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EXPERIENCE MATTERS: 

SENIORS AND THE WORKFORCE 

Wednesday, March 25, 2026 

U.S. SENATE 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Washington, DC. 
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 3:38 p.m., Room 216, 

Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. Rick Scott, Chairman of the 
Committee, presiding. 

Present: Senator Scott, Moody, Gillibrand, Warren, and Kim. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR 
RICK SCOTT, CHAIRMAN 

The CHAIRMAN. The U.S. Senate Special Committee on Aging 
will now come to order. In December, this Committee highlighted 
the positive impact that having a purpose and engaging with the 
community has on older Americans. 

Witnesses shared powerful testimonies and firsthand accounts 
about how staying engaged, whether through volunteering, men-
toring, or taking on new responsibilities, helps seniors live a 
happier, healthier life with a renewed purpose and goal for their 
next chapter. Not only is this kind of activity enriching and bene-
ficial to seniors, but also it helps their communities too. 

In our December hearing, we just spoke about the many, many 
ways older Americans strengthen the U.S. economy, thanks to the 
expertise and perspective they bring to the job. The truth is that 
retirement doesn’t have to be the end of one’s career. For many, it 
is the start of a new, purpose driven chapter in their lives. 

Seniors can and should use this time to chase and reach new 
goals and dreams. Maybe try the new hobby they hadn’t had time 
for in the past. Start a business doing odd jobs around their neigh-
borhood. Volunteer at their church, or even substitute teach at 
their grandkids’ school. 

In all of these things and more, seniors offer valuable insight be-
cause they have lived a full life of experiences and knowledge that 
can be passed on to the next generation. However, in that hearing, 
witnesses also shared some of the challenges members of our aging 
community face when their goals and dreams involve continuing to 
work, or if they are going back to work full or part time. 

In today’s hearing, we will look more closely at what these chal-
lenges are and how Government is making it worse. The fact is, 
there are laws on the books that penalize older workers unfairly. 
The Retirement Earnings Test is one of them. This test punishes 
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workers between the ages of 62 and 66 who start to claim their 
benefits, benefits they are absolutely entitled to and have earned. 

It essentially takes $1 of their benefits away for every $2 they 
earn once their income hits $24,000 a year. The retirement earning 
test was passed during the Great Depression specifically to push 
older Americans out of the workforce and free up more jobs for 
younger Americans but as we are all aware, it is not the 1930’s 
anymore, and we shouldn’t expect our seniors to be punished today 
by outdated policies passed then. Aging Americans deserve better. 

That is why I have introduced the Senior Citizens Freedom to 
Work Act, along with my friend and fellow committee member, 
Senator Tuberville. Our bill will get rid of the unfair Retirement 
Earnings Test so that seniors who want to stay in the workforce 
can do so without being punished or robbed of their hard-earned 
benefits but we need to do more than that. 

Even if we get the RET repealed, seniors still face mountains of 
administrative red tape to get information on how their benefits 
are impacted by—when they retire. The same red tape also makes 
it hard for seniors to decide when they should start withdrawing 
their benefits. Many Americans don’t realize that when they start 
withdrawing could actually impact how much they will be entitled 
to. 

This not only affects our seniors retiring today, but all Americans 
who are actively planning for their future. We shouldn’t be making 
it more difficult for our seniors or future seniors to find the infor-
mation they need to make the best choices for themselves and their 
families. We should make it easy, straightforward, and transparent 
so all Americans can make the decisions as they plan for retire-
ment. 

That is why I co-sponsored the Claiming Age Clarity Act, which 
also has the support of two of my colleagues on this Committee, 
Ranking Member Gillibrand and Senator Warnock. This bill would 
give seniors better and more straightforward information about 
how their Social Security benefits change based on when they re-
tire and when they start claiming their hard-earned benefits. 

The fact is workers aged 55 or older have been the fastest grow-
ing age group in the labor force for more than two decades. In 
1994, they made up just 10 percent of the workforce. In 2022, 24 
percent. People are living longer, staying healthier, and wanting to 
keep working and giving back to their communities and pursuing 
new goals and challenges. If our seniors want to stay at work, we 
should be empowering them and giving them all the information 
they need so they know what that means for their future. 

It is not the government’s job to tell Americans when they should 
stop working or when they should claim their benefits and it is 
definitely not the Governments’ role to punish those who want to 
continue their careers later in life. Government should be working 
for our aging population, not against it. We should be giving our 
seniors transparent information and ample freedom to choose what 
is best for them. 

We should not penalize hard-working Americans for continuing 
to work after they reach retirement age. Because at the end of the 
day, it is older Americans who bring the experience and expertise 
necessary to get the job done. 
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I look forward to hearing from our witnesses today about how we 
can get Government out of the way, inject transparency, and make 
seniors have the information and freedom they need to make their 
later years their best years. Now I will turn it over to Ranking 
Member Gillibrand. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR 

KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, RANKING MEMBER 

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. That was very 
well said. I appreciate your hearing—calling this hearing today, 
and I would like to extend a special thank you to our witnesses for 
sharing your stories, expertise, and knowledge with us today. We 
can’t make these decisions without the input from our constituents 
and smart experts like you, so we are very grateful for the collabo-
ration. 

As mentioned by the Chairman, when we look at the U.S. census 
demographic data, approximately 65 million Americans, or nearly 
20 percent of the Nation’s population, are currently over the age of 
65, and that population is continuing to grow. By 2040, we expect 
one in five Americans will be 65. 

The U.S. workforce is rapidly changing. According to GAO, older 
workers now represent nearly a quarter of our total workforce, a 
growing share that reflects broader demographic shifts but for that 
reason, we must evaluate our programs. We have to evaluate our 
rules and our laws, and make sure that both employees and work-
ers can navigate today’s environment. 

Since the 1930’s, Social Security has provided the financial secu-
rity to retirees and protected individuals against risks like dis-
ability and death. Today, 74 million Americans rely on Social Secu-
rity benefits, and 184 workers pay into the system. One of the big-
gest retirement decisions Americans make is when to claim their 
Social Security. 

That decision gets even more complex for seniors considering col-
lecting Social Security while also working, particularly because of 
the program’s Retirement Earnings Test. Certainly, there are les-
sons to be learned from the successful bipartisan reform in 2000, 
while the congressional record also points to budgetary and poverty 
issues that we also have to evaluate. 

Rising costs are forcing many older adults across the country to 
remain employed or to consider returning to work. For many, this 
is not a life choice but is—it is not a lifestyle choice. It is an eco-
nomic necessity driven by the skyrocketing cost of healthcare, hous-
ing, groceries, and utilities and when these individuals decide to re-
enter the workforce, they can face real barriers like age discrimina-
tion, the need to develop new skills, and other challenges that 
make it harder for older adults to live financially secure, inde-
pendent lives. 

These individuals, like all Americans, deserve seamless access to 
the Social Security Administration but my constituents are telling 
me otherwise. They report long wait times, both on the phone and 
for in-person appointments, difficulty finding out whether field of-
fices are even open, and significant delays in obtaining those an-
swers. This is happening at an agency that has cut nearly 7,000 
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staff since the start of 2025, marking the largest workforce reduc-
tion in the Social Security Administration history. 

I will continue to fight on behalf of my constituents for an agency 
that functions well, treats its workers fairly, and provides employ-
ees the training they need to properly serve the American people. 
There are many solutions that Congress can undertake to support 
our seniors’ economic resilience. 

I am also committed to strengthening—I am also committed to 
strengthening and protecting Social Security while also supporting 
older adults in the workforce by banning forced arbitration in cases 
of age discrimination, which can be achieved through a bill I have, 
the Protecting Older Americans Act. 

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses about our Nation’s 
work and retirement landscape. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Ranking Member Gillibrand. That is 
awesome. Great to work with you. I would like to welcome our wit-
nesses to today’s hearing. They are experts in workforce and retire-
ment policy and are here to discuss the important role older Ameri-
cans play in today’s workforce. First, I would like to introduce Ra-
chel Greszler. 

Rachel is a Senior Research Fellow in the Plymouth Institute for 
Free Enterprise and Advancing American Freedom, AAF, and a 
Visiting Fellow in Workforce at the Economic Policy Innovation 
Center. Prior to joining AAF, she spent 12 years as a Senior Re-
search Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, and previously served 
for seven years as Senior Economist on the staff of the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee of the U.S. Congress. 

She is recognized as an economic expert in workforce, Social Se-
curity, pensions, family policy, fiscal policy. I want to thank you for 
being here for the third time. Your expertise is clearly very much 
appreciated here. Please begin your testimony. Nice to see you. 

STATEMENT OF RACHEL GRESZLER, SENIOR RESEARCH 
FELLOW, ECONOMICS AND WORKFORCE, ADVANCING 

AMERICAN FREEDOM, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Ms. GRESZLER. Thank you, Chairman Scott and Ranking Member 
Gillibrand for the opportunity to be here today. In my testimony 
I would like to review the role of older Americans in the workforce, 
and then explain a simple and pro-growth proposal to support in-
stead of penalize older working Americans. 

Older workers are the fastest growing segment of the labor force 
accounting for three-quarters of total employment growth since 
2000. While part of this rise is due to the sheer number of the 
aging Baby Boomers, older Americans’ labor force participation 
rates have increased six percentage points, even as younger peo-
ple’s participation rates have declined. 

Today’s seniors are redefining what retirement looks like. Rather 
than a one-time permanent exit from the workforce, about half of 
Americans are choosing non-traditional retirement paths, including 
transitioning to more flexible part-time or independent work, as 
well as un-retiring, by coming back into the workforce after an ini-
tial exit. This shift reflects new opportunities and changing pref-
erences. 

Americans are living longer, healthier lives, and many want to 
remain engaged and productive and doing so provides physical, 
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mental, and financial benefits. At the same time, flexible and inde-
pendent work arrangements have made it easier for older Ameri-
cans to continue working in the ways that work for them. 

Older workers’ positive contributions cannot be understated, es-
pecially amidst cultural shifts that cry out for older generations to 
impart their wisdom, experience, and resilience to younger genera-
tions. Yet certain Government policies make it harder for seniors 
who want to continue working to do so. 

One policy in particular directly penalizes them. That is Social 
Security’s Retirement Earnings Test, which is a relic of the Great 
Depression when policymakers wanted to push older Americans out 
of the workforce to try to free up jobs for younger workers. Today, 
we want and need older workers. While the Retirement Earnings 
Test is little known and often misunderstood, it functions like an 
initial 50 percent tax. 

For individuals who first claim Social Security benefits before 
their normal retirement age, which is going to be 67 next year— 
and this is what most people do to claim benefits early—they lose 
$1 in benefits for every $2 that they earn over the limit of about 
$24,500 per year. 

