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LIMITATION ON FEDERAL FUNDING OF SOCIAL SERVICES --

PUBLIC LAW 92-512

Introduction

On October 20, 1972, the President signed into law H.R. 14370 (Public Law

92-512). The main purpose of this legislation was to provide for revenue sharing

funds to State and local governments. The same law, however, also includes a

$2.5 billion annual limitation on the amount of Federal funding which may be pro-

vided for social services under the welfare titles of the Social Security Act.

The limitation for each State is its proportionate share on a population basis of

the $2.5 billion national limit.

This limitation in Public Law 92-512 represents the culmination of a number

of proposals which had been made over the past few years for ending 
the previously

open-ended type of funding available for social services.

Although there have been some questions raised with respect to the purposes

for which social services funds have in certain instances been used and their

overall effect in reducing welfare dependency, the main focus of debate 
in con-

nection with proposed limitations has not been on the validity of 
the services

provided but rather on the funding mechanism itself. 
Under prior law this mech-

anism was so constructed that the Congress had not been able to exercise any con-

trol over either the allocation or the amount of the Federal funding involved,

with the result that the costs of the program have grown in just a few years from

less than half a billion dollars in 1969 to a projected five billion 
dollars in

1973, with about half or more of the total funds in each year going into 
only five

States.
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- Meaning of social services

The term "social services" was apparently originally thought of primarily in

terms of counselling and similar activities performed by trained social workers

in the employ of State and local welfare agencies. At present, however, tne term

is so broad in meaning as to defy precise definition. The titles of the Social

Security Act dealing with assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled do not

attempt to define services, but speak in terms of services to attain or retain

capability for sell-support or self-care and 
services likely to prevent or reduce

dependency. Title IV, Aid to Families with Dependent Children, 
provides, in vari-

ous sections, for services to maintain and strengthen family life, 
services to

foster child development, services to prevent or reduce the incidence of births out

of wedlock, family services, child welfare services, 
health, vocational rehabilita-

lion, counselling, child care, and other social and supportive services 
to enable

individuals to accept employment or receive 
training. In the definitions section

of the title, a definition is provided for the term "family services": "services to a

family or any member thereof for the purpose of preserving, rehabilitating, re-

uniting, or strengthening the family, and such other services as will assist mem-

bers of a family to attain or retain capability for the maximum self-support 
and

personal independence."

The regulations of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare contain

further elaboration of the term "services." For example, in the regulations deal-

ing with the programs of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled (45CFR222), the

Department requires States to make available such services as information 
and re-

ferral services, protective services, homemaker services, and community planning

services and permits the States to make available 
such services as services to im-

prove opportunities for social and community 
participation, services to enhance

the activities of daily living, and consultant services. 
In addition, the



regulations provide that services not specifically falling within any of tha care -

gories spelled out in the regulations may be submitted for approval by the Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Funding of social services prior to enctment of 1T 2-512

Under the law existing prior to enactment of P.L. 92-512, social services

which States provided under teir public assistance programs approved unCer the

welfare titles of the Social Security Act qualified for 75 percent Federal match-

ing. The funding of these programs was on an open-ended basis. The Social

Security Act did not place any dollar limitation on the total amount which was

authorized to be appropriated for social services, and the Congress had consist-

ently followed the practice of appropriating the full amount necessary 
to meet

the Federal 75 percent share of the costs of any social service expenditures which

the States incurred under these programs. Although the law authorized the Secre-

tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to prescribe limitations with respect to

certain categories of services -- primarily those purchased by the State welfare

agency from other agencies or organizations -- Federal control over social serv-

ices expenditures through administrative action had apparently also been ineffec-

tive. As a result, the amount of Federal funding which a State could qualify for

had been essentially a function of its willingness to raise the 25 percent non-

Federal share and its ingenuity in designing new programs or redesigning old pro-

grams which could qualify as social services. Within the last couple of years,

some HEW regional offices had been particularly active in stimulating the States

in taking full advantage of the social services legislation. See "Welfare Report/

HEW program doubles in size as officials scramble to check its growth" in the

National Journal of June 17, 1972 (pages 1007-1014).

I
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Origin and development of social services under the Social Security Act

The original Social Security Act did not specifically recognize social serv-

ices as a program for which Federal funding would be available. In 1956, however,

the Act was amended to make clear that the concept of administrative costs (for

which Federal funding was available on a 50 percent matching basis) included:

services which are provided by the staff of the State

agency (or of the local agency administering the State

plan in the political subdivision) to relatives with

whom such children (applying for or receiving such aid)

are living, in order to help such relatives attain

self-support or self-care, or which are provided to
maintain and strengthen family life for such children.
(Sec. 403(a)(3) of the Social Security Act as in effect

after 1956 Amendments.)

