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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
1 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 2 population basis of
the $2.5 billion national limit.

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

ik vt R

5 of proposals which had been made over the past few years for ending the previously
| open-ended type of funding available for social services.

g 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
.cverall 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 priof 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

S i Gl b e B Sl e Ll L

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, the term
is so broad in meaning as to defy precise definitiom. 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 self-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-

tion, counselling, child care, and other social and supportive services toO 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
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." TFor example, in the regulaticns 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 (o 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 additionm, the
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regulations provide that services not specifically falling within any of the cate-
gories spelled out in the regulations may be submitted for approval by the Depart-

ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

Hh

Funding of social services prior to enactment of P.L. §2-512

Under the law existing prior to enactment of P.L. 92-312, soclal services

which States provided under their public assistance programs approved under 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 Sccial
Security Act did not place any dollar limitation on the total amcunt 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 soclal 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 OT 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/

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

National Journal of June 17, 1972 (pages 1007-1014).
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ial services under the Social Security Act

The orliginal 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 loczl 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 alsc 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

welfare 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
limitatipns prescribed by the Secretary,'" permitted them in other cases where. the
services could not be "as economically or efficiently provided by the staff [of

Fhe welfare agency]."

The report of the Committee on Ways and Means on the 1962 amendments?while
expressing ;he hope that the broadened social service provisions would be effec-
tive in reducing dependency on welfare, continued to view services primarilylas
being prqvided to recipients of welfare and by the staff of welfaré 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 introducticn 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 servicés to‘past and poten-
tial recipilents, 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 serviced'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 goverament 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 Inceniive (WIN) program for families in the AFDC cate-
gory, and the social services changes were viewed in the context of the require-
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, the 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 accoun:t 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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s will be needed in 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 o her

agencies and institutions.

The

basic reason for the

exception is the variety of existing arrangements around
the country in which scme 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.

Growth in funding of social services

The following table shows the growth of Federal social services costs

over a seven-year period:

57)

Federal Share of Sccial 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
1973 est. 4,658,152,000:j

i S e

1/ Estimate as of August 1972 which did not tzke 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,
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Educatlon and Welfare (which was vetced on Avgust 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. 1In July 1972, further revised estimates were presented at a conference
cf Governors' representatives and State 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 1in 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
Ellict L. Richardson cited the inability of the Federal governmment 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 efectiveness 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 & uniform manner
watering the entire country, but in a way which funnels a
greatly disproproportionate 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 Appropriations,
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 appropriatioms 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 6,670,000 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 in

the 1973 HEW appropriations bill (H.R. 15417). Rather than the percentage increase

e et
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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 Federal funding
for social services. (Although the bill actually only included appropriations
with respect to a $1.2 billion 1¢vel of social services, the report of the Appro-
priations Committee toock note of the fact that State estimates submitted to the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as of May 1972 indicated that Federal
funding in excess of $2 billion would be requested for the year.)'

The $2.5 billion limit for 1973 proposed by the Senate Committee on Appropri-
ations was agreed to by the full Senate but was eliminated from the appropriatioans
bill by the House-Senate Conference 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 which 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-
ationsg Committees 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 conside:ation to
population, per capita income, welfare consolidation, and past
experience in social services program delivery. It 1is antici-
pated that such a plan could become effective no later than
January 1, 1973. (House Report 92-1280)

On August 16, 1972, the President vetoed the 1973 HEW appropriatioms bill,
H.R. 15417, and the House of Representatives sustained 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

Ia June of 1970, the Administration submitted to the Senate TFinance 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 Securify Act which would have restructured social serv-
ices programs and placed the funding of those programs on a closed-end basis with
a2 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 sérvices title which had been included in the June versionm.

In 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 subseguent 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 insufficilent 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 share 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. 1 also provided a more detailed definition than is
in existing law of what constitutes soclal services for which Federal matchigg
funds may be provided.

Before H.R. 1 was reporteﬁ to the Senate, however, the Committee on Finance
adopted somewhat different limitations on social services as an amendment to the
revenue sharing bill, H.R. 14370, which the Committee 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 per se, other 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 perceunt 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 genmerally, under the
Finance Committee 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 (irtended to replace social service funding but not earmarked for

socilal 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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amount 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 Law 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. The limita-
tion applicable to any State is determined by dividing this overall $2.5 billion
limit among the fifty States and the District of Columbia in proportion to their
relative populatioms. 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 ﬁational 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 Act 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 recipilents 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 amentally 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 categories, 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
Puerto 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 socizl
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
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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 matching 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 statement of the managers on the part of the House
and the Senate in the Conference report on H.R. 14370 indicates that this provi-

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

‘of the Senate Committee on Finance on the bill H.R. 1 includes the following

statement.

