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Original sponsor: Health, Education
and Social Services Committee

IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 74
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to decentralized child-care
and training facilities.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the total tax dollar cost is higher in scate-operated facili-
ties than private facilities; and

WHEREAS private child-care institutions have historically provided
excellent caring services to children and have attempted to deliver those
services at the lowest possible cost consistent with good standards of
service; and

WHEREAS there is a current high vacancy rate in existing, private chile
care institutions; and

WHEREAS the effect of high vacancy rates in private child-care insti-
tutions is to raise the cost to the state of purchasing care in those
facilities and to discourage the development and operation of those insti-
tutions; and

WHEREAS the continued operation of state-operated child-care institu-
tions will require substantial funds for capital improvements; and

WHEREAS the effect of maxing capital improvements in state-operated
child-care institutions is to commit the state to a course contrary to
the trend in child welfare which is away from centralized child-care
facilities and toward providing care in a child's own community in rela-
tively small child-care facilities; and

WHEREAS Alaska is already experiencing a public reaction against re-
moving children to distant schools for the purpose of education and can
expect a growing public rejection of the removal of children from their

-1- CSHCR 7/
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communities for the purpose of receiving services; and

WHEREAS the concept of decentralization has been a stated objective
of the department of Health and Social Services; and

WHEREAS there is a demonstrated need for more funds to create local
services for children to keep them in a family setting; and

WHEREAS there is an additional need for preventive services which
will prevent x'amily disintegration; and

WHEREAS standards for private agencies differ under present law; and

WHEREAS there are additional needs for training individuals involved
in foster home programs, training of foster parents, and training and
educating persons v/ho work with children in child-care facilities, all of
which are more important to the welfare of children than is the construc-
tion of buildings;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Legislative
Council is requested to conduct an interim study of (1) the adequacy of
services provided by child care facilities in the state, the cost, utiliza-
tion and regulation of those services, in both private and state-operated
facilities; (2) the current needs for child-care facilities in the state
and possible solutions; (3) alternative uses for the Alcantra Youth Camp;
and (4) that prevention and training programs be evaluated; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the council is authorized to contract with
appropriate persons or firms to conduct such a study; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Council report its findings and

recommendations to the First Session of the Ninth Legislature.

CSHCR 71 -2-
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Introduced: 3/13/7"
Referred: Health,Education & Social

Services and Finance

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
IN THE HOUSE SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 74
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to decentralized child—
care and training facilities.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the Department of Health and Social Services is proposing to
continue the operation of Alcantra Youth Camp at an increased budget and is
requesting capital additions in the amount of $1.2 million; and

WHEREAS the legislature has already committed $350,000 for capital de—
velopment at Alcantra Youth Camp; and

WHEREAS there is a current high vacancy rate in existing, private childl_
care institutions that have similar programs to Alcantra; and

WHEREAS the effect of u”jh vacancy rates in private child-care
institutions is to raise the cost to the state of purchasing care in those
facilities; and

WHEREAS the total tax dollar cost is higher in Alcantra than private
facilities; and

WHEREAS the effect of continuing to operate Alcantra Youth Camp is to
create an oversupply of Institutional beds for children which forces the
cost to the state in private child-care institutions to rise sharply; and

WHEREAS private child-care institutions have historically provided
excellent caring services to children and have attempted to deliver those
services at the lowest possible cost consistent with good standards of
service; and

WHEREAS the trend in child welfare i3 away from centralized child-care

facilities and toward providing care in a child"s own community in relatlvel
small child-care facilities; and

-1- HCR 741



WHEREAS Alaska is already experiencing a public reaction against
removing children to distant schools for the purpose of education and can
expect a growing public rejection of the removal of children from their
communities for the purpose of receiving services; and

WHEREAS there Is a demonstrated need for more funds to create local
services for children to keep them in a family setting; and

WHEREAS there is an additional need for preventive services which will
prevent family disintegration; and

WHEREAS private agencies are required to meet standards under Alaska
lav; and public institutions are not required to meet these same standards;
and

WHEREAS there are additional needs for the training of individuals
involved in foster home programs, in training foster parents, and training
and education of persons involved in working with children in established
facilities rather than building more institutions;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Governor is
respectfully requested to direct the Department of Health and Social Service
to immediately develop plans for alternative child-care facilities rather
than an expansion of the Alcantra Youth Camp, and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the department institute an immediate feasibility
study as to the alternative useB of this facility which are more applicable
to current needs; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the $350,000 previously allocated to the depart—
ment for a child-care facility in the Matanuska Valley be used to establish
a loan fund to assist local communities and regions to implement small,

decentralized, locally operated programs to meet demonstrated needs.

HCR 77
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Original sponsor: Health, Education
and Social Services Committee

IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 7+
IN THE LEGISLATURE OP THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to decentralized child-care
and training facilities

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the total tax dollar cost Is higher ir. state-operated facili—
ties than private facilities; and

WHEREAS private child-care Institutions have historically provided
excellent caring services to children and have attempted to deliver those
services at the lowest possible cost consistent with good standards of
service; and

WHEREAS there Is a current high vacancy rate In existing, private chll<
care institutions; and

WHEREAS the effect of high vacancy rates in private child-care insti—
tutions is to raise the cost to the state of purchasing care in those
facilities and to discourage the development and operation of those insti—
tutions; and

WHEREAS the continued operation of state-operated child-care institu—
tions will require substantia! funds for capital Improvements; and

WHEREAS the effect of making capital Improvements In state-operated
child-care institutions Is to commit the state to a course contrary to
the trend in child welfare which is away from centralized child-care
facilities and toward providing care in a child"s own community in rela—
tively small child-care facilities; and

WHEREAS Alaska is already experiencing a public reaction against re—
moving children to distant schools for the purpose of education and can
expect a growing public rejection of the removal of children from their

-1- CSKCR 71
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communities for the purpose of receiving services and

WHEREAS the concept of decentralization has been astatedobjective
of the department of Health and Social Services; and

WHEREAS there is a demonstrated need for more funds to create local
services for children to keep them in a family setting; and

WHEREAS there Is an additional need for preventive services which
will prevent family disintegration; and

WHEREAS standards for private agencies differ under present law; and

WHEREAS there are additional needs for training individuals involved
in foster home programs, training of foster parents, and training and
educating persons who work with children in child-care facilities, all of
which are more important to the welfare of children than is the construc—
tion of buildings;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Legislative
Council 1is requested 1;0 conduct an interim study of (1) the adequacy of
services provided by child care facilities in the state, the co3t, utiliza—
tion and regulation of those services, in both private and state-operated
facilities; (2) the current needs for child-care facilities in the state
and possible solutions; (3) alternative uses for the Alcantra Youth Camp;
and (4) that prevention and training programs be evaluated; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the council Is authorized to contract with
appropriate persons or firms to conduct such a study; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Council report its findings and

recommendations to the First Session of the Ninth Legislature.

CSHCR 7# -2 -



Original sponsor: Health, Education
and Social Services Committee

IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 74
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to decentralized child-care
and training facilities.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the total tax dollar cost is higher in state-operated facili—
ties than private facilities; and

WHEREAS private child-care Institutions have historically provided
excellent caring services to children and have attempted to deliver those
services at the lowest possible cost consistent with good standards of
service; and

WHEREAS there is a current high vacancy rate in existing, private chilt
care institutions; and.

WHEREAS the effect of high vacancy ra,es in private child-care insti—
tutions is to raise the cost to the state of purchasing care in these*
facilities and to discourage the development and operation of those insti—
tutions; and

WHEREAS the confirmed operation of state-operated child-care institu—
tions will require substantial funds for capital improvements; and

WHEREAS the effect of making capital improvements in state-operated
child-care institutions is to commit the state to a course contrary to
the trend in child welfare which 1is away from centralized child-care
facilities and toward providing care in a child®s own community in rela—
tively small child-care facilities; and

WHEREAS Alaska 13 already experiencing a public reaction against re—
moving children to distant schools for the purpose of eduegtion and can
expect a growing public rejection of the removal of children from their

-1- CSHCR 74



communities for the purpose of receiving services; and

WHEREAS the concept of decentralization has been astatedobjective
of the department of Health and Social Services; and

WHEREAS there is a demonstrated need for more funds to create 3ocal
services for children to keep them in a family setting; and

WHEREAS there is an additional need for preventive services which
will prevent family disintegration; and

WHEREAS standards for private agencies differ under present law; and

WHEREAS there are additional needs for training individuals involved
in foster home programs, training of foster parents, and training and
educating persons who v;ork with children in child-care facilities, all of
which are more important to the welfare of children than is the construc—
tion of buildings;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Legislative
Council is requested to conduct an interim study of (1) the adequacy of
services provided by child care facilities in the state, the co3t, utiliza
tion and regulation of those services, in both private and state-operated
facilities; (2) the current needs for child-care facilities iIn the state
and possible solutions; (3) alternative uses for the Alcantra Youth Camp;
and ("A) that prevention and training programs be evaluated; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the council is authorized to contract with
appropriate persons or firms to conduct such a study; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Council report its findings and

recommendations to the First Session of the Ninth Legislature.

C3HCR 74 g
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Original sponsor: Health, Education
and Social Services Committee

IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
CS FOR HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 7
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OP ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to decentralized child-care
and training facilities.

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the total tax dollar cost Is higher in state-operated facili—
ties than private facilities; and

WHEREAS private child-care Institutions have historically provided
excellent caring services to children and have attempted to deliver those
services at the lowest possible cost consistent with good standards of
service; and

WHEREAS there Is a current high vacancy rate In existing, private chile
care lInstitutions; and

WHEREAS the effect of high vacancy rates In private child-care insti—
tutions Is to raise the cost to the state of purchasing care in those
facilities and to discourage the development and operation of those insti—
tutions; and

WHEREAS the continued operation of state-operated child-care institu—
tions will require substantial funds for capital improvements; and

WHEREAS the effect of making capital improvements in state-operated
child-care institutions Is to commit the state to a course contrary to
the trend in child welfare which is away from centralised child-care
facilities and toward providing care in a child"s own community in rela—
tively small child-care facilities; and

WHEREAS Alaska is already experiencing a public reaction against re—

moving children to distant schools for the purpose of education and can

expect a growing public rejection of the removal of children from their

-1- CSHCR 74



communities for the purpose of receiving services; and

WHEREAS the concept of decentralization has been a3tatedobjective
of the department of Health and Social Services; and

WHEREAS there Is a demonstrated need for more funds to create local
services for children to keep them In a family setting; and

WHEREAS there 1is an additional need for preventive services which
v/ill prevent family disintegration; and

WHEREAS standards for private agencies differ under present law; and

WHEREAS there are additional needs for training individuals involved
in foster home programs, training of foster parents, and trainjng and
educating persons who work with children in child-care facilities, all of
which are more important to the welfare of children than is the construc—
tion of buildings;

EE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Legislative
Council 1is requested to conduct an interim study of (1) the adequacy of
services provided by child care facilities in the state, the cost, utiliza—
tion and regulation of those services, 1in both private and state-operated
facilities; (2) the current needs for child-care facilities in the state
and possible solutions; (3) alternative uses for the Alcantra Youth Camp;
and (1J) that prevention and training programs be evaluated; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the council 1is authorized to contract with
appropriate persons or firms to conduct such a study; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Council report its findings and

recommendations to the First Session of the Ninth Legislature.

CSHCR 71 -2-
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Relating to the boundaries oT the Chugach State Park.