This results in, for example, a marginal tax rate of 74 percent 
for somebody who is making $29,000, and a marginal taxpayer 84 
percent for somebody who is making $70,000. Not surprisingly, 
studies show that this causes people to work less and earn less 
than they would otherwise choose. 

While those lost benefits are gradually added back into recipi-
ents’ monthly checks after they reach the full retirement age, most 
people don’t know that, and they perceive the test as a pure tax 
and subsequently reduce their earnings or stop working altogether. 
Moreover, individuals with lower life expectancies typically don’t 
recoup all or sometimes any of those loss benefits. 

The earnings test is also confusing for seniors, and it costs the 
Social Security Administration $70 million per year to administer, 
and this includes hundreds of thousands of improper payments 
issued through it. 

Now, if somebody wants to stop working at age 62, that should 
be their choice but unlike their Great Depression era counterparts, 
today’s older workers shouldn’t be ushered into an early exit by an 
outdated Social Security provision. Ending Social Security’s Retire-
ment Earnings Test, as Senator Scott’s Senior Citizens Freedom to 
Work Act of 2026 would do, is a win-win. 

In addition to erasing confusion and administrative burdens, I 
estimate that it would add up to one million workers to the labor 
force and increase personal income by up to $66 billion per year. 
That extra work and earnings would generate up to $18 billion in 
annual tax revenues, including an additional $8 billion per year for 
Social Security, which would modestly extend the program’s sol-
vency. 

The last time that Congress addressed the Retirement Earnings 
Test by eliminating it for everybody above the full retirement age, 
the bill passed with 100 percent bipartisan support and now that 
the retirement age is almost 67, it is affecting millions more sen-
iors. 



 

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

6 

Americans of all ages should have the freedom to work, and So-
cial Security recipients should not have their benefits taken away 
because they are positively contributing to the workforce. In sum-
mary, many older Americans are already leading the way with 
their continued contributions. 

Policymakers should clear the path for current and future seniors 
to remain engaged by removing outdated barriers and supporting 
flexible work. Ending the Retirement Earnings Test is a practical 
and pro-growth place to start. Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Rachel. Thanks for being back. Okay, 
next we have Johnny Taylor. He is the President and Chief Execu-
tive Officer of the Society for Human Resources Management. 

His career spans more than 20 years as a lawyer, human 
rights—human resources executive, and CEO in both the not-for-
profit and for-profit spaces. Thanks for be here. Please begin your 
testimony. 

STATEMENT OF JOHNNY C. TAYLOR, JR., 
SHRM-SCP, PRESIDENT AND CEO, SHRM, 

ALEXANDRIA, VIRGINIA 

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Chairman Scott and Ranking Member 
Gillibrand. Thank you for this opportunity to testify today. Let me 
begin with a sort of simple reality, America’s workforce is chang-
ing. We have all talked about it. The fact of the matter is we know 
it. You have pointed out that in 1994, about 12 percent of Ameri-
cans in the workforce were age 65 and older. 

Today, that is closer to 20 percent. We also know a shocking stat, 
that I often tell people, that the fastest growing segment of the 
U.S. workforce are people 75 and older. Not just 65—75 and older, 
albeit on a smaller base, but the fact of the matter is people are 
working longer, much longer and this is not a temporary trend. It 
is a structural shift, and it requires us to rethink how we approach 
work and retirement. First, as you have all pointed out, this is good 
for people. 

At SHRM, where we represent approximately 340,000 members 
across the country in every industry, we are seeing a clear shift. 
People are not just working longer because they have to—there are 
some—but they are working longer because they want to. Because 
work provides more than a paycheck. It provides purpose, as you 
pointed out, Mr. Chairman, and connection. 

Research consistently shows that older adults who remain en-
gaged in work, they experience better mental and physical health 
outcomes, including lower rates of depression and stronger cog-
nitive function. Why? Because work keeps people connected and en-
gaged so when we talk about extending workforce participation, we 
are not just talking about economics. 

We are talking about quality of life and dignity. Second, this is 
sort of good for employers, really good for employees. Latest JOLTS 
report says we have 6.9 million open jobs in America. Nearly seven 
in ten organizations report difficulty filling roles, and yet one of the 
most capable talent pools in America is often overlooked, experi-
enced workers. 

At the SHRM Foundation, our philanthropic arm, we call this 
untapped talent—skilled individuals, including older workers, who 
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are often overlooked, and we actually need them in the workplace. 
This is not just a social good, it is a business advantage. 

Research shows that companies with more workers over age 50 
are more productive, believe it or not. In fact, increasing the share 
of workers aged 50 and older by just 10 percent is associated with 
a 1.1 percent gain in productivity, contributing to stronger eco-
nomic growth and higher GDP per capita and SHRM data rein-
forces this. 

Over 80 percent of H.R. professionals say older workers bring ex-
ceptional reliability and expertise, and more than 90 percent—and 
by the way, you don’t get 90 percent of H.R. people to agree on any-
thing—say they perform as well or better than other employees. 
Now, in a labor market defined by uncertainty, experienced work-
ers provide consistency, judgment, and stability. 

We are already seeing what this looks like in practice. At Publix, 
a Florida based company, where I am a Floridian—a 95-year-old 
associate that works alongside colleagues of all ages. That gen-
tleman is helping model service and mentorship that strengthens 
the entire team and at MasterCard in New York, reverse men-
toring programs pair younger employees with senior leaders, cre-
ating a two way learning that blends experience with new perspec-
tives. 

My friends, these are not exceptions. They are signals of what is 
possible when we treat experience as an asset but our systems sim-
ply have not kept up and you have heard this a lot. Too often, 
workplace practices and policies still reflect outdated assumptions 
that retirement is a single moment, that contribution declines with 
age. 

Today’s workers want flexibility. They want phased retirement 
and opportunities to continue contributing in ways that fit their 
lives and when we don’t provide these options, we are not just tim-
ing individuals or limiting individuals. We are limiting our econ-
omy and that is why this alignment matters. 

Let me close with this. The talent is here, the experience is prov-
en, and the opportunity is ours to unlock. If we support flexibility, 
invest in lifelong learning, and remove barriers to continued work, 
we strengthen both our workforce and our economy, because in 
America, talent does not expire, it evolves. Thank you, and I look 
forward to your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Good job. Thanks for being here. Publix is a 
great company. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, it is. Great State of Florida. 
Senator GILLIBRAND. We love Publix in Florida. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. I think it is our—yes, it is clearly our big-

gest employer now. 
Mr. TAYLOR. That is right. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. All right, our next witness, Dr. Jason 

Fichtner. He is the Executive Director of the LIMRA Retirement 
Income Institute, previously served as the Acting Deputy commis-
sioner of the Social Security Administration—a nice, easy job—and 
their Chief Economist. 

His area of expertise focused on Social Security, federal tax pol-
icy, federal budget policy, retirement security, and policy proposals 
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to increase saving and investment. Thanks for being here. Please 
begin your testimony. 

STATEMENT OF JASON FICHTNER, PH.D, SENIOR 
FELLOW, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF 

SOCIAL INSURANCE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Dr. FICHTNER. Good afternoon, Chairman Scott, Ranking Mem-
ber Gillibrand. Thank you for inviting me to testify today. Again, 
my name is Jason Fichtner. I am also a Senior Fellow at the Na-
tional Academy of Social Insurance, as well as a Senior Policy Fel-
low at The Center for Social Development at the Brown School of 
Washington University in St. Louis. 

As Chairman Scott mentioned, the Executive Director of the 
LIMRA Retirement Institute. I am also on the Board of Directors 
for the FINRA Investor Education Foundation, and a Member of 
the Puerto Rico Pension Reserve Trust, where I serve on both the 
Pension Benefits Council and the Pension Reserve Board and as 
mentioned, I previously served in several positions at the Social Se-
curity Administration, including the Deputy Commissioner of So-
cial Security and Chief Economist. All opinions I express today are 
my own and do not necessarily reflect the views of any organization 
with which I am affiliated. 

I want to also thank Chairman Scott and Ranking Member Gilli-
brand for your leadership in ensuring that important public policy 
issues involving aging and Social Security get the attention and the 
debate they deserve, and that ideas and viewpoints from all sides 
are aired in a collegial, productive, and respectful manner. It is 
truly a privilege for me to testify before this Committee today. 

My testimony today focuses primarily on the importance of re-
ducing confusion around the Social Security Claiming Decision re-
lated to Retirement Earnings Test, or RET, and the nomenclature 
that Social Security Administration uses to describe the various 
ages at which a beneficiary can claim retirement benefits. One of 
the key financial decisions facing older Americans is when to claim 
Social Security retirement benefits, as Ranking Member Gillibrand 
mentioned. 

In fact, when to claim Social Security may be the most important 
retirement decision someone will make. While these benefits are 
available as early as age 62, claiming later permanently raises 
monthly benefits, with the maximum benefit available to those who 
claim at age 70. Delaying claiming is thus equivalent to purchasing 
a greater inflation adjusted annuity that will be paid for as long 
as the beneficiary lives. 

Most people, however, do not claim Social Security at their opti-
mal age, usually because they claim too early. Research dem-
onstrates that many people lack the financial education and under-
standing to make complex financial decisions, including about risks 
in retirement. The information people receive and the form it takes 
can also influence how people make financial choices. 

For example, with respect to the claiming decision, people act dif-
ferently to the framing of age 62 as the early eligibility age than 
they would if we framed claiming at age 62 as a penalty that re-
sults in lower monthly benefits for the rest of your life. In 2008, 
when I was at SSA, and based on research, we removed the so 
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called break even analysis from use by claims representatives when 
talking to the public about when to claim Social Security because 
we recognized that the framing was potentially biasing people to-
ward early claiming. 

We want the public to have necessary information education pre-
sented—sorry, necessary information education presented in a 
manner so that they can make informed decisions. We changed this 
because it was very important. As provided in detail in my written 
testimony, I hope to lead the Committee with the following 
takeaways. 

First, the Retirement Earnings Test is overly confusing and 
should be eliminated or at least rebranded to better educate the 
public about its rules to clear up considerable confusion about the 
relationships between working and claiming retirement benefits. 
Second, the official names of claiming ages that SSA uses should 
be changed to better reflect the implications of claiming decisions. 

For example, SSA could rename the early eligibility age, the min-
imum monthly benefit age, and age 70 as the maximum monthly 
benefit age. Third, when thinking about framing, a phrase I would 
like for retirement security is, ²income is the outcome.² 

We need to modernize the traditional three-legged stool to bring 
the concept into the current age by focusing on how we can pro-
mote additional income in retirement, which includes reducing bar-
riers for those who want and are able to continue doing so and 
working in their later years. 