"rhe Committee directs the

Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare to lssue regulations prescribing the conditions under
which State welfare agenciles 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. 484)
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 cf the Conference Report on H.R. 1. (Congressional

Record, daily edition, October 17, 1972, p. H 10211)
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croen 13, 1072, |
Hon, Wmetr D. MrLLs, : |
Chairman, House Ways and Means Commit- i

tee, Washvingion, D.C, |

DEar M=, CHARMAN: As we have discussed,
I rm most councerncd about the leglslative
blstory which kas been mede regarding use
of donated private funds for soctal servicess :
matching undsr Title IV A of the Soclal .
Security Act. In Its report on ER. 1, the Sen-~ ‘
ate Finance Commlttee dlrected IEW to ia-
sue regulations prehiblting the use of sucia
funds for this purnose.

Having served a3 Urnited Fund chalrman .
in ths past, I am convinced that this kind of !
partnership between private donations and |
public agencles snould be eacouraged rather .
than discourn and I would sirongly urge
that the legislative history so far created on
this point be modilled.

United Pund representatives heave indi-

nted thet thelr coaiributions to state sc-
cial service agencies now amount to apnrox-
‘metely 617 million dollars per year, sSomae
605 of which i3 beilng used for child care.
They acincowledge thaot in & few cases, the i
goclal service sgencies have in turn con- £
racted with United Pund agencies to pro-
vide services which may be more directed to-
ward United Fund pricritics than the state {
social service plan prioritiss. They would be ¥
very much willing to accept the limitation
that donated fucds inay be used for match-
ing purpeses only if the funds are spont for ;
services In sccordapce with the state plans
A and nct mercly to provide for Unlited Fund !
| priorities. ¥

I thank you for your key role in obtaln- i
- - ing Congressional acceptance of the celling L

on social services spending &s part of the X
goeneral revenusg sharing bill. With this pro-
vision, I am sure that we can now begin to
cbtain the necessary control over this im-
portant program. However, I belleve a pro=
nibition on public-private partnership in this
fleld would be a great misteke, and your as=-
slstance In correcting this point in the legis-
lative history on H.R. 1 would be very much
appreciated.

With best wishes,

Sincerely,

A R A T b i ol il e

Erpior L. RICHARDSON.

Savings Clause in H.R. 1.

H.R. 1, the welfare-social security bill passed by Congress at the end of the
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 Federal matching (up to 350 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 equal to three-fourths of its limit under

the regular provisions of Public Law 92-512 plus an amount (not exceeding $50

e
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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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APPENDIX A

EXPENDITURES OF STATE GOVERNMENTS

{ Dellars In thousands )