V15/7*1

CORARAITTEE REPORT

HOUSE

Mr. Speaker: Date 7// 77

The Committee on |jnance has had HCR 75
under consideration. A Majority of the members of the Committee
( ) recommends it DOPASS

( ) recommends it DONOT PASS

( ) recommends it DOPASS WITHATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)
( ) recommends it BE REPLACEDWITH CSFOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other"

Members signing the Majority report:

/ /

Members NOT concurring in the Major!ty report:

recommend s :

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommend s :

iz 7
/V- vl-m- .w< j. J Cha irman
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Introduced: 3/14/7*1
Referred: Resources and

Finance

BY THE RULES COMMITTEE
IN THE HOUSE REQUEST

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 75
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to the boundaries of the
Chugach State Park.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS the commissioner of the Department of Natural Resources, in the
exercise of his management responsibilities over the Chugach State Park, has
encountered conflicts of land ownership, jurisdiction or authority which are
unreconcilable or unmanageable other than at an unreasonable co:t and. expense
to the state; and

WHEREAS the commissioner has held public hearings 1in accordancewith
AS 44.62 to modify the boundariesof the Chugach State Park; and

WHEREAS the modifications of the boundaries do not exceed 20 per cent
of the total acreage described inAS 41.20.210;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the following change 3
in the boundaries of the Chugach State Paik are approved and may be submitted
to the lieutenant governor for filing:

(1) Delete the lands lying within the city limits of Girdwood in
T10N, R2E, S.M_;

(2) Delete the lands south and west of and adjacent to the toe
of the bluff which extends from Campbell Point southeasterly to Potter Creek
which have been designated as the Potter Point State Game Refuge which lie
within the Chugach State Park in TUN, R3W, S.M., Sec. 10;

(3) Delete the following land which is an isolated parcel of
foreclosed land not contiguous to the park:

TL6N, R2E, S.M., Sec. 9 - USS 3070;

(4) Add the following state-owned lands which are encompassed

-1- HCR 75



within the park but v/hich were apparently omitted by error:

T10N, R1W, S_M., USS 3382

Sec. 15 except USS 3202;

(5) Add the following state-owned

which were apparently omitted by error:

TUN, R2W, S.M., Sec. 6 - NE 1/4 NE 1/4,

lands which abuJ the park and

S 1/2 SE 1/4

Sec. 7 - SE 1/4 ME 1/4 sSW 1/4

T14N, R1E, S.M., Sec. 32 - NE 1/4 NE 1/4 NW 1/4 SW 1/4

W 1/2 SW 1/4 NE 1/4 SW 1/4

SW 1/4 NW 1/4 sSw

NE

Sw

(6) Add the x"ollowing state-owned
typographical error:

n4N, R1W, S .M. j Sec. 23 - SW

1/4 NW 1/4 SE
1/74 NW 174 Sw

land whichwas

174 NW 1/4 SE

1/4 SE 1/4
174 SW 1/4
174 Sw 1/4;

omitted due to a

1/4.



OBJECT FY 74 | FY 75 FY 76 FY 77 FY 78 Fy 70
100 PERSONAL SERVICES
200 TRAVEL
300 CONTRACTUAL
400 COMMODITIES
500 EQUIPMENT
600 LAND & STRUCTURES
700 GRANTS, CLAIMS, ETC.
TOTAL -0- -0- -0- -0- -0- -0-
B. FUNDING: (Thousands of dollars)
GENERAL FUND
FEDERAL FUNDS
OTHER
C. positions:
PERMANENT/TEMPORARY / / / / / /
MAN MONTHS (P./T.) / / g /
. ANALYSIS (See Fiscal Note Preparation Instructions, Section I11)
No additional funding necessary
V. ATTACHMENTS
V. DATE: Apr 17, 1974 PREPARED BY: T. G. Smith
Director, Div of Parks
Original: Legislative Finance
cc: Budget and Management

The Legislature of the State of Alaska /
FISCAL NOTE
Second Session - Eighth Legislature

REQUEST

Bill Identification: House Concurrent Resolution 75

Title: Boundaries of Chugach State Parks

Requested by: Jay liogan Date: Apr 16» 1974
Return Date Requested:

Agency : Natural_Resources Program: Parks

FISCAL DETAIL
Budget Request Unit(s) Affected: Parks & Recreation

A. EXPENDITURES: (Thousands of dollars)

Prime Sponsor (First Legislator Named)
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Relating to a study of corporate Income taxes in Alaska.

COMMITTEE REPORT

3/18/74 HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date
The Committee on FTNA'iOR has had FTA /M
under consideration. A Major ity of the members of the Committee
(\) recommends it DOPASS
() recommends it DONOT PASS
( ) recommends it DOPASS WITHATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)
() recommends it BE REPLACEDWITH CSFOR AND THAT

CS FOR DO PASS

() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE

COMMITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other"

Members signing the Major ity report:

/
/ ' | ; V

/Li- X'Vv /N

/

Members NOT concurring 1in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

Cha irman
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Introduced: 3/18/7 "
Referred: Finance

IN THE HOUSE BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 78
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to a study of corporate
Income taxes 1in Alaska.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS there is in Alaska an ever-increasing problem of a declining
general fund balance; and

WHEREAS many corporations, especially multi-state corporations, have
been able to avoid paying their fair share of state taxes; and

WHEREAS the State of Alaska has been repeatedly advised by its consul —
tants to undertake a thoroughgoing review of its corporate income tax
structure;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Legislative
Council is directed to conduct an interim study of the corporate income tax
structure in Alaska and of possible alternate systems; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Council shall consider, among othe
things, the effects of using the federal system as a model, the methods of
reporting income and the problems of income shifting, and that it make 1its
report, together with its recommendations within the first ten days of the
?irst Session of the Ninth Legislature; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the council shall, to the greatest extent practica
nake use cf resources within the state including the Legislative Affairs
lgency, the Division of Legislative Finance, the Division of Legislative
\udit, the University of Alaska, and the Department of Revenue, and may con-—
tract with persons or firms having the necessary expertise in the field to

:ontribute to the study at the council®s direction; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Legislative Budget and Audit Committee shall

-1- HCR 78



be advised of results on an ongoing basis for the purpose of holding public

hearings on the subject.

HCR 78 0.



DEPALKTMENT OF KFVFiVIJF
POUCH SA— JUNEAU 90801

March 13, 1974

Jay Hogan, Director

Division of Legislative
Finance

Room 425, State Capitol

Pouch W

Juneau, AK 99801

Dear Mr. Hogan:

You have asked for comments on a proposed study of the corporate income
tax structure and estimates of the cost of conducting such a study which
would be incurred by the Department of Revenue as a result of its
participation in the study.

First, | think that the idea of conducting such a study is excellent.

As you know, our corporate and individual income taxes are tied into

the federal tax structure. The theory behind such tie-in is to minimize
the administrative problems involved in administering the tax act by
relying on federal regulations, rulings, administrative decisions and
court cases. In theory, this is a fine system. However, 1in practice,

we often find that the tax policies pursued by Congress at the national
level are sometimes inconsistent with or, in fact, even detrimental to
policies which should be followed by the State. This is particularly
true in the case of Alaska where we find an under-developed resource-based
economy in contrast to the highly sophisticated, technological manu—
facturing and distributing economy of the United States as a whole. It
is not suprising then, since taxes are often used by Congress as a fiscal
and social tool, to find that the policies pursued by Congress when using
this tool do not follow policies desirable for the State

It is the responsibility of the State, therefore, to review such a system
on a regular basis and to ascertain, where changes have taken place in the
Federal Tax Code, whether those changes are desirable from the State"s
viewpoint. Furthermore, where economic conditions within the State have
changed, it is also necessary to review the federal tax policies to see
if they are consistent with the changes in the State®"s economy and with
the goals of the State. In itself, this seems to me a sufficient basis
for an on-going analysis of the State"s economy in relationship to the
tax structure in order to make intelligent, positive decisions about
whether the system is in fact meeting the goals and objectives of State
policy. I think that the corporate income tax area is probably a good
place to start since, according to our figures, compliance in this area
is probably more of a problem than in many of our other tax types.



Jay Hogan, Director -2- March 13, 1974

As 1 understand the proposal, people from our department and your

department would work together with a legislative committee to perform

the basic study and analysis of the existing system and make recommendations
on how it should be changed. These proposals would be the subject then

of public hearings to be held around the State where we could, at that

time, receive input from the public in general and from particular interested
groups, such as the chambers of commerce and other businessmen. This

approach, 1 think, is a good one since there is a great deal of dis—
illusionment among the general public on the fairness of our taxing
systems. Particular notariety has recently been paid to the large

corporations and wealthy individuals who, in the mind of the public,

aren"t paying their fair share of the tax. Although it may be difficult

to distill some of the complexities of the income tax system to a point

where thej” can be publicly debated and discussed, | think this attempt

should be made and that the public should be brought into the discussion

at an early stage and as fully as possible. By receiving all of this

input and coming up with some kind of legislation which has in it contributions
from each of these sources, we have | think the best opportunity to

develop a corporate structure that will be publicly acceptable and will
accomplish the revenue raising and equity objectives that we might ha”e.

At the outset, of course, we should realize that there are certain restraints
on our ability to tax corporate net income. I won"t go into all the
technicalities at this point, since | believe that that should le the
subject of initial meetings on this study. Suffice it to say that there

is federal overriding legislation which places limitations on a state's
jurisdictional reach to impose a corporate income tax and there is
legislation pending in Congress at this time which would go further in the
area of taxation of interstate businesses. Furthermore, the Multistate

Tax Compact, of which we are a member, and which seeks to develop a

uniform means of taxation by cooperative effort amoun$ the states, is

being sued by the United States Steel Corporation and others in the Federal
court in the Southern District of New York. The plaintives seek to have
the Commission disbanded on the grounds that it constitutes a compact

in violation of the provisions of the U.S. Constitution which requires

that compacts among states be approved by Congress. At this point in

time, Congress has not acted at all in this area. Our attorney believes
that the non-action of Congress implies consent since many agreements

do exist between and among states that have not had Congress®"s official
blessing. In these instances, and in our particular case, the compacts

do not usurp any authority of Congress or pretend to. At any time Congress
could override any of these compacts or agreements by taking positive
action on it. However, we are in the situation now where we have to

defend ourselves in this lawsuit.

The cost of the proposed study from the Department of Revenue's standpoint
is, | think, relatively minor. We do have a research analyst in the
Department at the present time who has been doing a great deal of work in
putting together various types of data bases and in doing some analytical
work for us in various areas. He is in the process now of hiring an
assistant to help him in setting up the. analytical framework. The next



Jay Hogan, Director -3- March 13, 1974

thing we need to do, is develop a data base on Corporate Income Tax

returns by pulling off a great deal of information from the returns.

Due to the many different ways in which returns are filed with us, it is
really impossible for us to merely send a return to a key punch operator
and expect her to accurately abstract the correct information. Further—
more, some of these corporate returns are hundreds of pages long. Therefore,
the returns themselves must be analyzed and the pertinent data abstracted
by individuals who are familiar with the corporate tax returns. We envision
at this time, that that information could be abstracted and placed on

some sort of data coding sheets which would then be keypunched and entered
into a data processing system. In order to give us a reasonable data

base, it would probably be necessary to abstract this information from

all of our returns for the last three years. This would involve the
detailed analysis of some ten thousand corporate returns and the
abstraction of pertinent data onto the coding sheets. I estimate that

it would take four people about four months to pull off all of this
information. I think that this work could be handled by clerical personnel
on a temporary basis if they were under proper supervision. Personal
Services costs therefore would run about twelve thousand dollars for these
people. In addition, we would need funds for systems analysis work to set
up the data processing system for capturing and recording the data and
analyzing it in a meaningful manner. Also we would need programming work
and keypunch. After consulting with our research analyst, we have decided
that such work would probably involve no more than $25,000 to $30,000 in
Contractual Services funds to do the necessary analysis, programming,
keypunch, computer time, etc. Therefore, | think we can safely place

the cost to the Department of Revenue oF~tHxs program at between $37,000
and $42,000. " - - ...

Once we have all of the pertinent data, entered into the computer file and
the ability to analyze this data in several different ways, we can proceed
to see what the effects of various changes in the corporate tax law might
be in terms of the revenues produced and the distribution of the tax
burden. I know that there are economists at the University of Alaska and
I believe in the Department of Economic Development who would not only be
very helpful to us in this endeavor, but who are probably eager to get
into such a data base and subject it to various analytical tools that they
have at their command. It is concievable that such information could be
run through existing economic models of the State of Alaska in order to
determine the effects of a changing corporate tax structure on the economy
and on State revenues. I think that these avenues of research should be
explored in the formative stages of this study.

As 1 stated earlier, this study should probably be viewed as a pilot study.
While it is certainly involved in an area that is very critical in terms of
overall state tax policy and revenues, there is no doubt in my mind that
other tax areas need to be studied in a similar manner. Certainly the
individual income tax which is also tied to the federal code, the gross
business tax, the fish taxes, the school tax, the whole range of excise
taxes and so forth should be reviewed on an ongoing basis. This study
could certainly be very beneficial to the state in setting up a research
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methodology by which we can conduct such ongoing studies of our state
tax structure and develop a taxing system that is responsive to the
changes in our economy and our society.

I very greatly appreciate the interest that the legislature has shown
in this project and will be very happy to contribute to its success in
any way that 1 can.

