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GRAMM-RUDMAN-HOLLINGS: THE IMPACT ON
THE ELDERLY

FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1986

U.S. SENATE,
SpeciaL COMMITTEE ON AGING,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m. in room
SD-628, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. John Heinz (chair-
man) presiding.

Present: Senators Heinz, Bingaman, Chiles, Burdick, Wilson,
Evans, Dodd, Warner, and Hawkins.

Staft present: Stephen R. MicConnell, staff director; Robin Kropf,
chief clerk; Isabelle Claxton, communications director; Michael
Tierney, professional staff; Brian W. Lindberg, professional staff;
Terri Kay Parker, general counsel; Diane Lifsey, minority staff direc-
tor; Jane Jeter, minority professional staff; Chris Jennings, minori-
ty professional staff; Bill Benson, minority professional staff; Kim-
berly Kasberg, hearing clerk; Diane Linskey, staff assistant; Laura
Erbs, graduate fellow; and Dan Tuite, printing assistant.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN HEINZ, CHAIRMAN

Chairman Hgeinz. This hearing of the Special Committee on
Aging will come to order.

At the outset, I would like to thank all the witnesses for their
cooperation. This hearing was originally scheduled to begin at 9:30.
A conflict developed with the Health Subcommittee of the Finance
Committee, on which I also serve. I have just returned from that
subcommittee, which is dealing with a subject that this committee
has been deeply involved with, namely the success of the Prospec-
tive Payment System—the new method of reimbursing hospitals
for Medicare costs under the so-called “DRG’s.”

I see Bart Fleming from the Health Care Financing Administra-
tion nodding knowledgeably. I had to participate, at least for the
first hour, in that hearing, and I thank all the witnesses for their
understanding.

Because I do anticipate that there will be other members arriv-
ing shortly, and because we have a large number of witnesses, and
because we are starting about 1 hour late, I would appreciate it if
witnesses could keep their testimony to 3, rather than 5 minutes. If
you feel you have to take 1 additional minute or 2, or 3, I cannot
fault you, but as a courtesy to others, do what you can to assist if
you would, please.

4))



2

I am also advised that Mr. Knapp may have some time problems,
so I am going to ask him to testify first. Mr. Knapp, if you are able
to stay for questions afterwards, that would be appreciated. Your
schedule may not allow you because of the shift in the time of the
hearing to do so, so if you have to leave, I understand the time
bind you are in. If your colleagues at the witness table can keep
their remarks short, you may be able to stay. So, whatever you
-have to do, we understand.

I have an opening statement that I would like to make. We are
here on February 21. In just a few days, March 1, that day will go
down in history as the day Congress pushed the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings button and officially automated the deficit reduction proc-
ess. With assembly line precision, Federal program after Federal
p}x;ogram will move across the bill’s buzz saw for a neat 4.3-percent
shave.

Automation revolutionized America’s work force during the In-
dustrial Revolution. It greatly enhanced this Nation’s industrial po-
tential. But I for one do not believe that the policy, which produced
topquality cars and widgets is going to work for public policy in
balancing a $950 billion budget in a fair and reasonable manner.

The March 1 cuts will come because Congress simply could not
accept another budget stalemate and the crippling burden of a $200
billion-plus deficit.

This committee and the Congress as a whole must ensure that

~the March 1 cuts serve their purpose, which is simply this: To stim-
ulate a fair and reasonable budget agreement between the Con-
gress, both Houses, and the President before any further automat-
ed cuts take place in fiscal 1987.

As chairman of the Committee on Aging, I am concerned that
Gramm-Rudman is something of a wolf in sheep’s clothing when it
comes to programs serving this country’s senior citizens.

Now, on the one hand, the good news is that Social Security es-
capes unscathed, at least for the most part, that is true. It is also
true that Medicare cuts are limited. Equally true, however, is that
the programs subject to sequestration cover virtually the entire
spectrum of Government services for seniors, ranging from hous-
ing, nutrition, energy assistance, to legal services, health research,
and employment.

Sequestration in 1986 totals $11.7 billion. Cuts in retirement
COLA’s account for $1 billion of this amount. Cuts in defense out-
lays take up $5.35 billion. Another $1.12 billion comes from domes-
tic programs that serve the elderly. Thus, of the cuts from non-de-
fense programs fully one-third come from programs serving, in
whole or in part, the elderly.

For many older Americans, these reductions will hit not once, or
even twice, but again and again, chipping away at the very pro-
grams they depend on for daily living. Hundreds of thousands may
find that as a result of Gramm-Rudman, they can no longer main-
tain the homes they live in, no longer receive critical food supple-
ments, and no longer have access to services and basic transporta-
tion.

Thousands more, such as retirees receiving military, government,
or railroad retirement pensions, have had their 1986 cost-of-living
increases canceled.



3

In addition, the agencies—and you are here from those agen-
cies—which administer these and other programs have suffered
cuts in their administrative budgets. As part of our task today, we
hope to determine whether your agencies can continue the efficient
delivery of services and income payments upon which so many
Americans depend.

So our primary task today is to determine the exact effects of the
1986 Gramm-Rudman cuts on programs serving older Americans.
We also hope to gain some insight into the impact of further cuts,
should these become necessary in fiscal 1987.

Other questions before the committee include the extent of an
agency’s discretion in implementing reductions in their administra-
tive budgets. Where many activities are funded under a single
budget account, do agencies have discretion to terminate one activi-
ty in order to save others? Where a single program involves several
components of spending, must all components be reduced equally?
Most importantly, what would be the impact of these and future
cuts on beneficiaries?

Obviously, we have a full morning of witnesses. I look forward to
their testimony.

I want to recognize Senator Bingaman of New Mexico, and Sena-
tor, if you have an opening statement, we would be pleased to hear
from you.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JEFF BINGAMAN

Senator BingaMaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let me just commend you and the ranking minority member,
Senator Glenn, for holding this hearing. 1 understand Senator
Glenn could not be here because of a commitment in Ohio.

I am interested in the general issue as to what the effect of
Gramm-Rudman is on various programs, what the expected effect
for the next several years is in these programs, and I will be get-
ting into some specific issues as we go through the testimony.

I do have a statement I would like to put in the record, if I could.

Chairman HEeinz. Without objection, your entire statement will
b€ made a part of the record, Senator Bingaman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Bingaman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR JEFF BINGAMAN

Mr. Chairman, I wish toc commend you and the ranking minority member, Sena-
tor John Glenn, for holding this hearing today. Unfortunately, Senator Glenn could
not be here because of his prior commitments in Ohio—most notably his announce-
ment to run for re-election. I wish him well.

As { am sure we are all aware, the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction leg-
islation has caused great uncertainty in the Congress and in the nation. In the final
analysis, I voted against it because of the inequities it is likely to cause. I agree
strongly however, with the overall goal of reduced deficit spending. But that is nei-
ther here nor there, because at a minimum the law's autoematic mechanism will
trigger spending cuts on March 1. Therefore we need to understand its implications
for fiscal year 1986.

According to a recently published Committee print, overall fiscal year 1986 se-

uestration under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will reduce federal spending for the el-
gerly. Because Social Security is exempted from sequestration, the general percep-
tion is that senior citizens are protected. The facts dispute this:

The 1986, 3.1 percent COLA increase scheduled for civil service and military re-
tirement has already been canceled by Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
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Medicare will suffer a loss of $300 million in program funds, not achievable by
benefit cuts, on top of the existing freeze on hospital and physician reimbursement.

Housing and nutrition programs, low-income energy assistance, senior centers,
and other aging services wiil lose 4.3 percent of their total unobligated funds for the
fiscal year.

Administrative expenses for Social Security, SSI, Medicare, Medicaid, Food
Stamps, and Veterans programs will be cut by 4.3 percent as well.

The impact in New Mexico, and in other states, echoes the national figures and
puts a grimn fuce on these numbers. In preparation for this hearing, | asked the New
Mexico State Agency on Aging to estimate how my State will fare in fiscal year
1986.

The figures arc not encouraging. According to Rita Maes, New Mexico State
Agency Director, at the state administrative level staff travel and outreach will be
restricted. This is critical because New Mexico already receives insufficient Title III
administrative funds to support its Advocacy Assistance and Staff Development ac-
tivities. In the past the Administration on Aging provided a “supplement” to the
state. It is now questionable whether this will continue.

Under the Title V Employment Program, administrative costs would be reduced
and four part-time positions eliminated. These four workers serve communities
which would otherwise not be served. This impacts not only on already under-served
areas, but on the workers themselves who, on the average, live in a rural communi-
ty, are female between the ages of 60 and 69, have less than an eighth grade educa-
tion, and live on less than $270 per month.

And finally, New Mexice decided to impose the 4.3 percent reduction on a propor-
tionate basis to allow the local programs to decide what should be cut. Rita Maes,
the State Director, best explains the situation:

“There are indirect impacts that will be realized. With reduced services, current
efforts to identify those persons with the greatest need will stop or be curtailed,
therefore they will not be served. There is the possibility that some individuals who
stop receiving services will be unable to maintain an independent life in the commu-
nity and may have to enter an institution. Local programs that wish to continue to
provide the same level of services will need to obtain rescurces from other sources.
In some cases participants will be asked to increase their donations for services. We
know that this tends to decrease participation by those individuals most in need of
services. The programs may approach local governments for additional funds, but
the local government is also facing drastic revenue shortfalls.

“Preliminary information from local programs about how they will deal with the
reductions focuses on the elimination of staff and the reduction of services, includ-
ing meals, transportation. and other services.

“What is of most concern to us is that information about proposed future cuts
may frighten local programs into eliminating their programs rather than face the
pressures of step-by-step reduction of services.”

Most of our state agencies report that adequate adjustments at the administrative
level can be made to meet Gramm-Rudman-Hollings targets for fiscal year 1986.
From what I've heard from our State Director, however, I'm not persuaded that the
cuts are only restricted Lo reductions in paper and paper clips. The matter requires
tnore attention and I welcome the witness testimony today, which I hope will give
us a glimmer of understanding as to what is happening.

Ciearly, the facts and figures we have already seen point to serious dislocations. It
appears that certain harm will result from this first round of cuts on March 1 and
the already called-for cuts proposed in the President’s fiscal year 1987 budget. We
all agree some reductions are unavoidable. But we must ask ourselves if these cuts
are the wisest and most effective that can be made.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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INTRODUCTION

The Congress is initiating in 1986 a tough new process to control
Federal budget deficits in the form of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act, commonly called the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings Act. The new law requires the enactment of
‘budget legislation to achieve specified deficit targets each year,
leading to a zero deficit by 1991. If Congress fails to enact the re-
quired deficit-reducing legislation in time, the new budget process
triggers an automatic “‘sequestration” of funds to meet the deficit
target. The first sequestration under “Gramm-Rudman,” totaling
%1§.S')ngillion for fiscal year 1986, is scheduled to take effect March

This report provides an analysis of the impact of the first
“Gramm-Rudman” sequestration on Federal programs serving the
elderly. Although the first sequestration will require relatively
small reductions in spending, it demonstrates how the automatic
cuts are made and offers a preview of future cuts. When fiscal 1987
begins in October, spending cuts estimated at $37 billion will be re-
quired if Congress fails to enact deficit-reducing legislation in the
interim.

Gramm-Rudman itself provides protection from sequestration for
a large portion of Federal spending on the elderly. Most of the ben-
efits pard by income security and means-tested programs—Social
Security, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Veteran’s benefits,
Railroad Retirement Tier I, Food Stamps, and Medicaid—are total-
1{1 exempt from sequestration, although the cost of administering
these programs is not. Other income security benefits, principally
Civil Service and Military Retirement, are subject to sequestration
only to the extent of the annual cost-of-living-adjustment (COLA).
Health care programs (other than Medicaid)—Medicare, Veterans’
health care, angr community health centers—would be subject to
limited cuts of 1 percent in excess of a freeze on inflation adjust-
ments in fiscal 1986 and 2 percent in subsequent years. All other
programs serving the elderly, such as housing, nutrition, and social
services, are subject to across-the-board reductions required to meet
the deficit targets.

Gramm-Rudman requires that a total of $11.7 billion be seques-
tered in fiscal 1986. In applying sequestration to programs, the
total amount of required deficit reduction (net of the savings from
permitted COLA cuts) is split equally between defense and nonde-
fense spending, and spending reductions are applied uniformly to
the sequesterable amounts in each budget account. The savings re-
alized from COLA cuts are credited equally to the required defense
and nondefense reductions. The remaining amount needed to
achieve the target for this year is met by cutting the unobligated

(8 4]



balances in nondefense accounts by 4.3 percent and in defense ac-
counts by 4.9 percent.

Overall, fiscal 1986 sequestration will force a number of reduc-
tions in Federal spending on the elderly:

—The 1986, 3.1 percent COLA increase scheduled for civil service
and military retirement has already been canceled by Gramm-
Rudman.

—Medicare will suffer a reduction of $300 million in program
funds, not achievable through benefit reductions, on top of the
existing freeze on hospital and physician reimbursement. ‘

—Housing and nutrition programs, low-income energy assistance,
senior centers, and other aging services will lose 4.3 percent of
their total unobligated funds for the fiscal year.

—Administrative expenses for Social Security, SSI, Medicare,
Medicaid, Food Stamps, and Veterans programs will be re-
duced by 4.3 percent as well.

Most agencies report that they can achieve savings through pro-
gram and administrative adjustments. Should sequestration occur
for fiscal year 1987, however, the consequences for programs pro-
viding essential services to older Americans will be far more
severe. Under the President’s fiscal 1987 budget assumptions,
Gramm-Rudman will require a $37.2 billion reduction in Federal
spending. If Congress fails to enact alternative deficit-reducing leg-
islation before October, sequestration would require additional cut-
backs more than three times the size of those put into effect in
March. For programs and agencies already reduced by fiscal 1986
sequestration, fiscal 1987 sequestration wculd seriously impair the
ability to deliver quality health care, housing, nutrition, and social
services to the elderly, and to administer fundamental income sup-
port programs such as Social Security.

Although fiscal 1986 sequestration will take effect on March 1,
Gramm-Rudman faces an uncertain future. On February 7, a Fed-
eral District Court found Gramm-Rudman unconstitutional on the
grounds that it vests executive power in the Comptroller General,
an official who is removable by Congress. Pending appeal to the Su-
preme Court, the President’s fiscal 1986 sequestration order will
remain in effect. Should the Supreme Court uphold the district
court, however, that order would be overturned. If this occurs,
under a fallback plan, Congress would have to pass a joint resolu-
tion to reinstate fiscal 1986 sequestration and initiate sequestration
in later years.

Relatively little about sequestration and its effect on deficit-re-
duction and Federal spending is certain. Nonetheless, this report is
intended to provide a preliminary view of the reductions in Federal
spending and changes in priorities that will result from this new’
budget process, if it operates as expected. The budget and seques-
tration amounts presented in this report are for entire budget ac-
counts covering programs that serve the elderly. In many cases
only a portion of the spending in the account actually benefits per-
sons 65 years of age or older. Where possible the text indicates the
proportion of elderly persons in the recipient or client population
in each program.



FISCAL 1986 SEQUESTRATION
{in mifions of doliass]
Sequester
1§?m’fx"i Sequestersd
Baseoe® ot 3
QUTLAYS
Health:

Medicare pt. A : . . 43,271 10310 2644
Medicare pt. B 2524 1,001.5 116.0
Meadicaid 24 440 0 ¢
Velerans medical care . : 9,267 7817 1038
National Institute on Aging 137 CO187 3.2
Nationa! Cancer tnstitute 1217 8111 26.5
N:tional Heart, Lung and Blood Institute 860 3783 16.3
National Institute of Arthritis, Disbetes, and Digestive and Kidney Diseases........ . 513 2576 1.0
Food and Drug Administration....... 417 365.7 15.7

Total 111,426 45146 5510
Income security:
OASH trust fund ..., 180,346 1,504.5 647
DI trust fund.......... 20,306 464.2 200
SSi Program 18,197 718.0 308
Black lung pt. B 1,002 6.5 3
Biack lng pt. C... 950 1540 6.6
Civi service retirement fund.. 24,577 586.0 536.7
Military retirement fund 18,008 4081 4081
Velerans compensation 16,408 0 ]
Velerans pensiens ... 33818 0 0
V't general operatmg expenses 152 6753 250
Raintoad Social Security 5.950 %2 1.3
Rail industry pension 2,248 43.7 181
Windfall subsidy e e s 3% 3300 187
Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation. 33 283 1.2
food stamps ... 11,798 210 12
Commodity Supplementa! Food Program 1,582 20 k]
Food Donations Program 185 159.4 6.9
Temporary Emergency Food Assistance PIOGIam ..., 52 340 15
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program 2,160 . 1,890.0 813
7 OO 294,704 71231 12274
sting:
202 housing 556 39 2
Congregate SEIVICES ...........coooocvvurivineneenes 6 4 0
Public housing... 1426 ¢ [}
Community development grants 3575 62.3 21
Subsidized housing 10,530 85 04
FmHA nural housing insurance fond.... 3,053 1,1458 493
DOE weatherization. ... 487 Hi3 48
TOMA ..o oo . 19,633 13330 514
Services:
Human development services {including OAA) .o 1917 11348 488
UMTA discretionary grants 800 58.7 25
UMTA formula grants 1,445 1638 328
Legal Services Corporation . 312 2268 14
ACTION 164 916 39
Community service empioyment forolder AMerncans...................... 326 65.1 28
Training and employment services ) 3841 949 T 4]
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission B 183 1415 6.1
Sociai services block grants .. 2,705 2,538.0 108.1

Community services biock grants ... . 368 2928 109




VIII
FISCAL 1986 SEQUESTRATION—Continued
in mifons of doflars}
Sequester
-t Po—
Bassiie * o
Tota! 12,101 5361.3 324
Total of a0 programs. 437,864 183380 20682
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NEW MEXICO STATEWIDE INPACT OF GRAMM-RUDMAN ON AGING PRCGRAMS
ADMINISTERED BY THE STATE AGENCY OM AGING

PERSCHS 4.35% REDUC DIFFERENCE

SERVED PERSCNS PERSONS
SERVICE THRU 9/85 SERVED SERVED
Information & Referral 30,036 28,744 {(1,292)
Qutrcach 22,567 21,597 (970}
Transportation 20,721 . 15,830 (8g1)
Homemaker 1,646 1,575 (113
Home Health 1,053 1,008 (453
Home Visiting/Telphone
Reassurance 6,i59 §,181 (278)
Chore 1,217 1,165 (52}
Legal 2,792 2,672 (120}
Escort 3,033 2,503 (130}
Residential Repair 1,303 1, 247 {56}
Health 9,923 2,496 427)
Congregate Meals 24,317 23,271 {1,048}
Home Delivered Meals 5,403 5,171 {232
Services to Residents
in Care 1,204 1,149 {52)

COUNTY BY CoOU

Information & Referral 7,234 6,523 (311}
Cutreach 2,499 2,392 {107}
Transportation 948 07 (a1}
flomemaker 124 119 {(5)
Home Health o] o] 0
Home Visiting/Telphone

Reassurance ¢} 1] ¢
Chore [¢] 0 c
Legal 1,340 1,282 (58)
Escert o] Q 4]
Residential Repair 798 764 {34)
Health o] 0 ¢
Congregate Meals 2,968 2,838 (128)
Home Delivered Mecals 240 230 [GIsH]
Services to Residents

in Care 564 540 {24)

16,713 15,995 T
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COLFAX, MORA, SANMN NIGCUEL, TAOS, SANTA FE, LOS ALAHOS, RIO ARRIBA, SANDOVAL,
YALEHCIA, SAN JUAM, MCKIBLEY AND CIBOLA COUNTIES

PERSONRS 4.3%5 REDUC. DIFFEREKCE
SERVED PERSOHS PERSOHNS
SERVICE THRU 5/85 SERVED SERVED

Informaticn & Referral
Qutreach

Transportation
Homemaker

Home Health

Home Visiting/Telephone
Reassurance

Chore

Legal

Eseort

Residential Repair (4)
Health 5,306 5,03 (271)
Congregate Meals 7,541 7,217 (328)
Home Delivered Meals 1,532 1,465 {66)
Services to Residents

in Care 420 502 {18}

55,282 53,862 (2,820}
UMION, HARDING, QUAY, CURR

£, DE BACA, LINCOLN, CHAVES, LEA
Tre

PERSONS 4.3% REDUC. DIFFERENCE

SERVED PERSONS PERSONS
SERVICE THRU 9/85 SERVED SERVED
Information & Relerral £,479 6,200 {279}
Outresch 8, 146 7,795 (350}
Transportalien 3,050 2,818 {(131)
Homemaker 196 188 (8)
Home Health 886 3ug (38}
Heme Visiting/Telephone
Reassurance 2,225 2,129 (986}
Chore 761 671 (30)
Legal 407 389 (18)
Escort g0z 863 (393
Residential Repair 57 55 {2)
Health 2,610 2,498 (112}
Congregate Meals 5,704 5,459 {245}
Home Delivered Meals 2,543 2,434 {109}
Services to Residents
in Care 166 159 (1

34,072 32,508 (1,861



CATRON, SOCORRO, GRANT, SIERRA, HIDALGO, DOHA ANA, LUNA AND CTERO COUNTIES

PERSQ!HS 4.3% REDUC. DIFFERERCE

SERVED PERSGOHS PERSOHS
SERVICE THRU §/85 SERVED SERVED
Information & Referral 6,%79 5,879 (300)
Outreach 2,004 1,918 (86)
Transportation 2,586 2,484 (112}
Homemaker 482 42 {20)
fome Health 62 66 (3)
Home Visiting/Telephone
Reassurance £g2 554 (38)
Chore 316 382 {14)
Legal 130 182 (8)
Cscort 479 458 (21
Residential Hepair 256 349 {16)
iealth 1,007 964 (43}
Congregate Heals 8,106 7,757 (349)
Home Delivered Meals 1,038 1,01 (473
Services to Residents
in Ceare &1 L9 (2}
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Before hearing from the Acting Under Secretary of HUD, John
J. Knapp, I am going to insert into the record the statements of
three members of the committee who could not be with us today,
Senators John Glenn, Chuck Grassley, and Larry Pressler.