(Similar amendments were made in the titles providing for assistance to the aged,

blind, and disabled.) The Committee reports on the 1956 legislation indicate that

this amendment was viewed not so much as a change in the law but as an endorsement

and encouragement of the existing practice of claiming Federal matching for social

services provided by the staff of welfare agencies to welfare recipients.

The Public Welfare Amendments of 1962 increased the Federal matching from 50

to 75 percent for social services specified by the Secretary of Health, Education,

and Welfare as likely to prevent or reduce dependency or as necessary to help re-

cipients strengthen family life or attain capability for self-care or self-support.

(The matching for other services and for administrative costs was left at 50 per-

cent.) The amendments also broadened the scope of what could be considered social

services. Under the 1962 amendments, Federal funding was made available not only

for social services to recipients but also for "preventive" services, i.e., serv-

ices designed to keep past recipients from having to return to dependency on wel-

fare and services to keep potential recipients from becoming dependent in the first

place. In addition, the 1962 act authorized Federal funding in cases in which the
y

w :lfare agency entered into agreements with other State or local agencies under
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which those other agencies would provide the services to recipients (including

past and potential recipients). The amendments specifically required such

arrangements in the case of vocational rehabilitation services and, "subject to

limitations prescribed by the Secretary," permitted them in other cases where the

services could not be "as economically or efficiently provided by the staff [of

the welfare agency]."

The report of the Committee on Ways and Means on the 1962 amendments, while

expressing the hope that the broadened social service provisions would be effec-

tive in reducing dependency on welfare, continued to view services primarily as

being provided to recipients of welfare and by the staff of welfare agencies:

Your committee is convinced that much can be done
to relieve the undesirable effect on the community of
large and growing public welfare programs by way of
providing helpful and constructive services to persons
now on assistance. In many places in the country,
experiments have been conducted showing the results
of the introduction of social services as an integral
part of the program of public assistance. These social
services, usually provided by trained social workers,
or workers employed under the direction of social
workers, are designed to assist the individual dependent
person to make use of available community resources and
to use his own capabilities to resolve the problems
which have made him dependent. (House Report No. 1414,
87th Congress, pp. 9-10)

The limited nature of the provision for funding services to past and poten-

tial recipients, as it was viewed in 1962, can be seen from the following state-

ment of then Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare Abraham Ribicoff which

was submitted to the Committee on Finance in connection with the public hearings

on the 1962 amendments:

It is not contemplated that "preventive services would be
available to applicants who could purchase the type of con-
sultation and service which they need from available commun-
ity sources, who are not at present applicants or eligible
for assistance. Nor is it contemplated that these services
would be extended broadly to very many people other than
those already on the assistance rolls. It is the objective
of the provision to reach people who are likely to become
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recipients of assistance in some immediately foreseeable

period in the future. (pp. 63-64)

In 1967, the Congress amended the social services provisions, applicable to

the program of Aid to Families with Dependent Children, making 75 percent match-

ing available for all services meeting a broad definition in the law (rather than

only those services specified by the Secretary) and authorizing the State welfare

departments to contract with sources other than State and local government agen-

cies to provide services. This broadened contracting authority, however, was to

be available only "to the extent specified by the Secretary". The 1967 amendments

also established the Work Incentive (WIN) program for families in the AFDC cate-

gory, and the social services changes were viewed in the context of the recuire-

ments imposed by the new WIN program as is indicated in the following excerpts

from the report of the Committee on Finance:

The Committee is well aware that the services which the

States will be required to furnish AFDC families will im-

pose an additional financial burden on the States. There-

fore, th- provision of law relating to Federal financial

participation would be amended by the Committee bill to pro-

vide 75 percent Federal financial participation in the cost

of all the services provided under these new requirements

upon the States. In addition, as is provided under present

law, 75 percent Federal sharing would be available for serv-

ices for applicants and families that are near dependency.