Best regards,

Frederick P. Boetsch, CPA
Director
Audit Division

FPB:jf



|, the undersigned, an employee of the State of Alaska, do hereby certify
that the microfilm images on this microform are accurate reproductions
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of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose o+ the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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Tntroduced: 3/19/7“
heferred: Finance

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
IN THE HOUSE SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 79
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to a study of the feasibility
of establishing a law center, including
a professional law school and law
library, at the University of Alaska.
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS Alaska stands virtually alone among her sister states as one
that currently does not offer its residents the opportunity to pursue a legal
education; and

WHEREAS there exist in Alaska no facilities or established programs for
continuing legal education for members of the profession; and

WHEREAS the need for at least paraprofesslonals trained in certain areas
is becoming more apparent each day; and

WHEREASthere exists in Alaska inadequate basic research facilities for
-nembers of the legal profession; and

WHEREAS the creation of a law center which could offer all of the above
voula be unic.ie in America, able to utilize innovative ideas and programs as
veil as offer traditional legal studies and training; and

WHEREAS the concept of a lav; center has been discussed widely by
nembers of the bench and bar and the reaction has been favorable; and

WHEREAS the establishment of such a center would upgrade the profession
Ln every way and the citizens of Alaska would realize benefits heretofore
mavailable;

BE IT RESOLVED by the Alaska State Legislature that the Board of Regents

st the University of Alaska is respectfully requested to undertake a study,

In cooperation with the bench and bar and other appropriate organizations,

-1- HCR 79
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agencies and individuals, of the feasibility of establishing a law center,
including a professional law school and law library, a program of continuing
education for the bench and bar, and paralegal education and training; and
prepare a proposed budget for staffing and equipping this program and any
physical facilities that may be required for the center"s establishment; and
be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board of Regents present its report together
with its recommendations to the Ninth Alaska Legislature, Second Sess.".on,
on the date of its convening.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to Mr. Robert E. McFarland,
President of the Board of Regents of the University of Alaska and to Dr.

Robert W. Hiatt, President of the University.

HCR 79
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that the microfilm images on this microform are accural reproductions
of the original records of the State of Alaska as accumulated during the
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of this State to microfilm its records and to dispose of the original records

after microfilm reproductions have been made.
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relating to U.K. 3153> amending the Social Security Act.

2/21/74

COMM TTTEE REPORT

HOUSE
Mr. Speaker: Date [0 A
FINANCE HJR 81
The Committee on has had
under consideration. A Major? ty of the members of the Committee
( J)recommends it DOPASS
( Jrecommends it DO NOT PASS
( Yrecommends it DOPASS WITH ATTACHED AMENDMENT(S)
( Jrecommends it BEREPLACED WITH CSFOR AND THAT
CS FOR DO PASS
() "and" recommends it BE REFERRED TO THE
COMM ITTEE
() reports it back WITHOUT RECOMMENDATION
() "other™

Members signing the Majority report:

J

Members NOT concurring in the Majority report:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends:

recommends :

Cha irman
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Introduced: 271N/7*1
Referred: Health,Education &
Social Services and Finance

BY THE HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
IN THE HOUSE SOCIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION NO.81
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA
EIGHTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION
Relating to H.R. 3153, amending the
Social Security Act.

RE 1T RESOLVED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

WHEREAS there is pending before a conference committee of the Senate
and House of Representatives in the Congress of the United States legislation
making important substantive amendments to the Social Security Act that would
have profound impact upon Alaskans and the administration of social services
in this state; and

WHEREAS the bill would permit the states greater flexibility in adminis—
tering social services than heretofore has been possible under restrictive
HEW regulations and would, in effect, convert the present Social Security
Act, as it affects social services, into a $2.5 billion revenue-sharing
program; and

WHEREAS the legislation would assure Alaska social services funding
sufficient to maintain the level of expenditures in fiscal 197" that were
made in fiscal 1973; and

WHEREAS, importantly, the bill would exclude from income for Supple—
mental Security Income (SSI) purposes, the Alaska Longevity Bonus, and this
represents a saving to the state as wellas a considerable benefit to
Alaskans who are bonus recipients; and

WHEREAS under the bill as presentlyamended the federal government would
provide 100 per cent federal matching for Medicaid services to all Alaska
Natives, not merely for those residing on or near reservations - another

significant saving in terms of state costs that broadens the options avail —

able to the state, which, among others, might include expansion of the

1. 1R 81
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Medicaid program by widening eligibility to include the medically indigent
and the elimination of general relief medical programs;

BE IT RESOLVED that the Alaska State Legislature heartily endorses the
efforts of the Alaska congressional delegation to assist in the development
of amendments to the Social Security Act that will benefit all Alaskans and
significantly improve the administration of social services in the state; and
be it

FURTHER RESOLVED that the congressional delegation is urged to take
whatever steps are required to ensure that the provisions of H.R. 3153 out—
lined above that are particularly beneficial to, and have an important impact
on, Alaska are retained in the final version of the bill that emerges fronm
the Senate-House conference.

COPIES of this resolution shall be sent to the Honorable Ted Stevens
and the Honorable Mike Gravel, U. S. Senators, and the Honorable Don Young,

U. S. Representative, members of the Alaska delejgation in Congress.

HIJR 81



January 3, 1974

Richard Grant

Deputy Regional Director
DHEW, Region X

1321 Second Avenue
Arcade Plaza Building
Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear M " tf /m .1
Further to our, telephone conversation of January 2, 1974 1 am enclosing
a copy of the letter from Governor Egan to Secretary Weinberger concerning

the Alaska Longevity Bonus.

Any support forthcoming from your office would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
/
* C

James F. McClain

Acting Deputy Commissioner
JFEM: jp
Enc: Letter to Secretary Weinberger from Governor Egan dated 12/28/73
cc: Commissioner,Department of Administration

Director, Div. of Family & Children Ser ces, Dept, of Health & Soc. Svcs.
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The Honorable Caspar W. Weinberger ,\ =
Secretary of Health, Education,

and Welfare »
North Building - e
330 Independence Avenue, S.W; "X r;
Washington, D.C." 20201~ ¥ I

Dear Secretary Weinberger? ™

Thank you for your letter of October 9, 1973, concerning
the relationship between the Alaska Longevity Bonus payments
and the Supplemental Security Income payments to the Longevity
Bonus recipients. It is my urgent hope that some means can ?r
yet be devised whereby the Alaska Longevity Bonu3 will not be
counted as income in determining Supplemental Security Income
payments.

As we progress toward full implementation of H.R. 1 in
January, 1974, there ard numerous areas of potential impact
which appear to be contrary to the intent of Congress in pas—
sing this legislation. For example, as.currently interpreted,
federal regulations concerning the implementation of this
program provide that a single recipient who 1is eligible for
a $250 Old Age Assistance Grant under the Alaska-determined
needs standard will not be eligible for a Supplemental
Security Income payment or Medicaid benefits if he receives
the $1C0 Alaska Longevity Bonus.

After much deliberation concerning supplemental payments
which will be provided upon legislative appropriation, we
have elected to administer this system of payments with our
own staff rather than under contract with the Social Security
Administration. This decision was based primarily on concern
for the best interests and well-being of our needy citizens.
The widespread and diverse geography of Alaska requires an
extensive network of field offices to adequately serve these

needy Alaskans. Currently wo have 24 such offices, whereas
your Social Security Administration operates from only
4 offices in Alaska based in major population centers. While

the Social Security recipients may be concentrated in these
population centers, the opposite is the case with the recipi—
ents of assistance payments in Alaska.



At the present time we estimate thatover 35 per cent of
our Adult Public Assistance caseload win not be eligible for
any Supplemental Security Income benefits. Therefore, the
burden on our present system will be heavy, both fiscally and
administratively. In order to maintain present recipient
income levels we anticipate an additional$2.6 million in
costs during Fiscal Year 1974-75 as well as the additional
costs resulting from the loss of Medicaid benefits.

We are sure that the Congress did not intend to impose
an even heavier assistance payments burden on those states
which have attempted to meet their responsibilities to needy
citizens, nor did they intend to disenfranchise recipients
from valuable and necessary Medicaid benefits. i

I would deeply appreciate your comments on theso
problems we face in Alaska as we move toward full implementa—
tion of P.L« 92-603 and P.L. 93-66 on the January 1, 1974,
target date. Perhaps certain regulations can be redrafted or
reinterpreted so as to place Alaska and its needy citizens 1in
a more Tfavorable position.

Sincerely,

William A. Egan
Governor . -

bcc: Commissioner of Health and Social Services
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The Honorable Caspar W. W_einbgrg>er St
Secretary of Health, Education, " B e ' L
L. and Welfare o, ] of o P R Hd . ’
" North Building T ' " o F X
f. 330 Independénce Avenue, S Wy-  ~ Y , ’
Washington, D.C. 20201 ?+.*mm's* !
Y Dear Secrotazty Weinberge>1r: B TR
> You will recall that we have corresponded on more than one occasion

concerning the Alaska Longevity Bonus payments and the Supplemental «
Security Income to the Lonﬁevny Bonus recipients. It has been a matter of
N contm_umP concern to me that with tho implementation of the Supplemental
Security Income Program there would not exiBt any means by which the 1115
Demonstration Project could be continued throu?h 1974, The purpose of the
ErO]eCI_WhICh began January 1, 1973,was to teal the thesis of tho Alaska
ongevity Bonus Program, i.e. because of the extreme cost of ||V|n? factors
! found inAlaska the bonus will make it possible for older Alaskans fo reside
t in their home state in their declining years. 'As a part of the Demonstration
""Project tho Lontgewt Bonus was walved as countable income under tho income
provisions relafing fo the Old Age Assistance Program.

| can fully appreciate your findin%, upon the advice of the Office of <
A General Counseél, that tho reCipients of the Supplemental Security Income
,.payments do not appear to uaI_lfY for exclusion under the terms of the
appropriate sections of tho Social Security Act, as amended by P.L. 92-603.
It has just come to my attention that legislation recently passed by the Congress
provides a provision”by which certain"demonstration projects may_be continued
upon_approval of the Secretary. Section |i (Continuation of Certain Demon-
stration Projects) of HR 11333 contains the applicable pz*ovisions.

. Several considerations argue for continuation of the Demonstration
Project and the continued waiver of tho Longevity Bonus as income under the
SSI Prorqram. _Foremost among_ these is tho Undisputed fact that the high

>ost of living in Alaska makes it impossible for many to continue living 4 the
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state after their income has diminished. Preliminary and incomplete data
gathe,red as a result of the Demonstration Project underscores this fact. To .

ate information gathered reveals that 23 percent of aged Alaskans who receive
the bonus have remained in Alaska because of the bonus. Forty percent of
the non-native respondents are remaining in Alaska because of the bonus.

. Secondly, the Supplemental Security Income Program has not brought
fiscal relief to ‘Alaska, 'To the contrary, due primarilyto the fact that the .
"hold harmless"_Frovmon had no effect in Alaska, it 1s estimated that it will eout
the State an additional $1.4 million annually to maintain recipients of the SSI
Program at the same payment level as was possible under the former Old Age
Assistance Program.  Waiver of the Lon?ewt Bonus as income would provide

a measure of fiscal relief and demonstrate a desire on the part of the Federal

A Government to share in the maintenance of these deserving people at an acceptable

level of assistance. As | stated in my earlier letter, | amSure that the Congress
'did not intend to |mP03e an even heavier assistance _P,ayments burden on those
states which have attempted to meet their responsibilities to needy citizens,

nor did they intend to disenfranchise recipients from valuable and necessary
Medicaid hénefits.

The present Demonstration Project (Project No. II-P-5018/0-01) expires
*on December 31, 1973, The Alaska Department of Health and Social Services
had originally requested that the project extend over a three-%ear period.
Becausé of the possibility that the project may be continued | have asked that
the DePartment continue 'to manage the project through the end of January in
o order that no momentum would be lost and the project might continue uninterrupted
should it be extended for another year.

.1 am hopeful that %ou will sense the urgency, of this request and will
act within the limits of this new legislation to prow%e meanln?ful assistance to

Alaska and her deservmg people By extending the Demonstration Project and

o a .
‘Waiver of tho Longevity Bonus, WP ira
av, Il Sincerely,
", 1T"iI*hTuj . F v
C *(T |
Sec.~2- o William A. Egan
Governor
re:  HoNoraple Ted Stevens 1 r
< rh\ Honorable Mike Gravel , .
Honorable Donald Young  * e
bOT-h - Guy Martin , ,
Department of Health and Social Services t* >t /
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y0O Commissioner
Honorable William A. Egan : .y/
Governor of Alaska

Juneau, Alaska 99701 I K

Dear Governor Egan:

This is in further response to your letter concerning the effect Alaska®s
Longevity bonus will have payments to be wade under the supplemental
security income program.

The Office of General Counsel lias completed, its review of the Alaska law
and is of the opinion that payments made under the Longevity Bonus program
to recipients of supplome dal security income payments do not appear to
qualify for exclusion from income under the terms of GeelLion 1612(b)(6)

of the Social Security Act, as amended by P.L. 92-603. General Counsel
indicates these payments do not meet the criteria of assistance, based on
need, paid in supplementation of Title XVI payments. However, the first
;0 per month of any income which is not based on need will be excluded
from the total income which otherwise reduces the amount of the payment.