; I[IThe] statements of Senators Glenn, Grassley, and Pressler
Cliow:

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN GLENN

As senior Democratic member of the Senate Special Committee on Aging, I am
pleased that the Committee is holding today's hearing to examine how certain feder-
al agencies—with responsibility for the welfare of our Nation's elderly and disabled
citizens—plan to handle spending cuts under the new Gramm-Rudman balanced-
budget law. This law sets annual deficit reduction targets which must be met over
the next five years in order to balance the federal budget by 1991

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law requires $11.7 billion in federal budget reduc-
tions in Fiscal Year (FY) 1986. If the Congress does not meet this target with the
enactment of legislation by the end of next week, the new law triggers across-the-
board spending cuts from all elements of the budget. The exceptions to this process
are several public aid programs; Social Security cash benefits; and finally, Medicare
and a few other health programs which have annual limits on the amount by which
their spending can be automatically cut. Medicare’s socalled “buffer of protection”
is that program outlays to providers are limited tc a one percent cut this year and
two percent thereafter.

A major part of this year’s savings is already being achieved through one of the
law’s provisions which freezes civilian, military and railroad retirement cost-of-
living adjustments (COLAs). As a long-time supporter of these retirement programs,
I believe this freeze is most unfair. Lowering the deficit requires sacrifice and hard
choices between a number of worthy programs and objectives. Civilian and military
retirees are not responsible for our economic difficulties and they should not be sin-
gled out as scapegoats.

The other part of this year's savings will begin Saturday, March 1, when—in the
absence of enacted legislative savings—the automatic spending cuts or ‘‘sequester-
ing” of funds will begin. I have many questions about how this process will work.
Will Social Security’s administrative savings be accomplished through chopping the
number of administrative law judges (ALJs) or paring down beneficiary services?
Will processing time take longer or will beneficiaries wait longer for assistance in
field offices and on the telephone? Will essential research at the National Institute
on Aging and the other National Institutes of Health be severely compromised?

I have questions about Medicare beneficiaries’ well-being un&};r the new law. The
Gramm-Rudman Act implies that Medicare's savings should come out of the pockets
of health care providers not beneficiaries. Specifically, it states that premium and
deductible amounts cannot be increased automatically to meet the deficit reduction
targets. However, if we cut government payment rates to doctors and almost simul-
taneously allow the Medicare physician fee freeze to expire on March 15, I do not
believe it is unreasonable to assume that we will see cost-shifting to patients.

Moreover, this Committce has held a number of hearings about the quality of
care under Medicare's new Prospective Payment System (PPS) by diagnosis-related
groups (NDRGs). We decided that Peer Review Organizations {PROs) should have
more money to perform their duties as quality-of-care watchdogs under PPS. Under
Gramm-Rudman, these agencies will have their budgets cut and we may very well
learn about greater numbers of quality-of-care horror stories as an offshoot of these
cuts. :

In my view, those who state that Medicare beneficiaries are protected under this
plan are cither misinformed or are being purposely misleading. And while I want to
squeeze the fat out of our budget as much as anyone, it is simply wrong to imply
that we can take this approach to deficit reduction without negatively impacting
those elderly who are trying to survive on low, fixed incomes.

I strongly opposed enactment of the Gramm-Rudman budget-balancing law. In my
view, it represents a tremendous abdication of legislative responsibility on the part
of both the Congress and the President. I have many questions about how these
across-the-board spending cuts will impact issues of national concern beyond our el-
derly citizens. For example, when we cut money for federal prisons does this mean
that we are going to have to let people out or crowd them up? When we slash
money for child support enforcement, doesn’t it come out in the wash somewhere?
Does it mean more female-headed households on some form of public support?
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I could go on and cite a number of other issues outside the scope of this Commit-
tee’s jurisdiction. I believe that this “gimmick” budget approach may very well be
unconstitutional. Earlier this month, a federal judicial panel did strike down the
automatic, across-the-board spending cuts mandated by the law. The ruling was
stayed, however, meaning that the law is still in effect until the Supreme Court
hears an appeal later this year.

While I will be interested in reviewing the testimony of witnesses at today's hear-
ing, it is my hope that we won't be holding another hearing later on this year to ask
today’s witnesses to explain how they plar to swallow the next round of sequestered
spending. It is my sincere desire that once members understand the harm the
Gramm-Rudman automatic spending cuts will inflict, we will be able to work to-
gether in a bipartisan fashion to produce a congressionally-passed budget that would
negate the triggering of further across-the-board cuts. I believe that today’s wit-
nesses can make an important contribution in this regard.

PREPARED STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHARLES E. GRASSLEY

Mr. Chairman, I commend you for calling this hearing today into the effects of
the Gramm-Rudman-HoHings Act on the elderly.

For several years now, I have offered a budget freeze proposal designed to impose
some spending discipline on the Congress. 1 have offered such an across-the-board
freeze because it seems to me to be the fairest way to get a handle on our continu-
ing deficit problem. I will offer such a proposal again this year as we go forward in
our budget deliberations here in the Senate. Control over these deficits seems to me
to be one of the highest priority matters facing the Congress and the country. In my
own State of Iowa, the exaggerated value of the dollar and very high interest rates
have had a devastating effect on our farm economy. Many of us think that these are
related to our massive deficits.

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act has had the undeniable effect of forcing the
Congress to deal with these budget deficits. The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings program
is going to put additional pressure on the Congress to develop a budget resolution
and spending bills that bring our deficit down to the levels targeted in that act. It
seems to me that this is the key point; that is, that the automatic sequestration
process is not inevitable. If we do our job here in the Congress, we will not have
sequestration.

The hearing today will help us better understand the consequences for programs
which benefit the elderly of the automatic sequestration process. Therefore, it seems
to me that what we learn from this hearing will help us in the very important job of
getting a congressional budget resolution and spending bills which reduce our deficit
to the targeted amount.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR LARRY PRESSLER

I commend Chairman Heinz for holding this hearing on the impact of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Balanced Budget Act on the elderly. Today, we are focus-
ing on the effects this law will have on elderly programs in fiscal year 1986. Aside
from the few programs which are exempt from cuts, and those in the special rules
category, 4.3 percent of funding must be cut from elderly programs in fiscal year
1986. After looking over the testimony being presented here today, and meeting
with many concerned individuals from my State, the consensus seems to be that a
4.3-percent cut is not unbearable. All of the agencies and departments are making a
good faith effort to reduce waste and cut corners without substantially reducing
benefits. This is truly the spirit of fiscal restraint.

However, there are a few observations I would like to make concerning Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings and its impact on aging programs:

(1} If Gramm-Rudman survives the constitutionality test it is now facing, fiscal
year 1987 cuts could be as high as 25 percent in many programs. This is cause for
concern. In fact, the Gramm-Rudman impact in FY 87 will be fatal for many of the
aging programs. Mr. Chairman, it is my hope that we will hold a similar hearing to
examine priorities and alternatives for FY 1987.

{2} 1 am certainly pleased that under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, Social Security
benefits are exempt from budget cuts. I have supported and cosponsored legislation
removing Social Security from the unified budget. The Social Security trust funds
are made up of payroll taxes to be used only for benefit payment. However, retired
Federal and military employees are not so {ucky. They have already felt the effect
of Gramm-Rudman when their 3.1 percent cost of living allowance was cancelled. Is
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it right for some retirees’ incomes to be subject to reductions and not others? |
would appreciate hearing from some of our witnesses today on this subject.

{3) One bright spot I would like to mention is Alzheimers disease research fund-
ing. 1 recently sent a letter to Health and Human Services Secretary Otis Bowen,
requesting that Alzheimers disease funding remain a top priority in the depart-
ment. Senators Heinz, Glenn, and Wilsen, of this committee, along with six other
Senators, cosigned this letter. I thank my colleagues on the commiltee for their as-
sistance in this. I am pleased to say that funding for Alzheimers research will
remain a top priority, and FY 1986 {evel funding will be maintained. I commend
Franklin Williams who is with us today, and Secretary Bowen for their continued
commitment to the war on Alzheimers disease.

Chairman HEeINz. Let me ask Mr. Knapp if he would please pro-
ceed as our first witness.

STATEMENT OF JOHN J. KNAPP, ACTING UNDERSECRETARY, DE-
PARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT, WASH-
INGTON, DC

Mr. Knarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In the housing assistance area, when we speak of reductions, we
are not talking about reducing the number of people we serve or
the level of the subsidy provided. Instead, we are talking about the
rate of growth of the numbers served.

Our housing assistance programs now serve 4.2 million house-
holds, an increase of 1 million since 1981, and we expect to reach
4.4 million in 1991.

Deficit reduction targets are proposed to be reached in the hous-
ing assistance programs not by reducing the number of households
served or increasing the costs that these households themselves
must bear, but by changing the nature of the programs themselves,
a continuation of a change that has been underway since 1981,
moving away from subsidization of construction to direct affordabil-
ity assistance to low-income households.

Besides the obvious per-unit cost differences, we believe that this
thrust is supported by what is going on in the housing market,
where multifamily starts and completions are at their highest level
in a decade; rental vacancies are increasing, with the highest va-
cancy rate being for units renting at between $200 and $249 per
month; and with the rate at which new apartments are being ab-
sorbed by the market at the slowest level ever recorded.

My statement details the effects of the fiscal year 1986 mandated
cuts across the housing programs. They are not significant—a few
units shaved off each program.

You asked also about allocation of reductions in the administra-
tive budgets. This is where the across-the-board concept makes the
least sense and therefore forces other choices, because program
funding level reductions of, say, 5 percent do not necessarily, or
even likely, lead to workload reductions of that amount or any
amount.

Allocation of administrative cuts is largely nondiscretionary, di-
rected as it is by the “program, project, or activity” direction of the
statute, but within those constraints, we are trying to the maxi-
mum extent feasible to let the allocation be guided by actual and
projected workload requirements. And this will lead, I believe, to a
favorable tilt in that allocation toward the housing staffs in the
field offices.
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As for fiscal year 1987, we have not attempted in my statement
to predict the impact of further across-the-board reductions. For
one thing, no one knows at this point what reduction percentage
factor to use. That depends not only on projections, but on congres-
sional and executive actions taken in the forthcoming months.

More importantly, that is not what we would propose. The Presi-
dent’s budget presents a different plan beginning in 1986 that is de-
signed to achieve the deficit reduction target not only for 1986 and
1987, but for the outyears, 1991 and beyond.

Adoption of the President’s program will permit the continuation
through 1991 and beyond of a program of adding 50,000 households
each year, probably roughly half of them elderly, to the number of
those already receiving housing assistance.

We believe that this is the only choice that can be made which
will both permit us to provide that level of necessary housing as-
sistance to the needy, including the elderly, and will permit the ex-
ecutive and the Congress together to make good on the deficit re-
duction commitment made in Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

Mr. Chairman, I think that finishes what I would like to say at
this point, and I will remain for the questions.

Chairman Heinz. Thank you very much, Mr. Knapp.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Knapp follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
John J. Rnapp
Acting Under Secretary
U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development :

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: On behalf of
Secretary Pierce and HUD, I am pleased to respond to your request
for information regarding the application of Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings to HUD programs that serve the elderly, either
exclusively or as part of their general constituency.

You have asked that we describe, first, the specific
allocation of the automatic FY 1986 reductions among programs;
second, the allocation of PY 1986 reductions within the
Department’'s administrative budgets; and, third, the likely
effects of further automatic reductions if the seguestration
process must again occur in FY 1987,

Allocation of the mandated budget reductions among programs
is, as the Committee is aware, nondiscretionary. Gramm-Rudman—
Hollings requires that the reductions be applied equally to each
"program, project, or activity,” as that term is defined by the
Appropriations Subcommittees. 1In our case, the Subcommittees
have defined those terms as referring to the most specific level
of budget items referred to in the appropriations act, the
accompanying reports, and in our budget justification documents.

Table I, attached to this statement, shows the application
of the 4.3 percent Gramm-Rudman-Hollings reductions to the
several housing subsidy programs that are included within the
single appropriation account entitled "Annual Contributions for
Assisted Housing.” This account includes all of our funding for
public housing development, for Section 8 subsidies, and for
rental rehabilitation grants and housing development grants.

With regard to Section 202 housing for the elderly and
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handicapped, this account includes the Section 8 rental subsidy
payments but does not include the direct loans.

As you can see in Table I, the 4.3 percent "sequestration®
is applied to each line in the assisted housing account. To
highlight some of the effects:

o public housing new construction is reduced by 197

units -- from 5,000 units to 4,803 units;

[} Indian housing new censtruction is reduced by 79
units -- from 2,000 units to 1,921 units;
[} Section 202, new construction for elderly and

handicapped is reduced by 472 units -- from 12,000

units to 11,528 units;

[e] vouchers are reduced by 1,451 units -- from 36,900
units to 35,449 units, and Section 8 Existing
Housing Certificates are reduced by 1,277 units --

from 32,480 units to 31,203 units; and

[+ Section 8 mod rehab is reduced by 396 units -- from

10,056 units to 9,660 units,

Similar reductions are made in other programs. The
limitation on direct loans for Section 202 new construction is
reduced in an amount that is consistent with the subsidy

authority reduction already referred to. Budget authority for
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new contracts under the congregate services demonstration is
reduced by $115 thousand from $2.67 milliop to $2.55 million.

I want to emphasize at this point that, for the most part,
these reductions apply to additions to our current program
activities. They are not reductions in the number of persons now
being served by the programs or in the amounts of subsidy being
received by such persons. They are reductions in the rate of
growth of the programs. All of the units that I mentioned are
what we refer to as ®"incremental units®™ - that is, incremental
additions to the numbers of units already being subsidized. The
single exception to this rule is in the Congregate Services
demonstration, where the reduction will affect cur ability to
extend existing contracts beyond their original expizationé.

In the administrative area, allocation of the mandated
reductions is also largely nondiscretionary. Pollowing the
legislative direction requiring equal allocation across each
®"program, project, or activity,™ the 4.3 percent reduction was to
be taken from each object classification of expenditure as well
as from each program area, both for Headguarters and the Field.
Extension of the across-the-board concept to administrative
budgets creates distinct difficulties, because a funding level
reduction of a given percent in a program does not necessarily,
or even usualiy, produce commensurate workload reduction. Also,
some discrete expenditures, such as space rental costs, cannot be
cut at all, sc that reductions must be tilted more heavily
towards other types of expenditures. Because of these factors,

we are considering a reprogramming request in the administrative
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budget area. It is likely that such a request would propose to
provide more staff for Housing Field operations than a totally
neutral, blind allocation would allow. This is due primarily éo
the current surge in FHA single-family insurance applications,
but allocations of Housing staff assignments within Field offices
will be made by Regional Administrators and other Field managers
based on current and projected workload requirements. While I
cannot yet provide details, the short of this is to say that, to
the maximum extent practicable, allocations of reduction in the
administrative budgets will be guided by program worklecad
considerations, and will be adjusted from time to time as
necessary on the same basis.

You asked about the likely effect of further automatic cuts
in FY 1987. That, of course, would not be a desgirable
occurrence. The Administration is committed to achieving the
deficit reduction targets that are mandated by Gramm-Rudman-
Bollings, but through a process of reasoned, deliberate, although
difficult, choices made by the two political branches, not by a
choice-avoiding surrender to mindless computer runs. The
President's Budget presents such a reasoned alternative route
toward the deficit reduction objectives that Congress and the
President already have agreed upon.

Deficit reduction targets cannot be met on a one-year-at-a-
time basis. 1991's outlays are not determined solely in 1991 or
even in 1990; they are determined largely in 1986 and 1987.
Nowhere is this more true than in the HUD programs, based, as

they are, on one-time commitments to long-term expenditures. For
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example, the 4.3 percent sequestrations of HUD programs in
FY 1986 that T described totalled $668 million in budget
authority for the Department as a whole., The outlay saving in
FY 1986 that is produced by that reduction is only $33 million.
However, that same one-time reduction in budget authority also
produces a $105 million outlay saving in FY 1987, and further
savings of $125 million in 1988, $38 millicn in 1989, $36 million
in 1990, and $32 million in 1991. While the 1986 reduction,
therefore, does make a contribution toward the outlay savings
that will be required in later years, its contribution is not
nearly enough. It hardly could be, because by hypothesis, the FY
86 reductions were not calculated with 1991 in mind, only 1%86.

The President's Budget, therefore, proposes to begin the
assault on out-year outlays now, in Fiscal 1986. A series of
rescissions and deferrals of FY 1986 budget authority is
proposed. Rescissions totalling §5.129 billion in budget
authority, together with other budget proposals having an initial
impact in Fiscal 1986 and 1987, will produce outlay savings from
current services of about $1.3 billion in FY 1986, $2.7 billion
in FY 1987, and $6.4 billion in 1991, All budget authority
proposed to be deferred in 1986 will be used in 1987, inecluding
$2.3 billion to fund 50,000 Vouchers, The deferral proposals
will reduce the amount of new budget authority required in
PY 1987 to $5.5 billion, but budget authority will rise again to
nearly $10 billion in 1988.

The President's budget plan for the future of HUD programs,

which is outlined fully in the FY 1986 proposals, presents hard
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choices because it proposes program terminations, not simply
shaving. It is not a program that was originated overnight,
however. It continues the policy direction that we embarked upon
in 1981 of providing housing affordability assistance directly to
needy families through vouchers, rather than through
subsidization of developers through new construction programs. A
major step in this direction was taken by Congress and the
Administration together in 1983 with the repeal of Section 8 new
construction and substantial rehabilitation authority. What has
occurred in the market place since then, whether or.not there is
a cause-and-effect relationship, supports an extension of that
approach.

We know, for example, that sub-stantard rental units are
declining. We know that multifamily construction from 1983
through 1985 was at the highest level since 1973, and that the
completion of unsubsidized apartments rose to 314,000 units in
1984 -- the nighest level since 1974. 1In 1984, the rate at which
new apartments were absorbed by the market fell to the lowest
level recorded since we began collecting such data in 1969.
Rental vacancies continued to increase, reaching 6.8 percent in
the third quarter of 1985, the highest rate in eight years. This
rate was highest, not for luxury units, but for units renting at
between $200 and $249 per month.

We propose, therefore, to terminate all further funding for
subsidizing new construction or rehabilitation, while continuing
to add to the number of households receiving housing

affordability assistance at the rate of 50,000 families per
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year. This new assistance will be provided by vouchers. BEUD
housing assistance now reaches 4.2 million households - a million
more than were served in 1981 - and we expect to reach 4.4
million by 1991.

Table II, attached to this statement, shows the effect of
the budget proposals for FY 1386 on the programs included in the
same Assisted Housing account covered in Table I. The first
column in Table II is identical to the second column in Table I -
that is, the currently appropriated authority, after
sequestration. Table III shows the budget proposal for FPY 1987,
consisting principally of 50,000 incremental vouchers.

I have presented a picture of the entire HUD budget for

“housing assistance for low-income households. A large portion of
the households assisted, of course, are elderly. They are the
principal beneficiary of the Section 202 program, for which we
propose termination., We do not believe, however, that the
shelter needs of the elderly require continued subsidization of
new construction. As I indicated above, significant additions to
the housing stock are continuing to coccur despite the
discontinuance of HUD construction subsidies. Our experience
with the Section 8 Existing Housing Certificate program as well
as the housing allowance experiments that led to evolution of the
voucher program demonstrate that the elderly can be well-served
by the voucher program. As you know, many elderly households
choose to remain In their homes and receive affordablility
assistance "in place” under the Certificate program, and we

expect that to be equally the case under the voucher progranm.
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While we 8o not deny for a moment that halting the growth of some
programs altogether will be painful, we do not believe that the
burden will fall disproportionately upon the elderly.

What is of overriding importance is that the President's
proposal submitted this year is a complete blueprint for the
contribution from HUD programs toward meeting the deficit
reduction targets, not only in PY 1986 and 1987 but alss in
1991. Adoption of the President's program will permit the
continuation, thrbugh 1991 and beyond, of a program of adding
50,000 households each year, probably roughly half of them
elderly, to the number of those already receiving housing
assistance. We believe that this is the only choice that can be
made which will both permit us to provide that level of necessary
housing assistance to the needy, including the elderly, and will
permit the Executive and the Congress together to make good on

the deficit reduction commitment made in Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.



25

Table 1

RENURL CONTRIBUTIONG FOR ASSIBTED wQUSING
FY {984 - BROEE REBERVATIONE

--Operating Plun and Operating Plan Rdjusted for Sequestration--

Carryover.ceeieresrarisnrrensene
12T 12T T T
Rescission of Recaptures.,.,,...
Sew Ruthority ceveveeccereceneee
Sequestration..iiviiiicaiiianins

Totsl Available.iiiiiiincaaes

Publit Housing
Public Housing.ieseessaeraonas
Indian HOUSing.oeersoecnnans .
LT LY Y3 T
Lease Adjustoents..ociiassnses
LELTTZ IR F131., PO

Subtotal, Public Housing..
Section B

Section 2024

Section 202.. 0000000000000 0000n
Section 202 aeendaents...... cese
Subtotal, Section 202....... e
Housing Vouchers:
From-standing....ccoceannaanans

Section 8 Opt Dutsesceenvceneses
Public Housing Deeolitions......
Voucher PHA Fees....ooceinnees

Subtotal, Vouthers.........
Existing/Nod Rehab:
Cortificates.iisrecccrnancanees
Roderate Redado.oooeviennennee,

Sudbtotal,

Operating Plan

#djusted for Sequestration

Budgst Budget

Units Authority Units Rutharity
L1 $918,498,388 MR 918,498,388

] 517,525,000 | ] 317,523,000

] 317,323,000 NA (917,525,000

XA 9,965,407,781 KA §,905,607,781

X vee NR 428,521,138
SR 10,804,106,187 10,435, 383,032
ssss=3s ==t LsizzzzzzIIzsyE
5,000 978,900,000 4,803 940,409,832
2,000 137,800,000 1,921 354,758,748
LH 300,000,000 NA 288,204,000

NA 19,200,000 SR 18,447,038

N& 1,500,000,008 HA 1,841,020,000
7,000 3,125,700,000 8,724 3,002,797,47%
12,000 1,b18,5480,000 11,528 1,553,013, 113
KA 240,000,000 KR 230,583,200
12,000 1,838, 840,000 11,528 1,783,435.913
18,900 495,377,817 35,449 468,015, 56!
1,000 18,845,000 981 18,104,013
2,500 47,112,500 2.402 45,250,007
L4 89,889,483 KR 88,335,221
40,400 B51,22%,000 18,812 817,754,834
32,480 2,458,150,000 31,203 2,304,111,549
10,038 $22,500,000 9,440 884,227,300
42,33 3,390, 880,000 40,883 3,297,339, 4%



Existing - Project-basads
Loan Managea#nt. . ovicenisiiiians
Property Disposition............

