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FUTURE DIRECTIONS OF SOCIAL SECURITY

THURSDAY, MAY 1, 1975
U.S. SENATE,

Srrcian, COMMITTEE ON AGING,
Washington, D.C.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:30 a.m. in room 6226,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Edward M. Kennedy, presiding.

Present: Senators Kennedy, Pell, Chiles, Clark, Fong, Percy, and
Stafford.

Also present: David Affeldt, chief counsel; John Guy Miller,
minority staff director; Margaret Fayé and Gerald Yee, minority
professional staff members; Patricia Oriol, chief clerk; Gerald
Strickler, printing assistant ; and Kathryn Dann, assistant chief clerk.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDWARD M.
KENNEDY, PRESIDING

Senator Kex~epY. I welcome the opportunity to chair this hearing
into the administrative problems revolving around the new supple-
mental security income program for the aged, blind,-and disabled.

This hearing of the Special Committee on Aging carries forward
the long series of thoughtful inquiries into the “Future Directions
of Social Security,” pioneered by the special committee chairman,
Frank Church.

And this hearing is crucial to that future. For we are asking
whether the Social Security Administration can retain its credibility
when computers fail, workers operate on pressure creating mandatory
overtime schedules, and when many beneficiaries of the system find
their checks too low, too high, or nonexistent. And in at least two
cases the beneficiary opened his mail to discover that the Social
Security Administration had declared him dead.

I met in Fitchburg, Mass., with a number of elderly men and
wwomen who told of checks that did not arrive, of months of anxious
waiting for a disability determination, of an unresponsive bureauc-
racy.

gnd then I met with union leaders and heard of mandatory over-
time, of their own frustrations at insufficient training, unclear direc-
tions, and impossible workloads.

And I must say that my office in Massachusetts has been virtually
besieged over the past year with this problem. During the period
June to September 1974 we had close to 2,000 pending social security
cases, including disability and SSI, and we met with social security
officials several times, as well as with an HEW inspection team.

(973)
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More recently, the Massachusetts Association of Older Americans,
Inc., has broadcast a call to Massachusetts elderly with complaints
about SSI. Their telephones have been ringing ever since. Walter
Cross, the vice president of the group, will testify this morning, but
%let1 me cite just one case to demonstrate why this hearing is being

eld:

Eighty-year-old Mrs. Laura Vooris of Newtonville, Mass., called
to report that she had filed an SSI application in April 1974. Five
months later, after receiving no checks and no response, the Social
Security Administration was called again. An employee told her to
send in her bank book, which she did. o

In January and February of 1975 the Social Security Admini-
stration called again. Once the answer was that the application was
being processed. A second time the answer was that the computer
had broken down. A third call in March—the answer still was that
the application was in process. Yesterday, more than a year after
originally applying, she has yet to receive a check.

Nor is this problem solely in Massachusetts. It was in Idaho where
Senator Church was approached by a woman who had been told by
the Social Security Administration that she was not receiving a
check because she had died. X

And it was in Florida where a series of snafus prompted Senator
Chiles and other State congressmen to seek an investigation by the
General Accounting Office; it was in Rhode Island where Senator
Pell found long delays in processing appeals; and in Connecticut
where Senator Ribicoff found similar problems.

But it is not solely the older citizens who are angry and frustrated.
The employees themselves are rebelling. They have a proud record
of past accomplishment and they are not happy about being in a
sitdlllation where the snafus are becoming standard operating pro-
cedure.

The American Federation of Government Employees local news-
letter of March 1975 contains these comments. From Lynn, Mass.,
workers said :

People are coming into the office complaining, screaming they’ll call their con-
gressman, and there’s just nothing we can do about it. Rejects, rejects, rejects;
th:.it’i all you ever see, Correct a reject? Never happen. Even your correction
rejects.

We find 260,000 backlogged cases acknowledged by Social Security
Administration as awaiting admission to the SSI computer rolls.
And we still have another 20,000 per month already approved as
eligible who find themselves each month without all or a part of
their rightful check.

If we are told that 20,000 individual recipients do not receive
their appropriate checks each month, we are talking about a far
greater number over the course of the year.

And we are talking about individuals who rely on that check,
not for extra dollars, but for the money they need to pay for the
food they eat, for the oil they burn, for the clothes they wear—for
the basic necessities of life.

There is an additional issue as well. For while there are some
4 million Americans on SST today, an increase of 1 million over the
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level receiving assistance before the program was initiated, the
initial estimates were that more than 6 million American aged,
blind, and disabled would be eligible for the program. Thus, part
of our concern over the operation of the program must be to review
the steps being taken to expand the outreach of SSI.

As we listen to the witnesses this morning, we must be clear that
the concern we have expressed, regarding the administration of the
SSI program, is in part stimulated by the recognition that the
Social Security Administration has compiled a respected and im-
pressive record over the past 40 years. _

I believe there are three overall questions which must be addressed :
First, what steps can be taken to protect the individual, to cushion
his or her life from the effects of failures of the systems? That is
why Senator Pell’s legislation, S. 985, which I have cosponsored, is
so crucial to insure fairness to social security recipients.

Second, what are the areas of training, permanent staff additions,
or additional computer and other facilities that would permit the
Social Security Administration to match its performance with SSI
to its distinguished record of the past 40 years?

And, finally, whether the history of the events of attempting to
implement the SSI program reflect another basic argument for estab-
lishing the Social Security Administration as an independent agency,
separate from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
Two former Commissioners of the Social Security Administration
and at least two past Secretaries of HEW have recommended that
action. I have cosponsored legislation introduced by the chairman,
Senator Church, to achieve that goal.

And so we begin this hearing with a goal of achieving not only
greater equity for SSI and social security recipients, but also for
assuring a continued high level of performance in the Social Security
Administration.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLAIBORNE PELL

Senator Prrr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for co-
sponsoring S. 985.

Each month, as you pointed out, almost 10,000 social security title
IT OASDI recipients and more than an additional 5,000 SSI recip-
ients were the victims of delayed or stolen social security benefit
checks. Whether the culprit in the first instance was a misprogramed
computer, or a thief, or even if the check loss was accidental, the
unnecessary and unfortunate result was the same: a waiting period
which averaged 8 weeks and extended in many cases to 5 months or
more to get a simple replacement check.

Loxne Warrine Periobs

When you say this in general terms, it does not bring to your heart
and your mind the real distress it is for the individual; I am think-
ing here, for example, of a lady in Cranston, R.I., my own State—
one example of the hundreds of thousands around the country, but
vou have to think of these in personal terms. She is an old lady and
she correctly reported the theft of a check and requested a substitute
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i February 1974. Repeated requests brought no result and she con-
tacted my office. I was told a substitute check would be delivered in
2 weeks. That was in October.

A month later, in November, when no check had arrived. again we
were on touch with the Social Security Administration, and finally—
I must say it was a great service—a Secret Service agent delivered
the check to her on December 3—10 months later.

And while a check for this amount may not mean much to the
witnesses or the Senators on each side of this table, it means a tre-
mendous amount to a person whose total livelihood—total food, lodg-
ing, heat, clothing—depends on these checks.

Last year almost 70,000 Americans requested reconsideration of
their claims to disability insurance benefits under title II. Although
more than one-half of those cases would later be won on appeal. the
average waiting time for that decision was 163 days, and regional
wailting averages were as great as 198 days in New England.

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert a table in the
record showing the various waiting times around the country.

Senator Kex~EpY. So ordered.

[The material referred to follows:]

HOW WAITING TIMES HAVE INCREASED FOR SOCIAL SECURITY CLAIMS IN THE LAST 12 MONTHS (ELAPSED TIME
BETWEEN FILING APPEAL AND DECISION)

[Number of days}

Region January 1974 January 1975
L BOSHOM . L e 198 214
. New York_______. 165 229
H1. Philadelphia__._. 120 223
IV. Atlanta__________ 114 183
V. Chicago. . 167 2€6
VI. Dallas.__ 90 168
Vil. Kansas 141 210
VIII, Denver.... 126 238
I1X. San Francisco 113 208
X. Seattle__.____._ 136 160

National average .. . e, 163 203

Senator Prrr. This table points out how it has increased in the
last 12 months.

I am hopeful that Commissioner Cardwell and Mr. Mode will be
able to clarify some policies for us today. I am hopeful they can give
us some solid information and insights on the specific problems in-
volved in the replacement of lost, stolen, and delayed monthly benefit
checks. T hope they will explain and propose remedies to these huge
delays and regional discrepancies within the hearings and appeals
process.

Delays in the timely receipt of monthly benefit checks and the
multimonth delays within the hearing and appeal processes take a
devastating toll in the lives of hundreds of thousands of older, dis-
abled, and low-income Americans.

I will not begin here to recount the many examples of unpardonable
delays and administrative bungling which I have heard about from
my own-constituents. I am certain that all of us here are painfully




aware of the sorts of administrative foulups which do seem to occur
regularly, whether it be in Baltimore, or in the regional or district
offices. or in the chambers of the administrative law judges.

In this regard, I recognize the very real need for more personnel,
for more people, particularly for more administrative law judges,
who can help bring some necessary speed to this process.

I mailed a report on social security to my constituents in Rhode
Tsland 3 wecks ago. I included a questionnaire seeking information
on their experiences with the SSA and on their expectations of the
role that social security benefits would play in their retirement
income.

I would ask unanimous consent that a copy of that report be in-
serted in the record.

Senator Kex~epy. So ordered.®

Senator Perr. My office has been literally flooded with replies to
this newsletter, and for a Senator from Rhode Island to be flooded
with letters in a State of our low population means very real concern
among these people. Sixty percent of the 10,000 replies contain much
more than checkmarks in boxes; they contain long, handwritten state-
ments of problems, frustrations, and anguish at the social security
bureaucracy, at the system, and at the computer.

These frustrations are felt not only by social security recipients or
applicants. Many district offices are just as angry at the problems they
see and the men and women in district offices of social security de-
serve a great deal of credit for the long hours and difficult circum-
stances under which they must work. They must tell recipients to
wait for a computer which they know will routinely botch up simple
data processing chores.

For example, one social security staffer wrote:

Can we serve the public? Under the circumstances, the answer is an unquali-
fied “No.” The public knows we cannot. These of us who deal directly with the
public know we cannot.

Tt is particularly enlightening in this regard to read the March 1,
1975. edition of the New England Courier, which is the house organ
for the American Federation of Government Employees, Local 1164.
This edition of the letter contains more than 75 comments from local
social security office employees on the administrative problems which
recipients and the employees face every day.

T would ask unanimous consent that this newsletter be included in
the record.

Senator Kexnepy. So ordered.**

Senator Perr. I would note that in the audience here, the AFGE
iz ably represented by their New England chairman-director, Dan
Kearney.

Sociat. Securiry Ructeients Famness Act

I recently submitted legislation, S. 985, the Social Security Re-
cipients Fairness Act, which I believe would relieve many of the
human tragedies that we have discussed together. Thirty-eight Sen-

*See appendix 1. item 1, p. 1049,
**See appendix 1, item 2, p. 1050.
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ators have cosponsored this bill, and T believe they share the deep
dissatisfaction with the performance to date of the SSA in identify-
Ing and solving its internal problems.

We may hear a lot of statistics today and a great deal of computer
terminology to rationalize delays and errors, but an agency which
has the largest computer system in the world, paid for by the taxes
of all Americans, must be held accountable for its own performance
and efficiency. :

.This is the philosophy behind my legislation. I believe this bill
will serve as a bridge to a more efficient administrative process. It
would provide the impetus for social security to act expeditiously
and fairly with the individual who suffers as the consequence of a
bureaucratic mistake. '

When the Social Security Administration begins to operate within
a proper time frame, then the provisions of this bill will not be trig-
gered. In that sense, this is transitional : to provide the force for SSA
to change, and to remain behind the scenes as a guardian of fair
treatment for the individual.

This bill provides that if there is a 8-day delay in the receipt of
a check, or if the check has been stolen, and the intended recipient
notifies the Social Security Administration of the theft of the check,
then, within 1 day’s receipt of that notification, a replacement check
will be issued.

It also provides that there will be no unfair reductions resulting
from overpayment. There would be no greater deduction than 25
percent in a specific month of the social security recipient’s income,
where now it is 100 percent.

It provides, too, that there must be a determination within 90 days
of the case, of an appeal of a citizen, and if it has not been decided
within 90 days, it will tentatively be considered in his favor: and if
later on it is in his disfavor, the amount paid out would be non-
recoverable. "

If the appeal involves a question of an existing disability, then
there would be 110 days that would elapse before a decision would
have to be made, and it also includes this same speedup for the black
lung treatment.

Mr. Chairman, at this point I would request that the text of S. 985,
the Social Security Recipients Fairness Act, and my statement upon
its introduction be placed in the record. .

Senator Ken~epy. So ordered.*

Senator PeLr. One final thought : Senator Kennedy and I, the other
Senators, and all of you on the other side of the table will be talking
about a lot of intellectually prepared statistical sheets, but I think
the politicians, particularly those who have been out with the rank-
and-file of our constituents, recognize the agony and anguish that
result when a family or a disabled individual—usually a widow—
does not receive the money on which they depend for their total live-
lihood for 2 or 3 months, and what that means in human terms to
that person.

*See appendix 1, items 3 and 4, pp. 1055 and 1059.




Senator Foxc. Mr. Chairman, I have to leave. May I have my
statement put in the record?

Senator Kunnrny. Yes; without objection, it will be inserted now.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HIRAM L. FONG

Senator Foxg. As the Committee on Aging begins this review of
supplementary security income program under the Social Security
Act, it should be emphasized that SST is intended to be an important
element in a national commitment that the lives of all older Ameri-
cans should be ones of independence, honor, and dignity.

A review of the legislative history of this program, beginning with
the late Senator Winston Prouty’s introduction of his older Ameri-
cans income assurance bill, a forerunner of SSI, underscores congres-
sional intent that SST should not be “just another welfare program.”

SSI is intended to be a fiscally responsible method of assuring that
no elderly, blind, or totally disabled person shall be deprived of the
basic necessities of life. .

While standards of need are necessary, it has been our intention
that income supplements necessary to provide a reasonable minimum
income for all older individuals should be provided under SSI with
a minimum of redtape or administrative snarls. Often those most
in need and most deserving of help are those least able to cope with
bureaucratic intricacies and paperwork. This should be at the fore-
front of our minds as we look at SSI’s performance and its future.

As we examine shortcomings in SSI’s performance to date—and
they are many—we must acknowledge that every new program of
such magnitude will have problems. Our purpose in looking at these
problems should be to solve them with dispatch.

I shall look forward with deep interest to testimony by our wit-
nesses and their analysis of both positive and negative elements in
the SST record. Their recommendations for SSI improvement should
be most useful. '

Whether-the need is for new legislation, for changes in regulations,
better administrative techniques, or for better public understanding
of the program, corrective action should begin promptly—always re-
membering that our purpose is to help people who are often least
able to help themselves. :

Senator KeExNEDY. Senator Stafford.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERT T. STAFFORD

Senator Starrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this opportunity
to make a very brief statement.

The ground has been so well covered by the chairman and by the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island that there is very little
left that I would add, except that this problem of social security
payment errors does need a high level of attention on the part of the
Social Security Administration. This is extremely important in terms
of the benefits to the beneficiaries of the system.

And Vermont has not been an exception to the problems that we
have had in receipt of social security benefits and SSI payments to
people living in my State.
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CoyxprUTER ErRRoRs

I recall, about a year ago, I guess, when a series of checks came in
which were large. Then conflicting orders were issued as to whether
or not they were to be cashed or returncd. Some were cashed and .
some were returned. In the meantime, we were assured that frantic
efforts were underway to correct the computer errors which appar-
ently had caused the problem.

But at the end of the month, although we were beginning to heave
a sigh of relief and believed that the errors had been corrected, the
new set of checks which the computer had spewed out were also in
error. Another month followed in which we hoped that that was
being corrected; but, lo and behold, to my recollection today, the
third month, once again, the computer had made mistakes. '

Now, this Senator knows that computers are not infallible. For
about 4 years this Senator got billed regularly by one of the large
stores in this area under the title of Rear Adm. Robert Stafford. Not
being a rear admiral and, although I would have enjoyed the title
but feeling that I was not entitled to it, I, on a monthly basis, asked
the store in question to please change the billing since I was a lowly
Senator and not a rear admiral. After 4 years they finally simply
removed all titles, and I am now billed as Robert Stafford—period. So
I understand that computers make errors.

I hope, especially in the matter of social security benefit payments,
that the computer problems can be corrected and that the administra-
tion’s performance here can be of a very high level. I think it is very
important for the welfare of this country generally, and its senior
people in particular.

I know the Commissioner and his colleagues have been aware of
the problem, and I think they have been working to correct it.

Mcr. Chairman, I look forward to these hearings and the testimony.

Thank you.

Senator Kex~epy. Senator Clark.

Senator Crark. Mr. Chairman, I do not have a prepared statement.

Seléator Kex~xepy. All right. Senator Percy, do you have a state-
ment ¢

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CEHARLES H. PERCY

Senator Percy. I have no formal statement, but I wish to say two
things to the distinguished witnesses this morning.

First, I am happy to report that my 84-year-old mother has always
received her social security checks on time and, to the best of her
knowledge, they have been accurate, and I am sure that you do not
hear from tens of millions of people when everything goes well.

Second, I would like to report that, at a quarter to I this morning
while in Cincinnati, sleeping soundly in the hotel after a speech at the
Women’s Clubs of Ohio, I had a telephone call from a colonel in the
Air Force who sounded like he had been drinking like a sergeant
and whose intelligence level was such that he should not have ever
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been above a buck private, complaining to me about his mother’s
social security check—and she lives in Illinois.

I wish I had your home phone number, Mr. Cardwell—I hope
that he remembers that he called me this morning, when he gets to
his office, and follows through with my snggestion that he write me,
because I want to find out who it was that called me and also follow
up on the case.

We generally get the bad news and we get loaded up with it, and we
are delighted to have this opportunity to hear from you and question
you on what I know we are all interested in and have as a common
objective: to make the system work better. We are pleased to have
you here this morning.

So I have given you a report on the good and the bad.

Senator KexxEeDpY. Senator Chiles.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LAWTON CHILES

Senator Cuires. Mr. Chairman, I am delighted to have the oppor-
tunity to be here for this hearing and to see what progress we are
making.

I think, in a program as large as social security, there are always
going to be some complaints and there are always going to be some
problems. There have been complaints in Florida since I have been
in office. However, I have noticed-that in the past year those com-
plaints have accelerated tremendously in my State to the extent that
most of our time, in my district office in Florida, and most of the
mail we receive is concerned with those complaints—social security
matters, and especially medicare and medicaid payments, disburse-
ments—than anything else.

We know that there has been something in the papers recently
about some attempt to correct some of these problems, and we cer-
tainly hope that we will get more information on that in these hear-
ings because there has been a complete breakdown, virtually, in
Florida. People are just tremendously upset about the way their
payments are handled and the time that it takes once there has been
a problem.