The Agriculture and Consumer Protection Act of 1973> enacted since my
previous letter, provided limited eligibility for food stamps or surplus
food programs to supplemental security income recipients. This legislation,
as well as the recent amendments to the supplemental security income program
(P.L. 93-66), resolved some of the questions you raised. The Medicaid
eligibility criteria question has been resolved; you informed us that you
will be using 1972 standards and you have decided to administer both the
optional and mandatory State supplementation programs. There are, |1
realize, some other questions which have not yet been answered. As deci—
sions arc wade, you and your staff vill be promptly informed. |In the
meantime, if you should need any other information please cio not hesitate
to let us know. We stand ready to be of assistance to you at any time.

With best regards,

7 Sincerely,

<k}i ? . A-

Secretary
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The Honorable Caspar Weinberger / $ \y bfd' b

m Secretary \/$> it 1)
Health, Education and Welfare \I 1Itr I J uH rvi“ilJ
North Building W ,aP S > 1 (jJw 1
330 Independence Avenue, S. W. " Hu fiu 4 1

Washington, D. C. 20201
Dear Mr. Secretary:

On January 1, 1973, the State of AlaskaVl”egan a program of
paying $100 per month "longevity bonuses™ to Alaskans over

65 who had lived in the State for 25 or rake yea”s. The
purpose of the longevity bonus was to induoc_£fttese elderly to
remain in the State on an independent basis. The State ,
believed that this was an important and humane measure in that,
traditionally, elderly persons who have spent a large portion
of their lives in Alaska are forced to retire elsewhere due to
Alaska®s higher cost of living and relatively harsh climate.

In implementing the longevity bonus it was further believed that
elderly persons forced to leave their home State would become

more dependent upon the government for financial support than
elderly persons who are able to live in the home situation to

which they have become accustomed, In other words, we expected
that Public Assistance support by both the Federal Government and
the State to which elderly Alaskans migrate would be substantially
greater than Public Assistance support required if elderly Alaskans
were able to remain in Alaska.

The Department of Health, Education.and Welfare 1is considering a
proposed 1115 project which would allow"the State to waive the
longevity bonu®- as income in determining Public Assistance payments
through the ei of the current calendar year. The 1115 project
would enable ut, to study the effect of the longevity bonus program
on Public Assistance support levels.



The Hon. Caspar Weinberger -2- March 27, 1973

We have been informed by Mr. Donald C. Sutcliffe, Regional
Commissioner of the Social Security Administration, that on
January 1, 1974, when the 0Old Age Assistance program is trans—
ferred to the Social Security Administration, it will no longer
be possible to waive consideration of the bonus as 1income except
for $20 per month allowed under Public Law 92-603, sec. 1612.

We object strongly to the lack of flexibility in Public Law 92-603
which would not allow waiver of the Alaska longevity bonus as
income in determining Public Assistance payment levels. If 1t is
possible for you to administratively waive the entirety of the
Alaska longevity bonus, then we hereby appeal to you from Mr.
Sutcliffe®s ruling.

By copy of this letter, we are informing our Congressional Dele—
gation that a modification should be sought in Public Law 92-603,
sec. 1612, to allow the Social Security /Zadministration some flexi—
bility to exempt certain special types of income from consideration
in determining Public Assistance support levels. Specifically, we
are requesting that where there is a likelihood that the income
provided would lead to overall lower Public Assistance costs, that
income be excluded from consideration in determination of Public
Assistance payment levels.

Any help or guidance which you could provide to us or our Con-—
gressional Delegation,in working with the Social Security
Administration would be appreciated. Thank you for your attention
to this request.

Sincerely,

William A. Egan
Governor
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The Honorable Ted Stevens
United States Senate
411 Old Senate Office Building ox g e
Washington, D. C. 20510 ing T e
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Dear Senator Stevens: I 2y e e
- ST #
DoVt oL )R

The passage of legislation providing for an Alaskan Longevity
Bonus for senior Zvlaskans has brought the State into conflict
with Federal regulations governing the Old Age Assistance W- -
Program under Title XVI of the Social Security Act.

Tho governing Federal regulations specifically require that in
the case of persons eligible for the bonus who are receiving
Old Age Assistance the bonus must be considered as income. 0.
Application of this regulation would mean that the net gain to
the O0ld Age recipient would at best be zero and could result
in substantial loss. To illustrate this point, I would like
to cite the following examples.
\
1. Mr. A has an unmet need of $250 per month and con—

sequently receives the statutory maximum of $250

per month in his 0ld Age Assistance grant. He 1is

now eligible for the Longevity Bonus; therefore,

his unmet need is reduced to $150 per month and

his 0ld Age Assistance grant is reduced to $.150

per month. Net Cain: 0.

2. Mr. B has an "inraet need of $100 per month and con—
sequently receives an 0ld Age Assistance grant of
$100 per month. He s now eligible for the
Longevity Bonus which renders him ineligible for
Old Age Assistance. Net Gain: 0 plus loss of
entitlement to Medicare plus loss of automatic
eligibility for Food Stamps.

On the advice of the Regional Commissioner, Social Rehabilitation
Service, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Alaska
Department of Health and Social Services submitted a proposal for
a demonstration project which would test the thesis of the
Longevity Bonus legislation; 1i.e., the bonus would provide the

< *
/ \'
»

eTTrr~-v-ré
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rable Ted Stevens -2 - Maroh 16, .1973

/ncial assistance necessary for senior Alaskans to remain in
N State in their less productive years. The proposal was well - s
yeeived and every indication points to the approval of the
/roject proposal which will include a provision for waiver of the =
Z>onus as income during Calendar Year 1973. As a matter of fact,
the Regional Commissioner has verbally concurred in the discounting
of the bonus income from January 1, 1973, pending final action on

the project proposal. * ., «V \
= . * ** fl’ >_V%

My concern at this point relates to the federalization oflthe ™/(
adult assistance programs under HR-1 effective January /* 1974.

As you know, on that date these programs will become the respon-- ,
slbility of the Federal Government and will be administered by
the Social Security Administration. . he "« Xt

Representatives of that agency have advised my Administration that
the Longevity Bonus must be counted as income and no waiver will."

Vi3 *m be granted, notwithstanding the earlier approval of the demon- W%
F:ss stration project or, in fact, any positive results which may have
been produced by the project. Their unyielding position in this.* e
Tep matter, 1in my opinion, defeats the purpose of legislation which e~
was bornoout of legitimate concern for the true Alaskan pioneer. e
It is one more example of how Alaska suffers from tho Federal"-.
penchant to achieve uniformity in program administration with
v- no concern for, or understanding of, the basic environmental, “
.i{" _-_social and health coi\ditipns which characterize our State.
Z&ijijz, 1 strongly urge your efforts to seek amendments to existing
statutes in order that the Longevity Bonus may provide the
or./~ Je economic relief which was intended.
Sincerely,
.x*fy-'S -
fe'-'W. . .
V.V William A. Egan
ST Governor
m/ Vi .mm _ -
bcc: Department of Health and Social Services - -

Same letter sent to Senator Mike Gravel and Representative Don Young



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE
REGION X
ARCADE FI.AZA BUILDING
1321 SECOND AVENUE
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

JAN 2~ 13/
SOCIAL AND REHABILITATION
SERVICE

in reply refer to RD
Dr. Frederick P. McGinnis, Commissioner

ATTN: Mr. James F. McClain
Department of Health and Social Services

Pouch H
Juneau, Alaska 99801

re: Section 1115, SSA - 11-P-50182/0-01
Dear Dr. McGinnis Alaska Longevity Bonus Waiver Project

In response to your telegram dated January 16, 197*+, requesting extension
of the above project, | am pleased to inform you that the extension is
hereby granted from January 1, 197*+ to February 28, 197%*.

As you realize, due to recent legislation and changes of administrative
authority to SSI, this extension is an interim measure, pending the SSI

review of the second year continuation application.

We shall advise you of revised reporting and other requirements in the

near future.

Sincerely yours,

Acting Regional Commissioner

Attachment:
Copy Form SRS-ORDT-189-3



January 15, 1974

MR. SAMUEL GUIDA

ACTING REGIONAL COMMISSIONER
DHEVV, SRS - REGION X

ARCADE PLAZA BUILDING

1321 SECOND AVENUE

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101

PHONE: 442-0420

REQUEST INITIAL 60 DAY EXTENSION OF SECTION 1115 DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

CONCERNING THE ALASKA LONGEVITY BONUS AWAITING OUTCOME ON ALASKA*®"S

REQUEST

PENDING REQUEST FOR LONGER EXTENSION TO DECEMBER 31, 1975.

THIS WILL CONFIRM

INITIAL EXTENSION TO BEGIN EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 1974.

MY LETTER TO YOU DATED DECEMBER 27, 1973 WHICH TRANSMITTED APPLICATION

TO CONTINUE DEMONSTRATION PROJECT FOR TWO MORE YEARS.

FREDERICK MCGINNIS, COMMISSIONER
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES

POUCH H
JUNEAU, ALASKA 99801

PHONE: 465-3170

CcC: Division of Family and Children Services



HR "153, an Act to amend the Social Security Act to make certain
technical and conforming changes, if passed in its present form , will result
in substantial financial gain for the State of Alaska.

The Bill was amended substantially in tho Senate Finance Committee,
whore Senator Gravel sits as a member, has now passed the Senate and is
scheduled for Conference Committee action. Tho Bill addresses a broad
range of subjects of particular interest to this Department including somo
major programs as follows:

| SOCIAL SERVICES INCREASE FUNDING FOR ALASKA

See Tap A, , - L .
Social Services - tho Bill incorporates a provision in effect converting tho

resent law as it effects social services to a $2.5 billion rev.nuc sharing program,
he Bill includes arequirement that any increase in sock | services funding

be used for an actual increase in services provided rather than to 3|mFIY

replace State funds now being spent on services. The State would be left

free to determine -

Services to be made available
Persons eligible for such services
The mannef services would bo provided

. Regardless of one's feelings about revenue sharing, the f_Iex_ibiIitg
rovided the state is nvast improvement over the existing restrictive HEW
egulations which were effective November 3.973.

See Tab B. , . .
Social Services Expenditure Ceiling - each state would be assured, for

fiscal 1974, a level of social services funding sufficient to maintain the level

of expenditures for fiscal 1973. This is significant because Alaska was "held
harmlessLfor 1st quarter fiscal 1973 expenditures at the time Titles IV rind XVI
contracts were discontinued. It is estimated that Alaska's fiscal 1974 ceiling
for social services expenditures would be as follows:

Fiscal Year 1974 to Allocation of Total fiscal year 1974
continue current funds above fundm? available under
funding level current level the Bil
$3,637,000 $2,258,000 $5,895,000

|I' ALASKA LONGEVITY BONUS
See Tap C

Alaska Longevity Bonus - the Bill would exclude from income, for
Supplemental Security“Income purposes, the Alaska Longevity Bonus. Savings



to the State are estimated os follows:

1/ Fiscal Year 1974 %1,400,000
1/ Fiscal Year 1975 $2,000,000 g

1/ Does not include savasvvhmh were to tho Medicaid Program. No firm
figures are available at tills time since savings would be detérmined b;{ State
policy. Essentially, if tho bonus docs not count os income, more {)eope are
eligiple for Medicaid resulting in more People receiving services through the
Médicaid Program which is 50" Federally funded ns o?posed to services through
tho General Relief-Medical Program which is 100% State funded. State policy
(related to appropriated fundssJ determines scope of services rendered.

i MEDICAID PROGRAM

See Tab D
. Med|ca|d_JFedera| matching for Care to Indians) - this provision
originally proviaed for 100% Fedeéral funding for Medicaid services "to
Indians re3|d|nq_on or adjacent to a Federal Indian Reservationlwho are
eligible for Public Wealth Service care. Senator Gravel's olfice has advised
that the Dill has been amended at our request to extend the scope of this
rovision beyond the Indian reservation concept to include natives of Alaska.
his is a significant feature with both immediate and Ionngan_ge. implications.
Immediately there will be a savings of state funds in the Medicaid Program hased
on the number of Native people served by the program. Eased on known

experience factors this saving is estimated ns follows:

FY 1974 - % 600,000
FY 1075 - $1,400,000

and, in Qdjfiion, other options become reasonably available to tho State of
Alaska. Among them are:

, The expansion of the Medicaid Program by widening eligibility to
include the medically indigent

Elimination of the General Relief-Medical Programs

Summary; The foregoing amendments have come about by i'ormal recommendations
submitted by this Department through the Office of the Gavernor to the Congressional
Delegation and informal telcphonic/Correspondence contact by this Department
with’the Congressional Delegation. The amendments regresent a sybstantial
potential savings to the State in Fiscal Years 1974 and 1975 summarized below:

FY 1974 FY 1975 . TOTAL
Longevity Bonus  $1,400,000 $2,G00,000 $4,000,000
Medicaid” 1/ 600,000 1,400,000 2,000,000

TOTAL $2,000,000 $4,000,000 $6,000,000



~In addition $2,250,000 Federal fundn will bo available for sooial
services programs in Fiscal Year 1974 only .