Sudbtotal, ..... resernse
Conversions-Section 23..... vesosan
Asendaentsy

Rew/Sub. Rehad. ciivvvennennen
Existing Mousing..cuuunneen.
Project Reserve/Loan Managesent
Noderate ReBED.ovrvsrioerrress
Property Disposition ,.......
Subtotal, Asendaents......
Subtotal, Section 8.........
Total, Public Housing and Sec.8.

Sxction 17 Developamat .......u0
Section 17 Renadilitation ......

Totel Use of Ruthority coevvnaens

26

3,000 96,108,000 4,803 85,557,258
4,775 444,073,000 4,587 428,813,971
9,718 534,175,000 8,3%0 313,171,23¢
925 45,744,875 88¢ 44,900,857

nA 45,000,000 L] 44,191,280

L 488,331,295 L] 489,148,322

L] 338,061,857 af L] 324,783, 001

LE] 35,348,330 KA 35,118,250

8A 20,000,000 L] 19,213,400

L] 928,941,292 N& 892,428,451
103,836 7,508,805,187 101,482  7,309,237,587
112,836 10,734,108,187 108,206 10,312,035,033
(211 T3ATISSEBAEEE

N 73,000,000 L] 71,773,000

L1 vy 000,000 NA 71,775,000

NA  10,884,108,187 NA 19,833,383,033
tIrCEtrIyIzEgy 22222T=223282%

#/ Incluces $80.2 aillion of CA ang BR for retroactive rent radates gné 40 nidlion
of contract authority and %250 s{llion BA for reserve asendaents.



Table II

AVNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR A3S1TCD wouSing
FY 1884 - 6KDSS RESERVATIONG

~-Sequestared Appropriation Cospared to Administrations Proposp)--

R L1 O PR
Racaptorat,svenverenersnroeecens
Reszission of Recaptures.,ecsees
New AULhOTItY sovrosrsssnssesaes
Proposed Deferrs) oeviercnccnns
Prososed Rescission c..cvvvveree
Sequestratitfiiciiiceninrroriers

Total Rvalladie.coeeiniinrnnns

Pudblic Housing
Public NBUBINGuvererrerrorerss
18188 HOURINGueeerrrosrrraras
Reandaents.civiiancrecncanoren
Lease Rdjusteents. ciierecnnss
Rodernizationiiiiiviaiinesiass

Suttotal, Public Housing..
Section B
Section 2021
Section 202..0iviiiiiicnsonineas
Section 202 aaendeents...c.ucees

Subtotal, Section 202,..
Housing Vouchers:
Free-standing cesese
Section B Opt Dulse..iiiiinanane
Public Hausing Desolitions......
voucher PHA Fers..ivvrrcrnneer

seveee

Subtotal, Youtherseeieeses

Sequestered Appropriation Résinistration Proposal
Budget Budget
Units Authority Units Buthority
L] $918,498,385 MR $918,498,388
L] 317,328,000 1] $31,%25, 000
] (317,528,000 - L1 {837,323, 0001

A 9,983,807, 784 XA 9,985,807,781
X4 1] XA 12,300,808,30)
%A N NA (4, 417,430,443)
1) 428,521,130 L1 1428,221,138)
MR 10,435,583,033 3.741,349,030
ERRERER (1312322333331} SST=TZSZ2ZTERS
4,803 945, 409,432 350 £0,731,140
1,92 314,718,748 ¢ ¢
¥A 288,204,000 L1 206,000,000
kA 18,445,058 K& 19,200,000
NR 1,441,020,000 N4 458,325,000
6,720 3,002,797,4% 3| 758,25, 140
11,58 1,553,07%,715 160 12,818,000
K& 230,543,200 NA 230,000,000
41,52 1,783,835,913 100 242,810,000
35,449 568,035,581 50,000 942,230,000
981 18,104,018 1,000 18,843,000
2,402 43,260,037 2,%00 47,112,500
L[] 88,385,221 L1} 107,000,000
38,812 817,734,834 33,500 1,115,207,500



Existing/Mcd Rehab:
Cortificates.ccoeecereccncancens
Noderate Rehad........ seesessase

Subtotaly suvravinnee
Existing - Project-based:
Loan Manageseht..oenrrecccees ces
Property DispositioBicecocescces

Subtotal, coiiiiisanaas
Conversions-Section 2u.ciicerenss
Anpndapntsy

New/Sub. Rehad. ...cvevvrcnces
Existing Housingeeoreercesanss
Project Reserve/Loan Managesent
Moderate Rehad........ sevesass
Property Disposition ..oisess
Sudbtotal, Asendeents......
Subtatal, Section 8..couuuus
Total, Pudlic Wousing and Bec.B.

Section 17 Devalopamnt ..uvviees
Section 17 Rehabilitation cieese

Total Use of Authorily ceeeeeccaes
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3,203 2,371,141, 049 2,300 1B4,452,500
5,680 885,227,100 1,118 102,852,890
40,83 3, 237.33%.249 3418 287,314,390
4,803 85,557,268 5,000 %0, 100,000
3,387 424,813,40 4,000 372,000,000
9,390 $13,171,239 5,000 482,100,000
88¢ 44,908,887 700 38,374,500

1] 44,191,280 1) 50,000,000

NA 459, 149,322 L 450,000,000

A 324,783,001 af MR 280,284,%00

) 35,111,250 1) 40,000,080

N4 19,213,800 A 20,000,000

RA 892,428,453 NR 840,288,500
101,482 7,309,237,857 4,714 2,983,092,8%0
108,206  10,312,095,033 BT, 088 3,741,349,030
1] 71,775,600 1) ¢

1) 71,775,008 ¥A ]

KR 10,455,585,033 WA 3,741,349,030
REEECFETFRERER SZEEERIRXRNRE

af Includes $80.2 sillion of CA and BA for retroactive rent rebates and w40 aillion
of contract suthority asd $230 siilion B& for raserve asendaents.
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AYNURL CONTRIBUTIDNS FOR ASSISTED HOuEINE
£Y 1987 - 57555 RESERVATIOMS

Contract Budget
anits Cost Ruthority Authority
........ ™ RA $353,90,072 KA $2,300,805,360
Fail OO RO KA 4,600,000 NA 264,742,000
R:::fss;on of Re a;.ur!s. T WA §A (14,400,400} KA (264,352,000)
Totsl Availablei.icaiiiinnnnas N& 333,901,072 2,300,803, 380
FoTorzx S=z=z3sssszco=zxee SE=IZsEZITanie
Public Wousing
Raendaente, i oiiiiiiiiniaiian, N& NA NA i 58,900,000
Lease Rdjustaents.....ouviess WA KA N& H 16,300,000
LTS TS 1371 O NA KA N& { 225,000,000
Scbtotel, Public Housisg., ¢ Na L1 NA 360,260,000
Section B
Section 202:
LITEE-ET 1L NA NA 4,500,000 2 9,000,000
Housing Voucherss
Froe-88a04in0..einenreieenees 50,000 3,76 188,450,000 s 242,750,000
Section B Dpt Oulsivvvsinrinnnn 1,006 3,789 3 769,000 N 18,842,000
Publiz Housing Desolitions..... 2,500 3,789 9,422,300 ) 47,112,500
Voucher PHR FeoS.cuiivucnanans . L1 200 18,700,000 < S3,30¢,000
Subtotal, VYouchers.iiuuiias £3,500 212,541,500 1, 061,707,500
Existing - Project-based:
Loan Managesent....vvvueeeseee 5,000 3,508 18,020,000 H 90,100,000
Property st:csx Y1 P o 8,000 £,840 19,380,000 1 290,400,000
Subtotal .........el §.000 37,180,000 380,500,000
4sendsents:
Existing Housing........... . NA NA 50,000,000 4 200,000,809
Project Reserves........... . L1 N8 45,879,572 H 228,397,880
Property Disposition......... A L1 2,000,000 10 20,500,000
Roderate Rehadilitation ..... 84 L 2,000,000 10 20,000, 000
Subtotal. Asendsents...... NA L1 99,879,572 448,397,880
Sudbtotal, Secticn 8....... ver KA 353,901,072 2,000,605, 380

Total, Public Housing and Ser. B

60-336 0 - 86 - 2
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Chairman Heinz. Dr. Williams, you represent the National Insti-
tute on Aging. We are delighted to have you back before this com-
mittee. I want to, by way of recognition, just commend you on the
excellent work I think you have been doing. I know many members
of the committee—perhaps all of them—share that feeling.

STATEMENT OF DR. T. FRANKLIN WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR, NATION-
AL INSTITUTE ON AGING, NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH,
BETHEDSA, MD

Dr. WiLLiams. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate the chance to testify. I might just mention that I
have come from our Advisory Council meeting, where a Mrs. Doro-
thy Kirsten French is presenting information on her great efforts
cfm Alzheimer disease, which her husband unfortunately suffers
rom.

I have submitted some written testimony which I hope you might
accept for the record. I will just briefly summarize that.

Chairman HEeinz. Without objection, not only your testimony,
but the testimony of all witnesses will be included in its entirety in
the record.

Dr. WiLniams. Thank you. The National Institute on Aging,
within the context of the National Institutes of Health’s mission,
focuses specifically on research and training related to aging and
the special problems of old age. Qur researchers are studying a
broad range of topics relevant to this role, with the major goal of
differentiating between aging and disease states and conditions
common to older people which are potentially preventable or re-
versible.

Despite the good health and functioning which for many older
people are fortunate to possess, the direct costs of major chronic
disabling conditions in old age are enormous: An estimated $35 to
$40 billion of direct cost per year for Alzheimer disease and at least
$7 billion per year for hip fracture problems, secondary to falls and
osteoporosis are just to cite two examples. Biomedical research ef-
forts offer essentially the only hope for eliminating or decreasing
the impact of these and other major problems in older people, their
families, and our Nation as a whole.

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act requires all Federal discre-
tionary nondefense funds to be reduced by 4.3 percent this year. At
the National Institutes of Health, this has been sequestered equally
across all mechanisms and all Institutes. For the NIA budget over-
all, this has meant a reduction from $156.5 million as appropriated
for fiscal year 1986 to $149.8 million under the sequestration.

I would like to give a few examples of how this impact is felt.
The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings mandatory reductions will reduce
the funds available for support of research project grants $3.9 mil-
lion below the fiscal year 1986 appropriation level. It is our plan to
continue to fund the same number of grants as was included in the
appropriations law. This will require a downward negotiation of 5
to 10 percent on all remaining approved grants this year, since
about 30 percent of our yearly grants have already been awarded.

In particular, the total reduction in the centers’ line will be
down from $10.4 million to $9.9 million under the Gramm-Rudman-
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Hollings reductions. Ten of our 12 centers are Alzheimer disease
research centers. These centers aim to bring together clinical and
basic science investigators to enhance the effectiveness of Alz-
heimer disease research and ultimately, health care delivery, and
also carry out training and information dissemination functions.

In the area of training, beyond just Alzheimer’s disease——

Chairman HEeinz. Dr. Williams, just to clarify what you said, did
you say that the Alzheimer's centers would be cut from between
$4.4 million and $9.9 million?

Dr. WirLiams. No. It will be cut from $10.4 miilion to $9.9 mil-
lion.

Chairman Heinz. I am sorry.

Dr. Wiruiams. It is a 4.3 cut there like everything else.

In the training area, the cuts will reduce our opportunity to
award new traineeships by about 22 percent, from 45 to 35 new
trainees in fiscal year 1986. This is a very important part of our
program, addressing the needs for researchers and faculty leader-
ship, and these figures will certainly not allow us to meet the goals
set b)sr the HHS Report on Training in Geriatrics and Gerontology
in 1984,

The intramural area, I want to note in closing, there our reduc-
tion will be $300,000, from $20.9 million to $20 million. This affects
our laboratory for neurosciences, our laboratory for molecular ge-
netics, and such activities as the Baltimore Longitudinal Study on
Aging, now 28 years old.

The reductions in all these activities, as well as our research
management and support, will be achieved by a reduction in staff
through attrition; curtailment of our Summer Program; reduced
expenditures for equipment, supplies, and information dissemina-
tion; and a reduction in funds available for staff travel.

I might just point out that inasmuch as a large share of the in-
tramural research costs are fixed costs, there is a necessary reduc-
tion of about 25 percent in the expenditures for the actual research
procedures for supplies, equipment, and the like.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to close here and be ready for ques-
tions.

Chairman Heinz. Thank you very much, Dr. Williams.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Williams follows:]
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STATEMENT BY
T. FRARKLIF WILLIAMS, M.D,
DIRECTOR, RATIONAL INSTITUTE OR AGING

RATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
DEPARTMENT OF REALTR AND BUMAR SERVICES

Mr. Chaimman and members of the Committee, I am Dr. T. Franklin
Williams, Director of the Natiomal Institute on Aging (NIA) at the
Naticnal Institutes of Health. Thank you for the cpportunity to
present information about the impact of the Congressicnally initiated
Gramm-Rdman-Hollings Act on the research and training programs of
the National Institute on Aging.

The Natiomal Institutes of Health (NIH) is the principal bicamedical
research agency of the Federal Goverrment. The NIH supports
bicmedical ard behavioral research in this country and abroad,
conducts research in its own laboratories, trains promising young
researchers, and promctes the acguisition and distrinution of medical
knowledge. These research activities uncover new ways to prevent and
ameliorate disease and disability, seek to lessen the enormous
econamic and mman toll exacted from the Nation, and lead to better
health care for the American pecple.

Within this context, the NIA focuses specifically on the elderly,
those age 65 and above. The primary goal of the NIA resaarch
programs is to extend the healthy middle years of life, thereby
reducing the impact of the aging process. NIA-supported researchers
are studying a broad range of topics relevant to this goal. Key
among these topics is the contimied effort to differentiate between
normal aging and those disease states and corditions camon to the
elderly which are potentially preventable or reversibla. The
Institute supports a broad spectrum of research and training aimed at
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easirng or eliminating the physical, psychological, and social
problems which beset many older persons. Biamedical research efforts
include stidies on the diagnosis, etiolgy, and treatment of Alzheimer
disease; the effect of immmodeficiency on health of the elderly:
disorders such as incantinence; and exercise, cardiovescular health,
ard aging. Behavioral sciences research inxcludes stidies of
cognitive and biopsychological aging and mainmtenance of irdeperdent
and effective functioning of the elderly. Tha Institute also
supports a strong initiative in disease prevention and health

proootion.

The FY 1986 appropriation for the National Institutes of Health is
$5.5 billion. Of that amount, $236.2 million, or 4.3 percent of the
total, will be sequestered to help meet deficit reducticn goals
required by the GrammRudman-Hollirgs Act. The NIA share of the
sequestered amount, $6.7 million will reduce NIA firding frem its FY
1986 appropriated level of $156.5 million to $149.8 millicn.

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act requires that all Federal discreticnary
non—defense funds be reduced by 4.3 percent. Funds at the National
Institutes of Health have, therefore, been sequestered equally across
all the NIH institites, as well as at the NIH aggreqrate mechanism
level. NIA extrammral research programs, intramural research, and the
research management and support activities have all been reduced 4.3
percent. At NIA, support for such Instituta pricrities as Alzheimer
disease and molecular genetics will be maintained at the highest
level possible by reducing funding in other lower priority areas. I
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have included a table at the end of my statement which outlines how
the sequestration will affect specific line items in the FY 1986 NIA
budget.

Purds available after sequestraticn will permit the support of 303
noncarpeting research project grants at a level of $57.5 millien
capared to $60.1 million within the FY 1986 appropriation. A total
of 193 new and competing renewal research project grants at $29.8
million will be furded after sequestration, campared to 193 grants at
$31.1 million within the appropriation. Nencaompeting research
project grants will be negotiated down 4.3 percent, while campeting
research project grants will be negotiated down 7.8 parcent. Any
grant awarded prior to saquestration will not be amended during FY
1986 in order that research already begun will not be disrupted.

Twelve research centers, including ten Alzheimer Disease Research
' Centers (ADRCs), will be supported at a level of $9.9 million
compared to $10.4 million within the sppropriation. The goal of the
ARCs is to bring together clinical and basic science investigators
to enhance the effectiveness of Alzheimer disease resaearch amd
ultimataly health care delivery. When fully developed, the centers
will also train postdoctoral fellows and health professicnals to
conduct research on Alzheimer disease and its management; develop a
mode]l demonstration facility for training, education and treatment;
and quickly transfer advances in the field of Alzheimer disease
research into improved care for the Alzhsimer patient.
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Other research will be supported at a level of $5.9 millicn campared
£o $6.2 million within the 1986 appropriation. The reduction of
Szm,moﬁnbead\ievedbyfmﬂi:gmraumﬂuanum
career awards, 11 rather than 14 grants in cther research, and 5
rather than 6 minority biomedical research support awards.

mmum,mmlwmmmmmqu
milliom to fully fund 195 noncampeting full time equivalent trainees.
A total of A total of 35 conpeting trainees will be supportad at a
level of $822,000, compared with 45 trainees and $1.1 million wnder
the FY 1986 appropriation. The NIA has two major interrelated
approaches to education: (1) training of investigators to pursue the
enlarging research opportunities in the field of aging and (2)
preparing faculties to teach these topics to present and future
health professicnals who will be servicing the rapidly growing
population over age 65. Faculty and irvestigators with special
preparation in geriatrics and geromtology are in short supply and
estimated to range from five to twenty-five percent of the mmber
recruired, memportofmemtemgercy'raskmwmininqin
Geriatrics and Gerentology (1984) estimated 1,200 faculty and
irvestigators will be needad by 1990. If corent training programs
contimue at existing levels, this goal will not be met.

After sequestraticn, NIA will support an estimated 46 research and
development comtracts, including the Congressionally-mandatad
Alzheimer disasse reqgistry, a variety of important epidemiological
studles, and comtracts supporting resource materials (aging mice and
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rats, and genetically marked cells, for example), at a level of $13.1
nillion., This compares with 48 comtracts and $13.7 million comtained
within the appropriation.

Intramural research will be supported at a level of $20.0 million,
ccrpared with $20.9 million under the appropriation. Intramural
research includes such activities as the 20—year—old Baltimcre
Iengitidinal Stidy on Aging, the laboratory of Neurveciences, the
incipient Laboratory of Molecular Genetics, and intramural analysis
of epidemiclogical data gathered in large part through extramwral
ocontracts. Research management and support will be supported at a
level of $8.0 million compared with $8.4 million under the
appropriation. The reductions in both these activities will ke
achieved by a reduction in staff through attrition: curtailment of
the summer hire progrem; reduced experditures for equipment,
supplies, and information dissemination; and a reduction in the fimds
available for staff travel.

We do not anticipate any further reductions under the
Grammr-Rudman-Hollings Act in FY 1986. Should additional mardatory
budget reductions become necessary in FY 1986, they ocould be handled
in several ways. OCbvious possibilities for the extrammral program
include reduction of the mmber of campeting awards funded in FY 1986
ard further dowrward negetiations of average grant cost from full
recammended levels. Additional reductions in the intramiral research
program and research management and support would be addressed
through deeper auts in experditures for equipment and supplies;
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reducing or eliminating same intrammal research projects; delayed

hiring of replacements for employees who resign or, in the case of

temporary employees, complete their tanrs of duty: reduced staff

fellowships and medical staff fellowship positicns: ard, if

necessary, employee furloughs.

This cancludes oy prepared statement, Mr. Chalrman.

pleased to answer any questions you &y have.

Program/Activity

Research proiect

I will be

Attacment A
Effect of GrammRudman Secuestration
1986
Available
After

Appropriation Sequestration {-) Sequestering
$ 91,377,000 -$3,929,000 $ 87,448,000
10,396,000 -447,000 9,949,000
6,211,000 -267,000 5,944,000
5,507,000 -237,000 5,270,000
13,733,000 ~591,000 13,142,000
20,915,000 -899,000 20,016,000
8,352,000 -359,000 7,993,000
$156,491,000 -$6,729,000 $149,762,000
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Chairman HEeiNz. Our next witness is Bart Fleming of the
Health Care Financing Administration.
Mr. Fleming.

STATEMENT OF BARTLETT S. FLEMING, ACTING DEPUTY ADMIN-
ISTRATOR, HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION, DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES, WASHINGTON,
bC

Mr. FLeming. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

For my introductory remarks, let me just deal with the 1 percent
reduction in Medicare benefits. I am sure you will have some ques-
tions on other aspects as well.

For 1986, the 1 percent reduction required by the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings Act for Medicare benefits payment will reduce
Medicare payment obligations by a total of $370 million. That is
$300 million in 1986, and $70 million in 1987, due to the lag in bill-
ing and payments.

Payments to hospitals and other providers under part A of the
program will decrease by $280 million. Payments for physicians
and other supplemental medical services under part B will be re-
duced by about $30 million.

Our fiscal intermediaries and carriers will compute the payment
levels under the rules that prevail at that time and reduce them by
1 percent. Currently, both hospital payment rates and physician
fees are frozen until March 14, at the fiscal year 1985 level. Conse-
quently, when the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation becomes ef-
fective on March 1, payment rates will be 1 percent below the
fiscal year 1985 level, in the absence of any other legislation. Be-
ginning March 15, our September 3, 1985, Prospective Payment
System regulations will apply to hospital payments. Since these
regulations also provide for a freeze, hospital payment rates will
continue to be 1 percent below the 1985 level, that is, unless Con-
gress takes action to modify them.

