As for revenue-sharing, there is little reason to believe,-at this 

early date in the history of that program--that it will be widely used 
to serve the elderly. 7 Misgivings about future use are common. For 
example, former Administration on Aging Commissioner William 
D. Bechill has said: 

Unlike some others, I do not have much faith in social serv-
ices for the elderly being funded under revenue-sharing ap-
proaches. There may be some communities who will do so, but 
the pattern across the country will be uneven.• 

And what is patently clear from our past experience, unless we 
earmark program funds specifically for the elderly, they are effectively 
excluded from the benefits of those programs. 

While the question on revenue-sharing remains unsettled in the 
current Congress, a more immediate threat to the orderly evolution of 
a social service delivery system for the elderly has arisen. 

It was voted into being by the Congress, at administration urging 
in a hurried attempt to put a ceiling on the spiralling costs incurred 
through the "open-ended" Social Security services.• 

But even during the early months of implementation, the new 
'restrictions are threatening widespread disr11ption of existing or 
planned programs for the elderly. The sudden impact of the new ceil-
ing has thrown programs into disarray and produced unfortunate dis-
ruptions in needed services. 

But a more direct and far-reaching threat developed on February 16 
when the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare proposed 
regulations which would further restrict the usefulness of the Social 
Security service programs. 

That announcement was accompanied by the official recounting of 
"horror stories" intended to prove that the Social Security service 
funds had been misused or wasted. 

It is unfortunate indeed that an administration chooses to ignore 
the many successful programs which have served the elderly and other 
Americans with the help of the 75-25 matching Federal funds. 

• See Appendix 3 for joint letter by national organizations on aging and statement by 
Arthur Flemming. Special Consultant to the President on Aging, urging such action. 

7 At a hearing by the Senate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations on Febru-
ary 22, mayors of eleven cities made It clear that they had reservations about revenue-
sharing. Typical of the criticism was this comment from Seattle Mayor Wesley C. Uhlman: 

"Most of us have applauded the President's idea of the New Federalism and revenue-
sharing, but It has not turned out to be the saviour of the cities we thought It would be. 
TnstPnd. It's a Trofan Horse. full of Impoundments and cutbacks and broken promises." 

8 See Appendix 3, item 2, for summary of findings from questionnaires senJ: by the 
Senate Committee on Aging to members of the Urban Elderly Coalition. This !lmlted survey 
yielded very little evidence of early use of general revenues for services to the elderly. 
A more general survey made by the Senate Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relation-
ships yielded returns from 750 munlclpalltles by February 15, 1973. Although some encour-
aging examples of the use of general revenues for services to all age groups were cited (ln 
Dearborn, for example, the entire revenue-sharing allotment will be used to build two high-
rises for low-income elderly after the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
turned down a grant application), there was little evidence to suggest that revenue-sharing 
will be nsed to provide social service to the elderly and other age groups. 

• See Part Two for details of the $2.5 billion celling and new eligibility requirements. 
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In Massachusetts, for example, funds from Social Security titles 
have a major part in current plans to establish "home care corpora-
tions" which would prevent needless institutionalization by offering 
such services as home making, "chores," and transportation. Just this 
month, the Commonwealth Executive Office of Elder Affairs signed 
contracts to establish four such home care units. Others are to follow. 

Of course cost controls must be imposed, and they must be effective. 
Any "open-ended" grant program is certain to cause problems of one 
kind or another. 

Hut there is a diff erfm,ce between killing off prograrns indiscrimi-
nately and taking constructive action to reduce costs. 

We all know, or should know, that so-called "economy cutbacks" can 
cost far more than they save when they are based upon inadequate 
information, poor judgment, and lack of concern a,bout people who 
need help. 

To return to the Massachusetts situation, State officials are now con-
cerned about the future of home care corporations. H, £or example, 
homemaker services became optional instead of mandated-as the new 
regulations specify-a major component of the program could be seri-
ously weakened. A significant, innovative program which has been 
planned by the Executive Office of Elderly Affairs could be crippled. 

This report provides information that should receive serious con-
sideration at this time, when proposed regulations are under considera-
tion and when time yet remains to correct unfortunate consequences of 
actions already taken. 

Furthermore, this report serves as only an introductory statement. 
Of necessity, it must focns upon Social Security services. But many 
other issues related to social services for older Americans also deserve 
consideration and should receive careful inspection at this critical 
time in the development of social services fo1· all older Americans 
who need them. 

Finally, a word of thanks should be given to the National Council 
on the Aging, which provided usefol information about the pervasive-
ness of the immediate problem described on the pages that follow. In 
addition, the NCOA authorized its Public Policy Specialist, Mrs. Jane 
Bloom, to write the excellent paper which serves as Part 2 of this 
report. Another essential task was performed by Mr. Peter Dickinson, 
former editor of I-J arvest Years and now consultant on aging. On 
short notice, Mr. Dickinson agreed to make field visits and take other 
actions which enabled him to make the report which appears as Part 3. 

Thanks to them and Committee staff, the report will be published 
early enough for its recommendations to receive attention while there 
is still time to act on them. 

Sen::ttor EowAnn l\f. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, S1tbcommittee on Federal, State, and Oornrnunity 

Ser1,ices; Special Oornm,ittee on Aging. 
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Mr. KENNF.DY, from the Special Committee on Aging, submitted the 
following 

REPORT 
together with 

MINORITY AND INDIVIDUAL VIEWS 

PART 1 

INTRODUCTION 
A major new threat to the orderly development of social sevices 

for older Americans was announced on February 16, 1973, by Health, 
Education, and Welfare Secretary Caspar Weinberger. 

He proposed new regulations which would drastically curtail the 
practical usefulness of the social services provisions in Titles I, IV, 
X, XIV and XVI of the Social Security Act. These federally-sup-
ported programs have not only helped to meet present needs, but have 
served as an essential component of truly comprehensive service net-
works of the future. 

HEW's proposed action-when added to a $2.5 billion ceiling and 
narrowed eligibility requirements voted by the Congress last year 
with enthusiastic administration encouragement-threatens to undo 
progress made slowly since 1962. 

It was in that year that the Social Security Act 1 was amended in 
order to authorize Federal support for services not only to present 
welfare recipients, but to potential and past clients.2 

1 Changes in welfar~r old age assistance-laws are usually made through amend-
ments to the Social Security Act. Hence, the service programs authorized for old age 
assistance recipients are usually referred to as Social Security Service Programs and 
will so be deslgna ted In this report. 

• The significance of this provision to the elderly was described by Ellen Wlneton, 
former Commissioner, Welfare Administration, Department, HEW at a speech before 
the Gerontological Society In 1968. She said : 

"Actually, there are very few former recipients of old age assistance, since one 
of the characteristics of the program Is that once on the program, the older person Is 
unlikely to have a change in circumstances which would make him lnelllrlble • • •. 
On the other hand, for persons with low Incomes between 65 and 70 years of age not on 
assistance, the chances of requiring old age assistance and/or social services with 
advancing age are substantial. The trend in the publlc social services today ls toward 
11ervlces that will be not only located close to where large concentrations of individ-
uals needing such services live but also that they will be available to persons at all 
social and economic levels. The Importance of the definition of potential becomes Impor-
tant because lf a State should expand its service program to Include potential need 
for old age assistance, well over half of all elderly people might be assumed to fall 
within present and potential groups of beneficiaries of over 10 million older persons." 

83-010 0 - 73 • 2 (1) 
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The driving concept for such broadened eligibility-as far as the 
elderly were concerned-was to provide practical help that would en-
able old persons to take care of themselves right in their own homes, 
unless they were absolutely in need of institutional care. 

Another major purpose was to break patterns of withdrawal that 
lead to isolation and chronic emotional or physical ailments. It was 
felt that services could thus help 'f1'e1Jent many of the problems that 
take a heavy toll both in human misery and in the use of public funds. 

1States put the Social Security funds to widely varying uses, but 
by 197~ there was strong sentiment for cost controls because of 
the "open-ended" nature of the Federal share. 

Nevertheless, actions taken in 1972 and now in 1973 have gone 
too far in the opposite direction. 

Even before the proposed regulations were announced, wholesale 
cutbacks were causing major problems. 

-One of the early effects was denial of services to many elderly 
who otherwise would have been able to avoid dependency status. 

-Incongruous interpretations of the stricter eligibility require-
ments have resulted in confusion and dwindling utilization of 
services. 

-In some States, programs which had been ready to take the next 
steps in extending services are already endangered or curtailed. 
Washington State, for examJ.>le, had hoped to put a project called 
DARE (Diversified Activities and Recreation Enterprises) on 
a statewide basis. Since November 1971, DARE had served an 
average of about 2,000 aged, ill, and handicapped residents of 
some 20 skilled nursing homes and intermediate care facilities. 
Monitoring teams have reported that the program helps the 
nursing staff by enabling them to concentrate more on medical 
care; that it has given patients incentive to become interested in 
the world around them; that it ha.<J actually lessened di,stributwn 
of trMU[uilizing druqs because of natural re.lease of tenswn dluring 
act111Jitf.es,· and that 1t "has publicized a new image of care facili-
ties and increased recreational services in those facilities." 

Now, instead of going statewide, DARE is limited to two counties 
and is without an assured source of funding. 

-In Georgia, State officials had moved systematically since the 1967 
amendments to plan and administer a comprehensive program of 
social services. The $2.5 billion ceiling came when Georgia was 
providing over $79 million of social services to eligible Georgia 
families and individuals of all categories; the ceiling reduced 
that amount to $56.6 million and the new eligibility requirements 
reduced the number further. Many social service programs--such 
as the home health project described in Part 2 of this report-were 
threatened with discontinuation. 

A survey conducted late in December by the Georgia Depart-
ment of Human Resources noted: 
. While the actual cutbacks in Title XVI aging programs 

have been acute, the potential impact of the revisions appear 
to be of even greater magnitude. First of all, the advocates 
for elderly services under Title XVI were just initiating 
major programs at the time that the Revenue Sharing Act 
restrictions were enacted. This, in efl'ect, has meant that many 
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programs that were 'being planned to provide much-needed 
serv~ces to Georgia's residents may never be implemented-
particularly at levels required to make significant impact 
on the needs of Georgia's some 368,000 elderly residents over 
age 65.3 

-In Pennsylvania, State officials report these facts: 1.2 million 
elderly (aged 65 and over) reside in Pennsylvania; 24 percent are 
below the po':erty level, but only 5 percent receive old age assist-
an~e. App:ox1mately 70 percent of the elderly currently receiving 
socia~ ~rv1ces are n_on-welfare recipients; with the new eligibility 
restrict10ns approximately 20,000 older persons, who are poor but 
not on wel~are, will 'be _excluded. from receiving social services. 
Pennsylvania now provides services under contracts which are 
~mt of compl~ance with the new HEW regulations. Members of 
its Congress~onal delegation_ have introduced legislation-in-
tended to relieve Pennsylvania and other States from making a 
harsh decision suspending services which officials know are vitally-
needed, or asking an already strained State budget to find fund-
ing. At the moment, there is no assured source of State funds in 
sight. 

~11 o~ the examp~es. given thus far in this report ( and those de-
sc:n.bed m more detail m Part 2) occurred before Secretary Weinber-
ger announced the proposed regulations on February 16. 

Those regulations, however, are certain to accelerate the disin-
tegration process, because they would : 

-~ore closely define a "potential" welfare recipient in terms of 
mcome and assets. Income could not exceed an amount one third 
above a State's level of eligibility for receipt of financial assistance. 
Resources must not be greater than that amount allowed for fi-
nancial assistance. 

-Reduce the time of "past" welfare recipient to three months and 
"potential" welfare recipient to six months. Thus for the elderly 
a potential recipient of welfare assistance would have to be 
person of at least age 64½, whereas, under current law persons 
aged 60 can be considered as "potential." ' 

-Eliminate sources of matching for the State and local share which 
have ~een_ crucial in many area~. Donated private funds or in-kind 
contributions could not be considered as the State's share in claim-
ing Federal reimbursement. 

-Create an entangling system of redtape 4 which would obscure 
the purpose of social service delivery. Redeterminations of eligi-

• Full text of a report from the Georgia Department of Human Resources appears 
as Appendix 2. 

• The Washington Post, in an editorial called "The Social Services Fund" on February 
18. gave this estimate of the situation: These regulations are a reversion: almost to the 
point of parody, to the worst traditions of an ingrown and paternallstic bureaucracy. 
A state can extend services to an individual person, under this program, only after a 
social worker has drawn up a "service plan" for that person proving his ellgib111ty 
J!sting what services he iR to receive, showing how they wm lead to "goals" and setting 
target dates for goal achievement." ... Boom days are ahead for the paper industry and 

for the legion of minor clerks who wlll crank the wheels inside this large new welfare 
machine. But for that part of the population which ls poor and may actually need help 
the outlook ls not so jollv. ' ' 

As a budget device, the new regulations amount to lmpoundment by redtape. Although 
the authorization ls $2.5 bllllon, Mr. Nixon's budget provides only $1.9 b1111on for 1t 
next year. The administration ls clearly counting on the weight of the regull!Jlons to 
prevent the states from obtaining their full allotments. 
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bility would now be made quarterly for the <?U!rent welfa!e !eci:p-
ient within three months for the "past" recipient, and w1thm six 
mon'.ths for the "potential" recipient. 

The Subcommittee on Federal, State, and Community Services 
of the Senate Special Committee on Aging believes that the pro-
posed regulations are unwarranted and dangerous. 

• Social Security services were meant to mesh wit~ those pr?· 
vided by the Older Americans Act (see ~ppendix of this 
report)i. At a time when the Older Americans Act is about 
to be extended and probably broadened considerably, whole-
sale cutbacks elsewhere are unfortunate and will, in the 
long run, prove costly. 

• In addition services now provided to older Americans from 
other sour;es-such as the Office of Economic Opportunity 
and the model cities program are now endangered. To cut 
Social Security services at this time is to invite rapid disin-
tegration of community resources that have been many years 
in developing. 

• Furthermore, there is great danger t~at. anticipat~d support 
from revenue-sharing may not materiahze, or arrive so late 
in the day that it will be necessary to start once more from 
scratch. 

• What is vitally needed is a full-scale review of all sources of 
services for older Americans beginning with (l) interim ac-
tion to prevent abandonment of worthwhile projects that 
have been funded largely through the Social Security serv-
ice amendments and (2) detailed analysis of linkages be-
tween the Older Americans Act-when it is extended-and 
other endangered sources of services. 

\' } 

PART 2 

SOCIAL SERVICES FOR THE ELDERLY-EVOLU-
TION, UTILIZATION, AND COMPLICATIONS 

As explained in Part 1, the immediate issue on social services for the 
elderly is the promulgation of regulations which would seriously cur-
tail the usefulness of Social Security services for the elderly. 

The full significance of these regulations-and the $2.5 billion ceil-
ing and new eligibility requirements voted as part of the Revenue-
Sharing Act last October-cannot readily be understood without fur-
ther discussion of the origins of the Social Security services funding 
authorization, the utilization patterns that were developing at the time 
the Revenue-Sharing Act was passed, and current complications. 

The rollowing account* gives details on these matters. 
I. Origins 

The original Social Security Act of 1935 did not specifically recog-
nize "social services" as a program for which Federal funding would 
be available. Its objective was to assure security against the risks of 
income loss caused by retirement; later, coverage was extended to in-
clude income protection against disability and death of the bread-
winner. The absence of social services in the public assistance titles 
reflected the thinking of the time that the limit of legitimate Federal 
concern rested with providing minimum income levels for persons not 
able to earn -a living.1 

It soon became apparent, however, that the needs of many poor and 
disabled recipients of financial assistance extended far beyond mone-
tary payments. The aged faced such problems as living arrangements, 
loneliness, the need for help with personal care, and a multiplicity of 
other needs which money alone could not remedy; disabled and blind 
persons faced comparable situations, complicated by their need for 
specialized services not readily available for purchase. The State wel-
fare departments thus began to respond to these other needs in an in-
formal way, and gradually "social services" were incorporated as an 
accepted part of State welfare programs. 

In 1956, the Act was amended to make clear that the concept of ad-
ministrative costs included "services" provided by the State agencies. 
The amendment was viewed by Congress not so much as a change in 
the law but as an endorsement of the existing practice of claiming Fed-
eral matching funds for social services to welfare recipients.2 

A significant stride forward for these human services was made in 
the 1962 amendments to the Social Security Act, when Federal match-
ing monies were made available for social services designed to prevent 
or reduce dependency, help strengthen family life, or attain capability 
for self-care and self-support. It had become clear that the availability 
of various helping services to those who needed them-regardless of 

•Prepared for this report by Mrs. Jane Bloom, Public Policy Specialist, the National 
Council on the Aging. 

1 National Assembly for Social Policy and Development, Redesign of the National SooiaZ 
Services System, draft pamphlet, October 4, 1972, p. 4. 

• "Proposals for Limiting Federal Expenditures for Social Services", Congressional 
Research Service, Library of Congress, August 23, 1972, p. 5. 

(5) 

I 
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their economic status-was a necessary ingredient of community life. 
Moreover, it was found that such a social service network could pre-
vent poverty and help persons to live independently, rather than to be 
institutionalized at a much higher public cost. It was the growing rec-
ognition of this fact which led to the 1962 amendments. 

"Social Services" as now developed are authorized under the public 
assistance titles of the Social Security Act: Title I-Old Age Assist-
ance; Title IV-Aid to Families of Dependent Children; Title X-
Aid to the Blind; and Title XIV-Aid to the Permanently and Totally 
Disabled. At one time, each State was required to administer a separate 
State plan for the aged under Title I, ·another for the blind under Title 
X, and still a third plan to serve the disabled under Title XIV. Con-
gress recognized the inefficiency, the duplication of efforts, and the 
added administrative costs of maintaining three distinct programs for 
adult recipients. Accordingly in 1962, Congress enacted Title XVI 
("Grants to States for Aid to the Aged, Blind or Disabled, or for such 
Aid and Medical Assistance to the A~ed") which enables States to 
operate a "combined adult program" with attendant savings in ·admin-
istrative costs. Although about 40 percent of the States have adopted 
Title XVI, the remainder continue to provide services to the ·aged 
through the other adult titles.3 

II. Social Services Provisions for the Elderly 
The primary purpose of the Act's social services program for adults 

is to reduce dependency and promote the opportunity for independent 
living and self-support to the fullest possible extent. In the case of 
the elderly, _such services are also intended to support a variety of liv-
ing arrangements as alternatives to institutional care. Certain kinds 
of services must be provided by every State to meet these requirements 
while other kinds are optional. Overall, there had been a large area 
of discretion at the State level with regard to the extent and kinds of 
services which might be o:ff ered. 

Mandatory services for the aged, blind, and disabled, include: in-
formation and referral without regard to eligibility for assistance; 
protective services; services to enable persons to remain in or to return 
to their homes or communities; supportive services that will contrib-
ute to a "satisfactory and adequate social adjustment of the individ-
ual" ; and services to meet health needs. 

Optional services which States may elect to include in their State 
plan for the aged, blind and disabled encompass ,three broad cate: 
gories: services to individuals to improve their living arrangements 
and enhance activities of daily living; services to individuals and 
groups to improve opportunities for social and community participa-
tion; and services to individuals to meet special needs. 

Until recently, States have ·also been allowed great leeway in 
determining categories of eligibility to receive these mandatory and 
optional services. In addition to all aged, blind or disabled persons 
who presently receive welfare payments, the State could elect to 
provide services to former recipients of financial assistance or to 
potential welfare recipients; this latter category included persons 
who are not mone1, payment recipients but are eligible for Medicaid, 
persons who are hkely to become welfare clients within 5 years, and 

• Jane Bloom and Robert Cohen, Social Services for the Elderly: Funding Projects in 
Model Cities Through Titles I and XVI of the Social Security A.ct, National League of 
Cities and National Council on the Aging, July 1972, p. 10. 
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persons who are at or near the dependency level. In effect, a city 
agency could run a homemaker program for the elderly serving 
only ?0 pe!cent ao~~al Old Age Assistance recipients and 50 percent 
margmal mcome target area" residents deemed to be "near the 
dependent level." 

U~der the ~962 amen~ments, matching was av~ilaible for this 
myriad of services on a ratio of 75 percent Federal funds to 25 percent 
State funds .. Further, there had been no ceiling placed on the expendi-
tures; fundmg was ~herefore refer~d to as "open-ended," whereby 
Congress was authorized to appropriate as much money as needed to 
match State expenses on a 75-25 basis. Although the law authorized 
the ~EW Secretary to prescribe limitations with respect to certain 
services, the am~mnt of Fed~ral fu1;1ding f?r which a State could qualify 
had been essentially a fynct_10n of ;ts vyillmgn~s to raise the 25 percent 
non-Federal share and its mgenmty m designmg or redesigning pro-
grams that could qualify as "social services." 

The !)~partment,o~ Health, Education and Welfare's Social and 
Re~ab1hta~1on Sery1ce, the agency with responsibility for these 
social se~v1ces, «:stimate_d that 1.9 million adults received one or 
more social services durmg 1972 under Titles I, X, XIV, and XVl.4 
~ecaus~ ~ome States have been more aggressive and imaginative 
m obta1rung these f un~s than others, there have been large dif. 
ferences among States m the amounts spent per recipient. Alaska, 
for_ examp!e, spen~ about $1,397 annually per welfare client for 
$;~•al services, while New York spent $242 and.Mississippi spent 

Without a ceiling, Federal expenditures for social services have in-
cr~a~d at a dramatic rate: In fiscal year 1969, HEW distributed $354 
m1lhon for the _p1;ogram; m 1970, the cost rose to $522 million, and in 
1971 to $7 46 million. 6 The Federal spending in fiscal 1972 more than 
doub~ed that of 1971, for a total of $1,546,756,000; 7 of this total, ap-
proximately ~3~,200,000 ~ere spent under the aged, blind, and dis-
a,bled ~ategories. Further, if the fourth quarter rate of social services 
spendmg for fiscal 1972 :w~re annualized, the total Federal amount 
would a pp roach the $2.5 billion mark. 
III. New Restrictions for Social Services 

The main focus of debate surrounding the social services pro-
gram h_a~ been on the f_unding mechanism discussed above, not on 
~he vahd1ty of the services themselves. The funding is constructed 
m sue~ a way as to eli~inate executive and congressional control 
!>ver_ e1th~r the al!ocabon or the dollar amounts involved, result-
mg m this rambhng, unplanned, and unevaluated growth. 

Former Secretary Richardson testified in this regard: 
.. : we have no good war to this point of ascertaining the 

effectiveness of the expenditures ... We are convinced in 
a vague sort of way it is a good thinO' but we have no clear-
cut way o~ determining whether or ~ot and to what extent 
we are gettmg our money's worth.9 

F 
• John Twlname, Social and Rehnbllltatlon Service Administrator in letter to Senator 

r_ank Church, January 11, 1973. ' 

G 
John,, Iglel:Jart, "HEW Program Doubles in Size as Officials Scramble to Check its 

r.°°1:,th, National Journal, Vol. 4, No. 25, June 17, 1972, p. 1007. 
, 

7 
~i;ld~te Committee on Finance, Hearings on Revenue Sharing, July 20, 1972. 

8 Twlname, January 11th letter to Senator Church 
• Senate Appropriations Committee, Hearings on' 1971 HEW Budget, p. 1942. 
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The Senate Appropriations Committee took action on the measure, 
adopting a $2.5 billion ceiling for social services within the 1973 HEW 
appropriations bill (H.R. 15417). Although the ceiling was not ap-
proved by the House-Senate Conference Committee, the Committee's 
report stated that "the corrferees agreed with the basic premises of the 
Senate amendment: ( 1) to insure fiscal control over a program which 
is presently increasing at an alarming rate and (2) to insure that 
fonds are disbursed prudently and effectively." The report further 
instructed HEW to submit a comprehensive plan for controlling 
these costs. 

President Nixon vetoed the bill in August, 1972, stating: 
Elementary fiscal responsibility demands that this loophole 

for unlimited Federal funds for undefined (social) services 
must be closed now. The Congress must harness this multi-bil-
lion-dollar runaway program by enacting a social services 
spending ceiling." 10 

The social services controversy continued to rage during congres• 
sional consideration of the Social Security Amendments (H.R. 1) 
and the Revenue Sharing Act (H.R. 14370) in the £all. Several news-
papers termed the open-ended program "back door revenue sharing,, 
and the "$5 billion error." It was unfortunate indeed that the total 
facts about the program-its merits as well as its drawbacJrn-could 
not be provided in the midst of such one-sided publicity. Senator Roth 
well summarized the situation : 

At this time, there is no single person or agency who lmows 
how many State programs are being financed under social 
services; similarly, nobody knows exactly what the State 
programs are. . . . 
... I consider this program too important for a decision 

as to its future to be based solely on personal conjecture or 
speculation.11 

The final decisions made about the social services program did, 
however, in the end rest largely on speculation. With regard to 
the elderly, HEW remains unable to provide a categorical break-
down by State for expenditures to date, annualized fourth quar-
ter rates by categories, and amounts received by recipients. This 
information, as SRS Administrator Twiname recently wrote, is 
"not available under (HEW's) present reporting system." 12 

A number of new restrictions, including a $2.5 billion ceiling, were 
thus enacted on Octdber 20, 1972 as part of the Revenue Sharing Act 
(P.L. 92-512). The language in the conference report read: 

Under the substitute, Federal matching for social services 
under programs of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled and 
aid to families with dependent children would be subject to a 
State-bv-State dollar limitation, effective beginning with 
fiscal year 1973. Each State would be limited to its share of 
$2,500,000,000 based on its proportion of population in the 
United States. Child care, family planning, services provided 
to a mentally retarded individual, services related _to the treat-
ment of drug addiots and alcoholics, and services provided a 

"'House Document 92-343. • 
11 Senator Roth, "Social Services Program," Congressional Record, Sept. 7, 1972, 

p. S14259. 
u Twlname letter to Senator Church, January 11, 1973. 
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child in fos~r care could be provided to persons formerly on 
welfare or lrkely to become dependent on welfare as well as 
present recipients of welfare. At least 90 percent of expendi-
tures for all other social services, however, would have to be 
provided to individuals receiving aid to the aged, blind, and 
disabled or aid to families with dependent children. Until a 
State reaches the limitation on Federal matching, 75 percent 
Federal matching would continue to be applicaible for social 
services as under present law. 

IV. Effect of Changes 
The new law means that Federal funding of social services under 

Titles I, IV, X, XIV, and XVI of the Social Security Act is now 
limited to no more than $2.5 billion per year-fully eliminating the 
open-ended basis for the program. The amount allotted to each State 
is based on population; thus a State which has 10 percent of the na-
tional population would have a limit on social services funding equal 
to $250 million ( 10 percent of the total ceiling). It should be noted, 
however, that no dollar amount by category is mandated within 
the ceiling, e.g., a State which receives $250 million in Federal fund-
ing may spend what it wishes for services to the elderly under its 
Title I or XVI program. The elderly could receive all or none of the 
$250 million, based on State discretion. · 

The Federal allotments by State for fiscal years 1973 and 197 4 are 
as follows: 13 

Federal allotment for fiscal 11ears 1973 and 1914 
Total __________ $2, 500, 000, 000 Missouri _____________ _ 

Alabama ------------·-Alaska ______________ _ 
Arizona -------------·-
Arkansas -----------·-California ____________ _ 
Colorado -----------·-Connecticut __________ _ 
Delaware -----------·-
District of Columbia __ _ 
Florida ______________ _ 
Georgia ---------------
Hawaii -------------·-
Idaho ----------------
Illinois -------------·-
Indiana --------------
Iowa -----------------Kansas ______________ _ 
Kentucky ______ _____ _ 
Louisiana ____________ _ 
Maine ----------------Maryland ____________ _ 
Massachusetts ________ _ 
Michigan ____________ _ 
Minnesota ------------Mississippi ___________ _ 

42,140,000 
3,901,750 

23,351,250 
23,747,250 

245,733,250 
28,297,500 
37,001,750 
6,783,250 
8,980,250 

87,149,500 
56,667,000 
9,712,500 
9,076,250 

135,076,500 
63,522,250 
34,612,500 
27,109,000 
39, 607,000 
44,661,250 
12,354,000 
48,695,250 
69,477,000 

109,036,000 
46,774,250 
27,169,000 

Montana -------------Nebraska ____________ _ 
Nevada ______________ _ 
New Hampshire _______ _ 
New Jersey __________ _ 
New Mexico __________ _ 
New York ___________ _ 
North Carolina ________ _ 
North Dakota ________ _ 
Ohio _________________ _ 
Oklahoma ____________ _ 
Oregon ______________ _ 
Pennsylvania ________ _ 
Rhode Island _________ _ 
South Carolina _______ _ 
South Dakota ________ _ 
Tennessee __________ _ Texas _______________ _ 

Utah -----------------Vermont _____________ _ 
Virginia _____________ _ 
Washington ___________ • 
W~st Vi:ginia _________ _ 
W1sconsm ________ , __ _ 
Wyoming __________ , __ 

$57,063,250 
8,632,000 

18,308,750 
6,327,000 
9,256,500 

88,446,250 
12,786,000 

220,497,250 
62,597,750 
7,587,500 

129,457,750 
31,623,000 
26,196,500 

143,180,250 
11,621,500 
31,995,250 
8,152,000 

48,395,000 
139,854,750 

13,518,500 
5,546,750 

57,195,250 
41,335,750 
21,382,250 
54,265,750 
4,142,000 

NOTE: With respect to fiscal year L973 only, each allotment set forth above will be 
adjusted as provided In section 403 of Public Law 92- 603. 86 ·Sta t. 1487, so that the Sta te 
for the first quarter ot Fiscal Year 1973, will receive Federal grants In amounts deter'. 
mined under applicable provisions ot the Social 'Security Act (without regard to section 
1130 thereof), but not to exceed $50,000,000. In no case will a State receive less than 
the allotment set torth above. 

13 Federal Register, Vol. 37, No. 252, Dec. 30, 1972. 

83-010 0 - 73 - 3 
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Although many believe that an overall $2.5 billion ceiling is a sound: 
concept, these same supporters have raised four major questions with. 
regard to the limit: 

-First, criticism has centered on the allotment formula itself; in-
stead of distributing the monies on the basis of straight popula-
tion, it is strongly felt that the formula should reflect the more 
concentrated needs of urban areas and those with larger propor-
tions of low-income residents. 

-A second criticism lies with the reallocation procedures. During 
Senate consideration of the ceiling, Senators from urban States 
were successful in gaining approval of an amendment which pro-
vided that any portion of a State's allocation which was not used. 
would be distributed among the other States. This provision was, 
however, eliminated by the House-Senate conferees; as a result, 
any portion of the allocation which a State does not seek will 
revert to the Treasury. For example, if a State uses only $100 mil-
lion in Federal funding of its allotted $150 million, the $50 million 
"surplus" cannot be carried forward into a future fiscal year nor 
can 1t be redistributed to other States which exceed their limits.a 

-The third criticism concerns the retroactive imposition of the ceil-
ing, which further worsens the impact of the new restriction. Be-
cause there is no "hold harmless" provision, States which have 
incurred service expenditure obligations in the time frame July-
October, 1972, are solely responsible for these obligations to the 
extent that they exceed the new em post facto formula allocation. 
It is felt that allowances should be bmlt in so that the limits, 
retroactive to July 1, 1972, do not require agencies now spending 
at higher levels to decimate their programs later in the fiscal year. 

-Lastly, the provision does not contain a State-to-local allocation 
formula and actually has no language mandating State pass-over 
to localities. In effect, cities with enormous social service outlays 
have no guarantee that their States will pass any of the State 
allotment on to them; the States will receive their share based on 
population, but the cities will not receive funding on the same 

· basis. It is thus feared that the cities' allotment will be highly 
arbitrary, giving excessive consideration to political elements in 
the State. 

While only five States 15 will receive fewer Federal dollars un-
der the new ceiling than they received in fiscal 1972, it is important 
to point out that many more States will receive less than their 
fourth quarter annualized rate of spending. And almost all 
States which had just begun to realize the potential of the Titles I 
and XVI program for the aged will find their expansion plans 
thwarted. 

Another newly enacted provision limits the eligibility for these serv-
ices. As reported earlier, any program which had provided services 
to past, present, or potential welfare recipients were eligible to re-
ceive funding; now 90 percent of the allocated Federal matching 
dollars must be spent on current welfare recipients (in this case, Old 

16 The state will continue to be eligible; however, for Its full $Ui0 million In future yeara. 
If It Increased Its expenditures. 

"'Alaska, Delaware, Washington, New York, and the District of Columbia. 

11 

Age Assistance recipients) and only up to 10 percent on past or po-
tential recipients. There are six categories which are exempt from 
this 90-10 welfare/ non-welfare eligibility ratio, but services to the 
elderly are not among the exempted categories. 

Thus, services to the aged are subject to the stipulation that at 
least 90 percent of the funds be expended on behalf of elderly 
welfare recipients.16 

As a result of the new 90/ 10 eligibility restrictions, many senior 
centers and other providers of service have been cut off from funding 
by their State welfare departments. One recent letter stated: 

Your contract is hereby terminated. . . . It is our under-
standing that approximately 50 percent of the clients served 
in your program are recipients of public welfare. We will be 
glad for you to . . . determine if a new program proposal 
can be developed so that we can limit our purchase of service 
to the (welfare) recipient. 

Several such agencies are protesting the new eligibility requirements 
and refusing to submit adjusted program proposals for continued 
funding. In New York City, for example, the program's administra-
tor has recommended that the $6.7 million of Title XVI monies for 
senior centers be forfeited if HEW persists in this "new means test." u 
Because only 20 percent of the city's 70,000 senior center members have 
been welfare recipients, State and local financing is being urged to take 
the place of Federal Title XVI money in an effort to prevent the "tear-
ing apart" of the centers. 

The full impact of the new restrictions is yet to be realized. 
Some agencies providing these social services have been given 
short-term "reprieves" while new funding sources are sought or 
new proposals written. And, because of the poor accounting pro-
cedures, it has proved impossible to obtain a listing of all Titles I 
and XVI projects now in operation throughout the country; thus 
any thorough analysis of these projects' fate cannot be accom-
plished. Whether elderly programs are being hurt more by the 
new 90-10 eligibility criteria than the ceiling is still a matter of 
conjecture. 