1/ Saving_s s based on current 138 crossover rate of Natives from PIIS
to Medicaid and the assumption that savings would accrue to the last
hnlf of Fiscal Year 1374,

FM: JFM: bal
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would bo permitted lo do so, with recipients in those: Stales ineligible
for food stamps.

Limitation on grandfather clause for disabled individuals.—Tn
enactin'! the new SSI program, tho. Congress provided that disabled
persons o:i the rolls in December 1973 would continue to be considered
to be disabled even if (hey did not meet, tlie new definition of disability.
The. Committee amendment would limit (bis grand father provision for
disability to persons who bad received Aid lo llie Disabled before July
1073 and who nre on the. rolls in December 1073.

SS| recipients living with Ah'DC families.—Tn June, the. Con-
gress enacted n "rand father clause to assurctlmt current SSI recipients
will have no reduction in total income when the. new SSI program
goes into effect, in January. Tho Committee, amendment would
permit the, adjustment of the. grandfather clause in such a way
that it nssurcs (he. same level of total family income, (rather than tho
individual's total income) in tlioso cases in which the SSI recipient re-
sides with an AFDC family.

Disregard of certain benefits.—The Committee bill includes a pro-
vision under which certain Stale, benefits paid to aged individuals
based on Ilicir length of residence in a State would be disregarded in
determining (ho amount of the SSI benefit.

Continuation of demonstration projects.—Tho committee bill would
permit ‘lie continuation of on-going demonstration projects related to
the aged, blind and disabled which qualify for Federal matching under
the public assistance titles of the Social Security Actand which involve
waivers by the Secretary of Health, Education, nnd "Welfare of some of
the requirements of those titles. The new Federal SSI program which
next January will replace present programs of aid (o the aged, blind
and disabled does not provide for such waivers and funding of demon-
stration projects.

Combined cheeks for monied couples.— Tn order to make it feasible.
for the. Social Security Administration to issue joint cheeks to couples
receiving SSI1 benefits who request such checks, (lie. Committee bill
includes a nrovision which would nermil. siirli eliecks to be. cashed by
the surviving spouse, in the. case, of tho death of the lulsband or wife.

Social Services

On May 1,1973, the. Department of IIEW issued sweeping revisions
in Federal regulations relating to social services under the Social
Security Act. These regulations were, to have, become effective on
July 1. However, the Congress delayed tho effective date of the, new
regulations until November 1 in order to allow time for more thor-
ough legislative, consideration of the issues involved. The Committee
hil] incorporates a provision in effect converting the. present law ns it
affects social services to a §Sfi billion social services revenue sharing
program. The hill includes a requirement that any increase in Federal
social services funding in a Slate, he used for an actual increase, in
services provided rather than lo simply replace State funds now being
spent on services. Also included is an illustrative list of the types of
social services which may he funded. Tho Stales would, however, lie
free to provide other services not specifically included in (his listing.
In the fiscal year 1974, expenditures would he held to $1.9 hil-

romh &’ o mpy i—tONn Y T % ... Lyr*



lion, (ho. nmount in tlio. President's budget. The Committee provision
would be effective November 1,107.*!

Child Welfare Services

National adoption information exchange system.—The committee
bill would authorize $1 million for the first- fiscal year and such sums
as may be. necessary for succeeding fiscal years for u Federal program
to help find adoptive homes for hard-to-placo children. The amend-
ment would authorize the. Secretary of Health, Education, and "Wel-
fare to “provide information, utilizing computers and modem data
processing methods, through a national adoption information ex-
change system, lo assist, in the placement of children awaiting adoption
nnd in the location of children for persons who wish to adopt children,
including cooperative efforts with any similar programs operated by
or within foreign countries, and such other related activities as would
further or facilitate adoption.”

Child abvsc and neglect: protective services.—Last year the Con-
gress substantially increased funds authorized for grants to States
for child welfare services. Though the Congress expected that a largo
part of the additional funds would go toward meeting the cost of
providing foster care, a specific earmarking for that purpose. wa3
avoided so that wherever possible (he States and counties could uso
the, additional funds to expand preventive child welfare services with
the aim of helping families stay together thus avoiding the need for
foster care. The Committee bill builds upon last, year’s rccordby
adding requirements both under the AFDC and child welfare services
programs that. States establish programs of protective services to aid
in the prevention, identification and treatment of child abuse and
neglect and, whenever feasible, to make it possible for the child to
remain in the home.

Child Support

Present law requires, that the State welfare agency establish a
siv.gV', idn"*'r'nd M-Imcn mirnnce iS (n secure. snniinrt for children
who have been deserted or abandoned by llioir parents, utilizing any
reciprocal arrangements adopted with other States to obtain or enforce
court orders for support. If it is necessary to establish paternity to find
an obligation to support, this unit issupposed to carry out this activity.
The State welfare agency is further required to enter into cooperative
arrangements with the courts and with law enforcement officials to
carry out this program. Access is authorized to both Social Security
and (if there is a court order) iO Internal Revenue Service records in
locating deserting parents. Tiie. administration of the provisions of
present law has varied widely among the States.

The Committee bill includes a number of features designed to assure
an effective program of child support. Tin* Committee bill leaves basic
responsibility for child support, and establishment of paternity to tho
State but it envisions a far more active role on the part of the Federal
Goleminent in monitoring and evaluating Slate programs, in provid-
ing technical assistance, and. in certain instances, in undertaking to
give direct assistance, to the Stales in locating absent parents and ob-
taining support payments from them.



States would lo required to have effortivo. programs for the collec-
tion of support and the establishment of paternity; Federal matching
, for these efforts would he, increased from the present 50 percent to 75
percent but States not. complying with the. requirements would face a
penalty in (lie form of reduced Federal matching funds for Aid lo
Families with Dependent Children.

Access to support collection services would he available to families
not on welfare as well ns to those on welfare.

" Aid to Families with Dependent Children

I'axs-tdong of so'in/ security benefit, increase.—Tn assure (bat- re-
cipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children who arc also
social security bcneliriario' receive the benefit of at. least part of the
social security increase, the Committee amendment would require
States, in determining need for AFDC. to disregard 5 percent of social
security income. Tins provision would be affective starting with tho
month in which the beneficiaries begin receiving increased benefits.

Namings disregard— Under present law, payments under (lie
AFDC program are. not reduced dollar for dollar because of any
earnings. Instead, all work expenses are deducted from earnings. In
addition, $30 plus one-third of monthly earnings above $30 are disre-
garded. Under the Committee provision, child care, costs would be the
only work expense, that could be separately deducted from earnings;
the disregard would be $00 (rather than the. present $30) plus one-third
of tho next. $300 of monthly earnings plus one-fifth of earnings above
this amount.

Community irar/e wd training program.—Under present law. States
have been prohibited from establishing community work and (raining
programs even though the Work Incentive Program is not in effect
throughout, the Stale. The Committee bill re-enacts the legislation as
it existed prior to the Social Security Amendments of 1007 so that
States wishing to have community work and training programs may
do so.

Dr.mnnstmiio» prnfort MH;r bill imbui** a
novi.-ion which broadens the experimentation authority in existing
aw with respect to welfare programs so as to emphasize and encour-
age experimentation by the States in the. crucial area of making
employment, more, attractive, for welfare recipients. Examples of (he
types of projects the. Committee has in mind would he those for public
service employment under which the amount of the welfare payment
could he. combined with State funds to provide, a salary considerably
more attractive than welfare. Other experimentation might involve
work incentives and the. AFDC income disregard. All authority for
such projects would expire on June 30,1070.

' - Medicare and Medicaid Amendments

Medicaid eligibility.—The Committee bill contains several sections
treating the matter of Medicaid eligibility for SSI recipients.
The bill contains a provision which would make. Federal match-
ing available for Medicaid benefits for any new SSI recipients, al-
though coverage of these new recipients would bo optional on tho
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section shall be added lo and deemed a part of such Stale"s
allotment (as determined under the provisions of this section
which precede this subsection), and shall be subject to rcallot-
nienl, under the preceding provisions of this subsection in
like mmanner as such Stale's allotment (as so determined).
AMENDMENTS TO STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS
PEGAREING SOCIAL SERVICES

sec. 133. (a)(1) section 3(a)(4) of the Ssocial Se-
curily act IS amended-

(A) by striking out, “whose stale plan approved
under section 2 neetsthe requirements of subsection
(c)(1)" in ihc matter preceding subparagraph (A);

(B) by striking out clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of
subparagraph (A) and inserting in lieu thereof Ihc fol-
lowing:

“(1) services which are provided lo appli-
. cants for or recipients of assistance under the
plan lo help them attain or retain capability
for self-care, or
“(i1) other services which (as determined
by the slate) are likely to prevent, or reduce
dependency and which arc provided to such
applicants or recipients, or

“(iii) any of the services described in
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clauses (1) and (ii) which ihc Stole dele)"mines
lo he appropriate for individuals who have _been
or arc likely lo become (as determined by the
State) applicants for or recipients of assistance
under the plan, if such services arc requested by
and provided lo such individuals, or"; " .
(0) by striking out subparagraph (B) and rc-
designating subparagraph (C) as subparagraph (B);
and - - < BN
(id) by striking out all that follows subparagraph
(6).
(2) Section 3(a) (5) ofsuchA clisr e p e al e d i
(3) Section 3 (C) of sucli ACt is repealed.
(b) Section 403(a)(3) of the Social Security Act is
amended— ..
(1) by striking out “tlescribed in", in subparagraph
(A) (i), and inserting in lic.u thereof “Which the State
determines should be provided, including ihosc described
_in"; ) i *J
(2) by striking out “tlauses (14) and (15) of sec-
lion 402(a)™, 1in subparagraph (A)(ii), and inserting
in lieu thereof “Subparagraph (A)(i)";
(3) bg striking out “f within such period or periods

as the Secretary may prescribe,”” in subparagraph (A)
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(ii), and inscrliny in lieu /hereof “as determined by the
State™; and
(4) by striking out all that, follows subparayraph
ul (B).

(c) (1) Section 1003(a) (3) of te. Social Security Act

isamended-—

(A) by sirikiny out “Whose Stale plan approved-
under section. 1002 meets the. requirements of subsection
1
(c)(1) ™in (he matter prccediny subparayraph (A);
(B) by slrikiny out clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of
subparayraph (A) and inscrliny in lieu thereof the. fol-
lowiny:

““(i) services which are provided lo appli—
cants far nr rcci}>icnts of aid to ihc blind to help
them attain or retain capability for self-support
or self-care, or

““(if) other services which (as determined
by the. Stale) are likely to prevent or reduce
dependency and which are provided to such
applicants or recipients, or m ...

““(iii) any of the services described in
clauses (i) and (ii) which Ihc Slide determines

to be appropriate for individuals who hare hern

or are likely In become (as determined by the

.11 3153 G



1 ee” - 7 Slutc.) applicants for or recipients of aid lo

2 the blind, if such services are. Yet]nested bp
g - ¢ and provided to such individuals, or"; *
4 (0) by striking out subparngraph (B)"a"\i\l rcdcsig-

*5 = -nntiny subparayraph m(0) as subparayraph (B); and

G (D) by sirikiny onl all that follow™ subpa.rayrapji
I r;(C).> eess’s ; v™\ I
g = = (2) Section 1002(a) (4) of such Act is repealed. N
r €/3) Sectionl1003(c) of such Act isrepealed, 1 .) ,,
10 /d) (1) Section 1403(a) (3) of the Social Security 4?/-
-g 1is amended- * e = t»
12 (A) by sirikiny nut “Whose Stale plan®approval
jg | -under section 1402 meets Ihc requirementsl, of subsection

14<— ~(c) (1)>” in the matter preceding subparayraph (A);

15y * (B) by sirikiny out clauses (i), (ii), and (iii)
13 of subparayraph (A) and inserting in lieu thereof the
17+ __following: m ., . y»
18 . ““(V services Which are provided lo applir
ig. *~ . pants for. or. recipients of aid lo the permanently
20 and totally disabled to-help-, them attain or rc-
21 * Inin capability, for self-support or self-care, or.
22 m """ . *Yii) other services which (as determined
23 Te ° by the Stale) are likely to prevent or reduce
24 .m = « dependency and which are- provided lo such ap-

25 plicanls or recipients, or:< o L
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u (iii) any of the services described in clauses

2 clauses (i) and (ii) inhieh the Stale determines
= - to ke, appropriate for individuals who have been
4 or are likely lo become (as determined by the
5 Slate) applicants [or or recipients of aid to Ihc
¢ permanently and totally disabled, if such serv—
7 1 ices are requested, by jand provided to such
8 " individuals, or”7; ;

9 A . ; "(C)-by sirikiny out subparayraph (11) and rcdcs-

10 . iynaliny subparayraph (G) as subparayraph (11); and
11 = _(11) by sirikiny out all that follows subparayraph
12 . (o).

lo - - , A t ,

RS )2) .Gtioitun I FG3(aj [dj of such ClL. is repealed.