There would be no change in total hospital expenditures. Howev-
er, the distribution of payment among hospitals would change be-
cause the regulations include a new hospital wage index and move
to the third year of transition—that is, to the national rate sys-
tems—under PPS,

For physician payments beginning March 15, that is, in the ab-
sence of legislation, Medicare customary and prevailing charges
would be updated and increased by the Medicare Economic Index
of 3.1 percent. After applying that 1 percent Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings reduction, the maximum allowed charge for physicians would
increase just over 2 percent.

Most of the impact under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings reductions in
Medicare benefits payments will fall on the providers. Lower hospi-
tal payments will be absorbed entirely by the hospital industry.
Similarly, skilled nursing facilities, home health agencies, and
other providers must incorporate these reductions into their oper-
ating budgets.

However, we do not believe that this level of payment reduction
is of a magnitude to adversely affect the quality of services directed
to our Medicare beneficiaries.
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PRO’s will continue to review in-patient hospital care to assure
that admissions are necessary and appropriate, and that services
meet high-quality standards. For physician claims paid on an as-
signed basis, which is currently over two-thirds of all of our claims,
and for other part B services, the 1 percent reduction will affect
only the physician or the supplier. The participating physician or
supplier is prohibited from passing on additional charges to the
beneficiary. Only on unassigned claims where the beneficiary is
paid directly and then pays the provider would the effect of the re-
duction fall on that beneficiary. The reductions will have no effect
on the amount of beneficiary copayments and deductible. These
payments will continue to be calculated using the current rule.

Mr. Chairman, I will conclude right there, and I would be happy
to answer questions.

Chairman Heinz. Mr. Fleming, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fleming follows:]
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STATEMENT (F
BARTLETT S, FLEMING
ACTING DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR

HEALTH CARE FINANCTING ADMINISTRATION

I appreciate this opportunity to discuss with you today the impact of the
Balanced Budget and Brmergency Deficit Control Act, P.L. 99-177, bettor known
as the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act. This legislation provides clear direction
toward reducing the Federal deficit each year beginning in FY 1986 so that
by FY 1991 the national budget will be balanced. In order to achieve this
goal, the Act inposes new duties on the President, Congress, and a variety
of executive and legislative agencies. T would like to briefly describe the
effects of the Gramm~Rudman-Hollings provisions as they pertain to the
Medicare program and to describe their potential impact on Medicare
beneficiaries, providers, physicians and the administrative conponents of

HCFA.

The GRH statute prescribes specific rules governing any reductions in the
Medicare program. These rules specifically prescribe how reductions will be
made and limit the effect of the reductions. Whenever sequestration occurs,
each final benefit payment amount will be rediced by a specified percentage
point — up to one percent on FY 1986 and up to two percent in each of the
following fiscal years. HCFA expenditures for other than Medicaid or
Medicare benefit payments are not protected by any special procedure or
limitations in reductions and are subiect to the same percentage reduction
as other programs. Medicaid expenditures arc exempted fram any rexhiction

under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

IMPACT i M'DICARE RITAITIT PAVRETS

For FY 1986 the one percent reduction in Medicare benefit payments will

rechice Medicare pavnent obligations by a total of $370 million; $300 mi
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of which will actually accrue in 1986 and $70 million of which will accrue
in 1987 due to a lag in billing and payments. Psyments to hospitals and
other providers under part A of the program will decrease by $280 million
and payments for physicians and other supplemental medical services under
part B will be reduced by about $90 million. Our fiscal intermediaries and
carriers will conpute the payment levels under the rules that prevail at the

time and reduce them by one percent.

Currently, both hospital payment rates and physician fees are frozen until
March 15 at the FY 1985 level., QOonsequently, when the GRH legislation
becomes effective on March 1, payment rates will be one percent below the FY

1985 level, in the absence of any other legislation.

Beginning March 15, ocur September 3, 1985 prospective payment system (PPS)
requlations will apply to hospital payrents. Since these regulations also
provide for a freeze, hospital payment rates would continue to be one
percent below the FY 1985 level, unless Congress takes action to modify
them. There would be no change in total hospital expenditures, However,
the distribution of payments among hospitals would change because the
requlations include a new hospital wage index and move to the third year of

the transition to national rates, among other changes.

For physician payments beginning March 15, in the absence of legislation,
Medicare custamary and prevailing charges would be updated and increased by
the Medicare BEconamic Index of 3.1 percent. After applying the one percent
GRH reduction, the maximm allowed charge for physicians would increase

over 2 percent.

-2~
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Most of the inpact of the GRH reductions in Medicare benefit payments will
fall on providers. Lower hospital payments will be absorbed entirely by the
hospital industry. Similarly, skilled nursing facilities, home health
agencies, and other providers must incorporate these reductions into their
operating budgets. However, we do not believe that this level of payment
reduction is of a magnitude to adversely affect the quality of services
delivered to Medicare beneficiaries. FPROs will continue to review inpatient
hospital care to assure that admissions are necessary and appropriate and

that services meet high quality standards,

For physician claims paid on an assigned basis, which is currently over
two-thirds of all claims, and for other part B services, the one percent
reduction will affect only the physician or supplier. The physician or
supplier is prohibited from passing on additicnal charges to the
beneficiary. Only on unassigned claims where the beneficiary is paid
directly and then pays the provider would the effect of the reduction fall
on the beneficiary. The reductions will have no effect on the amsunt of
beneficiary copayments and deductible. These payments will continue to be

calculated using current rules,

IMPACT CN PROGRAM MANAGEMFNT COSTS

As T menticned earlier, HCFA'S expenditures for program management

are not protected by any special procedures and are subject to the full 4.3
percent reduction in FY 1986. However, we believe we have made prudent
management decisions, establishing priorities and targeting carefully where

to make reductions so that we will be able to efficiently accomplish cur

-3-
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tasks.

Contractor Funding

The greatest impact of the GRH reductions in HCFA program management is on
the Medicare contractor budget which will be reduced by $41.4 million. This
reduction will impact contractor operations primarily in the areas of claims

processing, payment safequards, and productivity investments.

For example, a reduction in funds for claims processing will result in an
increase in processing time for both part A and part B claims, although all
claims will continue to be reviewed with the same technical accuracy. We
believe this reflects a sound management decision and is consistent with the
Prampt Payment Act which requires payment to be made no earlier than 30
days. During a longer payment cycle, additional interest will accrue to the
trust funds. This is also consistent with common business which generally

requires payrent on a 30 day cycle.

Under the category of payment safeguards, contractors will have to target
where best to porform audits in order to maximize our return. Other less
crucial audits will be deferred. Of course we will, in any event, continue
to perform desk audits which will improve our audit targeting and resclve
significant problems without delay. We rust continue to audit all PPS

hospitals which is necessary for corplete irplementation of the system.

Finally, we will initiate new ways, other than the extremely costly

individual mailings, to inform beneficiaries as to how and where to cbtain

-4-
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information on the participating physician program. We are providing the
information to senior citizen groups, Social Security District Offices as

well as other beneficiary interest groups.

Iet me briefly summarize the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings impact on other areas of

program management and administration.

Peer Review Organizations

PRO review will continue as contracted through the first contract period
affecting FY 1985-86. We believe that the reduction of $16.8 million can be
accamodated without reducing the level of review conducted by each PRO.
The inpact is limited to reducing the amcunt of funds available to meet new

situations as they arise during the contract period.

Administrative Costs

Despite the sequestration of $9.2 million in funds for administrative costs,
we will be able to fill required personnel positions. However, we will
eliminate selectad management support contracts and will reduce funding for

other activities such as travel and training by about 25 percent.

In addition, we will target which publications are nost inportant for
updating and issuing so that our providers, contractors, and the beneficiary
community is kept informed of the policies and procedures affecting the
Medicare and Medicaid programs. Publication of less important issuances
will be deferred.
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State Survey and Certification

A reduction of $2.2 million in the Medicare State certification program will
have minimal impact. The reduction will be acoommodated thraweh a
cambination of program efficiencies together with slight reductions in the
mmber of surveys of facilities that have historically shown fewer
deficiency problems. These include hame health agencies, end-stage renal

disaase facilities and laboratories.

research and Deronstrations

For research and demonstrations, the $1.3 million GRH reduction will result
in the cancellation of plans for some awards to study benefit coverage

issues and the efficacy of preventive services and patient education

efforts.

End Stage Renal Disease Coordinating Councils

For End Stage Renal Disease Network Coordinating Councils, $208,000 would be
sequestered. This will have minimal impact and can be accamplished by

reducing funds for activities such as trave} and printing.

OCONCLUSION

we believe that we will be able to accamplish the Health Care Financing

Administration's mission under the Grarm-Rudman-Hollings reductions for FY

1986 without a serious disruption of our ongoing operations. Further, we
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believe that the up to one percent reduction in benefit payments will not
impose significant hardships on our beneficiaries or on the providers who
furnish their health care services. We will continue our efforts to control
the costs of health care in this nation, not only by complying with the
Balanced Budget Act, but also in implementing the reforms necessary tc meke

such legislation unnecessary in future years.

-7-
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Chairman Hrinz. Mr. Sabatini, representing the Social Security
Administration.

STATEMENT OF NELSON J. SABATINI, ACTING DEPUTY COMMIS-
SIONER FOR MANAGEMENT AND ASSESSMENT, SOCIAL SECU-
RITY ADMINISTRATION, BALTIMORE, MD

Mr. SaBaTiNt. Mr. Chairman, while the benefits in the largest
SSA programs are exempt from sequestering, the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings legislation will nonetheless have an effect on overall
agency operations.

We do expect, however, to be able to make the required reduc-
tions while maintining the quality of our service to the public.

As you know, there is a total exemption from the automatic re-
duction process for Social Security, Old Age, Survivors and Disabil-
ity benefits, and for Supplemental Security Income benefits. Also
exempted is the administrative budget for the State agencies that
?ssist in administering disability insurance and SSI disability bene-

its.

However, Federal administrative expenses for all SSA programs
are subject to sequestration.

A 43.percent reduction in administrative resources for the Oid-
Age, Survivors and Disability Insurance and SSI programs
amounts to a $144.4 million reduction, from $4.22 billion down to
$4.08 billion.

And 88A is required to take a uniform 4.3-percent reduction in
each program, project and activity. For our largest administrative
budget, the legislation requires 4.3 percent reductions in three cate-
gories—the contingency reserve, the automatic data processing and
telecommunications budget, and the budget for other Federal ad-
ministrative expenses.

We expect to be able to meet this requirement without any re-
ductions in force, any furloughs of employees, or any diminution of
service in terms of processing times or waiting times in field offices
or in payment accuracy.

Thirty million dollars of the required reduction will be obtained
by maintaining full-time equivalent employment at the 1986 Presi-
dent’s budget level; reducing overtime from 3,113 to 1,775 work-
years and reducing Stay-in-School and Summer Aide Programs by
approximately 50 percent for the remainder of fiscal year 1986.

In addition, reductions in the budgets for travel, training, equip-
ment, printing and supplies will save us approximately another
$30.7 million. i

Black Lung benefits will be maintained at current levels: Al-
though automatic increases in Black Lung benefits are subject to
sequestering, no benefit increase is payable this year because such
increases are tied to Federal pay levels which were not increased.

Low-income home energy assistance grants to the States must be
reduced by $90.2 million in fiscal year 1986 from the appropriated
level of $2.1 billion. This reduction will be distributed according to
the allocation formula added to the Low-Income Home Energy As-
sistance Act by the Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1984.
Under this provision, 23 States are expected to experience no re-
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duction in energy assistance funds, while grants to the remaining
States will decrease by varying amounts.

Overall, none of the benefits for aged persons in fiscal year 1986
will be reduced by the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law except possi-
bly some of those for the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram. Although there will be a 4.3-percent reduction in most ad-
ministrative funds, we fully expect to be able to accomplish the re-
ductions without disruptions in services to the public. We also
expect that any adverse effect on SSA employees will be minimal.

By continuing to emphasize productivity gains through modern-
ization of the claims process and other management improvements,
we fully anticipate being able to maintain our high level of respon-
siveness to the public's needs.

With respect to fiscal year 1987, it is premature for me to specu-
late on how the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation might affect
our budget. At this time, the President’s budget has just been sub-
mitted, which would meet the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings targets.

That concludes my prepared remarks,

1 would be pleased to answer any questions.

Chairman HEeinz. Mr. Sabatini, thank you very much.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Sabatini follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF NELSON J. SABATING, ACTING DEPUTY COMMISSIONER OF
SociAL SECURITY

Mr. Chairman, I am here today to discuss the fiscal year 1986 effects of the Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act on Social Security Administration
programs that serve the elderly. Although benefits in the largest éA-administered
programs are exempt from sequestering under the new law, the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings legislation will nonetheless have an effect on overall agency operations in
the current year. We do expect, however, to be able to make the required reductions
while maintaining the quam of our service to the public. I would like to take the
next few moments to describe the areas in which we will take the reductions, the
amounts of the reductions, and the likely effects.

As ?rou know, there is a total exemption from the automatic reduction process for
Social Security old-age, survivors, amr disability benefits and for supplemental secu-
rity income benefits. Also exempted is the administrative budget for the State agen-
cies that assist in administering disability insurance and SSI disability benefits.
However, Federal administrative expenses for all SSA programs are subject to se-
questering. In addition, certain program expenditures for special benefits for dis-
abled coal miners and for low-income home energy assistance are subject to reduc-
tion. In general, the budgetary resources for SSA programs, projects and activities
that are subject to reduction must be reduced by 4.3 percent in fiscal year 1986.

OASDI AND SSI ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES

A 4.3 percent reduction in administrative resources for the cld-age, survivors and
disability insurance and SSI programs amounts to a $144.4 million reduction, from
about $4.22 billion to $4.08 billion. Slightly less than one-fourth of this reduction
will be in SSI administrative resources. For purposes of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings legislation, the committees on appropriations define “program, project and ac-
tivity” for those accounts subject to sequestration, and SSA is required to take a
tniform 4.3 percent reduction in each program, project and activity. For our largest
administrative budget (the limitation on administrative expenses), the legislation re-
quires 4.3 percent reductions in three categories—the contingency reserve, the auto-
matic data processing and telecommunications budget, and other Federal adminis-
trative expenses. I will elaborate a bit on each of these three areas.

First, the $6.2 million reduction in the contingency reserve, which is available to
meet certain unanticipated workloads and unexpected State agency costs, is not
large enough to threatep program operations and service to the pu{lic. After the
reduction, 3138.8 million remains to deal with contingencies. Since the traditional
contingency reserve has been $50 million, we think the size of the reserve remain-
ing is adequate for our needs. Second, for the automatic data processing and tele-
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communications budget we have “no-year authority’ to carry over uncbligated bal-
ances from one year to the next. Thus, we believe the $12.3 million reduction in the
automatic data” processing and telecommunications budget will not impair the
progress of the systems modernization effort, since there are more than adequate
carryover funds available (3217 million) to finance the hardware, software, and
other services needed for the SMP.

Finally, in the other Federal administrative expenses category we must take a re-
duction of $125.9 million. This reduction falls on Federal personnel costs and related
other objects of expenditure. However, we do not plan any reductions in_force or
furloughs of employees. Thirty million dollars of the required reduction will be ob-
tained by maintaining full-time equivalent employment at the 1986 President’s
Budget level. No diminution of service in terms of processing times, waiting times in
field offices, or payment accuracy is expected as a result. At the end of fiscal year
1985, SSA backlogs were at record lows and processing times were excellent. We
alsc will need to reduce overtime from 3,113 to 1,775 work-years and to reduce
SSA’a stay-in-school and summer aide programs by approximately 50 percent for
the remainder of fiscal year 1986 (a 724 work-year reduction). The overtime and
stay-in-school/summer aide reductions will produce $65.1 million of the required se-
quester. Should these reductions lead to rising backlogs or processing times, consid-
eration will be given to tapping the contingency reserve to increase work-years.

In addition to these personnel savings, which will total $95.1 million, reductions
in the budgets for travel, training, equipment, printing and supplies sufficient to
save another $30.7 million will enable SSA to meet its reduction target for the other
Federal administrative expenses category.

OTHER SSA PROGRAMS

Turning to other smalier SSA programs that serve the elderly, I would like to ex-
plain how special benefits for disabled coal miners and low-income home energy as-
sistance will be affected by the sequester order for fiscal year 1986. Under Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings rules, automatic increases in black lung benefits are subject to se-
questering, while basic benefits are not. However, no benefit increase would have
been payable this year in any case because such increases are tied to federal pay
raises, and none is payable this year. Thus basic benefits will be maintained at cur-
vent levels. SSA’s administrative costs for the black lung program will be reduced
by $280,000, without reductions in force or furloughs, but rather by improving pro-
ductivity, reducing overtime, reducing temporary employment, and through lower-
than-expected salary costs.

Low-income home energy assistance grants to the States must be reduced by $30.2
million in fiscal year 1986 from the appropriated level of $2.1 billion. This reduction
will be treated as a reduction in the appropriation, and the remaining funds will be
distributed according to the allocalion formula added to the Low-Income Home
Energy Assistance Act by the Human Services Reauthorization Act of 1984. This
formula contains a hold-harmless provision which establishes a floor under States’
funding. Because of this provision, 23 States are not expected to experience a reduc-
tion in energy assislance funds, while grants to the remaining States will decrease
by amounts ranging from 4.9 percent to 11.7 percent. Federal administrative costs
for the program are subject to sequestering as well; the $96,000 reduction will be
achieved through diminished spending for contracts and interagency agreements.

Overall then, none of the benefits for aged persons in fiscal year 1986 will be re-
duced by the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings law except possibly some of those for the
low-income home energy assistance program. Although there will be 4.3 percent re-
ductions in most administrative funds, gSA expects to be able to accomplish the re-
ductions without disruptions in service to the public or significant changes in proc-
essing times, waiting times, payment accuracy and the like. We also expect any ad-
verse effects on SSA employees to be minimal. We will have to reduce overtime and
summer employment, but there will be no reductions in force or furloughs. To some
extent, the administrative savings we are required to achieve under the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings law were already in the works as part of the agency’s own inter-
nal efforts to improve efficiency and streamline operations. By continuing to empha-
size productivity gains through modernization of the claims process and other man-
agetnent improvements, we hope to maintain our high level of responsiveness to the
public’s needs, even when the amount of resources available to us to support pro-
gram administration declines as part of government-wide efforts to reduce the defi-
cit.

With respect to fiscal year 1987, it is premature for me to speculate on how the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation might affect SSA’s budget. At this time, the
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President’s budget has just been submitted, which would meet the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings target.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared remarks. I am prepared to respond to
any questions you or other members of the committee may have.

Chairman HEeinz. Dr. Mather, of the Veterans’ Administration.

STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN H. MATHER, ASSISTANT CHIEF MEDI-
CAL DIRECTOR FOR GERIATRIC AND EXTENDED CARE, VETER.
ANS’ ADMINISTRATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. MATHER. Mr. Chairman, as a point of departure, I believe it
is important to highlight the breadth of VA programs which affect
older veterans. ' ‘

In general, the VA provides a broad spectrum of income mainte-
nance and health support programs. From the Department of Vet-
erans Benefits, compensation and pensions provide necessary
income support and are augmented by various other benefits, such
as VA mortgages, occupational programs, and adaptive housing
and automobile allowances.

In the Department of Medicine and Surgery, we are able to pro-
vide a comprehensive array of health care services to eligible veter-
ans, ranging from acute medical care to adult day health care. Con-
sistent with the Department’s health care mission, we do not have
authority to provide a broad spectrum of health-related or social-
welfare services such as chore services or meal shopping and prepa-
ration.

Our patients rely on two sources for health-related or social-sup-
port services. First, certain veterans who receive VA service-con-
nected compensation or non-service-connected pension are eligible
for additional benefits based on a finding that they are permanent-
ly housebound or require aid and attendance.

The Veterans Compensation and Pension Programs were exempt-
ed from Gramm-Rudman-Hollings reductions. .

The second source of assistance for the older veteran in need of
supportive services is the veteran’s own community. The package
of community-based programs, funded through Federal, State,
local, and private agencies, is available to the frail elderly veteran
as a citizen.

In fiscal year 1986, within the VA’s health care delivery system,
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings requires that $117,557,000 be withdrawn
from the medical care appropriation. The act limited the reduction
in fiscal year 1986 for direct medical care funding to 1 percent. It is
estimated that 1,306 FTEE will be lost due to this reduction in our
VA medical centers.

Other VA Medical and Health Programs were reduced by 4.3
percent, including medical, rehabilitation and health services re-
search and grants for construction of State veterans homes.

Mr. Chairman, the veterans in this country are as a group reach-
ing the age of 65 in greater numbers at an earlier point in time
than the rest of the population. Also, it is evident that with these
modest reductions in 1986 as a result of the “automatic deficit re-
duction,” it is difficult to predict the direct effect on those veterans
who do seek medical and health care in the VA.
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There is existing capacity in our health care delivery system, al-
though not always geographically equally accessible to all veterans,
for those in need of acute care services. _

The VA, as discussed earlier, relies on community-based pro-
grams for referral of veterans for personal care and other domestic
services. The availability of these programs impact on our ability
to maintain an effective discharge planning process for elderly vet-
erans. The alternative of prolonged institutionalization is inappro-
priate for the veteran and a less-than-prudent expenditure of medi-
cal care funds.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to make this presen-
tation, and I will be pleased to respond to questions that you or
other members of the committee might wish to pose.

Chairman Heinz. Dr. Mather, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Mather follows:]
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STATEMENT OF
JOHN H. MATHER, M. D.
ASS1STANT CHIEF MEDICAL DIRECTOR FOR GERIATRICS AND EXTENDED CARE
VETERANS ADMINISTRATION
BEFORE THE
SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING

U.S. SENATE

FEBRUARY 21, 1986

Chaimman and Members of the Committee:

Mr, Cnairman, I am Dr. John Mather, the Assistant Chief Medical Director
tor Geriatrics and Extended Care in the Veterans Administration’s Central
Otfice within the Department of Medicine and Surgery. 1In this position I
an the principal advisor to the Chief Medical Director in all matters per-
taining to "evaluating all research, educational, and clinical health-care

programs carrieg cut in the field of geriatrics.”