Senator Xex~eEpy. Well, Mr. Commissioner, there have been seven
Senators here. T have seen more Senators here this morning than at .
most of the other meetings that I have been to in the Senate for a .
Jong time. That is a reflection of the great degree of interest that all
of us have in this program and the very deep willingness and desire
to work with you to make sure that it does work. I think we are all
very interested in finding out what we can do to make your job
casier.

1 have called Wally Mode at his office in Massachusetts many times
and all of us have been in touch with different regional groups. We
are very interested this morning to find out, if there are problems,
what we can do to make your job easier. We want you to be frank
and candid with us. We want to know so that the steps we will be
taking will be responsive to those problems. We want to be of what-
ever help we possible can, and we look forward to your testimony
and we welcome you here, Mr. Cardwell.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. CARDWELL, COMMISSIONER,
SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY ROBERT
L. TRACETENBERG, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF HEARINGS AND AP-
PEALS; SAMUEL E. CROUCH, ACTING DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF
DISABILITY INSURANCE; ELLIOT A. KIRSCHBAUM, ASSISTANT
TO COMMISSIONER ; SUMNER G. WHITTIER, DIRECTOR, BUREATU
OF SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME; WALTER W. MODE,
REGIONAL COMMISSIONER, BOSTON REGION

Mr. Carowrrs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would like first to introduce those who are at the table with me
representing the Social Security Administration.

To my immediate right is Sumner Whittier, who is the Director
of the Bureau of Supplemental Security Income and, as such, is the
primary program manager for the SSI program.

"To his immediate right is Mr. Walter W. Mode, who is the regional
commissioner for the New England area centered in Boston, Mass.

To his immediate right is Mr. Robert Trachtenberg, who is the new
Director of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals for the Social Secu-
rity Administration—and I want to emphasize “new” in that regard.
He is new for a reason, the reason being that we hope that his presence
will help us in the days ahead. '

To my immediate left is Elliot Kirschbaum, who is an Assistant to
the Commissioner and who has spent a good deal of last year trouble-
shooting the SSI program. In fact, he headed a special task force
established about a year ago to deal with special SSI problems.

To his immediate left is Mr. Samuel Crouch, who is the Acting
Director of the Bureau of Disability Insurance of the agency.

I would like to start out by expressing my appreciation for the
spirit of cooperation and the offers of assistance that have come to us,
not just from the members of the committee here today, but, from the
Congress generally. We cannot say that we have lacked support from
the Congress.

I would also like to make as clear as T can at the outset that our
intention is to lay before you everything we know, to be as open
as we know how to be, and to share with you both our problems and
our progress.

Before doing that, though, I would note for Senator Percy that
the last call that I had at 4 o’clock in the morning was also from a
beneficiary in the State of Iilinois. It must be something about
Illinois.

With the committee’s permission, what I would like to do is just
briefly summarize my statement, not to read it all, in the name of
time and brevity.

Senator KexNEpY. We will include it all in the record.*

Mr. Carpwerr. Thank you, sir. , .
Senator Kex~epy. I would also like to recognize Sumner Whittier,
who has been a distinguished public servant in Massachusetts for
many years. Some of us, on our side of the aisle, were glad when
Sumner came to Washington and he was not threatening us up there.

*See p. 1017,
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He is very well respected and he is universally known for his dedi-
cation to public service.

Mr. Carowerr. I am sure that it is just coincidence that we are
weighted on the side of Massachusetts on my right here.

Permit me to start with a brief summary of what the SSI program
looks like today.

As of the end of March, there were 4.1 million people as SSI
recipients. This is a net increase of 1 million recipients since the time
we converted from the State programs on January 1, 1974.

Of the more than 4 million SSI recipients, about 2.3 million are
aged and 1.8 million are either blind or disabled. Two-thirds, or
about 2.7 million of these people, were converted from the former
State rolls.

CoxversioN Torar Now ar 2.7 MirLion

We originally converted a gross number of over 3 million recip-
ients from the State programs, but in the almost 18 months that have
elapsed since the conversion, there has been a diminution, of course,
due to death and changes in living conditions and resources. The
net figure now is 2.7 million.

The remaining 1.4 million are newly eligible people, people that
we have brought on the SSI rolls in the last 18 months.

During the calendar year 1974, the monthly number of SSI bene-
ficiaries rose from the 3 million figure I cited a moment ago to 4
million. Total Federal-State spending for this category of Federal
recipients increased by 59 percent—from $3.3 billion spent in 1973
un%ier the former Federal-State programs to nearly $5.3 billion in
1974.

State expenditures during that period actually decreased slightly
by $43 million, and the Federal Government took up the difference.
In other words, our expenditures increased by about $2 billion, leav-
ing the States with an outlay level of about $1.3 billion.

Of the almost 2.8 million new claims filed since the SSI program
began operating, almost 91 percent, or 2.5 million, have been proc-
essed to completion, with 63 percent of these claims resulting in
eligibility for benefits.

In addition, there have been over 10.5 million inquiries made to
our local offices and telephone inquiry centers regarding the SSI
program, possibilities of eligibility, and so forth. And over 22,000
SST inquiries have been received in Baltimore.

T might note that, reflective of the growing concern on the part
of Congress about SSA service and the quality thereof, we received
almost 290,000 individual pieces of correspondence from the Congress
and leaders of industry and State governments during last year—not
just about SSI, of course, but SSA generally. It gives you some feel-
ing for the scale of what is happening.

Now, that is a picture of the SSI statistics about the number of °
people and how much money is being spent, and I think it shows that
the Federal Government has assumed from the States a larger share
of the responsibility and concern for this group of our citizens.

I am going to speak in a few minutes about the statistics concern-
ing work processing times, backlogs, and whatever. You have your




084

own data, I understand, a good bit of which I am sure was derived
from information furnished by us.

But before I go into that, I want to underscore my own feeling,
and it is a feeling that has come out of 18 months’ experience—I came
to SSA just about the time the conversion began—and that is that T
think we have had, with the possible exception of the hearings and
appeals process, a high watermark, a low watermark, or a critical
watermarl, whatever we should call it, in our administration of this
program. In other words, I think the worst is behind us, and I feel
quite confident in making this statement. I hope that our exchange
today will establish this to your satisfaction.

Let us talk a moment, then, about initial claims, the almost 2.8
million new claims filed since the SSI program began, almost 91
percent, of which have been processed.

Reconsiderations and appeals: As of the middle of March. we had
received over 155,000 requests for reconsideration of eligibility de-
cisions made by our local offices concerning SST claims; 95 percent of
these requests were based on medical determinations regarding dis-
ability.

At the same time, we had received 38,000 requests for formal hear-
ings filed by individuals who were not satisfied with the reconsidera-
tion results that they obtained.

To meet this workload we have had to recruit and train 279 hear-
ing examiners and administrative law judges and are continuing to
seek additional qualified personnel for these positions. As of today,
we have about 29,000 SSI hearings and appeals pending.

Another major segment of our workload is the making of periodic
redeterminations of eligibility for and—

Senator Kex~yepy. Could you tell us something right here about
how long it takes to obtain reconsideration, how long to obtain a
hearing, and how long to obtain a final disposition? Can you give us
what has happened in recent times to show whether that has been
reduced—whether we have moved beyond the high watermark?

HEearixgs AND ArpPEALS Process

Myr. Carpwerr, Well, T think the statistics on reconsideration proc-
essing time will show an improvement, but statistics on hearings and
appeals will not. It is now taking about 7 months on a rough average
to process a social security hearing appeal.

We o not have, and I cannot give you at this moment, precise
data as to how that breaks out between SSI, black lung, and social
security cash benefits, including disability, but as you are going to
hear today—and we want to go into some of the reasons for it and
what might be done—the hearings and appeals process is still in a
very serious state.

In summary, we have on hand a total of about 110,000 hearings.
With our present resources and our present organizational arrange-
ment, given the process that we are required to administer by law
and the administrative arrangements that were originally set up for
that process, I would be—
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ArpeEsL Warring Tive IXCREASING

PR TP Y .

enator Prrr. If the chairman would excuse me, I think that the
statistics will show that the rate between January 1, 1974, and Jan-
uary 1, 1975—the length of time has deteriorated almost uniformly
across the country to varying degrees.

I think Chicago does the worst—since Senator Percy has left.
Massachusetts and Rhode Island are about in the bottom half.

But the statistics are going the wrong way, not the right way. That
is where we would be interested in your views, why they are going
that way.

Mr. Carpwerr. I would agree it has been going the wrong way.
There are some very recent data which suggest that it may be begin-
ning to turn the other way.

But the point I was about to make—and I want this to be clearly
understood and I want to put it in as much perspective as I can—
given our present arrangement, if we did not receive another appeal
for the next year, we would just about finish this backlog we have
now at the end of that vear.

Senator Perr. The end of when?

Mr. CarpwerL, At the end of the year. In other words, we have a
year’s worth of work on hand if we did not receive another case.

However, for the first time in recent history—and recent history
for this process goes back several years and pre-SSI, as a matter of
fact—in the month of April 1975 we processed more hearings and
appeals cases than we received. Now, that is the first time that has
occurred in recent memory. We take hope in this, but it certainly is
not indicative of any capacity to sustain this rate of processing.

Senator Kex~epy. Well, what is our time? You said an average, I
guess, of 7 months. T think we—Massachusetts—are up to about 11
months, are we not?

Mr. Monk. 214 days, on an average; and the national average is 203.

Senator Curres. Can you give us Florida?

Mr. Carpwerr. No, sir, we do not have it readily available for
Florida. We could supply it to the record.

[Subsequent to the hearing, Mr. Cardwell supplied the following
information :]

The processing times for the four Florida hearing offices are as follows: -
Miami, 165 days; Jacksonville, 170 days; Orlando, 158 days; and Tampa, 174
days. The above figures include all social security programs.

Senator Kenwrpy. The fact of the matter is that you cannot expect
that you are not going to have appeals between now and the end of
the year. )

Mr. CarowErL. No, no; in fact, on SSI we know that we have not
reached the peak of the appeals workload. That workload is still
growing. . . A

The black lung workload is_declining, as we should expect it to
decline; the disability workload is holding about steady—1is it not ?

Mr. CroucH. We expect it to climb.

Senator Kexxrpy. Have you given any thought to what can be
done for these people during the period of these 11 months? Do you
have any suggestions that could be made about how you can get your
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shop in order, so to speak, to do the catchup work faster? There are
an awfully lot of people that are suffering. Why should the people
bear the burden of these administrative complications?

Do you have any specific recommendations to make—that can be
suggested to try and provide some immediate temporary relief?

Mr. Carowerr. I do not have any specific suggestions concerning
temporary monetary relief. There are situations in which some of the
States have, in the case of SST and other recipients, put the people
on general assistance where that was part of their program.

What we do have, though, is our own ideas about what to do with
the basic process. In order to put those ideas in perspective I would
suggest we first talk a little bit about what the processes consist of,
and I would divide that into two parts.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE. ACT

First, the basic process itself is prescribed by the Administrative
Procedure Act.

There are those who have suggested to us that we do not neces-
sarily have to follow that act and that a closer loock at the Social
Security Act might suggest that we have opportunities to establish
our own internal process.

To do so, in my judgment, would depart from some fundamentals
of due process that have become fairly traditional, and I, personally,
would hate to depart from those at this stage just in the name of a
backlog or a workload crisis.

But that basic process itself, I think, has some inherent require-
ment for orderliness, documentation, and structure. With all that,
there is a certain amount of time waiting to go to the equivalent of a
court—and this is what this is all about—having the court prepare
itself to deal with the case, having the court decide the case after it
has heard it, and reaching its own conclusion. All these things take
time. I think we are talking about probably several months under
the best of circumstances.

Even so, at this stage I would leave the process alone, although
there are those who have suggested to us, including the Civil Service
Commission, that we may be following an excessively elaborate
process, this process prescribed by the Administrative Procedure
Act—I want to underscore that.

The issue is whether or not it is literally applicable to the Social
Security Act.

The next question is the matter of staffing and the application of
manpower to that process.

The Administrative Procedure Act process assumes that it will
be executed exclusively by persons who are qualified as Federal hear-
ing examiners or F_‘ederal _admipistrativ_e law judges, and there are
some governmentwide qualification requirements that must be met in
order to so qualify as either a hearing examiner or an administrative
law judge.

That factor itself, in my judgment, limits the number of people
ultimately available to do this work, and it is not entirely a matter of
the Congress or the Office of Management and Budget saying to us:
“Hire all the law judges you can find.” There are just not that many
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going to be available to deal with this kind of backlog in large
numbers, i .

That takes me then to the matter of the administrative structure
surrounding those personnel. This is where I think we can make some
significant Inroads and our plans are somewhat as follows: To in-
crease the number of lawyers and other professional assistants who,
although they do not meet the qualifications for being an administra-
tive law judge, have experience and a feel for due process, and let
them do more of the preparatory work, more of the support work, for
the limited number of law judges that are likely to be available.

The next step, I think, is to divide the work into various points of
concentration. We have already learned something about how to do
this as we struggled through the black lung hearing process, where
we set up specialists and special hearing arrangements for only black
lung activities.

The SSI program has its special arrangements for hearings, one of
which is that hearing examiners, rather than administrative law
judges, conduct a hearing. Hearing examiners are easier to recruit
and we probably will be able to move more rapidly in that area once
we get ourselves organized. Mr. Trachtenberg, who is new to this
agency and to this assignment, was brought here expressly for the
purpose of reorganizing and revitalizing the hearings and appeals
process. He is a man with some reputation for accomplishment and
imagination and creativity, and I would like to give him a chance.

I think he can be personally credited with this glimmer of hope
that T cited a moment ago—namely, that in the month of April, for
the first time in years, we actually processed more hearings than we
received.

That is a long answer to your question.

Senator KexnNepy. I would just say on the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act, specifically in terms of changes, I am also chairman of
the Administrative Practice and Procedure Subcommittee of the
Judiciary, so we would be extremely interested in working with you.

As I understand, the law section of the ABA is working with your
people on some of the various procedures, and I recognize

Mr. Carowerr. That is right. But that process itself is involved
and we need to look at it. '

Senator Ken~EDY. I would hope that we could be of help. It is an
adjudicatory kind of function, and, so, there obviously has to be very
careful protection of the rights of the people who are going to be
affected.

‘We would be very interested in what recommendations can be made
to expedite the process and still maintain and insure adequate pro-
tection of individual rights. We would be glad to get whatever sug-
gestions you have.

Mr. CarowerL. With your permission, I would move to a discussion
of systems which is in my prepared statement.

I would, at this point, emphasize that the systems that support the
supplementary security income program are largely computerized.
They represent the first so-called on-line data system ever employed
by the Social Security Administration.
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Wroxe 10 Brayme THE COMPUTER

But the most important point to understand about these systems is
that it is wrong to blame the computer. It is very natural to blame
the computer when one is frustrated and when one does not kmow
what else or whom else to blame.

The systems themselves, and the computer programs that were
designed to make them function, were never tested—had never been
tested—before they were put into place as a working system, and
this is a very important thing to understand and to emphasize.

When January 1, 1974, came and the program went live, the agency
did not have the opportunity to do the necessary checking and test-
ing of its own systems before it started to operate. In my judgment
that is where the problem with SSI service began. And the agency
found itself in the months of January, February, March, and into
April of 1974 patching and repairing and improvising to make the
system work, and in that period the new claims began to come in and
started to backlog.

SSA lacked the resources and the capacity at that time, despite the
very best effort—and, believe me, at that time people were working
around the clock throughout this country, Saturdays, Sundays. holi-
days—and we could not do the two things simultaneously. That is,
we did not have the capacity to modify and repair the conversion
data, much of which was in error and modify and repair the com-
puter programs and systems themselves, and also process the new
claims.

That is why new claims that were taken in the local social security
offices, and that the local offices tried to put into the automated sys-
tem, were rejected by the system; that’s why much of the frustration
occurred. That is, in my judgment, its source.

New Cranis Backroa

Tn May, a year ago, we realized that during our struggle to modify
and repair the conversion data, we had allowed this new claims back-
log to build. A year ago we had over 600,000 unprocessed SSI claims
seattered around the country, and at that time we organized a special
effort to work just on the processing of the new claims backlog and
to concentrate on perfections of the automated systems.

Elliot Kirschbaum, to my left, headed that effort. It was a small
eroup of people who had proven themselves to be effective and to be
competent, and they were given authority to override anybody and
everybody in order to get that backlog under control. 1 think we
have it under control. Today it stands at about 259,000 cases.

The systems themselves, in terms of the claims taking and the basic
adjudication process, I believe, are now essentially working correctly.

There are still systems perfections needed for other aspects of the
program. The matter of accounting to the States for expenditures
that we make on their behalf, and billings to the States for that pur-
pose still needs to be computerized in a more satisfactory wav. We
have a computerized arrangement now, but we know that it is not

working as well as it should.
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We need to computerize and test a post-adjudicative process, but as
far as the basic claims taking and initial adjudicative processes are
concerned, I think we are in relatively good shape. If -we arc still
trying to blame the computer at this stage in those processes, we
should not be. -

Senator Kexnepy. What was the leadtime? It was close to 16
months, was 1t not?

Mr. CarpweLrL. It was really closer to 14 months and there were a
number of things that happened during that time that the public-at-
large and the Congress generally just were not very much aware of.
No one thought about the significance of what happened during that
period.

' One thing that was happening was the fact that the States were
given their own choice as to when they would opt for Federal ad-
ministration of their supplementary programs or whether they would
cven supplement at all. The law did not set a deadline for them to
make choices. Some States opted in and then opted out, and then
opted back in again. Other States waited until the zero hour to opt
in.

Craaxers v THE Law

Another thing that happened was that the basic law itself was
changed twice during that period and each of those changes impacted
fundamentally on the systems that had previously been designed and
people had to rush in to try to redo them.

Nobody said anything about it to the Congress; nobody said any-
thing about it to the President and the people in charge

Senator Kenxepy. Well, did anybody say to Congress, with all this
opting in and opting out: “We are not going to be prepared to imple-
ment, given this time?” Was anybody up from Social Security to
say : “The way it is going now, we are not getting the States in there,
and if vou people are going to expect us to implement it at such and
such a time, there are going to be severe problems?”

Mr. Carowert. To understand why that did not happen—and I
have asked myself the question several times and Secretary Wein-
berger asked himself the question when he first came to HEW-—you
have to consider two things. First, here you had an agency, SSA,
that had a proven record of success, that represents the largest con-
centration of computer equipment and expertise in this Government
—in this country, probably, and probably in the world—and the atti-
tude was, “If anybody can do it, we can do it.”

Second, you have a group of people who were conditioned to give
their very best to try to get something done, and that is what they
were doing. They were trying to satisfy a requirement of law. They
are conditioned to carry out a complicated law. And, by hook or by
crook, they were going to make it work.

We are fortunate that they took that attitude and I still think they
made it work.