14 (3) Section 1403(c) of such Act is repealed. 't

151 o mm(e)(1) Section 1603(a)(4) of the Social Security Act

16 isamended- . \ = e e
17. (A) by sirikiny out “Whose State plan approved
.18 under section 602 meets the requirements of subscc-

19 A ilion (c)(1) ”” in the matter "preceding subparayraph

20 A; & . W e, o ] e

21; -(B) by sirikiny out clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of
22 subparayraph mA) and inscrliny in lieu thereof the.
23 followiny: (] - . >SVE

24,.7 . . .t “%(i) services which are provided to appli-

5., ™ cants for nr recipients of aid or assistance under
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the dan lo help them attain nr retain capability
efor self-support or self-care, or
“A(ii) other services which (as determined
by Ihc Stale) are likely lo prevent or reduce
dependency and which arc provided lo such
applicants or recipients, nr
““(iii) any of the services described In
clauses (I) and (it) which the Slate determines
lo be appropriate for individuals who have been
or more likely lo become (as determined by the
Slate) applicants for or recipients of aid. or
assistance under the plan, if such services are
requested by and vrmddotl /A oiijl individuals,
or’7; -
(C) by sirikiny out. subparayraph (11) and rcdcs-
iynaliny subparayraph (C) as subparayraph (B); and
(1d) by sirikiny out all that follows subparayraph

(G).

(2) Section 1603(a) (5) of such Act is repealed.

("V Section 1603(c) of such Act is repealed. .

(f) (1) Section 603(a) of the Social Security Act (as
added by the Social Security Amendments of 1972) is
amended to read as follows:

N(a) -From the sums appropriated therefor, the Secretary

M1, subject to section 1.1.30, pay to each Stale which has
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a plan approved under this lillc, for each quarter, an amount
equal lo the sum of the following proportions of (he total
amounts expended during such quarter us found, necessary
by Ihc iSecretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for the
proper and efficient administration of the State plan-—

1(1) »s per centum of so much of such expendi-
hires as are for—

““(A) services which arc provided lo applicants
for or recipients of supplemental security income
benefits under title XV I to help them attain or ro—
tain capability for self-support or self-care, or

““(B) oilier services which (as determined by
ihc Stale) are likely to prevent or reduce dependency
and which are provided to such applicants or rccipi-
cnls, or

““(C) any of the services described in clause
(A) or (B) which the Stale determines to be appro-
priatc for individuals who have been or are likely lo

] become (as determined by the Slate) applicants for

or recipients of supplemental security income bcnc-

. fitsunder title XV 1, ifsuch services are requested by
and provided tosuch individuals, or

““(D) the training of personnel employed or

preparing for employfncnt by the State agency or



80
R by ihc local agency administering (lie plan in the
2 political subdivision; jilus &
3 . . ““(2) one-half of the remainder of such expenditures.””

[0 ; (2) Section 603(c) of such Act is repealed. * Vv." b

ol

 ""(g)""Section 1130(a) of-the Social-Security Act ds
6 amended by striking out “Section 3(a) (4) "and (5), 403

7 (a)(3), 1003(a) (3) and (4), 1403(a) *(3) and (4), or

8 1603(Ca) "(4) and (5)77 and. inserting 1in lieu thereof
9 “section 3 (a) (4), 403(a)(3), 1003(a)(3), 1403(a)(3),
10 0r1603(a) (4)7: - =~ . - o - el

11 ANNUAT 11lliPORTS BY SECRETARY ON SOCIAL SERVICES
12 L SeC. 134. Part A of title X I of the Social Security Act
i.3 is amended by "inserting, immediately after"section 1130
14  thereof, the following new section: !
15 “annual reports by secretary on social services
16 « “Sec. 1131. (a) Not later=than June 30, 1.975, and
17 June 30 of each year thereafter, the Secretary shall submit
18 to Congress a report on social services programs under see-
19 tiuns 3, 403, 603, 1003, 1403, and 1603. Such report shall
20 include-"inforthalibn on a Stalc-by-Statc basis as to the
21 amounts of funds expended for each type of service (classi-
22 fed in such categories as the Secretary may determine to be

23 appropriate), and.such"other data and information as may

““24 "be appropriate. ™ -— - 7
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ns under prior law. Family planning services provided under tin
medicaid program arc not. subject to the Federal matching limitation.

Services necessary lo enable. AFDC recipients to participate in the
Work Incentive Program are not subject to the limitation described
above; they continue, as under prior law, with 00 percent Federal
matching nnd with funding of these, services limited to the, amounts
appropriated. Federal matching for emergency social services is nt a
50 percent rate.

In setting a maximum limit on the. amount of Federal funds which
would be available for social services programs, the Congress indicated
its clear intent to stop the rapid and uncontrolled growth of the Fed-
eral commitment to this program. However, in the 1072 legislation the
Congress did not alter the basic nature of the social services program
nor did it express any intent that the. level of Federal commitment lo
this program which had been renched should be cut back in any sub-
stantial way; in fact, (be. amount chosen as the new limit on Federal
funding ($2.5 billion per year) represented a commitment to a con-
tinuation of at least the level of Federal funding which had then been
reached. Furthermore, the 1972 legislation clearly delineated certain
high priority types of services wlticn the Congress fell should he avail-
able, not only to those already on welfare, but also to those who might
in the absence of these high priority types of services be likely to be-

« » come dependent, roon welfare.

ItEGULATORY CHANGES 11Y THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EDUCA'i ION AND WELFARE

On May 1,1073, the Department of Health,Education, and Welfare
issued sweeping revisions in Ihc Federal regulations under which social
services programs are. operated by State welfare agencies. These regu-
lations, which were to have become, effective on July 1, were strongly
opposed by many groups and individuals who felt that they were iii
many respects contrary lo (he purposes which social services programs
were intended by Congress to serve.

R liffihiliht for tr.yttirrx— Tinder Ilm Alnv 1 rr>oriil<if c/Ninl <eo-
ices could have continued to be provided to cash assistance recipients
and to former and potentini recipients; however, the definition of

.former and potential recipients was considerably narrower than under
the prior regulations. Services provided to former recipients would
have had to have been provided within three months after assistance
was terminated (compared with two years under the former regula-
tions). Persons could Inve qualified for services as potential recipients
only if they were likely to become recipients within six months and
only if they had incomes no larger than 150 percent of the State's cash
assistance payment standard. In the case of child care services, poten-
tial recipients with incomes above that limit but not more than 233Va
percent of the cash assistance payment standard could have qualified

for partially subsidized child care. Tinder the. former regulations serv-
ices could be made available to individuals likely to become recipients
within five years and without any specific income tests. The former reg-
ulations also permitted eligibility to be established for some services on
a group basis (for example, services could be provided lo all residents
of a low-incomc neighborhood). The. new regulations would have not



permitted group eligibility but would have required the welfare agency
to make individualized eligibility determination for each recipient of
services.

Scope of services—The May regulations would have limited the
.type of services which may be provided lo IS specifically defined serv-
icesand would have limited to just a few services those which the Stales
are required to provide. 15y contrast, the former regulations had a
fairly extensive Jist of mandatory services., specifically mentioned a
number of optional services, nnd allowed States to receive Federal
matching for other types of services not spelled out in tho regulations.

Procedural provisions.—The May 1regulatinns would have changed
a number of the administrative rcqui. meats imposed upon (he Stales
«in connection with services; for example, the requirement of an AFDC
eadvisory committeo would have been dropped and the requirement
of recipient participation in the advisory committee on day care
'sorviccs would have been eliminated. Similarly, a fair hearing pro-
cedure fas applicable to services) would 110 longer have been man-
dated. The regulations would havo required more frequent review
(every Gmonths rather than each year) of the effectiveness of services
being provided and would have required that agreements for purchase
of services from sources other than the welfare agcnc}’ be reduced to
writing and be subject to HEW approval.

Refinancing of services—The May 1 regulations would have denied
Federal matching for services purchased from a public agency olher
than the welfare agency under an agreement entered into after Feb-
ruary 15,1073 to the extent that the services in question were being pro-
vided without Federal matching as of fiscal year 1972. This limitation
on refinancing of previously non-Fedcral services programs would
have been relaxed under the new regulations over a period of time and
.would have ceased to apply starting July 7,197G.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION TO POSTPONE NEW REGULATIONS

Ti'lio fIPYC* Y'Orrnlof ir*r>C* ICCltn/l I>v f 1 1 10*10

objectionable to the Congress both because they contradicted specific
provisions of law and because they were largely in conflict with the
Congressional view of the basic purpose of the social services program
and the legislative intent in imposing the $2.5 billion limit in 1972,
*Some spceilic statutory conflicts involved:

1. Limiting eligibility of former and potential assistance ie-
cipionfs for services on tiic basis of income when tbc statute per-
mits the Secretary only to specify time periods in which an indi-
vidual is to be considered a former or potential recipient:

2. Virtually precluding Federal matching for the family plan-
ning services States arc required to offer and provide;

3. Precluding Federal matching for Icsral services related to
establishing of paternity of children born out of wedlock, locating
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'fathers "'ho have deserted their families, and trying to collect
support payments from those fathers—all activities States aro
required to perform under present lair;

e . d. Precluding Federal matching for medical services in con*'
nection with treatment of alcoholism and drug abuse and limiting
Federal matching for services for the mentally retarded, despite’
tho inclusion of both of these, hinds of services as high priority
services which may be provided without regard to whether the
recipient of services ison welfare or not;

> Limiting Federal matching only to services which support
the. attainment of the goals of self-support or.self-sufficiency, in
contrast to the statutory requirement that States develop a pro-
gram of family services for tho purposes of “preserving, rehabili-
tating, reuniting, or strengthening the family” ;and

0. Ignoring the requirement that the Secretary proscribe, serv-
ices tlm State must nialcc available, to old age assistance recipients
to help them attain or retain capability for self-care.

In a more basic way, the May 1 regulations posed the question of
whether the 1072 Congressional action in placing a ceiling on Federal
funding could be used by the Department to justify the issuing of
regulations which would have the effect of altering the basic nature

"of the program to such an extent that, according to many witnesses

who testified at the hearings held by the Committee, in May of this
year, the States would be unable to utilize a large, part of the funding
statutorily available to them under tho £2.5 liliion limit.

Because of the extensive nature of the changes which would have
been made bv the new regulations and the issues raised by those
changes, the Congress did not have sufficient time to develop a legis-
lative resolution of ihc policy issues before the new regulations were
to go into effect on July 1, 1073. Instead, the Congress simply pro-
vided that no now social services regulations (other than those needed
for technical compliance with last year's law) could become effective
prior to November 1. 10“3. This legislation did allow the possibility
of implementing new social services regulations prior to the Novem-
ber 1. 1073 date, if the. Administration obtained nnnrnvnl ‘{nr nnv
such regulations from the Senate Committee on Finance and the
House Committee on "Ways and Means. Though revisions in the regu-
lations were proposed in the Federal Register in September, no at-
tempt was made to obtain approval of new regulations from the two

committees.
REVISED REGULATIONS

On September 10, 1073, the Department of Health. Education and
Welfare published in tho Federal Register a number of revisions
in its earlier proposed regulations. Additional changes were made on
October 31.1073 when (he Department published in the Federal Regis-
ter the final set of regulations which went into effect on November 1,



1073. These changes do. to a certain cxti-nt. nllempt ro rnc-ot
several of the specific statutory conflicts which were pointed out in
connection with the earlier regulations. In particular, those related
to legal services, family planning services, services for the mentally
retarded, and treatment of alcoholics and drug addicts have been
brought more in line with statutory provisions. However, the more
basic questions raised by (lie now regulations remain unresolved under
tlie November 1 regulations.

COMMITTEE PROVISION"®

Freedom from regulator)/ control.—The lengthy history of legisla-
tive and regulatory action in the social service area has made it clear
to the. committee that the Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare can neither mandate meaningful programs nor impose ellectivo
controls upon the States. The Committee believes that the States should
have the ultimate decision-making authority in fashioning their own
social services programs within the limits of funding established by
the Congress. Thus the Committee hill provides that the Stales
would have, maximum freedom to determine what services they will
make available, the persons eligible for such services, the manner in
which such services arc provided, nnd any limitations or conditions on
the receipt of such services.

States would not, however, he permitted to use Federal social serv-
ices funds in such a way as to simply replace State money with Federal
money. The bill requires that any increase in Federal.funding used
by a State to purchase social services must. re=ult in an increase in the
level of services and not simply represent the purchase of the same
services previously purchased with State funds.