Along with reducing confusion in the Social Security claiming de-
cision, this includes reducing the barriers for seniors to continue 
working in the later years. Fundamentally, claiming Social Secu-
rity does not mean one needs to stop working, nor does stopping 
work mean one must claim Social Security at the same time. Many 
people will either want or need to continue working and saving into 
their later years. 

Public policy should be designed to allow them to do so. Thank 
you again for providing me with the opportunity to testify today, 
and I look forward to answering your questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thanks for being here. Let me turn it over to 
Senator Kim to introduce the next witness. 

Senator KIM. Yes. Thank you, Chairman Scott. I want to move 
to introduce our next witness, Dan Adcock. Mr. Adcock is the Di-
rector of Government Relations and Policy for the National Com-
mittee to Preserve Social Security and Medicare. Previously, Mr. 
Adcock served as Legislative Director at the National Active and 
Retired Federal Employees Association. 

During his time there in September 2000, he helped to create the 
Federal Long Term Care Insurance Program and advocated on be-
half of beneficiaries enrolled in the Social Security, Medicare, and 
Medicaid programs. 

Mr. Adcock also served as a Professional Staff Member with the 
House Committee on Education and Labor, where he helped write 
the 1992 Reauthorization of the Older Americans Act. Mr. Adcock, 
you may begin your testimony. 
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STATEMENT OF DAN ADCOCK, DIRECTOR OF 
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS AND POLICY, NATIONAL 

COMMITTEE TO PRESERVE SOCIAL SECURITY 
AND MEDICARE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 

Mr. ADCOCK. Thank you. Dear Chairman Scott and Ranking 
Member Gillibrand, thank you for inviting the National Committee 
to testify for you today. Max Richmond is sorry he could not join 
you, particularly because he was a Staff Director of this Com-
mittee, and because he worked closely on the Senior Citizens Free-
dom to Work Act with Senator John McCain leading up to its en-
actment in 2000. 

Workforce participation depends on the older worker’s health, 
but it is also influenced by their financial circumstances, the avail-
ability of jobs, and the willingness of employers to invest in older 
workers. 

Congress must remove impediments older workers confront when 
deciding whether to continue work, while ensuring any changes do 
not inadvertently force seniors into the workforce because they sim-
ply cannot afford to retire. One piece of this puzzle is repealing the 
Retirement Earnings Test. 

The National Committee supports Chairman Scott’s repeal legis-
lation in concept. However, before Congress enacts such a major 
change to Social Security, we believe this Committee should care-
fully explore three basic questions. 

Number one, will everyone benefit from repealing the RET? If 
some workers end up worse off, are there ways to mitigate the fi-
nancial impacts on these workers and their families? Number two, 
will repealing the RET actually increase the participation of older 
Americans in the workforce, or are there other legislative changes 
that should be to advance this goal. 

Number three, what will the impact of repealing the RET be on 
the Social Security Administration’s ability to implement the 
change, and on the solvency of the Social Security trust funds? I 
know from attending town halls with seniors that repealing RET 
would be extremely popular. 

After the last repeal of the RET in 2000 for claimants who 
reached the full retirement age, I know that many seniors who 
were not covered by the law complained that they had been left 
out. In part, this is because the RET is extremely complicated and 
tends to induce fear and uncertainty. 

Many seniors don’t realize that Social Security benefits withheld 
under the RET are later returned to them through higher monthly 
payments for the rest of their lives. Those who don’t know about 
this feature of the RET may find it difficult to fully weigh the im-
pact on their own family’s finances. For Congress, it is this element 
of the RET that contributes to the challenge of projecting the posi-
tive and negative impacts of the RET repeal legislation. While we 
hope the repeal of the RET will increase older worker employment, 
that won’t happen if employers continue to discriminate in hiring 
based on age. 

That is what this Committee found at your September 3, 2025 
hearing. To address this challenge, you focused on bipartisan legis-
lation, S. 2703, the Protecting Older Workers—Older Americans 
Act of 2025, which the National Committee supports. This bill 
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would eliminate the current practice of employers utilizing forced 
arbitration to resolve age discrimination complaints, which would 
shift some of the leverage in these claims back to the workers. 

The National Committee is also concerned about the Social Secu-
rity Administration’s ability to implement the RET repeal since the 
agency has undergone a dramatic downsizing as a result of DOGE 
inspired staff cuts. In the short term, SSA will be required to mod-
ify its computer programs to reflect the elimination of the RET’s 
impact on early retirement reductions. The education piece of an 
RET repeal is especially important to help beneficiaries make good 
decisions about when to claim retirement benefits. 

We urge you to ensure that SSA has enough additional resources 
to do this work, so it is not forced to shift resources from its other 
operations, which are already severely underfunded. 

Finally, we know from former Social Security Chief Actuary, Ste-
phen Goss that RET repeal will ultimately reduce trust fund costs, 
but we are concerned how paying more benefits shortly after the 
RET appeal is enacted would affect Social Security’s solvency when 
reserves are expected to be depleted by 2034. 

The question needs to be answered before repeal receives serious 
consideration. In conclusion, I want to thank you again for holding 
this hearing—this important hearing and for inviting me to testify. 
Thank you. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thanks for being here. Thanks for your testi-
mony. Now we will get to questions. Rachel, the Retirement Earn-
ings Test was originally designed to help younger Americans get 
jobs when unemployment ran rampant during the Great Depres-
sion. Does that make sense to keep in place now nearly 100 years 
later? 

Ms. GRESZLER. No, it doesn’t make sense anymore as we are 
needing more workers and more producers and even that original 
thought was a little bit flawed to begin with, because you actually 
want more workers to produce more to generate more demand, so 
on both ends, that should have not been the policy to begin. 

Absolutely today, not only do we want more people working. We 
need more people working. By 2034, there will be more seniors in 
the U.S. than there are children for the first time in U.S. history 
and so, we need those older workers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Taylor, you have written extensively on the 
value that older Americans bring to the workforce. What are you 
hearing from employers? Are they trying to recruit and retain older 
workers, or is there still quite a barrier of age discrimination? 

Mr. TAYLOR. There is no question that ageism is alive and well 
and unfortunately, or fortunately I should say, during the post-
COVID period, when unemployment was sub two percent in some 
states, we didn’t see as much rampant ageism because we needed 
the talent. 

We continue to need the talent. That being said, there are still 
certain barriers. We have got to work on changing the language, 
as you have described in many ways—how we speak about older 
employees. 

That continues. There is a built-in narrative that it is time for 
you to move on. There is a perception amongst younger workers 
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that you are keeping me from my next opportunity because you 
won’t move on, so there is an inherent intention that is—— 

The CHAIRMAN. That never happens in politics. Never hap-
pens—— 

Mr. TAYLOR. As a result, that really does present some real ten-
sions—some significant problems in the workplace. Younger em-
ployees want their next shot, and the older employee isn’t moving 
on, so what we are trying to do is describe these diverse mentoring 
programs, opportunities for people to take on part-time roles, which 
older employees are willing to do, especially if you solve for the 
RET challenges. 

We think we can solve this. The other big challenge is flexible 
work. What we need increasingly, because of worker productivity 
and lower worker participation rates, we need older workers in the 
workplace and so, there is not as much of a barrier as there has 
been when it comes to ageism, but it is alive and well for people 
who have their own biases. 

The CHAIRMAN. That makes sense. Now whenever you are going 
to run for re-election, everybody wants to run for your office. They 
want you to move on. They have something else for you. 

Mr. TAYLOR. That is right. 
The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Fichtner, there is a problem with how the 

Retirement Earnings Test is discussed with beneficiaries. It is com-
plex and not very transparent. What does research show about how 
well older Americans actually understand these rules? 

Mr. FICHTNER. It is a great question, Senator and as you 
guessed, it does not—the research shows they don’t understand it 
very much at all. In fact, they are confused what the RET is. They 
hear retirement earnings, and they hear tax, not test and that dis-
courages work, as Rachel Greszler pointed out in her testimony, 
and you mentioned your opening statements. 

What is interesting, and this is also what my colleague men-
tioned, that people hear this, and then they see this idea that 
money is being taken out of their Social Security check, so they ac-
tually then think it is a tax. They don’t understand, potentially, 
they might get it back and that, technically, it is actuarially neu-
tral but no one likes to hear, well it is actually neutral. 

We will take it out today and give it back to you tomorrow. No 
one likes that idea, so it discourages work. We are not sure the re-
search shows why it actually—if people are not working because 
they are confused about it, or if they just don’t want to work. If 
they do want to work and then claim Social Security. 

The language we are using we know is confusing, Senator and 
that is why we very much want to change the language on the 
Claiming Act and also get rid of the Retirement Earnings Test. 

The CHAIRMAN. Makes sense. Mr. Adcock, how can employers 
better recognize and leverage the experience and institutional 
knowledge that older workers bring? 

Mr. ADCOCK. Well, I think it is kind of a mixed bag. I think that 
especially with workers who are professionals and who are white 
collar jobs, I think at minimum they are in tune to the idea of try-
ing to bring people back and value that bringing back older work-
ers and the experience they have. 
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Also being flexible about how they bring them back, because 
some workers may not want to work full time. They may want to 
have a glide path toward retirement, so maybe for five years, they 
want to work part time or as a consultant and I think if employers 
do that, I think that is the case. 

I think where it becomes very challenging is blue collar jobs, 
where people are physically not able to work any longer, or employ-
ers don’t perceive that they have that ability and are reluctant to 
keep them on. 

I don’t know that a lot of that is happening in that particular 
part of employment but certainly, if workers are physically able to 
do it and can, they should. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Mr. Taylor, you lead an organization 
that represents hundreds of thousands of H.R. professionals from 
basically every sector of the economy. Your organization sets the 
standards for how employers think about talent. Is there more that 
can be done to improve how we treat workers over 60 to help them 
be viewed as an asset rather than a problem? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Yes, Mr. Chairman. There are three things in par-
ticular. One, screening practices, such as focusing on graduation 
dates and people’s resumes. You are talking about an obvious way 
to commit ageism without leaving a trace of it, is you look simply 
at a resume, and you can do the math and conclude the age of a 
person. 

We are advocating for individuals to actually exclude graduation 
rates from their resumes. That is something employers can do. Sec-
ond, coded language that we use, like digital native or fast paced 
environment, words that suggest we are looking for younger people 
without saying younger people explicitly, which would violate, obvi-
ously, ADA and other laws, local and state laws. 

Then excluding older workers from upskilling opportunities. 
There is this really interesting practice that we had historically, 
which was we provide a lot of training and development opportuni-
ties for newer workers and then when you hit about 55, we stopped 
sending you to training because you were on the other side of your 
career. 