Several social services projects which have recently been curtailed 
are summarized in Part 3 of this report to better acquaint the reader 
with the effects that the new law has had upon both the agencies in-
volved and their elderly users of service. 
V. HEW's Proposed Social Services Regulations and Other Com-

plicating Factors 
On February 16, 1973, HEW's Social and Rehabilitation Service 

issued proposed regulations which explain how the new law will be in-
terpreted and implemented by the State welfare agencies.18 

1• The 90/10 Rule need not apply to each Individual services program, like Senior Center 
Services, but rather applies to a State-wide average for all services and client groups 
(except the 6 groups exempted from the 90/10 rule). Thus, some projects could have 100% 
welfare recipients l\nd other projects only 50%, providing that the State-wide average 
Is 90/10. In light of the paper work Involved, however, It seems likely that States will 
opt for an across-the-board 100% participation for welfare clients and none for others. 

17 Jule Sugarman, "New U.S. Senior Center Rule Decried," New York Tlmu, January 18, 
t9n. 

18 See .Appendix 4, for full reprint of February 16 Proposed Regulations. 
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By curtailing the program's scope, restricting the use of private 
monies, and further limiting the number of persons eligible, the 
HEW proposal-if finalized-will most certainly keep Federal 
outlays for social services well below the $2.5 billion ceiling estab-
lished by Congress; it seems likely, in fact, that only $1.7 billion 
will be allowed to be spent through the administration's 
regulations. 

The most controversial stipulation in the proposal is the denial of 
the use of donated private funds or in-kind contributions as the State's 
share in claiming Federal reimbursement. Private funds, such as those 
gathered from community drives, have been widely utilized in several 
States for matching purposes on a 75-25 ratio. A local United Way, for 
example, was able to donate $100,000 for expansion of senior center 
services; the city or State could then apply to the Federal government 
for $300,000 in matching funds for the center expansion, receiving back 
a total of $400,000. It has been estimated that private donations of this 
sort totaled roughly $150 million a year.19 

Federal officials have argued, however, that the money is not really 
"donated" to the State, but rather it has become a bookkeeping trans-
action to get more Federal aid. 20 In response to this proposal, forty-six 
Senators wrote HE1V Secretary Weinberger: 

This proposed change would seriously undermine the excel-
lent private-public partnership approach to human problems 
thrit now exists .... These kinds of cooperative efforts 
should be encouraged rather than discouraged. 21 

Although Federal matchincr for private fonds is disallowed, it should 
be noted that State and local goyemment money can still be used as the 
25 percent non-Federal share. 

AnothPr proposed alteration aff Pcts mandated and optional services. 
The number of required services has been reduced and the number 
of optional services increased. Each elde,rly recipient must be provided 
with at least one of the follo,,ing defined services "which the State 
elects to include in the State plan": chore services, day care for adults 
ed11cation services, employment services, foster care for adults, health~ 
related servicrs, home delivered or congregate meals, homemaker serv-
ices, home management and other functional educational services 
housing improvement services, protective services for adults, special 
servi<'es for the blind ( of whom approximately 50 percent are over the 
age of 65) and transportation services.22 

The definitions of "former" and "potential" recipients also have 
been substantially changed in the draft regulations. The definition of 
"potential" welfare recipients has been altered to "persons who are 
likely to become welfare recipients within six months," instead of the 
previous definition of five years. This regulation-if finalized-would 
disent.itle persons under the age of 64½ from receiving social services 
under Titles I and XVI. "Former" welfare clients will qualify for 
only three months instead of two years. 

"'"HEW Is Planning Changes In Matching Grants for Social Services," New York Timea, 
Fehrnary 13. 1973. • 
19

~\_'Welfare Spending Woulld Be Curbed Under HEW Plan," Wa-ll Street Journal, Feb. 16, 
11 Austln Scott, "HEW Defends New Cutback Rules," Washington Post, February 16, 

1973. p. 1. 
.. I 221.5. Statutory requirements for services, "Services Programs for Families and 

Children and for Aged. Blind, or Disabled,': Proposed Rule Making, Federal Regiater, 
Vol. 38, No. 32, Feb. 16, 1973, p. 4609. 
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A general tightening of reporting requirements has also been pro-
posed. Quarterly recertification of applicants, instead of the previous 
yearly recertification, to establish eligibility· for services is one such 
requirement. Another is found in § 221.8 of the proposed regulations 
entitled "Individual Service Plan". Basically the section will mean 
that no elderly person can receive any services until a social worker 
has drawn up a "service plan" for him. The plan lists services that will 
be received, proves eligibility for the services, explains how the serv-
ices will lead to "goals",23 sets "target dates for goal achievement", and 
presents the extent and duration of the provisions of each service. To 
make matters worse, the person's plan must be reviewed at least every 
6 months, more often if necessary. 

A recent newspaper editorial called these reporting restrictions "a 
reversion, almost to the point of parody, to the worst traditions of an 
ingrown and materialistic bureaucracy," adding: 

Boom days are ahead for the paper industry and for the 
legion of minor clerks who will crank the wheels inside this 
large new welfare matching. But for that part of the popu-
lation which is poor, and may actually need help, the outlook 
is not so jolly.2 t 

Two other elements in the proposal deserve mention. First, social 
service programs cannot pay for the subsistence needs of the poor in 
institutions nor can they finance medical care. Second, if the regula-
tions are finalized, States will have to expand existing activities to 
claim Federal funds and cannot reorganize activities under the welfare 
department for the same purpose. Presumably, this regulation would 
eliminate abuses in which States had received social service grants and 
then applied the funds to other uses or paid for existing State pro-
grams by shifting them to the State welfare agency. 

In a news briefing on the proposal, HEW Secretary Weinberger 
said that the intent of the regulations is to give the States greater free-
dom to focus the pared Federal funds on welfare recipients. 

"We are saying," added Philip Rutledge, acting administrator of 
the Social and Rehabilitation Service, "that since there is a ceiling 
and States have to be more careful, we are trying to give them more of 
an option." 23 

Whether the aged get any of the funds allotted is one such option 
left to the States; another, previously discussed, is which services the 
elderly will get if the State does elect to include them. 

Eliza!beth Wickenden, professor of urban affairs at the City Uni-
versity of New York, termed this aspect of the proposal as consistent 
with the current philosophy of the Administration: "They have on 
one hand loosened up insofar as the State decision-making is con-
cerned. . . . And on the other hand they've tightened eligibility on 
who can get the service." 26 The proposal is also in line with the ad-
ministration's philosophy on Federal spending; it is virtually certain 
that the redtape imposed on the States through the regulations will 
prevent them from obtaining their full allotments. 

13 In the case of adults, the specific goals to be achieved are limited to the following : 
to achieve and maintain personal Independence, self-determination and security, Including 
the achievement of potential for eventual Independent living. 

"'"The Social Services Fund," The Waahin11ton Post, February 18, 1973. 
• Au~tln Scott, "HEW Defends New Cut-Back Rules," The Waahington Poat, Febru-

ary '16, 1973. 
11 Austin !Scott, "Cutbacks Planned In Soclnl Services," The Waahington Po,t, Febru-

ary 12, 1973. 
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The public will have until March 19th to make comments, sug-
gestions, and objections to the draft proposal 21 before it is issued 
in final form. HEW is aiming for an effective date of April for 
most provisions although some would take effect earlier. 
VI. More HEW Rulings 

Another HEW restriction is likely to further limit Federal funding 
in an effort to tighten the policing of eligibility requirements. The 
December 5, 1972, Federal Reg-ister published HEW draft regulations 
which, if finalized, will withhold $223 million in matching funds for 
the last half of fiscal ;y-ear 1973 and $456 million for fiscal year 197 4 
as penalties for ineligible or overpaid welfare recipients. The amount 
withheld will be in proportion to the percentage of ineligible or over-
paid recipients found on each State's rolls as determined by a scien-
tific sample. 

If totally successful, the program would eliminate about 700,000 
persons now receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children 
(Title IV) and another 147,000 aged, blind and disabled persons on 
welfare rolls in twenty-one States.28 This regulation will also mean 
that at least 90 percent of these 147,000 adults will become ineligible for 
social services-since only 10 percent of social services funding can 
be spent on "former" recipients. 

"'Comments must be submitted in writing to the Administrator, Social and Rehab111ta-
t1on Service, HEW, 330 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C . 

.. Austin Scott, "31 States Hire Law Firm To Fight Welfare Cut", The Waahlnqton 
Post, December 21, 1972. 
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PART 3 

WHAT IS HAPPENING TO PEOPLE 
New restrictions on social services under the Social Security Act 

have been in effect for only a few months. (See Parts 1 and 2 for 
details.) 

And yet, the Senate Special Committee on Aging has already 
learned of sit-qations under which the cutbacks are causing hardships 
and difficulties which may well prove to be costly exercises in false 
ooonomy. 11 · 1· f h ·t t· . .d d On the fo owmg pages, a samp mg 1 o sue s1 .ua ions is provi e . 
It is based upon field visits, interviews, and telephone conversations. 

It should be remembered that the problems described in this 
part of the report were caused solely by the provisions of the law 
enacted in October. The new regulations announced in February 
by the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare wo~ld 
certainly intensify such problems, should they become official 
policy after March 19 unless successfully challenged. 

I. MINNESOTA: IMPACT ON SENIOR CITIZENS CENTERS 
OF MINNEAPOLIS, AND OTHER PROGRAMS 

The program of Senior Citizens Centers, headquartered ·at 1505 
Park Ave., Minneapolis, demonstrates the need and effectiveness of 
social services for the elderly. Karl Dansky is Executive Director and 
Robert Light is Director of Social Services. 

The basic furpose of the agency is "to provide social, recreational, 
and informa education opportunities to all members of the United 
Fund Area sixty years and older, through nonsectarian day centers." 

The headquarters is located in a public housing project for the 
elderly and thus is accessible to a large number of clients. Its funding 
is a good example of private donations at work; the project receives 
its 75 percent Federal funding by utilizing the county's United Fund 
monies as the 25 percent match. 

In 1971 the United Fund and Hennepin County Welfare depart-
ment negotiated a Purchase of Service contract. This contract made 
it possible for Senior Citizens Centers ("SCC") to provide a pro-
fessional worker for every 500 apartment units. The SCC has put 
most of the purchase of service budget into line staff where it would 
directly benefit the elderly. Last year it cost SCC about $55 per apart~ 
ment unit to provide a social worker, a para-professional group 
work assistant, and supportive office and administrative staff. This 
year it would cost closer to $60 per unit. 

During the past years the SCC staff has worked to develop significant 
services to enable the elderly to remain independent. Some services are 
provided at no cost to seniors. For example: 

1 Prepared by Mr. Peter Dicldnson, former editor of Harveat Yeara and now a writer 
and consultant on aging, 

(15) 
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• Scars and National Stores proYide :free portal-to-portal bus shop-
ping service each month for nearly 1,5'00 elderly. 

• Bob Light of SCC worked out a proposal with the City Relief 
Department to sell food stamps in all elderly hi-rise housing. 

• Through close cooperation between the SCC and the Public 
Health Nurses, over 2,000 persons are receiving preventive health 
care. The nursing service alone makes significant dollar savings 
for the Federal and local governments. 

For instance, Bob Light tells of the diabetic lady who needed insulin 
injections. At most this would require about 5 minutes of professional 
attention. If the lady had to go to a nursing home or to hire a nurse 
for the injections, the cost would be prohibitive. However, a social 
coordinator at the SCC found a retired nurse who gave the necessary 
injections free of charge. 

In another case, a lady who needed an enema called up the Public 
Health Service and was told that it would cost $16 to receive one. But 
an SCC social coordinator was able to find a nurse who showed the lady 
how to administer the enema herself, thus saving the county consider-
able expense. 

If these and other elderly had to go to a nursing home ( cost $14 to 
$22 a day) to receive five mmutes of treatment, it would cost the county 
far more than the $50 per apartment unit per year which the SCC 
charges. 

However, Karl Dansky, Director, recently wrote in a letter to the 
National Council on the Aging: ". . . the langua~e in the Revenue 
Sharing Bill, by not exempting services to the elderly, completely 
nullifies our project. 

"Our project, we believe, successfully demonstrates 
that a nonprofit agency could successfully utilize United 
Fund matching funds to provide social group work and 
information and referral services to 7,000 elderly resi-
dents of public housing and their neighbors ... 

"While this service was becoming more restrictive due to the 
eligibility standards being imposed, at least_ we were able to 
attract the residents~ Of these, 50 to 90 percent are potential 
OAA or medical assistance clients. Now, by applying the new 
restrictions we would be limited to serving only about 45 
percent of the residents, and that only by applying a means 
test. 

"We are currently trying to impress the County Welfare 
Department to accept a blanket coverage or else we will be 
placed in a position of urging clients to go on the Welfare rolls 
against their wishes and at the taxpayer's expense. Also, many 
marginal residents may have to face institutionalization at 
taxpayers' expense, too." 

On Thursday, Jan. 4, Mr. Dansky received word that the county will 
fund the program at the same level as last year, but that he won't be 
able to add or increase services. In addition, he won't be able to fill staff 
v·acancies. 

He adds: "We'll also be spending a lot of money filling out papers to 
establish eligibility, rather than providing services." 
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Two OTHER PROGRAMS IN JEOPARDY 

Two programs of the Ebenezer Society, a Minneapolis based non-
profit society owned by 46 member congregations of the American 
Lutheran Church, are in jeopardy because of the fundinO' ceiling and 
eligibility restrictions. They are : 

0 

1. The Model City Protective Service Project is a three-year research 
an_d demonstration project funded by HEW, administered by the 
M~nnesota Governor's Council on Aging, and operating partially on 
private funds. 

The purpose of the profoct is to act as surrogate or guardian for 
those elderly who might be physically or mentally unable to manage 
their o~vn affairs. Often, this involves some su?stantial sums of money 
that ~ight _be m danger. In one case, the pro3ect was able to provide 
guardianship for a lady whose attorney was milking her of some 
$22,000. 
. In another cas~, a lady ha~ all ~he assets in her name, but seemed 

hkely to be survived by an mvahd husband. A probate judge sug-
gested joint tenancy with survivorship rights so the estate would not 
shrink before it reached the bereaved husband (who would have to 
rely on welfare during the probate period). Joint tenancy was 
achieved; the lady did die; and the transaction of the estate to the 
husband w_as automatic and immediate, without probate or welfare. 

At one time Edward L. MacGaffey, Director of Protective Services, 
ha~ t~o full-time social workers and one lawyer and consulting psy-
chiatrist, plus a secretary. The program was running about $60,000 
a year. 

Th~ services provided kept many people from losing all their money 
or gomg on welfare. But without funding and with the eligibility 
restrictions, many elderly who need this service would have to go on 
welfare. 

2. ~q,int~ining the Grf!wing Edge i_s a creative mental health and 
rehabihtat10n program aimed at enablmg older people to regain their 
mental and emotional awareness and allowing them to function as re·· 
~ponsib~e, rational members in their own family or peer group. Fund-
mg ~nti~ now has been ~hrough a local fraternal organization. A grant 
apphcat1011 for approximately $400,000 has been submitted to NIMH. 

Thanks to a sensitive staff and creative therapy, the program has 
brought many persons hack to reality. For instance: 

Ninety-seven-year old Ole (not his real name) lived in a fantasy 
of memories and wandered frequently prior to the program. After 
several months of treatment, he is aole to accept and cope with 
reality and accept the present. 

-Eighty-six-year-old Stella was strong-willed, loud and tempera-
mental, and extremely self-centered. Now she has a much brighter, 
more controlled relationship with other individuals, and the 
group, and has become a helpful, positive person. 

-Tom and Kara ( not real names) are in their seventies. They both 
had become confused, disoriented, and out of touch with reality. 
Because of the program, they have been able to return to their 
home environment. 
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While these programs have proven themselves, prospects for 
continuing them are dim. Dr. Maf!Gaffey said that the main hope 
for the Protective Service project was tendering it to the public 
welfare agency, but "at this point it looks hopeless because of 
eligibility restrictions." The best hope for the mental health 
program is a grant from the NIMH, but this, too, looks bleak. 
The only other resource might be private money (foundations), 
but this may not be too feasible at this time. 

ELSEWHERE IN MINNESOTA 

Programs that seem especially threatened on a State level are in-
formation and referral services •and health and welfare services. 
Especially affected would be Homemakers and Meals on Wheels pro-
grams as well as bus service to shopping centers. 

Gerald A. Bloedow, Executive Secretary of the Governor's Citizens 
Council on Aging, said that the State welfare department had pro-
jected some $96 million for programs but will actually get only about 
$46 million for adult services. 

Eligibility restrictions are as important as the ceiling limit, says 
Rich Nelson, Assistant Director of the Social Service Division of the 
Department of Public Welfare. He points out that in one month 
(Ma;y _1972) of 2,883 elderly receiving services, only about 1,322 were 
rece~vmg some sort of grant money. Health needs topped the list of 
services, followed by Homemaker-Housekeeping, protection, education 
and training, fam1ly counseling. If there is no lifting of restrictions 
or replacing of Federal funds. Mr. Nelson estimates that about 1,200 
of the elderly served during that month would be ineligible. 

On the State level, Mr. Bloedow reported that most revenue 
sharing money would go to reduce taxes and to buy capital equip-
ment fo! fire departments, etc. _He said: "Any local community 
must brmg pressure and establish need to get money for social 
services." 

II. ILLINOIS: STATEWIDE IMPACT AND SPECIFIC 
EFFECTS IN CHICAGO 

The ceiling limit and qualifications restrictions under Title XVI 
wopl~ seem to have tremendous impact on programs in the State of 
Illm01s. 

Robert Benson, Chief of the State Office of Social Services 
points out that in 1972 the State spent some $181 million on so: 
cial services, and the State estimated it would need some $211.6 
million in 1973. But under the ceiling it expects to get only $115 
million-requiring a cut of almost 50 percent. 
. Mr. Benson says that persons most affected will be those under public 

aid and mental health-and especially the impaired aged program. 
. Sue~ pro~r3:ms have been provid~g .s~rvices ~o many former and 
potential recipients, and the 90/10 elig1bilitv reqmrements may cut out 
many people from needed programs. According to recent figures, some 
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34,327 persons were receiving OAA and medical payment, and some 
41,664. w~re recei~g medi~al assistance alone. However, Mrs. Betty 
Breckmridge, Assistant Chief for Programs, Offices for Services for 
Aging of the Illinois DeJ?artment of Public Aid, estimates that there 
are some 250,000 elderly m the State who live below the poverty line. A recent study released by the Chicago Mayor's Office for Senior 
9itiz~ns, shows that 26 percent of the people aged sixty to ninety-nine 
m Chicago feel they do not have enough money ,to meet basic needs and 
28 percent sometimes have to skip meals. 

Other fi~res were equally depressing, yet 93 percent of the elderly 
were qualified voters, and 95 percent voted in the 1968 Presidential 
ele_ction and 75.6 percent said they voted in the last primary. In Illi-
n01s, 25.3 percent of the voters are over age 60. 

How THE MAYoR's OFFICE Vrnws THE SITUATION 

Ab~ut _o~e-third of th_e elderly live in Chicago and about one-half 
o~ Illmois elderly hve m the county area. Andree Oliver, Assistant 
Director of the Mayor's Office for Senior Citizens, and Lillian Mavrin 
Specialist in Aging with the Mayor's Office, expressed concern about 
threatened protective services for the elderly. 

Alt~ough the Mf!,yor:s Office fo~ ~enior Citiztns is primarily a 
plannmg and coordmatmg agency, it 1s also engaged in research and 
demonstration projects. One project-the Senior Central-has as its 
objective the development at the State level of adult social services 
under Title XVI. 

Mrs. Oliver and Mrs. Mavrin are concerned about the whole 
r~nge of services to keep the elderly out of institutions-par-
t1cular ly Heal~h and Homemakers programs. Said Mrs. Oliver: 
"Any cutback 1s a cutback from zero. Most victimized will not 
be those persons on OAA but those who fall between. The biggest 
!leed is for m~ney to deliver services to the elderly. Also needed 
1s transportation to take older people to services or services to 
the elderly." 

Mrs. Oliver and Mrs. Mavrin don't feel that revenue sharing will 
help much-that it might be an excuse not to fund programs. 

SERVICES FOR THE IMPAIRED ELDERLY: A PROGRAM IN JEOPARDYi 

"Services for the I~pa~red Elderly" is a joint venture o~ the Illinois 
Department of Public Aid and the Council for Commumty Services 
in Metropolitan Chicago. It is designed to provide quality service 
(I_Iomemaker:Home J?elivered Meals, etc.) who without this service 
nnght have httle ch01ce as to whether or not to enter institutional 
care. To assure quality service, six voluntary and one public agency 
have been directly involved in service delivery- and research . 

_A three-year demonstration program, funded by the National In-
stitute of Mental Health and the National Center for Health Services 
Research and Development, terminated on Au~st 31, 1972. The new 
program, funded under Title XVI of the Soe1al Security Act began 
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on September 1, 1972. The planning and research aspects of the dem-
onstration project will continue until March 1, 1973. 

This program offers the following services: 
Information, Referral and Brief Service 
Casework Assessment 
Casework Counseling 
Service Coordination 
Medical and Psycho-Social Diagnosis 
Home Health Care • 
Financial Management 
Legal Guardianship 
Other Legal Services 
Transportation 
Cash for Emergencies 
Volunteers' Services 

Approximately 1,500 clients would be served, for whom approx-
imately 8,000 units of service would be provided at a cost per unit of 
$88. 

Robert Adams. Assistant Executive Director of the Council for 
Community Services, says that he is most concerned about having to 
renegotiate new funds in March, and the possibility of having to 
restrict client eligibility. He says that only 27 percent of active cases 
are OAA recipients and 73 percent are borderline under the eligibility 
requirements, and this would require redrawing the whole program. 
"If we have to limit services to OAA recipients then persons would 
ha,·e to get on OAA to get services." 

He also said that it would be questionable if revenue sharing funds 
would filter down to programs such as his. "If we must find fresh 
money, there's no way for volunteer agencies. We should be able to take 
present money and be able to get matching funds on that and be held 
accountable for better services." 

The Services for the Impaired Elderly Project strives to ac-
complish three objectives: (1) extension of service to an especiaHy 
vulnerable group of people; (2) maximum leverage for the vol-
untary dollar; (3) the launching of a sophisticated service de-
livery system which maximizes public-voluntary agency coopera-
tion and integrates a variety of specialized services. Used as a 
model project, it could set the stage for a statewide system of 
services to the aged. 

How SENIOR CENTERS Vrnw THE SrTUATION 

The Senior Centers of Metropolitan Chicago's programs-including 
an Outreach program of bringing services to the elderly-are financed 
by corporate and community funds. However, Jane Connolly, Director, 
and Madeline Armbrust, Program Director, expressed concern for 
those protective services projects that are funded under Titles I and 
XVI. 

In a letter to Mrs. Jane Bloom of the National Council on the 
Aging, Miss Armbrust said: "The limitations of Title XVI could 
play some havoc with the Protective Services Project in Chicago--

·•.i: , 

21 

especially the 90 percent quota of public aid clients. Right now only 
about 30 percent of the clients are on OAA." 

Both Miss Connolly and Miss Armbrust don't feel that revenue 
sharing will help much. Like others, they feel that the money in the 
City of Chicago will go for police and fire equipment and salaries and 
not for social services for the aged. However1 she feels that revenue 
sharing money might help some programs outside the City of Chicago. 

Also, Miss Connolly says that because of restrictions, programs 
operating with Federal funding must lower their standards. She adds: 
"We don't want to get involved with government funds-that would 
mean we'd have to curtail some programs." 

III. WASHINGTON, D.C.: THE THREAT TO COLUMBIA 
SENIOR CENTER 

Columbia Center is new: it opened on September 20 1972 in order 
"to enhance the mental and physical well-being of the elderly in Serv-
ice Area #7 by providing them Social Services, Educational, and 
Recreational opportunities." 

These services include: 
Social Services: Crises intervention and advocacy; Homemaker serv-

ices; Housekeeping service; Private residential placement; Friendly 
visits; Food stamp and Social Security counseling. 

Education: Handicrafts; Sewing; Reading; Drama; Spanish; Cre-
ative writing; First Aid; Library; Afro-American history; Dance; 
Cooking; Group services for the blind; Physical fitness; Consumer 
education; Talks; Painting. 

Recreation: Trips; Parties; Bingo; Programs; Movies; TV; Pool; 
Musicals; Singing; Games; Ivakota Farm Retreat (year-round trips); 
Special monthly programs with local artists. 

Special, Services: Legal service; Beauty service; Employment; 
Group shopping trips; Group check cashing. 

The Columbia Center is located in the basement and ground floor of 
a renovated church, office, and apartment building. The quarters have 
been completely renovated, with light, bright colors in the offices and 
activity rooms. It is clean, inviting, and certainly a haven for the pre-
dominantly Black residents of the area. Some Spanish-speaking people 
are in the area, and the Center has made some effort to include them 
in activities. A Spanish-speaking secretary at the Center (Mrs. Bertha 
Ramirez) has written letters and has translated for clients. 

Columbia is administered by the Family and Child Services of 
Washington, D.C. Local Model Cities (HUD) monies were used as 
the 2.5 percent match for the 75 percent Fed.eral Title XVI funds. The 
annual budget of $300,000 included start-up costs of some $18,000, and 
the Program Director, Mrs. Amy 0. Green, feels that they could oper-
ate on about $250,000 a year (which would just cover rent and 
expenses). 

Because of the Federal funding ceiling, the Center was notified that 
it would be closed down after March 1973. However, the Center has 
been granted a "reprieve" for the time being ( details of the reprieve are 
discussed later in this report). 

At first reports of the threatened shut-down of the Center, Mrs. 
Green organized a political-action group that circulated petitions in 
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English and Spanish in the neighborhodd and enlisted the support of 
other centers. Petitions, letters, and other messages were sent to the 
Mayor, Congressmen, and civil leaders. A protest demonstration was 
planned but was called off. 

·wnile Mrs. Green feels that the petitions, letters, and threate!led 
demonstrations were largely responsible for getting the new fundrng, 
William Whitehurst, Assistant Director for Plannin,g of the Depart-
ment of Human Resources feels that his agency was on top of the 
situation and its close contact with the Model Cities agency has been 
instrumental in getting the new funding. 

WHAT DOES THE CENTER MEAN TO THE PEOPLE? 

·w ednesday of each week is set aside for blind elderly. On one recent 
Wednesday, about forty per~ons were using the center. With perhaps 
five exceptions, all were blmd and Black; two were men, the rest 
women. There were three white women ( not blind) in the group. Many 
were making dust mops and other craft items. 

Statements of some of the elderly using the Center indicate what it 
means to them : 

Grant Taylor (Black, about age seventy, a stroke victim): "~t ~ould 
be a disaster to close the Center. The staff helps me get to the clmic and 
helps me with my health problems. I also eat my lunch here." 

(The Center serves about 40 lunches a day which they get from 
CHANGE. If a client can afford to pay, be pays 25 cents per meal which 
usually consists of meat or fish ; two vegetables ; bread, butter; soup or 
juice ; dessert). 

Kitty Butts (Black, age sixty-seven) : "When my husband died, I 
]·ust sat home doin(J' nothing. I didn't have any place to go or any money 
• !::) d I b • "M to go anywhere. But when the Center opene , was orn agam. rs. 
Butts says she also gets shoes and clothes at the Center (these are 
donated). . . . . . 

Ila Harn (White, not blmd, about age sixty-five) : "I'm hvrng with 
a lady who is senile, who I've known for twenty years. If I couldn't 
get out of the house I'd climb. the walls. The Center off~rs J!le a1; 
'escape' ... it also helps me with legal problems to help my friend. 

Ely Waddy (Black, about age _seventy)_: "The Center has helped 
me straighten out my age for Somal Security benefits. And when the 
Center opened up a beauty salon I didn't have to travel to get my hair 
done (Mrs. Waddy is blind and travel is difficult). Mrs. Waddy hopes 
to get her husband, who has had a heart attack, involved in Center 
activities, but so far he has declined to join her. 

BlMWhe Worrell (Black, about age seventy): "The Center is build-
ing a brid(J'e for other people to cross over." 

Oalab Drowe (Black, about age seventy-five): "In coming here you 
forget you're blind. I used to be a recording artist (played clarinet 
and drums) and I get encouragement from the Center to continue 
makin~ records." 

Oatherine Olay (Black, about age sixty-five): ~'I was a c:;a!,erer who 
lost vision in one eye about three year~ ago an~ Just lost vision ~n the 
other eye. I used to cook a lot and still do, usmg my grandchildren 
as my ·,eyes.' If it was~'t for t~e 9enter I'd J:>e sitt1ng ho~e doin~ 
nothing. But here I en3oy the srngmg, recreation, and handicrafts. 

----, 
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Mra. Clay participated in an African cultu, kg,am, ~ng banana 
nut bread with the help of her grandciaughte <P ·--: 1 

All other persons using the Center that daY3-,includi'ng those who 
were White and not blind expressed similar gratitude for the Center. 
One Spanish-speaking lady also offered praise (through the interpreta-
tion of the Spanish-speaking secretary). 

WHAT DoF.S THE CENTER MEAN TO THE COMMUNITY? 

As to the value of the Center tQ the community, Program Director 
Mrs. Green says: "If the Center would close many people would have 
to go to nursing homes or to mental hospitals ( some of the elderly 
using the Center are former mental patients; the _Center helps these 
people back into community life). Cutting the program builds wel-
fare. It's better to home healthy individuals than more welfare." 

THE REPRIEVE: How IT HAPPENED-WHAT IT MEANS 

• As reported earlier, the Center was threatened with closing because 
of lack of funds, and the Center formed a political-action group to 
write letters, $ign petitions, 1and plan . demonstrations to keep the 
Center open. 

Curtiss Knighton, Chief of Services for the Agin~, Department of 
Human Resources, Washington, D.C. feels that this pressure-plus 
the interest and involvement of community and civic leaders at all 
levels of government (including the U.S. Administration on Aging)-
were responsible for granting a "reprieve" for the Center. 

William Whitehurst, Assistant Director for Planning for the De-
partment of Human Resources; says that the Center will be funded on 
an annual fiscnl base of $200,000 a year, and that commitments have 
been made to keep the Center operating for the ne~ 18 months 
(through June, 1974). About $47,000 will come from Mr. Knighton's 
Department and the rest from general funds of the Department of 
Human Resources. 

While Mrs. Amy 0. Green, Program Director, feels that she needs 
$250,000 annually to keep the Center operating satisfactorily, she . 
thinks she'll be a:ble to "get by" on $200,000 by not hiring any more 
staff, adding ·any new services, ,and by foregoing the purchase of a bus 
for transportation. 

While Mr. Whitehurst and Mr. Knighton feel that this sort of fund-
ing will enable the Center to keep operating indefinitely, they add that 
they will nood more matching funds or revenue sharing funds to ex-
pand the program to off er more services to more people. Eligibility 
restrictions don't seem to be a problem in this Center. 

Mrs. Green hopes that some sort of permanent funding might be 
found so that the Center won't have to face future crises. 

IV. GEORGIA: ACROSS-THE-BOARD CUTBACKS 

The State of Georgia is particularly affected by the ceiling and 
eligibility restrictions of Title XVI : 

1. Georgia was providing over $79 million of social services to 
eligible families and individuals. With a ceiling of $56.6 million under 
the Revenue Sharing Act ( a loss of $23 million), many programs will 
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be discontinued and cutback. Especially hard-hit will be programs 
serving the elderly ( See Appendix 2 for details). 

2. "'.it?- the ceiling and eligibility restrictions, Jim Parham, J?eputy 
Comm1ss10ner of the State Department of Human Resources, estimates 
no way of continuing to serve potential candidates. Especially hit will 
be the statewide nutrition program. • 

Affected will be programs of the Department of Human Resources, 
six priority aging planning areas, local housing authorities, model 
cities a.gencies, and other local public and private agencies which plan 
and/or administer programs for Georgia's elderly. 

Following is a sample of potential cut-backs in Title XVI funds. 
The services proposed were: 

1. Community Services: Many services that had been proposed to 
the Department of Human Resources will have to be curtailed or 
abandoned. 

'2. Areawide Aging Agencies/Select Are(]) Planning and Develop-
ment Corntrni~sions: Many of ~hese multi-county planning a.gencies 
may ~ave their programs curta1l~d for lack of funds. The~e agencies 
wei:e m th~ final stages of plannmg and nee~oo funds to implement 
social services. Attachments A and B, appendix 1, show the potential .· 
Title XVI losses. 

Al_so, Geo~gia had planne1 to ~se Title.XVI funds to provide sup• 
port1ve services (transportat10n, mformation and referr!:l,1, counseling 
etc.) for its statewide nutrition program. But with the cutbacks and 
eligibility restrictions, this program will have to be curtailed or cut 
back on n statewide basis. 

In a report on the impact of Title XVI revisions on his State's pro-
grams, Frank Newton, consultant to the State Department of Human 
Resources, said : 

"If provisions are not made and means of funding these most 
vital programs are not made available, all of the months and 
years of committed planning, . coordination, and dedication of 
local and State, private and public agencies will be of little value. 
And, the elderly residents of Georgia will once again hear that 
they are being excluded from much needed services-words they 
have heard too often in the past when other age groups have 
received top priority in funding for human services." 