The Committee, bill provides that States may furnish services which
they find to be appropriate for meeting any of tbese four goals: (1)
self-support, (to achieve and maintain the maximum feasible level of
employment and economic self-suilicicncy); (2) family care or self-
care (to silengthen family life and to achieve, and maintain maximum
personal iodopriidruicr."self-di"teHniiifilinn. nnd security in the home,
including, for children, the achievement ot maximum potential ior
eventual independent living and to prevent or remedy neglect, abuse, or
exploitation of children): (< community-based cave (to secure and
maintain community-based care which approximates a home environ-
ment when living at. home is not feasible anti institutional care is in-
appropriate) ;and (-1) institutional care (to secure appropriate insti-
tutional rare when other forms of care arc not feasible).

To illustrate tlie variety of services which States may provide with
the available social services funds, the Committee bill includes a list
of services which could be furnished. This list is not intended to limit
the freedom of the States to provide other types of services.
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The services listed arc:
(1) day care services for children,
(2) day care services for children with spcciul needs,
«'A) services for children in foster care,
(lg) protective services for children,
) family planning services,
(G) protective services for adults,
(7) services for adults in foster cure,
(8) homemaker services,
(9) chore services,
(10) home delivered or congregate meals,
til) day care services for adults,
(12) health-related services,
(13) home management and other functional educational
services,
(11) housing improvement services,
(15) a full-range of legal services,
(1G) transportation services,
(17) educational and training services,
(1S) employment services,
(10) information, referral and follow-up services,
(20) special services for the mentally retarded,
(21) special services for the blind,
(22) scrvie s for alcoholism and drug addiction,
(23) special services for the emotionally disturbed,
(2-1) special services for the physically handicapped.

Any other types of services not. fitting into any of tiiese 21 cate-
gories could also he provided by the States in order to meet tho goals
of self support, family care or self care, community-based care, or
institutional care. Through this mechanism the States will be able
to construct programs to meet their particular needs within a pre-
determined amount of Federal funding without regulatory impedi-
ments which often have made planning and program development an
impossibility. It is tho. Committee's belief that the mutual objective of

thin - ntno onrl thw i 1, AVKIIKVIU VL VULt Oy =

wciidic ml! u>*ua*i. umxuvely by liiis approacn.

While the Committee bill is designed to give tho States maximum
flexibility in designing and operating their social services program, the
Committee feels that there should be a public record of the use winch
the States mr..e of Federal social services funds. Accordingly, the
Committee hi i would require the States to submit an annual report on
their use o f.unds for social services. The Committee expects that this
report will show how much each State expended for each type of
services. The report should also provide information on tiie extent to
which social services funds were used for services to persons not
actually on,welfare and (lie extent to which such funds were used for
the purchase of services from organizations outside the welfare
agency. The Committee emphasizes that under this reporting require-
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incut, the. Department of Health. Hducafion. nnd Welfare wnuli! have
(lie duly of request ing appropriate information from tin* Slates and of
transmit) in" dial in formnlion to the Congress in the form of an annual
report. The Department's Responsibility for providing this annual re-
port is not, however, to lie interpreled as authorizing the. Department
to impose upon the States complex and luudensome reporting pro-
cedures. Nor is (lie reportin" re<|uimuent to he interpreted as placing
upon the Department (lie. Imrden of conducting audits (o provide de-
tailed verification of these reports. ’

The Committee hill includes a repeal of the provisions enacted in
P.L. 02-512 under which the proportion of the Federal social services
funds which each State could use for non-welfare recipients was
limited lo 10 percent (except in the case of specified high priority
services). The $2.5 billion annual limit on Federal funding for services
is retained. The Committee bill also includes a provision making ex-
plicit in the statute that donated private funds, including in-kind con-
tributions, will be. considered State funds in claiming Federal reim-
bursement for social services where such funds are transferred to the
State or local agency, are under its administrative control, and arc
donated on an unrestricted basis (except that funds donated to sup-
port a particular .kind of activity in a named community shall be
acceptable).

The new social services provisions would be effective ns of Novem-
ber 1,1973. However, the Committee, bill would not result in fiscal 1974
Federal expenditures foe social services exceeding $1.9 billion, tho
amountincluded in tho President's budget.

Each State would be assured, for fiscal 1974, a level of social serv-
ices funding sufficient to maintain the level of their expenditures for
social services in the quarter which ended September 30,1973. The dif-
ference between the amount necessary to meet this goal of maintaining
current expenditure levels and $1.35 billion would be allocated on a
population basis among those States requiring additional funding. No
Statu would receive funding for fiscal year 1974 in excess, of its alloca-
tion under (be $2.5 billion limit enacted in 1972, except that $50 million
AvouVipyr®)l for r . h v fl'c S?cirtrsw of fTcoltli
tion, and wciiaro ns norossnry to prevent certain .States (those which
were eligible in fiscal 1973 for additional funding above flicir share of
the. $2.5 billion limit under a savings clause in Public Law 92-003)
from falling below fiscal 1973 funding levels. It is anticipated that
considerably less than $50 million will be required to meet, this objec-
tive. and the Committee bill provides that the remainder he allocated
by the Secretary to States which would otherwise, be limited under the
basic formula to a relatively small part of their regular allocation
under the full $2.5 billion limit, and which had. prior to November 15,
1973. adopted plans for an expansion of social services programs dur-
ing fiscal year 1974. Part of this $50 million ronld also be used for
funding programs with a potential for yielding a high level of benefit
in relation to the costs involved.

The estimated State entitlements in fiscal years 1974 and 1975 are
shown in table 7.

- >mAWSNVrirAprir. unui mnfij. SE*



Table 7.—- Estlmated Distribution of Federal Social Services Funds Under Committee Bill, Based on HEW Adjusted Estie

State

oo
_._—5_

1110 [0
neC|cut

[Dollars In thousand]
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SPECIAL-FEDERAL SOCIAL SERVICES FUNDING LIMIT
/" >

NOR FISCAL YEAR 107!, j_f /

Sec. 132. (a) In. Ihc administration of section 1130
-of (lie Social Security Act, ihc allotment of each Slate (as
determined under subsection (b) of such section) for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, shall (notwithstanding
any provision of such section 1130) be adjusted so that the
amount of such allotment for such year is equal to whichever

of the following is the lesser: (1) the allotment of such Stale

as determined under subsection (b) of such section, or (2)
i
tho. allotment of surh ttinln an <rloi'lYilDPfl ifiirinv e>tho/)nffr\Mo

(b) and (d) of this section.
(b)(1) For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, the
Secretary shall allot lo each Stale-
= (A) an amount equal lo 400 per centum of the
amount payable to such State with respect lo the total
- expenditures incurred by the Stale for services (of the
lyi>e, (Did under the programs to which the allotment,
as determined under subsection (b) of section 1130 of
the Social Security Act, is applicable) for the calendar
quarter commencing July 1,1973, plus
* "(F) an amount#which bears the same ratio to the

amount (if any) by which-
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(i) $1,800,000,000 exceeds
(ii) the aggregate, of the amounts allotted lo all
«
States under clause (A),

as the population of such Slate bears to the population of

all Stales.

(2) If the aggregate of the allotincuts made pursuant lo
paragraph (1) isin excess of $1,900,000,000, the Secretary
shall reduce the allotment of each Slate, on a pro rata basis,
until the aggregate of the allotments for all Stales does not
exceed $1,900,000,000.

(c)(1) In addition lo the amount cllolcd lo any Stale
under the preceding subsections of (his section for the fiscal
year ending June. 30, "1271, ihc Scci clary may make an
additional allotment for such year lo such Stale in accordance
with this subsection.

(2) The aggregate of the allotments made pursuant to
this subsection shall nut«xcecd Ihc lesser of (A) $-90,000,0U0
or (B) the amount by which the aggregate of Ihc amounts al—
located under subsection (b) 1is less than $1,900,000,000.

(3) Allotments under this subsection shall be made, in
the following order of priority, to such Stales and in such
amounts as the Secretary deems to be appropriate—

(A) first, in order to assure that, for the fiscal year

ending June 30, 1974, no Slate ispaid less fram Federal

funds with respect to expenditures incurred by it for
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services (of the type, and under the programs lo which
the allotment of .such Stale, as determined under subscc-
lion (h) of section 1130 of the Social Security Act, Iis
applicable) than such Slate urns paid from Federal
funds with respect lo such expenditures for the fiscal
year ending June 30,1973: Provided, That no payment
under this clause shall exceed the amount by which the
allotment applicable lo such Slate for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1973 under section 1130(b) of the Social
Security Act weto increased by reason of the enactment of
section 403 of the Social Security Amendments of 1972,
(B) second, provide additional Federal financial

|

assistance to any Slate (1) the allotment of which, as
determined under subsection (b), 1is substantially less
than the allotment of such State under section 11.30 of
the Social Security Act (as determined without regard
to this section), and (1l) which can demonstrate (lo
the satisfaction of the Secretary) that it had, prior to
November 15, 1973, planned an expansion of its social
services programs during the remainder of the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, which would require such
additional Federal financial assistance, except that tre.
amount, of the allotment made lo any Slate under this

subparagraph shall not exceed an amount which, when

added to i1ts allotment as determined under subsections
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(b) and (d) of this section, is equal to its allotment
- determined mnder section 1130 of the Social Security Act
“ (as determined without reyard to this section), and
(0) third, lo provide additional Federal financial
assistance to States which can demonstrate (to the salis-
faction of the Secretary) that if an allotment ismade lo
"such Stale under this subparayraph, the amount of such
allotment will be utilized so as to produce a significant
cost benefit (as determined pursuant to regulations which
shall be promulgated by the Secretary) . _— eomn
(d)(1) If the Secretary determines that the amount of
the allotment (as determined under the preceding provisions of
this section) of any Stale is in excess of the amount needed by
the State for purposes for which such allotment is made, he
shall rcalJol the amount of such excess among other Stales each
of which has need (for purposes for which the allotment under
the preceding provisions of this section is made) of amounts
in excess of the amount of its allotment (as determined under
the preceding provisions of this section). S |
(2) Whenever amounts are reallotled among Stales by
the Secretary pursuant to paragraph (1), the amount re-
allotted to each such State shall bear the same ratio to the total
amount being reallotled as the population of such Stale bears
to the population of all the Slates to which such rcalJolmenl is

being made.
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(3) Any amount rcallollecd lo a Slate under this sub-

2 section shall be added to and deemed a pari of such State"s

3 allotment (as determined under the provisions of this section

I

which precede tins subsection), and shall be subject lo reallol-

5 mcnl, under the preceding provisions of this subsection in

6 Wee manner as such States allotment (as so determined) .

y S

8

9

REGARDING SOCIAL SERVICES

Sec.133. (a)(l) Section 3(a)(4) of the Social Se-

10 curily Act is amended—

31.
32
38
14;
35
1G
17

18 -

39
20
21

(A) by sirikiny out “Whose Stale plan approved
under section 2 meets the requirements of/subsection
(c)(1) HI uC iiiiliCi /I CCCIlifl SILQUrOMUpit (/1T

(B) by sirikiny out clauses (If, (i), and (iii) of

subparayraph (A) and inscrtfify in lieu thereof the fol-

lowiny:

““(i) services which arc provided to appli-
cants j.dr or recipients of assistance under the
pjeni to help them attain or retain capability

/ for self-care, or
/ ““(i1),other services which (as determined

by the State) are likely to prevent or reduce
dependency and which arc provided lo such
applicants or recipients, or

™ ~~~ 1 =(iir)~~any =t " ic-*"Servicc& tleSeri!)cd. Nin--
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ministrnlivo burdens to be placed on (lie Department of HEW —.i:h
would have to administer the SSI benefits and, at least in most Stale?:
the supplemental benefits. /

In inost cases, the formula contained in P.L. P3-GO will ecrdere
these two objectives in an acceptable, way. However, in certain excer*-
tional circumstances, nil anomaly may arise in which the result of
provision in P.L. ).'-GG will be to greatly increase the amount of ess:.-t-
ance payable. This can happen in the case of individuals who ere
gelting payments under the program of aid to the aged. biirtdjtT
disabled, but who are nlso members of family units getting AFL C
payments. In such cases there arc two problems which can arts:.

The first of these relates to the allocation of certain budge: item?
such as shelter and utilities which arc common to both the aged, blind
and disabled individual and the. rest of his family. Under the del h ~
some or all of these, items might have been attributed to the rged
blind, or disabled person, while under the new law, the amount i r :y-
mcnt to tho aged, blind and disabled is determined without r  rer.r-:
to specific budget needs. Thus the full amount of these specific r.c’ L
will apparently have to be. added to the AFDC budget, raising
amount of the AFDC grant. This ciicct. could be partially oils-:: if
SSI1 recipient’s contributions toward (he costs of running the hr.?;
hold could he considered to reduce the net amount of the :.n i.y’i
needs. However, a provision of P.L. P2-G03 (sec. 41-1) specifier.".y pro-
hibits counting the income and resources of an SSI recipient ir
detennining (he income and resources of an AFDC family.