What we are saying is employers have got to be more mindful 
about the idea that you might actually provide training opportuni-
ties specifically in this AI world for older workers, so you are not 
messaging to them that they have outlived their shelf life. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Kim. 
Senator KIM. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you all for coming 

out here. Mr. Adcock, I would like to start with you. I recently be-
came now a caregiver for my own father, and I know one in every 
four Americans currently serve as a caregiver providing uncompen-
sated care to a family member. 

Many individuals who are caring for their family members are 
forced to either choose to leave a job or choose to figure out how 
they can do that and balance it in terms of taking care of their 
loved one and depending on when the caretaker leaves—a caregiver 
who believes a workforce, this can often shortchange Social Secu-
rity benefits. 

There are other also increased challenges for older caregivers 
who are living on Social Security alone upon retiring. In either sce-
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nario, it is often the case that benefits are often not enough to get 
past daily expenses, let alone expenses associated with caregiving. 

I guess I just wanted to ask you, as we are considering solutions 
that could better reflect the work lives of Americans, how could we 
reimagine Social Security to capture the needs of caregivers in our 
society? 

Mr. ADCOCK. Thanks, Senator Kim. I agree, that is a great ques-
tion. First, for somebody who is still working, I know that when we 
talk about a more broad picture of Social Security reform, one of 
the things that we support, the National Committee, is that there 
be a Social Security caregiver credit. 

Because if you are leaving the workforce to care for either a child 
or an elderly parent, it means for every year that you are out of 
the workforce, your Social Security record is reducing your Social 
Security benefit for the future. 

Legislation has been introduced in the past, which would provide 
basically a proxy for the time someone left the workforce while 
caregiving to enable them to have a higher Social Security benefit 
than they otherwise would. 

That is one thing I would do. I think once somebody has retired 
and is on Social Security benefits, I think that is a harder-to crack. 
I mean, obviously, with regard to Social Security itself. That is why 
we, you know, obviously as an organization, we are concerned more 
than just about Social Security, about Medicare and Medicaid and 
the Old Americans Act. 

Those programs, various of those programs have various sup-
ports for caregivers that we think are really essential and need to 
be beefed up, especially home and community based care that the 
Medicaid program provides and ensure that that program is there 
for the long haul, and that the Old American Act also is enabled 
to provide family caregiver support, which it has inadequately been 
funded in the past and it needs to be fully funded. 

Senator KIM. Yes. As you said, there are different scenarios in 
which this happened and for instance, you know, we have been 
talking to people that are caregivers who claim Social Security ben-
efits early due to their caregiving related income loss. 

I guess the question that we are trying to think through, how do 
we make sure that they are not structurally disadvantaged in the 
long term, you know, when it comes to, you know, being under So-
cial Security policy? What you raised are important questions that 
I think a number of different scenarios that are out there—and I 
think it would be good for our Committee, as well as broadly here 
in Congress, be thinking through those different scenarios. 

Mr. Taylor, I would like to just turn to you. Just kind of building 
off of some of the questions that the chairman asked about—you 
know, about older Americans who want to be able to continue on 
to work and just thinking through, you know, what kind of policy 
should we be considering and pursuing here at the federal level to 
advance accommodations or flexible solutions that could increase 
workplace accessibility for older Americans. 

You know, you talked about some of these different ideas that 
are out there, including some of the, you know, the language side 
of things. I am just wondering if there are certain tactics or tools 
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that you have seen, or opportunities for policies that you think are 
ones that we should be considering from a legislative standpoint. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Senator, our belief in SHRM is that from a private 
employer perspective, that there are sufficient legislative policies in 
place to address age discrimination. 

Frankly, employers are best positioned, as it stands, to audit 
themselves, looking at hiring and talent practices, to remove biased 
language, for example, from job descriptions and postings, to en-
sure equal access to training and development opportunities, as I 
mentioned earlier. Frankly, there is not a sense that any piece of 
additional legislation or policy is going to solve for that. 

Employers need the talent. They are convinced of it. We are past 
the day of saying that, you know, people have outlived their value 
to us. What we have got to do is just be very intentional about en-
suring that our practices don’t unintentionally exclude people from 
the workforce because of their age. 

Senator KIM. Yes. Thank you. With that, I yield back. 
The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator. Senator Moody. 
Senator MOODY. Thank you, Chairman. Thank you so much to 

our witnesses for being here today. We really appreciate it. In Flor-
ida, as you know, we have a very large senior population. I think 
that is growing. Some people refer to it as a silver tsunami, which 
I love. 

I think a large driver of that—you know, I want to say over 50 
percent of returning seniors to work talk about extra money and 
I think it is—in Florida, thankfully, we have a thriving state, very 
easy to start a business, number one, in entrepreneurship—new 
business formations, we rank high in the Nation. A lot of opportu-
nities. You know, I want to better understand what the impedi-
ments are if someone wants to go back and work in their senior 
years, what those impediments are. 

I want to understand how we might be able to as lawmakers ad-
dress current law to allow for that, so they don’t fit—they don’t feel 
bound in order to receive their Social Security benefits or other 
benefits. They don’t feel bound to not working because they—if 
they make more money, they won’t be able to receive those earned 
benefits over the course of their life. 

I think that is wrong and we need to fix it, because we know that 
this has become—going to become more and more of a problem. I 
think by 2030, all baby boomers will be over the age of 65. My of-
fice staff keeps thinking that I am a baby boomer, and I keep as-
suring them that I am not but I think, by 2034, seniors will out-
number children for the first—— 

[Laughter.] 
It is true, oh, Senior Senator of mine from Florida. By 2034, sen-

iors will outnumber children for the first time in U.S. history. I 
want to get it right before then. 

I want to start working on that now. I am so grateful—our chair-
man, I think this has been the most active Aging Committee maybe 
in the history. It makes sense since we have a chairman from Flor-
ida. We know that more and more workers over age 65 are coming 
into the employment sector, and it has grown by 117 percent with-
in 20 years, so giving these realities, I want to hear from you. 
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I mean, you are the experts. Again, the chairman has put to-
gether a great panel. What are the main impediments? Why if 
someone wanted to work, they wanted to earn the extra income, 
and we know that cost of living is going up—and specifically re-
lated to health care and drug prices. 

We are trying to do everything we can to address that, drug pric-
ing transparency, all of the things that we are doing to address 
that but, you know, as they are wanting to make more to cover 
these increased costs, what is the main impediment that they are 
facing if they want to go back into the workforce? I will start with 
you, Ms. Greszler. 

Ms. GRESZLER. Thank you. I would like to talk about two and 
first is that Retirement Earnings Test and so, somebody who is 
making a modest amount, $29,000 per year, facing a 74 percent 
marginal tax rate, in terms of what they get from that additional 
dollar that they work and earn. 

When you see that only $0.26 of a $1.00 coming in in a paycheck, 
that encourages people to just stop working, and so, just elimi-
nating that test is just a common sense one, and it would improve 
the economy. It would improve Social Security, so getting rid of the 
penalty first. 

Senator MOODY. You think that is the number one thing to do? 
Ms. GRESZLER. I think that combined with—— 
Senator MOODY. For triaging our approach. 
Ms. GRESZLER. Yes, that is the first thing and second, I would 

address the people who want to transition out of a formal nine-to-
five job into part time, more flexible work, enabling them to first 
be able to have that opportunity, so things like clarity and what 
is an independent worker versus an employee. 

There are two bills on that, the Modern Worker Empowerment 
Act and 21st Century Worker Act, that would just provide that 
clarity to make those opportunities available and then addressing 
the benefits side of things. 

If somebody is, say, 62 and they want to start transitioning out, 
but they don’t want to lose access to their health insurance and 
maybe they still want to have a retirement account, having those 
types of portable benefits be an option through independent work 
as opposed to the formal employer are things you could do. 

Something like Unlocking Benefits for Independent Workers Act, 
so just expanding the flexibility. Neither of these things are like 
new mandates on employers. They are just removing current bar-
riers that the Government has created. 

Senator MOODY. Does anybody else want to comment on that? 
Mr. TAYLOR. That is what the Government can do, but what pri-

vate employers can do—we know specifically that there are four 
things that older workers say are barriers to them returning to the 
workplace. One is flexible working hours. We as employers have 
the ability to impact that. 

Second, they want us to develop more wellness programs that 
specifically address age-related health needs, so gym memberships 
are nice and things like that, but ultimately they want things that 
are responsive, that are age-appropriate, if you will. Third, phased 
retirement options. 
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Being able to do this—you don’t have to go from, you know, 80 
to 0 in terms of miles per hour that you can take this down and 
maybe do it over a period of time and then fourth, part time sched-
uling opportunities. 

Dr. FICHTNER. If the chairman will indulge me with 30 seconds. 
I can bring it back to the Claiming Clarity Act, which I think is 
very important because culturally, we still have this notion that 
you turn 65 and you retire and I think that is a cultural thing. 

The language we use, the terms we use. People hear the term 
early eligibility age, and no one wants to be late for their Govern-
ment benefits. We don’t talk about the minimum monthly benefit 
age and when I was at Social Security talking to beneficiaries, just 
telling them, oh, you are here, you are 62. Do you realize this is 
a minimum monthly benefits? 

They would say, wait, minimum? What do you mean, that I can 
get more? The framing is very important and if we start dis-
connecting, stopping work from Social Security claiming, then we 
can start talking about how people could use different types of in-
come, working in retirement, when to claim Social Security that is 
best for them without confusing them with confusing language. 

I think that is something Congress can do, and we should all do 
culturally, is maybe we retire the word retirement. 

Senator MOODY. I am out of time, but I don’t think the Chairman 
would let me end with just you on the end. 

Mr. ADCOCK. Yes. Well, thanks, Senator and just to say it briefly, 
I think probably the biggest impediment is age discrimination. I 
think that there are situations where people really do want to go 
back to work, but their potential employer doesn’t value their work, 
and so that is a real problem. In terms of, you know, what my col-
league just said, I think that is a really huge deal. 

You know, we are talking today about repealing the earnings test 
and for some individuals, that might make sense but I think the 
bigger problem is just misunderstanding of how all this works and 
how it is a good thing or a bad thing for individuals and especially 
that people need to go into this with their eyes wide open. 

That they need to understand that they actually do get this 
money eventually back. It is currently withheld by the Retirement 
Earnings Test and if it was repealed, would it make sense for them 
to do that? 

Also, they need be cognizant of the fact that if they decide to 
claim benefits early, that that is going to change—you know, that 
that is going to lower their benefits for their lifetime and not only 
for them, but potentially for any survivors they have in the future, 
so they really need to really understand that before making those 
very important decisions. 