IMPACT ON ATHENS (GA.) COMMUNITY CouNCIL ON AGING PROGRAMS 

The Athens Community Council on Aging, a private non-profit 
agency representing service agencies, civic groups and churches, had 
developed a comprehensive Home Care and Community Services pro-
gram for older adults.1 

These services were to help older people remain in their homes. Pri-
mary beneficiaries were those who needed Homemaker-Home Health 
Aide and/or related services (Information and Referral, Home De-
livered Meals, Day Care, Auxiliary Home Services). Secondary bene-
ficiaries were able-bodied mature adults ·who received specialized train-
ing and full or part time employment. . • 

1 For a description of ACCA's model program see Apl)endlx V In Home H.ealth Servicee in 
the United, States: A Report to the Senate Special Committee on Aging, 1:Jnlted States 
Senate, April, 1972, pp. 184-146. • 
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Some 900 persons received services ranging from Information· and 
Referral ~hone,calls to in-home care up to 40 hours per week. (Note: 
40-hour clients are accepted who have possibility of rehabilitation or 
on an emergency basis.) Approximately 52 percent of these were active 
welfare cases. Another 10 percent to 20 percent had incomes at the 
border of public assistance levels. 

It was hoped that this program would serve as a model to be ex-
panded throu~hout the State. However, with the new ceiling, the ' pro-
gram budget 1s being cut some $104,000 and staff has been cut by 24 
_Pers<?ns. Also, ~nder new guidelines and_State_mandate~, the p:r:ogram 
1s bemg re-designed to serve orily pubhc assistance clients with re-
contracted funds. In the State of Georgia, due to (}utbacks in Title 
XVI funds, the allowance of the 10 _Percent margin is not included in 
the new Revenue Sharing Act revisions. IDtimately, many borderline 
cases will now have to seek welfare certification m order to receive 
needed services. The proposed new budget would serve approximately 
52 percent of current caseload who use collectively about 62 percent of 
current resources under the previous budget. (The new contract, Jan-
uary 1-J une 30, 1973, calls for a budget of $126,000 Title XVI funds.) 2 

• )VHAT Loss OF SERVICES Wn.t CosT ,THE INDIVIDUAL AND THE 
COMMUNITY 

The following examples show what the loss of services to specific 
cases will cost the individual a:nd the community: 
. 1. Client, age 83, receives a small Social Security income. Lives with 
son, age 66, who is also not well and is unreliable. With Homemaker-
Home. He~lth Aide Servi~ 3 hours daily, 5 days a week, ACCA is able 
to mamtam the mother m her home at a cost of $219.60. If the son 
did not live with his mother, he too would have to ibe institutionalized 
because of his health and the inability to support or care for himself 
alone. 
. If they cannot be served by ACCA they both would have to be in-
stitutionalized at a cost to the taxpayer of $330 per month per person 
plus an additional $100-$130 per month per individual to meet local 
costs of nursing home care. 

2; Client, age 48, lives alone with a small income from Aid to Dis-
abled. She was crippled following a very bad autom()bile accident and 
is also nearly co~pletely ?lind because of cataracts. With Homemaker-
Home Health Aide Service 2 hours a day, 5 days a week, she is able to 
maintain herself in her own home at a cost of $146.40 a month. , 

If she cannot be served by ACCA she would have to convalesce in a 
nursing home at a cost of approximately $450 per month plus certifica-
tion by a physician, prescriptions, etc. . ' 

3. _Client, !1-ge 69, ~as hi0 3 strokes, is comp~etely_ paralyzed and 
partially semle. She hves with her husband who 1s retired. They have 
a small Railroa1 Retire~ent income. With the help of Homemaker-
Home Health Aide Services 4 hours a day, 5 days a week, both are able 
to remain in their own home at a cost of $292.80. 

If she cannot be served by ACCA she would havefo go into a nurs-
ing home at a cost of approximately $450 per month plus certification 
by a physician, prescriptions, etc. 

• Requests for revenue sharing funds have been submitted· to both the city of Athens and 
Clarke County .. To date no disposition has been made on the requests. • 
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There are also many person_s who liv~ alone or live with a di~abled 
spouse who need assistance m preparmg meals, transportation to 
shopping, paying monthly bills, transportation ~o the doctors and ~he 
clinics and need some personal care. If ACCA 1s not able to provide 
these a~d other supportive services to meet the many and varied needs 
of older persons in the Athens-Clarke County area,_many would have 
to be institutionalized at a minimum cost of approximately $430-$460 
per month. ($330 is the cost to the taxpayer plus M;edicaid ~or phy~i-
cian costs, prescriptions, etc. Those not able to provide the differ~ntial 
for local facilities have to be dismembered from the commumty to 
Dublin, Georgia or other facilities which_w_ill receive patients at t~e 
public assistance level, thus, further strammg an already traumatic 
situation.) Others' expectation_s fo~ living at home would.be greatly 
enhanced for a long period of time If they could secure services offered 
by ACCA such as a hot meal delivered to their homes with its daily 
person contact telephone reassurance, plus the knowledge of being 
able to O'et em'ergency help when needed. Unfortunately, strictures 
placed upon the agency by new fundi!1g guidelines, both State and 
Federal, inhibit extending these services to ~any who need small . 
services but who will need much greater services at a much greater 
cost if they cannot get these services now. ACCA officials stress that 
in order to achieve a creative joining of local, State and Federal funds 
it is important that these funds be used with as much discretion and 
flexibility as is necessary so that the_ whole of the county's elder~y 
population may look to the commumty for a resource, when their 
needs exceed their own capacity to meet these needs. 

WHAT KEY OFFICIALS SAY .ABOUT CUTBACKS 

Robert G. Stephens, Representative, 10th Congressional District: 
"I am very sorry that Georgia will not have the funds this year to 
expand and improve its existmg progr~m to the extent desired, ~nd I 
can certainly understand the frustration felt by those who will be 
affected by the ~mposed ceiling. I ~id not want this limit:i,tion, a~d I 
will do everythmg I can to have 1t removed at the earliest possible 
date." 

John Howell, Contract Services Representative: "The situation 
looks terrible at the present. The ~ermi1;1ation of co1;1t~act an.d loss of 
funds will place many elderly clients m a new cns1s. Tramed em-
ployees, too, will face unemployment with the necessary layoffs." 

Ed Benson, Chairman of the Athens-Clarke County United Fund 
Drive: "The Athens Community Council on Aging has established it-
self as a vital part of our community in providmg for the special 
needs of our older citizens. The unexpected loss of funds will be a 
blow to the needs of our elderly population, especially to prevent 
institutionalization." 

V. NEW YORK STATE AND EXAMPLES IN NEW YORK 
CITY 

With the $2.5 billion Federal ceiling on social services, New York 
State will receive only $220.5 million compared to its estimated need 
of some $875 million of Federal funding. 
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especially the 90 percent quota of public aid clients. Right now only 
~' about 30 percent of the clients are on OAA." 

Both Miss Connolly and Miss Armbrust don't feel that re_venue 
sharing will help !Iluch. Like ~thers, they fee~ that the money_ m the 
City of Chicago will go for police and fire eqmpment and salar10s and 
not for social services for the aged. However? she feel_s that reyenue 
sharing money might help some programs outside th~ qity of Chicago. 

Also, Miss Connolly says that because of restrict10ns, programs 
operating with Federal funding must lower their standards. She adds: 
"We don't want to get involved with government funds-that would 
mean we'd have to curtail some programs." 

III. WASHINGTON, D.C.: THE THREAT TO COLUMBIA 
SENIOR CENTER 

Columbia Center is new: it opened on September 20 1972 in order 
"to enhance the mental and physical well-being of the elderly in Serv-
ice Area #7 by providing them Social Services, Educational, and 
Recreational opportunities." 

These services include: 
Social Services: Crises intervention and advocacy; Homemaker serv-

ices; Housekeeping service; Private residential placement; Friendly 
visits; Food stamp and Social Security counseling. 

Education: Handicrafts; Sewing; Reading; Drama;_Spanish; Cre-
ative writing; First Aid; Library; Afro-American history; Dance; 
Cooking; Group services for the blind ; Physical fitness; Consumer 
education; Talks; Painting. 

Recreation: Trips; Parties; Bingo; Programs; Movies; TV; fool; 
Musicals; Singing; Games; Ivakota Farm Retreat (year-round trips); 
Special monthly programs with local artists. 

Special Services: Legal service; Beauty service; Employment; 
Group shopping trips; Group check cashing. 

The Columbia Center is located in the basement and ground floor of 
a renovated church, office, and apartment building. The quarters have 
been completely renovated, with light, bright colors in the offices and 
activity rooms. It is clean, inviting, and certainly a haven for the pre-
dominantly Black residents of the area. Some Spanish-speaking people 
are in the area, and the Center has made some effort to include them 
in activities. A Spanish-speaking secretary at the Center (Mrs. Bertha 
Ramirez) has written letters and has translated for clients. 

Columbia is administered by the Family and Child Services of 
Washington, D.C. Local Model Cities (HUD) monies were used as 
the 25 percent match for the 75 percent Fe.::l.eral Title XVI funds. The 
annual budget of $300,000 included start-up costs of some $18,000, and 
the Program Director, Mrs. Amy 0. Green, feels that they could oper-
ate on about $250,000 a year (which would just cover rent and 
expenses). 

Because of the Federal funding ceiling, the Center was notified that 
it would be closed down after March 1973. However, the Center has 
been granted a "reprieve" for the time being ( details of the reprieve are 
discussed later in this report). 

At first reports of the threatened shut-down of the Center, Mrs. 
Green organized a political-action group that circulated petitions in 
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English and Spanish in the neighborhotid and enlisted the support of 
other centers. Petitions, letters, and other messages were sen~ to the 
Mayor, Congressmen, and civil leaders. A protest demonstrat10n was 
planned but was called off. . . 

·wnile Mrs. Green :feels that the petit10ns, letters, and threatened 
demonstrations were largely responsible for getting the new :funding, 
William Whitehurst, Assistant Director for Planmn_g o:f the Depart-
ment of Human Resources :feels that his agency was on top of the 
situation and its close contact with the Model Cities agency has been 
instrumental in getting the new funding. 

WHAT DOES THE CENTER MEAN TO THE PEOPLEi 

·wednesday of each week is set aside for blind elderly. On one recent 
Wednesday, about forty per:3ons were using the center. With perhaps 
five exceptions all were blmd and Black; two were men, the rest 
women. There ~ere three white women (not blind) in the group. Many 
were making dust mops and other craft items. 

Statements of some of the elderly using the Cente:t; indicate what it 
means to them : . . 

Grant Taylor (Black, about age seventy, a stroke victim): "~t ~ould 
be a disaster to close the Center. The staff helps me get to the chn1e and 
helps me with my health problems. I also eat my lunch here." 

(The Center serves about 40 lunches a day which they get from 
CHANGE. If a client can afford to pay, he pays 25 cents per meal which 
usually consists of meat or fish ; two vegetables ; bread, butter; soup or 
juice ; dessert). 

l{itty Butts (Black, ~ge sixty-seven) : "When my husband died, I 
just sat home doing nothmg. I didn't have any place to go or any money 
to go anywhere. But when the Center opened, I was born again." Mrs. 
Butts says she also gets shoes and clothes at the Center (these are 
donated). . . . 

Ila Harn (White, not blind, about age sixty-five): "I'm hvmg wit~ 
a lady who is senile, who I've known for twenty years. If I couldn t 
get out of the house I'd climb the walls. The Center offers i:ie an 
'escape' ... it also helps me with legal problems to help my friend." 

Ely Wa.ddy (Black, about age _seventy)_: "The Center has helped 
me straighten out my age for Somal Security benefits. And when the 
Center opened up a beauty salon I didn't have to travel to get my hair 
done (Mrs. Waddy is blind and travel is difficult). Mrs. Waddy hopes 
to get her husband, who has h!l-d a he:ii:t attack, involved in Center 
activities but so far he has declmed to 30m her. 

Bl(JJMhe Worrell (Black, about age seventy): "The Center is build-
ing a bridge for other people to cross over." 

Oalab Drowe (Black, about age seventy-~ve): ".In coming here you 
forget you're blind. I used to be a recordrng artist (played clarinet 
and drums) and I get encouragement from the Center to continue 
makin~ records." 

Oatherine Olay (Black, about age sixty-five): ~'I was a ~a!,ere~ who 
lost vision in one eye about three year~ ago an~ 3ust lost vision ~n the 
other eye. I used to cook a lot and still do, usmg _my grandchild~en 
as my 'eyes.' If it was~'t for t~e yenter I'd ~e sittmg ho~e d01n7, 
nothing. But here I en3oy the smgmg, recreation, and handicrafts. 

... 
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Mrs. Clay participated in an African cultm:e program, making banana 
nut bread with the help o:f her granddaughter . 

All other persons using the Center that day, including those who 
were White and not blind expressed similar gratitude for the Center. 
One Spanish-speaking lady also offered praise (through the interpreta-
tion of the Spanish-speaking secretary). • ..... ' 

I <;. ' 
WHAT DoES THE CENTER MEAN TO THE COMMUNITY~ (,,. 

f 
As to the value o:f the Center to the community, Program •Director 

Mrs. Green says: "If the Center would close many people wou'ld have 
to go to nursing homes or to mental hospitals ( some of the elderly 
using the Center are former mental patients; the .Center helps these 
people back into community life). Cutting the program builds wel-
fare. It's better to hmve healthy individuals th(lln more welfare." 

• I 

THE REPRIEVE: How IT HAPPENED-WHAT IT MEANS 

As reported earlier, the Center was threatened with closing because 
of _lack of fun~s, and Center formed a political-action group to 
write letters, sign petibons, ,and plan . demonstrations to keep the 
Center open. 
-Curtiss Knighton, Chief o:f Services for the Agin~, Department of 

Hun_:ian Resource~, Washington, D.C. feels that this pressure--plus 
the mterest and rnvolvement of community and civic leaders at all 
levels of government (including the U.S. Administration on Aging)-
were responsible for granting a "reprieve" for the Center. 

William Whitehurst, Assistant Director for Planning for the De-
partment of Human Resources; says that the Center will be funded on 
an annual fiscr 1 base of $200,000 a year, and that commitments have 
been made to keep the Center operating for the nex,t 18 months 
(through June, 1974). About $47,000 will come from Mr. Knighton's 
Department and the rest from general funds of the Department of 
Human Resources. 

While Mrs. Amy O. Green, Program Director, feels that she needs 
$2!50,000 ~nnually to keep the Center operating satisfactorily, she . 
thmks she 11 be ·a:ble to "get by" on $200,000 by not hiring any more 
staff, adding -a~y new services, ,and by foregoing the purchase of -a bus 
for transportation. 
. Wh_ile Mr. Whitehurst and Mr. Knighton feel that this sor.t of fund-
mg wil~ enable the Center t-<;> keep operating indefinitely, they add that 
they will need more matchmg funds or revenue sharing funds to ex-
pand the program to offer more services to more people. Eligibility 
restrictions don't seem to be a problem in this Center. 

Mrs. Green hopes that some sort of permanent funding might be 
found so that the Center won't have to face future crises. 

IV. GEORGIA: ACROSS-THE-BOARD CUTBACK'S 

The State of Georgia is particularly a:ff ectP,d by the ceiling and 
eligibility restrictions of Title XVI : 

1. Georgia was providing over $79 million of social services to 
~ligible families a~d individuals. With a c~iling o:f $56.6 million under 
the Revenue Sharmg Act ( a loss of $23 million), many programs will 
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be discontinued and cutback. Especially hard-hit will be programs 
serving the elderly ( See Appendix 2 for details). 

2. With the ceiling and eligibility restrictions, Jim Parham, Deputy 
Commissioner of the State Department of Human Resources, estimates 
no way of continuing to serve potential candidates. EspeciaHy hit will 
be the statewide nutrition program. 

Affected will be programs of the Department of Human Resources, 
six priority aging planning areas, local housing authorities, model 
cities agencies, and other local public and private agencies which plan 
and/or administer programs for Georgia's elderly. 

Following is a sample of potential cut-backs in Title XVI funds. 
The services proposed were: 

1. Community Services: Many services that had been proposed to 
the Department of Human Resources will have to be curtailed or 
abandoned. 

'2. Areawide Aging Agencies/Select Areai Planning and Develop-
rnent Oowmissions: Many of these multi-county planning agencie~ 
may have their programs curtailed for lack of funds. These agencies 
were in the final stages of planning and needed funds to implement 
social services. Attachments A and B, appendix 1, show the potential 
Title XVI losses. 

Also, Georgia had planned to use Title XVI funds to provide sup-
portive services (transportation, information and referral, counseling, 
etc.) for its statewide nutrition program. But with the cutbacks and 
eligibility restrictions, this program will have to be curtailed or cut 
back on a statewide basis. 

In a report on the impact of Title XVI revisions on his State's pro-
grams, Frank Newton, consultant to the State Department of Human 
Resources, said : 

"If provisions are not made and means of funding these most 
vital programs are not made available, all of the months and 
years of committed planning • . coordination, and dedication of 
local and State, private and public agencies will be of little value. 
And, the elderly residents of Georgia will once again hear that 
they are being excluded from much needed services-words they 
have heard too often in the past when other age groups have 
received top priority in funding for human services." 

IMPACT ON ATHENS (GA.) COMMUNITY CouNcrL ON AGING PROGRAMS 

The Athens Community Council on Aging, a private non-profit 
agency representing service agencies, civic groups and churches, had 
developed a comprehensive Home Care and Community Services pro-
gram for older adults.1 

These services were to help older people remain in their homes. Pri-· 
mary beneficiaries were those who needed Homemaker-Home Health 
Aide and/or related services (Information and Referral, Home De-
livered Meals, Day Care, Auxiliary Home Services). Secondary bene-
ficiaries were able-bodied mature adults who received specialized train-
ing and full or part time employment. 

1 For a description of ACCA's model program see Appendix Vin Home Herdth Services ln 
the United. States: A Report to the Senate Special Committee on Aging, United States 
Senate, April, 1972, pp. 134-146. . 
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Some 900 persons received services ranging from Information· and 
Referral ~hone,calls to in-home care up to 40 hours per week. (Note: 
40-hour clients are a~cepted wh<? have possibility of rehabilitation or 
on an emergency basis.) Approximately 52 percent of these were active 
welfare cases. Another 10 percent to 20 percent had incomes at the 
border of public assistance levels. 

It was hoped that this program would serve as a model to be ex-
panded throu~hou~ the State. However, with the new ceiling, the 'pro-
gram budget 1s bemg cut some $104,000 and staff has been cut by 24 
pers<;>ns. Also, 1;1Ilder new guidelines and_State_mandat~, the pi:ogram 
1s bemg re-designed to serve only pubhc assistance clients with re-
contracted funds. In the State of Georgia, due to cutbacks in Title 
XVI funds, the allowa~ce of the 19 percent 1?-argin is not included in 
the new_ Revenue Sharmg Act reV1s10ns. IDt1mately, many borderline 
cases will now have to seek welfare certification m order to receive 
needed services. The proposed new budget would serve approximately 
52 percent of current caseload who use collectively about 62 percent of 
current resources under the previous budget. (The new contract Jan-
uary 1-June 30, 1973, calls for a budget of $126,000 Title XVI f~ds.) 2 

W°HAT Loss OF SERVICES Wrr.L CosT ,THE INDIVIDUAL AND~ 
COMMUNITY 

The following ~xa~ples ~how what the l<;>ss of services to specific 
cases w1_ll cost the md1v1dual a;nd the commumty: 
. 1. Chent, age 83, receives a small Social Security income. Lives with 
son, age 66, who is also not well and is unreliable. With Homemaker-
Home_ He~lth Aide Servi~ 3 hours daily, 5 days a week, ACCA is able 

mamt!l-m t~e m!)ther m her home at a cost of $219.60. If the son 
did not hve with hIS mother, he too would have to ibe institutionalized 
because of his health and the inability to support or care ior himself 
alone. . 
. If they cannot be served by ACCA they both would have to be in-
stitutionaliz~~ at a cost to the taxpayer of $3~0 ~ei: month per person 
plus an additional $100-$130 per month per md1V1dual to meet local 
costs of nursing home care. 

2. Client, age 48, lives alone with a small income from Aid to Dis-
~bled. She was crippled fo~lowing a very bad automobile accident and 
1s also nearly co~pletely ?lrnd because of cataracts. With Homemaker-
Home Health Aide Service 2 hours a day, 5 days a week, she is able to 
maintain herself in. her own home at a cost of $146.40 a month. , 

If she cannot be served by ACCA she would have to convalesce in a 
nursing home at a cost of approximately $450 per month plus certifica-
tion by a physician, prescriptions, etc. . ' 

3. Client, age 69, has had 3 strokes, is completely paralyzed and 
partially senile. She lives with her husband who is retired. They have 
a small Railroad Retirement income. With the help of Homemaker-
Home Health Aide Services 4 hours a day, 5 days a week both are able 
to remain in their own home at a cost of $292.80. ' 
. If she cannot be served by ,ACCA she wQuld have to go into a nurs-
mg home.a~ a cost of _approximately $450 per month plus certification 
by a phys1c1an, prescriptions, etc. , 

• Requests for revenue sharing funds have been submitted to both the city of· Athens and 
Clarke County. To date no dispositlon has been made on the :requests. . • 
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There are also many persons who live alone or live with a di~abled 
spouse who need assistance in preparing _meals, transportat10n to 
shopping, paying monthly bills, transportation ~o the doctors and ~he 
clinics and need some personal care. If ACCA is not able to provide 
these a~d other supportive services to meet the many and varied needs 
of older :persons in the Athens-Clarke County area, many would have 
to be institutionalized at a minimum cost of approximately $430-$460 
per month. ($330 is the cost to the taxpayer plus M;edicaid for phy~i-
cian costs, prescriptions, etc. Those not able to provide the differ~ntial 
for local facilities have to be dismembered from the commumty to 
Dublin, Georgia or other facilities which_w_ill receive patients at t~e 
public assistance level, thus_, further _st_rammg an already traumatic 
situation.) Others' expectat10ns for hvmg at home would be greatly 
enhanced for a long period of time if they could secure services offered 
by ACCA such as a hot meal delivered to their homes with its daily 
person contact, telephone reassurance, plus the knowledge of_ being 
able to ()'et emergency help when needed. Unfortunately, strictures 
placed upon the agency by new fundi:1g guidelines, both State and 
Federal, inhibit extending these services to ~any who need small . 
services but who will need much greater services at a much greater 
cost if they cannot get these services now. ACCA officials stress that 
in order to achieve a creative joining of local, State and Federal funds 
it is important that these funds be used with as much discretion and 
flexibility as is necessary so that the_ whole of the county's elder~y 
population may look to the commumty for a resource, when their 
needs exceed their own capacity to meet these needs. 

WHAT KEY OFFICIALS SAY ABOUT CUTBACKS 

Robert G. Stephens, Representative, 10th Congressional District: 
"I am very sorry that Georgia will not have the funds t~is year to 
expand and improve its existmg progr~m to the extent desired, ~nd I 
can certainly understand the frustrat10n felt by those who will be 
affected by the ~mposed ceiling. I ~id not want this limit~tion, a~d I 
will do everythmg I can to have 1t removed at the earliest possible 
date." 

John Howell, Contract Services Representative: "The situation 
looks terrible at the present. The termination of contract and loss of 
funds will place many elderly clients in a new crisis. Trained em-
ployees, too, will face unemployment with the necessary layoffs." 

Ed Benson, Chairman of the Athens-Clarke County United Fund 
Drive: "The Athens Community Council on Aging has established it-
self as a vital part of our community in providmf for the special 
needs of our older citizens. The unexpected loss o funds will be a 
blow to the needs of our elderly population, especially to prevent 
institutionalization." 

V. NEW YORK STATE AND EXAMPLES IN NEW YORK 
CITY 

With the $2.5 billion Federal ceiling on social services, New York 
State will receive only $220.5 million compared to its estimated need 
of some $875 million of Federal funding. 

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS OF MR. FONG 

While I am generally familiar with the purpose of new re~lations 
pro~osed by the. Department of Health, Education and Welfare for 
services un~er Titles I, IV,_X, XIY, and XVI of the Social Security 
Act, I find 1t necessary to withhold Judgment on the issues and recom-
me~dations disc1;1ssed in the Subcommittee report. 

Smee no hearmgs were held and the Subcommittee did not meet as 
a ~ody on ~hese complex ~nd difficult matters so that we could get all 
po!nts of vie~ before commg to conclusions, substantive comment now 
1s mappropriate. 

HIRAM L. FoNo. 
(43) 



APPE'NDIXES 
Appendix 1 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OLDER AMERICANS ACT 
AND SOCIAL SECURITY SERVICES 

This report deals primarily with services provided wider Social 
Security titles. . 

However, the full significance of those services cannot be understood 
without some analysis of a service delivery strategy outlined by the 
administration during discussion of the Older Americans Comprehen-
sive Services Amendments of 1972. 

Those amendments, enacted by the Congress but then pocket-vetoed 
on October 28, would have increased the funding available to the 
Administration on Aging for some services. But a primary goal of the 
administration was establishment of sub-State service units which 
could act as coordinators of services available through the Older Amer-
icans Act and through all other federally-assisted sources. 

In the following report,* the interrelationship of the Older Ameri-
cans legislation (which was re-enacted in the Senate on February 20) 
to the Social Security services is discussed in detail. 

OLDER AMERICANS COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES 
AMENDMENTS OF 1972 

The Older Americans Comprehensive Services Amendments of 1972 
(hereinafter referred to as "1972 Amendments") 1 represents a clearer 
defining of the relationship between the Federal Government and the 
elderly of this Nation. Since the passage of the original Older Ameri-
cans Act in 1965, it had become increasingly more apparent that the 
second most important Federal role ( after income) was to increase the 
availability of a comprehensive range of services which could assist 
older persons to remain independent as long as possible.2 The 1972 
Amendments recognized as the purpose in providmg such services to 
"secure and maintain maximum independence and dignity in a home 
environment for older persons capable of self-care with appropriate 
supportive services; and to remove individual and social barriers to 
economic and personal independence for older persons." 3 

The challenge of the 1972 Amendments was, therefore, to create 

•PrPpared by Miss Patricia Callahan, Professional Staff Member, U.S. Senate Special 
Committee on Aging. 

1 H.R. 15657-desplte strong bipartisan support was pocket vetoed by the President ou 
October 28. 1972. 

• Gold, Byron D., "The Administration Proposals to Strengthen the Older Americans 
Act". p. 3. (Remarks at Duke University Conference on Al?lng, June 2. 1972.) 

• "The Comprehensive Older Americans Services Amendments of 1972," House report 
92-1203 (accompanying H.R. 15657), p. 26. • 

(45) 
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.a mechanism which would bring into existence the skills of manage-
ment and organization in the.delivei•y of such services.4 Referring to 
the elderly, the Legislative History of the Amendments states that "no 
other group is affected by the .activities of so many departments and 
-11.gencies with so few results." G There are over 150 programs which 
benefit the elderly and are administered in almost every department 
of the Federal Government.8 

In pointing up the shortcomings of the seven years of experience 
with the Older Americans Act, the then Secretary of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Elliot L. Richardson, stated at 
hearings: 

Too often, objectives have not been clearly specified, Fed-
eral resources have not been targeted in areas of greatest need, 
other public and private resources have been underutilized 
and (un)coordinated-and the catalytic effect which might 
have been achieved has not been. 7 

A major objective of the 1972 Amendments, then, was to make 
maximum use of limited Federal resources so as to initiate, expand 
or otherwise improve the supply of services for older :people.8 The 
State gr:ant program under Tit~e I~I was substantially revised in order 
to provide for a better orgamzation scheme at the State and local 
levels 9 thereby encouraging the targeting of Federal resources in areas 
of greatest ?,eed by requiring. governors to designate priority sub• 
St'.1-te plan~mg areas. 10 The Title III_ funds were recognized as not 
bemg su~cient to fund a compreh~ns1ve services system completely, 
but were mtende~ ~o be used as an mcentive and catalyst.11 The 1972 
Amend?l;ents envis10ned the dev~lopment of a type of "partnership of 
older citizens, parents, community, and community State and local 
governments, with appropriate assistance from the 'Federal Govern-
ment.~' 12 This newly dev~loped m~chanism would thus act as a type 
of ~~-betwe~n, a_ broker, m b1 agmg together the suppliers and the 
recipients of serv1ces.18 For example: 

In a community where a homemaker service would be in 
critical need, the broker might bring together the Community 
College, the State Employment Service, the Welfare Depart-
ment, and a senior center. u 

As stated in the Legislative History 
Area .agencies 3:re inte~ded, primarily to coordinate and 

fund ex1stmg service providers rather than to establish them-
selves as new providers of services to the aging.15 

• Gold, Byron D., op. cit., p. 3. 
,p. •;_•comprehensive Older Americans Services Amendments," Senate repprt 92-1242, 

• Brody, Stanley ;J., testimony on the Older Americans Act Amendments of 1972 before 
the Subcommittee on Aging of the Co1" nittee on Labor and Public Welfare United' St t Senate, March 23, 1972, p. 283. , a es 
b 

7 
Richardson, Elliot L., testimony on the Older Americans Act Amendments of 1972 

Sefore the Subcommittee on Aging of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare United tates Senate, March 23l 1972Lp. 229. ' 8 Gold, Byron D:.t op. c t., p . o. 
• Senate report 112-,:-1242 p. 11. 
10 Richardson, Elilot L., op. cit., p. 230, 
n Senate Report 92-1242 p. 12. 

S ,. H.R. 15657, the Older Americans Comprehensive Services Amendments of 1972, ec. 101(4). : fbt~~• Byron D., op. cit., p. 5. 
'"Senate report 92-1242, p. 2. 
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Interlocking the Older Americans Act with other funding resources 
is at the crux of the 1972 Amendments. Speaking on behalf of the 
National Association of Social Workers, Inc., Mr. St'.1-nley. J. Brody 
testified at hearings on the bill that "we endorse the mclus10n of tho 
Nutrition program ~n the Older A1!1ei:icans Act .... " and add_ed "C~m• 
gress may appropriately 'want to ~nsist on a reqmrem~nt of mclus1~>n 
specifically of programs under Titles 1, 16, 18 and rn_ of th~ Social 
Security Act within each State plan to guarantee maxrmum mtegra-
tion of existing major human service programs." 16 

As stated the 1972 Amendments intend to target the delivery of com-
prehensive 'social services to those whose need is the greatest. The 
concept of "need" applies to those elderly who are most vulnerable 
to the loss of independence, rather than "~eed" based solely upon fi-
nancial situation.17 While programs author1~ed under the Olde~ Amer-
icans Act have never depended upon the rncome of ~e receivers of 
services as the sole criteria for eligibility, the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare in its report accompanying the 1972 Amend-
ments stated: 

Until such services ·are available for all older ~erica~, 
the State agencies, in dividing S_tates int<:> planmng. service 
areas and developing com,Prehensive coordmated service pro-
grams (should) give special consideration to the needs of the 
low income elderly.18 

However, even though _Congress recognized th~ ge;11erally greater 
need of services by lower mcome elderly, the apphcat~on of any ~ype 
of means test would never be tolerated as an element m the admm1s-
trative mechanism. 

Congress, in passing the Comprehensive Se~vice Am~ndments, rec-
ognized that "for many . old~r persons, ( S<?Cial) . services can !Ilean 
the difference between hvmg mdependently m t~eir_hoJ?,es or bemg-
all too often-unnecessarily and premat1~rely 1~st1tu~1on~ized at a 
much higher public cost." 19 The paradox m pubhc pohcy 1s that pro-
grams are designed to pay too little to keep elderly persons at home 
but will readily pay an average of $400-500 a month to k~ep the same 
persons in an institution. 2~ For m_any older pers<!ns, the d1ff erence be-
tween independence and mcapamty can be as httle as one hot meal 
a day. . • f 

Provision was made in the 1972 Amendments for the mtegrat10n o 
Title VII nutrition programs into the comprehensive and coordinated 
social services systems funded under Title III. Thus the role of nu-
trition services would be developed as part of the total spectrum of 
services. 

As Secretary Richardson testified: 
The need for nutritional services is really a part of other 

needs that have to do with bringing elderly people out of 
the isolation of their own rooms where they are not in con-
tact with other people and where they may not be properly 

10 Brody, Stanley ;r,, op. cit., p. 294. 
11 Gold, Byron D., op. cit., p. 8. 
1s Senate Report 92-1242, p. 14. 
11 Comments by Senator Frank Church on the "Older Americans Comprehensive Services 

Amendments" Congressional Record, ;January 4, 1973, p. 8134 . 
.. Donnelly 'Terrence M "California: the Need for Community Based Services for the 

Elderly and 'a Proposed Solution-the Social Maintenance Organization", p. 12. (Sub-
mitted to: the ;Joint Committee on Aging of the California State Senate and Assembly, 
December 12, 1972.) 
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fed because they are not able to get out often enough to shop 
for themselves and where the cycle,of discouragement has a 

. cumulative effect on their general well-being.21 

Although directed toward geographic areas with higher concentra-
tions of lower income elderly, the nutrition programs funded under 
Title VII would not apply individual means-tests. An applicant pro-
vider un_der ~itle VII would have to establish a social program in 
conjunct10n with a hot meals program. Although there is provision in 
Title VII for funding of supportive services, the applicant would more 
likely attempt funding under Title 1 or 16 of the Social Security Act. 
However, under current legislation, programs funded under the Social 
Security Act must be directed principally toward recipients of Old 
Age Assistance. Although up to 10 percent of expenditures on services 
(statewide) funded under the Social Security titles can be directed 
toward the categories of "former" and "potential" welfare recipients, 
too many administrators, for the sake of simplification, are di-
recting Soci3:l Ser:urity programs to welfare recipients ex~l~sively. 
For tho~ w~nch still allow up to 10 percent non-welfa!e participation 
the application of a means test has occurred. Thus the implementation 
of Title Vll nutrition programs could in some instances be totally 
negated, while in others it could become engulfed in the effects of 
means tests. 

21 Richardson, Elliot L., op. cit., p, 262. 

.'V' 
'.1 

SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS OF MR. FONG 

While I am generally familiar with the purpose of new regulations 
proposed by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare for 
services under Titles I, IV, X, XIV, and XVI of the Social Security 
Act, I find it necessary to withhold judgment on the issues and recom-
me~dations discl;lssed in the Subcommittee report. 

Smee no hearmgs were held and the Subcommittee did not meet as 
a ~ody on ~hese complex i:i,nd difficult "?-atters so that we could get all 
po~nts of vie:w before commg to conclusions, substantive comment now 
1s mappropriate. 