Fedoeral thare of sikial sorvices

Pereentage Foderal share  Federal revenun
increase, of cash assistance sharing unrines
1971 te 1973 liscal ycar Hv 14370
Fiscal year [increase belweon 19/34 (st grans
Fiscal yaar Fiscal yaar + Fiscal year 1973 (Governor's col, (1) and
1971 1972 1973 (HiwW) 13 Confurence)s col. (4}]
(1) (2 (3) {4) (5 {6} 7 M
sotaler e $745,381 $1,546,756  $2,158,270  $4,692,516 529 $7,104,378  §$5,300,000 $35,455,300
Alabama sz 6,802 11,667 41,250 144,489 2,024 155,208 80,100 643,500
(11, T [ 1,86 ,9¢0 18,906 19,724 58 6,06 6,600 186,500
ANZONA; v s v 2,830 4,696 5,304 6,700 137 4B,775 46,160 363,703
CAPRaNSsas.. ..o 2,003 3553 4,725 18,450 821 98,873 38,400 325,700
Califormid . vosimians 210,823 252,749 272,99 273,000 29 1,024,925 610,800 3,868,200
Colorado, o oovsmeremnsn 11,741 18,993 22,655 29,800 154 72,443 59,400 429,000
Connecticut...... i 7,590 , 169 15,829 18,829 148 66,662 72,700 686,10
Oelaware.. ... ... 2,844 20,000 35,000 48,750 1,544 12,615 17,300 169,800
District of Columbia.... 7,04 9,057 10,056 32,000 354 84,194 26,000 636,000
Elocida.. . . ooy 13,128 94,558 112,611 112,610 758 207,922 150,000 ££86,300
Geergia SREE 12,083 31,311 58,025 222,557 1,74 204,342 102,400 777,400
Hawan . 519 1,59 2,05 ,378 353 23,419 25,900 430,500
117 1,7 P - 1,218 1,633 2,287 3,800 220 17,582 15,400 140,500
LGS ., o i o 28,275 181,156 147,458 172,500 510 471,158 301,700 1,808,600
RGN oo mmmsiesnmny 2,516 5835 ,G8 15,000 496 101,626 113,800 650,800
lowa Ep—— 6,810 9,789 12,809 13,500 98 60,868 67,800 499,300
Kansas. ........ 5,879 7,414 7,614 415 43 60,299 47,800 338,700
Kentucky... 6,394 12,337 19,381 30,024 370 98,242 71,800 629,200
Louisiana. .. ... 9,296 12,856 16,308 34,875 275 201,897 83,200 778,500
Maing........... 3,563 6,570 7,182 20,000 451 46,595 18, 228,300
Maryland 15,096 18,771 21,820 417,713 2,657 88,481 117,500 663,000
Massachusstis. 8,375 16,670 19,701 60,000 616 53,512 175,000 1,432,600
Michigan 17,621 41,600 85,838 85,900 387 303,927 243,700 1,745,300
Hinneseta S " 15,402 20,092 24,111 96,500 527 132,659 114,100 577,909
MissIssIppi ..o 1,088 1.775 14,238 463,572 42,118 97,158 46,000 373,000
Missouri . L 11,948 12,965 16,335 15,335 37 145,575 107,500 766,600
Montana . 2,115 3,000 ,300 1,028 =31 12,672 16,800 140,360
Nebraska 5,809 7,24 12,564 12,600 117 33,678 34,500 195,600
Nevada . ...ooienas 1,004 1,800 580 2,000 g9 9,763 12,200 108,600
New Hampshire........ 2,050 2,633 3,033 6,000 183 15,427 13,500 132,
New Jersey 29,958 30,362 38,320 58,300 a5 201,740 179,700 856,500
New Mexico . . ... 3,826 3,655 6,396 47,000 1,128 34,815 22,50 267,500
New York S 88.627 382,078 618,443 850,000 859 836,123 649,600 2,746,500
North Ceroling. ........ 12,819 19,816 47,10 50,388 293 107,843 113,100 685,500
North Deketa 2,465 3,236 ,85 4,957 101 14,103 5 152,100
Ohic 11,079 18,261 22,518 €0,015 442 218,700 227,300 1,292,360
Oklahoma 7.520 10,446 11,609 4,004 618 105,945 52,800 624,700
Oregon < 24,271 20,816 24,907 30,736 27 50,395 60,000 502,700
Pennsylvania.,. .. 36,337 €0,884 100,627 264,600 625 351,011 300,900 2,208,000
Rhode Island...... 4,388 5,686 62 , 800 260 25,4 25,800 251,400
South Carolina.... ..., 3.592 6,890 14,138 214,133 £,862 50,712 57,800 432,800
South Dakota..... .. ... 2,049 2,559 2,929 12,929 43 18,158 13,500 142,000
Tennessee 9,949 21,900 43,500 230,212 2,214 117,801 79,300 564,700
Teuas - . e 12,563 15,196 42,402 178,621 1,278 392,593 248,200 1,607,900
Utah 3,123 4,264 5,250 7,214 131 33,000 29,000 245,100
Vermeont .. 1,646 2,356 2,599 2,600 58 21,307 11,000 147,400
Vitginia L 10,186 16,206 19,604 31,954 o 214 109,818 115,6C0 €89,600
Washington . 31,178 49,460 57,924 74,154 138 83,432 79,100 833,700
Yest Virginia W a 7,911 6,578 7.871 15,400 ; 35 53,725 36,400 3E4,800
Wisconsin . ..., 18,026 40,475 58,500 113,500 530 81,59 137,600 765,20
WYOmIng. ... vooo wins 728 579 é pcle:] -16 5,582 6,100 87,600

4 Source: Depsrtmant of KEW.

A _a106 on May 1972 sstimates recelved from the States,

Rovited Slate satimates prasenied at July 17, 1972 confarsnce of Governors' repee:

Trtatives and Siala social sarnce sdminlabralons.
4 Gowrca: HEW Dudget juslifications.