I think we are forgetting the fact that we did complete the con-
version process—that is, 3 million converted cases. And, although
we started out with very high error rates, even in those first months
we were paying 90 to 95 percent of the people on time.
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I do not think we could have done any better; I think other people
would have made errors of one kind or another in another direction.
But, by and large, I think SSA did a tremendous job. I would like
to give it credit.

I would note that, perhaps at the risk of my own reputation, most
of the problems that are now being identified with SSA have oc-
curred in the first year—the year of transition. It happens to be the
year that I have been there. I have been there about 18 months.

But the operating people are essentially the same people as before.
SSA is still a career organization managed and directed by careerists.
These are people who have spent most of their working lives paying
benefits to people. None of that has changed.

I trace many of the problems in the SSI program back to the law
itself—back to the way it was designed and the timetable that was
established—and I just think our difficulties were a natural result.
I do not think anybody could have done any better.

Senator Kenxepy. What you are saying, I think, and what T think
all of us believe, is that the employees themselves have an extra-
ordinary capacity and understanding of the whole process and they
were prepared to work fulltime and overtime to get the job done.
Their proven record of accomplishment has been witnessed over the
period.of-the last 40 years.

It seems to me that if those who understood the system felt that
they were going to be unable to accomplish the transition to SSI, or
they were going to have to work 20 hours a day in order to get it
done, then someone should have flagged this for us.

Mr. CarpwELL. You reach a point of no return, and that point of
no return- probably occurred sometime between the first legislative
change and the second legislative change. You reach a point where
there is really no turning back.

The Secretary, when he came in as Secretary in February of 1973,
examined very closely the issue of whether the matter should be laid
before the Congress and whether additional time should be requested
of the Congress for implementation, and the Social Security Adminis-
tration itself—and I was privy to that—said: “No; we’ll make it
work and we think we are well enough along; we think we have most
of it under our belts and we think we can make it work.” And, I
think, by and large, we did make it work.

ManNrowEer REQUIREMENTS

Senator Kenwepy. Well, for example, did you get the personnel
from the OMB that you wanted?

Mr. CaroweLL. The record will show—and I think the committee
already has requested and has data about this question—that begin-
ning in 1973, during the transition planning period, we requested
probably more manpower than was allocated.

I think the history of it goes a little like this: At the time the
legislation was under consideration by the Congress, proponents of
the legislation argued—and I think the Congress itself had this gen-
eral understanding—that the Social Security Administration, man-
aging this program on a national basis from a central headquarters,
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would be able to do so more efficiently and with less cost and with
less manpower than the States. That is where an assumption started
to take form, namely, that the Federal manpower requirement should
not be as great as the States. As the development of manpower re-
quirements progressed, everyone kind of took that attitude—in the
executive branch and in the Congress as well.

The Secretary of HEW at the time SSI was first discussed was
Elliot R. Richardson, and Robert M. Ball was the Commissioner.
My recollection is that they originally talked about 18,000 people to
start with.

They had some briefings on SSI with the Domestic Counsel and
with OMB about that time and I was not. privy to those discussions.
I am sure that the issue of manpower requirements and the concept
of a more efficient Federal system was discussed, and that SSA sub-
sequently revised its request to about 15,000—15,000 was the starting
point. It was approved by the President, approved by OMB, and
approved by the Congress. _

It is quite clear toﬁay that 15,000 is not enough, was not enough
originally, and that was probably the fundamental mistake.

I do not think it is the lack of support on anybody’s part. I think
it was a miscalculation concerning the relative capacity of the Fed-
eral system versus the State systems. -

The record, I think, shows from that point forward we have had
support in our requests for manpower. We were quite slow, I think,
in getting those requests considered. We started talking about ad-
ditional manpower requirements about July of last year and it was
late fall before a final decision was made to seek additional man-
power.’ C

Now, I think to the credit of the President, as soon as he heard
a}ll)out this problem, he took, as has been relayed to me, an attitude
that: o ’ .

I would like to have the agency tell me what its workload requirements are,
expressed in workload terms, and I will give them the manpower in terms of
man-years of effort needed to carry out that workload.

_That is his intent and the request now pending before Congress
for 10,000 employes reflects that intent—10,000 additional employees
for SSA in total. , '

Starrine SSI

I must point out that the full 10,000 is not just for SSI. But, the
share allocated to SSI would bring the total number of employees re-
quested for SST to about 23,800 positions. :

All indications are that the Senate Committee on Appropriations
is prepared to support our request. The House committee has already
done so.

Senator Kennepy. Well, over the period of the last 3 years, what
is it that you have requested and what have you received? What have
you requested from OMB in terms of total manpower—permanent
manpower and temporary manpower ? '

Mr. CarowerL. I would have to point out to you one technicality:
The SSI manpower budget is organized on ‘a total workload basis for
the whole agency and it is not broken down by program.




There were some specific manpower requests, though, made for
SSI, and I will cite those. For 1973, SSA requested 15,000 people.
The Secretary supported our request to the President for 15,000.

_ The President’s budget request to Congress was for 9,000 people
in that year, with the remaining 6,000 committed to a request for the
succeeding year. The Congress authorized those 9,000 people.

In 1974 we originally asked for a total SSI level of 18,000. The
Secretary supported that request, and as I mentioned, later revised
it downward te 15,000, and the President’s budget provided a level
of 15,000, consistent with the plan as approved for the previous year,
namely, 9,000 the first year and 6,000 the second year. The Congress
approved the 15,000.

The same level of 15,000 was presented to Congress in the 1975
budget—no increase for SST.

Senator Cuires. What did you request from OMB?

Mr. Carowrrr. We did not request a specific SSI manpower incre-
ment. We did request an increase in total manpower from 76,762
employees to 80,750. The request of the Secretary against that 80,750
positions was reduced to 78,189. The request by the President to the
Congress was reduced further to 76,878. That number was authorized
by the Congress. They honored the President’s request at 76,878,
provided a total level for SSI of 15,000.

Now, we asked the Secretary in the spring of last year, as a part
of a process called the spring budget review, for a marked increase
in social security manpower overall, including SSI, and we indicated
at that time that we did not have precise SSI workload experience.
We still had not been at it long enough, but we did know that we had
certain workloads that were not being met and we cited what they
were.

That request would have increased our staffing from the 76,878
authorized by Congress to a total of 89,300. The Department re-
quested against that number, 82,578 positions.

Senator Curres. The Department? Do you mean OMB?

Mr. CarpwerL. No, the Secretary of HEW,

The President’s budget, as recommended to the President by OMB,
was 86,648—1 am sorry. At that stage the request did not go to the
Congress. It was debated back and forth and in January of 1975, the
President sent a special supplemental budget request for 86,648, and
that request was based on the workload projection given by the
agency which said: “That is what our workload requires, assuming
an overtime rate of about 8 percent per year.”

Now, 8 percent a year for overtime is higher than we would prefer,
but given the need to utilize to the fullest extent our skilled people
and recognizing that we have been growing so fast that our pro-
ductivity from new people is inherently lower, we thought we had
to maintain that ratio of overtime.

Our request was based on the premise that if we had 86,648 posi-
tions available to us, we could catch up with our workload and work
down our backlog.

Senator KENXEDY. Basically you have 9,000 less people than you
requested in your 1973-74 period when it was starting out?

Mr. Carpwerr. That is exactly right; we started out with too low
a number. We have now caught up with that number and passed it.
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Senator Kexxepy. Your professional recommendation, based upon
the experience of that organization in terms of meeting the responsi-
bilities of the legislation, was that that number of personnel was
essential and necessary to do the job. The fact is that you did not
get the personnel—what you did get was what was actually requested
of the Congress. You got that, but you did not get the personnel you
had asked HEW for and now you are asking for supplemental

Mr. Carowerr. That is right. We are really trying to catch up.

Now, the President, when he approved this request in the fall, did
a fairlv unprecedented thing in the salaries and expenses appropri-
ation. He said to us: “You proceed to recrnit those personnel, as if
vou had the Congressional authority, under my authority to make
so-called deficiency apportionment allocations.”

In other words, he allocated to us a spending rate for the year
which. if continued, would exceed our available appropriation. He
did this on the assumption that Congress would approve the request,
so we actually have recruited and are well into that manpower allo-
cation now. The full effect, of course, of that additional manpower
has not been félt.

Senator Kexxepy. These are temporary personne] ¢

Mr. CaroweLr. No; 6,000 of the additional 15,000 are to be largely
under term appointments. This is an arrangement that is fairly un-
usual. It has been used by a few agencies from time to time.

We are ‘authorized to fill these positions from Civil Service Com-
mission registers under term appointments not to exceed 2 years. In
other words. we make the individual an offer of a job for 2 years, but
with the understanding that if, in the meantime, permanent vacancies
do occur for which his experience would qualify him and he can be
reached on a civil service register, he could be converted to a perma-
nent job. '

The assumption is in this request that 2 years from now—and I
underscore this as an assumption—SSA should be able to get these
backlogs down and that it would not necessarily require as manv as
6.000 of the aggregate budget request now pending before the Con-
gress. Now, that is an assumption.

It also assumes that we will be able, in that same period. to present
to the Congress and gain congressional support of simplification
measures for the SSI program and for the title II programs.

These are very significant assumptions and they may not come to
pass. Now. I think there is enough goodwill present—enouch good
intent present in the executive branch that if those assumptions are
not met our manpower requirements will be made whole on a perma-
nent basis.

PossieLE Furore Maxrower REQUIREMENTS

Senator Xex~EDY. What do you need to reach the couple of million
people who are not receiving the benefits now who are otherwise
eligible? Do you not need these people here to try to serve the fune-
tion of an outreach program and process all new applications that
people are entitled to and otherwise not receiving?

Mr. CarpwerL. We would use these people largely for claims
processing, claims adjudication, hearings, appeals processing, dis-
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ability determinations, supervision, management, training, and those
sorts of things.

Outreach has been managed so far in several ways. A large con-
centration of effort with the private voluntary agencies was organized

"1n collaboration with the Administration on Aging, which spent grant
money to mount a nationwide campaign for outreach, knocking on
doors, and things of that sort. ' '

_ We then followed this effort with a search of the social security
rolls for anybody whose record indicated that he might be eligible
for SSI. We contacted every one of those people.

_Both of those efforts, which I think were dramatic and quite sig-
nificant, did not pull in the claims that we all assumed they would.
I say to you in all honesty, I am not at all sure that that original esti-
mate of 6 million people is an accurate estimate.

Senator KeNNEDY. What do you think it is? .

Mr. CaroweLL. I would only be guessing. We have told the Secre-
tary and the Office of Management and Budget and the Committee
on Appropriations that we think that the number of recipients is
going to level off somewhere between 5 and 514 million.

We think that of the original estimate—which was fashioned from
very rough data because information available on this segment of the
Population and on their incomes and their resources and their living
conditions is not that precise—taking the strata of people who would
gain the largest benefit from SSI—that that share of the original
estimate has been met. It is the people who may be eligible to only
a small benefit who have not shown up.

ApprrroNar. Maxpower Not THE ProBLEM ?

We are committed to a continuing ountreach effort. I do not think
additional manpower is the problem. I think the problem is one of
Imagination and creativity. We have several pilot projects that we
are now studying to find new outreach techniques.

Senator KexxEepy. I think you have given us a pretty good idea
of the manpower. Could you tell us, in relationship to computer time,
what was requested and what was turned down?

Mr. CarpwELL. I am not very familiar with the period during 1973
when the basic computer planning was going on, but shortly after I
arrived it was quite clear that we did not have sufficient computer
capacity for SSI and the growth in our regular program as well. In
fact, we lacked a backup capacity for SSI, and I thought that was
particularly critical—others had already reached the same conclusion
before I arrived. :

I think the record would show that it took us too long to obtain
that additional capacity, but it has been obtained and right now I
think we have adequate computer capacity.

Senator Kex~EDY. Do you know what was requested ?

Mr. CaroweLL. I do not have it in my head. I would be glad to
give you something for the record.*

Senator Ken~epy. Please provide that in terms of the computer
time and facilities requested. It is my understanding that this was

*See p. 995.
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an area of recognized need and that there was a deficiency in this
area as well as in manpower. I was just interested in what was
actually thought to be the technical hardware need by the Social
Security Administration—what was requested of OMB and what
was turned down.

Mr. Carowerr. Computer capacity is not a matter that would
normally be considered in any detail by OMB. The review and ap-
proval processes for the acquisition of additional computer capacity
in the Federal system is centered first at the departmental level in
the Office of the Secretary, and he would have to approve it, and
then the General Services Administration would have to approve it.
. Senator Kexnepy. Well, under computer needs, what is included
in that category that was denied? As I understand, HEW can turn
down a request for computer time.

Mr. CarpweLL. It is essentially computer configuration, memory
capacity, the size of the computers, the number of computers. That
would be

Senator Kexxepy. Now, was that not denied? Was not some of that
denied by HEW ?

Mr. CaroweLr. I would have to go back and reconstruct the record
during the planning period. I really do not know. I know that when
I came on the scene we proposed additional computer capacity and
there was a lot of debate as to whether we needed it or not, and we
finally convinced everybody that we needed it and then we received it.
There may have been a period prior to that, and I will check the
record

Senator Kexxepy. Would you find out?

Mr. Carpwern. Whether we were actually turned down on the
computer I do not know. We will respond for the record. .

[Subsequent- to the hearing, Mr. Cardwell supplied the following
information :]

Because of the nature of the process of acquiring computers in Government,
it’s almost a truism that things never move quite as quickly as the requester
thinks they should. Nevertheless, we believe that HEW and GSA have been co-
operative and responsive within the constraints of the system. :

During the early days of SSI, it became clear that SSA would have to enhance
its computer capacity in two ways: (1) we would need to increase overall ca-
pacity to support additional workloads; (2) we would need to develop a brand-
new high-speed telecommunications system to respond to SSI program require-
ments for immediate communications between field offices and the central
computer records. Therefore, in June 1974, we requested two IBM 370/168 com-
puter systems to fulfill these needs. These systems were acquired in December
1974 and January 1975.

We are also planning to make additional computer capability available by
acquiring three large-scale computer systems to handle health insurance (HI)
workloads. When these three are installed they will remove a sizable HI work-
load now being handled by the existing systems, and will free them for greater
SST workloads.

The date these three new systems will become available depends on the state
of readiness of our facilities to house them. We are currently seeking congres-
sional approval for expansion of our existing central computer facilities, and
if this is approved, these new systems would be housed there. GSA recently
issued a request for proposals for these three systems, and we expect that if
things move at their nsual pace they will be in use by May 1976. With expedited
congressional approval, they could be in use by November or December of this
year. . . . '
Senator Perr. Mr. Chairman, if I could interpolate here. T would

like to stay all morning, but I cannot. I have a couple of specific
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queries I would like to put to Mr. Cardwell, and I do not mean to
interrupt his presentation.

First, what is your administrative cost on a percentage basis of the
dollars that come in? YWhat percent?

9 PERCENT FOR ADMINISTRATIVE CoOSTS

_ Mr. CarpwerL. About 2 percent. On regular social security activity
it is about 2 percent, which is considered to be quite a good ratio.

Senator Perr. I used to be chairman of the Railroad Retirement
Subcommittee and they have a rate—I just checked it out now-—of
under 1 percent. Why should yvour rate for administrative costs be
twice what theirs is, without any comparison of the efficiency of the
two systems?

Mr. Carpwerr. Well, I would like to have an opportunity to see
that estimate and the basis for it. I think we will find that it is not
comparable.

A 2-percent rate is quite good. Now, we do not have a 2-percent
rate on SSI, believe me—I could not answer your question, and I
doubt that they are comparable,

Senator Prrr. I would submit the estimate in writing to you. 1
just called up there, the head of the railroad retirement in Chicago——

Mr. Carowerr. Well, I can tell you where one difference shows up
right away. They do not operate a large network like the one that
we operate for claims taking and intake. They are just on one end of
the system. operating the pension plan itself.

The intake occurs through the employer and through the function-
ing of the industry that they serve. I think that probably is going to
be the explanation.

Senator Prrr. For my own information, I would appreciate written
answers—we will submit the specific statistics to you—as to the rea-
sons why your administrative costs should be double those of the
railroad retirement.

Mr. Carpwrrr. I’d be glad to provide a written response for the
record. T would also like to point out that our ratio compares very
favorably with the life insurance industry, which spends about 17
percent of revenues for operating costs.

[Subsequent to the hearing, Mr. Cardwell supplied the following
information:]

The following table summarizes ratios of administrative expenses to income
for the social security trust fund programs and the railroad retirement system:

ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS AS PERCENT OF INCOME

[Under present law]

1974 1975 1976
Program actual estimate estimate

Social security: i
Old age and Survivors insSurance. _ ... ... cooooooo. 1.5 1.4 1.5
Disability insurance....... e mcemeeme—aa 3.2 3.2 3.4
Composite—cash benefit programs_ . _____________________.__ 1.7 1.6 1.7
Hospital INSUraRCe. . .. oo ieaeaiieon 2.1 2.4 2.4
Supplementary medical insurance. ... .. oacaoo___. 9.4 10.2 10.4
Composite—all social security programs______..____......__. 2.2 2.2 2.3
Railroad retirement account. ..o oL aeeaa ol .8 .8 .9
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The ratios are calculated by comparing outlays for the administration of each
program for each year with estimated trust fund income,

The major components of the social security administrative expenses are funds
appropriated directly to SSA—the limitation on salaries and expenses and the
limitation on construction. Out of budgeted 1976 SSA trust fund outlays for
administration (which amount to $2.1 billion), $1.9 billion, or 91 percent, are
from these components. The remaining 9 percent of SSA’s 1976 administrative
expenses is not appropriated directly to SSA. It represents payments from the
trust funds to other components of DHEW or to other Federal agencies for
services rendered which support the trust fund programs. For example, SSA
trust funds finance SSA’s proportionate share of the overall cost of running
DHEW ($13 million for departmental management), and SSA pays Treasury De-
partment for several trust fund program functions it performs, including tax
collection and disbursement of social security benefit checks ($122 million in
1976). The railroad retirement administrative expenses all are included in its
salaries and expenses appropriation.

A comparison of the ratio of administrative costs to trust fund income for
the Railroad Retirement Account with that of the social security trust funds
can be misleading. For example, the social security ratio of 2.3 percent budgeted
for 1975 reflects the cost of the medicare programs as well as the cost of the
retirement survivors and disability insurance programs. If we exclude the medi-
care programs, to make the social security programs being considered more com-
parable to the railroad programs, SSA’s ratio drops to 1.7 percent.

Even excluding the medicare program, however, there are features of each
system that are relatively more expensive to administer than comparable features
of the other, and there are broad functions performed by only one of the systems.
An example is the SSA function of issning and maintaining social security num-
bers for all workers, including railroad employees. This function, budgeted for
1976 at about $55 million, serves both systems, although it is funded entirely
from the social security system. .