HIRAM L. FoNG. 
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APPE'NDiXES 
Appendix 1 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN OLDER AMERICANS ACT 
AND SOCIAL SECURITY SERVICES 

This report deals primarily with services provided under Social 
Security titles. 

However, the full significance of those services cannot be understood 
without some analysis of a service delivery strategy outlined by the 
administration during discussion of the Olcter Americans Comprehen-
sive Services Amendments of 1972. 

Those amendments, enacted by the Congress but then pocket-vetoed 
on October 28, would have increased the funding available to the 
Administration on Aging for some services. But a primary goal of the 
administration was establishment of sub-State service units which 
could act as coordinators of services available through the Older Amer-
icans Act and through all other federally-assisted sources. 

In the following report,* the interrelationship of the Older Ameri-
cans legislation ( which was re-enacted in the Senate on February 20) 
to the Social Security services is discussed in detail. 

OLDER AMERICANS COMPREHENSIVE SERVICES 
AMENDMENTS OF 1972 

The Older Americans Comprehensive Services Amendments of 1972 
(hereinafter referred to as "1972 Amendments") 1 represents a clearer 
defining of the relationship between the Federal Government and the 
elderly of this Nation. Since the passage of the original Older Ameri-
cans Act in 1965, it had become increasingly more apparent that the 
second most important Federal role ( after income) was to increase the 
availability of a comprehensive range of services which could assist 
older persons to remain independent as long as possible.2 The 1972 
Amendments recognized as the purpose in providing such services to 
"secure and maintain maximum independence and dignity in a home 
environment for older persons capable of self-care with appropriate 
supportive services; and to remove individual and social barriers to 
economic and personal independence for older persons." 3 

The challenge of the 1972 Amendments was, therefore, to create 

•Prepared by llflss Patricia Callahan, Professional Staff Member, U.S. Senate Special 
Committee on Aging. 

1 H.R. 15657-desplte strong bipartisan support was pocket vetoed by the President on 
October 28. 1972. 

• Gold, Byron D., "The Administration Proposals to Strengthen the Older Americans 
Act" . p. 3. (Remarks at Duke University Conference on AJ?lng. June 2. 1972.) 

3 "The Comprehensive Older Americans Services Amendments of 1972," House . report 
92-1203 (accompanying H.R. 15657), p. 26. 
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.a mechanism which would bring into existence the skills of manage-
ment and organization in the-delivei'y of such services.' Referring to 
the elderly, the Legislative History of the Amendments states that "no 
other group is affected by the .activities of so many departments and 
.agencies with so few results." G There are over 150 programs which 
benefit the elderly and are administered in almost every department 
of the Federal Government. 8 

In pointing up the shortcomings of the seven years of experience 
with the Older Americans Act, the then Secretary of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Elliot L. Richardson, stated at 
hearings: 

Too often, objectives have not been clearly specified, Fed-
eral resources have not been targeted in areas of greatest need, 
other public and private resources have been underutilized 
and (un)coordinated-and the catalytic effect which might 
have been achieved has not been. 7 

A major objective of the 1972 Amendments, then, was to make 
maximum use of limited Federal resources so as to initiate, expand 
or otherwise improve the supply of services for older people.8 The 
State grant program under Title III was substantially revised in order 
to provide for a better organization scheme at the State and local 
levels 9 thereby encouraging the targeting of Federal resources in areas 

. of greatest need by requiring governors to designate priority sub• 
State planning areas.10 The Title III funds were recognized as not 
being sufficient to fund a comprehensive services system completely, 
but were intended to be used as an incentive and catalyst.11 The 1972 
Amendments envisioned the development of a type of "partnership of 
older citizens, parents, community, and community, State and local 
governments, with appropriate assistance from the Federal Govern-
ment.1

' 12 This newly developed mechanism would thus act as a type 
of go-between, a broker, in bi .,1ging together the suppliers and the 
r.ecipients of services.18 For example: 

In a community where a homemaker service would be in 
critical need, the broker might bring together the Community 
College, the State Employment Service, the Welfare Depart-
ment, and a senior center.a 

As stated in the Legislative History : 
Area agencies are intended, primarily to coordinate and 

fund existrng service providers rather than to establish them-
selves as new providers of services to the aging.15 

• Gold, Byron D., op. cit., p. 3. 
• "Comprehensive Older Americans Services Amendments," Senate report 92-1242, 

,p. 8. 
• Brody, Stanley J., testimony on the Older Americans Act Amendments of 1972 before 

the Subcommittee on Aging of the CotP'1littee on Labor and Public Welfare, United States 
Senate, March 23, 1972, p. 283. 

7 Richardson, Elliot L., testimony on the Older Americans Act Amendments of 1972 
before the Subcommittee on Aging of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare United 
States Senate, March 23, 1972Lp. 229. ' 

8 Gold, Byron D'..I op. cit., p. o. 
• Senate report 112--1242 p. 11. 
10 Richardson, Elliot L., op. cit., p. 230. 
n Senate Report 92-1242 p. 12. 
lll R.R. 15657, the Older Americans Comprehensive Services Amendments of 1972, 

Sec. 101(4). 
1.'l Gold, Byron D., op. cit., p. 5. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Senate report 92-1242, p. 2. 
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Interlocking the Older Americans Act with other funding resources 
is at the crux of the 1972 Amendments. Speaking on behalf of the 
National Association of Social Workers, Inc., Mr. Stanley J. Brody 
testified at hearings on the bill that "we endorse the inclusion of tho 
Nutrition program in the Older Americans Act ... " and added "Con-
gress may appropriately :want to insist on a requirement of inclusion 
specifically of programs under Titles 1, 16, 18 and rn of the Social 
Security Act within each State plan to guarantee maximum integra-
tion of existing major human service programs." 16 

As stated, the 1972 Amendments intend to target the delivery of com-
prehensive social services to those whose need is the greatest. The 
concept of "need" applies to those elderly who are most vulnerable 
to the loss of independence, rather than "need" based solely upon fi-
nancial situation.17 While programs authorized under the Older Amer-
icans Act have never depended upon the income of the receivers of 
services as the sole criteria for eligibility, the Committee on Labor 
.and Public Welfare in its report accompanying the 1972 Amend-
ments stated : 

Until such services are available for all older Americans, 
the State agencies, in dividing States into planning service 
areas and developing com,Prehensive coordinated service pro-
grams (should) give special consideration to the needs of the 
low income elderly.18 

However, even though Congress recognized the generally greater 
need of services by lower income elderly, the application of ,any type 
of means test would never be tolerated as an element in the adminis-
trative mechanism. 

Congress, in passing the Comprehensive Service Amendments, rec-
ognized that "for man.Y older persons, (social) services can mean 
the difference between hving independently in their homes or being-
all too often-unnecessarily and prematurely institutionalized at a 
much higher public cost." 19 The paradox in public policy is that pro-
grams are designed to pay too little to keep elderly persons at home 
but will readily pay an average of $400-500 a month to keep the same 
persons in an institution.2° For many older persons, the difference be-
tween independence and incapacity can be as little as one hot meal 
a day. 

Provision was made in the 1972 Amendments for the integration of 
Title VII nutrition programs into the comprehensive and coordinated 
social services systems funded under Title III. Thus the role of nu-
trition services would be developed as part of the total spectrum of 
services. 

As Secretary Richardson testified : 
The need for nutritional services is really a part of other 

needs that have to do with bringing elderly people out of 
the isolation of their own rooms where they are not in con-
tact with other people and where they may not be properly 

1• Brody, Stanley J., op. cit., p. 294. 
11 Gold, Byron D., op. cit., p. 8. 
1s Senate Report 92-1242 p. 14. 
"' Comments by Senator Frank Church on the "Older Americans Comprehensive Services 

Amendments", OongressionaZ Record, January 4, 1973, p. S134. 
""Donnelly, Terrence M., "California: the Need for Community Based Services for the 

Elderly and a Proposed Solution-the Social Maintenance Organization", p. 12. (Sub-
mitted to: the Joint Committee on Aging of the California State Senate and Assembly, 
December 12, 1972.) 
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fed because they a,re not able to get out often enough to shop •" 
for themselves and where the cycle ,of discouragement has a 
cumulative effect on their general well-being.21 

Although directed toward geographic areas with higher concentra-
tions of lower income elderly, the nutrition programs funded under 
Title VII would not apply individual means tests. An applicant pro-
vider under Title VII would have to establish a social program in 
conjunction with a hot meals program. Although there is provision in 
Title VII for funding of supportive services, the applicant would more 
likely attempt funding under Title 1 or 16 of the Social Security Act. 
However, under current legislation, programs funded under the Social 
Security Act must be directed principally toward recipients of Old 
Age Assistance. Although up to 10 percent of expenditures on services 
(statewide) funded under the Social Security titles can be directed 
toward the categories of "former" and "potential" welfare recipients, 
too many administrators, for the sake of simplification, are di-
recting Social Security programs to welfare recipients exclusively. 
For those which still allow up to 10 percent non-welfare participation 
the application of a means test has occurred. Thus the implementation 
of Title VU nutrition programs could in some instances be totally 
negated, while in others it could become engulfed in the effects of 
means tests. 

21 Richardson, Elliot L., op. cit., p. 262. 
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Appendix 2 
REPORT BY THE GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN 

RESOURCES 

Office of Aging 

IMPACT OF TITLE XVI REVISIONS ON GEORGIA'S ELDERLY SOCIAL SERVICES 
PROGRAMS 

Background and Purpose 
The Georgia Department of ~~man _Resources ha~ St~te respon_si-

bility for the development, admmistration and coordmat10n of soc~al 
services for eligible families and individuals throughout Georgia. 
These services are authorized under the U.S. Social Security Act, as 
amended, (Titles I, [Old Age Assistance]; IV-A [Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children]; X [Aid to the Blind]; XIV [Aid to the 
Permanently and Totally Disabled], and XVI [Combination of the 
three adult categories, as chosen in Georgia] and are intended to pre-
serve, rehabilitate, reunite and strengthen eligible famil!es or indi-
viduals or assist members of families or individuals or assist members 
of families to attain or retain capability for maximum self-support 
and personal inde~endence. 

The State of Georgia has moved systematically since the 1967 
amendments of the Social Security Act were enacted to plan and ad-
minister a comprehensive program of social services to meet the needs 
of Georgia's needy families and individuals. However, through Con-
gressional and Presidential action, the Revenue Sharing Act [P.L. 
92-512, October 21, 1972] contains a number of restrictive amendments 
to all social service programs and more ~articulai:ly to t~e elde_rly 
services funded under Title XVI of the Social Security Act, mcludmg 
a $2.5 billion national ceiling on these formerly "open-ended" 
programs. 

Equally and possibly more detrimental to Georgia's efforts to de-
velop a comprehensive network of elderly social services have b_ee:n 
limitations set on the provision of services to old age assistance recip1-
•ents. Whereas the former Social Security provisions allowed elderly 
social service programs to provide services to past, present or fu~ure 
recipients of financial assistance, the new Social Security Act provides 
that no more than 10 percent of the State's Federal allotment of social 
service funds can be utilized for services to past or potential recipients 
while the other 90 percent shall be expended for services to current 
recipients only. The Revenue Sharing Act specified five exceJ?.tions to 
the 10 percent limitation, but these exceptions [childcare, family plan-
ning, mentally retarded, drug addicts and alcoholics, and child fo~ter 
.care J will have only a negligible impact on the bulk of Georgia's Title 
XVI efforts. In addition, recent Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare program regulations have brought about even greater cut-

( 49) 
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backs in the use of Title XVI funds through a shortened tiine frame-
work for past and potential recipients. 

In an effort to ascertain a quick assessment of how the recent Social 
Security Act revisions are impacting on Georgia's elderly residents, 
the Department of Human Resources, Office of Aging has contacted 
several appropriate State and local agencies which plan and/or admin-
ister social services programs for the State's elderly residents to ascer-
tain their 'views on the impact of Title XVI revisions and cutbacks. 
Due to time constraints imposed in carrying out this survey, it is neces-
sarily only a sample of the anticipated negative impact on senior citi-
zen services. The total impact on the recent revisions of Title XVI are 
very difficult to ascertain without a more detailed, comprehensive sur-
vey. Nonetheless, the results of this rapid survey indicate the tremen-
douse negative impact which the Title XVI revisions are having on 
Georgia's elderly social services programs. 

The agencies surveyed included the Georgia Department of Human 
Resources [Commumty Services and Office of Aging], six priority 
aging planning areas, local housing authorities, model cities agencies, 
select Area Planning and Development Commissions and other ap-
propriate local public and private agencies which plan and/or admin-
ister programs for Georgia's elderly residents. 

At the time the Revenue Sharmg Act was enacted [October 21, 
1972], Georgia was providing over $79 million of social services [ either 
through direct services or purchase of services] to eligible Georgia 
families and individuals of all categories. With the maximum ceilmg 
placed upon Georgia's programs at some $23 million lower [$56.6 mil-
lion], the State had no choice except to discontinue many social services 
that had been long in planning and many that had been actually 
serving thousands of needy Georgians. Hit hardest by the State allot-
ment ceiling was Georgia's elderly residents. Attachment A identifies 
the actual terminations of Title XVI programs in Georgia. 

While the actual cutbacks in Title XVI aging programs have been 
acute, the potential impact of the revisions appear to be of even greater 
magnitude. First of all, the advocates for elderly services under Title 
XVI were just initiating major programs at the time that the Revenue 
Sharing Act restrictions were enacted. This, in effect, has meant that 
many programs that were being planned to provide much needed 
services to Georgia's residents may never be implemented-particularly 
at levels required to make significant impacts on the needs of Georgia's 
some 368,000 elderly residents over age sixty-five. 

The following represents a sample of potential cutbacks in Title 
XVI funds in Georgia due to the recent Social Security Act amend-
ments. The services proposed were as follows: 

( 1) 0 ommunity Services: These are services that had been proposed 
to the Department of Human Resources. The actual finalized 
proposals were on hand and awaiting final review and approval 
when the recent revisions were enacted. 

(2) Areawide Aging Agencies/Select APDO's: The Department 
of Human Resources; Office of Aging, has funded [Under Title 
III of the Older Americans Act] five (5) priority multi-county 
agencies to plan, administer, coordinate and evaluate major 
elderly services programs. Each aging planning agency is now 
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in the final steps of planning and will be needing th_e financ~al 
resources identified in order to implement the desired social 
services. Since these priority aging planning areas have signifi-
cant number and percentages ?~ resident~ which would have 
qualified under the older provisions of Title ~VI [past, and 
potential recipients], most of the J?lanned services were to be 
funded with Title XVI financial assistance. 

Also since Georo-ia is to receive only limited funding under 
the Title VII [Older Americans Act] Nutrition Program for 
the Elderly the State had anticipated using Title VII fuuds 
for raw food costs and Title XVI assistance for all other sup-
portive services such as transportation, outreach, information 
and referral, health and welfare counseling, recreation, sI;op-
ping assistance, nutrition educati~n and other needed se~vices. 
This would have allowed Georgia to develop a meanmgful 
nutrition program for the elderly.Now, with the Social Security 
Act ceiling and eligibility restrictions, it will be impossible to 
develop a comprehensive nutrition program on a Statewide 
basis. 

In addition to Georgia's priority aging planning areas, the De-
partment of Human Resources had established a network o:f 
community human resource planning and coordination through 
Georgia's multi-county Area Planning and Development Com-
missions. Each multi-county planning program had been estab-
lished under Title IV-A and XVI and each contained a viable 
plannin~ component on the needs, problems and opportuni-
ties of tne elderly. It was anticipated that each APDC would 
develop a meaningful areawide program for the aging which 
would seek Title XVI financial assistance for operational social 
services. A select number of these APDC's have been included 
even though many of them are still in their early stages of· 
planning. 



ATTACHMENT A-Actual title XVI losses (jor elderly) 

Name of program 

Senior personal services project (Atlanta 
Model Cities) 51.3H.1 

Federal _____________________________ _ 
Social services for the elderly (Atlanta Hous-

ing Authority) 84.3.1 
Federal _____________________________ _ 

Athens Community Council on Aging 55. 7 1 __ Federal _____________________________ _ 

National Council of Jewish Women 57.2 1 ___ _ Federal _____________________________ _ 

Alma-Bacon community services for senior 
citizens program (Alma-Bacon Model 
Cities) 53.0.1 Federal _____________________________ _ 

Alert West End to Available Resources for 
the Elderly 85.7.1 

Federal _____________________________ _ 
Savannah senior citizens progam (Savannah 

Model Cities) 88.0.1 Federal _____________________________ _ 

• May renegotiate for services to current recipients only. 

Amount of cut Number served 

$87,961 

-65, 971 
759,744 

-569, 808 

160,620 
-120, 465 

13,070 
-9, 802 

178,924 

-134, 193 
13,200 

-9, 900 
268,834 

-201, 625 

100 

4,650 

900 

2,400 

6,000 

184 

1,700 

Number of 
staff cut Services terminated 

12 Day care center, meal delivery to homes, social 
services (evaluation and assessment of each cli-
ent; information and referral). 

77 Information and referral, health maintenance, 
counseling and guidance, homemaker service, 
activities to alleviate loneliness, employment, 
friendly visiting and chore service, transporta-
tion, nutritional component, training, recruit-
ment and training volunteers to work with 
elderly. . 

14 Information and referral, service interlinkage, 
coordination of volunteer program, home-
maker and home/health aide services. 

2 Information and referral, maintain reso~rce file 
on all services for the elderly, training of volun-
teers, improve community understanding of 
services for elderly. 

23 Transportation, education and enrichment, con-
sumer education, homemaker services. 

1 Outreach; information and referral. 

38 Homemaker; chore aide; day care; nutrition; 
prescription delivery; medical transportation; 
cultural enrichment; issuance of discount 
cards, food stamps, and bus tokens. 

ATTACHMENT B.-Potential title XVI losses (for elderly) 

1. Community Services Division, Department of Human Resources 

Agency 

Albany-Daugherty County Council on aging _ 
Project Focus Salvation Army, Visiting 

Nurses Association, National Council of 
Jewish Women. 

Church Women United, Atlanta ___________ _ 

Clayton County EOA (Senior Citizens Day 
Care Center). 

Housing Authority of Camilla _____________ _ 
DeKalb County Health Department ________ _ 

I Elderly of DeKalb County. 

Services 

"Meals-on-wheels" to elderly in public housing _____________ _ 
Senior citizen center, homemaker-home health services and 

information and referral. 

Advocacy for elderly, home visits, transportation, chore 
services, trips, health services and information and referral. 

Outreach, educational programs, health delivery systems, 
transportation, homemaker services, information and 
referral. 

Various services to elderly public housing tenants ___________ _ 
Prevention of diseases and disability. Develop nursing care 

services in a complex setting. 

Estimated 
expenditures 

41,136 
98,531 

25,000 

43,589 

3,000 
100,000 

Estimated 
number 

to be served 

100 
1,000 

(1) 
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Appendix 3 

MATERIAL RELATED TO REVENUE SHARING 
_Enactm~nt of revenue-sharing legislation (The State and Local 

Fiscal ~ss1stance _Act of_ 1972) raised the possibility of a .new source 
of fundmg for soe1al services to older Americans. 

Early response to the bill included a letter from Dr. Arthur Flem-
ming, Chairman of the Post Conference Board of the White House 
C~nference on Aging. He urged leaders of national organizations on 
,agmg to urge members to do "everything possible to obtain for older 
persons a fair share of these new Federal dollars." The text of Dr. 
Flemmi~g's appeal and the joint letter appear as Item One of this 
Appendix. 
, To make an _early appraisal of t~e actual and potential usefulness of 

R~venue Shar_mg m terms of services to the elderly, the Senate Com-
mittee on Agmg on January 4, with the cooperation of the Urban 
Elderly Coalition,. wrote to 38 cities for a prelim~nary report. A sum-
mary of those findmgs appears as Item Two of this Appendix. 

Fmally, Item Three is a rep~int of an article written by one of the 
early advocates of revenue sharmg, Mr. Walter W. Heller, in the Wall 
Street Journal of February 22, 1973. Mr. Heller first recommended rev-

•enue_ sharing while serving as Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisers under President Johnson. He is now Reo-ents' Professor of 
Economics at the University of Minnesota. 0 

ITEM ONE: LETTER BY DR. ARTHUR FLEMMING TO NATIONAL 
ORGANIZATIONS.AND RESULTANT JOINT LETTER 

POST CONFERENCE BOARD OF THE 
WHITE HOUSE CONFERENCE ON AGING, 

Washington, D.C., October 20, 1972. 
Mr. FOSTER J. PRATT, President, American Association of Retired Persons. 
Mr. THOMAS G. WALTERS, President, National Association of Retired Federal 

Employees. 
Mr. HOBART C. JACKSON, Chairman, National Caucus on the Black Aged. 
Dr. DAVID G. SALTEN, President, National Council on the Aging. ' 
Mr. NELSON H. CRUIKSHANK, President, National Council of Senior Citizens, Inc. 
Mr. JOSEPH A. FITZGERALD, President, National Retired Teachers Association. 

GENTLEMEN: The enactment into law of the Revenue Sharing Act opens up 
some new opportunities for progress in the field of aging. 

Under_ t~is Act a total of $5.61 billion dollars will be paid to 38,000 States and 
commumties throughout the Umted States during the fiscal year ending June 30 

::J.973. ' , 
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The State government will° be entitled to receive one-third of the amount allo-
-cated to that State. The remaining two-thirJs of the State allocation will be 
-divided among the units of local government, namely, counties, cities and towns. 

Local government must use the monies they receive for priority areas of pub-
lic safety, environmental protection, public transpotration, health, recreation, 
libraries, social services for the poor or aged, and financial administration. 

The enclosed fact sheet provides additional information relative to the new 
ilaw. 

It is clear that some of the Revenue Sharing funds that are made avaiiable 
to State government could be used to strengthen programs in the field of 
aging. 

It is likewise clear that some of the ·new Federal funds made available to 
-counties, cities and towns could and should be used for social services for 
older persons. In addition, programs that are worked out for the use 'of these 
funds by local governments in such areas as public safety, environmental pro-
tection, public transportation, recreation and libraries can and should include 
.special provisions for dealing with the needs of older persons. 

It is essential, however, for representatives of organizations of older per-
sons to take the initiative in order to make sure: 

-that a meeting is called at the local level of interested organizations and 
agencies in both the non-governmental and the governmental sectors 

-that such a meeting include those voluntary organizations that have demon-
strated •a genuine concern for the needs of older persons 

-that the meeting results in the development of a specific proposal for assist-
ing older persons in the community in question 

-that when the proposal is submitted to the appropriate governmental unit 
there is a clear indication that the proposal has the support of many citi-
zens within the community. 

I am delighted to note that all of the organizations to which this letter 
J.s addressed have agreed in a joint statement to take this initiative in alert-
ing the communities of the nation to the possibilities outlined in this letter. 
This is a new and challenging opportunity for action in the field of aging 
that can be of help to today's older persons. 

Very sincerely and cordially yours, 

[Enclosures.] 
Dictated and signed in his absence. 

ARTHUR S. FLEMMING, 
Chairman. 

FACT SHEET ON REVENUE SHARING AND PROGRAMS FOR OLDER PERSONS 
In October, 1972 Congress passed and the President signed a historic new 

law whose formal title is the State and Local Fiscal Assistance Act of 1972, 
more commonly known as Revenue Sharing. Because this resource is poten-
tially a significant source for financing programs to meet the needs of older 
persons, those concerned with develO'ping such programs need to understand, 
at least in basic outline, how the new law will work. (Services to the poor 
and the aged have been designated a priority area.) 

Revenue Sharing provides for the distdbution, with virtually no strings 
attached, of large amounts of Federal resources to 38,000 State and local 
governments. Revenue Sharing permits State and local officials to determine 
the purPQse for which available Federal funds shall be spent. 

The new law provides that for the last half of fl.seal year 1972, $2.65 
billion will be distrf.buted; for fl.seal year 1973, $5.64 billion; for 1974, $6.05 
billion; for 1975, $6.20 billion; for 1976, $6.35 billion ; and for the first half 
of fl.seal 1977, $3,325 billion. Each State will receive its share of these funds 
based on whichever one of the two formulas gives the State the most money. 
These formul'as take several factors into account including State-local tax 
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efforts, the size of the population, and the amount of poverty present in the 
State's population. The amounts each State will receive for Fiscal Year 1973 
are shown in the following table : 

REVENUE SHARING, FISCAL 1973 1 

Amount of rev-
enue sh0,ring 

Alabama ______________ $116,100,000 
Alaska ________________ 6, 300, 000 
Arizona ________________ 50, 200, 000 
Arkansas______________ 55,000,000 
California _____________ 556, 100, 000 
Colorado ______________ 54, 600, 000 
Connecticut ____________ 66, 200, 000 
Delaware ______________ 15, 800, 000 
District of Columbia____ 23, 600, 000 
Florida ---------------- 146, 000, 000 
Georgia _______________ 109, 900, 000 
Hawaii ________________ 23, 800, 000 
Idaho _________________ 19, 900, 000 
Illinois ________________ 274, 700, 000 
Indiana --------------- 104,300,000 
Iowa__________________ 77,000,000 
Kansas________________ 52,800,000 
Kentucky______________ 87,300,000 
Louisiana _____________ 113, 600, 000 
Maine_________________ 31,100,000 
~1aryland ______________ 107,000,000 
Massachusetts _________ 163, 000, 000 
Michigan ______________ 221, 900, 000 
Minnesota -------------- 103, 900, 000 
Mississippi ____________ 90, 700, 000 
Missouri _______________ 98, 800, 000 

Montana _____________ _ 
Nebraska _____________ _ Nevada _______________ _ 
New Hampshire _______ _ 
New Jersey ____________ _ 
New Mexico ___________ _ 
New York _____________ _ 
North Carolina ________ _ 
North Dakota _________ _ 
Ohio _________________ _ 
Oklahoma ____________ _ 
Oregon _______________ _ 
Pennsylvania _________ _ 
Rhode Island __________ _ 
South Carolina ________ _ 
South Dakota _________ _ 
Tennessee _____________ _ 
Texas -----------------Utah _________________ _ 
Vermont ______________ _ 
Virginia ______________ _ 
,vashington __________ _ 
W~st V~rginia _________ _ 
W1sconsm ____________ _ 
,vyoming _____________ _ 

Amount of rev-
enue sharing 
$20,600,000 
42,900,000 
11,100,000 
15,200,000 

163,600,000 
33,200,000 

591,400,000 
135,500,000 
19,700,000 

207,000,000 
59,400,000 
56,200,000 

274,000,000 
23,600,000 
81,500,000 
25,100,000 
98,400,000 

244,500,000 
31,400,000 
14,800,000 

105,200,000 
84,100,000 
52,300,000 

133,900,000 
9,700,000 

Of these amounts, each State Government is entitled to one-third which it 
may use for virtually any purpose it wishes. The remaining two-thirds of the 
funds made available to the State must he passed on to counties, cities and 
towns. Local governments may use these funds for the priority areas of public 
safety, environmental protection, public transportation, health, recreation, li-
braries, financial administration, and social services for the poor or aged. 

In addition to using these funds for current expenditures in the priority areas, 
local governments may use funds for legally authorized capital expenditures. 
Neither the State nor the local shares of Revenue Sharing may be used to 
match other ]federal grants. . 

Each jurisdiction receiving funds under revenue sharing must publish its 
plan for the use of the funds prospectively. Likewise, at the conclusion of the 
period for which funds were made available, the jurisdiction must publish the 
actual uses to which the funds were put. Both instances of publishing must 
take place in a newspaper(s) whose coverage includes the entire jurisdiction. 

By the end of October, 1972 the first distribution of $2.65 billion will be made. 
In January, 1973 another distribution of $2.65 billion will be made. Thereafter, 
payments will take place quarterly. 

It is clear, therefore, that under the new Revenue Sharing Act the case for 
new, expanded, and/or improved programs for older persons must be made to 
each and every State and local governmental unit receiving funds under the 
new Act; and approaches must be made immediately before decisions are made 
which do not provide for utilizing a portion of the Revenue Sharing funds in 
the field of Aging. 

1 Source: Joint Committee on Internal Reven·ue Taxation; Census Bureau. 
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED PERSONS 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

,,t, NATIONAL CAUCUS ON THE BLACK AGED 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE AGING 

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF SENIOR CITIZENS, INC. 
NATIONAL RETIRED TEACHERS ASSOCIA'TION 

Each of the signators to this statement has received the attached letter from 
the Chairman of the Post-Conference Board of the White House Conference on 
Aging together with the fact sheet referred to in the letter. 

We believe that the new Revenue Sharing Act does provide the members of all 
of our organizations with an opportunity to obtain for older persons and their 
-communities, the needed Federal dollars for support of special programs in the 
field of aging, and to stimulate greater response to the needs of older persons in 
programs designed to serve the needs of the entire community. 

It is clear, however, that if older persons are to share in the benefits from these 
dollars we must act and act quickly. 

We are especially desirous of our members doing everything possible to obtain 
for older persons a fair share of these new Federal dollars that are being allo-
cated to counties, cities, and towns. We are heartened by the fact that the new 
law establishes as one of its priorities at the level of local government "social 
services for ... aged." Unless we are alert to our opportunities, this could end 
up as only a paper recognition of our needs. 

Services for older persons must be included in Revenue Sharing by local govern-
ments at the outset. If they are not, plans for the use of these funds will become 
frozen and it will be increasingly difficult for older persons to obtain anything 
approaching a fair share. 

This means that our members must quickly work with the appropriate orga-
nizations ·and agencies, both non-governmental and governmental, in local com-
munities to develop proposals for the consideration of the governmental bodies 
that will be spending these new Federal dollars, and they must make it clear that 
their proposals are being supported by a large number of citizens in the 
community. 

We are contacting our members immediately to call their attention to this 
opportunity and to urgi> them to take the initiative in calling together immedi-
ately the representatives of private and public agencies, in helping to develop 
specific proposals, and in rallying support for those proposals. We intend to give 
our local units vigorous support in this endeavor. 

We hope that many communities will see this as an opportunity to obtain the 
funds which will enable them to make a start in the direction of developing a plan 
for the coordination of services for older persons in a community. Some commu-
nities will feel that other needs are more pressing. We have confidence in the 
decisions that will be made at the local level. 

We recognize that older persons can also benefit from revenue sharing funds 
made available to State Governments. We are urging our State offices to make 
vigorous representations to Governors in the interest of having some of these 
funds used to strengthen the State. programs on aging. 

Our principal concern is that the needs of older persons be recognized-not 
passed over-as the nation shares these Federal dollars with States and local 
governments. 

FOSTER J. PRATT, 
President, American Association of Retired Persons. 

THOMAS G. WALTERS, 
President, National Association of Retired Federal Employees, 

HOB.A.BT C. JACKSON, 
Ohairman, Natif>nal Oaucus on the Black Aged. 

DAVID G. SALTEN, 
President, National Oouncil on the Aging. 

NELSON H. CRUIKSHANK, 
President, National Oouncil of Senior Oitizens, Inc. 

JOSEPH A. FITZGEKALD, 
Pre1tident, National Retired Teachers Association. 
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ITEM TWO: SUMMARY OF REPLIES TO COMMITTEE ON AGING 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

Members of the Urban Elderly Coalition-an organization established in 1972 
to represent municipal, county, and regional agencies on aging---cooperated with 
the Senate Committee on Aging to take an early sampling of uses to which the 
revenue-sharing has been put. 

Questionnaires were sent to 38 localities, and 14 replies were received. Several 
respondents indicated that the program was still so new that it would be difficult 
to determine long-term trends. The responses, however, provide some useful 
information about the present situation and possible later developments. 

A. CITIES IN WHICH No SPECIFIC ALLOCATIONS HAVE YET BEEN MADE 

Chicago, Cincinnati, Newark (N.J.), Omaha, South Bend (Ind.), Tucson, and 
Allen County (Pennsylvania) report that no specific allocations have yet been 
made for the elderly. In some, such as Cincinnati, the 1973 budget had not then 
been proposed, although there was some hope that future allotments would be 
made. In Omaha, the emphasis was to be put on capital improvements, such as a 
riverfront development program. The Allen County Council on Aging reported 
that neither Fort Wayne nor the county has decided how to spend revenue-
sharing funds._ 

Although there was some pressure for tax relief, attention is turning to capital 
improvements. 

The Newark Senior Citizens Commission Director reported his office has 
been informed that elderly citizens there cannot look forward to receiving one 
dollar of revenue-sharing. He added: "All of these funds, we are told have 
long since been committed in other urgent directions." In South Bend, it 
appeared that a "cultural center has the inside track," even though REAL 
Services of that city submitted a proposal calling for a comprehensive Service 
Center. The Chicago Director of the Mayor's Office for Senior Citizens reported 
that the initial revenue sharing grant there will be used to reduce the property 
tax. 

In Tucson, all of the first round of funding has been directed toward street 
improvement, but some thought is being given to city funding of Model Cities 
programs that may be discontinued. 

One director of a municipal office on aging, in a letter to the director of a YMCA 
seeking revenue funds---commented : 

"It is imperative that federal housing programs for the elderly and programs 
in many other areas be maintained and increased, along with revenue sharing 
( emphasis added.) It is imperative that we focus our main attention and energies, 
and those of the elderly also, on the forthcoming budget battle of the administra-
tion and the Congress about these programs, and not on the diversionary revenue 
sharing backfires the national administration seems so anxious to have lit." 

B. CITIES IN WHICH SOME ALLOCATION HAS BEEN MADE 

1. Dallas reported that an undetermined minor amount has been reserved to 
cover loss of revenue due to a $3,000 Tax Exemption for the elderly adopted since 
November, and that one bookmobile would be provided for the elderly. 

2. Detroit plans to allot $50,000 for Jan. I-June 30, 1973 and approximately 
$90,000 for the full year following to establish a Mayor's Senior Citizen Com-
mission. It is hoped that multi-service centers be established later on with satel-
lite centers for direct local servicPS. 