I am pleased to have this opportunity to represent the Veterans Adminis-
tration before this Senate Special Cammittee on Aging and to present
testimony concerning the effect of the autamatic deficit reduction,

commonly known as Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, on programs Lor the elderly.

As a point of departure, I believe it is important to highlight the
breadth ot Veterans Administration programs which affect older veterans.
In general, the Veterans Administration provides a broad spectrum of

income maintenance and support programs. from the Department of Veterans
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Renetits, compensation and pensions provide necessary income support and
are augmented by various other benefits such as VA mortgages, occupaticnal

programs, and adaptive hcusing and autamoblile allowances.

In the Department of Medicine and Surgary, we are able to provide a oom—
prehensive array of health care services to eligible veterans, ranging
iram acute medical care to adult day health care. Consistent with the
Department ‘s health care missicn, we do not have authority to provide a
broad spectrum ot heaith related or social weltare ~vices such as chore

services or meal shopping and preparation.

Qur patients rely on two Sources for health related/social support services.
First, certain veterans who veceive VA s service-connected compensation

or nonservice-connected pension are eligible for adiitional benefits based
on a finding that they are permanently housebound or require aid and atten-
dance. These payments reflect circumstances where an individual ‘s disabil-
ities necessitate additional assistance to pertorm daily activities and to
purchase needed and desired services. The Veterans Compensation and Pension

Programs were exempted from GrammRkudman-Holl ings reductions.

The second source of assistance tor the clder veteran in need ot supportive
services is the veteran’s own community. The package of community-based
programs, funded through Federal, state, local, and private agencies, is

available to the trail elderly veteran as a citizen.

In Fiscal Year 1986, within the VA'S heaith care delivery system Gramm/

Rudman, ol Lings requires that $117,557,000 be withdrawn from the medical

-2-
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care appropriation, The act limited the reduction in Fiscal Year 86 tor
direct medical care tunding to one percent. It is estimated thac 1306 FTEE

will be lost due to this reduction in our VA medical centers.

Other VA heaith related programs were reduced by 4.3 percent including
meaical, rehabilitation and health services research ($8.1 million);
Canteen service {$8.1 million); ani Grants for construction of State
veterans homes ($0.9 million). Mr. Chairman, I should note that the
1987 budget request includes increased funding of $2.7 million for
the State Home Per Diem program and $21.6 million for Grants for Con-

struction ot State Extendeq Care Facilities.

Mr. Chairman, the veterans in this country are as a group reaching the age
of 65 in greater numbers at an earlier point in time than the rest of the
papulation. Also, it is evident that with these modest reductions in 1986
as a result of "autamatic deficit reduction® it is difficult to predict
the direct effect on those veterans who do seek medical and health care in
the VA, There is existing capacity in our health care delivery system,
although not always geographically equally accessible for all veterans, for

those in need of acute care sexvices.,

The VA, as discussed earlier, relies on community based programs for
referral of veterans for personal care and other domestic services. The
availability of these programs impact on our ability to maintain an effec—
tive discharge planning process tor elderly veterans, The alternative of
prolonged institutionalization is inappropriate for the veteran and a less

than prudent expenditure of medical care funds.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to make this presentation and I
will be pleased to respond to questions that you or otheyr membere of the

comuittee might wish to pose.
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Chairman HeiNz. Mr. Mike Suzuki, of the Administration on
Aging.

STATEMENT OF MICHIO SUZUKI, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER
FOR STATE AND TRIBAL PROGRAMS, ADMINISTRATION ON
AGING, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES,
WASHINGTON, BC

Mr. Suzug: Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee.

I am prepared this morning to testify on the impact of Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings on the Older American Act programs adminis-
tered by the Administration on Aging. Namely, there are title II1
grants for State and community programs on aging which support
supportive services and senior centers; congregate nutrition serv-
ices, and home-delivered nutrition services; title IV is for training,
research and demonstration in the field of aging, and title VI of
the Older Americans Act, provides grants to Indian tribes for serv-
ices.

The Administration on Aging will receive a 4.3-percent reduction
in the 1986 appropriation as a result of sequestering. We believe
that this relatively small reduction with careful management
should result in minimal reductions in the level of services under
our program. Management initiatives which we have launched
over the last several years, and which virtually all States have
been implementing, will offset to a great degree the reductions.

The 4.3-percent reduction in title III allotments for Congregate
and Home Delivered Nutrition Programs will result in an average
of up to four meals per-day reduction at each of our nutrition sites
throughout the country. The reduction of 4.3-percent has been mod-
erated by improvements in meal productivity, through manage-
ment efficiencies, and through the contributions of the participants
in the meal programs. In 1985, the senior citizens contributed over
$120 million toward the cost of the meals. This amount has been
rising at about 5 percent a year and will offset some of the reduc-
tion. It is also our understanding that the Department of Agricul-
ture subsidy that accompanies our funding is raised during fiscal
year 1986 to $125 million, $5 million above the $120 million in
1985. Thus the 53-cent per-meal subsidy from USDA will continue
through the year. So those three forces, I think, will minimize the
impact of the 4.3-percent reduction on the meal program.

In the supportive services and the Senior Center Program f(title
[II-B), the appropriation is $265 million; the 4.3 percent reduction
equates to $11.4 million. However, as you know, State and area
agencies on aging have considerable flexibility to determine the
priorities for their social service and Senior Center expenditures.

It is our expectation that there will be continued emphasis on
the maintenance of independent living by elders and that less criti-
cal services will be reduced at the State and area levels.

As far as title VI is concerned, grants to Indian tribes, the appro-
priation for fiscal year 1986 was $7.5 million. We fund a total of
124 federally-recognized Indian tribes, with grants ranging from
$43,000 to $90,000. The 4.3 percent reduction will amount to
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$322,000, which will mean an average reduction of slightly less
than $2,400 to each of our 135 grantees.

As far as title IV for research, demonstration and training is con-
cerned, we received an appropriation initially of $25 million. The
4.3 percent reduction will result in a reduction of $1,075,000. This
reduction will not substantially affect the research, demonstration
and training program of the Administration on Aging. With contin-
ued careful analysis of awards and more effective utilization of ex-
isting and previously conducted research and demonstration, we be-
lieve the quality of our efforts will be maintained.

I will be pleased to try to answer any questions the committee
may have.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Heinz. Mr. Suzuki, thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Suzuki follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Michio Suzuki

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee. I
am happy to have the opportunity to present testimony to the
Senate Special Committee on Aging for its hearing on the
®Impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings on the Elderly®. I am
prepared to testify on the Older Americans Act programs

administered by the Administration on Aging.

The Congressionally-initiated Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
legislation stipulates that budget deficits must be
decreased annually and provides an automatic mechanism to
ensure that we achieve a balanced budget by FY 19%1. If the
law is to accomplish its intended purpose, deficit
reductions must mean spending reductions. The process calls
for spending reductions across nearly all facets of the
federal government. The difficulty of making and sustaining
these reductions will be shared by many both inside and
outside of government. But the economic benefits of both

these actions will be shared by all Americans.

The Administration on Aging will receive a 4.3 percent
reduction in funds in FY 1986 as a result of sequestering.
We believe that this is a relatively small reduction and
with careful management should result in minimal reductions
in levels of service. Management initiatives which we have

launched over the last several years, and which virtually
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all States are now successfully implementing, will offset

the impact of these reductions to a great degree.

The 4.3 percent reduction in Title III allotments for
Congregate and Home-Delivered Nutrition Services in FY 1986
may result in an average reduction Qf up to 4 meals per
nutrition site per day. This impact can be lessened,

however, as a result of the following factors:

o States continue to make improvements in meal
productivity through the use of more effective
management technigues such as bulk purchasing,
performance based contracting, and jeint contracting by
multiple service providers. Our projgcted improvement
in productivity is 6 percent which, given the
improvements made in the past, is a conservative

estimate.

o States continue to report an increase in the amount of
contributions made by participants in meal programs.
In FY 1985, a total of $121 million in participant
contributions was used to support Title III meals. We

have targeted a 5 percent increase in the amount of

contributions for FY 1986, and, given past experience
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in this initiative, can reasonably expect to make it.
These additional funds, too, will help offset the

estimated reductions in meals served.

) USDA anticipates that amounts available for
reimbursement for meals under Title III will be at the
FY 1986 authorized level of $125 million, a slight
increase over the $120 million available in fiscal year
1985. This means that USDA should be able to maintain

the 1985 reimbursement rate of 53¢ per meal.

Given these factors and the experience reported by the
States cover the past several years, we can reasonably expect
that meal reductions will be minimized in the remainder of

1986.

The appropriated level for FY 1986 for Title III-B
Supportive Services is $265 million. There will be a 4.3
percent overall reduction in Title III-B funds, a decrease
of 8§11.4 million. However, a&s you know, State and Area
Agencies on Aging have considerable flexibility to determine
priorities for service expenditures. It is our expectation
that services essential to the maintenance of independent
living will continue to receive a high pricrity and that

other less critical services will be reduced.
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The appropriation level for Title VI grant to indian tribes
in FY 1986 is $7.5 million. A total of 124 organizations of
Federally-recognized tribes are currently funded with grants
ranging from a low of about $43,000 to a high of $90,000.

As a result of amendments to the Act in 1984, additional
tribal organizations representing smaller numbers of older
Indians are eligible for funding and are presently preparing
applications. The Act requires funding of any application
which meets the requirements of the Act and regulations, and
we expect that an additional number of grants will have to
be awarded this fiscal year. The best estimate is that this
added number will be approximately 10-15 new grants. A 4.3
percent decrease in-Title VI funding would translate into a
decrease of $322,000 that would have to be prorated among
about 135 grantees. The average decrease in each grant will

be slightly less than $2,400.

The Administration on Aging's Title IV research,
demonstration, and training programs received appropriations
of $25 million for FY 1986. A 4.3 percent reduction would
amount to $1,075,000. This reduction in funding would
result in fewer awards by AoA but would not substantially
affect the AoA research, demonstration and training

program. wWith continued careful analysis of awards and more

effective utilization of existing and previously
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conducted research and demonstration findings, the quality
of selected research, demonstrations, and training will

continue.

It is of utmost importance that the large national deficit
be reduced. To reach that goal will require the efforts,
sacrifice, and suppott of all of us. Rest assured, however,
that the Administraticn on Aging is doing everything
possible to minimize the potential reduction in meals or
supportive services funded under the Older Americans Act.
Every effort will be made to minimize service level
reduction through management improvements and cost
efficiencies in 1986. Our concern is that program econolies
represent real savings while maintaining the current levels
of service to the extent possible. In 1987, the
Administration's budget proposal is tc return Aging service

programs to the 1985 levels.

We remain deeply committed to working with States and Area
Agencies to build local systems which are responsive to the
needs of older persons, particularly the most vulnerable.
The Administration on Aging has rededicated itself to do all
we can to support States and Area Agencies as we work

together on behalf of older Americans.
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to make this

presentation to the Committee, and I will be happy to answer

any questions which you or the members may have.

60-336 G ~ 86 - 3
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Chairman HEeiNz. Let me just announce to my colleagues that
our committee, of course, follows the “early bird rule”, and the
Chair will call on Senators Bingaman, Chiles, Wilson and Burdick
in that order.

Let me begin, Mr. Suzuki, with you. Regarding the Older Ameri-
cans Act, you indicate that some four meals per day less will be
served at each Center. It is my understanding that there are 671
area agencies on aging, they contract with many Centers, and that
if my information is correct, you are talking about $18 million out
of congregate and home-delivered meals. That amounts to about 4.1
million meals overall.

First, how many actual Centers are there that are delivering
these meals?

Mr. Suzuki. We refer to them as “sites”.

Chairman HEginz. Sites.

Mr. Suzuki. We have over 14,000 sites which deliver home-deliv-
ered and congregate meals.

Chairman HEeINz. So that there will be some 56,000 people who
will not be served meals on a daily basis; is that right?

Mr. Suzuki. Again, there are different levels of participation. We
serve 225 million meals a year, and the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
reduction will amount to roughly 10 million meals spread out over
14,000 sites, which then results in less than four meals per day.

Chairman HEiNz. Right. And I am just multiplying the number
of meals per site times the number of sites, and I get the number of
56,000 people. I assume that we are still serving basically one meal
per person per day.

Mr. Suzuki. Yes.

Chairman HEeinz. Is it not true, therefore, that there will be
some 56,000 people who will not receive meals, based on your own
number, which is four meals per day times 14,000 sites?

Mr. Suzuki. Yes. But our history for the last several years indi-
cates that we are increasing our productivity at 6 percent per year,
and program contributions from the senior citizens who go to our
sites increase about 5 percent per year.

Chairman HEeiNz. The senior citizen population is increasing
every bit that fast, too.

Mr. Suzukr. And what we are projecting is that in past years, we
have been. increasing the number of meals, and with the same
funding level this year, with the 4.3 percent cut, we believe the in-
creased productivity and the additional contributions that have
been coming in will at least get us to the 1985 level without cutting
out a significant number of people.

Chairman HEeiNz. I have a question now for Mr. Knapp. Mr.
Knapp, you indicated that the only difference in the HUD budget
as it affected senior citizens would be that you would not increase
at the same rate of service that you have in the past. You said we
are not going to serve a smaller number of people; the amount of
service is not going to be less; we are just not going to grow as
quickly. ,

One of the cuts under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings would be some
loss of $60 million in modernization and rehab and maintenance to
the tune of $52 million.
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Is that going to cause any decay of housing stock, or is that
money being wasted right now?

Mr. Knarp. No, it is not being wasted, Mr. Chairman. In the
public housing modernization, as you know, there is a quite exten-
sive pipeline of modernization dollars previously authorized and
not yet expended. There is proposed a full maintenance of emer-
gency modernization at the levels that we would forecast, based
upon the utilization of emergency modernization in prior years.

In public housing operating subsidies, I think that we expect to
meet the full PFSg demand. And the budget proposals for years
going out continue to maintain the public housing ogerating subsi-
dy level at certainly a higher level than anything that would con-
ceivably come out of any repetitive automatic across-the-board cut
scenario.

Chairman Heinz. Correct me if I am wrong. What I gather you
are saying is you think you can defer maintenance and moderniza-
tion to this extent per year, but as a policy, were it carried out
year-in, year-out, it would be a very counterproductive policy; is
that right?

Mr. Knarpp. I think that that is correct. And we do not propose to
1in‘xiit1 sx}régdemization to emergency mod, going beyond, I think, 1986
an .

Chairman Heinz. Nationwide, there is a wait for public housing
units that averages 29 months, I am told, with some 200,000 people
in New York alone waiting for public housing.

Will these cuts make that situation worse? Will the average
length increase?

Mr. Knapp. The length may increase in waiting lists for public
housing. Obviously, the addition through other programs such as
vouchers, which do provide housing at a much faster rate, get
people into units at a much faster rate than the new construction
programs, adding 50,000 additional households which are being
served by the programs in general which serve the same populace
including the public housing populace in terms of income eligibil-
ity, we think to be the better way of easing that demand.

Chairman Hemnz. In view of Gramm-Rudman and HUD's other
proposed cuts, how will the 50,000 vouchers that HUD plans to pro-
vide each dyear possibly meet the housing needs of elderly, handi-
caﬁfed and low-income applicants?

r. KNaprp. The voucher program, like the “Finders, Keepers”
Section 8 existing program, has been a successful program, we be-
lieve, from the perspective of the elderly. There is very high elderly
participation in that program, historicallyi‘)fhirty to fortg percent
of the participants are elderly. The units-that are sought by the el-
derly are among those that are most easily found with certificates.
As you know, those programs permit peopf; to stay in place and be
served with affordability assistance, and that is a choice that his-
torically has been made to a large extent by elderly participants in
those programs.

In that respect, we believe that those programs do serve the el-
derly quite well.

Chairman Heinz. Dr. Mather, at the Veterans Administration,
you have indicated that there are going to be some substantial cuts
in personnel. My question is, given the fact that many of us in our
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States already receive complaints both from patients, from their
loved ones, and even from VA staff members, that there are not
enough staff at many VA facilities, particularly long-term care fa-
cilities, how many and what type of personnel who provide medical
care to older veterans are going to be cut under the Gramm-
Rudman fiscal year 1986 budget cuts?

Dr. Matuer. Mr. Chairman, as 1 indicated, the reductions in
fiscal year 1986 will be about 1,306 FTEE, which will be spread
around 172 VA Medical Centers and over 200 outpatient clinics. So
I think if you were to do the arithmetic, you would see that the
impact is something in the region of three to four personnel Eer
VA Medical Center and the outpatient clinics. We expect that
through attrition and so forth, those can be accommodated.

Chairman Heinz. Now, those are all going to be in the direct pro-
vision of health care—those will be nurses, doctors, orderlies. Those
are going to be people who are actually helping maintain and care
for older veterans? _

'{]i)r. MATHER. Mr. Chairman, it spreads beyond health care pro-
viders.

Chairman Hgeinz. Well, my question was those who provide
health care. 1 understand your original number of 1,306, and that
is why I asked what I did.

Dr. MATHer. Mr. Chairman, our system is such that it is decen-
tralized so that the Director of a VA Medical Center has authority
to make decisions about where reductions in personnel take place.

Chairman Hrinz. Would you anticipate that most of the 1,300
would come out of providers, direct providers of health care?

Dr. MathHer. Mr. Chairman, I cannot answer that question di-
rectly. I suspect that, as is often the case in our system, attrition
and vacancies will take care of it, and that is as likely to be a sec-
retary as it is a physician.

Chairman HEiNz. What proportion of the people we are talking
abm‘x?t are direct prov1ders and what proportion are clerical sup-
port?

Dr. MATHER. Mr. Chaxrman, I would have to provide that for the
record to be completely accurate, but we are talking about some-
thing like a two-thirds/one-third split—two-thirds providers, one-
third support staff like janitors and secretaries and so forth.

Chairman Heinz. All right. My time has expired.

Senator Bingaman.

Senator BinGaMaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Let me say my initial react)on is that we should get Secretary
Weinberger to a short course on “Agency Advocacy” for the rest of
the Federal Government. His concern about these cuts is substan-
tial, as he comes before the Armed Services Committee. I do not
detect much concern here this morning.

Chairman HErmnz. If the Senator will yield, it looks like he is
aging. [Laughter.]

Senator BingaAMaN. He may be aging; he is also quite effective in
advocating his budget.

Let me ask Mr. Knapp first, the proposal as I understand it, in
addition to the Gramm-Rudman cut, the Section 202 Program, you
are proposing to rescind funding for that in 1986 and terminate
that; is that right?
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Mr. Knarp. That is correct, sir.

Senator BincgamAN. In your view, that would not have an ad-
verse effect, or the voucher proposal solves that problem?

Mr. Knarr. It has an effect, just as any budget reductions have
an effect. But as a way of meeting the targets that we are commit-
ted to meet, we believe that that transfer from directly subsidizing
new construction toward direct tenant-based subsidy is a far more
efficient and effective means of permitting us to serve more people
than we otherwise would be able to.

Senator BINGAMAN. And your general basis as I understand what
you have said is that there is an increased availability of housing
for elderly.and handicapped at the present time, and the Federal
Government can get out of the business of constructing and go with
vouchers.

Do you have evidence that there is a surplus of this housing
available, or an increasing in housing availability in rural areas,
because there are a lot of parts of my State where I was visiting
this last week, where people expressed great concern about lack of
h;’)ug,ing for elderly that could be afforded. Are they confused about
that?

Mr. Knarr. I do not have local datz at hand, Senator. National-
ly, the vacancy rates appear to have risen, and nationally, on a
unit-size basis, the vacancy rates for, let us say, zeros and one-bed-
room apartments appear to be the highest vacancy rates in terms
of unit size.

Senator Bincaman. And you do not have it broken down as to
between urban and rural areas?

Mr. Knarpr. I do not have that available, no, sir, but I can supply
that, if you wish.? .

Senator BINGaMAN. I think that would be useful in determining
whether it is appropriate to phase out entirely Government sup-
port—not phase out, but to terminate entirely—Government sup-
port for housing in rural areas, which is what is being proposed, as
I understand it. _

Also, you are proposing to terminate Government support for
Indian housing. I would be interested in knowing if you have any
evidence that there is a surplus of housing available for Indians.
Again, I spent some time on the Navajo Reservation in my State,
which is the largest reservation in the country, this last week, and
it is not generally thought that there is an overabundance of hous-
ing available there.

Do you have statistics as to the availability of housing on Indian
reservations which would justify the termination of that program?

Mr. Knarp. I do not have data with me regarding that. There is,
as there is in the Public Housing Program itself, I know, a pipeline
on authorized Indian housing. I will say with regard to Indians and
Indian reservations, we are in other ways attempting to expand the
kinds of housing available on Indian reservations through such
means, for instance, as trying to make the FHA insurance more
feasible on Indian reservations, in view of the different kinds of

! See appendix, p. 144,
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land tenure. That is something that has been going on at the same
time.

[Subsequent to the hearing the following data was submitted for
the record:] ’

A Prorosep ANSwWER RE INDIAN Housing Negbs

The most recent Census data indicate a total need of 53,000 units in Indian areas.
The U.S. Census standard for housing need was based on overcrowding (1.01 or more
persons per room) and/or no complete plumbing for exclusive use. The Indian hous-
ing program, from the completion of the 1980 Census through Fiscal Year 1985, pro-
duced about 22,000 units. As of March 31, 1986, there are approximately 7,000 units
that have been reserved but not yet under construction under the Indian Housing
Program. In addition, there are 3,700 units under construction. These units have
made and will make substantial headway in meeting the housing need in Indian
areas.

Senator Bincaman. Well, now, am I wrong? I thought the Farm-
ers Home Administration Program for rural housing is being ter-
minated; is that right?