In addition to such inherent differences in programs and program functions,
there are two overriding factors which cause the railroad retirement system’s
ratio of administrative expenses to trust fund income to be significantly lower
than SSA’s. For both systems, annual trust fund income is geared roughly to the
level needed to cover annual program costs. Thus, factors which impact signifi-
cantly on the relative proportions of benefits paid by each system also affect
relative proportions of tax and other income needed to finance the programs.

The two factors follow :

1, Average monthly benefit amounts under the railroad retirement program
are much higher than under social security. For example, payments to retired
workers are about 64 percent higher and payments to disabled workers are over
40 percent higher.

2. The railroad retirement program has about 137 beneficiaries for every 100
covered workers, whereas the social security program has only about 32 bene-
ficiaries for every 100 covered workers.

Both of these factors make total benefit payments, and thus total trust fund
income as related to overall program size. much larger for railroad retirement
than for social security. This, in turn. reduces the railroad retirement program’s
ratio of administrative costs to trust fund income.

Senator Perr. There I know von are correct, and T think govern-
ment takes a beating it does not deserve because industry has more
waste often built info it than does government.

Mr. CarowerLL. I do not mean to criticize. but I think our scale is
larger, for one reason, and that would explain some of it.

Regroxarn Variaxces v Hearine REvERsar, RATEs

Senator Prrr. Now, another specific auestion to address to Mr.
Mode: In reviewing the rate of reversals and .affirmations at the
hearing stage in different areas of New England from the statistics
of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals, there’is a remarkable:dif--
ference in these reversals depending on where.the hearings are being
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held. For example, in New England there are four sites, I think:
Boston, Hartford, Manchester, and Providence. And I reviewed the
cases statistically. We studied hearing statistics in each of these cities
in 1973 and early 1974. The percentage of differences in the reversal
rates is startling,

The Boston judges reversed 55 percent of the cases; Hartford
judges reversed 54; Manchester judges reversed 60 percent, almost
61 percent; while the Providence judges reversed only 39 percent.
In other words, there was an average reversal rate in the other three
cities of 55 percent, but in Providence it was only 39 percent. What
is the reason for the difference? :

Mr. Mope. I wish I knew. I do not specifically know why, but indi-
vidual judges—and one of the things that I do not know if T am
permitted to talk about, the Administrative Procedure Act—but as
I view it, it is one of the most restricting acts because we do not
have administrative jurisdiction over what they decide. This act—
I have 17 lawyers on my staff who are excellent people who could
do this job, but because of the restrictions—but I think that this is
something that should be considered, why these very restrictive pro-
visions are in the Administrative Procedure Act so that we eannot
get qualified people who are attorneys who could do this, who under-
stand the law. But individual determinations are made by the judges
and we have no administrative control over it.

Senator Prrr. But this does not answer my question. My question
is, why should the people in Rhode Island get a more unfavor-
able shake, about 15 percent, than those in the other areas of New
England ? . _ ) ‘ _

Mr. Mopoe. And my answer is, I do not know; but T would like to
pass it on to. Mr. Trachtenberg.

Senator Perr. I would like to know your opinion because, from
the viewpoint of my constituents, there is a very real problem here;
that only 39 percent of the time do they get a decision made in. their
favor. Whereas, in the other areas of New England it is 55 percent.
It is unfair to my State. '

Mr. TracHTENBERG. I do not have an answer, Senator. T have some
possibilities that I would like to explore and submit for the record.

One is the fact that there may be a greater percentage of allow-
ances on reconsideration in Rhode Island than there is in some of
these other States. That would result in only the tougher cases wind-
ing up being appealed in Rhode Island and, therefore, a lower re-
versal rate. Perhaps, in some of these other areas, the reconsideration
is tougher and there is a lower allowance rate on reconsideration.
Thus, there would be a higher rate of reversal by the judge.

Mr. CarpwerL. If that answer were correct—I do not know whether
it is or not—then your question should be shifted over to why would
the reconsideration treatment be different from one jurisdiction to
another. It is still the same question, and I think we ought to look
at it.

Senator Perr. Would you please look at that so that I can have a
sensible answer to this? Because, as of now, it is obviously very, very
unfair to my own constituents.*- - :

*See appendix 2, item 1, p: 1066.
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There is one comment I would like to make. I am sure you have
studied the GAO report regarding your computer utilization. It js

about a year old now. Have you followed up on their suggestion with
regard to the computer develonment?

ClOpPICT

Mr. Caroweri. Well, we have done and are doing several things.
We have done some reorganization of the way in which the com-
puters are managed and the relationship of that management to pro-
gram management generally.

Computer operations have been functioning autonomously and
independent of program operations in the past and we have tried to
put the two together under one supervisor.

The Secretary will be announcing very soon the establishment of a
citizens’ outside review group to look at SSI implementation, and
one of the members of that group—it is going to be a small group—
will have significant computer expertise, and one of the things he is
going to-do is review the adequacy of computer organization, pro-
graming approach, and computer capacity for SSL

Starr Trres To Purrro Rico?

Senator PeLL. Mr. Mode, how frequently are New England-based
law judges sent out of their region to hear cases? You may have
noticed the newspaper report about judges being sent to Puerto Rico
—out of New York, I think that was.

Mr. MopEe. Well, on an average they are sent out as needed: And
the black lung, as you know, took every single one of our adminis-
trative law judges to hear those cases—40, to be exact, for each ad-
ministrative law judge. That was on a one-man basis,

We still cover Puerto Rico from our office which is, as you know,
the first judicial district, so we have to cover those cases. That is part
of our region.

Senator PrrL. Incidentally, speaking of Puerto Rico, are there
more administrative law judges sent there in the winter months than
in the summer months? I think it is a matter of justifiable interest
that has been raised in the public press.

Mr. Carpwerr. Could I'speak on that, sir?

Senator Prrr. Yes. )

Mr. CarpweLL. It has been reported by Senator Mathias and sev-
eral of the local papers—the Baltimore papers and maybe others, for
that matter—that the General Accounting Office has done an analysis
and reached that conclusion. I would like to establish, first, that we .
have never seen that report, and. normally the General Accounting
Office would give us an opportunity to see their conclusion and give -
us a chance to comment. We did not have that chance,

Second—and some of the press reports had this at the bottom of
the story and others did not—Mr. Trachtenberg has changed the way
in which selections are made as to who goes to Puerto Rico.

I think—and I am guessing at this and would like to hear him
speak to it—my guess is that we are going to find that what the GAO
found, looking backwards, was that there was a time when the man-;-
agement of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals, as a reward to .
people, said: “We will give you a tour in Puerto Rico.” Now, that
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did not mean that they did not work. It does not mean that every-
body that goes to Puerto Rico is on a lark. In fact, it costs less to
2o to Puerto Rico than it does to go to Florida or to Chicago from
New York.

It is a part of the United States. It is an area where there 1s a
very heavy concentration of poor people and where the hearings and
appeals process is heavily backlogged.

Senator Perr. I would agree, but would you submit for the record
—T think this is the simplest way of getting the facts as to this—
for the last 12-month period, the number of assignments for January,
February

Mr. CarpweLrL. Yes; we will do that.*

Senator Perrn. Thank you.

Mr. CarpwELL. We would also at the proper time like to submit
our comments concerning the GAQ report as they are made.

Senator Prrr. Please do this. With the chairman’s approval, as a
matter of fact.

Now, has the Social Security Administration or HEW ever asked
Congress actually for additional hearing examiners or administrative
law judges specifically ? In other words, not asked the Bureau of the
Budget, asked the Congress.

Mr. CarowerL. Directly ?

Senator Prrr. Yes.

Mr. CarpweLL. Yes, we have asked the

Senator PeLr. Have you ever been denied?

Mr. CaroweLL. Not to my knowledge.

APPEALS PROCEDURE

Senator Perr. Does the Appeals Council review any decisions which
are not brought in to it by the claimants for benefits? In other words,

do vou ever take ) )
Mr. CarpwerL. The answer is “Yes,” but I would like Mr. Trachten-

berg to answer the question. .

Mr. TrRaACHTENBERG. The answer is “Yes.” In some of our programs,
Senator, we do conduct a comprehensive review of all decisions of the
ALJ’s, and in some instances take, on our own motion, action to re-
view and examine a particular decision to make sure it conforms with
the social security laws and regulations.

Senator Prrr. Then, finally, in connection with the types of re-
consideration, case review, and informal conferences, as I under-
stand it, you believe that one of these or maybe two could be dropped
out, but do not want to do so because of due process; is that correct?

Mr. TracrTENBERG. I did not understand the question, Senator.

Senator Peri. My question to you is that, as I understand the
reconsideration process, there are three types—case review, the in-
formal conference, and the formal conference—you are saying you
¢o through this process of appeals in order that due process may be
Secured for the claimants, but that you could drop one or two? Is

that correct or not?

*See appendix 2, 1tem.2, p. 1066.
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Mr. CarowerLL. Senator, I believe the question, if you will permit
me, has confused the so-called reconsideration process with the formal
appeals process.

There are two steps that occur. First, a claimant has a right, within
30 days of a denial of his initial claim, to ask the claims-taking sec-
tion of SSA to reconsider his original claim—question: “Would you
reverse your original decision 2"

And if he does so, we are required to go back through that process
again, prehearings and appeal.

If we deny it a second time, within 30 days he then has the right
to make a formal appeal to be heard by an administrative law judge
or hearing examiner, and if he gets a denial there, he has a right to
appeal one more time to the Appeals Council. If he is denied there,
he may take it to the courts. So is is a long, drawn-out process.

My comments about wishing to move away from the Administra-
tive Procedure Act were kind of a general sort. I think we should
be guided by the general concepts of that act. I was saying that there
are those who have suggested to us that those concepts are not re-
quired in the case of beneficiary appeals and that the appeals system
itself is too elaborate.

I would rather entertain Senator Xennedy’s proposition, that we
look at that process as it might be applied to SSA, and maybe we
could tailor it some more, but not move out of the process entirely.
I am a strong believer in due process. That is all I am trying to say.

Senator PeLL. You can always take the money back out of an indi-
vidual recipient if there has been a mistake. Why do you insist on
absolute certainty before you reissue a monthly benefit check for title
IT benefits? In other words, why not take the claimant’s claim at face
value, pay it, give him a preliminary check, and then if he is wrong,
you can take it out afterwards?

Mr. Carowerr. Under existing law we do not think we have the
authority to do so.

Senator Prrr. That would be one more reason, I guess, for the

.passage of the bill we mentioned earlier. Incidentally, what are vour

views with regard to our bill that Senator Kennedy and other Sen-
ators have cosponsored ?

Mixep FeErLinegs ox Brn

Mr. CaroweLr. I have terribly mixed emotions about it. On the
one side, I am absolutely sympathetic and as concerned as the spon-
sors of that bill are about reaching its objective.

On the other hand, I am concerned about what it would do to the
basic system—the administrative fabric and mechanisms themselves.
I actually think that there is a high risk that the bill would. produce
an inundation of appeals into the hearing process.

The advocates for the poor would organize themselves and would
cause a run on the system. And I would, too, if I were in their place.
If I knew that all I had to do was get an appeal pending in a system
that was backlogged—and I would know that the chances would be
good that my appeal would also backlog—legitimate or not, and then
I would get paid for at least some period. Frankly, I think that that
provision in the bill is very weak in that regard, and I am very con-
cerned about it.

55-626—75
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Senator PerL. But if it is reversed, you would have to pay it back.

Mr. CarpweLL. Yes, but we know from dealing with this population
that it does not work that way. The experience with recovery from
poor people in the public assistance program and the SSI program
has not been good for either side. Recovery itself becomes a harsh
process.

There are just as many people concerned about the Government
imposing recovery requirements, I believe, as there are those who are
concerned about the time it takes to process a claim and whether or
not it should or should not be denied. This is just another cry from
the people.

Senator Prrr. Insuring that the 90 days is fulfilled—and, as you
well know, if you do not receive your pay check or there are some
mistakes made in it, you do not have to wait 90 days to make sure
that that is straightened out, nor do any of us here. But a poor per-
son receiving a check, who has just as much a matter of right as you
or T because it has come out of his salary, does have to wait; so I
think something of this sort is needed to push it along.

Mr. CarpweLL. My recommendation would be—and I cannot guar-
antee that we could execute check replacement fast enough for your
catisfaction and the satisfaction of an impatient claimant or appel-
lant—to revitalize the basic processes themselves as fast as we can
and as efficiently as we can, but more importantly to concentrate on
simplifying the legislation itself.

You are really not going to éver totally solve this problem, I be-
lieve, as long as you execute the full complexities of the program at
the Federal level. It may be too early for me to reach this conclusion,
and T would prefer to wait a while before I reach it, but I think

events are forcing me to this.

Equrry Nor PossiBLE ?

I have a feeling that we have here a program that is too complex
in its requirements for accountability and equity. For example, we
have to account for our decision about a person’s resources, his living
conditions, whether he lived in one residence and took his meals in
another residence. It goes on and on and on. And that really is where
the problem lies. That process, with the best of intentions and with
the most efficient of people, is going to break down every now and
then. It is going to break down always for a certain number of people.

There are people who do not understand the questions that are
being asked; they will come back with information other than that
requested: to move their case, and so forth. And you are always going
to have, under that kind of requirement, I believe, these kinds of
delays for some certain number of people, maybe a significant number.

Now, the States had this, and the States, over time, in my judg-
ment, started looking the other way. That is particularly true in a
lot of the States. They said: “We are overwhelmed by it. We are just
going to give them the money.” )

But we are not authorized to do that. That is not the intention of
the law, and if there is any preoccupation with accountability in our
Government, it is largely centered in Congress. It is not centered
exclusively in the executive branch. This is traditional in the Ameri-
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can system of government—account for the Federal dollar, and that:
is what we are being asked to do.

By the same token, we are asked to be very sympathetic and sensi-
tive to the interests and needs of the beneficiary and, believe me., we
are. I think that if you will look at our practices you will find that
where we could, we have gone in that direction.

So my recommendation would be to concentrate on improving the
basic administrative processes and take a new look as early as we can
at the basic structure of the program and try to simplify 1t. Let’s get:
away from this idea that we are going to tailor every benefit to every--
body’s individual needs; that we are going to add some for this
situation and take some off for that situation. If you live in an insti-
tution, we will subtract something; if you leave the institution, we
will add it back. That is where the problem lies, sir.

Senator PrrrL. I appreciate your reply, and I think it is a pretty
justified one in all areas of legislation I have seen in the few years
that T have been here, particularly as we moved into a majority party
in opposition of the President, where we tend to want to dot every
“1” and cross every “t”—education legislation particularly—and I do
not think we should. There should be broad lines, broad policies, and
the administration should carry it out

Mr. CsrowerL. I feel strongly about that. You are right. I am sure
you are right.

Senator Perr. I appreciate the position you are in because, on the
one hand, you have the Congress, and public opinion, and the re-
cipients, asking you to work harder, do more, produce more benefit
checks. )

On the other hand, you have the employees who are really badly—
not badly paid, but very much overworked—working very, very hard,
stretched almost beyond their own capacity.

Mr. CarowerL. Absolutely.

Senator Perr. And the only solution is, if we do not simplify the
system, at least give you more people to carry out the system as it is.

I thank the chairman for his courtesy in letting me go on this long.
T have overstayed my time.

Mr. CarowrerL. Thank you, Senator Pell.

Senator Kexnepy. Could you just summarize the rest of your
statement? We have covered an awfully lot of points.

Mr. CarpweLL. I do not want to prolong the matter. We have really
discussed all the features I had in the statement and if you are satis-
fied, I am satisfied. . :

Senator Kex~epy. Senator Chiles.

Hice REVERSAL RATES ¥OR APPEALS

Senator Criues. I just wanted to ask if your appeals figure for the
New England region shows over 50-percent reversals; that would
seem to indicate that in the preliminary investigation of matter prior
to appeals there is something wrong. With a 50-percent reversal rate,
it would seem to indicate again that one of the reasons for this very
bulk of appeals is that the job is not being done in the earlier stages.

Mr. CarpweLL. You have struck a nerve. You have really struck a
very lively nerve in the whole matter of the disability process.
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The record shows—nationally, for that matter—that about half of
the cases that were originally denied are reversed in the hearings and
appeals process, and that is really indicative that there is something,
in my judgment, fundamentally wrong with the process, and it has
been wrong for quite probably a long time.

Let us examine, if you will permit me, how this happens, and to
do that you have to understand a little bit about the process itself,

It is a process that starts out with a very strict definition of dis-
ability and requires clearly defined evidence of the existence of a
totally disabling impairment that will last, or is expected to last, 12
months or longer. - '

There are many times when the initial finding is that the disability
will not last at least 12 months even though it meets all other criteria,
and this is just one example. There are many other variations you
conld pick. : ‘

The person does not agree. He appeals and—particularly if the
appeals process is as long and drawn out as this one has become—
6 months to go by, and during that 6 months his physical condition
may deteriorate. By the time an administrative law judge gets to the
case, he asks for new medical evidence and he permits the individual’s
phyvsician and other witnesses to come forward with new information
and evidence; the administrative law judge frequently establishes
the original position was wrong, although it initially represented a
.good and reasonable judgment. Something has changed, and the ad-
ministrative law judges reverses the original finding.

In terms of striet definition, the same thing can be true of a man’s
capacity -to work, which is one of the tests. It has to be established
that he cannot work because of a disabling impairment-—not just in
his own occupation, but in the labor market at large.

A1l T can say is that I have asked the same question that you asked :
“Ts there not something wrong?” And I think the answer is probably,
“yes,” and I believe it may be the basic definition and the require-
ments. o ‘ ) ) o .

" Others, who have worked more on this than I, should address them-
selves to the issue. S ‘ : o

- Senator Crirs. I think it would just have to be “yes,” if you got
over 50 percent. ‘ : .

And the other bad feature of it is: What about the people that stop
short of taking that appeal? Looking at these figures, then, we see
that there are an awful lot of those people that are being denied their
basic rights if they had stayed through the process and gone

Mr. CarowerL. We are looking at that in collaboration with GAOQ.
We have had a study underway now for quite a while, a study which
they designed but which we are largely executing, and the product
will be evaluated by them as well as by us. It is just that question:
What happens to people who were denied and what happened to
them after that? Did they go to work, or whatever—we are looking
at that. . .

Senator CurLes. What do you ever do in regard to going back or
sitting down with your people that are handling these cases on the
lower level and saying, “Look, you are being reversed over half of
the time”?"
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I have the feeling that in any other judicial kind of system,
and this is sort of a quasijudicial system, if you are having 50-percent
reversals, you are going to do something about your lower court
judges or you are going to take them to school. You are going to say,
“You are being reversed half of the time.”

So what -are you doing about using these reversals as a means of
educating your hearing officers and your hearing personnel?

Mr. CarowerL. I would like Mr. Crouch, who is the Acting Di-
rector of the Bureau of Disability Insurance and has spent a good bit
of his work life in this field, to speak to that question. That is a good
question.