A second part of the problem arises because some States allocate
income, of an aged, blind, and disabled person to his entire fame';
when doing so results in a higher total grant to the individual ar.d Ini
family. This will no longer be permitted after January 1P74. but -
the same time his total income (including that part now ailoatei t-
the rest of his family) must he counted in determining the mar. cat :r;
State supplement under the grandfather clause in P.L. D3-iv. -
«r.f vnciiH nf <lilc Jc (t>nt ilto Sfnto will havo. to orovido an ir.creiS;
amount of.-assistance, to his family (because the Slate can no lor.g;
count some of his income as the family's income) and will have to .?
provid.e'an increased level of assistance to him (because it must ccnr.
all of his income in computing the grandfather clause).

The committee, bill corrects this situation by permitting a Stab? m
adjust the grandfather clause in such a way that it would f.ss :re
.riiainfenance of the same level of total family income (rather that

/maintenance of the individual's total income) in those cases is

1 tho SSI recipient resides with an AFDC family. The bill rzoriiu
however, that the. SS1 recipient would be assured under the grand
father clause nt least as great a total income ns a comparable ng;
blind or disabled person not living with an AFDC family and bar::

— no-other—income*— — _ — — —

Special Supplemental Security Income Disregard Provision
(Sec. 125 of the bill)

The Social Security Act excludes from income, for purposes o
determining SS|1 benefits, assistance furnished individuals by States i
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it is based on need. Certain State benefits which arc now payable to
ageJ individuals without, regard to need on the basis of their length of
residence in a State will, however, reduce the amount of any supple-
mental security income payments dollar for dollar under present law.
Unless the law is modified. Stales having such payments may simply
dis mtinue them since without an exemption of this type the real
beneficiary of tho payments would he the Federal Government rather
than the aged residents whom the Slate*intended lo help. The Com-
mittee would accordingly exclude from income, for SSI purpose
such State longevity payments to aged persons.

-13cnTOnst-ntiuir-I>rajccts“Witlr*Ke nve(rt"lo” tive- AgcdpBliudr*0T: -
Disabled

(Sec. 120 of the bill)

Section 1115 of the Social Security Act allows the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to permit certain research and dem-
onstration projects to operate by waiving some of tho legal rcqiiire-
mcnts otherwise applicable to assistance programs under the welfare
titles of the Act (for example, the requirement of statewide uni-
formity nnd the requirement that assistance under such programs bo
made in the form of unrestricted money payments). Section 1115 also
permits the costs of any such projects’approved by HEW to be con-
sidered as expenditures under the appropriate welfare titles and,
therefore, eligible for Federal matching. /

Because Public Law 02-G2. (U.K. j) rcpealsThe existing welfare
titles of (be Social Security Act dealing with Ibe aged, blind, and dis-
abled effective January 1, 1071. certain on-going demonstration proj-
ects may be adversely affected. Tho. Committee hill would prevent this
by authorizing the See-etarv of ITKW to make such waivers of the
requirements of the iwiv Supplemental Security Income program as
may be necessary to permit the continued operation of iho projects.

The amendment would also authorize continued Federal funding of

|rntnf|e 1> tl.n cnmn ov[r>nf os cuob fmldlprr would have been avail-
o 3 t *e » le 11 1

aDIe U tnc lormer win tare programs ior mu agon mmu, aim uif.imt.-u
had not been repealed. (Tiyaddition, the amendment, permits tho non-
Federal share of the costs of such projects to bo covered under the
savings clause which limits non-Fcdcral costs for State supplementary
payments to 1072 levels.)

The amendment/applies only to projects which were aheady ap-
proved prior tchjctober 1,1073.

Authority Surviving Spouse of Deceased SSI Beneficiary
To Cash Joint Check

(Sec. 127 of the bill)

Under the social security program, when benefits arc payable, on a
/ngie account to both a worker and his spouse, the couple lias the
option of receiving either two separate checks or a single check which
combines (he benefits payable to or.rh of them. In Ihc event of the
-tkttFtt-frfAvfio-“poiisivthwSoc'evhSceiirity-A'.Im'mislrat*ion~isempowered—

Qad+—3
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2 extent as may ™ necessary lo cause ihc upplcmcntary p/iy-
3 -ment (referred lo in paragraph (2)) payable to sijch in-
4 dividual for January 197d or any month thereafter to be
5 reduced to a level designed to assure that the ij//al income of
6

such individual (and of the members of such family unit)

-~

for any month after December 1973 docs not exceed the total
8 income of such individual (and of the members of such

9 family unit) for December 1973.,

10 ]_’L(II) The amount of the. reduction (under clause (i))
/
11 of any individual 3 December 1973 income shall not be in
/

12 an amount which icould cause the supplementary payment

13 (referred lo in pa*ré[graph f r;ayable, to such individual

14  to be. reduced betoto the amount of such supplementary pay-

15 mcnt which icould be payable lo such individual if he had, for
f

1C the montli of December 1.973 not lived in a family unit re-

17 fcrrcdlo in clause (i), and had had no income for such month

:18 opier than that received as aid or assistance under a Stale

"Vb/plan approved under titlel, X, X1V, or XV 1 of the Social

31 : 1)ISUEG. 17IDING OF CERTAIN PAYMENTS IN DETERMINING
32 m AMOUNT OF SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME BEN-
33 *EFITS__

34" "AnNSec. 125) section 1612(b) (2) of the Social Security
25 Act (as enacted by section 301 of the Social Security Amend -

23 ments of 1972) isamended-
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(1) by inserting ““(A) ”” immediately after “<(2) 77,
and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the following new
subparagraph:
““(B) monthly (or other periodic) payments re—
ceived by an individual (or his eligible spouse) under a
program established prior to July 1, 1973, if such
payments are made by the State of which the individual
receiving such payments is a resident, and if eligibility of
any individual for such payments is not based on need
and is based solely on attainment of ago 65 and duration
of residence in excess of 2d years in such Slate by such
individual;". ” :
-Q&Nri-SdrAadON" "OF~CEin\\IN =d)E}10K-S-TttAT10:\""-PttO3ECTS" "
Sec.126. (a) If any Slate (other than the Common-
wealth of Puerto Pico, the Virgin Islands, or Guanm) h-ass'
any experimental, pilot, or demonstration project (referred
to in section 1115 of the Social Security.—A;:t’)i(
(1) which (prior to.-October 1, 1973) has been
approved by the Secretary of Health, Education, and
- X
Welfare (licreinafler in this section referred to as the
<Secrc(ary>), for a period which ends on or after De —
cember 31,1973, as being a project with respect to which

the authority conferred &pen him by subsection (a) or

"(E) "wf-~suel”~scclion-dP17rnoiU*-be~c:ccrcised-and-"

X'r
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Mc(lictrhI"bcTmr!C-Hrcy-did-net*mef4-Mt*dkaid-«{niK]ards-orheaUh.sr.d-
safely®Federal matching for cash payments provided for this purpoie
were prohibited.

With thcimplcmentalion of the SSI program, there will no longer
be any formal'Fcderal “matching”’ in tho cash assistance programs
for the aged, blinihnnd disabled. The basic Federal payment, how-
,ever, represents a matching payment in that States use it as a base far
nny State supplementary payment amounts. Section ffJOD as pre-ir.tiy
worded may not he snllii'ienl tn.pirriude States I'roiii providing a sup-
plementary payment which. in Voj|ihinatioti with the basic Federal
uenelit, eoitlt! lie mx-d to eircmnvent the institutional health and safety
standards of Title X 1 X by paying for inpatient institutional care ir.
substandard nursing homes winch could be'provided through the cash
grant program. *Sn

Tho Committee bill, therefore, amends Title XVI.,to provide that
the Federal SSI payment will be reduced dollar for dollar lor any
State supplementary payment (or State vendor payment to an institu-
tion) which is made lor taro provided to an institutionalized individ-
ual if this care could he provided under tho State’s Medicaid program-

+1 Federal Matching Under Medicaid for Care to Indians
(Sec. 174 of the bill)

Under the Indian Health Service Program of the Public Health
Service Act, full Federal <mancing is available for the cost of pr:vic-
ing health services 'o Indians. In States with a Medicaid program.
Indians may receivo covered t..re if they meet tho appropriate eligi-
bility criteria.

Tho Federal portion of payments made by States under Medicaid
ranges between 50-83 percent of the reasonable cost of covered services.

The Committee, notes that with respect to matters relating to In-
dians, the Federal Government has traditionally assumed ma;:r re-
sponsibility. The Committee wishes to assure that a Stale's ei-::ticr.
id mill ic.iiiite til Mir’jji uieriiil nrc.rrram will act result m a lcrcr.ir.r c.
Federal support of health care services for this population group. or
that the effect of Medicaid coverage he to shift to Suites a hr.rr.air.i
burden previously borne by the Federal Government.

The Committee has therefore included an amendment which wii:
increase tho Federal matching under Medicaid (effective Janv.ry 1.
197-1) to 100 percent, with respect to services provided individual?
who nt any time during the year preceding the month in wh:dr the
services were received were eligible for services under the Judin
Health Services Program and resided on or adjacent lo a Federal
Indian Reservation.

Buy-Tm-Agreerrrcnt®™*Under“Medicnre— *——

(See. 175 of t1iQ.biU)"™"

Under citrrentju.wvFrderal matching payments for Medicare Part
lijtrgimuinS'for public assistance recipients in a State may bo made ro
tfrttrrtmmIT~rk-it-has-aHVf<Xiienicl-pir)gramr--"-"

Vo C I'6 -Sits »* C-'x c\a C iux-, /ja ' c-V S A atC f.lu C fc A a

dtvvu wvv>\i-.£f tV.veC ~>.v».uriC taa-cc.
joxs a.cfc-<-a. .j-*'mc-va -'tivifcic:v AAicr.t'i.t '-j
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PAYMENTS TO XUDSTAEDARD FACILITIES ESHER,/'
1 MEDICAID
Sec.1.73, Section KU O of the Social Sj/iiriti/ Act is

amended by adding at the end thereoffltc. fallowing new

subsection: e e 1
““(e) Payments made undciytfiis title with respect to an in-
dividual shall be reduced by an amount equal to the amount
of any supplementary/payment (as described in subsection
o/ “oZ/icr mCyment made by a Stale (or political sub-
division thej"Cof) which is made for or on account of any
mcdicaj"wr any other type of remedial care provided by an
institution to such individual as an inpatient of such inslitu-
lion in the case of any Siatc which has a plan approved under
title X I X of this Act if such care is (or could be) provided
under a Stale plan approved under title X 1 X of this Act by
uidmiJdiulL m LC.adlfifiLjtuidejiLSM
© MEDICAID MATCI1IIXC, I'O/l EXPENDITURES WITH
A \
X " ‘\RESPECT TO CERTAIN IXDIASS
/> Sec.174y{a) Section 1003 of the Social Security Act
iS amended by inscrliny immediately after subsection (d)
thereof the following new subsection: s r
““(c) ]JVilh respect, tn amounts expended, during any
(farter (commencing with Ihc calendar quarter which begins

on January 1, 1974) as.medical assistance under the Stale

plan (including amounts for premiums as described in sub-
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section (a) (1)) in providing services to any individual who,

2 at any time, during the twelve-month period ending with the

w

month preceding the month in which he received such serv-fj
4 ices resided on or adjacent lo a Federal Indian reservation;
I and was eligible for comprehensive health services under the.
(5 Indian Health Service program conducted within Ihc Public
7 Health Service, Ihc Federal medical assistance percentage
3 §hall he increased to 1.00 per centum.
i

9 (b) Section 1903 (a)(l) of such Act is amended by
10 sirikiny out “Subsections (y) and (h)””and inscrliny in lieu

31 thereof “Subsections (g), (e), and (h),}

\r yyypirt if*r
y
33 UA'WIill TITLE XIX /

34 SIC.C. 173. (a) hi the case of any Stale (as that, term is y
15 used in title X I X of the Social Security Act) whichyoﬁ
16 October 1, 1973, did not have in effect a Slalc,q"ian ap-
17 proved under such title, such Stale shall, fp/“any calendar
18 ,quarter which commences on. or after,January 1, 1974, be
19  entitled (subject to subsection (b)-} to payments under section
20 1903(a) (1) of such Aelpnth respect In expenditures (made
21 during such qgiiarljpf for premiums under part B of title
22 XVI111 of sueliAcl (as described in such section) in like
23 .mrninnyas if such Slate had, for such quarter, had in effect
24 yCh a State plan and as if such expenditures were made.

ft>- tm+ler-mteh-Srbttr-plrnt: -
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