Senator MOODY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. You think they do? 
Mr. ADCOCK. What was that? 
The CHAIRMAN. Do you think people know? 
Mr. ADCOCK. I think sometimes they do. I think, sometimes, they 

don’t. That is why, if your legislation became law, I think it is real-
ly going to be incumbent on the Social Security Administration to 
educate potential beneficiaries about what decision is in their best 
interest. 



 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

18 

The CHAIRMAN. I am trying to think, I don’t think on what—I get 
a form every so often, right. I don’t think it has ever talked about 
survivor benefits that I remember. I have to look at it. Senator 
Warren. 

Senator WARREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, so when he ran for 
President in 2024, Donald Trump repeatedly promised that he 
²wouldn’t touch Social Security.² As soon as he took office, he im-
mediately directed Elon Musk, who thinks that Social Security is 
a Ponzi scheme, to DOGE his way through the Social Security Ad-
ministration. 

He slashed staff. He created new administrative hurdles that 
make it harder for Americans to get their checks, money that they 
earned. That is effectively a benefits cut. Now, Senate Democrats 
have fought back, and we have forced the Trump Administration 
to reverse course on some of their most harmful policies, but this 
fight is not over. Social Security Administration is still facing a 
customer service crisis, and the Trump Administration and the Re-
publicans are still looking for ways to cut Social Security. 

Their current approach is making Americans work until they 
drop dead, so just listen to what Trump’s appointees are saying. 
When asked about raising the retirement age, Social Security Ad-
ministrator Frank Bisignano said, ²everything is being considered 
and will be considered.² Mr. Adcock, you are a Social Security ex-
pert. How would raising the retirement age affect Americans’ bene-
fits? 

Mr. ADCOCK. Simply put, it is a benefit cut. Doesn’t matter 
whether you claim Social Security benefits at 62, or 70, or how long 
you live, it is a benefit cut in any way you slice it. 

For every year you decide that you are going to raise the retire-
ment age, you are taking about—well, you are losing $24,000 of in-
come for every year but then in your future benefits for every year 
that it is increased, you are losing about seven percent of your ben-
efits. 

Senator WARREN. Raising the retirement age on Social Security 
by one year cost $24,000, and over your lifetime is about a seven 
percent benefit cut. Is that—? 

Mr. ADCOCK. For each year. 
Senator WARREN. For each year. 
Mr. ADCOCK. Yes, that is right. 
Senator WARREN. For each year, okay. 
Mr. ADCOCK. Because some of the proposals that are being dis-

cussed would raise it from 67 to 69, or 67 to 70. 
Senator WARREN. If you go to 70, if you do the math, how big 

is the cut? 
Mr. ADCOCK. Well, the math ends up being—it is a 20 percent 

future cut. 
Senator WARREN. A 20 percent future cut. 
Mr. ADCOCK. Yes. 
Senator WARREN. Okay. Frank Bisignano is not alone in this. 

After the Republicans blew trillions of dollars on a tax cut for their 
rich buddies in their Big Beautiful Bill, Dr. Oz said the way we dig 
out of a deficit is having, ²the average American work a year later² 
and not retire. Mr. Adcock, how many Americans without a college 
degree work in physically demanding jobs? 
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Mr. ADCOCK. In that category, if people don’t have college edu-
cations, about 41 percent of them. 

Senator WARREN. What does it mean to work an extra year? 
Mr. ADCOCK. Well, it means an extra year that you don’t have 

benefits and especially when we are talking about this particular 
group of people who need to retire early, generally their longevity 
isn’t as long. I mean, I think I have seen studies where when you 
take the bottom half of the income scale, they live about five years 
less than the people at the top end of the income scale, and espe-
cially the other part of this is that if you do have a physically de-
manding job, and you are likely also to be from a community of 
color, in these situations it means that you are going to need to 
claim benefits early. 

Today, under current law, if you claim early at 62, you are tak-
ing about a 30 percent cut to your benefits, had you not waited 
until your full retirement age currently at 67 but if you were to 
raise the retirement age to 70, we are talking about a 50 percent 
cut. 

Senator WARREN. Wow, wow. I just want to add in this, there are 
obviously also people who have college degrees who also have phys-
ically demanding jobs. 

Mr. ADCOCK. Sure. 
Senator WARREN. Am I right on that? 
Mr. ADCOCK. Oh, yes, absolutely. Yes. 
Senator WARREN. Right. My favorite example are kindergarten 

teachers. Try it sometime. Unsurprisingly, Dr. Oz is not thinking 
about the millions of Americans who work in manual labor, who 
have physically demanding jobs, many of whom have ground their 
bodies for decades at construction sites, hauling boxes in ware-
houses, scrubbing bathroom floors, and literally may not be capable 
of adding work. 

Indeed, as you say, these are often the people who have to retire 
early because they are just physically spent and look, I am all for 
older Americans working longer if they want to work a lot longer, 
but let’s not confuse wanting to work with being forced to work be-
cause the Trump Administration is taking a sledgehammer to So-
cial Security. 

Instead of hanging those workers out to dry, we should be ex-
panding and protecting Social Security, especially when tariffs and 
war are now driving up prices for our seniors, for everybody in this 
country, so Mr. Adcock, how could we pay for bigger Social Security 
benefits? 

Mr. ADCOCK. Our preferred solution would be making the 
wealthy pay their fair share. 

Senator WARREN. Yes. That seems right to me. Look, we have got 
to make sure that the wealthiest Americans pay their fair share, 
and not force seniors to work until they drop dead. Right now, a 
billionaire, Jeff Bezos, Bill Gates, Elon Musk, pays as much in So-
cial Security taxes as someone who makes $175,000 a year. 

I have got a bill to fix that, and it would raise enough money to 
increase benefits by $200 a month for every senior and help sta-
bilize Social Security to make sure it is around for the long haul. 
Social Security is not charity. It is a promise, and it is a promise 
that people have earned. 
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The Trump Administration is trying to strip away that promise, 
trying to chisel it, trying to shrink it up, and then rebrand it as 
an opportunity to work. Americans aren’t buying it, and we are 
going to keep fighting back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Raking Member Gillibrand. 
Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you to 

our witnesses. I want to address the question of privacy concerns 
that people whose data is on the Social Security Administration 
servers are facing. 

On March 10th, the Washington Post reported that Social Secu-
rity Administration’s Office of the Inspector General is inves-
tigating a whistleblower complaint alleging that a former DOGE 
employee assigned to SSA improperly stored beneficiary and work-
er sensitive personal information on a personal thumb drive and 
further shared it with his employer, a publicly traded information 
technology company. 

This follows allegations in 2025 from SSA’s then Chief Data Offi-
cer regarding the improper actions and storage of SSA beneficiary 
information. In November 2025, and again in February 2026, 
joined by Senators Schumer and Alsobrooks, we requested that the 
IG initiated investigation determine once and for all the scope of 
the personal information that was compromised. 

Mr. Adcock, can you discuss the potential risk to both Americans, 
individual Americans, and our national security of having the most 
sensitive and personal data insecure? 

Mr. ADCOCK. Sure. I mean it is something we hear from our 
members quite a bit from that they are concerned about it, along 
with other chaos that has happened because of DOGE and the 
managing of the Social Security Administration. 

Yes, you know, they understand so much of their personal infor-
mation, both health care and other, and Social Security is part of 
that data base and before, they believed that that was a pretty se-
cure site, that they didn’t really have to worry about it but now, 
basically, because of this information disclosed in court cases that 
it has been sold to third parties, I think it is very troubling for a 
lot of our members. 

They are really concerned about how this is being managed and 
it speaks to just the overall data base itself in terms of proposals 
to try to take it from the current system to a new system in a very 
short period of time without any extra money and what that could 
mean for ensuring that all the information that is there, like work 
histories that determine benefits, that that stays pristine and that 
still is enable—that that data base is intact so that we can ensure 
that benefits are really what they should be. 

I mean, that is why for instance people have been—we have ad-
vised our members to go on to Start My Social Security account 
and to save all their work history, so in case that information was 
ever lost by accident or what is going on at the Social Security Ad-
ministration, they would have that. 

Senator GILLIBRAND. Yes, we hear—I have been on the Armed 
Services Committee for almost 20 years, and if you lose your data 
about what you did in the military, it is very hard to get your bene-
fits sometimes, so I think this data protection is a very big issue 
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that we all have to be concerned about. Mr. Fichtner, would you 
like to add to anything? 

Dr. FICHTNER. Actually, I would, Senator. This is a very impor-
tant issue on privacy, and I am a little bit out of the loop on this 
one. It has been a while since I was digging in this, but when I 
was at the Social Security Administration, we were so concerned 
that working with Congress, I think that is when we got rid of the 
Social Security number off of Medicare cards. 

We went to a Medicare number and I think one of the things to 
start considering, as you think about privacy, is the Social Security 
number has become a de-facto national ID number, and it is linked 
to everything you do. It is on your tax return. It is on your employ-
ment records. It is everything. Maybe it is time to start thinking 
about how you can segment those. 

You can have a separate number for your tax return, separate 
number from Medicare, for Social Security, so if some hacker gets 
one number, they don’t get your entire life and I am very concerned 
about this from an administration standpoint, because you are put-
ting so much information now into Social Security, which also proc-
esses W–2s for the IRS. 

They have tax information. If that information gets out, it could 
be very valuable and it could be very detrimental to people when 
it comes to fraud. 

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you. I now want to address some of 
the issues that we talked about earlier in terms of improving the 
public’s access to Social Security Administration. 

The Social Security Administration lost 7,000 workers, which is 
a lot, because DOGE encouraged and pushed them out, and pushed 
out the more experienced workers, the ones who had more years. 
I have heard from New Yorkers, they have really struggled to be 
able to talk to somebody at the Social Security Administration and 
hard to get an appointment. In March 2026, the approximate wait 
time in an office—for an office appointment was 35 days. 

The agency has limited publicizing its casework metrics, so we 
just don’t have a lot of insight into this, so one potential burden 
reduction on Social Security Administration would be to eliminate 
the need to administer the Retirement Earnings Test. This is some-
thing that this chairman and I are looking into as a reform that 
I think is interesting and good. 

For beneficiaries who remain in the workplace, what major chal-
lenges do members report when dealing with the Social Security 
Administration, and are there any unforeseen challenges with this 
change that we are talking about? Why don’t you start, Dan, and 
then we can go down the line. 

Mr. ADCOCK. Yes, no clearly, we have been, you know, for more 
than a year now that we have received lots of calls from our mem-
bers that have made similar complaints. That they have had to 
wait a long time to make an appointment with the field office, if 
they can get in touch with the field office. 