Senator Crires. This has been going on for a long time, as I under-
stand it.

Mr. CroucH. Well, there are three or four points I would like to
make.

50-PercExT REVERsAL “Famry” RecExt PHENOMENON

First, it is true the rate of reversal has been high for some time, but
the 50-percent rate is a fairly recent phenomenon. The rate has gone
up over the last 2 or 3 years. ‘

This may, in part, reflect some of the pressures on the process from
the intensive workloads we have had over the last few years. It may
represent a temporary phenomenon at that level. The rate may go.
back down as we improve the process, with a more reasonable work-
load situation. ,

Basically the process involves a disability determination by a State
agency at the initial level and at the reconsideration level involving
a physician and a trained disability examiner.

The kinds of medical input that are produced at the administrative
law judge level are basically the same as at the State agency level;
they are no different from the kinds that are input by the State
agency people. In fact, in most instances, if the administrative law
judge wishes to secure additional medical evidence or special fests,
he goes back to the State people who made the initial decision or the
reconsideration decision to secure that evidence for him, so that there
is direct and continuing feedback with respect to the kind of medical
and other information that goes into the record at the administrative
law judge level.

There are a number of factors involved, as the Commissioner indi-
cated. The lapse of time, changing situation and circumstances, and
do not forget, with the very high workload level at the administrative
law judge level at this time, the time between the reconsideration
decision and the administrative law judge decision is much longer
than it was in times past when the workload was not so high, and that
in itself can influence the decision.

But the one factor that is unique at the hearing level before the
administrative law judge is the fact that he does have a personal,
face-to-face hearing with the individual and the individual’s repre-
sentatives.- That does not happen earlier—it was not built into the
process at the level of the initial decision or the reconsideration
decision. Those decisions are based upon a paper record.

I think it is perhaps the very fact of the face-to-face contact with
the decisionmaker that makes a contribution to the rate of change.
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We are now, based upon this emerging experience, conducting a
rather intensive study in 17 States to provide for that missing ele-
ment at the reconsideration level, to provide for the applicant a
face-to-face contact with the disability examiner and make that a
part of the decisionmaking process. This will enable us to determine
whether this, in fact, makes a significant difference in what happens
at that level and whether it will Jater on make a significant difference
I what happens before the administrative law judge. It is going to

‘take some time to complete that study and to assess the results, but I
‘think it is responsive to the question you raised.

Senator Crires. Well, I still did not quite get an answer to my

-question. Do you, on occasion, get your disability people together

that make these decisions and go over with them the reversals and

‘the reasons for the reversals and point out to them that something has
.ot to be wrong if they are being reversed 50-some percent of the
time? And do you go over that with them and show them what the

reversal rate is?
Mr. CrovcH. We go over the reversal rate, but, also, we maintain

:a continuing process of quality assessment of the performance of the
people at the initial level and at the reconsideration level, pointing

-out to them the kinds of errors they are making and specifically
pointing out to them deficiencies in the documentation of the claims,
trying to point out to them, the errors that they make and where they
can improve the process.’

- Mr. Carpwerr. I think the answer to your question is, “Yes.”
Nevertheless, the phenomenon of a very high reversal rate seems to
be fundamental to the program, whether it is 50 percent or whatever.
Tt has something to do, I believe, with the process.

This is on my own personal list of SSA problems to work on, this
one question. It is very high on my list, and we are going to pay a
Jot of attention to it. It may well be that we will come up to Congress
and say, “You ought to make some changes.” I don’t know.

Senator Kex~epy. What is on the rest of your list?

Mr. CarowErL, For the Social Security Administration, I put about
five things as being very, very critical. At the top of the list is the
hearings and appeals process.

Senator Ken~Epy. Just before Senator Chiles leaves—as T under-
stand, this is usually done on a contingency basis as well for lawyers
in terms of recovery? '

Mr. CaroweLL. No, there are some limitations.

CoxTingENCY FEES Pap To LLAWYERS

Senator Kex~Nepy. There is a 25-percent contingency limitation,
but generally, if you are batting 50 percent on it, it seems to me it
is an invitation for the attorneys to get on into this.

Mzr. CroucH. The attorney’s fees must be approved by the agency.
The attorney must submit a request for a fee indicating the services
he provided, and then the agency evaluates those services and makes
a determination with respect to the appropriateness of the fee.

Senator Kexnepy. What is the average?

Mr. Croucn. It depends very much on the level at which the award
is approved. If it is approved at the initial
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M. CarowerL. Well, stay on the high side. )
Mr. Croucit. I am really not sure what it is at the hearing

Mr. TRAGHTENBERG. At the hearing level it is about $700 per case.

We paid out approximately $7.5 million in attorneys’ fees in 1974.
Senator CriLs. What did that run as a percentage of the recovery
that the attorney made for the client?
Mr. TRACRTENBERG. I do not know.

Lecarn Costs To CLAIMANTS

Senator CuiLes. If you paid out $7.5 million in attorneys’ fees, how
much did you pay out in claims?

Mr. Carbwerr. We do not have the figure in our heads, but we can
get it to you.

Senator Cres. T would be interested in seeing it for the record.

[Subsequently, Mr. Cardwell supplied the following information :]

For Fiscal Year 1974, legal fees were paid in 9,152 cases (8,774 retirement,
survivors, disability and health insurance, and 378 black lung cases). The
amount of past due benefits paid to the claimant from these same hearings was
$24.2 million. The legal fees paid to representatives were $6,147,554 ($5,906,633
retirement, survivors, disability and health insurance, and $240,921 black lung).

Mr. TracuteNeERG. I should clarify the term “paid out.” It comes
out of the claimants’ retroactive benefits.

Senator Kexxepy. Then the claimants have to pay $700 out of pay-
ments that are legitimately theirs.

Mr. CarpweLL. Also, a lot of these are lump-sum payments, which
are in themselves invitations to a higher fee on the part of the
attorney. )

Senator CriLes. But vou have to approve the attorney. He cannot
charge a higher fee to them than you approve. You have to approve
it.
Mr. CarpweLL. For it to come out of the check. Now, he can charge
them off to the side and there is nothing we can do about that—s
that not illegal? '

Mr. CroucH. Yes.

Senator CrrLrs. It is illegal.

Mr. CarpweLr. Could I make one point before answering Senator
Kennedy’s question? I am not certain that you were aware that the
State agency makes the initial decision of disability. That is not done
by the Social Security Administration. That is done in each of the
States by a State agency, usually the State vocational rehabilitation
agency, under standards and instructions and rules that we establish,
but the

Senator Crirrs. Then you pick it up from there?

Mr. CarbwELL. We pick it up. The idea was that the process should
have a second party working somewhere at arm’s length from the

Federal agency.

PrrorrTies 1N REFORM

Senator Kennedy, in a quick list of major problems and areas that
need first attention, I put the hearings and appeals process first. I
put the disability program second, and I put the SSI program third.

In other words, I think those first two problems in the long term
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are more significant for the future reputation of the Social Security
Administration than for SSI.

I think SSI is manageable; I think we will learn how to manage it
we z;\re learning every day, and I just think we will make that one
work.

The agency must concern itself with its employees—their attitudes,
their capacities, their productivity. Now, the last year obviously is
not typical, but we worked our people just to the bone during the
early months of SST and into last summer. People went without
vacations; they reconditioned their economy to the overtime, which
eventually some day is going to have to be taken away from them, and
already has been in many cases.

There are just a whole number of employee attitudinal problems,
and we must concern ourselves with them. There are a lot of horrible
examples of employee concerns.

In fact, one of the things that surprised me in my time in Social
Security is the frequency with which our own employees will com-
plain to their Congressmen rather than to management. In fact, we
have analyzed the record of congressional inquiries and their sources
and a lot of them are from our own employees. That tells us some-
thing that we have got to get on top of.

Last, I would add to my list—we need to make an investment in
the long-term updating of the social security basic systems. Every-
body has been very complacent about social security systems through
the years, and I think they have been allowed to deteriorate.

In this regard, we have a special project which we hope will be-
come a Presidential initiative. It will be presented to the President
this summer as part of the next budget process. It is to make a sig-
nificant investment and major overhaul of all of our basic systems,
particularly automated systems, from top to bottom as a separate,
autonomous project.

This effort would take 4 or 5 years and it will take investments of
millions of dollars, but I would urge it upon, not just the Congress,
but T would urge it first upon the Secretary and the White House.
hSenator KexxeEpy. We will look forward to hearing more about
that.

How Loxc ror Rerorar?

And just finally, before yielding to Senator Percy, what are we
supposed to tell the individuals in my State, in any of the States,
when we know in so many instances they have to wait anywhere from
7 months or more to receive any kind of benefit? What are we going
to tell them—that we are going to straighten it out in another couple
of vears? Do we promise them that in 2 years the system will ex-
pedite their claim? .

There seems to be an extraordinary issue of equity involved here,
and I think we all bear a very heavy responsibility for it—I think
both the Social Security Administration and the Congress does.

I know you are making every effort, and you have been very candid
with us about the steps that are being taken. I am sure we are going
to hear from the other groups later on about the efforts that they are
making, but I not sure that we can just go back and tell these people:
“Just wait a little while and be a little more patient.” So many of
them are in absolutely desperate situations.
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Mr. CarpweLL. I agree. I would say two things. I would first divide
the people into two groups: Those who act as advocates and spokes-
men for the beneficiary group and who have expressed their concern
and watch and monitor our performance. I would say to them: “We
think the record shows that we have passed the critical points; keep
an eye on us to be sure that we sustain and improve performance.”
There should be confidence in an improved future.

MerHODS OF RELIEF FOR CLAIMANTS

Now, the individual beneficiary—and he is the one we are all most

concerned about—I think I would say to him several things, In any
of these processes, if he has an extraordinary problem, I frankly
think that if he can get to us and we can get to him—where we can
communicate with each other—that we do have the capacity to work
them out. That approach breaks down, you know, if the numbers
become too large, but let us look at some of the things that we know
we can do.
. Regarding the initial claimant, we have the authority to give him
up to $100 at the time of application. If he is disabled, we have the
authority to make a presumptive decision, to look at him in a sum-
mary fashion and reach a conclusion—to presume from what we can
see—that he is probably disabled. If we think he is, we have the
authority, under the law, to make payments to him for 3 months.

If he is someone whose claim was taken and approved but somehow
got caught up in the system and did not get paid on time or in the
right amount, our local offices have the authority to issue one-time
payments. If the person comes in with his problem, or if someone
else comes on his behalf, our local offices—and these are things we
haix_re.fimprovised in the last year—have some capacity to give them
relief.

We have capacity to put him in touch with the State agency. We
asked the Congress, and the Congress gave us a change in the law
which, with an applicant’s written consent, permits us to reimburse
a State or a political subdivision thereof any time it makes an ad-
vance payment—perhaps out of their general assistance program—
on behalf of an SSI claimant whose elaim is pending.

In the hearings and appeals process, it is more difficult to pick the
cases out and react to them because the cases are assigned in pattern
to individual judges; they tend to take them as they get to them. But
even then I think if someone would tell us about a given troublesome
sitnation, we would do our very best.

- That is the only answer I have for you.

Senator Kexxepy. Are you implementing that in any way? Is that
a matter of practical experience? :

Mr. CarpWELL. Yes.

Senator Cuires. On the extraordinary problem, T think that cer-
tainly ‘vour office and your people work with us very well when we
call a-case to their attention. We get tremendously fast results,
usually. .. : K

* ‘But concerning what is happening in my State now, it is not the
extraordinary problem any more. It is because of the numbers, and




1010

this is in SSI and in other claims, as I said—medicare and medicaid,
too.

My concern is for those people who do not know how to call their
Congressman—who do not know how to get in touch with a Senator.
I see the amount of time that we can cut when they do call us. In this
country today, you should not have to call your Congressman or vou

should not have to call your Senator in order to get a fast or im-
mediate response.

EvperLy “Do Nor Have a Lor or Trme”

And when we start talking about time, as Senator Kennedy has
pointed out, to someone who 1s 75 years old, they do not have a lot of
time. So when you are talking about 6 months to them, that is a life-
time, because they might not live that 6 months. And while we can
hope that you ave going to get the bugs out of the system-—generally,
I think we look at it in overall terms, how soon and what kind of
progress is made—I think what we are trying to point out is that
Congress, I think, stands willing to give you any kind of help and
assistance that we can give you to see that we do not, go 5 years before
we get this thing working; that we do not go 8 years, if there is a
way of doing it 1n a shorter period of time.

And T think, from the testimony and what you have said today,
every request for manpower has been met by the Congress. Our con-
cern is that you are not asking for enough or you are not finding the
reasons and saying: “This is where we need the help so that we can
get the job done now”—because we really have a credibility problem
with our older people. They just say: “There is not much reason to
have a law and say that I am going to receive these benefits when I
cannot receive them.” And in my State it has really broken down to
that extent, and that is the real feeling that they have.

Mr. CaroweLL. Your State has always been a very difficult one to
serve in terms of the transient, older population and the concentra-
tion of eligible population. Obviously we have had troubles there,
and I agree with everything you say. I certainly cannot in any way
disagree.

I would mention, though, it may well be a fact of life that we are
going to have to reckon with, not just in SSA, but in Congress and
government generally. This is why I think the idea of simplification
has become so important both in the long and short term.

Senator CHires. Have you made a request to us for simplification?

Mr. CarpwerL. No, sir; but we are working on some, and this is
receiving the attention of the White House. You know, we kicked a
few shins, and people are pressing us now: “Come forward with your
simplification ideas.” :

Senator CuiLes. I pressure you, too.

Mr. CarpweLL. I would mention one political problem—and T say
“political” for this reason: Most simplification that is considered
through the political process, starting at the executive branch and
moving over to Congress, tends to invite a leveling off upward. In
other words, if we say we want to correct an inequity—Ilet us say
there is a provision in the law designed for equity and it turns out
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to be very complicated and reaches very few people. You decide that
you would serve more people more efficiently 1f you eliminate it. The
executive branch says:

Fine, we will go for that. Eliminate it. That saves some money. We are trying
to control the budget.

It comes over here to the Congress and the Congress says:

We do not want to eliminate this. We cannot cut a benefit back in the name of
simplification and efficiency. Let us raise all the benefits up to that equity level.

The executive branch sits back and says:
That is exactly what the Congress will do when they get their chance.

And, so, everybody hesitates and there is a lot of milling around
when you come to the issue of simplifying a Federal benefit program,
and here we are swimming in the vortex of that current. But I can
assure you that we are going to work hard on it, and I think we
understand the process and how it works.

I would mention, going back to my fact of life a moment, that our
scale is now so significant that it touches everybody and it touches
every Congressman. If we operated at 99.99 percent efficiency—which
we do not—on an annual basis, you are talking about having missed
300,000 people. In terms of money, you are talking about having mis-
spent $70 million. We are just now talking about such large numbers
that this has become commonplace.

Senator Crires. At some future date I would like to have an op-
portunity to discuss that kind of program, but I do not think we are
discussing that today because I think the situation has been going
in the other way.

Mr., Carowerr. That number is beginning to swell; that number
has been swelling very steadily, and the awareness of it started to
develop at about the time that SSI, black lung, and the doubling of
the disability caseloads occurred. All those things happening at one
time has created a shock to the congressional and public conscience
about social security service. That is my view.

Casework Loap QUADRUPLED

Senator Crrres. Well, T can just tell you from my experience,
which is just starting 5 years now, when complaints or claims come
in the mail—there certainly were claims in the years 1971 and 1972,
but going into a part of 1973 and into 1974—this not only doubled,
but quadrupled in our office, and it quadrupled in the field. It now
is the thing that occupies the vast majority of the time of my staff.

Mr. Carowern. More congressional staff time is spent on social
security matters than any other aspect of government, as far as I
know.

I agree with you; it is the result of the backlog in disability, the
backlog in hearings and appeals, and the arrival of the SSI imple-
mentation all at the same time. But underlying it all, also, is this
steady swelling of the numbers—the basic numbers. I am not dis-
agreeing with you. I am really agreeing*with you.

NEED For aAx OMBUDSMAN

Senator Kexxepy. Just before leaving this point, would it make
any sense to have an ombudsman in these various offices to try to
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weed out these hardship cases, those that are particularly deserving?

Mr. CarowerL. I would like too have a chance to talk to some local
managers more than I have on that subject. It is something that we
have talked about several times among ourselves. It has been enter-
tained in the past several discussions.

Mr. Mode, do you have

Mr. Mope. We are doing that, Senator. In every office, whenever
there is one of the very, very severe cases, the operations supervisor—
there is a manager, assistant manager, and the operations super-
visor—who is the most knowledgeable, handles every one of those
cases, and must. We are trying to lick that—the very difficult cases.

Senator Kexxepy. Besides just having one of top people handle
the more difficult cases.

Mr. CarowerL. You are talking about somebody who would be in-
dependent of the basic work force and acts as an advocate.

Mr. Mobe. We do not have that.

Senator Kennepy. Could you take a look at it—particularly at this
time ?

[Subsequently, Mr. Cardwell supplied the following information:]

Previously, the agency has given consideration to the feasibility of establishing
an ombudsman or ombudsmen a number of times and has always concluded that
it would not really be an effective way of serving its beneficiary and consumer
population. However, given the circumstances of the moment, we will reexamine
this question and will start by looking at opportunities for one or two experi-
ments to test the feasibility of this and related approaches to improved response
to consumer complaints and problems.

We will communicate back to the committee as to the timing and placement
of these experiments.

Mr. CarowerL. Right. We have tried to develop what we call criti-
cal case procedures so that we can flag certain kinds of cases and they
will run on a different track, but that concept will only work when
the numbers are controllable. You can overwhelm the track, too.

Senator Kexnepy. We have seen it used in some of the hospitals up
our way—Massachusetts General Hospital, for example with regard
to patients’ complaints about their bills and other matters, and it has
made a very significant difference. It has made a very important con-
tribution in terms of the payment and service mechanism and, I
think, the quality issue as well.

We are going to submit some detailed questions we would like to
get to you. . ’ . '

Mr. CarpwerLn. Mr. Chairman, I think you are going to end up
knowing much more about this than we do. And I think theex-
change of information that you have requested will be useful.

Loxc Derays 1N PROCESSING APPLICATIONS

Senator Kenxepy. Senator Percy. I

Senator Percy. Mr. Cardwell, I have just two questions. The hear-
ing this morning has been very helpful, indeed, but I would like to
put into the record and advise you and your colleagues of the prin-
cipal problems that Illinois is experiencing, which I do not think are
atypical of other areas. .

The aged, blind, and disabled applicants for SSI must wait months
for their applications to be considered. In Illinois, before SSI became
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a Federal program, applications for public aid were required by Illi-
nois law to be approved or disapproved within 60 days. Now SSI
applicants must wait 6 to 14 months to have a decision made. When
an applicant appeals a denial of his application, another 6 to 8
months sometimes pass before notice of a hearing is given.