Provision of such services can help families to remain self-

supporting. As appropriate for this purpose, services may

be made available to those who need them in low-income

neighborhoods and among other groups that might otherwise
include more AFDC cases. (Senate Report No. 744, 90th

Congress, p. 157)

The 1962 amendments relating to social services provide

that, with certain exceptions, the basic services must be

provided by the staff of the State or local welfare agency.
The Committee bill proposes some changes in this provision

to take into account the need for a variety of services in

State implementation of the plan for each family. Thus,

an exception is permitted, to the extent specified by the

Secretary, to permit child welfare, family planning, and

other family services to be provided from sources other than

the staff of the State and local agency. This will permit

the purchase of day-care services, which, as indicated
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above, the committee anticipates will be needed ir. great

volume under the bill, and other specialized services not

now available or feasible to be provided by the staff of

the public welfare agency and which are available else-

where in the community. Services may be provided by the

staff of the State or local agency in some part of the

State and may be provided 'in other parts of the State by

purchase. The Secretary, in his standards governing this

aspect of the program, may permit purchase from other

agencies and institutions. The basic reason for the

exception is the variety of existing arrangements around

the country in which some kinds of services are now pro-

vided, usually institutional services by other than the

State or local public welfare agency. (Senate Report

No. 744, 90th Congress, p. 157)

Growth in funding of social services

The following table shows the growth of Federal social services costs

over a seven-year period:

Federal Share of social Service Costs

Fiscal Year Amount

1967 $ 281,589,000

1968 346,654,000

1969 354,491,000

1970 522,005,000

1971 692,433,000

1972 est. 1,710,243,000
1/

1973 est. 4,658,152,000

1/ Estimate as of August 1972 which did not take into account

the $2.5 billion limitation subsequently imposed.

From the above table, it can be seen that Federal expenditures for social

services doubled between 1969 and 1971 and more than doubled again between 1971

and 1972. For fiscal year 1973, the estimate presented to the Appropriations

Committees and included in the appropriation bill for the Department of Health,

1
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Education and Welfare (which was vetoed on August 16, 1972) was $1.3 billion.

This was based on State estimates submitted in November 1971. Revised State esti-

mates compiled by the Department of Health, Education and Welfare as of May 1972

indicated a $2.2 billion level of Federal funding of social services for fiscal

year 1973. In July 1972, further revised estimates were presented at a conference

of Governors' representatives and Scate social service administrators indicating

a fiscal year 1973 level of Federal funding of social service costs totalling

$4.7 billion which would be more than triple the level of $1.5 billion then esti-

mated for 1972. The same $4.7 billion total (but with a different distribution

among the States) was indicated in the estimates which the States submitted in

August 1972 to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. (See Appendix B.)

Attempts to limit social services expenditures in appropriations process

In 1970, the Administration proposed a limitation on expenditures for social

services in the appropriation bill for the Departments of Labor and HEW. Under

this proposal, each State could receive no more in aggregate Federal matching

funds for social services, State and local administrative costs, and the costs of

training welfare personnel than 110 percent of the amount of such Federal funds it

received in fiscal 1970. In testifying before the Senate Committee on Appropria-

tions in support of this limitation, Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare

Elliot L. Richardson cited the inability of the Federal government to assure that

the funds were being employed to the best advantage and the uneven distribution

of the funds among the States:

...we have no good way to this point of ascertaining
the effectiveness of the expenditures of the $1.3 billion

for social services.
We are convinced in a vague sort of way it is a good

thing but we have no clear-cut way of determining whether
or not and to what extent we are getting our money's worth.
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We have a spigot here running not in a uniform manner

watering the entire country, but in a way which funnels a

greatly disproproportionare amount into a few States. (Senate

Appropriations Committee Hearings on 1971 HEW Budget, p. 1942)

The limitation on social services funding requested by the Administration for the

fiscal 1971 HEW appropriations bill was not adopted. (A limit of 115 percent was

included in the bill as reported to the Senate by the Committee on Ap ropriations,

but this provision was deleted by a floor amendment.) One of the objections to

such a limitation was noted in the report on the bill by the House Committee on

Appropriations:

The committee has not included it in the bill, because by

fixing a rigid ceiling on each State based on a percentage of

1970 expenditures it appears to discriminate unfairly against

those States which have been slow in developing their programs

but are now ready to expand them. (p. 34)

Again, in 1971, the Administration requested that the HEW appropriations act

for fiscal year 1972 include a limitation under which each State's 1972 Federal

funding for social services, administration, and training could not exceed 110

percent of the prior year levels. As in the preceeding year, this limitation was

not adopted. (Also, as in the preceding year, the Senate Appropriations Committee

approved a 115 percent limitation which was defeated on the Senate floor.) The

Administration did not include a request for limiting social services expenditures

in its budget proposals for fiscal year 1973. The Budget stated:

The Federal share of total expenditures for 1973 is esti-

mated to be $1,266 million, a decrease of $30 million from
the amount for 1972. This decrease is expected to result

from the Federal management initiatives offset in part by
the expansion of services. Approximately 1,050,000 adults
and 6,670,0W families, including 16,200,000 children are

expected to benefit from services provided. (Appendix p. 453)

The Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, however, did adopt a limitation 4

the 1973 HEW appropriations bill (H.R. 15417). Rather than the percentage increLso
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limit proposed with respect to fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the Senate bill for

fiscal 1973 placed an absolute dollar limit of $2.5 billion on : de h ng

for social services. (Although the bill ccually only included aproons

with respect to a $1.2 billion level of social services, the . port of the Apro-

priations Committee took note of the fact that State estimates su itted to the

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as of iKy 1972 indicated that Federal

funding in excess of $2 billion would be requested for ,he year.)

The $2.5 billion limit for 1973 proposed by the Senate Co;-r:ittee on Appropri-

ations was agreed to by the full Senate but was eliminated from the appropriations

bill by the House-Senate Conferenice Committee. The Conference Committee's report

on H.R. 15417, however, states that "the conferees agreed with the basic premises

of the Senate amendment: (1) to insure fiscal control over a program whicn is

presently increasing at an alarming rate and (2) to insure that funds are disbursed

prudently and effectively. The Conference report further instructed the Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare to devise and submit to the two Appropri-

ations Comittees by October 1, 1972 a comprehensive plan for controlling social

service costs:

Such a program is expected to include a system of allotment of
social services funds among States with proper consideration to
population, per capita income, welfare consolidation, and past
experience in social services program delivery. It is antici-
pated that such a plan could become effective no later than
January 1, 1973. (House Report 92-1280)

0-n August 16, 1972, the President vetoed the 1973 EW appropriations bill,

H.R. 15417, and the House of Representatives sustaind the veto. In his veto

message, the President included a reference to the increasing costs of social

services:

Elementary fiscal responsibility demands that this loophole
for unlimited Federal funds for undefined services must be

closed now. The Congress must harness this multi-billion-
dollar runaway program by enacting a social services spending
ceiling. (House Document 92-343)
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proposals to limit social service cOStS through substantive legislation

in June of 1970, the Administration submitted to the Senate Finance Committee

a revised version of its proposed Family Assistance Plan (H.R. 16311) which was

at that time being considered by the Committee. This "June Revision" included a

new Title XX of the Social Security Act which would have restructured social 
serv-

ices programs and placed the funding of chose programs on a closed-end basis with

a formula for allocating any social services appropriations among the States.

However, in October 1970, the Administration sent the Finance Committee a further

revised version of the Family Assistance legislation which, among other changes,

deleted the social services title which had been included in the June version.

Ln the 92d Congress, a formula somewhat similar to that of 
the June 1970

Administration proposal was included in H.R. 1, the welfare-social security bill

as reported by the Committee on Ways and Means and as passed by the House of Rep-

resentatives on June 22, 1971. Under this bill, Federal funding for social serv-

ices would have been limited to $800 million for fiscal year 1973 and to such

amounts as the Congress would appropriate in subsequent 
years. (Child care and

family planning services, however, would be left on an open-ended basis.) 
The

amount appropriated for services other than child care and 
family planning would

be allocated among the States under a three part formula. Under the first part

each State would be allocated Federal funds equal to the amount of Federal funds

for services which it received in the prior year (or its proportionate share of

that amount if the total appropriation is insufficient to provide the full amount

to all States). Any appropriations remaining after the allocations under the 
first

part of the formula would be allocated as 
follows: The first $50 million would be

allocated in such a way as to increase social service funding in those States hav-

ing a disproportionately small snare of such funding under the first part of the

formula and any additional appropriations over that 
$50 million would be allocated

among the States in proportion to the number of welfare recipients.
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The House version of H.R. i also provided a more detailed definition than is

in existing law of what constitutes social services for which Federal matching

funds may be provided.

Before h.R. I was reported to the Senate, however, the Cotmittee on Finance

adopted somewhat different limitations on social services as an amendment to the

revenue sharing bill, H.R. 14370, which the Coamittee reported to the Senate on

August 16, 1972 (Senate Report 92-1050). Under H.R. 14370 as reported, there would

have been no Federal matching funds for social services p-er se, ot er than child

care and family planning services. (Federal matching for child care and family

planning services would remain on an open-ended basis with 75 percent Federal

matching as under existing law. However, the bill limits the total amount of

Federal funds which any State may receive for these purposes to no more than 12

and 1/2 percent of the total Federal funding for all States.)