Mr. Knarr. I believe that the Farmers Home Program for that is
proposed to be terminated, but certainly not the HUD programs.
And I think it is anticipated that the HUD housing programs will
take up a good deal of the slack from Farmers Home, and that
there will be a reallocation, in fact, of the mix between urban and
nonurban housing in our programs.

Senator BINGAMAN. So there is an increase proposed for the
HUD programs in this area; is that what you are saying?

Mr. Knarp. There are allocation changes that are proposed as be-
tween urban and nonurban allocations of HUD program funds.

Senator BiNGAMAN. But there is an increase that will make up
for the cut that is contemplated in Farmers Home?

Mr. Knapp. Yes; that is correct.

Senator BincaMaN. I would be interested in getting the figures
for that, if you could supply those?

Mr. Knarpp. I will furnish that; yes.

Senator BiNcaMAN. Let me ask Mr. Suzuki, if I could, you indi-
cated that the cuts contemplated here on March 1, are not signifi-
cant. I gather from the people in my State who administer the pro-
gram there that they estimate—and I do not know, I think these
are probably fairly accurate figures—that there are over 1,000
people who now are served meals there in the State that will not
be served once the March 1 cuts take effect.

That is consistent with your general testimony, is it now?

Mr. Suzuki. We really believe that the increasing ability to turn
out more meals per dollar that we have seen in the last several
years will not lead to an actual reduction, but what we will not be
doing is increasing the number of meals relative to the amount of
money that we have had. So that there will be some——

Senator BINGAMAN. So you think that the four meals per-meal
site is not going to occur, the four-meal reduction?

Mr. Suzuki. Yes. The cut of four meals, less than four meals,
would occur if there were no improvements of the kind that we
have had in the last several years. We believe the 6-percent produc-
tivity improvement that we have had for the last several years will
continue and make up the difference.
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What we will not have is the increasing ability to serve more
people that we have had for the last several years.

Senator BincaMaN. You indicated you have $7.5 million that you
put into contracts with Indian tribes for them to have these pro-
grams. What is that figure proposed for next year?

Mr. Suzuxkl. It is again $7.5 million.

Senator BINGAMAN. Just a flat figure?

Mr. Suzukl. Yes.

Senator BINGAMAN. And what about the figure for the meals at
the various meal sites; does that stay even as well between 1986
and 19877

Mr. Svzugl. I am sorry?

Senator BincaMaN. The funding for the congregate meals; that
stays the same between 1986 and 1987? :

Mr. Suzuxr. Our proposal for 1987 is to restore our level of fund-
ing to 1985, pre-Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

Senator BINGaMaN. To restore it to 1985—that means an in-
crease?

Mr. Suzukl. A slight increase above 1986; yes, I think that is the
direction we are moving in.

Senator BiNnGaAMAN. And the same with home-delivered meals, it
would go back to the 1985 level?

Mr. SuzukL Yes.

Senator BINGAMAN. Mr. Fleming, let me ask you, if I could, you
refer on page 6 of your testimony to the subject of research and
demonstrations and indicate that “The cut will result in the cancel-
lation of plans for some awards to study benefit coverage issues,
the efficacy of preventive services, and patient education efforts.”

I am wondering why you singled out preventive services and pa-
tiex‘x?t education efforts as low priority for purposes of this funding
cut?

Mr. FLEmING. Senator, that is not to say that they are not impor-
tant—they clearly are. But as we looked at the options, we have
about $19 million for research that Congress has required us to do
on reimbursement methodology, plus we have reserved about $3
million to do additional studies on new projects for reimbursement
methodology as we move into capitation.

So it was simply a matter of choices in dealing with the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings cuts. '

Senator BINGAMAN. And your view was that those items were
lower priority than the others?

Mr. FLeMiNGg. They are really not at the core of our mission.
They are not unimportant, and it is conceivable that if at some
(tiime in the future we could pick those up again, we would like to

0 s0.

Chairman HEeinNz. Senator Bingaman, there will be time for you
to return to your line of questioning.

Senator BINGAMAN. Surely. Is my time up? I did not see a note.

Chairman Heinz. Well, the lights are the signal there, but they
are hard to see.

Senator BINGAMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HEeiNz. Senator Chiles.
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR LAWTON CHILES

Senator CHiLEs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to express my
appreciation to you for holding this hearing.

Since we are facing the first sequestration under Gramm-
Rudman on March 1, the hearing certainly comes at a most appro-
priate time.

I think it is important for members of our Aging Committee to
have a good grasp on what the impact of this sequestration is going
to be, and it is more important that we develop a hearing record in
order that other Members of the Senate may know the impact on
our Nation’s elderly.

I would have preferred that we had gotten to this point without
the sequestration having taken place. If we had adopted the bipar-
tisan Gorton-Chiles budget plan last year, we would not have had
to face these across-the-board cuts, and I think we would be on the
path to a balanced budget in a fair way now—but we did not. And
now, we face cuts that no one likes.

So maybe if we loock now at some of the results that we produce
by not taking action, we will be more inclined to promote a fair
and reasonable budget in the next few months.

I hope the administration will lock at the same facts and figures
and be willing to come to the table to join with us in a settlement
that gets this job done.

I think it is very important for us to dispel some of the myths
that are springing up about the young being “soaked” in order to
exempt the elderly. That is simply nonsense. Whether you are 80 -
or 18 makes no difference when it comes to the deficit. Our deficits
today are the products of choices that we made whenr we said that
we can balance the budget while cutting taxes and raising costs in
certain roped-off parts of the budget. No one has got any business
framing the issue of the Federal budget in terms of the young
against the old.

Hopefully, 'if education is needed in this area, this hearing will
be a good move in that direction.

In my experience, Mr. Chairman, as you know, I come from a
State with 2.5 million older persons. No group has been more will-
ing to come to grips with our deficit problem than the elderly.
They saw a Depression and what it could do to the Nation, and
they have no desire to see their children, their grandchildren, and
even great-grandchildren have to go through that agony. I think
they have been more than willing to do their part. But they want
to know that everyone else is sharing the sacrifice and the pain
with them, and they know that we have not been fair in selecting
out certain groups of retirees {o bear the burden. We have not been
just in allowing certain corporations and wealthy individuals to get
by without paying their fair share. It is not fair to allow unbridled
defense spending that enriches contractors without increasing our
military end-strength, and I hope that we in the Senate will rectify
these issues in the budget that we pass for next year.

I certainly tried with a number of others to reach that objective
last year, and I come to this year’s deliberations with the same re-
solve. I think that it is not going to be easy, but it is a task that we
all have to join up to.



69

Dr. Mather, as I understand it, the VA, after the Gramm-
Rudman sequester cut of 1,300 full-time equivalents in medical
care, is now proposing in the President’s budget to cut an addition-
al 8,900 people in 1987. That will be a total reduction of 10,200 em-
ployees from the fiscal year 1986 appropriation level.

How can you cut this many employees from the current VA hos-
pital and nursing care programs in 1 year and not suffer major re-
ductions in quality of care?

Are you planning to reduce the quality of care, or are you plan-
ning on closing down some of the existing hospitals?

Dr. MATHER. Senator, I am not here to speak authoritatively on
the issue of the fiscal 1987 budget, but the President has put before
Congress a budget that will allow us to transition appropriately
into fiscal year 1987.

The reductions that you refer to reflect no intent at all to affect
quality; in fact, they are a reflection of some of the legislative
changes that have been proposed, such as a means test, third-party
reimbhursement for private insurance, and the like.

Further than that there will be no closing of facilities, and there
will only be a modest change in the workload. So that as quality is
maintained the actual availability of the amount of services will
not be as great as it is in fiscal year 1986.

Senator CHiLes. Do you think you can cut 10,200 employees in 1
year, while you are trying to phase in some other changes, and you
are not going to affect care?

Dr. MATHER. Senator, I do not have before me the fiscal year
1987 budget documents, but I think they reflect a careful look at
all the administration’s concerns about reducing the deficit, and al-
lowing those provisions in Gramm-Rudman-Hollings in fiscal year
1987, as it were, not to kick in.

I think I can say fairly strongly that the administration’s bal-
anced budget of fiscal year 1987 does reflect, with the reductions in
employment, the maintenance of quality, although there will
indeed be a certain reduction in those that can be served.

Senator CHiLes. My time is up.

Chairman Heinz. Senator Chiles, thank you very much.

Senator Wilson.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR PETE WILSON

Senator WiLsoN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I
join in congratulating you and thanking you for convening this
very important hearing.

I assume that everybody in this room and a great many more
outside it know, but perhaps it bears repeating, that Gramm-
Rudman by no means compels us to accept an automatic cut. It
compels us to accept that cut only in the absence of a congressional
consensus to avoid it. And the entire reason for the legislation is
that there is nothing in the past half-century of the history of this
body, the other body, or a succession of national administrations, to
warrant any confidence on the part of the public that without this
sword of Damocles hanging over our head, that we will depart from
a tradition of not setting and keeping priorities, but instead persist
in spending for virtually everything.
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So I think this hearing is essential to assist those of us concerned
with the problems of the aging, and being armed with sufficient in-
formation so that Congress can do what it is supposed to do, but
has clearly defaulted from doing, and that is setting and keeping
priorities.

Having said that let me first express surprise and pleasure that
this is such a short-winded panel that being only a few minutes
late, I managed to miss the first half of it. I had expected that in
the traditions of the Senate, I would be able to arrive at a gentle-
manly pace and still be on time for most of the hearing.

Chairman Hginz. Would the gentleman yield?

Senator WiLsoN. Yes, if it is on the chairman’s time.

Chairman HEeinz. It is on the chairman’s time. Under Gramm-
Rudman, all testimony is severelg' cut. [Laughter.]

Senator Evans. By 4.6 percent?

Chairman Heinz. At least.

Senator WiLsoN. If you had announced that earlier, there would
have been a landslide vote for it. [Laughter.]

But in any case, having missed Dr. Williams, let me apologize to
him and ask a question.

I am very much concerned with what the impact on research
into Alzheimer’s disease will be from the projected automatic cuts.?

Dr. WirLiamMs. Yes, Senator Wilson. As I stated in our testimony,
we do make priorities, and Alzheimer’s disease research is one of
our highest. We have tried to preserve that as much as possible.

Nevertheless, the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts have been ap-
plied across all mechanisms—including the research centers mech-
anism—as a consequence, we will be delaying the progress in re-
search supported by our Alzheimer Disease Research Centers, in
several settings. Initiations of these activities have been carried
forward from earlier years because available funds were insuffi-
cient to start all approved projects.

One example is in the program in Boston, where Dr. Gusells,
who identified the gene area for Huntington’s disease, will be
unable to begin a project approaching that problem in Alzheimer
disease, where there may well be some important payoff in identi-
fying some analogous genetic feature. Another example is at the
University of Southern California, where the planned expansion of
the number of autopsies on Alzheimer’s disease victims will be de-
layed. A third example is a likely delay in the analysis of some of
our epidemiologic data on dementia.

So there are several areas where we clearly will not be able to
carry forward all of the research which has been planned and ap-
proved for award.

Senator WiLsoN. Thank you very much, Doctor. I think that that
work is correctly identified by your agency as a priority.

Mr. Fleming, what is the magnitude of Medicare savings possible
from imposing this third-party requirement—in other words, the
requirement that a private health insurance carrier be made pri-
marily responsible rather than secondarily responsible for the pay-
ment of health care costs?

! See appendix, p. 117, for more questions and answers on Alzheimers disease programs and
policies of the National Institute on Aging.
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Mr. FLEMING. I do not have the figures with me, Senator, but we
can supply it for the record. It is in the range of $200 million for
the working aged.

Senator WitsoN. I would like to have those for the record, be-
cause whatever the amount, it seems to me that that feally is an
equitable and overdue requirement, and I would hope that it could
bring some substantial relief. )

{Subsequent to the hearing, the following was submitted for the
record:]

Under current law, Medicare is secondary payer only for workers aged 65-63 and
their spouses who have employer-based group coverage on the basis of their own or
their spouse’s current employment. The Administration proposes to extend the sec-
ondary payer provision to workers and their spouses age 70 and over. If implement-
ed, this proposal would save the program $210 million in fiscal year 1987, and $235
million in fiscal year 1988.

The Administration also proposes to make Medicare the secondary payer when
disabled Medicare beneficiaries or their spouses have employer group health insur-
ance coverage. The proposal would require employers to offer group coverage to the
disabled or their spouses and dependents. Violators would be denied use of the tax
deduction for employer health insurance. If enacted, the proposal would save $330
million in fiscal year 13987 and $350 million in fiscal year 1988.

Senator WiLson, Mr. Suzuki, could you describe what coordina-
tion has been made between your Agency and the Department of
Agriculture with respect to distribution of surplus commodities as
part of the Nutrition Programs, both congregate and otherwise?

Mr. Suzukl. We have been actively engaged with the USDA in
terms of the Commodities Program. I must state frankly that the
States have options as to whether they accept the subsidy in terms
of commodities or cash in lieu of the commodities, and State
choices have historically run toward cash. So the vast majority of
States draw down the subsidy in cash. Recently, we have been em-
phasizing and working on various aspects of the Commodities Pro-
gram where we fee] there would be a better subsidy through com-
modities, and we are engaged right now in working with national
organizations and with USDA in trying to promote greater use of
commodities. But frankly, the vast majority of States use cash.

Senator WiLson. Mr. Chairman, my time has expired. I would
very much like to pursue this point, though, because I think that
the use of these surplus commedities has not been as vigorous or as
efficient as it could be, and I think it points to a very significant
answer.

Mr. Suzukl. We believe it deserves much more emphasis, and a
number of national organizations have been joining with us in pro-
moting the use of commodities.

Senator WiLsoN. Thank you.

Chairman Heinz. Thank you, Senator Wilson.

Senator Burdick.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR QUENTIN N. BURDICK

Senator Burbick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Members of the panel, in my State of North Dakota we will
have, of course, the 4.3 percent cuts immediately, and the 1987 cuts
will amount to $52,740,000. North Dakota ranks sixth in the
Nation in per capita losses under Gramm-Rudman. The fiscal 1986
and 1987 cuts will deliver a devastating blow to the States, funds
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for low-income energy assistance. North Dakota’s cuts in the Low-
gxcome Energy Assistance Program are the third highest in the
ation.

I would like to address this question first of all to Mr. Sabatini.
What are we going to do about low-income assistance in States like
North Dakota which are beset with very severe weather, and they
are barely getting along now with the allotment; what are we
going to do with cuts like this in the future?

Mr. SaBATINI. Senator, the 4.3 percent reductions that we are re-
quired to take have to be made in the Low-Income Home Energy
Assistance Program in accordance with the reallocation formula
that was passed in 1984.

One of the provisions in that statute passed at that time was a
guaranteed hold-harmless level for certain States. That provision
indicated that States would not fall below what the allocation
would have been under the prior formula, assuming that the appro-
priated amounts would have been $1.975 billion.

I have detailed information on each State, and looking at North
Dakota, the indication is that they will not have a reduction in
low-income energy assistance as a result of the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings legislation, that the State falls into the category of one of
the protected States in the hold-harmless category and will not be
experiencing a reduction.

Senator Burbick. Well, that is good news. What about 1987?
What about the cuts? .

Mr. SaBaTiNI. The 1987 budget is requesting an appropriation of
$2.1 billion, the same as the 1986 appropriation prior to the
Gramm-Rudman reductions.

Senator BURDICK. Are you telling me that the 1987 budget will
not be cut in energy assistance?

Mr. SasaTini. The appropriation being requested in the 1987
budget is the same as the amount requested in 1986.

Se;nator Burbick. And it will be exempt from Gramm-Rudman
cuts?

Mr. SasaTini. No, sir.

Senator Burbpick. Well, that is what I am talking about.

Mr. SasaTinNi. I am sorry. The Low-Income Home Energy Pro-
gram will not be exempt from Gramm-Rudman cuts. As I indicated
in my statement, however, it is virtually impossible to speculate on
the impact of Gramm-Rudman in 1987 at this point.

Senator Burpick. Well, if we take the President’s recommenda-
tion, what is the cut going to be?

Mr. SaBaTini. For 19877

Senator Burbpick. Yes.

Mr. SaBaTinNi. If the President’s budget were enacted as present-
ed, the funding level for the Energy Program is the same as it is in
1986, $2.1 billion.

Senator Burpick. Well, am I to tell my people in North Dakota
that in 1987 there will be no reduction in energy assistance?

Mr. SaBATINI. Assuming that you pass the President’s budget as
submitted.

Senator Burbpick. Is that correct? Well, there is some question
zbout that. [Laughter.]
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Let me go to Mr. Suzuki. You stated that these cuts in Meals-on-
Wheels and other food help will not be hurt because you are going
to increase productivity. Is that correct?

Mr. Suzuki. Well, T am stating that we hope that the cuts in
terms of the number of meals and the number of people served in
1986 will not be that great. Qur historical pattern is increased pro-
ductivity of at least 6 percent in the past several years. We have no
reason to believe that the increase in productivity in 1986 will not
continue, so that we think it will overcome the Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings cut. But again, I have to frankly state, that obviously we
are not going to be serving as many people as we would have if
there had not been a cut.

Senator Burbick. Well, you know that Meals-on-Wheels is a good
project, and it saves money. Many people do not have to go to nurs-
ing homes, if this is an alternative. And I do not understand why
they cut this at all.

Mr. Suzuki. Well, the Administration on Aging was instructed
by the Department that cuts were made across each of the pro-
grams. In other words, there was no selectivity allowed by the law;
it was 4.3 percent in each of the programs.

Senator Burbpick. Well, what is your testimony? Is this 4.3 per-
cent cut not going to hurt the programs?

Mr. Suzuki. The 4.3 percent obviously is a reduction. But we are
hoping that the cut in the number of meals and people served will
be lessened, that the impact of the 4.3 percent will be moderated by
those forces that we have talked about.

Chairman Hginz. Senator Burdick, your time has expired. If you
wish a second round of questions, there will be time.

Senator Burbick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Senator Burdick follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF QUENTIN N. Burbick

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the Aging Commitiee holding this hearing
on the effects of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction bill.

Last year, when he was describing his balanced budget proposal, Senator Rudman
called the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings legislation “‘a bad idea whose time has come.”

I thought he was half right, so T voted against the bill.

I know Gramm-Rudman is not an idea whose time has come—but it’s the law
now, and we have to live with it.

We are at the very beginning of a rocky, hard road of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
Already, it has become painfully clear to me that the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts
coming on March ! are a bad idea.

And these cuts are only the beginning. If Congress and the President can't agree
on a budget for next year that meets the Gramm-Rudman deficit reduction formula,
much more severe cuts will be made in the budget.

In my state of North Dakota, these cuts will take back $52,740,000—North Dakota
ranks 6th in the nation in per capita losses under Gramm-Rudman.

The fiscal year 1987 cuts will knock the stuffing out of the state’s funds for educa-
tion and for employment services. The picture is no brighter for programs under the
Social Services block grant, the health block grants, and funds for highways and
public works.

The senior citizens of North Dakota, supposedly protected under Gramm-Rudman
from the worst cuts, will face funding cuts in special programs for the aging that
threaten the very lives of those essential programs—senicr centers, nutrition serv-
ices, and meals on wheels in North Dakota will take cuts more severe than those in
45 other states.

Unfortunately, Gramm-Rudman is with us, and for now, we have to live with its
cuts. What we need to explore here is how we can shield America’s senior citizens
from the worst blows of the Gramm-Rudman budget cuts.
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According to a report recently published by this Committee, over 3,700,000 elderly
Americans are living in poverty—over 14 percent of the elderly population. It is im-
portant for us to know just how the Gramm-Rudman cuts will affect this population.

I lock forward to hearing from our witnesses this morning, both how the Gramm-
Rudman cuts may affect elderly Americans, and how the Administration will coun-
sel states to lessen the blow of those cuts to the greatest extent possible. Thank you.

Chairman Heinz. Senator Evans.
Senator Evans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DANIEL J. EVANS

Let me begin, as Senator Chiles and others have done, by giving
my own interpretation, of Gramm-Rudman. I think it is very
simple. We have had the privilege and the pleasure in this Govern-
ment for many, many years of four major variables in budgetmak-
ing—the amount we spend on one side, and priorities in spending;
the amount we expect from current tax revenues; the amount we
might gain from new tax revenues, and then very conveniently, the
sloppy size of the deficit to make it all work out.

I think all Gramm-Rudman has done is eliminate one variable.
We cannot fuss around now with the size of the deficit. Thus we
ought to prioritize programs that are legitimate in budgetmaking
and spending. How we analyze and spend current revenues will
answer the question of whether or not new taxes are needed.

Mr. Chairman, I think it will be a long time before we get to the
point of over-concern about what happens in 1987—we all ought to
recognize that we are not going to pass precisely the budget that
the President has submitted. We have the full array of priorities to
set for 1987. The only thing we are obliged to do is meet up with
the requirements of these cutbacks in 1986.

I have had the privilege over my political career first to act as
chief executive on many occasions, having to go in and cut back ex-
penditures because we were faced with a budget deficit. I also had
the privilege, later on, of being a manager of one of the agencies of
that same State government as a college president.

I could never understand, when I asked for cutbacks, why there
was no money in the till at the end of the biennium. As a manager
- of one of those agencies, I understood very well. We did everything
we could to make sure there was not nothing left in the till. And in
fact, we were good enough to turn back, as 1 remember the precise
figure, $5.83 at the end of one biennium in which we were request-
ed to turn money back.

With that, let me turn to some questions, particularly first of Mr.
Sabatini. In your testimony on page 3, you talk about—

The reduction in the contingency reserve which is available to meet certain unan-
ticipated workloads * * * is not large enough to threaten program operations and
service to the public. After the reduction, $139 million remains to deal with contin-

gencies. Since the traditional contingency reserve has been $50 million, we think
the size of the reserve remaining is adequate for our needs.