Hearings are always set initially in Chicago. SSI recipients are
many times unable to travel because of disability or cost. To have
an appeals hearing rescheduled in the applicant’s community re-
quires a few more months. The application and appeals process thus
may take more than 1 year,

The burden of proof of eligibility for SSI is on the applicant. Be-
cause of disability or lack of education, SSI applicants are too fre-
quently unable to assemble necessary documents to prove eligibility.

This rather summarizes the negative side—the gripes that we have
been processing.

I think, from your standpoint, the value of these hearings can be—
as I think Senator Chiles has tried to show-——to reassure you that it is
our job to back up and support what you need to do the job.

Here we are creating hundreds of thousands of public service jobs,
in a sense make-work, just to keep people busy—get them busy on
something. Yet, here we have a really necessary service, a great hu-
man need, and we have manpower in our offices responding to re-
quests for help on individual cases from Senators and Congress peo-
ple. We would rather have that staff available for other things or
eliminate the cost. T hate to think of what the cost is for us to bird
dog and for you to bird dog all of the individual requests that you
get from Congress. '

It gives people the feeling that they really do not get anything, as
Senator Chiles has said, unless you have a Congressman or Senator
pushing it through for you, and we do not like that feeling. We want
the feeling that Government—the executive branch—is responsive to
these needs and we want to see that you in the Administration get all
the tools you need.

The other consideration is that the longer the delay, the greater the
inhumanity to the people involved, and the worse effect it has on the
economy. Here we are issuing rebate checks for money that we do not
have, that Secretary Simon 1s going to have to go out and borrow, to
give rebate checks to people that do not need it. They are going to
scratch their heads and wonder why, with all that debt down there,
they are getting back this check to somehow stimulate the economy.
Yet we have unprocessed applications; we have people with human
needs who would quickly put that money, because of their lowest pos-
sible subsistence level, right back into the economy.

So those are the inconsistencies. I do not offer that as a criticism.

. This is a program we are working on together, and I just want vou to
know that we would really be sympathetic to backing up and sup-
porting whatever you need. '

BeNEFIT OVERPAYMENTS

I cannot recall that T have ever had a complaint in the area that
I am going to mention, but I hope it will be an area that you can
clarify. I cannot ever recall getting a complaint from someone say-
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ing: “I am being overpaid. I am getting too much. My check is too
big. I do not deserve this amount. Do something about it.”

I am sure when they get a notice from you to come down to discuss
their benefits, and if they suspect that they have been getting over-
paid, they are worried about their liability.

Could you clarify for us just exactly what the regulations are, re-
quiring or allowing waiver of recovery of SSI overpayments, if the
overpald person is without fault, if recovery would defeat the pur-
pose of the program or would be against equity or conscience? And
can vou also describe what the moral responsibility is, or possible
legal responsibility, if an individual can clearly see or knows that he
is being overpaid—let us say he is suddenly getting twice as much
as he expected. What is his responsibility to report that back?

Or, if it is a matter where you pretty well determine that they have
been overpaid, but through no fault of their own—and you really do
not suzspect that they could have known—what is their liability,
if any? '

Mr. CarpweLL. Well, approaching the last question—the last aspect
that you mentioned, namely, the person’s liability—that question
really centers on the latter question that we would deal with as to
whether there was good cause. In other words, if we found that a per-
son had every reason to know that he had been overpaid, we would
use that as a starting point, and then we are obliged to attempt to
recover. We would then, of course, look at his capacity to repay us,
and that would determine the way in which he would repay it, and the
time period, and the like.

Senator Percy. Does the person have a chance for a hearing?

Mr. CarpweLL. Yes. I was going to emphasize that. It has not
always been so—and others will correct me if I am wrong about this.
In the regular social security program you have a chance for a
formal, or even an informal, hearing at that point, but the courts
have recently dictated that if a person is notified that he has been
overpaid, he must at the same time be notified that he can have, and
obtain, an informal hearing at the claims-taking point. He can come
forward with a representative, if he likes, and have an informal
hearing as to whether the Government had a basis for contending
the overpayment. Even if he is dissatisfied after that, he could avail
himself of other opportunities.

But, to very simply state it, if we find that it is against the basic
purpose of the act or would be against good conscience, we would not
recover and would waive the overpayment. '

In any event, we would take into account the beneficiary’s capacity
to repay in establishing a repayment plan, and we have, I think, quite
adequate authority to do that to fit individual needs.

Senator Percy. Have you clarified which party has the burden of
proof that the recipient was either not overpaid or that he is, within
legal limits, not to be paid?

Mr. CarowerL. I think the burden of proof is gradually shifting
to the Government to establish the basis for contending that he was
overpaid.

INCONVENIENCE OF HEarING SiTES

Senator Percy. I see. The last question pertains to SSI hearing
examiners serving Illinois. They normally require an appellant to
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appear in Chicago. You're familiar with the geography of our State.
Chicago presents a barrier to those downstate, not only psychologic-
ally, but also from a practical standpoint. They do not necessarily
read Chicago newspapers; they look at CBS out of St. Louis; they
read the Post Dispatch and the Globe Democrat more than even the
Chicago Tribune; and they go there for many things. Chicago is
400 miles away ; St. Louis is close.

I am not sure I understand how you are organized. When someone
appeals and says he wants to appear some place else, and arrange-
ments are made, it seems to take quite a long time. Is there any way
of speeding that process up and making it more applicable to the
actuzl geography and conditions inside the State ?

Mr. CarpwerL. Well, in some social security matters the tendency
has been through the years to take the service to the people. On the
claims end of the process we have literally thousands of offices around
the country.

In the hearings and appeals process I think we have about 160
points around the country, but I would like Mr. Trachtenberg to
speak specifically of Chicago, if he can.

Senator Percy. Well, it may be that I misunderstand how it works.
With that many, you ought to be able

Mr. TracHTENBERG. One of the problems with SSI, Senator, is the
fact that a number of our hearing examiner officers that would be
located on the outskirts of Chicago have not been opened yet because
we are still bringing in new groups of hearing examiners.* I should
hope that within the next year part of that problem will be rectified.

I might be able to consider some way of offering to claimants the
possibility, when they get the notice of hearing, to indicate promptly
1f they would like a hearing closer to their residence.

Mr. Carpwern. We will ook at that. It is quite a legitimate ques-
tion. .

Senator Percy. I realize in the early stages of the program it is
very difficult immediately to implement everything. But I view it as a
growing problem, a terrific cost barrier, as well as the handicaps and
delays involved, to other people. Bureaucracy is really one of the
things that irks them. Again, 1t is a lack of understanding, and they
get very frustrated. The older we all get, the more exercised we get
about some of these things that seemingly should be simple to solve.

And with this kind of an explanation, we can certainly carry back

the word that within a year or so more convenient offices will be
available in Illinois.

Mr. Carpwery. Less than that.

Lexerm or TiMe For Processing CLaiums

In the matter of carrying messages back, could I, with your per-
mission, refer you back to your overview of how SSI looks in Illinois?
One of your first points was that a person has to wait 6 to 14 months
for his 1nitial claim to be adjudicated. ‘

I really think that picture is a picture that is now about 5 months
old, and I think if we were to take the picture today, I do not think

*See appendix 2, item 3, p. 1067.
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that it would be anything like that. I would like to have a chance to
double check it, and I will, but 1 just want to make that point.
[Subsequently, Mr. Cardwell supplied the following information :]

For overall processing time, which is from date of application to final award
or denial notice preparation, the March 1975 data indicates:

Blind/disabled

Total claims Aged claims claims
AVErage days. oo i acccccaceccna——na 105 87 110
Median days. . .. eccceeemceaan 78 54 81

For total district office proeessing time, which includes date of application to
completion of initial development and the time required to correct exceptions,
the March 1975 data indicates:

X lind/disabled
Tota} claims Aged claims claims
Average days_ .o ieciceaceccens 65 78 62

Median days. . . oo e iemmmceceemes 31 44 29

For total State agency processing time, which is from State agency receipt to
disability decision, the February data indicates:

AVerage days - - o e 43
Median days oo o m o oo o e 33

The travel policy with respect to claimants in the Chicago region (21 hearing
offices) is the same as that of any other region.

That is, claimants are required to travel up to 75 miles to attend a hearing or
within the normal business travel area of his home.

In some cases hearings may be held at a greater distance so that several cases
may be heard in one location thus affording an earlier hearing for the claimant
in the area. In such a case reimbursement for travel expenses will be made in
accordance with standard established procedures. If the hearing is scheduled
more than 75 miles from the claimant’s residence or beyond the normal business
travel area, and the claimant cannot conveniently travel to the designated loca-
tion, the hearing will be scheduled closer to the claimant’s home. If the claimant
is bed-ridden or unable to travel, a hearing may be held in his home or a hospital
or another institution.

In the case of Chicago, some claimants live in Iron Mountain, Marquette,
Marinette, Holton, et cetera., which are located far from hearing offices, and
claimants at times have no transportation or are not able to travel. In situations
such as this, the ALJ will often schedule a hearing trip to a location more con-
venient to the outlying areas once sufficient cases have been accumulated (5 or
6) in order to justify the trip. Naturally, situations such as this are tracked
carefully so as to avoid unduly delaying of the processing of claims from these
areas.

On a continuing basis, the regional management support staff of BHA is co-
ordinating with the regions to determine where additional offices may be needed
as well as where existing offices might be consolidated or enlarged so as to gen-
erate a more effective and efficient operation of processing of claims.

Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, I will not get into this area, but I
would just make the comment that as recently as last night in a
question-and-answer period with 500 women representing the presi-
dents of all the local women’s clubs in Ohio, I was struck by the
number of questions I had on social security and whether or not the
system is bankrupt.

‘When you look at the hearings entitled, “Future Directions in
Social Security,” we have a terrific job to reassure Americans ap-
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proaching retirement or on retirement now and receiving social
security that the system 1s not bankrupt, that somehow we are going
to keep it solvent and keep it, in a sense, a true trust fund.

Mr. Carnwern, As you know, that is a tremendous subject in its
own right. . .

Senator Percy. That is why I did not want to raise the issue.

Mr. CarowerLL. It needs as much attention in many ways as this
subject, although I happen to think that it is probably going to be
easier to solve.

Senator Kenxepy. Thank you very much.

Mr, CaroweLr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Cardwell follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES B. CARDWELL

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy for the opportunity
to talk to you about the supplemental security income program. I have testified
before this committee previously about the implementation of the SSI program
in the early months and about the successes and setbacks we had experienced
in its administration. Yesterday marked the close of the SSI program’s first 16
months of operations. Now that some of the newness has worn off, it is appropri-
ate that we review what we have already accomplished in this initial venture
into direct Federal operation of a need-tested income maintenance program.

INTRODGCTORY OVERVIEW OF SSI ACTIVITIES

Recipients and Benejfits

Let me start with a brief summary of how the program looks today—a kind
of status report. As of the end of March, 4.1 million people were SSI recipients.
This is 1 million more people than were receiving benefits in December 1973
under the former State programs of aid to the aged, blind, and disabled. Of the
more than 4 million SSI recipients, 2.3 million are aged and 1.8 million are
blind or disabled. Two-thirds, or about 2.7 million, of these beneficiaries had
been converted to SSI from the State rolls. The other 1.4 -million beneficiaries
are newly eligible.

During calendar year 1974 the monthly number of SSI beneficiaries rose from
3 million to 4 million. Total Federal-State spending for the payments to the
aged, blind, and disabled increased by 59 percent from $3.3 billion in 1973 under
the former State programs to nearly $5.3 billion in 1974. State expenditures de-
creased by $43 million, to less than $1.8 billion, while Federal expenditures rose
by $2 billion, to nearly $4 billion.

Initial Claims

Of the almost 2.8 million new claims filed since the SSI program began oper-
ations, almost 91 percent, or 2.5 million, have been processed to completion, with
63 percent of the claims resulting in eligibility for benefits. In addition, there
have been over 10%% million inquiries made to our local offices and telephone
inquiry centers regarding the SSI program and over 22,000 SSI inquiries have
been received at central office.

The Social Security Administration currently receives about 32,000 new SSI
claims a week. Our total pending caseload has dropped to about 259,000 claims
with about 215,000 of these involving blindness or disability which require medi-
cal determinations and review by State agencies.

Reconsiderations and Appeals

Naturally, some of those claimants for SSI who were determined to be in-
eligible believe that the determinations in their cases were incorrect. As of the
middle of March we have received over 155,00 requests for reconsiderations of
eligibility decisions on new SSI claims. Ninety-five percent of these requests
were based on medical determinations regarding disability cases. As of this
same time we have received 38,000 requests for formal hearings filed by indi-
viduals who were not satisfied with the reconsideration results. To meet this
workload we have had to recruit and train 279 hearing examiners and adminis-

55-626—75——4
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trative law judges and are continuing to seek additional qualified personnel for
these positions.

Redcterminations

Another major segment of our workload is the making of periodic redetermin-
ations of eligibility for and amount of SSI benefits payable to individuals al-
ready on the rolls, As you know, this redetermination process is an ongoing
administrative task ; determining a person’s eligibility is not a one-time-only job.
With respect to the redeterminations for individuals converted to SSI from the
prior State programs, to date we have completed over 1.2 million of these re-
determinations, with another 1.3 million redeterminations remaining to be done
by the end of 1975. Our offices also handled three-fourths of a million other
posteligibility actions in March, such as changes in a recipient’s income or living
arrangements, which increased the total of such actions for the last 6 months
to 3.8 million.

Systems

The kind of operation I am describing is highly dependent on extremely com-
plex automated data processing systems. The SSI automated systems had to be
designed and developed from the ground up. Tailor made to the program’s re-
quirements, the SSI systems are constantly undergoing efforts to upgrade capa-
bilities so that we may automate that portion of our processing which is cur-
rently being handled in an improved fashion.

State Supplementation, Medicaid, SDX

As you know, operating the SSI program involves more than paying Federal
benefits under a uniform, flat-grant payment standard approach. The law per-
mits and encourages States to supplement SSI for some people and requires
States to do so for others, and in either case provides for a State to choose to
have the Social Security Administration administer the supplementary pay-
ments.

We have negotiated contracts for Federal administration of State supplemen-
tation of the Federal benefits in 28 States, and our negotiations are of a continu-
ing nature. In 17 of those States there is Federal administration of both the
mandatory and optional State supplements, while 11 Sfates have Federal ad-
ministration of the mandatory supplementary programs only.

There is no uniformity from State to State in the supplementary programs.
Optional State supplementation is designed to permit States to meet needs as
they perceive them, and the result is a variety of differing supplementary pay-
ment amounts. Mandatory supplementary payments are designed to maintain
the December 1973 income levels of recipients converted from the previous State
programs of assistance to the aged, blind, and disabled on an individualized
basis. These factors contribute a high degree of complexity to the administration
of the State supplementary programs. Many of these complexities are ones that
we have to live with since they are not susceptible to administrative measures
directed toward more efficient operations; they are complexities built into the
programs by law.

We have also entered into agreements with 27 Sfates under which we make
determinations of eligibility for the State medicaid programs for SST applicants.
In addition, many States that did not opt for federally administered State sup-
plementation of federally prepared determinations of medicaid eligibility have
signed agreements with the Secretary under which SSA and the State will ex-
change eligibility and payment data that both parties need to administer their
respective programs. Regardless of the type of agreement between us and the
State, there is a need for exchanging data betwéen SSA and the various State
agencies. We have develoned an electronic data processing svstem for this pur-
pose, known as the SSI/State Data Exchange System, or SDX.

Quality Assurance

In addition, we have had to provide for the necessary management tools with
which to analyze our performance. We believe we now have the foundation for
an effective quality assurance system in place to permit us to assess our per-
formance hy allowing us to measure the accuracy of payments being made and
the identification of error-prone factors so that corrective action may be taken.

Other Activities
I don’t want to overemphasize these workload related efforts at the expense
of such critically necessary administrative activities as the development of policy
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and the writing of regulations and instructions. Although involving a small
bercentage of the total manpower related to the implementation of SSI, these
areas have been among the most important in enabling us to deal consistently
with the administration of this complex nationwide program.

From the beginning we have made efforts to reach potential eligibles and in-
form them about the new program. These efforts began long before the January
1, 1974, starting date for SSI. We worked very closely with State and county
welfare departments and with local and national organizations interested in
the aged, blind, and disabled so that they could inform their constituencies. As
the starting date approached, outreach efforts were intensified, and a campaign
called SSI-Alert was begun under the sponsorship of the Administration on
Aging.

We have also been using a direct mailing system to contact 5.2 million indi-
viduals whose social security benefits are low enough to indicate possible eligi-
bility for SSI payments.

OPERATIONAL PROBLEMS IN THE SSI PROGRAM

Adequacy of Claimant and Beneficiary Services

SSA, quite frankly, has been facing a number of significant administrative
problems. Perhaps most significant has been the impact of the SSI implementa-
tion on agency operations. I want to mention at this point an area of concern
that extends over both the social security and SSI programs—that is, the rising
number of disability claims and claimant appeals of all types with resultant
backlogs in both areas.

We are aware of the growing concern about the adequacy of our response time
in the processing of both claims and appeals. We have worked hard to catch up
and are, at this point, clearly making inroads in the disability backlog. There
were 251,000 applications for social security disability insurance benefits pending
as of March 31, 1974. The backlog has been reduced to 196,000 as of March 31,
1975. Over the same period, the disability claims backlog in the SSI program
has been reduced from over 400,000 to 215,000 applications pending. This is still
higher than we like, but we are now processing claims faster than they are being
received consistently month after month. With the additional resources now
under consideration, we believe we can bring the backlog under full control by
the end of fiscal year 1976, even in the face of steadily rising workloads:

The picture is not good with respect to hearings and appeals. Unlike the dis-
ability claims area, which has shown a steady decrease in cases pending, hear-
ings requests pending in SSA’s Bureau of Hearings and Appeals actually have
increased since the beginning of the year. The present level is over 110,000 cases
as compared with over 77,000 on June 30, 1974. The most urgent business of the
Social Security Administration is to bring this hearings backlog down as quickly
as possible. Regrettably, this is not going to take place very soon. We are hiring
and training additional administrative law judges and other related personnel
and have made and are continuing to make improvements in productivity. The
problem is so great, however, that it is likely to take many months to reduce
waiting times for hearings to more nearly acceptable levels.

Processing Times for SSI Claims

Our most recent processing times show a median processing time nationally
of 39 days for aged claims and 75 days for disability claims. In Massachusetts,
processing times are 35 days for an aged claim and 85 days for disability claims.
These processing times, however, are not representative of how long on the av-
erage it will take to process claims filed today. These processing times are
biased toward the high side because they reflect large numbers of old claims
cleared in recent months.. -

The total number of claims pending has been reduced from 390,000 last Sep-
tember to 259,000 presently. This is a net reduction of 131,000 cases-—and during
a period when we received over 815,000 new claims. Claims have been coming
in at a rate of about 32,400 a week, compared to about 35,400 cases cleared per
week—a net gain of about 15,000 to 20,000 claims per month.