The elimination of Federal matching for social services generally, under the

Finance Comittee version of H.R. 14370, would have been fully effective starting

in January of 1973. Starting at the same time each State would receive, in addi-

tion to the other revenue sharing funds provided by the bill, its share of a sup-

pleMentary grant intendedd to replace social service funding but not earmarked for

social services purposes) for which annual appropriations of $1 billion would have

been authorized. These grants would be allocated among the States on the basis of

"urbanized population"; and within the States the allocation between the States

and local governments would follow the formula applicable to the general revenue

sharing funds. Under a savings clause, States would have been permitted to con-

tinue existing programs with full Federal matching through December 31, 1972.

In passing the revenue sharing bill, H.R. 14370, the Senate generally agreed

to the social services provisions proposed by the Committee on Finance. A floor

amendment was adopted, however, which placed a $600 million annual limit on the
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-mount of Federal funding which would be available for matching State expenditures

for child care and family planning services. The social services provisions of

the Senate bill were substantially changed by the House-Senate Conference Committee.

The agreement reached by the Conferees was adopted by both the Senate and the

House of Representatives and became law on October 20, 1972. The provisions of

this law are described in detail below.

Limit on Federal funding of social services under Public Law 92-512

Under Public Lawi 92-512 (H.R. 14370), Federal funding of social services

under the regular social services provisions of the welfare titles of the Social

Security Act will be limited to no more than $2.5 billion per year. Tha limita*-

tion ap.icable to any State is determined by dividing this overall $2.5 billion

limit among the fifty States and the District of Columbia in propor;:ion to their

relative populations. Thus, a State which has ten percent of the national popula-

tion would have a limit on Federal funding of its social services equal to $250

million (10 percent of $2.5 billion).

Subject to this overall limitation on the amount, the formula providing for

75 percent Federal matching of social services continues to apply. For example,

if the State described above with the 10 percent of the national population and a

$250 million limit on Federal funding for social services, spent $200 million on

social services which qualify for :Matching, the State would receive Federal match--

ing funds at the 75 percent rate or $150 million. The additional $100 million in

matching funds available to the State would simply lapse. It would not be carried

forward into a future fiscal year nor would it be reallotted among States which

exceed their limits. (The State would, however, continue to be eligible for Fed-

eral funding up to the full $250 million in future years if it increased its

expenditures.)
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Public Law 92-512 also places a limitation on how the amount of Federal funds

available to a State within its proportionate share of the $2.5 billion national

limit may be used. Under prior law States could receive Federal matching not only

for those social services which were provided to applicants for and recipients of

assistance under the welfare titles of the Social Security Ac: but also for those

who were former recipients and for those who were considered to be potential

recipients. Under the new law, all or any part of the Federal matching funds

available to the State under its limitation can be applied to expenditures for

services for former and potential recipients in five categories: child care serv-

ices to enable a family member to take work or work training or to provide needed

care for a motherless child (or a child with a disabled mother), family planning

services, services for a mentally retarded child or adult, services connected with

the treatment of drug addiction or alcoholism, and services related to foster care.

To the extent that a State does not use the full amount of Federal matching funds

available to it under its share of the $2.5 billion limit for services in those

five cate ories, the remaining funds would be available for other types of services

but subject to the limitation that at least 90 percent of these remaining funds

have to be used to match social service expenditures in behalf of actual welfare

recipients or applicants.

The limitation on social services funding under the new law does not apply to

?uerto Rico, Guam, or the Virgin Islands nor to the funding of social services

which are provided in connection with the Work Incentive (WIN) program for employ-

able members of families getting Aid to Families with Dependent Children under

Title IV of the Social Security Act. Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands

were already subject to statutory dollar limitations on Federal funding for social

services (and other welfare costs). Similarly, the funding of social services for

the Work Incentive (WIN) program was already subject to a closed-end appropriation

5 ___~ ~
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- process. The limit on social services funding also does not apply in the case of

emergency social services provided in those States which have elected to adopt

the optional program of emergency assistance for families with children. Under

the new law, however, the rate of matctinga for emergency social services is re-

duced to 50 percent from the prior law level of 75 percent.