3. Kansas City, Missouri, has allocated $100,000 to establish a model project 
on nutrition to serve 1,200 meals per day over a 6-month period. The project 
will include both group meals and Meals on Wheels and "will tie in with 
existing Title III projects of the Older Americans Act. Within two years, revenue-
sharing funds would be committed to funding of the Model Cities Program, and 
the city agency on aging will submit a proposal for the use of revenue-sharing 
funds for a dial-a-ride system between health faci11ties and congregates of the 
elderly. 

4. San Antonio has costed priority items of specific benefit to the elderly 
at approximately $335,000. The reply adds : 

"Expected funds are included in the category "Social Services." While no spe-
cific amount can be identified, the elderly will be co-beneficiaries with other resi-
dents in the other priority areas." 
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For example, a "Project Outstretch" permits the City to join in partnershi~ 
with appropriate neighborhood agencies and Churches for the provision of uni~ 
form delivery services and special atten!,ion wil\ be given to "areas of elderly 
concentration." -

5. st. Louis has allocated $75,000 for a mobile ~ealth van, but the respondent 
indicated that future revenue sharing funds will probably be used to cover 
salary increases for clcy employees. 

C. CITIES WITH LARGE-SCALE PROPOSALS FOB FuTUBE USE 

1 In Pittsburgh funds have been allocatM generally for capital improve- • 
me~ts but it is expected that general revenue-sharing may in the future support 
two o~oing programs for the elderly: Mayor's Office for the Aging (established 
in 1973) and a senior citizens recreation program sponsored by the Department 
of Parks and Recreation. " 

2. Seattle reports that no specific allocations have yet been made, but an 
unknown amount may go for subsidy of transit under a new 10 cent fare or $2 
per month pass for 65 and older citizens" also change from city to county-wide 
"metro" transit-no means test." The reply also says : "The elderly will be 
considered as a priority target group. Mayor and Council are very much con-
cerned. Situation is, however, very confused at the monment. Planning just 
getting under way in substance." 

ITEM THREE: ARTICLE BY WALTER HELLER, FROM WALL STREET 
JOURNAL OF FEBRUARY 22, 1973 

THE SIDE-EFFECTS OF NIXON'S BUDGET 

(By Walter W. Heller) 
In critiques of the President's budget, as in other matters, it's not just what 

you say but how you say it. 
On "Meet the Press' last week I called attention to the sharP swing from 

stimulus to restriction in the Nixon budget. I noted that the full-employment 
budget, as measured in the national income accounts (the best shorthand way 
of gauging the budget's impact on the economy), will shift from a deficit rate of 
about $15 billion in the current quarter to a small SUrPlUS at the end of the year. 
Although I consciously avoided condemning this shift as too restrictive, I did 
characterize it as "slamming on the brakes." 

That did it. The news dispatches (as well as a scientific sample of three 
viewers I questioned) confidently asserted that I had condemned the budget as 
too restrictive. Well, is it or isn't it? In the best tradition of economics, let me 
answer : "It depends." 

It depends largely on the course of Federal Reserve policy. If tough fiscal 
restraint enables the Federal Reserve to pursue a more moderate monetary 
policy and avoid a credit crunch, the sharP swing in the budget deficit may be 
about right. But if the budget cutback is coupled with a ferociously tight mone-
tary policy that would level the economy oft: at 4½% or more unemployment or 
cut the growth of real GNP down to a 2% or 3% rate, the budget swing would 
be too sharP, 

Given the likely slippage on the spending side, Mr. Nixon's crusade against 
tax increases, and the painful costs of a credit crunch, the President may be 
right in erring on the side of fiscal tightness in the face of a surging economy. 

Not that the choice betw~n bearing down on the fiscal brakes and bearing 
down on the monetary brakes can be made in a vacuum. One has to weigh the 
respective side effects. Much of the objection to tight money is distributional, 
namely, that it unduly squeezes housing, small business, and state-local govern-
ment. So if Mr. Nixon achieves a tight fiscal policy mainly by squeezing civilian 
programs and low-income recipients rather than pruning the Pentagon or taxing 
the well-off, the choice between the two policies on social grounds becomes less 
clear-cut. 

MILITARY FAT 

Relentless, even ruthless, in its pursuit of evil among social programs, the 
Nixon budget shows no comparable ruthlessness in paring military fat or chal-
lenging_ tax privilege: 
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Item: In spite of saving about $4 billion on Vietnam, the fiscal 1974 defense 
budget goes up $4 billion, for a total rise of $8 billion in non-Vietnam sr,ending. 

Item: In the name of cutting waste and inefficiency, subsidies for low-income 
housing are being summarily suspended ; liut the even inore inefficient and waste-
ful tax give-away of about half a billion dollars in tax shelters for real estate 
investments is left untouched. 

Item: Mr. Nixon wrings his hands over our unbearable tax burdens ("more 
important than more ·money to solve a problem is to avoid a tax increase," he 
said recently), blithely ignoring the fact that federal income tax rates have been 
cut by over $20 billion since he took office and more than twice that in the past 
decade. • 

Item: The White House takes pride in noting that "human resource" expendi-
tures will rise faster than the military budget, but fails to mention that the 
great bulk of that rise is in ·Social Security benefits, self-financed by a giant 
increase of $10 billion in harshly regressive payroll taxes. 

Item : Mr. Nixon is proud of redeeming his promises to hold spending and 
deficits in check, but what of his pledges (1) to provide possibly $7½ billion in 
rehabilitation aid to the two Vietnams? (2) to make property tax relief for the 
elderly "a first order of business in our next budget"? (3) to press ahead on 
welfare reform, any delay in which, he told us a year ago, would be "unwise" 
and "cruel"? Not a word and not a dime in the budget to redeem these pledges. 

So much for priorities. What about economy and efficiency? Most economists 
will applaud White House moves to trim pork barrel projects, stop the flow of 
aid to wealthy school districts that are "federally impacted," end 2% REA loans, 
drop subsidies for farm exports, drag the limestone lobby away from the public 
trough, and so on. In other words, · many of Mr. Nixon's "one hundred budget 
blows" do hit the right targets. 

But, in killing or gutting programs for urban renewal, model cities, community 
action, public service employment, college student ioans, and the like, Mr. Nixon 
is on highly debatable ground. 

The projected liquidation of the Community Action Program is a puzzling and 
poignant case in point. Here is a program that-after many trials and much 
error-was making steady progress in the complex and difficult task of helping 
the poor help themselves. And an administration "utilization survey" of 591 
Community Action agencies had just concluded that the program offers "genu-
ine b,elp in making the decentralization of government succeed during the next 
few years" and that "the picture clearly shows that the administration's re-
direction of Community Action was on target." 

Ironically, a President professing a deep commitment to decentralization and 
citizen participation is about to kill one of the few programs that was making 
documented progress on both fronts. Even more revealing al the administration's 
mentality are: 

Its sly directive to scuttle OEO by June 30 before its supporters "could 
muster enough strength-or will to put Humpty-Dumpty together again." 

The statement by the executor of the program, Howard Phillips, that 
he will liquidate the program with relish. 

. Apart from such inconsistencies, Mr. Nixon's budget fails to recognize that a 
program that's worse than it might be is not necessarily worse than none. Mr. 
Nixon needs to be reminded that getting rid of the program doesn't get rid of 
the problem. • 

Congress, in turn, needs to be reminded that saving the program doesn't neces-
sarily solve the problem. Goaded by the President's· arrogation of power, by his 
disdainful view of Congressmen as irresponsible instruments of special interests, 
and by his effort to give the 1974 budget the status of revealed truth, the Con-
gress is venting its anger by trying. to push questionable programs back on the 
budget. Tnstead, it should be hammering out alternatives that will strike the 
country as more reasonable and humane. 

Both !lrrogance and anger are expensive luxuries, mortal enemies of rationality 
in the budget process. Far better that the White House should treat the Con-
gress as a coordinate branch of government and seek a detente which recognizes 
(1) that the Democratic Congress also enjoyed a big victory at the polls in 
November and has every right to participate in the setting of budget priorities: 
and (2) that a cooperative advance toward a more rational budget with some 
give on both sides, could pay rich dividends. ' 

.'}) 
' , , 
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WHAT'S NEEDED 

What would be the course of reason in a joint reconsideration of the 1974 
budget? 

First, all hands need to recognize that the tasks government has to tackle 
today-whether to curb pollution from 40,000 different sources, or upgrade the 
education of the disadvantaged, or assure decent medical care for the aged-
are vastly more complex and demanding than such earlier tasks as transferring 
money to the unemployed and building highways and dams. This consideration 
calls for lesser promises and greater patience. 

Second, we need to define much more sharply the optimum role of the federal 
government in its various fields of responsibility. As Charles Schultze has pointed 
out, this requires a careful sorting out of functions according to the type of 
federal support that will be most efficient and effective, for example: 

Often, direct income support is best, as in the case of the aged, the blind, and 
the working poor. 

To reduce sharp disparities in the ability of local units to supply government 
services, the revenue sharing instrument is appropriate. 

In services like education and health with large geographical "spill-over effects," 
the national purpose can be served best by categorical aids (specifying not so 
much how the money should be spent, but where and on whom). 

Certain critical services like medical care for the poor may have to be pro-
vided directly. 

In others, as in preserving the environment, enacting taxes and effluent charges 
to make pollution costly and pollution abatement profitable may be even more 
urgent than a step-up in budget spending. 

Third, once the priorities of Mr. Nixon's budget are recognized as other than 
God-given money will have to be pried loose for such thrusts as a better welfare 
system, decent health insurance, and major efforts to equalize education and 
restore hope and opportunity to the inner cities and ghettos. This may require 
invading the sanctity of the military budget and the tax sanctuaries that are left 
untouched in Mr. Nixon's program. 

Fourth, Congress should speedily equip itself with budget procedures and 
staff that will enable it not only to work within viable budget ceilings, but also 
to make informed cost-benefit judgments on such pigs-in-the-poke as the $1.3 
billion-apiece Trident submarine. 

Had Mr. Nixon approached Congress with a "let's reason together" attitude 
rather than trying to shove his budget intact down its throat (there is, he said 
in italics, "no room for the postponement of the reductions and terminattons 
proposed in this budget."), one might be more sanguine about a rational process 
of budgeted reformation. Instead, he has thrown down the gauntlet, and Con-
gress has picked it up. 

A PROBLEM OF RHETORIC 

Finally, while Mr. Nixon's budget actions are a mixture of good and bad, I 
find little of redeeming social value in his budget rhetoric. When a President 
urges citizens "to get big government off your back and out of your pocket," 
treats Congress with disdain, and conducts a national crusade against taxes, 
he can only defeat his own broader purposes. 

Instead of restoring self-reliance, he is putting self-interest on a pedestal. 
Instead of restoring confidence in government, he is inviting contempt for gov-
ernment in general and Congress in particular. Instead of focusing efforts on a 
higher quality of life, he is appealing to instincts of crass materialism. Instead 
of "if at first you don't succeed, try, try again," his implicit motto on social pro-
grams seems to be, "if at first you don't succeed, give up." 

The battle of the budget may yet result in progress toward more rational and 
efficient budget-making. But somehow, a crusade to think small, think simple, 
and think selfish does not strike me as the best path to either personal salvation 
or national greatness. 



Appendix 4 
[From the Federal Register, Vol. 38, No. 32-Feb. 16, 1973) 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 
Social and Rehabilitation Service 

[ 45 CFR Parts 220, 221, 222, and 226) 

SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN AND FOR AGED, 
BLIND, OR DISABLED INDIVIDUALS: TITLES I, IV (PARTS A AND B), 
X, XIV, AND XVI OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 

Notice of Proposed Rule Making 
Notice is hereby given that the regulations set forth in tentative form below 

are proposed by the Administrator, Social and Rehabilitation Service, with the 
approval of the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. The amendments 
in general revise, combine and transfer to a new Part 221 the regulations for 
the Family Services and Adult Services programs (in Parts 220 and 222), and 
purchase of service (in Part 226). The revisions eliminate several administra-
tive requirements; reduce the number of required services-in recognition of 
the limitation on Federal funds available for service .expenditures-and increase 
the number of optional services ; specify the goals to which services must be 
directed; clarify the State agency's responsibility for determination and rede-
termination of eligibility for services shorten the period of eligibility for former 
and potential recipients ; amend the provisions on Federal financial participaa 
tion to add the limitations imposed by recent legislation and to clarify the 
proper scope of Federal funding; and require written agreements for purchases 
of services. 

The proposed regulations do not affect current provisions in Part 1220 appli-
cable to the work incentive program (WIN) and to child welfare services 
(CWS). Amendments to those portions of Part 220 will be published separately. 
It is the intent of the Depatment to maintain in the final regulations the effec-

tive dates that are specified throughout the proposed amendments. 
Prior to the adoption of the proposed regulations, considerations will be given 

to any comments, suggestions, or objections thereto which are submitted in 
writing to the Administrator, Social and Rehabilitation Service, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, 330 Independence Avenue SW., Washington, 
DC, on or before March 19, 1973. Comments received will be available for public 
inspection in Room 5121 of the Department's offices at 301 C Street SW., Wash-
ington, DC on Monday through Friday of each week from 8 :30 a.m. to 5 p.m. 
( area code 202-963-7361) . 

Dated: February 12, 1973. 
PHILIP J. RUTLEDGE, 

Acting Administrator, Sooial and Rehabilitation Service. 
Approved : February 13, 1973. 

CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, 
Secretary. 

Chapter II, Title 45 of the Code of Federal Regulations is amended as fol-
lows: 

PART 220 [AMENDED] 
(1) Part 220 is revoked, except for §§ 220.35, 220.36, and 220.61(g) (relating 

to the WIN program under title IV-A of the Social Security Act), and§§ 220.40, 
220.49, 220.55, 220.56, 220.62, and 220.65 (b), and Subpart D ( relating to the 
CWS program under title IV-B of the Act). The content of the revoked provi-
sions is revised and transferred to a new Part 221, which, to the extent indicated 
therein, shall be applicable to the WIN and CWS programs under such Part 220. 

(62) 
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PARTS 222, 226 [REVOKED] 
(2) Parts 222 and 226 are revoked, and their content is revised and transferred 

to the new Part 221. 

PART 221-SERVICE PROGRAMS FOR FAMILIES AND CHILDREN AND 
FOR AGED, BLIND, OR DISABLED INDIVIDUALS: TITLES I, IV (PARTS 
A AND B), X. XIV, AND XVI OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT 
( 3) Part 221 is added to Chapter II to read as set forth below. 

Sec. 
221.0 
221.1 
221.2 
221.3 
221.4 
221.5 
221.6 
221.7 
221.8 
221.9 
221.30 

Subpart A-Requirements for Service Programs 

Scope of programs. 
General. 
Organization and administration. 
Relationship to and use of other agencies. 
.l!'reedom to accept services. 
Statutory requirements for services. 
Services to additional. families and individuals. 
Determination and redetermination of eligibility for services. 
Individual service plan. 
Definitions of services. 
Purchase of services. 

Subpart B-Federal Financial Participation 
TITLES I, IV-A, X, XIV AND XVI 

221.51 General. 
221.52 Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is available. 
221.53 Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is not available. 
221.54 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation. 
221.55 Limitations on total amount of Federal funds payable to States for 

Services. 
221.56 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation for Puerto Rico, 

the Virgin Islands, and Guam. 

TITLES I, IV-A, IV-B, X, XIV AND XVI 

221.61 Public sources of State's share. 
221.62 Private sources of State's share. 

AUTHORITY: Section 1102. 49 Stat. 647 ( 42 u.s.c. 1302}. 
§ 221.0 Scope of programs. 

(a) Federal financial participation is available for expenditures under the 
State plan approved under title I, IV-A, IV-B, X, XIV, or XVI of the Act with 
respect to the administration of service programs under the State plan. The 
service programs under these titles are hereinafter referred to as : Family 
Services (title IV-A), WIN Support Services (title IV-A, Child Welfare Serv-
ices (title IV-B), and Adult Services (titles 1,X, XIV, and XVI)). Expenditures 
subject to Federal financial participation are those made for services pDovided 
to families, children, and indiv.iduals who have been determined to he eligible, 
and for related expenditures, which are found >by the Secretary to be necessary 
for the proper and efficient administration of the State plan. 

( b) The basic rate of Federal financial participation for Family Services and 
Adult Services under this part is 75 percent provided that the State plan meets 
all the applicable requirements of this part and is approved by the Social and 
Rehabilitation Service. Under title IV-A, effective July 1, 1972, the rates are 
50 percent for emergency assistance in the form of services, and 90 percent for 
\VIN Support Services, and effective January 1, 1973, the rate is 90 percent for 
the offering, arranging, and furnishing, directly or on a contract basis, of family 

• planning services and supplies. 
(c) Total Federal financial participation for Family Services and Adult Serv-

ices provided by the 50 States and the District of Columbia may not .exceed 
$2,500 million for any fiscal year, allotted to the States on the i:>asis of their 
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popula?on. No more than 10 percent of the Federal funds payable to a State 
its allotment may be paid with respect to its service expenditures for 

mdividuals who are not current applicants fur or recipients of financial assistance 
u1nd~r th~ State's approved plans, except for services in certain exempt c assifications. 

(d) Rates and .a~ounts of Federal financial participation for Puerto Rico, 
Guam, and the Virgm Islands are subject to different rules. 

Subpart A-Requirements for Service Programs 
§ 221.1 General. 

T~e State _plan with respect to programs of Family Services, WIN Support 
Servi~es! Child WeUare Services, and Adult Serv::ices must contain provisions 
committmg the State to meet the requirements of this subpart. 
§ 221.2 Organization and administration. 

(a) Single organizational unit. 
(1) There must be a single organizational unit, within the single State agency 

!1t the Stat~ level and also at the local level, which -is responsible for the furnish'. 
mg ~f s_ervices ?! agen~y staff unde~ title IV, parts A and B. Responsibility for 
furmshmg specific services also furnished to clients under other public assistance 
plan~ (e.g., hom1:maker service) may be located elsewhere within the agency, 
proVIded that th1s does not tend to create differences in the quality of services 
for ~FDC and CW~ cases. (This requirement does not apply to States where 
the title IV-A and title IV-B programs were administered by separate agencies on January 2, 1968). 

(2). Such unit must be under the direction of its chief officer who, at the State 
level, is not the head of the State agency. 

(b) Ad!'isory com~ittee on day-care services. An advisory committee on day-
care services for children must be established at the State level to advise the 
State agen~y on the gener!ll policy involved in the provision of day-care services 
~der the title IV-A and ~itle IV-B programs. The committee shall include among 
its me~bers representatives of other State agencies concerned with day care 
or services r~lated thereto and persons representative of professional or civic 
oz: other publ!c. or nonprofit private agencies, organizations or groups concerned 
with the provision of day care. 

(c) Grie_vance system. There must be a system through which recipi~nts may 
present grievances about the operation of the service program. 

( d) Program implementation. The State plan must provide for State level serv-
ice staff to carry responsibility for: 

(1) Planning the content of the service programs, and establishing and inter-
preting service policies ; 

(2) Program supervision_ o_f local agencies to assure that they are meeting plan 
r~qmrements and State pohcies, and that funds are being appropriately and effec-
tively used ; and 

(3) Monitoring and evaluation of the services programs. 
(e) Provision of services. The State plan must specify how the services will 

be provided and, in the case of provision by other public agencies identify the 
agency and the service to be provided. ' 
§ 221.3 Relationship to and use of other agencies. 

There must be maximum utilization of and coordination with other puhlic and 
voluntary agencies providing similar or related services which are available with-
out additional cost. • 
§ 221.4 Freedom to accept services. 

Famili~s and individuals must ?~ free to accept or reject services. Acceptance 
of a service shall not be a prereqmsite for the receipt of any other services or aid 
under the plan, except for the conditions related to the Work Incentive Program 
or other work program under a State plan approved by the service. 
§ 221.5 Statutory requirements for services. 

(a) In order to carry out the statutory requirements under the Act with respect 
to Family Services and Adult Services programs, and in order to be eligible for ?5 percent Federal financial participation in the costs of providing services 
mcluding the determination of eligibility for services, the State must, under th~ 
Fa1;11ily Services program, provide to each appropriate member of the AFDC 
assistance unit the mandatory servic and those optional services the State elects 
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to include In the State plan, and must, under the Adult Services program, provide 
to each appropriate applicant for or recipient of financial assistance under the 
State plan at least one of the defined services which the State elects to include 
in the State plan. 

(b) (1) For the Family Services program, the mandatory services are family 
planning services foster-care services for children, and protective services for 
children. The opti~Bal services are daycare services for children, educational serv-
ices employment services (non-WIN), health-related services, homemaker serv-
l.ces; home management and other functional educational services, housing im-
provement services, and transportation services. 

(2) For the Adult Services program, the defined services are chore services, 
day-care services for adults, educational services, employment servic_es, family 
planning services, foster-care services for adults, health-related services, home 
delivered or congregate meals, home-maker services, home management and 
other functional educational services, housing improvement services, protective 
services for adults, special services for the blind, and transportation services. 
§ 221.6 Services to additional families and individuals. 

(a) If a State elects to provide services for additional groups of families or 
individuals, the State plan must identify such groups and specify the services to 
be made available to each group. 

(b) If a service or an element of service is not included for recipients of finan-
cial assistance under the State plan, it may not be included for any other group. 

( c) The State may elect to provide services to all or to reasonably classified sub-
groups of the following : 

(1) Families and children who are current app~icants for financial assistance 
under title IB-A. 

(2) Families and individuals who have been applicants for or recipients of fi-
nancial assistance under the State plan within the previous 3 months, but only 
to the extent necessary to complete provision of services initiated before with-
drawal or denial of the application or termination of financial assistance. 

(3) Families and individuals who are likely to becOIDle applicants for or re-
cipients of financial assistance under the State plan within 6 months, i.e., those 
who: 

(i) Do not have income exceeding 1831/a percent of the State's financial as-
sistance payment level under the State's approved plan ; and 

(ii) Do not have resources that exceed permissible levels for such financial 
assistance ; and 

(iii) In the case of eligibility under ttile IV-A, have a specific problem or 
problems which are susceptible to correction or amelioration through provision 
of services and which will lead to dependimce on financial assistance under title 
IV-A within 6 months if not corrected or ameliorated; and 

(iv) In the case of eligibility under title I, X, XIV, or XVI, have a specific 
problem or problems which are susceptible to correction or amelioration through 
provision of services and which will lead to dependence on financial assistance 
under such title, or medical assistance, within 6 months if not corrected or 
ameliorated; and who are 

(a) At least 64½ years of age for linkage to title I, or title XVI with respect 
to the aged; 

( b) Experiencing serious, progressive deterioration of sight that, as substan-
tiated by medical opinion, is likely to reach the level of the State agency's 
definition of blindness within 6 months, for linkage to title X, or title XVI with 
respect to the blind ; or 

(c) At least 17½ years of age and, according to professional opinion, are ex-
periencing a physical or mental condition which is likely to result within 6 
months in permanent and total disability, for linkage to the XIV, or title XVI 
with respect to the disabled. 

( 4) Aged, blind, or disabled persons who are likely to become applicants for 
or recipi~nts of financial assistance under the State plan within 6 months as 
evidenced by the fact that they are currently eligible for medical assistance 
as medically needy individuals under the State's title XIX plan. 
§ 221.7 Determination and redetermination of eligibility for services. 

(a) The State agency must make a determination that each family and in-
dividual is eligible for Family Services or Adult Services prior to the provision 
of services under the State plan. 

(1) In the case of current applicants for or recipients of financial assistance 
under the State plan, this determination must take the form of verification by 
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the organizational unit responsible for development of individual service ·plans 
with the organzational unit responsible for determination of eligibility for fi. 
nancial assistance that the famil:x or individual has submitted an application 
for assistance which has not been withdrawn or denied or that the family or 
individual is currently receiving financial assistance. This verification must iden-
tify each individual whose needs are taken into account in the application or the 
determination of the amount of financial assistance. 

(2) In the case of families or individuals who are found eligible for service 
on the basis that they are likely to become applicants for or recipients of fl. 
nancial assistance under the State plan, this determination must be based on evi-
dence that the conditions of eligibility have been met, and must identify the 
specific problems which, if not corrected or ameliorated, will lead to dependence 
on such financial assistance or, in the case of the aged, blind or disabled, on 
medical assistance. 

(b) The State agency must make a redetermination of eligibility of each 
family and individual receiving service at the following intervals: 

(1) Quarterly for families and individuals whose eligibility is based on their 
status as current applicants for or receipients of financial assistance. (This re-
determinration may be accomplished by comparison of financial assistance pay-
roll or eligibility listings with service eligibility listings.) 

(2) Within 30 days of the date that the status of thP family or individual as 
a current applicant for or recipient of financial assistance is terminated. 

(3) Within 6 months of the date of the original determination of eligibility 
and of any subsequent redetermination of eligibility for families and individuals 
whose eligibility is based on the determination that they are likely to become 
applicants for or recipients of financial assistance. 

( 4) Within 3 months of the effective date of this regulation for families and 
individuals receiving service on the basis that they are former applicants for or 
recipients of financial assistance. 
§ 221.8 Individual service plan. 

(a) An individUJRl service plan must be developed and maintained on a cur-
rent basis by agency staff for each family and individual receiving service under 
the State's title I, IV-A, X, XIV or XVI plan. No service, other than emergency 
assistance in the form of sernces under the title IV-A plan, may be provided 
under the State plan ,until it has been incorporated in the individual service 
plan and a service may be provided only to the extent and for the duration speci-
fied in the service plan. The service plan must relate all services provided to the 
specific goals to be achieved Iby the service program. It must also indicate the tar-
get dates for goal achievement and the extent and duration of the provision of 
each service. For the purposes of this part, the specific goals to be achieved are 
limited to: 

(1) Self-support goal. To achieve and maintain the feasible level of employ-
ment and economic self-sufficiency. (Not applicable to the aged :under the Adult 
services program.) 

(2) Self-sufficiency goal. To achieve and maintain personal independence, 
self-determination and security, including, for chlidren, the achievement of po-
tential for eventual independent living. 

( b) The service plan must be reviewed as often as neeessary to insure that only 
appropriate services are provided to recipients but in any event once every 6 
months. At the time of each review the need for and effectiveness of all services 
must be reassessed and progress toward achievement of goals must be evaluated 
and recorded. 

(c) Service plans for families and individuals who are determined to be eli-
gible for service on the basis that they are likely to become applicants for or 
recipients of financial assistance under the title I, IV-A, X, XIV or VXVI plan 
may include only services which are necessary to correct or ameliorate the spe-
cific problems which will lead to dependence on such financial assistance or med-
ical assistance to aged, blind, or disabled persons under the title XIX plan, as 
identified at the time of eligibility determination or redetermination. 

( d) Whenever the provider of services specified in the service plan is not lo-
cated within the organizational unit responsible for the maintenance of the 
service plan, there must be a written authorization for the provision of the serv-
ice to be provided and the inrdividuals to whom it will be provided. No authoriza-
tion for the provision of service may cover a period longer than 6 months but 
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authorizations for additional periods may be made subject to review requir~ments 
in paragraph (,b) of this section. No ,provision of service may be authorized at 
cost to the State agency if it is available with?1;1t cost to t_he Sta!e agency. . 

( e) Efforts to enable individuals and famihes to clanfy their need for s~rv-
ices, to identify and make choices of appropriate services, and to use services 
effectively (i.e., supportive counseling) are assumed as an integral part of de-
velopment and maintenance of the individual service plan. 
§ 221.9 Definitions of services. 

(a) This section contains definitions of all mandatory ~nd optional services 
under the Family Services program and the defined services under the Adult 
Services program (see§§ 221.5 and 221.6). 

(b) (1) Chore services. This means the performance of household tasks, essen-
tial shopping, simple household repairs, and other light work n~cessary to enable 
an individual to remain in ·his own home when, because of frailty or oth~r con-
ditions, . he is unable to perform such tasks himself and they do not require the 
services of a trained homemaker or other specialist. 

(2) Day care services for adults. This means personal care during the day in 
a protective setting approved by the State or local agency. . . 

(3) Day care services for children. This means care of a child for a portion of 
the day, but less than 24 hours, in his own home by a responsible person, or out-
side his home in a family day care home, group day care home, or day care center. 
Such care must be for the purposes of enabling the caretaker relatives to par-
ticipate in employment, training, or receipt of needed services, where no ?t!1er 
member of the child's family is able to provide adequate care and superv1s10n. 
Inshome care must meet State agency standards that, as a minimum, include 
requirements with respect to : The responsible person's age, physical an~ emo-
tional health, and capacity and available time to care properly for children; 
minimum and maximum hours to be allowed per 24-hour day for such care; 
maximum number of children that may be cared for in the home at any one time; 
and proper feeding and health care of tl;le children. Day care facilities u~ed for 
the care of children must be licensed by the State or approved as meetmg the 
standards for such licensing. 

( 4) Educational services. This means helping individuals to secur~ educational 
training most appropriate to their capacities, from available commumty resources 
at no cost to the agency. 

(5) Employment services (non-WIN under title IV-A and for the blvnd or 
disabled). This means enabling appropriate individuals to s~ure paid e~ploy-
ment or training leading to such employment, through vo<:at10nal, e~ucatior1;a1, 
social, and psychological diagnostic assessments to determ~e pote~hal for Job 
training or employment; and through helping them to obtam vocational educa-
tion or training at no cost to the agency. 

( 6) Family p'lann/4ng services. ( i) For Family Ser.vices. thi_s !11eans S<?cial e~u-
cational and medical services to enable appropnate mdiv1duals (mcludmg 
minors ~ho can be considered to be sexually activP) to limit voluntarily the 
family size or space the children, and to prevent or re~uce the inc_idenc~ of 
births out of wedlock. Such services include printed materials, group d1scuss1ons 
and individual interviews which provide information about and discussion of 
family planning; medical contraceptive services and. supplies; and. help in 
utilizing medical and educational resources available m the commumty. Such 
services must be offered and be provided promptly ( directly or under arrange-
ments with others) to all individuals voluntarily requesting them. 

(ii) For Adult Services this means social and educational ser~ces, and h~lp 
in securing medical services, to enable individuals to limit. vo}untarily t~e family 
size or space the children, and to prevent or reduce the mcidenc_e of ~irths out 
of wedlock. Such services include printed materials, groul? dis<;ussions, a!ld 
individual interviews which provide information about and discussion ot fami~y 
planning; and help in utilizing medical and educational resources available m 
the community. . d' 'd 1 • (7) Foster care services for adults. This means placement of an m ivi ua • rn 
a substitute home which is suitable to his needs, supervision o~ su~h home_. and 
periodic review of the placement, at least annually, to d~t~r:mrne its contmu~d 
appropriateness. Foster care services do not include activities. of the !1ome m 
providi<ng care or supervision of the individual during the period of hts place-
ment in the home. • . 

(8) Foster care services for children. This means placement of a chi!d ~n. a 
foster family home, or appropriate group care facility, as a result of a JUd1c1al 
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determination to the effect that continuation of care in the child's own home 
would be contrary to the welfare of such child; services needed by such child 
while awaiting placement; supervision of the care of such child in foster care 
and of the foster care home or facility, to assure appropriate care; coumreling 
with the parent or other responsible relative to improve home conditions and 
enable such child to return to bis own home or the home of another relative, as 
soon as feasible ; and periodic review of the placement to determine its continu-
ing appropriateness. Foster care services do not include activities of the foster 
care home or facility i,n providing. care or supervision of the child during the 
period of placement of the child in the home or facility. A foster care home or 
facility used for care of children must be licensed by the State in which it is 
situated or have been approved, by the agency of such State responsible for 
licensing homes or facilities of this type, as meeting the standards established for 
such licensing. 

(9) Healthrrelated services. This means helping individuals and families to 
identify health needs and to secure diagnostic, preventive, remedial, ameliorative, 
child health screening, and other needed health services available under Medicaid, 
Medicare, maternal and child health programs, handicapped children's programs 
or other agency health services programs and from other public or private agen-
cies or providers of health services; planning, as appropriate, with the individual, 
his relatives or others, and health providers to help assure continuity of treatment 
and carrying out of health recommendations; and helping such individual to 
secure admission to medical institutions and other health-related facilities. 

(10) Home delivered or congregate meals: This means the preparation and de-
livery of hot meals to an individual in his home or in a ci>ntral dining facility as 
necessary to prevent institutionalization or malnutrition. 

(11) Homemaker services. (i) For Family Services this means care of indi-
viduals in their own homes, and helping individual caretaker relatives to achieve 
adequate household and family management, through the services of a trained 
and supervised homemaker. • 

(ii) For Adult Services this means care of individuals in their own homes, and 
helping individuals in maintaining, strengthening, and safeguarding their func-
tioning in the home through the services of a trained and supervised homemaker. 

(12) Home management and other functional educaUonal services. This means 
formal or informal instruction and training in management of household budgets, 
maintenance and care of the home, preparation of food, nutrition, consumer edu-
cation, child rearing, and health maintenance. 

(13) Ho1tsing improvement services. This means helping families and indi-
viduals to obtain or retain adequate housing. Housing and relocation costs, in-
cluding construction, renovation or repair, moving of families or individuals, rent, 
deposits, and home purchase, may not be claimed as service costs. 

(14) Protective services for adults. This means identifying and helping to cor-
rect hazardous living conditions or situations of an individual who is unable to 
protect or care for himself. 

(15) Protective services for children. This means responding to instances, and 
substantiating the evidence, of neglect, abuse, or exploitation of a child; helping 
parents recognize the causes thereof and strengthening (through arrangement of 
one or more of the services included in the State plan) parental ability to provide 
acceptable care; or, if that is not possible, bringing the situation to the attention 
of appropriate courts of law enforcement agencies, and furnishing relevant data. 

(16) Special services for the blind. This means helping to alleviate the handi• 
capping effects of blindness through : training in mobility, personal care, home 
management, and communication skills ; special aids and appliances ; special coun-
seling for caretakers of blind children and adults; and help in securing talking 
book machines. ' • • 

( 17) Transportation services. This means making it possible for an individual to 
travel to and from community facilities and resources, as part of a service plan. 
§ 221.30 Purchase of services. 