5 Source: W, Rept. 92-1018, p. 3.

©Sourng: Burasu of the Cansus, Amounts are rounded and exclude capital oullays. pay-
mants 1iada 10 locel goveramaents, and insurance trust azpeadituras.
5tate did nol report new salimate, May estimate (col, 3) used.

SOURCE: Senate Committee on Finance, Hearings on Revenue Sharing, July 20, 1972.
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APPENDIX B

Federal Expenditures for Social Services Under Prior Law
and Under P.L. 92-512
(Dollars in Thousands)

Most Recent Estimate Limitation on

RSP SIS S S T SOSSSCR SYCT NS SIS SR TERSIE S S 1~

PWCHERTOE S S LR

of Fiscal 1972
Federal Costs

August 1972 Estimate
of Fiscal 1973 Costs
Under Prior Law

Federal Coste Under
P.L. 92-512%/

Alabama 12,479 135,000 42,140
Alaska T3 BLT 18,971 3,902
Arizona 4,286 6,304 23,351
Arkansas 9,181 8,750 23,747
Califormia 221,049 272,999 245,733
‘Colorado 18,518 30,603 28,298
Connecticut 9,606 22,712 37,002
Delaware 15,162 26,361 6,783
Dist. of Col. 9,162 20,798 8,980
Florida 65,864 113,572 87,150
Georgila 32,848 206,475 56,667
Hawaii 1,227 2,588 9,712
Idzho 1,483 24,871 9,076
Illinois 181,317 211,603 135,076
Source: Department of Health, Education, and Welfare

;j P.L. 92-512 provides for the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare to

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

ulation according to the most recent satisfactory data available from the

Department of Commerce.

would vary somewhat from year to year.
tional amounts available in fiscal 1973 under the savings clause in H.R. 1
(.L. 92-603.)

Accordingly, the amounts shown in the third column
This table does not reflect the addi-
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Limitation on
Federal Costs Under
P,L. 92-512

Most Recent Estimate
of Fiscal 1972
Federal Costs

August 1972 Ecstimate
of Fiscal 1973 Costs
Under Prior Law

Indiana 6,281 20,000 63,522
Iowa 10,020 13,500 34,612
Kangas 6,360 75415 27,109
Kentucky 12,411 30,024 39,607
Louisiana 29,506 34,875 44,661
Maine 6,262 6,665 12,354
Maryland 19,467 415,721 48,695
Massachusetts 514759 95,952 69,477
Michigan 3145591 108,912 109,038
Minnesota 39,008 72,375 46,774
Migsissippi 1,692 269,393 27,169
Mis;ouri 13,101 16,910 57,063
Montana 2,891 3,270 8,632
Nebraska 7,245 12,564 18,309 |
Nevada 1,532 1,980 6,327
New Hampshire 2,687 4,857 9,256
New Jersey 30,891 415,944 88,446
New Mexilco 11,501 33,404 12,786
New York 497,715 854,850 220,497
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Most Recent Lstimate August 1972 Estimate Limitation on

of Fiscal 1972 of Fiscal 1973 Costs Federal Costs Under

Federal Costs Under Prior Law P.L. 92-512
North Carolina 19,922 | 50,904 62,598
North Dakota 3,315 3,957 7,588
Ohio 18,323 90,000 129,453
Oklahoma 25,446 48,496 31,623
Oregon 24,629 | 25 4153 26,196
Pennsylvania 54,907 106,469 143,180
Rhode Island 54,203 15,800 11,622
South Carolina 6,349 176,224 31,995
South Dakota 2,249 2,929 8152
Tennessee 17,618 227,625 48,395
Texas 58,017 179,468 139,855
Utah 4,263 5,250 13,518
Vermont 2,285 23599 : 5,547
Virginia 16,196 32,136 57,195
Washington 31,777 90,571 : 41,336
West Virginia 7,434 16,771 21,382
Wisconsin 36,541 58,500 54,266
Wyoming 467 608 4,142

2/ 2/

TOTAL 1,710,243 4,658,152 2,500,000

2/ 1Includes $3,533,(000) for Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
3/ Includes $4,474,(000) for Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.