Public Law 92-512 also amends the language of the Social Security Act author-

izing State welfare agencies to contract for services which they cannot as econom-

ically or effectively provide directly. Where prior- law says that such contract-

ing is to be "subject to limitations prescribed by the Secretary" the new law says

that such services are to be provided "under conditions which shall be prescribed

by the Secretary." The joint statle.^nt of the managers on the _ art of the House

and the Senate in the Conference report on H.R. 14370 indicates that this provi-

sion directs the Secretary to issue regulations in this matter. Also the report

of the Senate Co=mittee on Finance on the bill H.R. 1 includes the following

statement:

"The Comittee directs the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to issue regulations prescribing the conditions under
which State welfare agencies may purchase services they do not

themselves provide, and regulations which clearly state that the

State matching requirements cannot be met by funds donated by

private sources." (Senate Rept. 92-1230, p. 434)

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare indicated its disagreement

with this requirement in the following letter from Secretary Richardson which was

inserted in the Congressional Record by Representative James A. Burke during the

floor debate on the adoption of the Conference Report on H.R. I. (Congressional

Record, daily edition, October 17, 1972, p. H 10211)
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0f D , Xros 13, 1Q72.

a" on. WranI D: I. M"JiT.I,

Chairman, House vWays and Means Commit-

tec, Wtrs..inoo, D.C.
Msn. Cnanuss: As we have discussed,

I am most concerned about the legislative
history which has been made regarding utsc

of donated private funds for sccisl 3rvlc.ee
matching under Title IV A of the S=al
Security Act. In its report on H.%. 1, the Sen-
ate Finance committee directed 12EW to is-
sue regulations: prohibiting the use of such
funds for this eurecse.

hvIsIng served as United Funi chairmen
tn the pat, 1 amn convincd that this kind c:
inrtnereship bt'vc'" p" vats donations a
public agec . encouraged rather

ithan discourage., a'd I would strongly Lino
that the leg: 'tiva -story so atl created on
this point be d

Unit-Sd luirt re n:, .itves have i:di-
Catcd that tc-c C cn ibUtiona to state so-
ci l service r 'nc le" amo mount to
imotely ^ m lon dollars pc, ye"-c,

0% of which bc"inZ "sed f' c iAL ca'e.
They acknowlc 7' tt ir, a few c-'aes, the
sccIa sric vgclies ave In -am con-
tracted wih United bi'd to pro-
ide scrvtoc" which "' bay no more airectod to-

ward. United Fund p torts than the state
social servIce plan priority. T-y would be
very much w11ling to azccupt tho 1 mitaton
that donated tudi Lay -, usad for natch-

ing purpoca only 1' the 4
unds are spent f or

-3vie n ricordnc lth t*-e vt;,tou inu
and not mc--ly to pr,;nv.. for United 3-und
priorIties.

I thank you for your koy role in obtain-
*ntg Congressionl -cceptance of the ceiling
on social services p"-ading as part of the
conceal revenue sharing bill. With this pro-
vision, I am sure that we can now begin to
obtain the necess.a ry control over this im-
pertat peogam. - owevr, I believe a pro-
hIbition on publIc-private - rtncrehie in this
field would e a 'great mist e, and your as-
sistance in correcting this point in the legis-
lative history on HR. I would be very much
appreciated.

With best wishes,
Sincerely,

LL:O- L. Rece-ARDSON.

Savings Clause in H.R. 1

K.. 1, the welfare-social. security bill Dassed by Congress at the end a: :ne

92nd Congress (Public Law 92-603) includes a provision under which State social

service expenditures for the first quarter of fiscal 1973 (July-September 1972)

will receive Federl matchIng (up to $50 million) at the full 75 percent matching

rate without regard to the $2.5 billion limitation. Under this provision, each

State's limit for fiscal 1973 will be ecual to zhr_,-fourths of its limit under

-he regular provisions of Public Law 92-512 plus an amount (not exceeding $50
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million) equal to 75 percent of its social service expenditures for July, August,

and September of 1972. (This provision will not apply to the States of Califor-

nia and New York which would receive more under the regular $2.5 billion limita-

tion than under the savings clause in H.R. 1.)
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CURRENT OR PMWPOSEL FEDERAL FUNDING f0i SOCIAL SLUVICLS, CAIW PUBLIC ASSIS1ANCL, AND liI.VI NI4I. :,IlA(fli/
t, H

EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS
jpcllars In tnous:,nds]

Fccural shs~rr of ,r al scrv r,-.

?Creentao
Incren.1 c

1971 to 1. /3
Ssc.l year jlnCroase between

Fiscal year FaezI year Fiscal ycar 1973 (Governor's co:. (1) and
1971 , 1972 , 197.4 (Hz w) 1_ Confdencc), col. (4)1

(1) (2) (4)

Fo4ry 51 FhC5C rvn;

of cash as.,s". C 5hnr'h .^r
f1sc y'cr H It 4 3/0

j919/3 (b-. m)

(7)

Total..... ... .