(a) A State plan under title I, IV-A, X, XIV, or XVI of the Act, which author-
izes the provision of services by purchase from other State or local public agen-
cies, from nonprofit or proprietary private agencies or organizations, or from 
individuals, must with respect to services which are purchased: 

(1) Include a description of the scope and types of services which may be 
purchased under the State plan; 

(2) Provide that the State or local agency will negotiate a written purchase 
of services agreement with each public or· private agency or organization in 
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accordance with requirements prescribed by SRS. Effective ~pril 1, 1973, all 
purchased services must be provid_ed unde,r agreemen~s w~1cll me~t the _re-
quirements of this paragraph. A written agreement or written mstructl?ns which 
meet the requirements of thi,s paragraph must also be executed or u;sued by 
the single State or local agency where services are provided under the pla~ 
directly by the State or local agency in _respe_ct to activities added by reorgam-
zation of administrative structure, redes1gnation of the State or local agency, ?r 
otherwise occurring after February 15, 1973, or are provided by any pubhc 
agency as'to which a waiver of the single State agency requirement pursuant to 
section 204 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act is granted after February 
15 1973. These written purchase of service agreements and other written agree-
m~ntJs or instructions ,are subject to prior review and appro".al ~Y the ~RS 
Regional Office to the extent prescribed in, and in accordance with, mstruct10ns 
issued by SRS ; . . 

(3) Provide that services will be purchased only 1f such services aTe not 
available without cost; 

( 4) Provide that purchase of services from individuals will be document~d as 
to type, cost, and quantity. If an individual acts :is an agent for ot~er provHlers, 
he must enter into a formal purchase of services agreement with the State 
or local agency in accordance with paragraph (a) (2) of th_is section; . . 

(5) Provide that overall planning for purchase of services, and momtormg 
and evaluation of purchased services,, must be done directly by staff of the State 
or local agency ; 

(6) Provide that the State or local a:gency will determine the eligibilit! ot 
individuals for services and will authorize the types of services to be provided 
to eaoh individual and specify the duration of the provision of such services to 
each individual; 

( 7) Assure that the sources from w'bich services are purchased are licensed 
or otherwise meet State and Federal standards; 

(8) (i) Provide for the establishment of rates of payment for such servi~es 
which do not exceed the amounts reasonable and necessary to assure quahty 
of service and in the case of services purchased from other public agencies, are 
in accord~nce with the cost reasonably assignable to such services; 

(ii) Describe the methods used in establishing and maintaining such ra,tes; 
and 

(iii) Indicate that information tJo support sruch rates of payment will be 
maintained in accessible furm; and 

(9) Provide that, where payment for services is made to the recipient for pay-
ment to the vendor, the State or local agency will specify to the recipient the 
type, cost, quantity, andi the vendor of the service, and the agency will establish 
procedures tJo insure proper delivery of the service to, and payment by, the 
recipient. 

(,b) In the case of services provided, by purchase, as emergency ass!stance to 
needy families with children under title IV-A, the State plan may provide for an 
exception from the requirements in paragraphs (a) (2), (4), (7), and (8) of this 
section, but only to the . extent and for the period necessary to deal with the 
emergency situation. 

(c) All other requirements governing the State plan are applicable to the 
purchase of services, including: 

( 1) General ,provisions such as those relating to single State agency, grievan~es, 
safeguarding of information, civil rights, and financial control and reportmg 
requirements ; and . 

(2) Specific provisions as to the programs of services such as those on re• 
quired services, statewideness, maximum utilization of other agencies providing 
services, and relating services to defined goals. 

§ 221.51 General. 

Subpart B-Federal Financial Participation 

TITLES I, IV-A, X, XIV, AND XVI 

Federal financial participation is available for expenditures under the State 
plan which are: 

(a) Found by the Secretary to be necessary for the proper and efficient admin-
istration of the State plan; 

(b) (1) For services under the State plan provided in accordance with the 
individual service plan to families and individual.; included under the State 
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plan who have been determined (and redetermined) to be eligible pursuant to 
the provisions of this part ; . , 

(2) For other activities which are essential to ·the management and support 
of such services ; 

(3) For emergency assistance in the form of services to needy families with 
children (see § 233.120 of this chapter) ; and 

(c) Identified and allocated in accordance with SRS instructions and 0MB 
Circular A-87. 
§ 221.52 Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is av.ailabl~. 

Federal financial participation is available in expenditures for: 
(a) Salary, fringe benefits, and travel costs of staff engaged in carrying out 

service work or service-related work; 
( b) Costs of related expenses, such as equipment, furniture, supplies, com• 

munications, and office space ; 
( c) Costs of services purchased in accordance with this part ; 
(d) Costs of State advisory committees on day care services for children, in-

cluding expenses of members in attending meetings, supportive staff, and other 
technical assistance ; 

(e) Costs of agency staff attendance at meetings pertinent to the development 
or implementation of Federal and State service policies and programs; 

(f) Cost to the agenc~, for the use of volunteers; 
(g) Costs of operation of agency facilities used solely for the provision of 

services, except that appropriate distribution of costs is necessary when other 
agencies also use such facilities in carrying out their functions, as might be 
the case in comprehensive neighborhood service centers ; 

(h) Costs of administrative support activities furnished by other public 
agencies or other units within the single State agency which are allocated to 
the service programs in accordance with an approved cost allocation plan or 
an alI)proved indirect cost rate as provided in 0MB Circular A-87; 

(i) With prior approval by SRS, costs of technical assistance, surveys, and 
studies, performed by other public agencies, private organizations, or individuals 
to assist the agency in developing, planning, monitoring, and evaluating the 
services program when such assistance is not available without cost; 

(j) Costs of advice and consultation furnished by experts for the purpose 
of assisting staff in diagnosis and in developing individual service plans; 

(k) Costs of emergency assistance in the form of services under title IV-A; 
(I) Costs incurred on behalf of an individual under title I, X, XIV or XVI 

for securing guardianship or commitment ( e.g., court costs, attorney's fees and 
guardianship or other costs attendant on securing professional services) ; 

(m) Costs of public liability and other insurance protection; and 
(n) Other costs, upon approval by SRS. 

§ 221.53 Expenditures for which Federal financial participation is not available. 
Federal financial participation is not available under this part in expenditures 

for: 
(a) Carrying out any assistance payments functions, including the assistance 

payments share of costs of planning and imjplementing the separation of services 
from assistance payments ; 

(b) Activities which are not related to services provided by agency staff or 
volunteers, by arrangements with other agencies, organizations, or individuals 
at no cost to the service program, or by purchase; ' 

( c) Purchased services which are not secured in accordance with this part • 
( d) Construction and major renovations; ' 
( e) Vendor paym_ents for foster care ( they are assistance payments) ; 
( f) Issuance of llcenses or the enforcement of licensing standards • 
(g) Education programs and services that are normally prov'tded by the 

regular school system; 
(h) Housing and relocation costs, including construction, renovation or repair 

moving of families or individuals, rent, deposits, and home purchase · ' 
(i) Medical, mental health, or remedial care or services, except when they 

are: 
(1) Part of the family planning services under title IV-A, including medical 

services or supplies for family planning purposes ; 
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(2) Medical examinations for persons caring for children under agency 
auspices, and are not otherwise available; or 

(3) For medical (including psy(?hiatric) diagnostic assessments necessary 
to the development of a service plan ·for an i1ldividual; 

(j) Subsistence and other maintenance assistance items even when such items 
are components of a comprehensive program of a service facility; ' 

(k) Transportation which is provided under the State's title XIX plan; 
(1) Effective January 1, 1974, costs of employment services (non-WIN) under 

title IV-A provided to persons who are eligible to participate in WIN under 
title IV-C of the Act, unless the WIN program has not been initiated in the local 
jurisdiction; and 

(m) Other costs not approved by SRS. 
§ 221.54 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation. 

(a) Federal financial participation at the 75 percent rate. (1) For States with 
a State plan approved as meeting the requirements of Subpart A of this part, 
and that have in operation an approved separated service system in accordance 
with § 205.102 of this chapter, Federal financial participation at the rate of 75 
percent is available for all matchable direct costs of the separated service system, 
plus all indirect costs which have been allocated in accordance with an approved 
cost allocation plan and with the requirements of 0MB Circular A-87. 

(2) For States with a State plan approved as meeting the requirements of 
Subpart A of this part, !but that do not have in operation an approved separated 
service system in accordance with § 205.102 of this chapter, the rate of Federal 
financial participation is governed by the regulations in Parts 220 and 222 of 
this chapter as in effect on January 1, 1972, for all matchable direct costs of the 
services program, plus all indirect costs which have been allocated in accordance 
with an approved cost allocation plan and with the requirements of 0MB 
Circular A-87. 

(b) Federal financial participation for purchased services. (1) Federal finan-
cial participation is available in expenditures for purchase of service under the 
State plan to the extent that payment for purchased services is in accordance 
with rates of payment established by the State which do not exceed the amounts 
reasonable and necessary to assure quality of service and, in the case of services 
purchased from other public agencies, the cost reasonably assignable to such 
services, provided the services are purchased in accordance with the require-
ments of this part. 

(2) Services which may be purchased with Federal financial participation are 
those for which Federal financial participation is otherwise availa-ble under title 
I, IV-A, X, XIV, or XVI of the Act and which are included under the approved 
State plan, except as limited by the provisions of paragraph (6) (3) of this 
section. 

(3) Effective March 1, 1973, Federal financial participation is available for a 
new purchase of services from another public agency only for services beyond 
those represented by ·fiscal year 1972 expenditures of the provider agency ( or its 
predecessors) for the type of service and the type of persons covered by the 
agreement. A new purchase of service from another public agency is any pur-
chase of services other than a purchase for the type of service and the type of 
persons covered by an agreement that was validly subject to Federal financial 
participation under title I, IV-A, X, XIV, or XVI prior to February 16, 1973. 

EXAMPLE: The welfare agency makes an agreement for .pul"Chase of 
services from another public agency. In the year ended June 30, 1972, 
there was no pur.chase tarrangement, and such other agency expended • 
$100,000 in non-Federal funds in furnishing the type of :services to the 
type of persons covered by the agreement. In the year ending June 30, 
1974. Federal financial participation will be available only to the 
extent tha,t the expenditures of such ocher agency for these pur,poses 
from non-F•edera'1 sources are expanded. If the tJotal expenditures are 
$100,000 or less, there will be no Federal payments. If thE'! total expendi-
tu.res are over $100,000, Federal financial participation wiU be avail-
a-Me only in the exces'I;) over $100,000. Thus, if total expenditures are 
$200,000, the .Federal share at 75 percent ,of expansion would be $7G,OO0. 
E'or a new purchase in the period February 16 through June 30, rnn, 

.for the purpose of computing the Federal financial participation for 
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the remainder of the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973, the total fiscal ,1;, 
year 1972 e:x:penditures of $100,000 are prorated. Thus, if the new 
purchase went into effect on April 1, 1973, FederaI financial participation 
for the April-June 1973 quarter would be available only in the excess 
over $25,000 for that qull'rter. 

( 4) The provisions of ,pa•ragmph ( b) ( 3) of this section also a,pply to services 
provided, direot,ly or through purchase, by : 

(i) Any public agency as to which a waiver of the single State agency 
requirement pursuant to section 204 of the Intergovel'>nmenta'l Cooperation Act 
is granted after February 15, 1973, or 

(ii) The State or local agency, as to activities added by reorganization of 
administrative structure, redesignation of the State or locaI agency, or other-
wise, occurring after February 15, 1973. 
§ 221.55 Limitations on total amount of Federal funds payable to States for 

services. 
(a) The ·amount of Federal funds payalble to the 50 States and the Dist'l"'ict 

of Columbia under titles I, IV-A, X, XIV, and XVI for any fisca'1 year (com-
mencing with the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1972) with respect to expendi-
tures made aJlter June 30, 1972 (see paragraph (b) of this section), for services 
(other than WIN Support Services, •and emergency assistance in the form of 
services, under title IV-A) is subject to the following limitations: 

(1) The total amount of Federal funds paid to the State under aH of the 
titles for any fiS<ial year with respect to expenditures made for such services 
shall not exceed the State's a<Hotment, as determined under paragra,ph (c) o:t 
this section ; and 

(2) The amounts of Federal funds paid to the State under all of the titles 
for any fisoail year with respect to excpenditures made for such services shall 
not exceed the limits pertaining to the ,types of individuals served, as specified 
under paragraph (d) of this section. 
Notwithstanding the provisions of parogra,phs ( c) ( 1) and ( d) of this section, 
a State's a11:otment for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 1972, sha.1'1 consist 
of the sum of: 

(i) An amount not to exceed $50 minion payable to the State with respect 
to the total excpendiitures incurred, for the calendar quarter beginning July 1, 
1972, for matchable costs of services of the type to which the al[otment provi-
sions apply, and 

(ii) An amount equal to three-fourths of the State's allotment as determined 
in accordance with paragraphs (c) (1) and (d) of this section. 
However, no State's allotment for such fiscal year shall be less than it would 
otherwise be under the provisions of paragraphs ( c) ( 1) and ( d) of this section. 

(b) For purposes of this section, expenditures for services are ordinarily 
considered to be incurred on the date on which the cash transactions occur or 
the date to which allocated in accordance with OM'B Circular A-87 and cost 
allocation procedures prescribed by SRS. In the case of local administration, 
the date of expenditure by the local agency governs. In the case of purchase of 
services from another public agency, the date of expenditure by such other 
public agency governs. Different rules may be applied with respect to a State, 
either generally or for particular classes of expenditures, only upon justification 
by the State to the Administrator and approval by him. In reviewing State 
requests for approval, the Administrator will consider generally applicable State 
law, consistency of State practice, particularly in relation to periods prior to 
July 1, 1972, and other factors relevant to the purposes of this section. 

(c) (1) For each fiscal year (commencing with the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1'972) each State shall be allotted an amount which bears the same ratio 
to $2,500 million as the population of such State bears to the Population of all 
the States. 

(2) The allotment for each State will be promulgated for each fiscal year by 
the Secretary between July 1 and August 31 of the calendar year immediately 
preceding such fiscal year on the basis of the population of each State and of 
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all of the States as determined from the most recent satisfactory data available 
from the Department of Commerce at such time. 

,(d) Not more than 10 percent of the Federal funds s~a~l be paid wi!h respect 
to expenditures in providing services to individuals (eligible for services) who 
are not recipients of aid or assistance under State plans app~ov~ _un~er such 
t itles, or applicants for such aid or assistance, except that this limitation does 
not apply to the following services : . 

( 1) Services provided to meet the needs of a chil~ for perso~al care, protectlo~, 
and supervision (as defined under day care services for children) ~ut only m 
the case of a child where the provision of such services is needed m order to 
enable a member of such child's family to accept or continue in employment or 
to participate in training to prepare such member for employment, or because of 
the death continued absence from the home, or incapacity of the child's mother 
and the i{iability of any member of such child's family to provide adequate care 
and supervision for such child ; 

(2) Family planning services; . 
(3) Any services included in the approved State plan that are provided to an 

individual diagnosed as mentally retarded by a State mental retardation clinic 
or other agency or organization recognized ~Y. the State a~ency as co1;11petent 
to make such diagnoses, or by a licensed physician, but only if such services a~e 
needed as part of an individual service plan for such individual by reason of his 
condition of being mentally retarded; 

(4) Any services included in the approved Sta!e. plan provided to . an indi-
vidual who has been diagnosed by a licensed physician as a drug addict or al-
coholic but only if such services are needed by such individual under an individual 
servic~ plan as part of a program of active treatment of his condition as a drug 
addict or an alcoholic ; and . . . . 

(5) Foster care services for children when needed by a child under an mdivid-
ual service plan because he is under foster care. 
§ 221.56 Rates and amounts of Federal financial participation for Puerto Rico, 

the Virgin Islands, and Guam. 
(a) For Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Guam, the basic r~te for F ede_ral 

financial participation for Family Services and WIN Support Services under title 
IV-A is 60 percent. However, effective July 1, 1972, the rate is 50 percent for 
emergency assistance in the form of services. 

(b) For family planning services and for WIN Support Services, the total 
amount of Federal funds that may be paid for any fiscal year shall not exceed 
$2 million for Puerto Rico, $65,000 for the Virgin I~la_nds! and $90,000 f_or Gu~m. 
Other services are subject to the overall payment hmitat10ns for financial assist-
ance and services under titles I, IV-A, X, XIV, XVI, as specified in section 1108 
(a) of the Social Security Act. 

( c) The rates and amounts of Federal financial participation set forth in 
§ 221.54 (a) and (b) of this chapter apply to Puerto Rico! the Vi~~n I~lan~s and 
Guam, except that the 60-percent rate of Federal financial participation is sub-
stituted as may be appropriate. The limitation in Federal payments in § 221.55 
of this chapter does not apply. 

TITLES I, IV-A, IV-B, X, XIV, A.ND XVI 

§ 221.61 Public sources of State's share 
(a) Public funds, other than those derived from private r~sources, used by t~e 

State or local agency for its services programs may be considered as the States 
share in claiming Federal reimbursement where such funds are: 

(1) Appropriated directly to the State or local agency; or 
(2) Funds of another public agency which are: 
(i) Transferred to the State or local agency and are under its administrative 

control; or 
(ii) Certified by the contributing public agency are representing cui:rent ex-

penditures for services to persons eligible under the State agency's services pro-
grams, subject to all other limitations of this part. 
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Funds from another public agency may be used to purchase services from the 
contributing public agency, in accordance with the regulations in this part on ,., 
purchase of services. 

(b) Public funds used by the State or local agency for its services programs 
may not be considered as the State's share in claiming Federal reimbursement 
where such funds are: 

(1) Federal funds, unless authorized by Federal law to be used to match other 
Federal funds ; 

( 2) Used to match other Federal funds ; or 
(3) Used to purchase services which are available without cost. 

In respect to purchase of services from another public agency, see also § 221.54 
( b) of this chapter with respect to rates and amounts of Federal financial 
participation. 
§ 221.62 Private sources of State's share. 

Donated private funds or in-kind contributions may not be considered as the 
State's share in claiming Federal reimbursement. 

[FR Doc. 73-3140 Filed 2-15-73; 8 :45 am] 
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FISHERIES 

Millions of elderly Americans now live -- often for extended periods of time 
in nursing homes. Last year, the Federal government provided over a billion 
dollars to such institutions as part of the Medicare and Medicaid programs. 
Despite the worthy purposes of these nursing facilities and the extensive 
Federal involvement in them, the sad reality is that in a significant percentage 
of these homes the quality of treatment and care falls tragically short of 
expected standards and the patients become victims of the institutions 
intended to serve them. 

People knowledgeable of nursing home conditions can cite endless examples of 
the abuse and neglect that ce.n e.nd do occur in such facilities: bed-ridden 
incontinent patients left unattended for the entire day; staff stealing food 
and money from the residents; an elderly lady classified as senile because 
the doctor did not determine that she was stone deaf and could not hear his 
questions; a woman whose leg had to be e.mputated because a blood clot was not 
noticed by the staff until the leg had turned ga..~grenous. It is small wonder 
that the elderly dread the day when they may no longer be able to care for 
themselves and must enter nursing homes. 

I believe strongly that conditions in nursing homes, particularly those 
receiving Federal monies, can and must be improved. On Tuesday, December 4, 
I will be introducing legislation providing for a Nursing Home Patients' 
Bill of Rights. The measure requires that long-term care facilities certified 
for Medicare and Medicaid patients adopt, give to their patients, and implement 
through appropriate staff training a statement of the rights reserved to the 
patients. 

The guarantees would include the patients' right to exercise civil and religious 
liberties, the right to receive adequate and appropriate medical care, the 
right to have full knowledge of their medical condition and to participate in 
the planning of their medical treatment, and the right to have private and 
unrestricted communications with any person and to present grievances to the 
facility or to government officials without fear of reprisal. Should the 
patient be adjudicated incompetent, these rights would devolve upon a trusted 
sponsor who would act in the patient's behalf. 

Instituting a bill of rights would help correct a number of problems inherent 
with many nursing homes. For one, it would make it clear to both the patient 
and the staff that residents of the facility are individuals and retain the 
rights and privileges of other citizens in this country. It would also give 
the patient badly needed reassurances a.bout the ca.re he can expect and a measure 
of control over the conditions surrounding and affecting him. 
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I think it important to point out that the approaches and attitude engendered 
by such guarantees would benefit not only the patient but also the nursing home. 
A patient who is confident in the care he is receiving and is informed of his 
condition will generally be far more cooperative and will respond better to 
treatment. A bill of rights can also do much to correct the sometimes over-
whelming atmosphere of apathy and despair which occurs when patients believe 
they have been consigned to nursing homes only to await death. In the cold, 
authoritarian environment of a medical institution patien~s come to feel themsel-
objects rather than people. Such an atmosphere ca.n inure the most understanding 
staff and defeat the entire purpose of the nursing home. 

In developing this legislation, I have spoken at length vith HEW officials 
involved in nursing home standards, with representatives of groups concerned 
about elderly problems, and with those involved in nursing home administration. 
One nursing home administrator told me thnt operating under these guarantees 
is "just good business sense." Among those I consulted there was strong 
agreement that requiring the adoption by nursing homes of a bill of rights 
would not be a problem in good nursing homes but could prove a vital mechanism 
for improving conditions in substandard facilities. They also felt that placing 
such a requirement in Federal law woul d assure more effective enforcement of 
these rights in ~'1.edicare and Medicaid facilities and would encourage and assist 
the states, who have the responsibility for inspecting and licensing the bulk 
of the nursing homes, in adopting similar legislation. 

I hope you will agree with me on the importance of legislation and will give it 
your support. If you would like to join me in sponsoring the bill or would 
like t'urther information on it, please contact Bobbi McCarthy (5-1963) of my 
staff by the close of business on Monday, December 3. 

• ely, 
. • 

. . 

liil.l,i.,im. S. Cohen, M.C. 

WSCra 
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RE: Legislation passed and pending in the 93rd Congress which pertains 
to the elderly. 

The Task Force has compiled this summary of legislation in order to 
give you an overview of th~ current situation so that you may better 
answer the questions and meet the needs of your constituents. The 
summary is broken down by subject matter, with a brief description 
of each problem. This compilation includes summaries of pertinent 
legislation passed or pending action through the middle of October. 

"'- The Task Force will provide you with addenda to this summary from 
time to time. 
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I. PROBLEM: INCOME 

Economic security is probably the number one proble1U, confn;mti,ng older citizens. 
The elderly have saved for years for their retire~ent only to find that it is not 
nearly enough in the face of inflation. The median income of older persons today 
is less than half that of their younger counterparts. In 1970, it was es timated 
that almost 5 million elderly persons, or one-fourth of those over 65, live with 
an incomebelow the poverty level. While people over 65 make up over 10% of the 
population, they make up 20% of the country's poor. The most disadvantaged member 
in our society would appear to be the elderly widow. It is estimated that almost 
50% of all elderly widows live in poverty . 

Older consumers spend a greater proportion of their money on food, housing, house-
hold operations and medical care than do younger consumers. Parenthetically, 
those under 65 spend more of their income on clothing, recreation, transportation 
and household furnishings. However, if given the same amount of money with which 
to work, purchasing patterns are the same for older and younger people. 

The needs of the elderly person are-not less, but he simply cannot afford the 
same standard of living as the younger person. And without an adequate income, 
there can be little self-reliance for the older person. Moreover, an elderly 
person is often discouraged from working because of the loss of social security 
benefits. Worse, there exists discrimination against older people who want 
to work. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

-A. NEW LAW . 
I 

1. P.L. 93-66: Social Security Amendments \ 
These amendments provide for a special 5.9% cost-of-living increase in the 
Social Security benefits paid between June 1974 and December 1974. Benefits for 
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months after 1974 will be increased under the provisions of present law which call for 
annual cost-of-living increases whenever the Consumer Price Index has risen by 3%. 
The 5.9% increase should raise the average monthly benefit paid to a retired person 
from $167 to $177 and the average monthly benefit for aged couples from $278 to $295. 
The amendments also increase, effective for Jan. 1974, the amount an individual oan earn 
in any year and still be paid all of his Social Security benefits from $2,100 per 
year to $2,400. 

In addition, these amendments increase, effective July 1974, SSI payments from $130 
to $140 for an individual and from $195 to $210 for a couple. 

2. P.L. 93-69: Amendments to the Railroad Retirement Act 
Effective July 1, 1974, this legislation permits men with 30 years of railroad 
employment to retire on full annuities at age 60. Also, it extends to Dec. 31, 
1974 the 15% increase in annuities which became effective in 1970, the 10% increase 
in annuities which became effective in 1971, and the 20% increase in annuities 
which became effective in 1972. In addition, this legislation provides an 
automatic increase in railroad annuities if Social Security benefits are increased 
after June 1973 and before January 1975. Increases are also tied dollar for dollar 
to increases in Social Security benefits. 



3. Supplemental Security I ncome (SSI) Pr ogram of Income Maintenance for 
the Aged, Blind, and Disabled (enacted as part of the Social Security Amendments of 
1972: P.L. 92-603) 
The new SSI program will begin in January of 1974. To be eligible for SSI benefits, 
aged, blind, and disabled persons must have resources of less than $1500 or less 
than $2250 in the case of a couple. Resources include such items as cash, stocks, 
and bonds. A home, household furnishings, personal effects, and a car will usually 
not be counted. Eligibility for SSI payments will be based on several criteria, 
including age, blindness, disability, and financial situation. For purposes of 
SSI eligibility, an individual must be a t least 65 years of age to be considered 
"aged". 

Under the new SSI program, an aged, blind, or disabled person with no other income 
will receive a federal benefit payment· of $130 per month. An eligible counle 
with no other income will receive $195 per month. Effective July, 1974, these 
amounts will be increased to $140 for an individual and $210 for a couple. 

Moreover, a recipient's benefits will not be reduced because of the first 
$20 of unearned income per month. 

The new SSI program includes -l!lany advantages not found in previous pro-
grams of assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled: 

-2-

a. The law eliminates many of the current complex enrollment procedures. 
The applicant needs to go to only the Social Security office, instead of possibly 
to the state, local, and/or county offices which is often necessary now. Presently, 
in many jurisdictions, an individual's grant is based on a detailed probing into 
his or her personal life. The new SSI's flat cash payment eliminates the need for 
such inquiry~ 

b. The new SSI is administered nationally, meaning that valuable 
dollars are saved on administration and can be sent directly to recipients. 

c. One of the most important aspects of SSI is its expanded coverage. 
Under the present programs, about 3.3 million aged, blind, and disabled persons 
are receiving payments. Under the new law, the number will increase to 6.3 million, 
nearly double the present number of persons. There are a number of reasons for 
this large increase in the number of recipients: the federal monthly standards of 
$130 and $195 are higher than present standards in about half of the states, thereby 
making some persons not presently eligible for assistance eligible under the SSI 
program; the federal program ignores certain kinis and amounts of income and resources 
that are counted under many state programs; many persons who are eligible under the 
state laws have not applied for assistance because of lien laws or relative res-
ponsibility laws, but will apply for SSI benefits. It is critical to note that 
Congress has assumed that every eligible individual will receive as much, and in 
many cases more, than the amount he or she presently receives. 

JL PENDING 

1. R.R. 1493 (Fraser.) and R.R. 100 (Fraser) 
These two identical bills would make certain that recipients of veterans' pension 
and compensation will not have the amount of their pension or compensation reduced 
because of increases in monthly Social Security benefits. 

2, R.R, 4200 (Broyhill) 
Pertinent major provisions of R.R. 4200 as passed by the Senate: 

a. All private pension plans are required to let a worker join no 
later than age 30, provided he has worked for the firm for at least one year. 
This provision is effective on enactment for new plans and in 1976 for existing 
plans. 
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b. The worker is granted 25% vesting after five years in the plan. 

This rises by 5% a yea r for the next five years and by 10% annually for the next 
five years, so that after 15 years in the plan, the worker is 100% vested. Workers 
already in a firm with a plan can receive five or more years of retroactive credits. 
Effective on enactment for new plans, in 1976 for existing plans. 

c. Rules are established to make sure employers put enough money into 
plans to keep them properly funded. 

d. A federal insurance fund is established, to be financed with 
premiums from firms having private plans, to insure workers against loss of pension 
benefits due to plan bankruptcy or underfunding. A worker would be guaranteed up 
to $750 a month or half his monthly average wage for the five highest years of 
pay, whichever is less. 

d. Fiduciary standards are set and self-dealing is prohibited in 
the administration of pension plans. 

e. Federal tax deductions are barred for money set aside to pay for 
corporate pensions in excess of $75,000 a year or three-quarters of higheset three-
year earning average, whichever is less. This applies to large corporations as 
well as to small "closely held" business and proJ;essional corporations. 

f. A worker changing jobs is allowed to switch credits to his new 
employer or to a special new federal pension fund, provided that the old and new 
employers agree. 

g. A self-employed person is permitted to deduct up to $7,500 a year 
(instead of the present $2,500) on his tax return for amounts set aside in a "Keogh 
law" self-employed pension plan. 

h. A person who works in a job where there isn't any private pension 
plan is permitted to deduct up to $1,500 for money set aside for a private pension 
plan of his own. 

3. R.R. 4763 (Dorn) 
Would prohibit the Veterans' Administration from readjusting the schedule of ratings 
for disabilities of veterans without first submitting the proposed readjustment 

• to the Congress. 

4. R.R. 10776 (Steele) 
Would amend title 10 of the United States Code to restore the system of recompu-
tation of retired pay for certain members and former members of the armed forces. 
Provides that the retired pay of any member or former member who was on active duty 
or in an active status on or before May 31, 1958, and who became or will become 
entitled to receive retired pay, shall be computed at current active duty rates and 
increased to reflect later changes in applicable pay rates. 

5. Five Bills in the House to Grant Immediate Cost-of-Living Social 
Security Increase 
Provide that the special cost-of-living increase in Social Security benefits 
enacted.by P.L. 93-66 shall become effective immediately • 
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I. PROBLEM: HOUSING 

Elderly persons pay a disproportionately high percentage (35%) of their incomes 
for rent or home ownership costs. This is in contrast to 23% for younger persons. 
Since retirement income is often very low, very little money is left for other 
basic needs, such as food, transportation, medical care, and clothing. Govern-
ment programs should be made available to provide elderly homeowners with grants 
or below-market interest loans for home maintenance and repair, property tax 
relief, and a comprehensive system of community support services directed toward 
prolonging and facilitating the maintenace of older homeowners in their homes. 
In addition, the federal government should continue to encourage specifically 
designed housing for the elderly since this type of housing arrangement has 
been a successful option for many older persons. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. PRESENT SITUATION 

1. Housing Moratorium 
Since January 8, 1973, HUD has been making no new commitments under any housing 
programs for the elderly, pending review of the current situation of elderly 
housing. The Administration has proposed a direct cash assistance program 
which would replace the subsidized housing program. The projected annual cost 
for reaching all eligible elderly persons is $1 1/2 to $2 1/2 billion. The 
current experimental programs are reaching approximately 18,000 families at a 
cost of $160 million. The Administration's proposal also allows for the limited 
construction of housing for the elderly under Section 23. In addition, funds 
under the Better Communities Act would be available at local option for the 
construction of further housing units specifically designed for the elderly. 

B. PENDING 

1. Loan Programs 

a. S. 513 (Moss) 
Amends Section 232 of the National Housing Act to authorize insured loans to 
provide fire safety equipment for nursing homes. 

b. S. 2179 (Williams) 
Establishes a demonstration direct loan program for elderly housing based on a 
revolving trust fund, originally financed by not more than $50 million in 
Treasury Notes. 

c, H.R, 8382 (Stephens) 
Authorizes the use of direct loans under Section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959 
to finance the construction of housing projects for the elderly, with refinancing 
under Section 236 of the National Housing Act; to increase the amount authorized 
for such loans; and to provide for the appointment of an Assistant to the Secretary 
of Housing and Urban Development with responsibility for housing and related 
programs for the elderly. 

2, Grant Programs 

a. S. 633 (Church) 
Authorizes the Secretary of Labor to make grants for the conduct of older 
Americans home repair projects. 

b. S. 2180 (Williams) : "Housing Security Act of 197 3 11 

Establishes an Office of Security in HUD to make grants for crime prevention 
programs for federal housing projects. 



c. S. 2181 (Williams): Intermedjate Housing for the Elderly and 
Handicapped Amendment t o the National iiousing Act 
Provides funding for the conversion of existing single or double family housing 
units into multi-family efficiency units, with supportive services. 

d. S. 2185 (Williams): Extension of Section 202, Direct Loan 
Elderly Housing 
Provides $100 million increase in authorized funding for the purpose of countermanding 
~UDphase-out during last 6 years of Section 202 program, which is being replaced 
by Section 36 interest subsidies. 

e. H.R. 1553 (Helstoski) 
Amends the Social Security Act to provide for the payment (from the old-age and 
survivors insurance trust fund) of special allowances to help elderly low-income 
persons and families to meet their housing costs. 

3. Fire Safety 

a. R.R. 8569 (Keating) 

Provides for compliance with improyed fire safety conditions in multi-family 
housing facilities designed for occupancy in whole or substantial part by 
the elderly, and authorizes federal assistance in financing the provision of 
more adequate fire safety equipment for such facilities. 

b. R.R. 2697 (Keating) 
Amends Section 232 of the National Housing Act to include fire safety equip-
ment among the items which may be covered by an insured mortgage thereunder, 

requires as a condition of eligibility for mortgage insurance that a nursing 
home or intermediate care facility complies with the Life Safety Code, and 
authorizes insured loans to provide fire safety equipment for such a home or 
facility. 

c. R.R. 10293 (Steele): "Elderly Life Safety Act of 1973':' 
Amends the National Housing Act and related laws to provide for compliance with 
improved fire safety conditions in multi-family housing facilities designed for 
occupancy in whole or substantial part by the elderly and to authorize federal 
assistance in financing the provision of more adequa te fire safety equipment 
for those facilities; to impose additional fire safety requirements upon 
nursing homes and similar facilities and assist them in meeting such require-
ments. 

d. S. 513 (Moss) 
Amends Section 232 of the National Housing Act to authorize insured loans to 
provide fire safety equipment for nursing homes. 