If the traditional reserve has been $50 million, why is it $138
million, and why don’t we take the difference between $50 million
and $138 million as a good way of aiming at our budget reduction
for 19867 :

Mr. SasaTini. Senator, the contingency reserve in our 1986 ap-
propriation was $145 million. It becomes about $139 million after
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you apply the 4.3-percent reduction. It was much higher in the
1986 appropriation than what the traditional contingency reserve
has been, due primarily to two factors. One is that at the time we
were formulating and putting together the 1986 budget request, we
had not had sufficient experience in terms of the implementation
of the 1983 disability legislation. As a result, we were unsure of
what the administrative costs for implementing that legislation
would be.

We therefore requested and were granted from the Appropria-
tions Committee a significant increase in what the traditional con-
tingency reserve had been.

In addition, we asked the Appropriations Committees to put
some additional money into that contingency reserve to enable us
to deal with the retraining and redeployment of personnel whose
jobs may be impacted as a result of our systems modernization ef-
forts. And we were fortunate enough to have the Appropriations
Committee agree with us, and that accounted for that sizable in-
crease.

Senator Evans. Well, what have you found out? Have you
needed the extra, or haven't you?

Mr. SABATINI. We are now starting to gain the experience and
gather the data that we need in terms of costing out the impact of
the administration of the disability legislation, and it appears as
though we may have to request an apportionment for some addi-
tional funds from that contingency reserve for the State disability
agencies for that program.

In addition, we have started a new program to minimize any ad-
verse impacts in the relocation of any personnel that we have to
move to various locations throughout the country to deal with
staffing imbalances, and it is too early for us to tell at this point
whether or not we would need the contingency reserve for this pur-
pose. '

Senator Evans. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Heinz. Thank you, Senator Evans.

Senator Dodd.

Senator Dopp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CHRISTOPHER J. DODD

In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, let me request that the
record be kept open for comments or further questions.

Would that be appropriate?

Chairman HEeinz. Senator Dodd, that is an excellent suggestion,
and we certainly will do so.

Senator Dobpp. I appreciate that, and I will ask unanimous con-
sent that an opening statement be made a part of the record.

[The prepared statement of Senator Dodd follows:]

PrEPARED STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER J. Dopp

Mr. Chairman, let me begin by commending you and the committee staff on orga-
nizing this hearing this morning, one which will undoubtedly provide us with a
clearer understanding of the impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings on programs and
issues effecting our senior citizens. Obviously, the better armed we are with the
facts concerning the effects of fiscal year 1986 sequestration and the likely effects of
any future automatic cuts, the more able we will be to cushion as best we can the
hard brunt of those effects upon the people we have all been elected to serve.
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I think it is important tc emphasize briefly, however, that Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings is not the enemy here this morning. Gramm-Rudman-Hollings was, in my
view, a difficult response to a most difficult problem: the run-away deficit and our
coilective inability—in concert with the President—to get the national budget under
control.

While visiting my state this past year, I found not only a recognition of the seri-
cus future consequences of the continuation of this run-away deficit, but also a gen-
uine willingness among all segments of the population to contribute to the resolu-
tion of this problem. From senior citizens to corporate executives in my state, the
message was the same: Reduce the deficit and if you do it equitably and compassion-
ately, we will contribute to the effort.

In an effort to be equitable and compassionate, Congress should seek to avoid the
automatic cuts of Gramm-Rudman-Ilollings by working together to pass responsible
legislation which reduces the enormous deficit without sacrificing the health and
welfare of oldér Americans or the protection afforded by national programs for the
elderly. We have alrcady exempted from the operation of any automatic cuts cer-
tain programs effecting the elderly, and it is my hope that this exemption reflects a
strong commitment to reduce the deficit without unfairly or callously disregarding
the needs of the elderly.

1 call upon the present administration today, as I have in the past, to make an
equal and corresponding commitment to.reduce the deficit in a manner which is fair
and compassionate to the needs and concerns of our elderly citizens. This adminis-

tration has consistently over the past years proposed cuts in programs for the eider-
" ly in budgets which are not, 1 would suggest, shining examples of fair and compas-
sionate governing. .

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings clearly creates tensions in the system. It is unfortunate
that the “86 cuts will go into effect. We should have responded to the impending
threat of those cuts by proposing an alternative. I cosponsored one. But we shouid
not lose sight today of the differentiation between the effects of Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings and the budgetary diet the President would like to put this country on.

Let me give you two examples. The President’s fiscal year 1987 budget seeks total
Medicare cuts of $4.7 billion in outlays and, by fiscal year 1989, a total cut of 11.3
percent from current.law projections. Under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, however,
Medicare is subjected to a special procedure which would limit any sequestration
cut' to 2 percent in fiscal year 1987 and thereafter. Another example: section 202
elderly housing. Under the Administration’s budget, this program would be termi-
nated with the fiscal year 1986 appropriation rescinded. The two-year impact of this
budget proposal would be the denial of housing aid to 24,000 elderly and handi-
capped individuals. Even automatic cuts under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings would not
have such a devastating effect upon this program for the elderly.

Now more than ever we cannot afford to be a house divided over fundamental
priorities. It is high time that all of us—including this administration—agree that
the protection of the very health and welfare of cur senior citizens is of the highest
priority and that we wori tirelessly and with dedication toward that end.

Senator Dopn. Mr. Chairman. I would echo the remarks made by
Senator Pete Wilson, that what we are doing here discussing
Gramm-Rudman is really discussing a process to deal with a prob-
lem that was created over the years.

I think too often there is an emphasis on talking about Gramm-
Rudman without going back and recognizing how this came about,
and it puts us in this particular position. I think that is something
that ought to be made clear to many people.

In the absence of Gramm-Rudman or something like it, I do not
know that anyone has made much of a suggestion as to how we
deal with these particular problems of prioritizing our budget
needs in the country.

I am curious, however, and if I could just run down the group of
panelists rather quickly. I think the housing area was hit, but let
me go back again.

I would like just a quick analysis, if I could, of how your budgets
would be affected, a quick comparative analysis of how your budg-
ets would be affected as compared between the President’s proposal
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made a week and a half or 2 weeks ago and what Gramm-Rudman
would do to it, if it were implemented, and if we fail along with the
President to come up with a budget process this year, and the trig-
ger goes into effect.

How do you come out with your budget, Mr. Knapp? We will
start with you, in housing. Which is a better budget for you?

Mr. Knarp. Well, the budget again depends, as you know very
well from your experience on the Banking Committee, Senator, in
terms of how you measure things, whether it is gross dollars that
you are talking about, or what you consider to be a more efficient
way of providing assistance.

1 would say that if you look at it in a gross dollars point of view,
it is probably true that even successive applications of across-the-
board cuts will leave at the bottom line a greater number of dollars
allocated to housing programs than the President’s budget.

There are exceptions to that.

Senator Dopp. In elderly housing, 202 programs, for instance.

Mr. Knarr. Well, yes, obviously in 202, because we would pro-
pose termination of 202 itself. I would mention two exceptions to it.
One that affects housing is, of course, in administrative budgets.
The President’s program proposes a more substantial administra-
tive budget for the Department as a whole than any successive ap-
plication of Gramm-Rudman would.

Another area which also affects the elderly is, as I mentioned
before, public housing operating subsidies. That is an area where
the President’s budget continues to show an increase in public
housing operating subsidies through the out-years—certainly not
something that any automatic across-the-board cut would arrive at.

On the whole, though, again the big question is the way in which
you deliver the assistance. And we believe again that the kind of
direct affordability assistance that is provided through vouchers
will permit us in the end to continue to serve an increasing
number of people through the years, in a way that successive
across-the-board cuts and the much-reduced outlay savings that
they would achieve simply will not permit.

Senator Dobp. But in this coming fiscal year you do a lot better
under Gramm-Rudman than you do under the President’s budget
as a bottom line.

Mr. Knarr. Translated in terms of bottom-line budget authority
that it leaves the Department, that is correct.

Senator Dobp. All right.

Mr. Fleming, how do you do? Let us mention Medicare specxﬁcal—
ly. I am kind of interested in that one. How do you do in Medicare,
Gramm-Rudman versus the President’s budget?

Mr. FLemiNGg. From a management perspective, we would do
better under the President’s budget in that it would enable us to
target our cuts in certain areas that are doing fairly well——

Senator Dopp. Under Gramm-Rudman, you do better than the
President’s budget in Medicare?

Mr. FLeminG. No. I said under the President’s budget.

Senator Dopp. You do better?

Mr. FLEMING. Yes.

Senator Dopp. There is a 23-percent reduction, as I understand
it, in terms of the President’s budget in Medicare——
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Mr. FLEMING. Are you talking about 1987 or 1986, Senator?

Senator Dopp. We are talking about 1987.

Mr. FLeMING. OK, 1987. That is still the case. The administration
did not concur that there should be no cuts in the Medicaid budget
under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. The President’s budget as submit-
ted envisioned those cuts under Medicaid as well as, I believe the
number is—I will have to check——

Senator Dopp. Well, I have the President’s fiscal year 1987
budget seeks Medicare cuts of $4.7 million in outlays by fiscal year
1989. It seeks a total cut of 11.3 percent in current law projections.
Under Gramm-Rudman, Medicare is subjected to a special proce-
dure, as you know, under the law would limit any sequestration to
2 percent in a fiscal year. So that in fact, you come out better
under Gramm-Rudman than you do the President’s budget in deal-
ing with Medicare. Is that true?

Mr. FLEmING. That is true.

Senator Dopp. All right. How about Mr. Sabatini? You are not
really affected in the sense of Social Security.

Mr. SasaTini. Not really.

Senator Dopp. How about veterans, Dr. Mather?

Dr. MATHER. Senator, I will take this opportunity to amplify a
little on my answer to Senator Chiles, since I now have some fig-
ures I can work with.

I would reaffirm the statement, though, that the reductions in
workload will not adversely affect quality, and it is simply because
of those cutbacks of dollars and staff that it resulted in us propos-
ing in the President’s budget that we will reduce patients treated
in our hospitals by about 57,205, and outpatient visits will be; re-
duced by about 1,114,000. § , .

Senator ChiLEs. So you would cut the number of patients you
treat, and you would cut the number of outpatient visits?

Dr. MATHER. That is correct, Senator. '

Senator Dopp. Well, my red light is on, but my point here is that
Gramm-Rudman is a very important issue to be discussed, and
today we are discussing how Gramm-Rudman affects the elderly.
But as I look at it, in terms of housing, Medicare and veterans,
Gramm-Rudman is a blessing by comparison to what is being pro-
posed by the administration.

Dr. MATHER. Senator Dodd, could I just complete the direct
answer to your question, and that is the comparison of pre- and
post-Gramm-Rudman in fiscal year 1986, we end up with dollars
that are greater than the President’s budget submitted for fiscal
year 1987.

Senator Dopp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HeINz. Senator Dodd, thank you.

Senator Warner.

Senator WARNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR JOHN W. WARNER

I will be brief, because I know we are anxious to move on to the
next panel, and I will submit my statement for the record.

Chairman Heinz. Without objection, your statement will be in-
cluded in the record.
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iThe prepared statement of Senator Warner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN WARNER

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I would like to express my strong ap-
preciation for the opportunity of participating in today’s hearing.

I can think of no issue more timely than the need to accurately convey to the
Nation’s elderly what they may expect from their government as a result of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. Too often in recent years, the older citizens of this
Nation have had to cope without needed information or, in some cases, they have
had te cope with actual misinfermation.

The single greatest service which we as an oversight commitiee can render to the
Nation’s elderly is to assure that they are adequately prepared for the impact of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings era.

QOur witnesses today have been invited to appear as representatives of those Fed-
eral agencies most essential in maintaining Government supports of the elderly. We
will have an opportunity to examine income security, health care, housing, medical
research, community services, all of which are critical to our Nation’s senior citi-
zens.

1t is our goal to make known, and as accurately as possible, exactly how cutbacks
will be made and what discretion, if any, has been provided for the agencies in set-
ting priorities. We will then hear from representatives of the elderly themselves,
?{n?l learn what they foresee as their most pressing need under Gramm-Rudman-

ollings.

1 am particularly pleased to note that the National Association of Retired Federal
Employees will be represenied. NARFE, us this association has coine {o be called,
has more than half-a-million members, thousands of whom [ am privileged to
number among my constituents.

As the committee is well aware, the Nation's Government retirees, both civilian
and military, will receive no inflation protection adjustment this year. Their COLA
was the first victim of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, and no single other retiree group
stands to suffer greater impact.

Mr. Chairman, we have a lot of ground to cover today, and I certainly do not wish
to further delay our proceedings. I would only say that the Nation’s elderly makes
up %lfmt segment of the population which, in many cases, is the least able to protect
itself.

The loss of earning power in the face of inflation, growing medical problems and
costs, the need to maintain adequate shelter and nutrition, all of these must be
faced on a daily basis by many thousands of our senior citizens.

We owe them—in fact, it is our duty—to clearly provide for them what changes
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings may bring to their lives.

Senator WARNER. I would like to make one brief observation. All
of us have our sources of information on this subject, and I am
privileged to have a source in my mother, who is 98 years old, and
from her many friends.

It is surprising the measure of courage that I detect in this cate-
gory of Americans who really are least of all able to take these
cuts. But it is a measure of courage that they will take their share
providing that share is fair. I can think of no obligation on this
committee and on the Congress than to assure that whatever cuts
come under Gramm-Rudman on our elderly are fair.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I feel that we should move on to the
next panel just as quickly as we can.

Chairman HEeinz. Very well. Senator Warner, thank you very
much.

Senator Hawkins.

Senator HAwkINs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR PAULA HAWKINS

My concern is twofold. I feel that America has drifted toward
this spot in history where the family has so deteriorated until we
warehouse the elderly.

I visit almost monthly a congregate meals center. I visit a center
for senior citizens who in many instances have outlived their chil-
dren or been abandoned by their children.

Now, I must say I did not vote for Gramm-Rudman. I felt I would
rather pick and choose as we went along, but I am not going to
wring my hands about, “I told you so.”

But there are many services that have to be delivered to these
people who come to the State of Florida. We are blessed in having
their wisdom and their expertise and the many talents that they
bring to us in picking Florida for their final home.

But we need police attention; they need legal information; they
have to have consumer protection. They are so weak and so vulner-
able in many instances, with no one to protect them. And I am
talking about the oldest, I am talking about the most precious—our
children and our grandparents.

In the center, we can kind of make out for ourselves. But with
the absence of families assisting these seniors, the weakest and the
most precious among us, I am vitally concerned with a lot of prob-
lems, all of them represented across this table, all of them making
great impacts upon our State of Florida.

Mr. Suzuki, you mentioned that every congregate meal center
might have to cut back on services in delivering meals to about
four or five individuals. Is that correct?

Mr. Suzuki. Up to four meals a day, that is correct; that would
be under the straight 4.3 percent reduction, without figuring the
increased contribution for productivity. We are hoping it will be

- gvercome.

Senator Hawkins. Our population increases daily in Florida.

Mr. Suzuki. Yes.

Senator HAWKINS. And that is coming from another State—some
are not coming from another State, I must say, but other countries.
You know, we are in a catch-22 position. We play host to these
people who want to come to our beautiful “Venice” in America and
live out their lives, and at the same time as that number increases,
we have to increase services; we cannot cut in Florida—unless you
can work out some magic where the States that are losing popula-
tion will give us some money.

Mr. Suzukt. It is very clear that if we are not increasing services,
we will have reductions. The other thing that happens is program
participation by the elderly themselves. In 1980 they contributed
something around $9 million; this past year in 1985, they contribut-
ed $120 million.

So in some ways, the participants themselves share in the costs.
Some of those increases in contributions, as well as efficiencies in
purchasing, menu planning, et cetera, we hope will overcome the
reductions.

I make no contention that with the cut, we are going to expand
as much as we can.
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Senator HAwKINS. So you do not have any economies of scale—
the more you serve, the less it costs?

Mr. Suzuki. No. There are obviously various things such as bulk
buying of commodities and various other things which we are pur-
suing. It really is not A.A; it is really the States and the area agen-
cies located across the country who are trying to get a bigger bang
for each dollar in terms of services to the elderly.

Senator Hawkins. Are there some States that do better than
others?

Mr. Suzuki. We are not in lockstep, no. Some States are more
aggressive in their pursuit of various measures.

Senator HAwkINs. I will be watching closely, and I would like to
work with you on this program.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Hawkins follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR PAULA HAWKINS

As many of you know, my home state of Florida has the largest number of senicr
citizens per capita in the nation. Our climate is warm, opportunities abound, and
Florida has become a mecca for a great number of this nation’s retiring and senior
citizens. May I add that Florida has greatly benefitted from the expertise and
wisdom of senior citizens with a wide range of experiences and “nowledge.

But Florida’s senior population also presents some very unique challenges to our
state—challenges which will confront our nation as a whole in coming years as we
continue to witness the graying of America.

Housing and day care services must be provided for the elderly who have no
family to turn to. Consumer fraud, violent and domestic crime against the elderly
are rampant. Legal, police and consumer protection must be provided. Meals-On-
Wheels and Congregate Meals must provide square meals for those who are shut-in
and unable to shop and cook for themselves. These services are absolutely essential
for the elderly—many of whom depend upon their social security checks as their
only source of income and are unable to fend for themselves.

N Th?e gquestion we must ask, therefore is: where can we cut without making cuts
urt?

As Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is contemplated by this Administration and this
Congress, some very difficult choices will have to be made. We must ensure that
cuts not have an adverse impact upon the oldest, the most vulnerable, and certainly
the most precious of our citizens—our parents and grandparents—our nation's
senior citizens.

Senator Evans. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Heinz. Yes, Senator Evans.

Senator EvAns. Just before this panel leaves——

Chairman Hginz. I was not going to dismiss them. I think there
are some people who have additional questions for them.

Senator Evans. I wonder if we could pose one question to the
whole panel, because I think there has been a lot of misunder-
standing.

Chairman Hginz. Well, perhaps, but——

Senator Evans. If you want to wait until we get to a second
round, when you reach me.

) Chgi(xi'man Heinz. Not necessarily. The chairman has something
in mind.

Senator Evans. OK. I would certainly defer to the chairman.

Chairman HEeiNz. First, the committee has published and made
available a committee print, “The Impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings on Programs Serving Older Americans in Fiscal 1986.” The
purpose of this hearing—and 1 have a suspicion this is what Sena-
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tor Evans was going to say, though I do not know—the purpose of
this hearing—and I have a few questions for our witnesses—is to
clarify for the record whether what amounts to a formula cut, a
buzz saw sawing through large and small timber alike, makes
sense; is it rational or irrational? Do the results bring about fair-
ness or irrationally unfair results, or are they tolerable?

Now, clearly, at 4.3 percent, it is going to be hard to find any
evidence of the world coming t¢ an end. On the other hand, exam-
ining carefully your testimony, I think we are going to be able to
come to a number of conclusions. ,

We are not, by the way, here to particularly compare the admin-
istration’s 1987 budget to where we are today. There are a lot of
things many of us do not like about the 1987 budget.

The real question is what would a 1987 Gramm-Rudman, instead
of being 4.3 percent but 30 percent, result in, and will that stimu-
late us to do the job we did not do in fiscal 1986 which has brought
about the buzz saw approach to budget cutting.

My question to Franklin Williams at NIA is this. You have de-
scribed, Frank, in your testimony that there are a number of cuts
such as a 22-percent cut in trainees. You have very few trainees to
begin with. These trainees will train other people to take care of
the elderly. You have described a 5- to 10-percent cut in grants to
research, research which I assume could yield tremendous possible
savings to us both in suffering and in costs if they are successful.

From your point of view, does the buzz saw approach, the 4.3 per-
cent, lead to a restructuring of priorities that is out of whack with
what your sense of policy priorities ought to be, and if so, how?!

Dr. WiLLiams. Well, essentially, Senator, the way the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings cuts were imposed equally across all of our mech-
anisms, there is a little room in certain categories, but overall, we
are locked into cuts that just about have to affect total mecha-
nisms.

Unless we reprogram, for example, in the training area, we do
not have any flexibility whatsoever. In the Alzheimer Disease Re-
search Centers, we have no flexibility.

Chairman Heinz. Now, if you had to take the same amount of
cuts but could do it setting your own priorities and with discretion,
would you do it differently, and if so, how?

NDr. WiLLiams. We would certainly modify it some some degree.
ow——

Chairman Hginz. Where do you think cuts are being much
deeper than you would prefer, and where would you offset them ac-
cordingly?

Dr. “;;LLIAMS. The single place that is the most obvious is a
modest part of our budget, but it is the most obvious one, and it is
in the training area. The equally important one is in our centers
area.

But to shift funds, for example, if we had the freedom, would
mean that we would still have to cut into some other research or
contract areas which are important; but we have to make those pri-
ority decisions all the time.

i See appendix, p. 117, for more questions and answers from the National Institute on Aging on
the effects of Gramm-Rudman on their policies and programs.
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For example, we have consciously done nothing in the last couple
of vears to promote more research on pharmacoclogy and aging.
This is an important area, but we have had to make the judgment
that it did not offer as much scientific promise at the moment as
work on Alzheimer disease or molecular genetics or the oldest-old,
or a few other areas, which Congress has alsc concurred in.

So we would have to take money out of some areas that are im-
portant, but not as high priority. Right now, we have very little
flexibility in any of that.

Chairman Hginz. Now, Mr. Sabatini, you have mentioned in re-
sponse to Senator Evans the contingency reserve and the uncer-
tainty about how you are going to handle the new law on disability
reviews. As I understand what is involved, you will have to absorb
a tremendous loss of worker years. As I understand it, coupled with
the cut in FTEE’s, you will lose 3,242 worker years on an annua-
lized basis, and you are going to lose it in 1 day. On February 28,
Kgu will have the number of workers that you have today. On

arch 1, you will in effect have to take action to get down to that
level very quickly. We are one-third of the way through the year
already.

Isn’t that going to affect service delivery, and if so, how?

Mr. SABATINL Senator, we think that we can minimize any ad-
verse effect on service delivery. Let me just clarify a couple of
points.