Alab :ma..........

Arzon 3 ...........
Ar .a n as............
Calhforn'ia ..... ......

Colorado
Connecticut....
Delaware . ..
District of Columbia... .
Fiorida............

Gcorla

Idano . . . . . .
I!nois ..........
ndiana ...........

Iow z .. . . . . . . .
Kansas
Kantuc ky..........

,4zn ..............

Maryland
Massachuzt ...
"."Chl 3n ..

Missouri
Mont na .........
Neorzka .. ..

N ampshiro

New Jersay
New Mexico
New York
North Czroflna.
North Dakota

Ohio
Oklahoma
Orecon
Pensylvania .
Rhode sla nd.

South Carolina.
South Dakota.
Tennessee
Texas " ""

Vermont

West Vir inla

Wyoming.. .

$746,331 51,546,756 $2,153,270 $4,692,516

1,335865
2,830

210,823

1,741
7,590
2,844
7,042

13,123

12 ,03
519
218

28,2 73
2,516

7, S10
5 ,79
6 394
9296

3,56.3

15,096
8,375

17,621
15,402
1,093

11,94
009

1,004
2,050

29,903

8,827
12,619
2,465

11,079
7,520

24,27'
3G,337
4,338

2049
9,949

1 293)
3 123

1,66
10, 068
31,:73
7,91'

1,026
723

11,667
3, 990
4,696
3,533

252.749

1S,993
8,169

20,000
9,057

94,953

31,311
1 590
1,633

1 , 156
5 ,335

37,9
7 414

12, 337
12, 56.
6,570

1, 771
16,670
41,600
20,092

1,775

12,965
3,000
7,246
1,'00
2,333

30,3'92
3,655

382,076
19,315
3,236

18261
10,446
20,816
60,884

5,686

6 890
2,559

21,900
15 '96
4264

2,355
16 206
49,460

6, 57,
40'47;

579

41,250
13,906
6,304
4,725

272,999

22,655
15,329
35,000
10,050

112,011

58,025
2,059
2,287

147, 458
6,635

12,609
7,414

19,161
16,30..
7,132

21,020
19,701
85,638
24,111
14,233

16,335
3,300

12,564
1, 930
3,033

3,320
6,396

613,443
47,100
3,957

22,515
11,609
24,907

100,627
6,248

' 4 1 '
2,929

43, 500
42,402

5,250

2,599
19,604
57,924

7,3715,500

144,439
19,724
6,700

10,450
273,000

20,800

46,750
32,000

112,610

222,597
2, 378

00
172,:" 3

15,000

13, 500
8,45

30,024
34,u.75:0,000

417,713
60,000
85,900
96,500

463,572

16,335
1,023

12,000

6,000

5,00 047 000

4,557

60,015
54 004
30,735

264,600
15,800

214.120
1 2'929

230,212
178,621

7,214

2, CC
31,954
74,15 4
1 5, 400

119,500
' C60

529 $7,104,373 $5,300,000 x35,45:),300
2,024 155,~09 30 100
2,024 155,3^,,
953 6,067
137 48,775
621 93,873

29 1,024,925

154
148

1,544

753

72,443
66,662
12,615
84,194

207,922

1,742 204,342
353 23,419
220 17,582
510 471,153
495 101,626

93
43
370
275
4z1

2,657
616
387
527

42,113

27
-51

1 9
193

60,868
60,299
93,242

201,897
40,595

83,481
253,512
303,927
132,559
97,153

143,57
12, .572
31,674
9,763

15,427

95 201,740
1,123 34,815

859 333,123
293 107,843
101 14,103

442
613
27
2326

218,700
105,949

391,011
29,440

5,^62 50,712
43 1,153

2,214 117,301
1,273 392,593

131 33,000

53
214
138

95
530

-16

21,307
109,816
33,432
53,723
81,569

5,532

Surc: Dsrt'ifft of HEW
, asad on May 11,/2 amates r telv-i from tha Stat. C

3, Ksv~aeO Stato tatlmstea peeior.td2: at July 17. 1972 coafalem

s ttva n taatea,ri NEW 0G44;st justlfCai+Orl5.

of Cowirtors' rave.

S Source: H. Kept. 92-1013, p. 3.4 So.,: u.rau of the C0,us. Amounts are rodnreG and tcC-o capital eutays. pay
mantIa d to ice,( governmantI, ~,d nauranCe trust ~ea a tureS.

1Stata 06d 1,01 rs;'Omr naw Bstlrnsto, MaY gitlm"t (-ot, 3) tied.