4. Liberalizing Eligibility Requirements for Subsidized Housing 

a. R.R. 229 (Abzug) 
Amends Section 236 of the National Housing Act and Section 101 of the Housing 
and Urban Development Act of 1965 to reduce from 25 to 20 per centum of the 
tenant's income the maximum rent which may be charged for a dwelling unit in a 
Section 236 project or a dwelling unit qualifying for assistance under the 
rent supplement program. 

b. S. 1322 (Williams) 
Requires the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to disregard the increase 
in the benefits under Title II of the Social Security Act pursuant to Public 
Law 92-336 in determining eligibility or the amount of assistance under certain 
laws relating to low-income housing. 



c. S. 835 (Humphrey): "Full Social Security Benefit Act of 1973" 

d. H.R. 2495 (Yates) 
Requires States to pass along to individuals who are recipients of aid or 
assistance under the Federal-State public assistance programs or under certain 
other Federal programs, and who are entitled to social security benefits, the 
full amount of the 1972 increase in such benefits, either by disregarding it in 
determining their need for assistance or otherwise. 

5. Other Bills 

a. H.R. 226 (Abzug) 
To make needed housing available for the elderly. 

b. R.R. 3818 (Hechler) 
Requires the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, in the administration of 
the housing programs under his jurisdiction, to t ake more fully into account the 
special needs of the elderly. 

I. PROBLEM: HEALTH 

The medical care costs for older Americans are 3 1/2 times as high as 
those for persons under 65. Specifically, older people pay on the average 
of $861 per person each year for medical expenses and pr~s~ription 
drugs, while the individual under 65 pays only $250. Although Medicare 
and Medicaid provide some relief, the elderly person is expected to pay 
twice the amount of a younger person but with only half the income. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. PENDING 

1. National Health Care 

a. H.R. 7974 (Roy) and S. 14 (Kennedy): Health Maintenance 
Organization Act 
Would establish a pilot program through which federal financial assistance 
is made available to public and nonprofit private organizations for the 
planning, construction and initial operation of health maintenance 
organizations. Essentially, a health maintenance organization is an organi-
zation which provides a wide range of health care services to an identi-
fiable, enrolled population in return for a predetermined, prepaid premium. 
Basic health services would include physician services, inpatient and 
outpatient hospital services, diagnostic laboratory services, certain 
preventive services and other services defined in the law. Supplemental 
health services such as services in long-term care facilities, eye and 
dental services, rehabilitative services and prescription drugs would be 
provided in return for a supplemental health service payment. 

b. H.R. l (Ullman): National Health Care Services Reorgani-
zations/Financing Act 
Would establish a new program of health care delivery and comprehensive 
health care benefits (including catastrophic coverage) to be available 
to aged persons, and to unemployed and low-income individuals at a cost 
related to their income. 
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c. S. 3 (l~ennedy) : Heal th Security Act 
Would repeal the Medicare program and provide for a program of "Health 
Security Benefits" so that health care coverage would be available to 
virtually all U.S. residents. This program would be financed through 
payroll taxes and general revenues. 

d. S. 915 (Javits): The National Health Insurance and 
Health Services Act of 1973 
Would provide for the establishment of a national health insurance program 
through a gradual expansion of the Medicare program to the general popu-
lation. Benefits would be broadened to include certain services not 
presently covered under Medicare. 

2. Special Health Programs for the Elderly 

a. S. 393 (Humphrey): National Chronicare Demonstration 
Act of 1973 
Would make grants available to programs which provide aged, blind, and 
disabled individuals a wide range of long-term care services in skilled 
nursing homes, intermediate care facilities, or in a home health care program. 

b. S. 1826 (Moss) 
Would authorize an experimental program to help subsidize families who agree 
to care for family members age 65 and over in need of home health services. 

c. S. 1997 (Moss) 
Would authorize the Dept. of Housing and Urban Development to help finance 
projects that meet the special health care, housing, and related needs of 
elderly persons. Each project would comprise a campus-type setting and 
would include a skilled nursing home, a congregate living facility, community 
center, and other related facilities. 

3. Research in Health as it Relates to the Elderly 

a. H.R. 775 (Matsunaga): Research on Aging Act 
Would amend the Public Health Servcie Act to provide for the establishment 
of a National Institute on Aging. The Institute would be responsible for con-
ducting and supporting biomedical, social, and behavioral research and training' 
relating to the aging process, and special health problems of the elderly. 
[This bill is similar to H.R. 14424, which was passed by the 92nd Congress, but 
pocket vetoed by the President.] 

b. H.R. 6175 (Rogers): Research on Aging Act 
Similar to S. 775 described above. 
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I. PROBLEM: NUTRITI ON 

The problem of under nutrition among our elderly citizens is a severe one. One 
Federal government study has e s t ima t ed that t he numbers of older persons with 
deficient diets might be as high a s 6 t o 8 mi l lion na t ionally. Another Federal 
study found that persons over 60 years of age showed evidence of general under-
nutrition which was not restricted to the very poor or to any singl e ethnic 
group. The problem is compounded for olde r per sons because although they often-
times have greater nutritional needs than younger per sons, their income level is 
usually considerably lower, and they are often not able to afford many of the 
nutritious foods that they need. As it is, older consumers spend a greater 
proportion of their income on food than do younger consumers. 

Food is more than a source of essential nutri t ion f or older persons, for it can 
also be an enjoyable interlude in ~n otherwise uneventful existence. Community 
meals for the elderly, then, at a iocal school, church , or senior center, for 
example, are very important. Such community meal s can improve the quality of 
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the older person's life both socially and psychologically, as well as nutritionally. 
The greater use of food stamps for those elderly persons with minimal incomes 
is advocated for the payment of community meal and "meals--on-wheels" programs, in 
addition to the purchase of food at the grocery s tore. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. NEW LAW 

1. P.L. 93-50: Appropriation for Nutri tion Program for the Elderly 
I n addition to other appropriations, this law appropriates $100,000,000 to 
carry out the Nutrition Program for the Elderly which was added to the Older 
Americans Act of 1965 as Title VII by P.L. 92-258. The law provides that these 
funds will remain available through Dec. 31, 1973. The amount for Nutrition 
Program for the Elderly will provide low-cost, nutrit ious meals to the elderly 
at least once a day, five days a week. These meals must supply at least one-
third of the daily nutritional requirements for adults. Through grants to 
states, this program will pay up to 90% of the cost of meals. 

2. P.L. 93-86: Agricultural and Consumer Protection Act 
A provision of this bill enables certain beneficiaries of the SSI program to 
purchase food stamps. The 1972 Soci al Security Amendments provided that indi-
viduals eligible for benefits under the new SSI program will not be eligible 
for food stamps. Also provides that persons age 60 and older and their spouses 
may use food stamps to purchase meals prepared by public or private eating 
establishments which regul arly serve the elderly at designated times. 

B. CURRENT LEGISLATION 

1. Older Americans Act (Title IV) 
This act provides for a nutritional program for older people, popularly known 
as Meals-on-Wheels. Prepared hot meals are delivered to the home every day for 
a minimal fee. [For information on participating in or starting a Meals-on-Wheels 
program in your community, contact your Regional Administration on Aging office.] 



I. PROBLEM: TRANSPORTATION 

Transportation is a critical problem for the many elderly who want to remain 
involved in communi t y life . The s eni or centers and services in your community 
are useless to older ci t i zens if t hey do not have ready access to trans-
portation so that they can ge t to t hese centers and services. Many proj ects 
have shown that the elderly will get out into the community if appropriate 
transportation is available to them. A good number of our nation's elderly 
are not able to drive a car for various reasons. Even if an older person 
is able to drive, the chanc es are great tha t he cannot afford to buy and 
maintain an automobile. The need, then, for mass transportation is 
particularly great among the elderly. In order to approach the degree of 
mobility that they had when they were younger, t he e lderly must rely on 
mass transit. Those older persons living in communit i es without mass 
transportation face isolation and loneliness. • Even fo r those elderly 
persons living in places with mass transit, the problem of transportation 
may be severe for many. Mass transportation is f requently inaccessible to 
persons with infirmities such as the elderly may have, can be costly in 
terms of the fixed income within which they must live, and often does not 
serve on a regular basis the areas where the elderly live or want to go. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. NEW LAW 

1. P.L. 93-87: Emergency Commuter Relief (Amendment to Federal 
Highway Aid Bill of 1973) 
This amendment raises from 1 1/2% to 2% of the total funding of the Urban 

' Mass Transportation Act the amount of money which may be spent on state and 
local programs designed to provide transportation facilities and services 
for elderly and handicapped persons, with special emphasis on the less 
urbanized areas. Of the $1 billion authorized und er Ti tle III of UMTA for 
each fiscal year, up to $2 million is available for the above purpose. From 
this appropriation, UMTA can and has provided fund s for such things as: 
1) specially designed buses, 2) bus shelters, 3) r ap i d transit improvements, 
4) research, and 5) various demonstration projects. A new feature of this 
amendment is that private organizations are now able to apply to the 
Department of Transportation directly for funds. 

B. PENDING 

1. R.R. 9096 (Rosenthal): The "Elderly and Handicapped Americans 
Transportation Services" Bill 
The strongest and most comprehensive bill under consideration is this bill. 
Major provisions include: 

a. Requires that all transportation facilities funded by UMTA 
accommodate the physically handicapped. Also allows the Secretary of Trans-
portation to prescribe standards to insure that elderly and handicapped 
persons have access to buildings and facilities funded by UMTA. 

b. Requires the Secretary of Transportation to give preference 
to applications for UMTA funding from state and local agencies who agree to 
maintain reduced rates for the elderly. These rates must be 50% or less of 
the regular fare for all those 65 and over and must be maintained on all 
days of operation. 

c. Authorizes to the Administration on Aging $15 million for 
FY 73 and $25 million for FY 74 to carry on research and demonstration projects 
to improve transportation for the elderly. 
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2. Other Bills which are Variations on R.R. 9096 (Rosenthal) 

a. Three bills require UMTA funded projects to accommodate the 
elderly and handicapped. 

b. Two bills contain the same provision as H.R. 9096 for preference 
to agencies who agree to have reduced fares for the elderly. 

c. Nine bills propose r educed rates on interstate carriers. 

d. Twenty proposed bills amend only the Federal Aviation Act 
and would authorize reduced rates for the elderly on a space available basis 
or during nonpeak hours. 

3. S. 1105 (Percy) 
"Provides income tax incentives for modification of certain buildings so as to 
remove architectural and transportational barriers to the handicapped and 
elderly." It allows tax deductions for the cost of changes in facilities to 
make them more accessible to the elderly and handicapped. 

I. PROBLEM: EDUCATION 

For most persons who have worked all their lives, age 65 and retirement have 
a tremendous psychological, social and economic impact on their lives. Few 
have had any counseling or education about the changes they will undergo 
in their life style. Preretirement education offers one very effective 
alternative for easing the older person's abrupt transition from working 
to retirement years. Such programs have proven extremely successful in 
the past when offered in community college and industry settings. The 
pre-retirement curriculum should cover the subjects of health, money 
management, financial planning, legal affairs, l iving arrangements, family 
and friends, rewarding use of leisure time, nutrition, available services 
and programs for retirees, and consumer information . Moreover, they should 
offer counseling and group discussion of retirees ' possible problems, as well 
as opportunities in the future. Because these programs provide guidance 
before the problems arise, they are extremely valuable in preventing many 
problems. By minimizing other problems, both the economic and emotional 
toll retirement often takes on an older individual is lowered. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. NEW LAW 

1. P.L. 93-29: The Older American Amendments of 1973, Title III 
Authorizes grants for model projects for 1973-1974 for public or non-
profit agencies or organizations for the development and administration of state 
or community model programs. Under Title IV training and research grants and 
model kits are available from the Administration on Aging. 

2. Higher Education Act of 1965 Amendment 
Title I of the Higher Education Act is amended to authorize the Commissioner 
of Education to make grants to institutions of higher education to assist such 
institutions in planning, developing, and carrying out programs specifically 
designed to apply the resources of higher education to the problems of the 
elderly, particularly with regard to transportation and housing problems of 
elderly persons living in rural and isolated areas. 
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3. National Commission on Libraries and Information Science Act 
This act provides that the Commission shall conduct studies, surveys, and analyses 
of the library and informational needs of elderly persons. At least one member of 
the Commission should be knowledgeable with respect to the library and information 
service needs of the elderly. 

4. Adult Education Act 
This act authorizes the Commissioner of Education to make grants to state and 
local educational agencies or other public or private nonprofit agencies for edu-
cational programs for elderly persons whose ability to speak and read the English 
lanquage is limited and who live in an area with a culture different than their 
own. Programs will be designed to equip these elderly persons to deal success-
fully with the practical problems encountered in their everyday life, including 
the making of consumer purchases, meeting their transportation and housing needs, 
and complying with governmental requirements such as those for obtaining citizen-
ship, public assistance and social security benefits. 

5. Library Services and Construction Act 
This act author;1,zes the Commissioner of Education to cari;-y out a prog:raJII o;l; grants 
to states for older reader services. Grants can be used for: training librarians 
to work with the elderly, the conduct o.:f;' special library programs for the elderly, 
the purchase of special library materials for use by the elderly, payment of 
salaries for elderly persons who wish to work in libraries as assistants on 
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programs for the elderly, provision of in-home visits by librarians and other library 
personnel to the elderly, establishment of outreach programs to notify the elderly 
of library services available to them, furnishing of transportation to enable the 
elderly to have access to library services. 

B. PENDING 

1. H.R. 324: Department of Elderly Affairs 
Would establish a Department of Elderly Affairs primarily to serve as a clearing-
house for information related to the problems of the elderly, administer grants 
authorized under the Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended, gather statistics 
in the field. of aging, and publish and disseminate educational materials dealing 
with the welfare programs of the elderly. 

2. R.R. 3664 (McDade) 
Would amend the Vocational Education Act of 1963 to utilize a portion of the 
funds for special consumer and homemaking programs for the elderly. 



I. PROBLEM: TAXES 

Over 70% of people 65 and older own their own homes and are severely burdened by 
rapidly rising property taxes. Millions of our older citizens are expected to 
assume these expenses on an income that barely qualifies for the subsistence 
level and does not increase adequately with the cost of living. Moreover, 
losing one's home is especially difficult for the aged because of the special 
importance of a familiar and supportive environment and the lack of supply 
of suitable low-income elderly housing. 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. PENDING 

1. Currently there are 1..9 bills pending in the House dealing with 
property tax relief for the elderly. Seven different plans are proposed. All 
allow a credit on the Federal income tax for all or a part of state and local 
real property taxes paid or, in lieu of property taxes, for 25% of yearly rent. 
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2. Administration's Proposal Regarding Property Tax Relief 
Under this proposal, low and middle income homeowners age 65 or older would 
receive a Federal tax credit for property tax payments in excess of 5% of their 
income, up to a maximum amount of $500. Elderly renters would receive a credit, 
subject to the same 5% floor and $500 maximum. The credit given to renters would 
be computed on the assumption that 15% of the rent they pay is for property 
tazes. Both homeowners and renters with incomes up to $15,000 a year would 
re~eive a full credit. The maximum credit of $500 would be reduced by 5% of 
household income in excess of $15,000, so that a taxpayer with household income 
of $25,000 or more would get no credit. A taxpayer with no taxable income 
would receive a payment in the full amount of the credit. 

3. R.R. 3431 (Gubser) 
Would amend the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 so that taxpayers age 65 and older 
could deduct certain expenses incurred for home repair and home maintenance cos~s. 
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I. PROBLEM: ELDERLY AS CONSUMERS 

The elderly, perhaps the most disadvan taged group in the modern marketplace, 
are oftentimes denied the consumer r ights that they deserve. Because of low 
income, increasing physical inf irmity, and a life style often unresponsive to 
rapid societal change, the elderly eas i l y fall prey to deceptive consumer 
practices. Measures must be taken to protect the elderly consumer and assure 
him that he will have somewhere to go if he has any consumer complaints, prob-
lems, or suggestions. In addition, the older consumer should be educated as 
to his consumer rights. 

A. AGENCIES OFFERING CONSUMER EDUCATION AND COMPLAINT HANDLING 

1. The Food and Drug Administration l s the primary federal consumer 
protection agency, enforcing federal product safety laws. At FDA district 
offices consumer specialists can provide individuals with information about 
FDA programs and policies. If a person knows about a defective product, he or 
she should tell the FDA. [Contact the nearest field office or resident 
inspection station. Or write directly to FDA, U.S. Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, 5600 Fishers Lane, Rockville, Md., 20852.] 

2, The Federal Trade Commission acts in liaison with state consumer 
protection officials to protect the individual from deceptive and unfair trade 
practices. [Contact the national or regional FTC office for its consumer 
education materials.] 

3. The President's Office of Consumer Affairs encourages and assists 
in the development and implementation of federal consumer programs; assures 
that consumer interests are presented and considered a t appropriate levels of 
federal government in the formulation of policies and the operation of programs 
affecting consumers; conducts investigations, confe r ences, and surveys con-
cerning consumers; submits recommendations to the President on improvement 
of existing federal programs and activities conc er ning consumers; and takes 
action on individual consumer complaints. [Contact the Office of the Director, 
Office of Consumer Affairs, New Executive Office Build ing, 17th and H Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20506.] 

B. PENDING 

1. H.R, 3664 (McDade): Amendment to the Vocat i onal A~t of 1963 
' ' . . . 

Would utilize a portion of the funds for special consumer and homemaking 
programs for the elderly. 
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I. PROBLEl.f: AGE DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT 

Employment opportunities for older citizens are not as plentiful as they should 
be. Although the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1968 makes it a nat.ional 
policy to eliminate arbitrary age discrimination in employment, many barriers 
still face our older Americans on the job market. Some of these obstacles 
include: 

1. compulsory retirement on reaching a particular birthday, regardless 
of ability to work 

2. lack of information and couseling on retirement problems and job 
opportunities 

3. lack of placement and counseling personnel equipped to deal with their 
special problems 

4. underrepresentation in education, training, rehabilitation, and 
other manpower programs 

5. enforced retirement resulting from long unemployment as an increasing 
number of workers lose their jobs in their fifties when plant shut-
downs or technological changes make their skills obsolete 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. NEW LAW 

1. P.L. 93-29: Older American Community Service Employment Amend-
ment (Title IX of Older Americans Comprehensive Services Amendments) 
Creates new jobs in community services for low-income people age 55 or older. 
A program is established in the Department of Labor to foster and promote 
useful part-time work opportunities in community service activities for 
unemployed low-incomepersons who are 55 years of age or older and who have 
poor employment prospects. Community service activities which are designated 
as eligible for participation include: social, health, welfare, educational, 
library, recreational, and other similar services; conservation, maintenance, 
or restoration of natural resources; community betterment or beautification; 
antipollution and environmental quality efforts; economic development; and 
other servcies which are essential and necessary to the community as the 
Secretary may prescribe. Employment is limited to activities in publicly 
owned and operated facilities and projects, or projects sponsored by charitable 
organizations exempt from federal taxes. Employment may not be performed 
in facilities used as a place of sectarian religious instruction or worship. 

2. Senior Opportunities and Services (Amendment to the Economic 
Opportunity Act) 
Provides that in addition to the amounts authorized to be appropriated and 
allocated by the Economic Opportunity Amendments of 1972, there is further 
authorized necessary funds for FY 1973 and FY ~974 for the Senior Opportunities 
and Services programs. 

B. PENDING 

1. R.R. 2576 (Dellums): Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967 Amendments 
Would amend this act to extend the protection of the Act to employees of states 
and their political subdivisions. 



I. PROBLEM: SENIOR CENTERS 

Every community should have at least one multi-purpos.e senior c'enter to provide 
basic social services, as well as link all older persons to appropriate sources 
of help, including home-delivered services. Basic socia-1 services that enhance 
the ability of the elderly to retain independence should be .. mad·e available. 

II, WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. NEW LAW 

1. P.L. 93-29: Older American Act Amendments of 1973 
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In order to provide a focal point in communities for the development and delivery 
of social services and nutritional services designed primarily for older persons, 
the amendments authorize the Comm~ssioner to make grants to units of general 
purpose local government or other public or nonprofit agencies or organizations. 
The amendments also authorize contracts to be made with any agency or organization 
to pay not more than 75% of the cost of acquiring, altering, or renovating 
existing facilities to serve as multi-purpose senior centers. 

I. PROBLEM: VOLUNTEER OPPORTUNITIES 

II. WHAT CONGRESS IS DOING 

A. CURRENT LEGISLATION 

1. National Older Americans Volunteer Program 
The Foster Grandparent Program and the Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) 
were authorized by the 1969 Amendments to the Older Americans Act. The 
Foster Grandparent Program provides part-time volunteer opportunities for low-
income persons age 60 and older to serve needy children on a person-to-person 
basis. The RSVP Program provides volunteer opportunities in community services 
for older adults. These two programs are administered by the ACTION agency. 
[Write: ACTION, 806 Connecticut Ave., N.W., Washington, D.C. 20525] 
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SUBJECT: SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING HEARINGS ON FUTURE DIRECTIONS ';) I •~. 
IN SOCIAL SECURITY - ,, 

The following summary of hearings on the Future Directions in Social Security 
was provided by the Minority Staff of the Senate Special Committee on Aging. 

Principal witnesses at the July 25-26 hearings by the Conmittee on "Future 
Directions in Social Security" were . . . WILBUR COHEN :t former Secretary_ pf 
H.E.W ... ,,.: ·,. and CYRIL F. BRICXFIELD, Legislative Counsel for the National 
Retired~hera Association and the American Association of Retired Pera(jaa . 
. . . Assi8t:ing Mr. Brickfield in the presentation on behalf of ~UJU> 
were .JOHii B. MARTIN, former U.S. Ccmnissioner on Aging, ... Wll~iK[T'CllELL, 

~,,.,.iPl ~~curity Comnissioner ... and JAMES HAClCING. 

MR. COP.EN called for creation of a National Health Insurance program for all 
citizens through a 5-year "incremental" development based on changes in 
Medicare •... a-i:1d expanded use of Federal Mechanisms -- including Social 
·security -- to further redistribute incomes for the purpose of totally 
eliminating poverty i n this country ... again through a phased approach 
attaining this goal between 1980 and 1985. 

NRTA-AARP's 154 page prepared statew~nt included a comprehensive assessment 
of ... (1) present and future retirement income needs, ... (2) adequacy 
of OASDI income standards as replacement of income loss due to retirement, 
its financing, modifications in the retirement test, ... (3) updating of 
the retirement income tax credit, ... (4) need for increased participation 
of older persons in the labor market, ... and (5) need to coordinate the 
nation.'s basic public pension systems ...... Implicit in the numerous 
recODJllendations and alternatives presented by NRTA-AARP is the 2-fold goal 
of: (1) An adequate minimum income floor for all the aged, and 

(2) Provision of retirement benefits which will permit living standards 
comp~rable to those enjoyed in pre-retirement years. 

Other hearing witnesses were: 

MAX MANES, New York, N.Y., Chairman of Seniors for Adequate Social Security 
(SASS), who expressed serious dissatisfaction with the amount and effective 
date of the recently enacted Social Security increase (5.9%, effective Jm1e 1974) 
and criticised Congress and the Administration for failing to implement the 
recoomendations of the White House Conference on Aging, and 

BARBARA F. MARKS, Acting Directing Attor ney, Washington Office, National 
Senior Citizens Law Center, who reported on services of the Center and di•~ 
cussed briefly some of the problems faced in adequate implementation of tlie 
new Supplementary Security Income program schedu_led to begin in January, 1974. 
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.BIGHLIGHTS OF MR. COHEN'S TESTIMONY: 

Under questioni ng, Mr. Cohen endorsed the Independent Bi-Partisan Social 
Security Coomission proposal along the lines recommended in Minority Reports 
and embodied in S.J. Res. 48 introduced by Senators Fong, Fannin and others. 

Mr. Cohen dismissed "a number of criticisms of financing" of Social Security 
by some economists as "not so widely shared by beneficiaries or taxpayers." 

He opposed liberalization of the Social Security earnings test beyond $2400, 
suggesting that if anything is done, there should be an increase in benefit 
increment from 1% to 2% a year for those who defer retirement beyond 65. 

Social Security {OASDI) Recommendations: 

1. Increase taxable wage base to $20,000 in 1975. 

2. Modification of basic financing (retaining the payroll tax) should include: 

a. Reduction of burden on low-income earners - - - Senator Long's 
proposal "to refund t o l ow-income individuals 10% of their 
earnings -- roughly the canbined social security contribution". 

b. General revenues contribution to meet cost of benefits (not 
cov~red by S.S. tax) paid to individuals with less than 40 
years coverage. 

3. Increase nuniber of "drop-out" years of low or no earnings (Now 5 years.) 

4. Payment of di sability benefits with 5th month of disability and baaed 
on inabil ity to perform CUSTOMARY occupation. 

5. Allow contributions and benefit participation by women performing 
household and fami l y duties (wives?) as if self-employed. 

6. In addition to cost-of-livi ng increases, adjustments should be made in 
benefits as earnings and productiv ity increases. (Suggests study of 
such programs i n other countries.) 

Supplementary Income Recommendation: 

Lower eligibility age now from 65 to 62 ... to 60 in another 2 years ... 
and to 55 in 2 more years. 

Medical National Health I nsurance Recommendations: 

1. Cover continuing high cost prescription drugs under Medicare and 
hearing a i ds and gl asses with appropriate co-sharing of costs. 

2. Combine Parts A & B of Medicare, relieving individual of payments 
for the latter after r etirement. 
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3. Authorize Secretary of B.E.W. to establish local, regional or State 
fee schedules for procedures under Medicare. (Says: "Ro evidence 
that physicians have reaped rewards out of line") 

4; Rational Health insurance for all persona should . be adopted on an 
INCllBMERTAL basis ... over a period of about 5 years. 
Specific steps should include: 

a. Provide basic Medicaid benefits, with total Federal financing, 
to low-incc:.e persons through the Medicare program. 

b. Add a major medical benefit -- hospital coverage after 30 days 
and physician services after $1,000 -· to Medicare, now --
reducing it as total National Health Insurance takes over. 

c. Add maternity benefits, including first: year of child's life, 
to Medicare. 

Other llecoaaendations in Kr. Cohen's statement: include: 

1. Ile-Examine $2.5 billion limit on social services (under Social Security 
Act) set by Congress in 1972 .... Considering expansion of services 
to aged, young children, retarded and for family planning. 

2. Require every major business to provide a ~inimum private pension 
plan ••. with some vesting ... reinsurance of program ... 
full reserves after period of years ... and complete public disclosure. 

3. "Consideration should be given to t.ermination of the General Revenue 
Sharing Lav when its 5-year duration terminates." . . . If continued 
there should be a requirement on States for rebate of taxes to low 
income older persons. 

4. "'l'he retirement deduction in the Federal income tax should be changed 
to a retirement tax credit". 

5. Congress should establish a non-partisan Conmission to review welfare 
reform proposals ... which C0111Dission should present proposals in 
1977 to abolish poverty in the United States by 1982. 

* HIGHLIGHTS OF ORAL TESnlllNY BY WiffiFSSES FOR NRTA-AARP: 

1. Medicare and Medicaid developments and levels of care they provide were 
objects of concern, the opinion being expressed ... "Instead of progressing 
with respect to health care for the elderly, we seem to be regressing." 

Opposition to proposals for increased personal cost-sharing under medicare 
was voiced. 



2. Wi th t he new Supplemen tary Secur ity Income program to be the means fo~: 
providing an adequate income floor for the elderly, ... "OASDI can 
now function primarily as a mechanism to replace an adequate degree of 
earnings lost as a result of reti rement , di sabi l ity or death." 

3. The aged population will conti nue to increase in numbers, ... will be 
living longer and spending more years i n retirement, ... will be better 
educated, more skilled and more sophisticated ... "and far less li~ely 
to accept the lower standard of living which presently attends retirement." 

4. The living standard of future aged should relate directly to pre-retire-
ment experience and should not result in a post-retirement standard 
appreciably lower than that immediately prior to retirement. 

S. While a standard based on average earnings ADJUSTED for cost of living 
and real wage increases has merit ... administrative problems may make 
it unfeasible ... so "our organizations tend to agree with the suggestion 
that the standard should be based on 10 of the 15 years immediately prior 
to retirement. 

6. Because social security will probably continue as the primary earnings 
replacement mechanism •.. despite increasing role by private pensions 
a 551. replacement of income through OASDI appears reasonable as an 
optimum replacement earnings rate. (Not a cOl!llllitment by NRTA-AAllP). 

7. "We urge enactment of legislation t o lessen the existing regressivity of 
the taxes imposed by t he Self-Employment Contributions Act and the 
Federal Insurance Contributions Act." ..... Initially limited reform 
provided "that the contributory princ i pl e is not broken." ..... 

Use of general revenues appears necessary . . 

Complete OAS:OI financing through general revenues is not now feasible. 
and inequiti es in distribution of tax burdens under t~e income tax 
make it an unsuitable vehicle for the full burden of social security. , 

8. NRTA-AARP could support ... a system of exemptions or allowances (in the 
payroll tax) ... to reduce the payroll tax burden on lower-income 
groups ... subject to some minimum percentage contribution to preserve 
the contributory system. 

9. NRTA-AARP favors liberalization of the OASDI earnings test to $3600. 

10. NRTA-AARP believes that to assure continuity in supervision, direction 
and development in Social Security enjoyed in the past ... a 3-member 
bi-partisan administrative board would best assure integrity, competence 
and impartiality and provide protection against purely partisan political 
intervention. 
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11. "In order to restore tax equity in the treatment of retirees, the amount. 
of retirement income eligible for credit computation ($1,.524) should be 
increased to the present maximum primary benefit under social security 
($2,500). We further believe that the credit's limitation on earned 
income should be liberalized to correspond with the social security 
retirement test. In this respect, we would support S.1811. Moreover, 
computation of the credit should be simplified." 

NRTA-MRP opposes the AGE CREDIT proposal of the administration ... 
which would replace the retirement income tax . because it would 
not be available to retirees under age 65 who are presently eligible 
for the retirement income credit. 

12. NRTA.-AARP believes the elderly should have the option to continue work 
if they are able and willing. 

13. 

JOHN MARTIN discussed at length the NRTA-AARP support of new legislation 
to provide for actuarily determined increments in OASDI benefits for 
years that eligible beneficiaries defer retirement and participation in 
benefits. 

Social Security and other public pension systems, such as Railroad 
Retirement should be coordinated to reduce inequity and injustice 
resulting from multiple eligibility. 

/ 
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I. The Property Tax Dilemma of the Elderly. 

Recent tremendous property tax rises1 have hit the aged es-

pecially hard because a high percentage of this group age 65 and 

older: 2 (1) live on a fixed i ncome, (2) live on lower incomes, 

(3) pay a disproportionately large percentage of their income for 
3 4 

housing, (4) own their own homes, and (5) pay a disproportionately 

large part of their income for property taxes . 
5 

Property taxation, rooted in the older, land-based system of 

wealth, assumes a direct relationship between either (1) homeowner's 

income and his property's value or (2 ) his ability to pay and 

property value. Neither is a correct assumption for the aged. 

l"Over the past four years (December 1969 to 1972), ·the Consumer 
Price Index has increased by almost 20 percent .. o. Property 
taxes have jumped by 39 percent, nearly twice the overall 
increase in the Consumer Price Index." u.~ Senate Special 
Committee on Aging, uDevelopments in Aging: 1972 and 
January-March 1973," p. 15. In 1972, the rise ·was 9i.., p. 20. 2In 1971, the median household income for those 65 and over was 
$3449 for men and $1706 for women. (From ''Money Income in 
1971 of Families and Persons in the U.S.," Table 45, Series 

3 P60, #85 (published December 1972 by the U.S. Census Bureau).) 
Thirty-four percent of their budget. U.S. Senate Special Com-

mittee on Aging, "Developments in Aging: 1972 and January-
4 March 1973," p. 15. • 

Seventy percent of the aged are homeowners. -~Ibid., p. 15. 
5"A typical urban family of four turns over about 3.4 percent 

of its family income to the property tax assessor. Butr 
aged homeowners pay, on the average, about ~.1 percent of 
their incomes for real estate taxes. 

"A .recent study by the Advisory Commission ·on Inter-
governmental Relations (based on 1970 Census data)reveals 
that aged homeowners living on less than $2000 a year pay 
almost 16 percent of their meager incomes for this -regressive 
tax. Moreover, an estimated 1.5 million elderly ·households 

'with incomes below $7000 a year are saddled with property 
taxes amounting to more than 10 percent of their household 
income." Ibid., p. 20 

Based on state studies of low income elderly done before 
state property tax relief programs went into effect, the 
average tax-income ratio for those over 55 with incomes under 
$1000 was very high: 32.4% (California, 1968); 49% (Minnesota, 
1967); 33.2% (Oregon, 1966); 58% (Wisconsin,-· 1966). U.S. 
Senate Special Committee on Aging, "Economics of Aging: 
Toward a Full Share in Abundance: Part 4, Homeownership 
Aspects," p. 852. 



John Shannon, As s istant Dire<'tor of the Advtsory Co1-1nc i l on 

Intergovernmental Relations , stated before the Senate Special 

Committee on Aging "there is absolutely no question ... that there 

are hundreds of t housands of elderly householders who are being 

forced to l iquidate their assets in order to pay the local tax on 
6 shelter." Home repair and maintenance costs place additional burdens 

on the elderly homeowner's income. 