Now that is being compromised in some sense because in order 
to make an appointment at a field office, you can’t do it individ-
ually with an individual field office. It is being switched now to a 
national call center in which you have to make those appointments. 
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I think the same is true in also accessing the 800 number, awaiting 
a really long time in order to get calls. 

You know, obviously, Social Security disability insurance claims, 
we don’t work as much on those as other organizations do, but we 
have heard that the lengthy period of time in which it takes to ad-
judicate those cases has really increased too, so yes, all of these 
things have been a huge problem in terms of people being able to 
talk to the agency and—transact business with the agency. 

Senator GILLIBRAND. Mr. Fichtner. 
Dr. FICHTNER. It is a great question, Senator and the one thing 

I would point out is that before I was asked to testify on this hear-
ing about the Retirement Earnings Test, I have been working with 
some advocates about the possibility of moving the administration 
of the RET over to the Internal Revenue Service, because this is 
an income based issue we are talking about. 

Who is better to manage income-based issues when it comes to 
working is the IRS, not SSA and IRS also has funding challenges 
as the Social Administration but as Rachel Greszler pointed out in 
her testimony, the agency spends $70 million administering the 
RET. If they are not administering RET, that is $70 million they 
can put on someplace else, including customer service. 

I think one of the things, to now channel my old boss, Commis-
sioner Mike Askew, who came before you, you know, the Com-
mittee on the Hill, on the Senate and the House, asking for more 
money and said, here is what I need, and here is how we will dem-
onstrate and prove to you that we are doing what we say we are 
going to do—hold the agency accountable. 

If the agency needs more money, have the Commissioner come 
in and say, here is what I plan to do with this money, and here 
is how I will report to you how we are coming along, which could 
be public hearings. 

For a while, the agency was putting on YouTube its operational 
meetings so you could see their metrics. That is no longer there. 
I would love to see that back. It was very much a transparency 
issue to see what the agency is doing in their metrics instead of 
hiding them—making them public. 

The CHAIRMAN. Why aren’t they doing it? 
Dr. FICHTNER. Very good question, Senator. I do not know. 
Senator GILLIBRAND. We could maybe do a letter on that, asking 

them why. Mr. Taylor, anything to add? 
Mr. TAYLOR. Wouldn’t add anything. 
Senator GILLIBRAND. Ms. Greszler. 
Ms. GRESZLER. Yes, so from 2019, we know that the RET af-

fects—could affect about five million people and about 500,000 indi-
viduals did have their benefits reduced or completely eliminated. 

That is 500,00 individuals who many are going to be confused 
and are going to call the SSA, try to schedule a visit, so by elimi-
nating the test, you could immediately eliminate all of those things 
and so, it is a very kind of quick simplification. 

The one thing that you would need to do is those who are already 
in that 62 to 66 age range who have had some benefits held back, 
you would have to figure out how are we going to get those back 
to them? Is it going to be an immediate, like one-time refund, or 
are they going to be in the old system and still move forward and 
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wait until their full retirement age? That is a pretty easy fix to 
make. 

Senator GILLIBRAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Yes. I am fine. I mean, we ought to get the infor-

mation. I mean we ought to find out. 
Senator GILLIBRAND. Yes, I agree. 
The CHAIRMAN. You know, both of our states have a lot of sen-

iors. Ms. Greszler, can you speak a little bit about the positive po-
tential impact that repealing the RET will have on the trust fund? 

Ms. GRESZLER. Yes. It is a modest impact. I have estimated up 
to about $8 billion additional dollars per year and this is because 
individuals are working longer and as they work longer, they are 
paying additional payroll taxes. That boosts Social Security’s reve-
nues, Medicare’s, state and local income taxes, federal income 
taxes, so it is really kind of a spillover, not just to Social Security, 
but to all the other Government revenues as well. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Taylor, from your perspective, what are the 
most common misconceptions employers have about older workers, 
and how do those perceptions differ from the evidence you seek? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Number one, it is that they are unwilling to learn 
new ideas, and particularly in this AI environment and what we 
have learned is there are just reticent. Obviously, for good reason. 
They are not, as we use the term, digital natives, so we have got 
to be more intentional about training and creating training and de-
velopment opportunities for older workers. 

It is two-way, so some of that has some value to it. The reality 
is I am one of those, right. I was born a Blockbuster kid, another 
Florida company, and the world is just different, right. My 15-year-
old has to teach me how to do things but I am willing to be taught 
those things, and we have to be intentional about it. The second 
area that we find is a perception that they won’t work as hard. 

That younger generations have more youth vitality and therefore 
are willing to put in more hours and actually, the data would sug-
gest the opposite but that is some of the perception, so much of the 
work that we are doing is around narrative building and story-
telling. 

We have to convince our colleagues, as well as leaders, that in 
fact older workers are just as valuable, if not more valuable in 
some ways than some of the younger workers at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. I think my generation, I think probably every-
body thinks their generation is the hardest working. I am sure my 
parents thought their generation was the hardest working and I 
think it could actually—it could be true, right. Who knows. Mr. 
Fichtner, can you explain how repealing the RET test would also 
provide freedom and flexibility for older Americans when making 
benefit claims? 

Dr. FICHTNER. Oh, definitely. Thank you, Senator. One of the 
issues people see is they still have this cultural issue that when 
they stop working, they have to claim Social Security. If they claim 
Social Security, they stop working. 

One, if we disconnect that, that is the first thing. When they see 
the Retirement Earnings Test, they think, whoa, I am going to be 
taxed for me working after 62. Why am I even bothering to work 
then? Most of them take the benefits and they don’t work and I 
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think this is also very important when thinking about the impor-
tance of income and the benefits. 

Just to give you an idea, Senator, so when I was—I have been 
working on this issue for almost 20 years now, so I really want to 
thank you for your efforts with this, and Ranking Member Gilli-
brand as well. Because one of the things I did at Social Security 
is we got rid of that break even analysis and made it a personal 
decision where the agency talks to beneficiaries about them, their 
spouse, survivors, and they have a double sided one-pager that I 
put in my written testimony. 

To give an idea how important the claiming decision is for in-
come, if you were scheduled to get just $1,000 at age 67, just 
$1,000, claiming at age 62 would give you $700. That is a 30 per-
cent reduction in your monthly benefits for the rest of your life. If 
you claim at 70, it is $1,240 benefits. That is 24 percent increase. 
Now, for those who can’t do math quickly, the difference between 
that 62 benefit and age 70 is a 77 percent increase in your month 
benefit that is inflation protected for the rest of your life. 

When may need that money the most? When you are older, 
might have health concerns and costs, that claiming decision, that 
transparency, will help you make a better informed decision, then 
telling people, look, you can work and get Social Security. You can-
not work and get Social Security. 

You can do whatever you want. The idea is not thinking about 
income as the outcome, and how to help you to make a more in-
formed decision and again, I applaud you for your efforts in this. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does anybody want to add anything? 
Ms. GRESZLER. I would just like to bring up a point on the sol-

vency of Social Security and the issue of raising the retirement age. 
The reality today is that Social Security does not have the ability 
to continue paying benefits when the trust fund runs insolvent 
sometime between 2032, the most recent projections, and that is an 
across the board 23 to 28 percent benefit cut. The reality of that 
is that even if you waited until 70 to start collecting your benefits, 
you would not get what the current program pays today. 

Dr. FICHTNER. Mr. Chairman, if I can because the comment came 
up—I am sorry—— 

The CHAIRMAN. No, please, please. 
Dr. FICHTNER. Whether or not to touch Social Security, like 

hands off Social Security. What I would encourage the Senate is to 
put their hands on Social Security because the default is trust fund 
depletion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The default is horrible. 
Dr. FICHTNER. The default is horrible. It is roughly a 23 percent 

benefit cut across the board. Technically, you could say Social Secu-
rity is solvent because it is designed not to pay benefits greater 
than it has in revenues but that default, again, is the worst option 
and so, I think I would love to encourage—and the trustees have 
been saying this for over 20 years. The sooner Congress acts, the 
better, so I would encourage—— 

The CHAIRMAN. It is really not fair. I mean, it is not fair to peo-
ple that, you know, that rely on it. I was Governor of Florida, and 
I think when I went in, the pension plan was like 80 to 83 percent 
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funded and people act like that is okay, so wait a minute. How is 
that okay? 

Dr. FICHTNER. Well, and again, I chaired—— 
The CHAIRMAN. The private sector can’t do that. 
Dr. FICHTNER. I chaired the Puerto Rico Pension Reserve Trust 

and out of the bankruptcy of Puerto Rico, their public employee 
pension plans were underfunded to the tune of $0 dollars, and a 
$40 to $50 billion of liability, which we are turning around but this 
is important to do things earlier, not wait until the last minute. 

Mr. TAYLOR. The point that I wanted to make is that, you know, 
we talk about how these plans impact older workers, but we 
haven’t oftentimes asked older workers how they actually feel 
about it and our research at SHRM suggests that there are four 
things. They say, one, I get to stay mentally active and engaged. 

Seventy percent of older workers 67 and older say, this is good 
for me, so you may think this is negative, but it is actually good. 
Second, to maintain financial stability. I actually want to do this. 
Not that I need to maintain financial stability, vacations, trips, 
taking care of the grandkids, etcetera. Third, to avoid boredom. The 
reality is people work for a purpose in retirement. 

Then finally, to continue using their current skills and their ex-
periences, so this idea that it is a bad thing and that we are work-
ing people to death doesn’t exactly sync with what older workers 
are telling employers. 

The CHAIRMAN. I mean, some of the jobs are too demanding, you 
know, right. I think, I mean everybody wants to have—I don’t 
know anybody that doesn’t want to have purpose. I don’t plan on 
retiring. I believe we do have to—we have to figure out how to pre-
serve Medicare and Social Security. 

I have only been up here seven years. It is pretty hard to have 
a conversation right now. If we don’t, it is not fair to the people 
that are relying on it. It is like when I was Governor of Florida, 
I worked hard to get the pension plan fully funded, so it is hard. 
Anybody else? [No response.] 

I want to thank everybody for being here today and partici-
pating. I look forward to continuing to work with members. 

If any Senator has additional questions for the witnesses or 
statements to be added, their hearing record will be open until next 
Wednesday at 5:00 p.m. Thanks each of you. 

[Whereupon, at 4:50 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.] 
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U.S. SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

²EXPERIENCE MATTERS: SENIORS AND THE WORKFORCE² 

MARCH 25, 2026 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Rachel Greszler 

Ranking Member Kirsten Gillibrand 

Question: 

Why in your view is the repeal of the Retirement Earnings Test a better policy 
proposal than further liberalizing it, for example by increasing the current dollar 
exemption amounts? 