SCURCE: Senate Corrittee on Financc, Harins on Rcvenue Slaring, July 20, 1972.

80,100

46,100
33,400

6i0,800

59,400
72,700
17, 00
26,000

150,000

103,400
25,900
15,400

301,700
113,800

67,800
47,800
71,800
83,200
19,300

117,500
179,000
243,700
114,100
46,000

107,500
16,800
34,500
12,200
13,500

179,700

22,5v0
649,600
113,100

12, 000

227,300
52,800
60,000

300,900
25,800

57,300
13,500
79,300

248,200
29,000

11,000
115,600
79,100
36,400

137,000
6, 100

643,

3 ,i, 7 3
325,700

3,863,200

429,000
686, ! C
16 ,200

636,0^00EZ6,300
777,400
430,500
140,500

1,803, 600
690,800

499,300
338,700
629,200
778,500
226,300

663,00D
1, 432, 600
1,749,300

577,900
373,000

766,630
140,300
195,600
103,600
132,500

356,900
267,900

2,746.900
685,500
152,100

1,292,300
624,700
50.,700

2,208,000
251,400

4-2,800
142,000
_64 700

1,607,900
245,100

68 ,6700
8 /CO
3, 800
7% 200
87,80

,JII /". an Y/t

year i9/G06,

1

w

,a

ti
1

1
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APPENcDIX B

Federal Expenditures for Social Services Under Prior Law

and Under P.L. 92-512
(Dollars in Thousands)

y

s
3

3

i

a

1

i

t'

Most Recent Estimate
of Fiscal 1972

Federal Costs

12,479

7,617

.4,286

9,181

221,049

18,518

9,606

15,162

9,162

65,864

32,848

1,227

1,483

181,317

August 1972 Estimate
of Fiscal 1973 Costs
Under Prior Law

135,000

18,971

6,304

8,750

272,999

30,603

22,712

26,361

20,798

113,572

206,475

2,588

24,871

211,603

Limitation on
Federal Costs Under
P.L. 92-5121/

42,140

3,902

23,351

23,747

245,733

28,298

37,002

6,783

8,980

87,150

56,667

9,712

9,076

135,076

Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

1/ P.L. 92-512 provides for the Secretary of L.alth, Ed catton, ad fare to

allocate the $2.5 billion national limit among the States on the basis of pop-

ulation according to the most recent satisfactory data available from the

Department of Commerce. Accordingly, the amounts shown in the third column

would vary somewhat fro year to year. This table does not reflect the addi-

tional amounts available in fiscal 1973 under the savings clause in H.R. 1

(P.L. 92-603.)

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona

Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

Dist. of Col.

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois
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owa

Kansas

xentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Mary.Land

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnesota

.Iississippi

Montana

Na'oraska

Nevada

New hapshire

New Jersey

New Mexico

New York

Most 'ecent Estimate
of Fiscal 1972
Federal Cost

10 ,020

6,360

12,411

29,506

6,262

19,467

51,759

31,591

39,008

1,692

13,101

2,891

7,245

1,582

2,687

30,891

11,501

497,715

August 1972 Estimate
oZ isca1 1973 Costs

Undr PiorLaw

7,415

30,024

34,375

6,665

415,721

95,952

108,912

72,375

269,393

16,910

;,270

12,564

1,930

4,857

415,944

33,404

854,850

Limitation on
FederL Coats Unider

.L. 92-512

63,522

34,612

27,109

39,607

44,661

12,354

43,695

69,477

109 ,036

46,774

27,169

57,063

8,632

13,309

6,327

9,256

88,446

12,786

220,497

I
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North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

TOTAL

Most Recent Estimate
of Fiscal 1972
Federal Costs

19,922

3,315

18,323

25,446

24,629

54,907

5,203

6,349

2,249

17,618

58,017

4,263

2,285

16,196

31,777

7,434

36,541

467

2/
1,710,243

3/
4,658,152~

August 1972 Estimate
of Fiscal 1973 Costs
Under Prior Law

50,904

3,957

90,000

48,496

25,153

106,469

15,800

176 ,224

2,929

227,625

179,468

5,250

2,599

32,136

90,571

16 ,771

58,500

608

2,500,000

Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.

Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
2/ Includes $3,533,(000) for

3/ Includes $4,474,(000) for
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Limitation on

Federal Costs Under
P.L. 92-512

62,598

7,588

129, 450

31,623

26,196

143,180

11,622

31,995

8,152

48,395

139,855

13,518

5,547

57,195

41,336

21,382

54,266

4,142