Probably the best way of looking at our present capacity to process new
claims is to compare the average number of new claims being received to the
total number of claims pending. Today’s pendings represent about 30 days’ worth
of receipts for aged-65 cases and 70 days for disability cases. Therefore, on the
average, an aged person filing a claim today can expect a decision on his eclaim
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in about 30 days and a disabled applicant could expect a decision in about 70
days. ’ ’

Factors Contributing to Processing Delays

Operating experience alone has revealed many shortcomings which we are
in the process of correcting. One shortcoming revealed was the need for added
staff. The President has approved 10,000 new temporary and term employees to
help reduce pending workloads and processing time. This additional staff along
with our much improved systems capability should bring SSI's operations and
that of this agency to a normal level.

Space has been another critical factor in serving the public. We increased the
number of district and branch offices we had before the passage of SSI from
959 to 1,280. That is a third more offices spread around the country. We acquire
all space through the General Services Administration. Last July, for budgetary
reasons, a freeze was placed on all space acquisition activity. This freeze has
now been lifted. We are working with GSA to resolve our most critical space
problems. A great part of our progress in processing claims has been in the sys-
tems area. Initially our computer systems and high-speed communications equip-
ment failed to perform as well as expected and necessary to meet the demands
of the SSI program. Time did not permit proper testing before going operational.
Legislative changes and last-minute options exercised by many States further
complicated systems planning and implementation. Recipient conversion data
supplied by many States was faulty.

Many of our transitional problems were one-time in nature. There are still
many problems to be resolved, but we have the know-how ahd the hardware,
and they will be solved.

The processing of blind and disability claims offer unique complications. There
are inherent delays in the disability determination process. Consultative medical
examinations must frequently be scheduled (usually at Social Security’s ex-
pense). It takes several weeks to arrange for the examination and then it is not
uncommon for the applicant not to appear for the examination. In addition, the
medical reports resulting from these examinations are often very slow in coming,.

The rollback amendment signed December 31, 1973, seriously affected the
processing of new disability claims in 1974, especially in the first few months of
the program. We redetermined the disability of some 167,000 converted benefici-
aries at a time when the State Disability Determination Services were already
taxed by heavy workloads. The “rollback” cases have been completed, and the
processing of disability claims is much improved although not yet at the level
we want. As an example of the improvement in processing disability applica-
tions, last September we had about 108 days’ work on hand; today we have
about 70 days’ work on hand.

Replacement of Lost or Stolen Checks

One of the problem areas that has given us concern involves lost and stolen
checks and the replacement of these checks, During the first months of the new
program as many as 200,000 persons reported to district offices that they had
not received an SSI check which they had expected. It was difficult to sort out
those whose checks had been misdirected, lost, or stolen from those which had
not yet been issued in those early months. Moreover, we soon realized that the
SSA/Treasury check replacement system was not as responsive as the ones pre-
viously employed by the States. :

Tn cooperation with the Treasury Department we have established and now
have in operation an expedited system for SSI which is intended to replace a
lost or stolen check within a week. Marked improvement has occurred since we
began this arrangement late last August. The time involved in replacing a
check has been significantly decreased from an average replacement time of 3 to
4 weeks to a current average of 7 to 10 days. Adding to the improved situation
is the fact that now only about 20,000 instances (one-half of 1 percent of checks
issued) of reported nonreceipt of SSI checks in any month require action by
the Treasury Department. (In 1974, an average of slightly over two-tenths of
1 percent of the 28 million monthly social security cash benefit checks issued
were reported to Treasury as not received.)

StEPs To IMPROVE THE PROGRAM

Automation of Operations ‘
We will still have to develop automated post-entitlement systems for many
SSI situations, and we still have a great deal of work to do on our billing pro-
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cedures for determining State supplemental payment costs. Much of this work
is still being done in an improvised fashion, but we have both the know-how
and plans for its eventual sutomation,

Improved Appeals Processing

I have already mentioned the very serious problem presented by the volume
of requests for hearings and appeals in the SSI as well as the title II program.
In the SSI program nationwide, there are 72 pending requests for hearings filed
by the aged claimants and 29,422 pending requests for hearings filed by claim-
ants for benefits on the basis of disability or blindness. In Massachusetts, there
are 507 hearings pending, all of which involve issues of disability or blindness.

Forty-three percent of all SSI requests for hearings nationally and 54 percent
in Massachusetts involve concurrent applications for SSI and social security
and therefore must be heard by an administrative law judge, rather than an
SSI hearing examiner.

As mentioned, we are hiring and training additional administrative law judges
and other related personnel and have made and are continuing to make improve-
ments in productivity. The problem is so great, however, that it is likely to take
many months to reduce waiting times for hearings to more nearly acceptable
levels.

Streamlining Operating Policies and Procedures

We are changing a number of policies to make the program more responsive
to the recipients. By revising the criteria for application of the presumptive
disability provisions we were able to increase the frequency of placing recipients
in pay status before a final decision on their claim. This is evidenced by the fact
that in the week of April 17, 1974, 59 presumptive disability determinations were
made as compared to 2,405 made the week of April 16, 1975. Applications can
now be taken from those soon to be released from institutions so that their first
check coincides with their date of release. An SSI beneficiary may now select
the category under which he receives benefits according to whatever is most
advantageous to him.

We are also studying possible changes in the claims process which would
allow faster delivery of the first check. These changes include perhaps eliminat-
ing complete verification in areas proven to be of extremely low risk and mov-
ing to postverification of selected items where experience has shown the needs
of the applicant can be balanced against the integrity of the program.

SSA STAFFING

In organizing for the implementation of the supplemental security income
program, it was decided that it would not be established as a separate program
with its own separate claims taking, processing and adjudicative staff. In other
words. with but one exception, there is no separate organization or staff for
the SSI program. The claims taking and adjudicative processes are operated
by generalists, and this activity is but one of a number of claims taking and
adjudicative functions performed by SSA employees at various levels. The ex-
ception involves the Bureau of Supplemental Security Income which is a sepa-
rate organization established to plan and generally oversee the SSI program.
The Bureau of Supplemental Security Income has separate and identifiable staff
located at headquarters and.among the ten SSA regional offices. (The current
strength of the Bureau of Supplemental Security Income, excluding SST quality
assurance activities. is approximately 500 employees.) -

The total number of nositions renuested and authorized for the SST program
in the latest revision of the President’s Budget request for FY 1976 is 23.800
positions compared to 86.648 positions for all of SSA. This total includes 10.000
temporary and term employees recently approved by the President to alleviate
personnel needs brought on primarily by the SSI program. SSI bas accounted
for the bulk of the additional staff authorized for the Social Security Admini-
stration since 1972, when planning for the program hegan. Of the near 31.000
position increase at SSA since 1972, only 7,251 positions have gone to the other
programs, ) T . . .

CoxXCLUSION -

Tastly, I want to emphasize the depth of our concern and our strong commit-
ment to continuing to work toward improvements in our operation. We are
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mindful that a diminution of our services cannot be allowed to continue beyond
a reasonable period. We will do whatever is necessary to avoid impairment of
what I see as the traditionally high standard of service that has distinguished
SSA among Federal agencies. We have received support and encouragement
from the Congress in these efforts and the prospects are good, I believe, for
steady progress.

Senator Kev~yepy. Our next witness, Mr. Clvde Webber. is the
president of the American Federation of Government Employees.
And let me also welcome Dan Kearney.

Let us get started. We will put your whole statement in the record.®
We would appreciate a summary. The hour is getting late and we
want to give you a full opportunity to make your comments.

STATEMENTS OF CLYDE M. WEBBER, NATIONAL PRESIDENT, AMER-
ICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, ACCOMPANIED
BY DANIEL J. KEARNEY, NATIONAL VICE PRESIDENT; LOUIS
PELLERZI, GENERAL COUNSEL; CARL SADLER, LEGISLATIVE
REPRESENTATIVE; CLARA SHAUGHNESSY, PRESIDENT, NA-
TIONAL COUNCIL AFGE SSA BDOO LOCALS; PERCY DALEY, PRES-
IDENT, AFGE LOCAL 1164, NEW ENGLAND SSA BDOO COUNCIL;
ELLEN ZWIERZYNSKI, DELEGATE, NEW YORK-NEW JERSEY
COUNCIL SSA BDOO COUNCIL; STEPHEN KOCZAK, DIRECTOR OF
RESEARCH; LOYD GREGORY, SECRETARY-TREASURER, AFGE
LOCAL 1164; AND COLLEEN BRADY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESI-
DENT, AFGE LOCAL 1164

Mr. Weeser. Thank you very much.

I would like to introduce my associates here. On my left is Mr.
Pellerzi, general counsel of our federation; Mr. Stephen Koczak, who
is director of research; Mr. Gregory, secretary-treasurer of Boston
local 1164; Mrs. Brady, executive vice president of local 1164: Na-
tional Vice President Dan Kearney from the Boston area; Ellen
Zwierzynski, delegate to the New York-New Jersey Council of
AFGE; Clara Shaughnessy, president of the National Council of
AFGE field locals; and Carl Sadler, legislative representative.

I would like you to know that also in the audience is the president
of our national council of payment center locals covering all of the
Social Security Administration payment centers. Mr. Jones: and
Joseph B. Rosenberg, president of our local 1923, social security
headquarters, representing some 20,000 Social Security Administra-
tion employees.

Now, I would be pleased to summarize our statement here.

As indicated in the introduction of our prepared statement.* we
represent most of the employees of the Social Security Administra-
tion. They are part of the more than 675,000 employees the American
Federation of (Government Employees represents throughout the U.S.
Government. We work with all of the agencies in the Federal service,
and I would like to say I have never met a group of more dedicated,

*See p. 1029.
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sincere people who are proud of the work that they do and who are
trying to do a fine job for the American public.

TWe are particularly concerned about two items in our testimony.
One of them has to do with the things that we talk about with a view
to improving management. Those are the fundamental problems. We
meet with them periodically. We had two meetings within the last
vear.

T feel that sometimes in these meetings we are more in a manage-
ment-type meeting than we are in a labor-management meeting. The
confrontation is on trying to get certain things done. Our people
want the management to do their job better.

TarproviNg MANAGEMENT OF SSA

We have talked about training, especially the inadequate amount of
training facilities which were available in the early stages of this
supplemental security income program, including the inadequate
training supplies. Many of these stem from regulations which pro-
hibited or delayed the issuance of necessary training materials. There
were delays in the receipt of necessary manual inserts which these
folks haveé to apply in their work with the clients of the agency, with
the result that these created conditions in which the clients had to
wait weeks for determinations.

We had incidents early in the SST program where there were near
riots, particularly in the New York-New Jersey area. when the claim-
ants were taken off of the program because they did not meect the
Federal requirements.

There were inadequate waiting room facilities in some locations in
the wintertime and 1t was necessary to hire buses for people to sit in
to keep warm while waiting to get their claims processed.

These circumstances are of great concern to the employees of the
Social Security Administration, just as they are to the management
people who were here before.

I think that probably the thing that has caused the most problems
is the matter of inadequate staff. It seems that the “numbers game”—
at least’ that is what we call it—which is played by OMB in keeping
the number of Federal employees at a certain level is the overriding
consideration as far as the White House and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget are concerned.

Here in this current budget document, which was issued by the
administration and sent up to Congress some weeks ago, it shows that
the actual employment of the Social Security Administration in 1974
was 71,254 people; in 1975, 71,049; and it is anticipated that it will
be reduced to 70,865 in fiscal year 1976. The actual facts, of course,
are different. We have heard the actual facts from Commissioner
Cardwell.

The number that we received yesterday are that there are 82,351
employees on board as of now. There are more than 11,500 more
people on the rolls than the budget submission to Congress indicates,
but the problem is that many of these people are temporary.

"The latest authorization which was requested and received was for
6,000 term employees and 4,000 temporary employees. Now, the ap-
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pointment of temporary and term employees reduces the rights of
such employees. First, from the standpoint of the benefits which they
are entitled to receive through Federal employment ; second, from the
standpoint of being eligible for promotion in acquiring career rights.

All of these things are things which are problems to the people who
are sitting around the table with me here.

If a job comes open, a permanent employee can fill it and a tem-
porary employee cannot fill it. They can fill only the job for which
they are hired.

TraiNixG AND OvERTIME PROBLEMS

Now, we have been on this subject with management for more than
6 months. We pushed as hard as anyone did to try to get additional
employees to alleviate the overtime problem which exists in the Social
Security Administration. I have been told that there were more than
5 million hours of overtime worked within the Administration last
year. There are more than 88,000 man-hours authorized each month
now.

People who work in local offices are required to work overtime.
The workload is so heavy that there is no time for training to take
place during the regular work hours. But there are also prohibitions
to conducting training on overtime. Consequently, the offices are
closed during regular work hours in order to make training time
available: and people have to work overtime to try to keep the work-
load up. Even though they are working as hard as they know how,
and they are dedicated people, the backlog continues to increase. Al-
though it may be at a plateau now, this is what it has been over the last
year or so.

Now, we are also deeply concerned that HEW interposes itself
between the Social Security Administration and other agencies in
trying to get things done. I could give you two examples: When the
SSI program was introduced, great additional responsibilities were
placed on the claims authorizers. At our convention in Florida 3
years ago, in August 1972, we had a meeting with Social Security Ad-
ministration folks. They advised our members that there would be a
reclassification of their jobs by the first of the year, that is, by Janu-
ary 1973. :

‘Well, by the first of the year, HEW had it so tight in the sack that
there was serious demoralization across the country on the part of the
people who felt that they had bona fide commitments in regard to
adjustments in their pay.

We finally got the logjam broken—1I believe it was in about Febru-
ary of the following year—and we did get the material through
HEW and finally got the Civil Service Commission—it was about
June of the following year, some 9 or 10 months’ delay in getting
this one processed. » )

Now. we have just gone through another exercise, and this one was
in futility, for the data review technicians, some 4,000 people in the
claims office who are doing quite complex work. At least the Social
Security Administration classification people felt that it warranted
an upgrade-of one grade. It went through the HEW classification
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people for an upgrade of one grade, and then we find that the Civil
Service Commission, Mr. Poe and his group, has just denied it in an
advisory opinion some 3 or 4 weeks ago. ,

These situations cause serious morale problems within the organiza-
tion. The people are required to work overtime and they are required
to take on new responsibilities—they have workloads which are al-
most unbelievable, and they cheerfully try to do these things—then
as a “reward” they are penalized in their pay checks.

So what we would really like to see would be to get this program
out from under the hands of the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare and let the program administrators deal with the White
House and with Congress as independent agencies. Let them come up
and make their own presentations, have their own discussions with
you in regard to needed manpower without having the constraints
that they have while they are under the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare.

Senator Kex~epy. There will be many things we will agree on,
but this is certainly one of the more important aspects of it. You are
to be commended in taking the position.

CRrITICISM OF ADMINISTRATION POLICIES

Mr. Weseer. We feel that Mr. Weinberger is a long way from us
philosophically. He may be doing what he thinks is right, but he was
the head of OMB and for 8 or 4 years he restricted employment in
every agency in the Federal Government. Now he has a program here
which has great manpower demands and he finds himself in the posi-
tion of having to go to the new head of OMB and ask for large
numbers of people, and apparently he just will not do it.

And if these 10,000 or 15,000 or 20,000 people were needed now and
were on the job now and then there was a systems change as recom-
mended by Commissioner. Cardwell this morning—and he made it
very clear that it was an assumption that a systems change would
reduce the workload where they could eventually meet these man-
power requirements which are indicated in the 1976 budget—in an
o;g;ﬁlization,of 80,000 positions, attrition could more than take care
of this.

In the meantime, there is no good reason to deny the agency the
opportunity to recruit people from the appropriate Civil Service
registers and bring them into the career service and give them all the
rights and benefits that other Federal employees have and let them
begin their careers and begin to feel that they are a part of the or-
ganization and mission of SSA.

If they are working on an 8-month, 9-month, or 12-month appoint-
ment or a 24-month appointment, you can certainly be sure that they
will not have the same attitude, the same outlook, or the same direc-
tion that people have who have appropriate career appointments.

Now, those are the substantial things which I have selected from
our statement. If you would like to ask us some questions, I have
people here who work for the agency and I am sure they can give
you the answers from the employees’ standpoint. :

Senator Xex~epy. Is it your position that if you had received the
additional personnel initially requested and had the additional train-
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ing programs for these personnel, that many of the subsequent dif-
ficulties, delays, and inequities would have been dramatically re-
duced ?

_ Mr. WeBBer. There were a number of delays that T think were just
inherent in the situation.

In the meetings which we had with the administration officials, we
learned that they had to improvise as they went along—meet the
problems as they went along—and they were doing this. But there
was also at the beginning a request for more manpower to OMB and
to the HEW than they received. I think that the people from man-
agement who were just here would agree with me on that.

The training was not what it should have been, and part of it was
caused by the unanticipated heavy workload. If it had been better,
and I think we would be a lot closer to a good program and still have
the kind of reputation that the folks in the Social Security Adminis-
tration have had all the time—this is one thing they are proud of. If
you have talked to any of them, I am sure

Senator Kexxepy. They have every reason to be, and I think the
country is proud of them as well.

Myr. WesBer. There is one other thing T would say. I had a meet-
ing—this started about 18 months ago—I had a talk with our people
and I was concerned that maybe it was possibly the philosophical

| differences between the people who were in charge of the Government
at the top and the people who work for the Social Security Ad-
ministration, the people who feel like I do. The social security pro-
gram is a great thing for our country and the improvements that
have taken place are worthwhile improvements. T raised the question
in our closed group as to whether maybe the Nixon administration
was trying to discredit the social security system by letting it do a
bad job.

Senator Cures [presiding]. Because a vote has just started and is
in process, we will just continue on. Senator Kennedy will go vote
and 1 will go when he gets back

Mr. WerBer. Senator, you understood the point that T made there,
that I had a concern that the Social Security Administration had
done an outstanding job for 40 years, and that if people wanted to
discredit the Social Security Administration, there would be no better
way to do it than to give them inadequate resources to carry out a
very complicated task.

ProsrLEMs 1IN ROXBURY

Mr. Krarxey. Senator, T would like to cite one example—Roxbury.
In spite of the vast increase in the workload, which went from 400
pending cases to 1,200 pending cases, the staff was not increased pro-
portionately and it went from five claims representatives to eight
claims representatives—now, remember, these are new and untrained.
TFurther, these representatives were not given access to the proper
equipment, the Roxbury office was not assigned a social security data
acquisition and response system. In other words, the office could not
get to that big computer down in Birmingham, and this machine has
the capacity of instant recall of the approved cases from the com-
puter. Tt is understood that many offices are still without this type
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of equipment. They have got to have this type of recall. They cannot
be going to the teletype because the computer does not respond very
well to the teletype.

So there are equipment problems; there are problems of room as
far as office space goes, and things of that nature.