Response: 

Increasing the current dollar exemption for the retirement earnings test (from the 
current $24,480 in 2026) would be helpful because it would reduce the number of 
working seniors who are hit by the test and who lose Social Security benefits. More-
over, among those who continue to lose benefits, it would reduce the amount that 
some of them lose. There are two primary reasons, however, why I strongly support 
complete repeal of the retirement earnings test rather than an increase in the ex-
emption amount: 

First is that an increase in the threshold contradicts the primary remaining jus-
tification for the test, which is a paternalistic attempt to protect older Americans 
from making decisions that might not be best for them. Specifically, this refers to 
the decision to claim Social Security benefits before the full retirement age, thereby 
exchanging a lower monthly Social Security benefit for a longer period of receiving 
benefits. 

The rationale behind the retirement earnings test is: if you are still working and 
earning over $24,480, you may not need as much income now from Social Security, 
but there is a chance that you will need a higher Social Security benefit in the fu-
ture when you are less likely to be able to work and may have used up other non-
Social Security savings. 

In this way, the retirement earnings test essentially takes away individuals’ 
choices over when to claim benefits if the government thinks that they are A) earn-
ing enough to not need as much in benefits now, and B) are at risk of outliving their 
savings and may need higher Social Security benefits in the future. Increasing the 
exemption amount eliminates the policy for those it is most likely to ²protect,² while 
leaving it in place for higher earners who are less likely to outlive their savings. 

From a fiscal and economic perspective, raising the cap would be significantly in-
ferior to eliminating it because people who are still working and earning significant 
incomes between ages 62 and 66 tend to have longer life expectancies, and thus are 
more likely to come out ahead, in terms of total Social Security benefits received, 
as a result of the retirement earnings test. 

Second, an increase in the exemption does little to reduce administrative costs 
and burdens on the Social Security Administration. If any level of retirement earn-
ings test exists, the Social Security Administration has to monitor the earnings of 
all beneficiaries between the ages of 62 and 66, approximately five million individ-
uals. While the number of people affected by the test (roughly 520,000 in 2019) 
would decline, and the SSA would have to withhold fewer benefit checks and re-
spond to fewer calls and visits from those affected by the test, the SSA would still 
have to send notices to and monitor the earnings of millions of individuals who are 
below the full retirement age. Eliminating the retirement earnings test would-in the 
long run-save the entirety of the estimated $70 million per year in administrative 
costs and eliminate all confusion caused by the test. 

In the near term, immediately after elimination of the retirement earnings test, 
the SSA would need to address individuals who have had benefits withheld by the 
test and who have not yet reached their full retirement age. The simplest way to 
do this would be to move up the re-calculation of lifetime benefits from individuals’ 
attainment of full retirement age to the year of implementation. 

Thank you for the opportunity to further explain why I believe eliminating the 
retirement earnings test entirely is the best way to help workers and reduce admin-
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istrative costs and complexities for civil servants at the Social Security Administra-
tion. 
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U.S. SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

²EXPERIENCE MATTERS: SENIORS AND THE WORKFORCE² 

MARCH 25, 2026 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Dr. Jason Fichtner 

Ranking Member Kirsten Gillibrand 

Question: 

Based on your prior management roles at SSA, what impacts would repeal of the 
Retirement Earnings Test and the Claiming Age Clarity Act have on agency oper-
ations and budgets, and what advice can you share on how best to support effective 
agency implementation of these potential reforms? 

Response: 

I am of the view that the Claiming Age Clarity Act would have a negligible im-
pact on SSA’s budget and operations. Short-term costs to changing terminology in 
communications and policy documents, training staff, etc., are real, but at the mar-
gin the costs would be negligible. 

If the Agency has not yet shared a cost estimate of implementing this legislation, 
the Senate should ask for an official cost estimate. I am also of the view that addi-
tional appropriations are not necessary to implement the bill. That said, a small 
amount of dedicated funding would likely make implementation more effective, and 
support for that funding may address any administrative cost concerns that legisla-
tors or the Agency has if this bill were to become law. Recently, the Bipartisan Pol-
icy Center Action submitted a letter to the Senate and House Labor, Health and 
Human Services, Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee 
(March 19, 2026) where they supported ²including at least $10 million in dedicated 
funding to improve SSA’s communication with individuals considering when to 
claim old-age benefits. This funding should support the adoption of clearer, more in-
tuitive claiming terminology-consistent with the intent of H.R. 5284 and S. 1504-and 
enable updated systems and publications, as well as expanded outreach, education, 
and decision-support efforts to help beneficiaries choose the claiming age that best 
fits their individual circumstances.²1 

I will add that the act will likely reduce administrative costs in the long term be-
cause of the increased clarity the new claiming language will provide the public. 

Likewise, the repeal of the Retirement Earnings Test (RET) would also have some 
short term costs, including reprograming systems, communications and policy docu-
ments, training staff, etc. In her testimony before the committee during this hear-
ing, Rachel Greszler referenced an SSA OIG report that SSA spends approximately 
$70 million annual administering the RET.2 If the RET were to be repealed, the 
Agency would eventually free up $70 million annually for other administrative pur-
poses. 

Question: 

I am a strong supporter of ABLE Accounts that support people with disabilities 
and empower them to fully engage in their communities. From your time at SSA, 
how can the agency better publicize and educate beneficiaries and their families 
about these accounts? 

Response: 

While SSA does provide information on ABLE Accounts, for example on the Agen-
cy’s website,3 the Agency could do a better job promoting the benefits of ABLE ac-
counts through targeted outreach to the SSI community. In a 2023 research paper 
by the Center for Financial Security at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, re-
searchers documented ²...an array of barriers, including financial constraints as well 

1 https://bpcaction.org/wp-content/uploads/BPCA-FY27-LHHS-Appropriations-Requests.pdf 
2 Office of the Inspector General, ²The Social Security Administration’s Enforcement of the Re-

tirement Earnings Test,² Social Security Administration, February 2, 2024, https://oig.ssa.gov/ 
assets/uploads/a-08-21-51049.pdf 

3 https://www.ssa.gov/ssi/spotlights/spot-able.html & https://choosework.ssa.gov/blog/2023-08-
22-able-accounts-what-you-should-know.html 

https://choosework.ssa.gov/blog/2023-08
https://www.ssa.gov/ssi/spotlights/spot-able.html
https://oig.ssa.gov
https://bpcaction.org/wp-content/uploads/BPCA-FY27-LHHS-Appropriations-Requests.pdf
https://circumstances.�1
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as diverse administrative burdens and misperceptions, that deter eligible persons 
from opening ABLE accounts.²4 Lack of understanding and awareness of ABLE ac-
counts was one of the key findings of the report, leading to a recommendation that 
²...state administrators might offer stronger campaigns to increase overall aware-
ness of ABLE.² 

Senator Elizabeth Warren 

Question: 

During the hearing, you mentioned that the Social Security Administration (SSA) 
under the current administration has hid metrics from its operational meetings. 
What metrics has the agency concealed, and what do these metrics show? Please 
list the metrics that are no longer being reported and the function they have. 

Under which commissioner, did SSA stop releasing these metrics? Have past ad-
ministrations released these metrics, and if so, which ones? How does concealing 
these metrics impact the agency’s functions and Americans’ ability to interact with 
SSA? 

Response: 

Unfortunately, I have not kept records on SSA’s reporting of operational metrics 
overtime, nor by individual commissioners. During my testimony, I mentioned that 
Acting Commissioner Lee Dudek was posting SSA operational meetings to SSA’s 
YouTube channel5 and offering metrics online, including real-time data on hold 
times and callback times on the 800 number.6 These posts were removed from 
YouTube shortly after Commissioner Frank Bisignano took office. News articles 
have reported some of the information that was presented during these meetings.7 

I personally found this type of disclosure to be of benefit to the public. The real-
time metrics on the 800 number were a laudable improvement in the ability of the 
American public to interact with SSA to allow them to make an informed decision 
about when to call the agency or to schedule an appointment. The loss of this level 
of detailed public disclosure, as well as the manner in which it was transmitted via 
YouTube videos, is loss of that may make it more difficult for the public to view 
and understand the critical challenges now facing the agency. This loss not only im-
pacts the public, but also impacts Congress, which could provide oversight, instruc-
tions, or dedicated funding to address customer service challenges. 

Question: 

How is SSA deploying call-sharing - or the redirecting of a call meant for a local 
field to a field office in a different region - on its national 1-800 hotline? 

Have the older Americans that your organization works with reported having 
their calls redirected, and if so, how does this mechanism impact their ability to talk 
to an SSA representative and have their question resolved? 

Response: 

Based on what’s been reported, SSA now shifts calls from one field office to an-
other once they go unanswered for a certain period of time. Other organizations 
have been publishing reports about SSA customer service metrics, including the 800 
number.8 

Katie Savin, also a Fellow at the National Academy of Social Insurance (NASI),9 

has been quoted in the New York Times,10 about how staffing reductions at SSA 
have made it difficult for claimants to get customer service assistance. 

Question: 

Have the older Americans that your organization works with reported increases 
in the wait time for scheduling an in-person appointment at an SSA field office? 

If so, how many days are they waiting for an appointment, on average? 

4 https://rdrc.wisc.edu/files/working-papers/WI23-10—Working-Paper—Pollack-et-al—4.24.pdf 
5 https://www.youtube.com/@SocialSecurity/playlists 
6 https://www.ssa.gov/news/en/press/releases/2025-03-24.html 
7 See for example: https://www.nytimes.com/2025/06/16/us/politics/doge-social-security.html & 

https://www.londondisability.com/ssas-push-for-transparency-youtube-videos-and-more-what-it-
means-for-your-disability-claim & https://www.youtube.com/shorts/P0—8GK—JJnY (accessed 
April 11, 2026). 

8 https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/trump-administration-personnel-policies-harm-
ing-social-security-customer 

9 https://www.nasi.org/fellows/ 
10 https://www.nytimes.com/2025/09/24/business/social-security-customer-service.html 

https://www.nytimes.com/2025/09/24/business/social-security-customer-service.html
https://www.nasi.org/fellows
https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/trump-administration-personnel-policies-harm
https://www.youtube.com/shorts/P0�8GK�JJnY
https://www.londondisability.com/ssas-push-for-transparency-youtube-videos-and-more-what-it
https://www.nytimes.com/2025/06/16/us/politics/doge-social-security.html
https://www.ssa.gov/news/en/press/releases/2025-03-24.html
https://www.youtube.com/@SocialSecurity/playlists
https://rdrc.wisc.edu/files/working-papers/WI23-10�Working-Paper�Pollack-et-al�4.24.pdf
https://accounts.�4
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Response: 

Unfortunately, I do not personally have any direct knowledge or information to 
be able to answer this question. SSA does report wait times on its website.11 

Question: 

Reports indicate that the drastic staff cuts the administration has made at SSA 
have forced some rural field offices to close. Has your organization heard of any SSA 
field offices closing completely under the current administration - or having such 
limited capacity due to staff cuts that they are unable to perform their usual serv-
ices and are effectively closed? 