Being forced out of their homes due to high property taxes is 

particularly inequitable to elderly who have paid taxes all their 

lives and who no longer use the school system financed by their 

tax money. Moreover, losing one's home or house is especially 

difficult for the aged because of the special importance of a 

familiar and supportive environment and the lack of supply of r~·tOP.~ 

suitable low income elderly housing. f) _,, ~, 
II. Alternative Types of Property Tax Relief. (.__/ •• 

Possible property tax relief programs vary greatly in amounts 

of relief, eligiblity of recipients, and administration. The 

three general types now in use at the state level are (a) tax 

exemptiol\ (b} tax deferra~ and (c) tax credit. All three usually 

involve conditions of some sort on: " age (usually 60, 62, or 65); 

property (i.e., value and amount); income (i.e., no tax relief 

over a certain ceiling); occupancy of taxed property for a spe-

cified period. The tax exemption involves a part or all of the 

property being totally free of taxes. The deferral means taxes 

are deferred until the owner dies or sells the house, at which 

time the estate or sale proceeds must furnish the back taxes. The 

tax credit, the form used in all the bills pending in the House, 

offers a specific credit against federal income tax. 

6u.s. Special Committee on Aging: Subcommittee on Housing for the 
Elderly, "Economics of Aging: Toward a Full Share in Abun-
dance: Part 4, Homeownership Aspects." p . 818. Mr. Shannon 
has been a noted expert on property tax relief for the el~erly 
for a number of years. 
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The credit, as well as the exemption, can be (1) conditional, 

i.e., property valued below !'x" amount is exempt from taxation; 

if the value exceeds "x" the entirety is ta..xes (Indiana, Michigan, 

Massachusetts ) i (2) uniform, i.e., a uniform amount of the asessed 

value is exempt, regardless of the total value of the asset or 

taxpayer's income (Oregon, Georgia), (3) vanishing, i.e., the 

amount of property exemptable declines as the valuation increases 

until the exemption disappears; the vanishing exemption can also 

be tied to increases in the taxpayer's income (Minnesota, Wiscon-

sin, Oregon, California). 

The ideal plan, according to Shannon, insures (1) broad 

beneficiary coverage, i.e., to those older people, both under 

and over 65, to renters and homeowners, whose incomes are over-

burdened by property tax payments, (2) safeguards against abuse, 

i.e., dollar limit on relief to any taxpayer; inclusion in any 

measurement of income all types and sources of income, (3) effi-

cient tax relief formula balanci11g the burden on the needy tax-

payer with the scarcity of funds (i.e., limitation of relief to 

low and ·moderate income elderly) 4
7 The Senate Special Comnittee 

on Aging noted the following additional criteria: a graduated 

system with the greatest relief to those with the lowest income; 

relief as direct as possible without difficult eligibility pro-

cedures; tax refund or rebate for those with incomes too small 

to file income tax returns; the linking of tax relief to tax 
8 reform; federal assistance to states utilizing these concepts. 

III o Pending House Bills 

The 19 bills pending in the House offer seven different 

plans for property tax relief for the elderly. All allow a credit 

on the federal income tax for all or a part of state and local real 

property taxes paid or, in lieu of property taxes, for 25% of 

7Ihid., p. 822e 8u.s. Senate Special Committee on Aging; !!Developments in Aging: 
1971 , 0 p .. 21. 
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yearly rent. All but one give to the individual, to the extent 

that the income taxi~ less than property taxes, a payment from 

the U.S. Treasury equal to the di.fference between the credit and 

the property tax or rent paid.-- The maximum amount of relief a-

vailable varies from $225 to $800. The upper income limit for 

the elderly individual varies from $3,750 to $14,999. Age eli-

gibility ranges fr@m 60 or 62 to 65 for either spouse. Certain 

bills also extend credit to owners of mobile homes and/or tenant 

owners of cooperative housing. One bill also includes provisions for 

low interest loans to elderly homeowners for maintenance costs. 

R.R. 6027 (Findley and identical bills) tiave 29 co-sponsors. 

They allow- a tax credit or refund of up to $300 for the amount 

of property taxes or rent paid to any individual 65 or over with 

an income under $6500. 

All other House bills, with the exception of R.R. 186!, have 

single sponsers and vary as shown in the attatcln!d chart. Most 

give a credit for a percentage of the tax, with the credit phasing 

::: ::a::::~ as income rises to a level at which no relief at (.j~·••••,i, 

~/ IV. Administration Tax Relief Proposal ,, ... _.,,,~/ 

The Administration proposed in its April 30, 1973 tax message 

a tax credit or refund of up to $500 to the elderly individual 

for the amount by which his property tax exceeds 5% of his income. 9 

The r elief is available to individuals with low and moderate incomes 

up to $15,000 after which the credit is phased out by 5% for each 

$1000 jump in income, with no relief at $25,000. Unlike the 25% 

figure of the other proposals, the Admintstration proposes that 

15% of the yearly rent apply as the property tax burden. The 

greatest numbers of elderly covered will be low income since a 

lower proper ty tax will constitute 5% of their income. However, 

9 "Proposals for Tax Change," Department of the Treasury, April 30, 
1973, U.S. Gcrvernment Printing Office. 
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by providing relief only on that portion of.property taxes or 

rent exceeding 5% of a individual's income, some low income in-

dividuals still may get no relief because their taxes, though 

a substantial burden to a subsistence !income, do not exceed 5% 

of their income. 

Mr. Dale Collinson, Acting Associate Tax Legislative Counsel, 

Department of Treasury, who is drafting the Administration pro-

posal, says that while the framework of the proposal as mentioned 

will be introduced by the Administration to the Ways and Means 

Coumittee after Labor Day, it will not necessarily offer statu-

tory language. Thus, passage of any proposal may well not come 

until the second session of the 93rd Congress. r·~ v. Critique 
L. .f) 

There are several considerations 

tax relief proposals. 10 
in evaluating these various ;/ 

Relief should be given to those most in need first, and in 

no case does it make sense to deny relief to poverty level elderly 

while granting it to, middlel income aged. A $150 property tax bill 

to an individual with a $3500 income is a much greater burden than 

a $1000 tax for someone with a $15,000 income. The Administration 

proposal gives relief in some cases to individuals with $20,000 

incomes while giving none to those with poverty level incomes. 

Second, ·many older persons will have difficulty understanding 

any tax relief plan which is at all complicated. 40% of elderly 

eligible for the presently complicated retirement income credit 

file either no claim or an incorrect claim. 11 A simplified table 

10 Support for any tax relief plan for the elderly presupposes en-
dorsement of special treatment for the aged. While the ques-
tion of general tax reform is a vital one, its exploration is 
beyond the scope of this analysis. It can be noted, however, 
that a consideration in any federal tax relief program is the 
disincentive for states and localities to reform their own 
systems when they know excessive property taxes are relieved 

. by the federal government. 
11u,Proposals for Tax Change," Op. Cit., _n. 9, p. 113. 
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included in the tax . fonn may be o_f help.. ~F_g£J1i-1i~ _ _tlil{n&lrle 

fimbg~Lut • ln~]J,.,~, --~1~4Z:)l4! ~q_j;jl4c-_v@iY ,;-- j~[!~e, 1,i11y,.:,_in~.Ml.iii!m~J.n . 
/fQ~ -·~Y years. However, the relief formulas contained in H. R. 

1862,, H.R~ 1573, R.R. 1587, and H.R. 240, as well as the Admini-

stratio proposal are highly complicated. 

, Also, many low-income , persons file no tax return and thus 

will get no relief unless a concerted effort is made to inform 

low-income elderly and encourage them to file for their refund. 

The percentage of rent equalling the pormal property tax 

burden has been widely accepted at 25%, the figure used by all 

the bills. The Administration \f:l:&ti#e -,,~ 15% therefore penalizes 

renters. 
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Blt._L SPONSOR 
Administration· Proposal (to 
be introduced into Ways and 
Means Committee Fall 1973) 

AGE 
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dual's income) 
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in incmne with no 
relief being 
given at $25,000) 
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Under pr·or'}s~ons of the Revenue Sharing Act which imposed a $2.5 bl I I Ion cei I Ing 
on social services spending, 90% of ali welfare funds must be expended on ~urrent 
welfare recipients. This provision severely limits programs designed to prevent 
dependency and Institutionalization of the elderly. It Is at best a misguided attempt 
at economy, and at worst a cruel hoax whereby the federal government provides a 20% 
Increase rn social security benefits and at the same time effectively terminates the 
many social service programs which help to prevent an older American from becoming a 
ward of the state. On February 6, 1973 Representative H. John Heinz, tit introduced 
H.R. 3819 to restore vitally needed social service financing to the elderly. 

H.R. 3819 Is a fiscally responsible measure. tt would leave intact the much 
needed $2.5 billion ceiling on social service funds and would require no additional 
expenditure of taxpayer's funds. 

Representative Heinz has noted that the soclat security taw, as written, ls not 
an answer to people who are struggling to get by on modest pensions. Many of them 
are abte to survive only because the "meals-on-wheets" serves them one hot, 
nutritious meal a day, or because the homemaker service provides them with a 
SVfflPathetlc human contact for four or five hours a week. 

There are many greater obstacles to the maintenance of home ownership among 
the elderly that will require the attention of Congress and the commf1'1nent of 
significant resources. Rising property taxes and home repair costs are only two 
of these. To force people out of their homes, however, by a denial of social 
services is unconsctonable. 

Over 140 Members of the House have joined in sponsoring the Heinz leglstatfon. 
The Republican Task Force on Aging Joins the strong bl-partisan support for it. 
As chairman of the task force I urge your support. 

RHS:Jb 

Slncerely, 

ROBERT H. STEELE 
Member of Congress 

P.S. Plea~ contact Jmnes Broder, Task Force s1'aff x50589 or x55f07; or Warren 
Eisenberg in Rep. Helnz' otflee, x52135. 
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Republican 
National 
Committee. 
George Bush, Chairman 

The Honorable Gerald 
U.S. Representative 
U. S. Capitol H-230 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Ford: 

May 10, 1973 

R. Ford 

Within the past weeks, I have received a large number of letters 
requesting information on the achievements of the Administration in 
implementing the recommendations of the White House Conference on 
Aging. It well may be that you, too, have had inquiries along this 
line. 

Very recently, the Department of Hea 1th, Education and \~e 1 fare 
published a 200 page report outlining the responses of the Administration 
to the White House Conference and, in that report, is an introduction 
which summarizes extremely well a long list of achievements. 

I have had copies of this introduction reproduced and I am en-
closing one herewith which I hope may not only prove informative to 
you but helpful in replying to any questions that may be addressed 
to you by your constituents. 

I would be glad to receive your co11111ents. 

With all good wishes, 

Sincerely, 

Bernard S. Van Rensselaer 
Director Senior Citizens Division 

Dwight D. Eisenhower Republican Center: 310 First Street Southeast, Washington, D.C. 20003. (202) 484-6500. 
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INTRODUCTION ) 
When President Nixon addressed the delegates to the White House 

Conference he noted the characteristic remnants of prior conferences --
stacks of volumes gathering dust. The President said, 11 ! do not want the 
volumes--and there will be volumes on this Conference--simply to gather dust 
in the Library of Congress or in the Office of the President ... 11 

Responding to the findings and recommendations of the delegates 
to the White House Conference is a continuous process. The process was 
started by the President when he addressed the delegates at the concluding 
session of the Conference. It was continued when the President sent a 
Message on Aging to the Congress on March 23, 1972 in which he articulated 
a comprehensive strategy to meet the needs of older Americans and trans-
mitted recommendations for action. 

This report, 11 Towards a New Attitude on Aging, 11 is the third 
step in this continuous process. In addition to identifying new actions 
and coc1mitments that will lead to actions, the report incorporates some 
of the responses incorporated in the earlier documents. The report also 
identifies areas where conclusions have not been reached but where ex-
plorations are underway designed to facilitate the decision making process. 

The report should be read in the light of the following two 
paragraphs, which appear in the President's 1974 Budget Message under the 
heading of 11 Meeting Human Needs 11

: 

11 The 1974 budget for human resources programs, like the three 
that have preceded it under this Administration, reflects my conviction 
that social compassion is demonstrated not just by the commitment of public 
funds in hope of meeting a need, but by the tangible betterments those 
funds produce in the lives of our people. My drive for basic reforms that 
will improve the Federal Government's performance will continue in the 
coming fiscal year. 

Between 1969 and 1974, outlays for Federal human resources 
programs have increased 97%, whiletotal budget outlays have grown by only 

46%. As a result, human resources spending now accounts for close to half 
the total budget dollar, compared with just over one-third of the total 
at the time I took office. 11 

The report is built around the four major goals of the President's 
strategy: 

-- assuring an adequate income; 
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assuring appropriate living arrangements; 

assuring independence and dignity, and 

assuring institutional responsiveness and a new 
attitude toward aging. 

In each instance a summary is provided of the Conference recom-
mendations (which are provided in detail in another volume), and the Admin-
istration's responses to the recommendations. 

The report makes clear that the cumulative impact of a series of 
actions by both the legislative and executive branches of the Federal govern-
ment has established a momentum which is moving the Nation toward the four 
major goals. Differences between positions taken by the delegates to the 
White House Conference and the Administration are differences, in most in-
stances, relative to the acceleration of the momentum rather than over the 
desirability of achieving the goals toward which the momentum is directed. 

Assuring an Adequate Income 

The report, which reflects the President's conviction that the 
best way to help older persons is by "providing them money so that they can 
secure needed services themselves," identifies the following actions which 
have contributed to significant momentum in the income area: 

The passage of the Social Security benefits increases 
of January, 1970, January, 1971, and September, 1972, 
plus the changes incorporated in H.R. l (P.L. 92-603) 
mean that the annual income of older persons from 
these sources will be $14.5 billion more in the calendar 
year 1973 than it would have been if the increases had 
not been voted. 

Social Security benefits have been made inflation-proof. 

Widows and widowers are now entitled to 100% of the 
benefits that were paid to their deceased spouse. 

A Federal-financed floor has been placed under the in-
come of the elderly. This is the first time in the 
Nation's history that provision has been made for a 
national income floor for any segment of the population. 
This provision alone makes H.R. l (P.L. 92-603) the most 
significant piece of Federal legislation in the income 
area since the Social Security Act of 1935. 
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A major liberalization in the retirement test assures 
a social security beneficiary that the more he earns the 
more spendable income he will have. 

Medicare protection has been extended to the disabled 
under age 65 who have been receiving Social Security 
disability benefits for twenty-four months or longer. 

Medicare beneficiaries will be able to choose to have 
their covered health care provided through a Health 
Maintenance Organization (a prepaid group health or other 
capitation plan that meets prescribed standards). 

Controls on the health service industry which were 
established under Phase II of the Economic Stabilization 
program will be retained and strengthened under Phase III. 

In the area of assuring an adequate income the report also in-
cludes the following commitments on the part of the Administration--com-
mitments which have or will lead to significant action: 

An interagency task force of the Human Resources Committee 
of the Domestic Council will be established to come to 
grips with the issue of developing a definition of 11 ade-
quate 11 income for older persons. 

Older Americans should receive a fair share of the 
benefits which will accrue to our society as a result of 
increased productivity. 

The President will submit to the Congress a program for 
strengthening and encouraging the growth of the private 
retirement system and protecting the pension rights of 
workers from loss caused by changing jobs or mismanage-
ment of pension funds. 

The President has stated that he 11 wi 11 submit to the 
Congress reconmendations for alleviating the often . 
crushing burdens which property taxes place upon many 
older Americans." 

The President will submit to the Congress a fiscally 
responsible and administratively workable national 
health insurance plan. In the development of the plan, 
consideration will be given to coverage issues which -
are directly applicable to the concerns expressed by 
the delegates to the White House Conference relative 
to areas not now covered by Medicare. 
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Specific recommendations by minority groups relative to the 
income area are under study by the Social Security Admini-
stration and, when completed, the results of the study will 
be discussed with the representatives of these groups. 

Assuring Appropriate Living Arrangements 

The report identifies the following actions which have contributed 
to the development of significant momentum in improving living arrangements: 

-- Since 1969, the Federal government has approved approxi-
mately 250,000 units specifically designed for the elderly, 
more such units than in the entire 34-year history of the 
national housing program preceding 1969. 

In Fiscal Year 1972, nearly 68,000 units of subsidized 
housing specifically designed for the elderly were funded. 

During the Fiscal Year 1973, while a review of housing policy 
is underway and the level of subsidized housing starts during 
calendar year 1973 is expected to exceed the previous year's 
levels, the Federal government will continue to honor com-
mitments already made. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development has initiated 
organizational changes, including the establishment of the 
position of Assistant to the Secretary for Programs for the 
Elderly and the Handicapped, designed to insure that its 
programs are responsive to the needs of older persons. 

Vigorous implementation of the President's eight-point 
program for upgrading nursing homes will continue--an 
activity which has been strengthened significantly as a 
result of the Congressional acceptance of the President's 
proposal that the Federal government assume full responsi-
bility for the costs of inspection of Medicaid nursing homes. 

The President's program will be strengthened further by 
the issuance of regulations governing Intermediate Care 
facilities under Medicaid. 
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-- The Department of Housing and Urban Development and the 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration have set up a 
multi-agency task force to seek ways of improving security 
in public housing projects. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development is under-
taking a series of experiments to evaluate a program of 
"housing allowances" for low and moderate income families. 
These experiments are testing the effect on the housing 
market of recipients' freedom to use their allotments 
for renting a house or apartment anywhere they choose. 

In the area of assuring appropriate living arrangements the 
report also includes the following corrmitments on the part of the Admini-
stration--coomitments which have or will lead to significant actions: 

-- The special problems and needs of elderly persons will 
be given thorough consideration in connection with the 
major housing study now underway under the direction of the 
President's Counsellor for Corrmunity Development. In-
cluded, among others, in the study will be the follow-
ing agenda items on which delegates expressed concern: 

policies that will help assure that the elderly have 
greater access to adequate housing within their means; 

the problem faced by older persons with low incomes, 
including members of minority groups; 

the concept that older persons should have the oppor-
tunity of choosing the type of housing that is best 
suited to their needs. 

The special problems and needs of older persons will be 
given thorough consideration in the development of the 
proposed Better Corrmunities Act which the President 
will submit to the Congress and in its implementation 
upon enactment. 

-- Affirmative action has been and will continue to be taken 
to insure that when Federally assisted projects force 
persons to relocate that adequate replacement units will 
be available before persons are displaced. 

-- The Administration will support the use of model project 
funds by the Administration on Aging, in conjunction with 
the Department of Housing and Urban Development, for 
demonstration home maintenance programs. 
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The development of policies in the area of long-term 
care based on in depth studies by the Office of Nursing 
Home Affairs of the quality of institutional care, the 
alternatives to instutional care, and on ongoing data 
collection and analysis. 

Assuring Independence and Dignity 
and 

InstitutionalResponsiveness 

The discussion of the above two goals is being combined in this 
Introduction in order to point up an Administration strategy which will 
be of major significance to both today's and tomorrow's older persons. 
This strategy calls for the coordination of progr~ involving the ex-
penditures of hundreds of millions of Federal dollars in the field of 
aging. 

The President in his special message on Aging stated that he was 
directing those agencies whose programs have a major impact on the lives 
of older persons to provide the Cabinet-level ColTITlittee on Aging with an 
identification of the amounts they plan to spend during the current fiscal 
year to meet the needs of the elderly. This has been done. The results 
are set forth in Table I on page 103 of this report. Here are the high-
lights: 

$55.846 billions of the Federal Government's total 
expenditures will be in the field of aging (older 
persons 65 and over) 

$45.604 billions of the expenditures in aging will take 
place as a result of trust fund financing 

$10.242 billions of the expenditures in aging will take 
place as a result of general revenue financing 

$1.832 billions of expenditures in aging from general 
revenues will be made in order to support housing and 
service programs for older persons. 

These figures do not take into consideration the extent to which 
38,000 State and local governmental units may use some of the new Federal 
dollars made available to them under General Revenue Sharing to initiate 
or strengthen programs in the field of aging. Under the law one of the 
eight priority areas for which local governments can use these funds, if 
they take affirmative action to do so, is "social services for the poor or 
aged." 

In the light of the magnitude and wide range of the Federal 
resources for the services for older persons, and in accordance with his 
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basic strategy, the President has directed that "an intense new effort 
to develop coordinated services be undertaken." He wants to make sure 
that those large sums are spent in such a manner as to be of maximum 
benefit to older persons. 

The report identifies and discusses the following actions which 
have been taken in order to move toward the goal of assuring older persons 
independence and dignity: 

In conformity with its decision to work with States, 
local coll1Tlunities and the private sector in a new 
effort to bring into existence comprehensive service 
programs for older persons at the conmunity level, the 
Administration has taken, among others, the following 
actions: 

The President has submitted to the Congress 
proposals for strengthening and expanding service 
delivery programs under the Older Americans Act. 

Under the Adult Services provisions of the Social 
Security Act the Federal Government, within a 
ceiling for each State related to an overall national 
ceiling of $2.5 billion, will provide funds to pay 
75 per cent of the cost of services that enable older 
individuals receiving public assistance to remain in 
their homes or return to their residences after 
hospitalization. 

Under General Revenue Sharing, Federal dollars 
may be used by both State and local governments, 
if they choose to do so, to support coordinated and 
comprehensive service programs for older persons. 

The Administration will encourage local communities 
to utilize Federal dollars that are now or will be 
available in such a manner as to include in compre-
hensive and coordinated programs at the local level 
services such as the following: health services 
through health maintenance organizations, homemaker-
home health aide services, mental health services, 
health and medical planning, personal care following 
hospitalization, services for the physically and 
mentally handicapped, services in the field of edu-
cation, transportation services, housing services, 
nutrition services, operation of senior centers, 
home repairs, home visitation, telephone reassurance 
services, counseling, training and placement programs 
for those interested in employment or in participating 
as volunteers in conmunity service activities, legal 
services, and infonnation and referral services. 
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-- A National Health Service Corps has been established 
which~ in addition to other responsibilities, can 
demonstrate the feasibility of providing health services 
to the elderly in many inner city and remote rural areas 
lacking professional medical assistance. 

-- The Administration has spearheaded a national voluntary 
effort to implement programs designed to help older men 
and women in 300 communities live dignified lives in the 
familiar settings of their own homes. 

The Department of Housing and Urban Development is funding 
demonstration programs to improve tenant services provided 
by local communities to residents in public housing in-
cluding the elderly. 

In light of its conviction that opportunities for employment 
and voluntary service in all sectors of society must be made 
available to older Americans, the Administration has taken, 
among others, the following actions: 

-- The President has sent a directive to the heads of all 
Federal departments and agencies stating that age shall be 
no bar to a Federal job which an individual is otherwise 
qualified to perform. 

In Fiscal Year 1973, money for manpower programs for 
older workers was doubled. 

The President has directed the Department of Labor to 
work with public employment Service to open job oppor-
tunities, including part-time job opportunities for those 
65 and over, both in the public and private sectors. 

-- The Administration supports the use of model project funds 
by the Administration on Aging, in conjunction with the 
Department of Labor, for the development of employment 
services for older persons. 

Volunteer programs for older persons have been markedly 
expanded, including a doubling of funds for the Foster 
Grandparents program, and a tripling of funds for the 
Retired Seniors Volunteer Program. The elderly are also 
a central part of the large volunteer group participating 
in the Veterans Administration medical programs. 

-- In the light of its belief that educational opportunities for 
older persons should be included in community level compre-
hensive and coordinated service programs for older persons, the 
Administration has taken the following actions: 
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Guidelines furnished the States under the Older Americans 
Act will provide that due consideration be given to 
educational services in the planning of service programs. 

The Administration will support the use of Administration 
on Aging model project funds to inaugurate, in conjunction 
with the Office of Education, demonstration projects 
designed to establish education services for older persons. 

The Administration will pursue a policy of encouraging States, 
local school districts and institutions of higher learning, 
where appropriate, to use a larger proportion of Federal 
funds allocated to them, including vocational and adult 
education funds, to provide older persons with educational 
opportunities. 

The Veterans Administration is actively engaged in 
educational programs benefiting elderly veterans. 

Consistent with its belief that a high priority should be given 
to developing access to transportation for older persons, the 
Administration has taken, among others, the following actions: 

The President has directed that all Federal grants which 
provide services for older persons also insure that the 
transportation needed to take advantage of these services 
is available. 

The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare has directed 
that guidelines be developed to assure that transportation 
is included in the State plans that will be developed under 
the amendments to the Older Americans Act. 

The Department of Transportation has issued guidel i nes for 
applicants for grants under the Urban Mass Transportation 
program which require that the transit plan submitted with 
applicants include consideration of the service needs of 
older persons. 

The Administration is ready to give priority consideration 
to community requests for helping I to deal with the Trans-
portation problems of older persons through capital grants 
from the Urban Mass Transportation Fund. 

The Ad~inistration supports the use of Administration on 
Aging model project funds for the development of methods 
and programs, in conjunction with the Department of Trans-
portation, to increase the mobility of older persons. 

I' 

(. 
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The President has reconmended that funds now in the 
Highway Trust Fund be used by States and localities 
to expand resources in the mass transportation area--
a step that could result in the provision of greater 
mobility for older persons. 

-- The Office of Consumer Affairs has taken significant actions 
designed to deal with the unique problems of older persons 
in the area of consumer protection and education. 

Consideration will be given to the unique needs of older 
persons in formulating a legislative proposal to establish 
a legal services corporation. 

-- The President has directed the Social Security Adminis-
tration field offices to expand their infonnation and re-
ferral services for older persons. 

The President has included in his 1974 budget $100 million 
to implement the Nutritional Program for the Elderly which 
is authorized under the Older Americans Act. 

The report identifies and discusses the President's conmitment to an 
"intense· new effort to develop coordinated services" directed toward the goal 
of assuring older persons independence and dignity. This coomitment will 
result, among others, in the following moves: 

-- An interagency task force will develop, in response to 
the President's directive, plans for coordinating the use 
of Federal resources in the field of aging (see Table I on 
page 104 of the report). 

-- The heads of departments and agencies that have programs in 
the field of aging will designate persons to coordinate 
their programs for older persons with the understanding 
that the persons so designated will report to the Secretary 
or agency head on such matters. 

Each Federal Regional Council has or will establish a 
committee on aging in order to accelerate the development 
of comprehensive and coordinated programs for the delivery 
of services to older persons at the community level. 

The Administration on Aging will provide information con-
cerning proposed Federal expenditures in aging to the 
States so that it can be utilized in State and local 
planning; and States will be provided with the opportunity 
of transmitting their views on proposed Federal programs. 
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The Administration is committed to a sharpening up of the 
Federal Government's objectives in the area of research in 
aging and then, in response to a Presidential directive, 
coordinating and focusing Federal resources on the achieve-
ment of these objectives. 

The Administration will provide a focal point within the 
Federal governmental structure to assist those colleges 
and universities that have made or will make a commitment 
to the field of aging to relate to Federal policies (l) 
for providing financial assistance for students in higher 
education, (2) for providing central coordination for 
programs of research in aging, and (3) for using Federal 
dollars to encourage the development of comprehensive and 
coordinated service programs for older persons at the 
community level. 

The views of voluntary agencies will be solicited in the 
establishment of comprehensive and coordinated systems for 
the delivery of social and nutritional services. 

The Administration cin Aging will require state planning 
groups on aging to include representatives of minority 
groups on their advisory bodies. 

The coordination of existing Federal resources in the field of aging 
will be pursued with vigor and determination. • In view of the large sums of 
money that are involved, the impact of such an effort will constitute a truly 
significant response to many of the recommendations of the delegates to the 
White House Conference on Aging. The President is determined to use the 
powers of the Presidency in such a manner as to bring about such a result. 

*** 

It is clear that this report cannot properly be viewed as the end of 
the process. The work must--and will-- go on. It must go on in order, as 
the President has urged, 11 to make ours a time of which can be said, 'the 
glory of the present age is that in it men and women can grow old' -- and can 
do so with grace and pride and dignity, honored and useful citizens of the 
land they did so much to build. 11 
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st1tut10nal. brought under two articles of any of the other former or 
, Th: :ourt also rul:<f that the the Uniform Code of Military; present Administration offi-
1conv1ct10n of Captam Levy on Justice dealing with conduct un- cials who have been con-
1a charge of disobeying an order becoming an officer. The fifth . -~· --

Ii violated Constitutional guaran h b d . Continued on Page 34,Column 3 • c arge was ase on an article ============ 
• , tees of due process, and. it ord- on willfully disobeying an order. 
•• r- rcd a new trial within ·90 days ·In reversing the dec-i~i"" 0 ' ... ~---

. on that charge. ;i -i;-... ..s . ... , -
• llr. Levy has OPP" ~--
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_, EE\ J 'IO HR. FORD FROM MR. MILTICH 

·,J. may recall th'.lt M.r . V:m :'ienssalaer of the National Comm5tter sent us a 
1uestio:1aire re: sen-:.o~ citizens and election c:m,paigns and that we scorod 
z3-o nr..- seni "'I' citizen poli tic:11 activity in tho Fifth uis'c,rict . On Frid?.? 
I tc>}:-::ed at l,mgth ; ith Hr . Vim R.enssala.er. He sug-estecl thzt ,~e sho1.11r:l do 
the forc-,i:-irc : •. (and I would es:=-11:me that Gordie Vander Ti.J 1 wouJ d be the one 
to •• do this): 

1. Get up a list of senior citizens centers in the ~istrict . ThesP. are funded 
in part by the Federal Government and are becon-ing cenfors for prilitica] discussion. 
Each center is• adT'1inistered by two or three p:rofe S3ionaJ c: , usualJy ,'Jemocrats. 
But each c3nter has an c~ganization made up of the sc.nior citizens themselves. 

2. "ind out who tb..e organ1ijatirm leaders are in each cente-. 

J. Make con tact 1,;it,h :,he ~eric:.m Associci.ti on c.'.:' Retired F<:rc:o'"!s , thg i::2-t2.onal 
?.etired Teachers A.s~ocirtion, and the National A"'soci.ati en of Rc::tired ?e~-era: 
Employes . Find 011t where tmy are located and whether they ha\e chq:;ters in the 
:::Jistrict. Van l.enssa1"er clail'ls these grou::cs are ";)redo -i,·.::nt1y conservati'7e 
and Republican. n finJ ont ,-rho the state president i~. nyo•1 ..;-::-nt him orr yoi1r 
3ide . 11 Also the officers of e.,ch chapter in the district . 

h. ~,I,:,Jrn friends with these individuals ( those mentioned ,:ibovo) . 

5. Find out what the problems of the senior citizens are. 

6. 1he C<!JP has to identify and seek to solve older Americans I p:c·oblems and to 
involve older citizens in t~e life of the community. 

7 . ~'lrito c>(et:-er to all of the. senior citizen leoders. Ten them you went ,. o 
got ,:., ."n; thAm, get to • knoY their problems . 

8 . Set ny fl meeting 1-ith t:10 ::,enior citizen leaders. T8].k 'I-J5tb ther1 . V'an 
Renssalae::· says , 11You'lJ get an educo.tion. 11 Thr:q 1ll say the Fre-ident is 
again!" t L h"'m. You '11 ha'-.re t0 t Gll the,n, "You 're wrong. I 1ve talked this over 
,,ith the P:c-esident. We c;-,n I t hand!. e these prob1eJ'!ls nn a p::,t.chwork basis. We 1ve 
vot to h2ve a prof:;ram font the ag1 ng , .nnd we 're work inf on it ." 

9. ir'11en you htve the meeting, invite- in the TV~ stations and try to get the 
paper to send on t a photographer. Get yourself identifi ed as a friend of the 
old folks . 

10. ,\ft.er making friends with seni o citizen leaders, zsk one of ther1 to act as 
the S,:r::11 or Citizens Chairnan in the .District--as a Ford-for-Con;re go Volunteer. 
B~t p2y his carfare and incidenta l expenses, says Van Renssnlaer. ---11 . '.i:'akc tho Van lenss9.1 oer 1nestionnaire and follow thro11P,h • on.l&t all steps 
you feel ~-~u.1 be 11so.ful» for the 1972 campeign. The base !:as to be your con tacts 
•·Jith the senior citize:is. It might be good to get tho naires of s,m.;_or citizens 

groups at churches as well as the otre rs. 

lR • H2ve yonr Senj er Citizens Dis t,tict Chairnran form a Senior Citizens For 
Ford 6ommittee . Build up a nailing list of Senior Citiz9n Volunteers andJ9tinvolve 
them in your campJ.ign. Get them interested in Ford. 11 he,r 1 11 be interested in 
you if you are interested j n them. 
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Van iienssz.laer says that Nixon • s ima ·e with older Americans is 11 bad. 11 E'= sa:,~i'""--~-"' 
everybody r::i.ows Coni::;re ss is going to pass a 10 per cent Social Security ben9fits 
increase anJ yet Nixon has rec0m-ended a a 6 per cent incre,se . This, Van 
Renssalaer says, nakes senior citizens think the Fresident -,;; 11 veto a lC per cent 
increase. The Pr::isiq;nt , he says (and I certainly agree),sho ·ld corre oi.::.t for a 
10 per cent ss . incrca.sc '.::in-:o tl.1at 1s what it's goi_ng to be anyway_. Van R.., also 
says that thP Budget Bureau has emasculated the Adrn.inistrati on on Ai:;ing. He says 
the D3mcc rats wiJ. l restore the cuts and then make po] i tic.31 hay ont of the situation. 
Van R. says the fresidmt s m•.;ld also remedy this. iiS He continuefs: 11We're 
workiEg Bg"i nc:t a deactL ine . The Senate ~Speed.al Committee on Aging is going to hold 
h9cri.'1gs stnrtinv M2rch 2S under Fr2nk ~urch and they arc going to spotlight the 
downgr·0 ding of the A&ii~'stration on Aging and tbe President 1 s 6 ne· cent Social 
Security reccmr,e nd.::rt,ior.. The rresid1nt srn11ld sa~-.- and do sor:eth[ing betv:een now 
and then and givrJ his ~drrinis:.:--atio" s entire apcroach to the p-::"oblems of the aging 
c: :new .:::irectior:. 11 

Van R. claims th.--i t 70 nPr cent of the senior citizens ac .u.ci.J.__ze;t ta tbe po]is 
..aQ? vote. •-, sa.ys there ar0 20 rnHlion peor:le over 65 in t his CMntr<J and a1rother 
9 million between 60 and 65 gettin,· ready to retire. If the P ··esident dee sn t get 
a majority of this vote, says Van R., he can't win in 1972 in a close electi6n. 
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