Senator CmiLrs. When you raise these equipment problems, what
kind of answer do you get as to why they do not have any equipment ?

Mr. Kearxey. How about that, Colleen ?

Mrs. Brapy. We were promised access equipment in 1974—they
keep promising us and we have not gotten it yet. This was the ma-
chinery that would have gotten us into the computer.

Senator Crrrs. We indicated that we would submit some other
questions for the record. and I would like to see if we could find out
how many regions there are where they do not have equipment and
what the problem is in regard to equipment. I cannot understand
why there would be a reason for this long delay for that.

Mr. WesBer. 1 was going to introduce Ellen here. This young lady
works in the social security office and has worked up a paper here
which shows some of the differences between the regular social
security claims activity, what is expected under SSI, and why the
problems are as intense as they are.

Senator Cuires. If she has a report that she has worked up on that,
we would be glad to include the report in the record.*

Year’s TraiNixg Lost

Miss Zwmerzyxskr. I would just like to make one point as to what
the nationwide staffing patterns are going to do to my particular re-
gion. T am from New York-New Jersey area. I am representing the
New York-New Jersey Social Security Council.

Now, going back to January of 1974, we were the worst hit. Our
New York City offices were the ones that had to have the buses out-
side. Our New York City offices were the ones that had to close at 10
o’clock every morning because we did not have enough people to inter-
view—there were just hundreds and hundreds of people. The doors
would close at 10 o’clock and people would be given numbers for the
next day.

Now, we have just been told of our new staffing figures by our local
management. Currently we have 5,003 career Federal employees in our
region. We are told that this figure must come down to 4,655 career
employees. And currently we have 648 temporary employees. That has
got to come down. We must go down to 576 temporaries.

But to replace this, what we will get is 613 term employees. That is
not going to do us very much good. We went through hell to train
these people that we have on duty right now. We had people who came
with the agency and after 3 weeks of training during our crisis period
it took us a year to train them and now they are going to be “rifed”
out because we are over our temporary ceiling.

The situation is not getting any

Senator Crrres. Will they be reclassified as term employees?

Miss Zwierzy~sKI What we have been told by management is that
this cannot happen.

*See appendix 2, item 4, p. 1068.
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Senator CuiLEs. Cannot happen? . .

Miss ZwiErzy~skr. Cannot happen. Civil Service, in a meeting with
the New York-New Jersey congressional delegation, told us this would
defeat the purpose of the civil service system and this could not be
allowed.

We had asked for an estension to convert these employees and we
were denied this. At a meeting of the New York-New Jersey congres-
sional delegation a representative of the Civil Service Commission
said that the reason for this was that it would defeat the purposes of
the civil service system to do such a thing. We pointed out that we
need these people right now, but we are not going to get them.

The difference between the 648 and the 576—those people have got
to be “rifed,” and once their 1-year appointment is up, they are gone.

Senator Carrrs. I do not understand how that in any way would

Miss ZWIERZYNSKL We are not getting any better in New York and
New Jersey. In approximately February of 1974, Mr. Bynam, the
director of the Bureau of District Office Operations, spoke to us at a
meeting of the New York City social security employees and told us
that by April or May of that year the workload would be a lot
lighter-—we would be 1n much better shape.

Then in January of this year, Mr. Bynam spoke before the meeting
that we had with the New York-New Jersey congressional delegation
and told us the situation was getting better very quickly. .

For us, it has never gotten any better. It is just getting worse. We
do not have the crowds any more, but we still have the problem cases.
Just because we do not have 500 people coming in at 8:30 in the morn-
ing does not mean that we do not have problems.

Senator CuLEs. Do you still have a lot of overtime work?

Miss ZWIERZYNSKI. Yes. Many. offices are now, for the first time,
going into mandatory overtime. The offices that are going into this
are suburban offices, and the reason is, for the last year and a half they
have been detailed out of their own offices into the city impacted of-
fices, and now this has got to be switched around because, as you know,
we have depleted their staffs. Now they are tremendously backlogged.
So what we do is we shift personnel.

We have had more people on details all across New York and New
Jersey, taken from their home office, and we send them to an emer-
gency office where the problems are bad. Then that office that we have
taken them from becomes worse, and we have to do that all over again.

Senator CarLes. I hate to interrupt. We have come to the halfway
mark on the vote, so I am going to have to leave. '

Another problem, staff tells me that we have to vacate this room in
35 minutes for something else. I think we will try to submit some ques-
tions on this for the record to see if we can get some answers from you.

I want to tell you how much we appreciate your testimony and I am
sorry that we got so rushed for time here. ‘

Our next three witnesses, I think if they would just come to the
table and we will take them as a panel. Senator Kennedy will be back,
and I will be back as soon as I vote.

Mr. Dacey. Senator, could I just get one thing in? We cover the
Boston social security—the Boston region in New England. I just
wanted to say that I was interested in Commissioner Cardwell’s re-
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marks that he felt that the Administration needed to pay more atten-
tion to employees, and I would just like to say in that connection that
theye is a theory, a system called labor-management relations, and I
would suggest that maybe this is an area that ought to be looked into
a little further. ‘

Senator Crayues. Thank you, sir. Your:prepared statement will be
put into the record at this time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Webber follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CLYDE M. WEBBER

We are most grateful to the Special Committee on Aging for the opportunity
to appear before you to provide data concerning major problems related to the
aging.

The American Federation of Government Employees, AFL-CIO, is the largest
organization.of Federal employees in the United States. We represent more than
675,000 Federal employees in exclusive units recognized under Executive Order
11491. Because our membership includes Federal employees in virtually every
department and agency of the United States, we are deeply involved in keeping
abreast of every phase of American life. ,

e are especially well informed on the problems of the aged for two reasons.
First, because we are the exclusive representative of most of the employees of
the Social Security Administration which disperses over $80 billion in income
security funds, primarily to the aged. Secondly, we are deeply concerned about
the erosion of confidence in a heretofore unblemished reputation of the American
social security system. -

What is needed most of all at this time is a presentation of facts, as distin-
guished from propaganda. We welcome this hearing because your Special Com-
mittee on Aging is a factfinding committee and will refer facts to the legislative
committees. We are appreciative of this opportunity to discuss a most unfor-
‘tunate situation now existing in the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare and the Social Security Administration regarding the aged, which needs
immediate correction. )

" We would also like to call these facts to the legislative committee of the Sen-
ate. We understand that of the 17 standing committees of the Senate, 13 are
_concerned with the problems of the aging. Of these, the three with which we are
most familiar are the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, the Commit-
tee on Finance, and the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. We believe
our testimony will be of special interest to those committees also and, with
.your permission, we should like to transmit copies of our statement today to
those committees. .
. SUPPLEMENTARY SECURITY INCOME

The immediate subject matter of this hearing concerns the problems which
have arisen in administering and implementing the supplementary security in-
come program enacted by Public Law 92-603.

" From the outset, these have been massive and multiple. Yet, from the outset,
most of these problems could have been avoided through proper planning.

I shall not recount the pitiful situations which developed in January and
February of 1974. In those months hundreds of aged, blind, and handicapped
stood outside the social security field offices in the cold. waiting to be processed.
In some instances the only solution was to hire heated buses to use as waiting
rooms until the social seenrity interviewers were ready to receive them. Proper
planning could have avoided this.

Today, the situation may be less dramatic than the winter months of January,
Febraary, and March. 1974, but the actual situation is just as serious. Unless
steps are taken quickly, the aged, blind. and handicapped will continue to suffer
delavs in scheduling interviews. in havine their claims processed, and, most
tragically of all, in receiving money rightfully due them.

Wuaere Does THE PROBLEM Lig?

The grievousness of the situation is manifest—ryet the solution really is rather
simple. The problem does not lie in defining the analysis or prescribing the
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remedy. The problem lies simply and solely in the bureaucratic strategies and
policies of the White House, the Office of Management and Budget, and the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, which imposes inertia and frustra-
tion on the Social Security Administration.

Almost all the difficulties in the implementation of the supplemental security
income program derive from the impediments interposed by HEW and the
White House on the management of the Social Security Administration. Had
the Social Security Administration existed as an independent agency, the great
proportion of the difficulties which we now counfront would have been resolved
years ago.

‘With your permission, I should like to insert into the record of this hearing as
annex 1*, the statement by the AFL—~CIO of August 6, 1974, calling for the cre-
ation of an independent Social Security Administration. That statement outlines
the social, fiscal, and administrative considerations which justify the immediate
creation of an independent Social Security Administration.

PHILOSOPHY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

The Department of Health, Education, and Welfare has pursued a consistent
policy of “disincentive” in the matter of an efficient and rapid accomplishment
of the goals enunciated in the Social Security Amendments of 1972 (Public Law
92-603). I shall hereafter describe some of the specific methods through which
this policy of disincentive has been pursued. However, I should first like to dis-
cuss the basic philosophic approaches of the managers of HEW toward discharg-
ing Federal statutory obligations to the aged.

It is germane to your hearing to realize that the present Secretary of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Caspar W. Weinberger, is im-
bued with the philosophies developed by the Nixon administration in the Office
of .Management and Budget. That philosophy, pursued assiduously by the Office
of Management and Budget since its establishment in 1970, is to give precedence
to money matters over the rights of human beings. Even today the major pre-
occupation of the Office of Management and Budget is to reduce the standard of
living of all Americans in order to preserve the standard of value of money. I
need. cite, for example, the well-published policy of President Ford to limit cost-
of-living increases to social security pensioners to 5 percent in outright default
of Public T.aw 92-336 enacted by Congress as recently as July 1972. On June 12,
1972, Mr. Weinberger became Director of the Office of Management and Budget.
He was the second person to hold that office, succeeding George Shultz, who was
named Secretary of the Treasury. On July 2, 1970, he had become the first Dép-
uty Director of the Office of Management and Budget with primary direct re-
sponsibility for the preparation of the Federal budget. Thus, be had served more
than 18 months in the Office of Management and Budget before becoming Secré-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare. It is not unfair to say that the policies
he has pursued, both at OMB and HEW, have been to give priority to budget
and fiscal considerations at the cost of law and the rights and needs of human
beings. '

May 1 therefore sugegst that your committee accord special consideration to
the impaect of two most unfortunate circumstances when you come to judge the
achievement and the failures of the supplemental security income program. The
first is the serious institutional impediments imposed on the Social Security
Administration through its subordination to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare. The second is the hostile philosophy pursued by the present
management of HEW regarding social services to the aged.

I believe that once these two considerations are properly understood the origins
of many of the problems I shall discuss hereafter will become much more evident.

Facr VERsUs PrROPAGANDA

It is unfortunate that the submissions of the Federal budget to the Congress
are no longer factual. There are huge distortions in the document for fiscal
year 1976, primarily to make it appear that the problems of the country arise
out of its expenditures for social programs. Another distortion is to conceal the
amount of Federal positions which are being “contracted out”. The third dis-
tortion is to understate further, as far as possible, the employment situation

*See appendix 2, item 5, p. 1070.
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in certain Federal departments in order to justify the massive dismissals which
are being planned in them in the future. This is done through the practice of
hiring temporary employees.

These distortions are patent in the budget submission concerning the Socinl
Security Administration. I ask your permission to include, as annex 2,* an extract
from page 997 showing the detailed description of permanent positions allegedly
authorized for fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 1976.

As that extract shows, the total permanent employment in the Social Security
Administration for the 3 fiscal years is as follows :

All these data are inaccurate.

The fact is that as of April 11, 1975, the Social Security Administration had
82,351 employees. And the President, the Secretary of HEW, and the Adminis-
trator of SSA are all aware of this fact.

How shall we account for a situation where there are almost 11,500 more enm-
ployees on the rolls than the budget submission to Congress indicates?

When the Social Security Administration was confronted with the huge task
of executing the SSI program, its Bureau of Distriet Office Operations cor-
rectly estimated the need for 15,000 more permanent positions. However, the
White House decided to deny these, insisting there should be no increase in
permanent positions but that the program should be conducted through the use
of (a) term appointments, and (b) the development of a new simplified system of
procedures requiring less manpower, bringing total manpower needs back to
the 71,000 level. This would require legislation.

In consonance with this philosophy, OMB and HEW developed a program for
the authorization of only 11,500 additional employees (instead of the 15,000 re-
quested) distributed as follows:

Term employeeé__ O 6, 000
Temporary employees______ —— P, 4, 000
Permanent employees - e 1, 500

The 1,500 permanent employees are actually not new employees authorization
but result from exempting SSA from the previously required reduction of 2 per-
cent of permanent work force, an attrition applied to all other departments and
agencies in the Government.

But, though the foregoing figures are already sufficiently confusing, I must
point out that even those figures do not represent the reality. To the best of my
knowledge, as of April 11, there were 82,351 employees in SSA, of whom 74,301
are permanent, but operating under a ceiling of 72,365; and there are 6,292
temporary employees, operating under a. ceiling of 7,176. This would indicate
that SSA will be under pressure to reduce its permanpent staff by approximately
900 positions while in the process of expanding its temporary positions by the
same amount,

As a footnote, I should like to point out that in 1972, the Social Security Ad-
ministration had only 1,804 temporary employees out of a total staff of 57,913.

Under these circumstances, it is obviously difficult for Congress and the Amer-
ican public to really know the structure and staffing pattern at the Social Secu-
rity Administration. We believe this is a state of affairs that should end. We
also believe that the quickest way to end this is to establish the Social Security
Administration as an independent Department in the Federal Government, with
direct access to Congress.

VIioLATION OF CIVIL SERVICE REGULATIONS

The Classification Act of 1949 clearly establishes the categories and classes
under which Federal personnel are to be employed. The provisions of this act
were established by Congress in order to enable all departments and agencies
to pursue a consistent policy of recruiting, promoting, and compensating Fed-
eral employees for work of similar levels of difficulty. A further comsideration
was to provide management with an effective objective tool to measure accom-
plishment of mission through the efficient use of personnel. ’

*See appendix 2, item 6, p. 1071,
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Since the creation of the Office of Management and Budget in 1970, however,
the philosophy and the spirit of the Classification Act has been under attack
by that Office. A major role in this attack was carried out by the present Secre-
tary of HEW, Mr. Caspar Weinberger. Part of the strategy of OMB was to in-
terfere with the operations of the Civil Service Commission and to impose upon
it budget considerations in disregard of the Classification Act of 1949. This was
done under the slogan of eliminating “grade creep.” As a consequence, many
departments and agencies were required to downgrade Federal employees by
reducing their classifications through arbitrary actions. Alternately, these de-
partments resorted to hiring temporary employees who can be detered from
requesting proper classification of their jobs.

The role of the Department of HEW is carrying out the policy has been es-
pecially damaging to the Social Security Administration. I have already cited
the circumstance that there are more than 6,700 temporary employees, of whom
approximately 4,200, or 12 percent of all personnel, are involved in the SSI
programs. I should like to review the specific problem of temporary employees
and classification disputes that have arisen.

TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT

Another facet of SSA implementation of Public Law 92-603 involved adequate
staffing requirements to handle the vast workload of cases generated by the pro-
gram transfers from the several States to SSA.

During the January 16, 1973, meeting with AFGE representatives, SSA offi-
cials advised us that SSA would hire thousands of temporary employees during
the latter part of 1973. SSA officials also stated that an increase in overtime for
the current staff would be required during the transition.

Employment of temporary staff is recognized as an inadequate solution. Since
there is a limitation of 1 year on employment of temporary employees, the re-
cruitment, training, cost, and proficiency acquired of such personnel is lost to
SSA upon expiration of such appointments. Each succeding year it is necessary
to replace the previously trained temporary employees with a new group of
temporaries.

The training costs, alone, are astronomical. For example, training costs for
temporary employees in just the New York region for fiscal years 1974 and
1975 was $277.664.67 and $192,047.50, respectively. This included student sala-
ries, instructor salaries, per diem, and rental of space. This could be multiplied
many times when one considers the number of SSA regions.

The SSA recently acquired authority to use term employees, an employment
category which permits filling positions that will last longer than 1 year but are
clearly of a project nature and will terminate upon completion of the project.
This is not the rational solution to the problem, only -another stop-gap. The SSA
programs are of a continuing nature and any solution short of adequate staffing
only delays that eventual requirement.

The DHEW concern for monetary values in preference to human values is
shown by Secretary Weinberger’s decision to delay an outreach program under
SSI program for 1 year. Certainly the underpriviledged public in this category
desperately need all assistance available and to which they are entitled.

The critical manpower problems of SSA are recognized by the administration

by the following excerpt from the budget for fiscal year 1976. Under limitation
on salaries and expenses, it is stated:
- “PThe administrative costs of the social security trust fund programs and the
SSI program are covered by a single appropriation. However, a general fund
reimbursement is made to the trust funds for the SSI administrative costs. The
appropriation for 1975 is $2.126 million and is projected as $2,373 million in
1976. Tt covers the costs of claims processing, maintenance of beneficiary rolls.
pavment of benefits, and adjudication of appeals.

“In 1975, a. supplemental appropriation of $121 million is being requested
mainly to cover the costs of the October 1974 pay raise ($42.6 million), addi-
tional manpower needed to handle the rapidly expanding social security work-
loads and SSI State agency costs, This manpower will come from increased
overtime work and from 11,500 additional temnorary positions. These new po-
sitions will be available through fiscal year 1976,

“The underlying cause of SSA’s need for more manpower is the SSI program.
The manpower required to carry out this program was gravely underestimated
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in the 1975 President’s budget. Furthermore, data obtained from the States were
less reliable than anticipated, and SSA was too optimistic about its ability to
handle the SSI program through automation. SSA’s necessary concentrqtion on
thig new program both in district offices and data processing orgauizations
strained its capability to perform its ongoing functions. Backlogs have developed
in other program areas (such as requests for hearings and disability claims)
as manpower is diverted to work on the SSI program. .

“The temporary positions are expected over the next year and a half to aid
significantly in reducing current backlogs and increasing social security’s
ability to respond to the beneficiaries’ needs.,”

CLASSIFICATION

The SSA should have authority to determine its organizational structure, to
determine the types of positions necessary to accomplish its mission, and to
grade such positions in accord with published Civil Service Commisison position
classification standards. Since there are a substantial number of like positions
in the field service of SSA, any classification (pay) promotion of employees re-
quires review and concurrence by DHEW and the CSC. This results in inordi-
nate delays because each of the reviewing authorities can and do require ex-
tensive justifications and further data before final approval. Further, either
DHEW or CSC can reject the material submitted for approval or disapprove
the upgrading proposals of SSA. )

On this particular point, we would like to present several examples of un-
necessary delays on the part of both DHEW and the Commission to the detri-
ment of SSA in its effort to properly compensate its employees for work as-
signments. The positions classification staff experts at SSA apply the same posi-
tion classification standards as other Government agencies, yet their work must
be reviewed and approved before implementation, The SSA position classifiers
have firsthand knowledge of the work performance, either by site review, dis-
cussion with responsible officials, or review of major program changes and ob-
jectives. In comparison, the staff of 