Response: 

I am not aware of any field offices being permanently closed as of this time. SSA 
occasionally temporarily closes field offices to deal with maintenance or other issues 
and then reopens those offices once the issues have been resolved. The last SSA 
public notice I am aware of is dated March 27, 2025.12 

11 https://www.ssa.gov/ssa-performance 
12 https://www.ssa.gov/blog/en/posts/2025-03-27-b.html 

https://www.ssa.gov/blog/en/posts/2025-03-27-b.html
https://www.ssa.gov/ssa-performance
https://website.11
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U.S. SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

²EXPERIENCE MATTERS: SENIORS AND THE WORKFORCE² 

MARCH 25, 2026 

QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD 

Dan Adcock 

Ranking Member Kirsten Gillibrand 

Question: 

Your organization was closely involved in the successful and bipartisan effort to 
reform the Retirement Earnings Test during the Clinton administration. What 
would you advise policymakers to take into account when considering repeal in this 
era? 

Response: 

Earlier claiming reduces monthly benefits for life, especially if people do not fully 
understand the adjustment, which has implications for old-age benefit adequacy. In 
fact, the misunderstanding that benefits reduced by the Retirement Earnings Test 
are ²lost² continues to be a problem to this day. For the current proposal to repeal 
the RET for 62- to 66-year-olds, claiming decisions are more consequential for long-
term benefit adequacy since early claim results in much lower lifetime benefits. 

Finally, the administrative burden of the 2000 RET repeal was real. The need to 
track earnings, withhold, and later recompute benefits cost SSA on the order of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars annually in operations and contributed to beneficiaries’ 
confusion. Given that mass staff reductions at SSA and flat funding has hollowed 
out the agency, it is hard to see how SSA could absorb the administrative require-
ments of repealing the RET for 62- to 66-year-olds. 

Question: 

In your view, why ultimately did Congress elect to retain elements of the Retire-
ment Earnings Test, and are any of those considerations still valid today? 

Response: 

Repeal of the RET was promoted as a way of increasing participation in the work-
force by older workers, much as the current effort to eliminate the RET for those 
between ages 62 and 66 is proposed. However, research has shown that, while elimi-
nation of the RET does result in some additional workforce participation, it also 
would result in a significant number of workers who claim their Social Security ben-
efit early. This decision to claim early has two major consequences - permanently 
reduced benefits for those workers least able to afford to lose this income, and po-
tentially accelerated insolvency of the Social Security Trust Funds. Both of these 
concerns would have been known to the authors of the 2000 RET repeal and pre-
sumably influenced their decision to retain the RET for those claiming benefits at 
ages 62 to 66. 

Question: 

Do you see any potential positive outcomes from a renewed repeal initiative? 

Response: 

We know from seniors we have talked to at townhall meetings across the country 
that repealing the rest of the Retirement Earnings Test would be popular. In some 
cases, claiming decisions motivated by repealing the RET might benefit some people 
but before this legislation is approved and enacted, Congress must determine if 
there are ways to mitigate the permanent loss of benefits for those workers and 
their families who might be hurt by the change (like improving survivor benefits), 
if there are really jobs available for people ages 62 to 66 when age discrimination 
in employment is pervasive, and what will be the short term impact on Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund solvency if the RET is repealed. 

Question: 

How can we best protect and strengthen Social Security for retirees, the disabled, 
and survivors, and what should we bear in mind regarding the program’s annual 
cost-of-living adjustments, particularly at a time of soaring costs for Americans? 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 

85 

Response: 

The best way to protect and strengthen Social Security for retirees, the disabled, 
and survivors, as well as for all workers and their families, is by extending Social 
Security solvency and improving benefits by finally making the wealthy pay their 
fair share in FICA contributions. Because of decades of stagnate middle class wages, 
income inequality and the erosion of employer sponsored retirement benefits, a 
growing share of Americans will depend on Social Security for all or most of their 
income in retirement. That’s why any conversation about Social Security reform 
must include benefit adequacy if the program is going to allow retirees to maintain 
a modest standard of living in retirement. 

The number one benefit improvement our members tell us would be to make the 
COLAs more accurate so that they take into consideration the disproportionate 
share of income seniors spend on out-of-pocket health care costs. Undervaluing the 
COLA has significant long-term impacts as its’ effects compound over time. That 
leaves the oldest retirees, who presumably are the least able to work, and are the 
most likely to have exhausted any other resources and have the highest health care 
costs, with the deepest financial burden caused by years of underestimating the in-
flation they experience. 

Question: 

Last year, the Secretary of the Treasury stated that efforts to build wealth were 
viewed as ²a backdoor to privatizing Social Security². However, Americans can best 
be served in retirement with support from both Social Security and private savings. 
In your view, how can Congress move the needle on expanding access for the mil-
lions of Americans currently shut out of the retirement system? 

Response: 

There are many proposals - some well-meaning - that would help workers save 
for retirement. It is commendable that lawmakers are trying to fill the gap in retire-
ment savings left by some employers that don’t help their employees plan for their 
golden years. Part of the challenge remains that so many workers are struggling 
to simply afford the daily costs of living, that even when retirement savings plans 
are offered by their employers, they simply do not feel they have enough disposable 
income to take advantage of them but the wheel does not have to be reinvented if 
we have a highly successful retirement program that could be enhanced if benefits 
were improved - and that program is Social Security. 

Senator Elizabeth Warren 

Question: 

Has the insolvency of the Social Security trust fund been accelerated under the 
current Trump administration? 

If so, what actions taken by the administration have contributed to this accelera-
tion? 

Response: 

The One Big Beautiful Bill Act included a temporary additional deduction of 
$6,000 per eligible individual age 65+ through 2028. Because of how this tax cut 
indirectly results in less taxation of Social Security benefits and since this taxation 
helps fund benefits, the trust fund will receive $30 billion less revenue a year which 
will accelerate insolvency. 

Question: 

Do you expect the unprecedented levels of workforce reductions at SSA, and the 
ripple effects these reductions have had on key agency services, to also contribute 
to accelerating the trust fund’s insolvency? 

Response: 

Potentially, yes. We have heard from some people in their 60s that they have 
claimed benefits earlier than planned because of what might happen to the program 
as a result of the mass staff reductions and chaos caused by DOGE at SSA. The 
next Social Security Trustees Report may show whether such early claiming is hav-
ing an impact on solvency. 

While not related to accelerating solvency, we are concerned that the DOGE staff 
cuts and mayhem at SSA could soften public support for the program which would 
make it easier for some lawmakers to enact legislation to cut earned benefits. 
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Question: 

How is SSA deploying call-sharing - or the redirecting of a call meant for a local 
field to a field office in a different region - on its national 1-800 hotline? 

Have the older Americans that your organization works with reported having 
their calls redirected, and if so, how does this mechanism impact their ability to talk 
to an SSA representative and have their question resolved? 

Response: 

The National Committee has not heard from members about redirection because 
they may not even know it is happening and it only becomes apparent when the 
caller is ill-advised and shows up at their local field office. In other words, if a call 
is redirected, the SSA employee does not say where they are physically, so the 
claimant/beneficiary has no idea and that adds to the risk of not knowing local in-
formation (e.g., claimant/beneficiary’s local records, state taxation of benefits, etc.) 
and this is all very compounded by the reassignment of SSA personnel into these 
front-line jobs by staff not properly trained or acclimated. Very general questions 
work well with call redirection, but specific, personal issues do not and the con-
sequences of bad information can be huge. 

As for the reassigned SSA staff, whatever work they did in their former jobs is 
likely to be neglected, particularly because of the mass staff reductions. For exam-
ple, the SSDI backlog will grow if adjudication staff were reassigned to the national 
call center. Likewise, overpayments could become a greater problem if operations 
staff are now answering calls. 

Question: 

Have the older Americans that your organization works with reported increases 
in the wait time for scheduling an in-person appointment at an SSA field office? 

If so, how many days are they waiting for an appointment, on average? 
Response: 

We don’t have a good number from our members about how much wait times have 
increased, but what we hear anecdotally is that beneficiaries are waiting months for 
an appointment. 

Question: 

Reports indicate that the drastic staff cuts the administration has made at SSA 
have forced some rural field offices to close. Has your organization heard of any SSA 
field offices closing completely under the current administration - or having such 
limited capacity due to staff cuts that they are unable to perform their usual serv-
ices and are effectively closed? 

Response: 

While the SSA website lists multiple field office closures in 2025, some field offices 
still open are effectively closed because many of their staffers were let go by the 
DOGE mass staff cuts. That means seniors and people with disabilities - many with 
mobility issues - are traveling farther and waiting longer for an appointment at a 
field office. 

Senator Raphael Warnock 

Question: 

Since January 2025, the Trump administration has cut more than 7,000 Social 
Security Administration (SSA) employees, and Georgia lost nearly 10 percent of its 
SSA workforce between Fiscal Year 2024-2025. Due to limited workforce, older 
Georgians must wait weeks to schedule an appointment with the SSA field office 
and an average of 11 months for their disability claims. 

How can Congress improve the SSA workforce capacity and address the declining 
quality of customer service in states like Georgia? 

Response: 

Because the appropriation process tends to be bipartisan in the Senate - unlike 
the House - there are more opportunities for Democratic Senators to call for increas-
ing appropriations for SSA and for including instructions in the Labor-HHS appro-
priations bill for SSA to more adequately staff field offices, including in Georgia. 

Question: 

According to the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, the average driving-
age person in the South will pay $39 more per month in higher gas prices, compared 
to $34 nationally or $24 in the Northeast. Food prices have also increased by over 
23 percent compared to 2020, and nearly 10 percent of Georgians age 65 and older 
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are food insecure. Seniors in Georgia are facing a calculus of whether they will have 
enough money, through Social Security or savings, to retire. 

What steps can Congress take to address the concern over rising costs of living 
among seniors and ensure older Georgians have a pathway to a financially secure 
retirement? 

Response: 

Congress can enact legislation that would base Social Security cost-of-living ad-
justments (COLAs) on a fully developed Consumer Price Index for the Elderly (CPI-
E). The CPI-E would more accurately measure the spending patterns of seniors, in-
cluding the disproportionate share of income they spend on out-of-pocket health care 
expenses. Georgia seniors could also better afford rising costs if Congress passed S. 
3078, the Social Security Emergency Inflation Relief Act which would increase So-
cial Security benefits by $200 per month. 
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