First of all, the major portion of the work with regard to the im-
plementation of the 1984 disability legislation is going to be per-
formed by the State disability agencies. The funding for the State
agencies is immune from sequestration under the Gramm-Rudman
Act. Therefore—

Chairman HEemz. So you are saying it is not going to have a
major impact.

Mr. SaBaTINL. Not on the implementation of the disability legis-
lation, not on the State agencies——

Chairman HEeiNz. Is there going to be any impact, and if so,
where?

Mr. SaeraTiNi. We think that there will be an impact—but in
some respects, we are very fortunate, because the construction of
our appropriation account is such that we have.a great deal of
flexibility in terms of where we will be taking the various cuts that
are going to have to be taken under the Gramm-Rudman Act. And
as a result, we have very carefully selected those areas where we
can take the reductions for fiscal year 1986 to minimize the impact,
recognizing that they are reductions and they are real reductions,
and we are not going to be able to do some of the things that are
desirable and things that we would like to do.

Chairman Hginz. But what are they?

Mr. SaraTiNt. Well, for example, one thing that is to our benefit
is that in our fiscal year 1986 appropriation, we got $30 million
more than what our requested appropriation level was for adminis-
trative expenses. And upon enactment of that appropriation——

Chairman HEeiNz. In fairness to my colleagues, my time has ex-
pired, but let me ask you to provide certain specific information in
writing, and we will work with you so that it is concise.

Mr. SaBaTiNI. No problem.

[Su‘ki)sequent to the hearing, the following was submitted for the
record:]
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Gramm-Rudman Reductions

FY 1986 Limitation on Administrative Expenses

SSA is reguired to take a uniform 4.3 percent reductlon in each program,
project and activity under Gramm-Rudman. For the Limitation on Administrative
Expenses, SSA's largest account which covers the administrative costs of the
trust fund and SSI programs, this includes the contingency reserve, automatic
data processing and teleccmmunications, and the remainder of the budget for
all other administrative expenses. A brcakdown of $144.4 million in FY 1986
reductions is provided in the table below:

Budget Authority

Limitation on Administrative Expenses _In Thousands
Avallable Budgetary RESOULCES.s:sssrrrrrrartrrsrrrsssrrsns $3,992,486
Reductions

1. CONtingency ReSCIVEe...ctreerccccccorsssnsnocoanon PO -6,235
2. Automatic Data Processing and Telecommunications...... -12,272

3. RAll other Administrative Expenses:
a. Personnel Compensation............. PRI -95,148

1) Maintain the FY 1986 President's budgat level
for full-time equivalents {a reduction of
$30 million from the FY 1586 appropriation
level).

2} A reduction of 1,338 workyears of overtime,
from 3,113 or 3.8 percent of total weorkyears
in the FY 1986 appropriation to 1,775 or
2.2 percent of total workyears in SSA'S
current request.

3} A reduction of 724 workyears to be achiecved
by limiting SSA participation in this year's
summer youth employment program.

By PrAavVel.s it rtrrrrrnrarsrrersrnssrrerrrsasscascncns e -5,090
c. Transportation of Things..:itsrtescssrrsssssersrnse -17
4. Rents, Communications and Utilities.....euivssnsnss -4,063
e. Printing and Reproducticn........oveveeevn cesaanas -1,759
£. Other ServiCeS.iiesveerssrccccssssersosssssssossns -10,436
g. Supplies and MaterialsS...cccoeesercevccconsoccsens -3,895
He BQuipment...eoccccececrsosancosanaans [ ~5,442

Subtotal All Other............. ceeenee. -$125,850

Total RedUCLiON. rreresrssrrssscnseocas _—$144,357

Budgetary Regources After Reduction....c.::seesrvresoresass $3,848,128
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Chairman HEgINz. One other question I would like to get an
answer to in writing from Mr. Fleming at HCFA is this. As he well
knows, many Peer Review Organizations are in the process of as-
sembling very necessary documentation to sanction specific provid-
ers for quality of care problems.

It is my understanding that one sanction costs between $10,000
and $15,000 to prepare and to follow through with. There is a $16.8
million sequester that hits the PRO’s. I would like to know in writ-
ing—we will not take the time to get into it here—whether HCFA
will have sufficient funds to support the PRO’s ongoing activities
bot}i in terms of quality and in terms of enforcement, which is
costly.

[Subsequent to the hearing, the following information was re-
ceived from HCFA for the record:]

We have set aside funds to meet PRO’s requirements for sanctions activities as
well as other unanticipated changes to the Scope of Work. The Gramm-Rudman se-

questration will not adversely impact PRO’s ability to take prompt sanction action
where conditions warrant.

Chairman Heinz. I thank my colleagues for their patience.

I believe Senator Chiles is next.

Senator CHiLgs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fleming, if the freeze on physician fees with its attendant
protections for the beneficiary goes off as proposed by the Presi-
dent’s budget, can you tell us what is going to happen with regard
to the assignment payments to be made by the beneficiaries? Will
the increases be passed on to them? Do you not think that shifts in
the costs that have been held down for the last 2 years are now
going to be passed on to beneficiaries?

Mr. FLemiNG. Senator, we are of course looking at the whole
area of physician reimbursement and reform of that system. We
are very encouraged that almost two-thirds of the part B Medicare
bills are now accepted under assignment; only about one-third are
not.

Clearly, if the freeze goes off and physicians increase their rates,
that is going to fall on those beneficiaries who are not going to phy-
sicians who accept assignment.

Senator CHiLes. So it is going to increase; it is going to fall on
them if the freeze goes off? That is certainly going to be an impact
and a burden.

Mr. FLeMING. As I said, Senator, we are looking at reform of the
phgsician reimbursement system and would——

enator CHILES. While you are looking at it Mr. Fleming, don’t
you think we ought to be doing something about that before we
take the freeze off? In other words, if we do the one and we are
looking at the other, you have already told me what is going to
happen, which we all know that the people are going to be zapped
with those increases.

Mr. FLemiNG. We will be reporting to Congress on that physician
reform, and we expect that to be of significant help to the benefici-
arles.

Senator Chires. Well, I hope so. I am continuaily concerned
about these things where we do one thing, thinking we are going to
get some efficiency, or we are going to produce positive reform, but
we wind up with a punitive provision.
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Mr. Sabatini, according to your budget officials, after sequestra-
tion the full-time level for Social Security Administration staffing
is going to be 76,349 in 1986. The dollar figures, however, in the
President’s budget for the next 5 years for the Social Security Ad-
ministration costs, again reflect your plan to reduce staffing by
17,000 persons. That is the same number of cuts you proposed last
year, and at that time less than 5,000 of those reductions were at-
tributed to computer modernization.

The remaining 12,000 positions were due to come from other
vague changes that were going to be made. It is now 1 year later.
Can you tell me what detailed reports you have available which
demonstrate how staffing cuts in the magnitude of 12,000 people
can be made without affecting the level of service to beneficiaries?

Mr. SaBaTiNi. Senator, the staffing cuts in the long-range plan,
the 6-year plan for a reduction of 17,000 full-time equivalents is a
target and a direction in terms of where the Agency will be going
from 1985 through 1990. Much of that reduction, as you indicated,
is based on the successful implementation of our systems modern-
ization effort.

In addition, we are hoping to save and bring about efficiencies
through improved processes, changes in policies, in procedures,
that will make our workloads less labor intensive, but still allow us
to provide an adequate level of public service. We are not going to
make these reductions at the expense of public service and the
service that we deliver to the public,

Senator CHiLes. Well, I asked you at the appropriations hearings
last year if you would give me some detailed plans, and I have not
received them. I hope the chairman will be more successful. I
repeat that request, to you now. If you are going to give me the
language, “modernization,” I want to see how you are going to do
it.

Mr, SaBaTiNL But the plans are detailed each year in our budget
request, Senator. As we formulate the budget and put the budget
together for submission each year, we have a direction or a target
that we are moving toward. And as we can really quantify and
measure the progress that we are making and be sure that that
progress is in fact real, we are then reflecting that in the yearly
budget submissions.

Senator CHiLES. So the President’s budget gives us a 5-year
budget projection.

Mr. SaBATINI. A 5-year budget target, yes, sir.

Senator CHILES. A budget target. So those figures are just sort of
taken out of the sky, and you implement them 1 year at a time, or
do you have some basis for——

Mr. SaBaTiNi. No. We indicated that those savings—approxi-
mately one-third of those savings—would come from our systems
modernization plan. We expected some significant savings
coming—around 2,000 of that 17,000 would be derived just through
reductions, or streamlining the Agency’s overhead, in the staff-
level positions as opposed to operations- or workload-driven posi-
tions, just through improvements in our processes, and the elimina-
tion of what may be unnecessary or unproductive workloads and
burdens that are being placed on the operating people in our
Agency, and we expect significant savings.
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Now, we have said, and we said it at last year’s appropriation
hearing, that this 17,000 number is not carved in stone; it is a gen-
eral, estimated target that we are going to move toward on a year-
by-year basis, and we will be looking at those numbers and those
targets each year as we put together the budget.

I would like to point out, Senator, that at the close of this fiscal
year, the Social Security Administration will be approximately 8
percent smaller in terms of FTE utilization than it was 5 years ago.
By the same token, because we proceeded very cautiously and very
prudently in implementing these changes and making sure that
they are beneficial, by every measure we have that indicates the
level of timeliness and quality of service to the public, we are in
better shape than we have ever been.

We are not going to make these reductions, Senator, at the cost
of public service, I assure you of that.

Senator ChiLes. Well, I join with the chairman in asking to see
your figures, as you produce any figures that will show us how this
would be done. And I would have to say, I do not know what your
measure of it is, but when I am talking to people and they are tell-
ing me how long they are having to wait at the Social Security of-
fices in the State of Florida, I am not getting this same answer that
you are getting, that it is the same level of services. There are tre-
mendous waits, tremendous times, and it is not better than it was 8
years ago in the State of Florida in regard to those waiting times.

Chairman HEINz. Senator Chiles, thank you very much.

Senator Wilson.

Senator WiLsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Fleming, let me pick up with you the line of questioning
which Chairman Heinz was pursuing in his last question for the
record, that having to do with the impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings on peer review organization activity.

I believe you are aware that recently, in January, I completed on
behalf of this committee a rather extensive hearing in Los Angeles,
aimed at determining the extent to which there exists a problem
under “prospective payment,” and specifically under what appear
to be overly restrictive diagnostic-related groups resulting in pre-
mature discharge of Medicare patients.

1 am aware that HCFA currently has published a new scope of
work activity for the second round of contracts. What I am inter-
ested in is that that clearly—and I commend you for this—is aimed
at improving quality assurance. And I think that is definitely the
direction that we need to go in.

On the other hand, it would appear that by doing so, you are em-
barking on a more ambitious program. And the question that
arises is whether or not under the existing system, totally apart
from considerations of Gramm-Rudman, and then considering what
the aggravation may be from Gramm-Rudman, whether or not the
kind of peer review activity on the part of the PRO’s is going to be
curtailed in a way that does not allow this to go forward.

I am interested specifically in how you intend to fund the PRO
activity; if, in fact, to avoid cuts, you are going to find funds else-
where—is it going to be contingency funds? Are you faced now
with the necessity for the revision of existing PRO contracts?
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My own judgment, I should tell you, at the conclusion of those
hearings was that there was need to revise some of the DRG’s,
some of the diagnostic-related groups, because they were too in-
flexible to deal with the problem of complications which so often
occur in the elderly patient. You have got someone who is not
simply afflicted with a single malady, but whose condition is com-
plicated by collateral afflications.

Mr. FLEMING. Senator, as you know, the PRO review process is
extremely important to the quality of care, and the way the num-
bers turn out under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, we are not going to
have to reduce the level of activity of the peer review organiza-
tions. :

We had roughly a $30 million carry-forward out of the 1985-86
contracts. Part of that was used in letting new PRO contracts in
the States of South Carolina and Massachusetts. As it turns out,
about $16 million-plus remained, and that is exactly the cut that is
needed under Gramm-Rudman-Hollings. We will be able to absorb
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts out of that carry-forward. That
will leave the remainder of 1986, 1987, and 1988 intact, so we will
not have to make any reductions in the intensity or the level of
work of the peer review organizations.

Senator WiLsoN. Excuse me. Does that refer to 1987?

Mr. FLEMING. Yes, sir.

Senator WiLson. Let me make an optimistic prediction. I think
that your new scope of work for this second round of contracts is
really going in the right direction, because to the extent that you
can achieve quality assurance by prescribing a more flexible stand-
ard, you probably are going to lessen the requirement over time, at
least, for the sort of policing function, the frequency and intensity
of audit necessary. And I think what may be even more significant
is that by that improved quality of assurance possible from a more
realistic standard, you will not be forcing physicians into the posi-
tion of trying to make their patients fit a catalog when in fact their
real condition does not fit that, and you will not be forcing the hos-
pitals into the situation that so many of them seem to be in as they
lock over the shoulders of the attending physician, in pressuring
him to conform to this catalog which is actuarially fair, but one
that does not take account of the obvious differences in individual
conditions. Before the hearing had ever taken place, there had sur-
faced in California something in the neighborhood of 300-plus cases
where the conditions really had not complied with an actuarially
fair standard in the diagnostic-related group.

I think there is a clear need for a severity-of-illness differential
to give that flexibility.

Mr. FLEMING. Yes.

Senator WiLsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman HEeinz. Thank you very much, Senator Wilson.

Senator Burdick, and then Senator Evans and then Senator
Hawkins.

Senator Burbick. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Suzuki, I think we will continue where we left off. We were
talking about the Meals-on-Wheels and nutrition services under
the 4.3-percent cut. '
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How will that affect the number of nutrition sites around the
country?

Mr. Suzuki. We do not believe there will be any change in the
number of sites; in other words, there will be a reduction in the
number of meals at particular sites, but we have in excess of 14,000
sites under the aegis of the 668 Area Agencies, and we do not think
there will be any impact in terms of the reduction of sites. There
will just be a reduction—a minimal reduction, we hope—in the
number of meals.

Senator BUrDICK. In other words, you are saying that the reduc-
tifon in the number of meals will not necessarily mean a reduction
of sites.

Mr. Suzukl. We have no indication, no reason to believe, that
there will be any reduction in sites.

Senator Burpick. Well, let us look at Gramm-Rudman beyond
March 1. Suppose the law is upheld and that is the law of the {and.
What hap'?ens to nutrition at that point, and Meals-on-Wheels in
particular?

Mr. Suzuki. We have issued an allotment to States for the whole
year—that is, they know what they are getting for the whole year
with the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings reduction. Assuming that will
continue, we have signaled through our allotment process what the
States and the Area Agencies in turn can expect for the year. And
you know, that 4.3 percent had to be absorbed through three-quar-
ters of the year rather than throughout the whole year.

Senator Burpick. Yes; but this Gramm-Rudman bill will be for
more than a few months; it is going to be a matter of permanent
legislgtion. What happens on a yearly basis to these nutrition
areas?

Mr. Suzuki. Again, I think the thing was said by the other wit-
nesses—there is no way as I understand it to predict what the
sh_(l)lrgfall will be and what the automatic provision for 1987 or 1988
will be.

Senator Burpick. Well, we passed the Gramm-Rudman law; you
know what the cuts are going to be.

Mr. Suzuk1. As I understand the concept, it is very clear that the
budget has to be reduced to a certain level. I think the question is
in the budget process—between now and September where will
that figure be. There is no way that I know of to estimate what the
%c%:tage cut, if the automatic provision goes into effect in 1987,

Senator BurpIcK. My question assumes that Congress does not do
anything and accepts Gramm-Rudman as is. That is what I am as-
suming in my question. Then what happens to this program?

Mr. Suzugi. Gramm-Rudman stays as is, but I am not sure what
the budget process will be for 1987. So I have no way of estimating
what the automatic provision percentage would be in 1987.

Senator BURDICK. Well, we know to keep the deficit to $144 bil-
lion, there are going to have to be some cuts.

Mr. Suzuxk:. Yes.

Senator Burbick. Yes.

Mr. Suzuki. And as far as Senator Dodd’s question, which I did
not answer, the Older Americans Act Services Program in the
President’s budget for 1987 is restored back to the 1985 pre-
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Gramm-Rudman-Hollings level. So that as far as we are concerned,
in the President’s budget, there is no cut predicted.

Now, what will happen under the deficit reduction act, I cannot
estimate. _

Senator Burpick. Well, you are an administrator. If Gramm-
Rudman becomes the law of the land, have you any idea how much
you are going to cut?

Mr. Suzukr [ think we would have to predict what Congress will
do in the 1987 budget, and I do not know what that is.

Senator Burbpick. You are not listening to me. I said assuming
that is the law and we accept it, what happens?

Mr. Suzuxkl It is really the question of the percentages, and I
cannot judge that at this point.

Senator Burbick. Thank you.

Chairman Heinz. Senator Evans.

Senator Evans. Mr. Chairman, let me try to clanfy this. I think
that it is pretty clear from the testimony of the witnesses so far
that we will get through the 4.3-percent cutback reasonably well
for 1986. It might have been better to have a little more flexibility,
but we will make it through all right.

Now, turning to 1987, there have been a lot of horror stories
about what will happen in 1987. Gramm-Rudman only requires for
1987 that the Congress and the President submit budgets and pass
budgets that have a $144 billion limit on the deficit. And that was
not declared unconstitutional. As long as we live up to that law,
there will be no recisions by definition in 1987,

Now, it seems to me—and I would just ask all of you not to
answer, but to say if you disagree with the statement—with that
prelude, if there is a deficiency in people’s minds about the budget
in any one agency, it is not Gramm-Rudman; it is the decision in
this case of the President to submit a budget that is either short or
long, the priorities are set by choice and not by anything else—it
was choice to increase the military budget and choice to decrease
some of the other budgets and choice not to raise taxes. The only
thing on which there is no choice is that the end result has to be
$144 billion. Is there any disagreement with that?

[Pause.]

Senator Evans. OK, I think that is where we really are. So we
have full choice, just as the President had full choice. We can raise
taxes and keep programs up; we can lower the military budget and
increase the domestic budget; we can buy the President’s budget in
toto. And it does not necessarily have to result in any cuts, for that
matter.

Let me ask one specific question of Mr. Knapp. On page 5 of your
testimony you suggest that there would be a recision in a little
more than $5 billion in budget authority for fiscal 1986, and that
will produce outlay savings which you characterized over the next
several years.

Recisions do not fare very well in Congress, usually. Have you
looked shead to decide what you will do and how you will accom-
modate those expected savings in fiscal 1987 if the recisions are not
approved by Congress in fiscal 19867
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What would you do? And I guess the figure is—you have got
outlay savings that you are expecting of $1.3 billion in fiscal 1986
and $2.7 billion in fiscal 1987. That is $4 billion.

Mr. KnaPP. Yes, Senator, and it projects out to an outlay saving,
again from current services, of $6.4 billion in 1991, which as I said
in the statement, under the President’s program and within the
Government budget as a whole, is part of the budget that is de-
signed to show a path other than automatic reductions for meeting
the deficit reduction targets.

Those, by the way, are not all housing; those are Department-
wide figures there, not just the housing programs.

If the recisions are not enacted, the outlay savings are not
achieved, which in other words is an invitation to taking the auto-
matic across-the-board cuts instead.

From our perspective——

Senator Evans. Or for Congress to pass a lower budget, and you
would have to decide where the cuts—that is what I am asking
you.

Mr. Knarp. A lower budget somewhere else, yes.

Senator Evans. Well, if it is within HUD, what are the lowest
priorities remaining? Where would you—if you were obliged to
make the $4 billion cuts to meet those outlay savings for 1986 and
1987, and the recision was not approved by Congress, where else
would you look?

Mr. Knarp. Well, I think at this stage, Senator, that is pretty
much entirely within the Congress. If the Congress does not accept
the recisions, or does not enact reductions or budget authority
levels that produce those savings, we cannot just impound. So
again, we always are in a position of having to spend, having to
utilize what the Congress gives us.

Senator Evans. Of course. I guess my direct question is if Con-
gress—and I am not on the Appropriations Committee—but if Con-
gress said to you, “we are not going to pass recigion, we are now
working on the 1987 budget, and you in directing HUD are going to
be required to take what you have asked for and reduce it by $4
billion in 1987,” how are you going to do it? Where is your lowest
priority, and how would you meet that alternative? You cannot put
that off on Congress if they ask you the question.

Mr. Knarp. I would assume that we would again propose the
fiscal 1987 budget that is presented in the President’s budget. It
would be more difficult to meet, because the base for it in 1986 that
is presented would not have been made, so I think there would
have to be a sh r disruption in getting there. But we have not
g)lcused on what the priorities would be if we were going halfway

ere.

Senator Evans. I will submit a written question, Mr. Chairman,
and see if I can get a more specific answer.

Chairman HEINz. We encourage all the witnesses to be as specif-
ic as possible in their answers.

Senator Hawkins.

Senator HAwgins. Yes. I still have a lot of concerns about some
of the ways you are proposing to do this. I know the easy way is to
take a sliderule, or a computer, and cut 4.3 percent across the
board. But with everchanging populations in my State of Florida,
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all tcel(xits must be made so that the most vulnerable elderly are pro-
tected.

The Veterans Administration is going to be in chaos in my State,
because of the high progortion of retired military personnel. And it
is my understanding that if you propose to cut 4.3 percent, the
“meat ax”’ approach—wouldn’t it be better to do high demand/low
demand, and look at each situation individually? Just take veter-
ans.

Dr. MaTHER. Senator, I think you were addressing that question
to me. :

Senator Hawkins. Dr. Mather.

Dr. MaTtHeR. I would like to respond first of all as a program
manager in a general sense and say that I think one needs, really,
at a time when resources are being reduced, or when we have dec-
remental budgets, as much flexibility as possible to make those de-
cisions as to what is going to be cut and in what category.

We do know that there are certain moneys in our health care
budget in which we would say there are fences around them. The
formulas have to apply, as Senator Heinz pointed out “the buzz
saws,” in very clear ways in those appropriations.

But apart from that as a program manager, as a general state-
ment, I can assure you that decisions about where in the aggregate,
these budget reductions are going to come on a State-by-State basis
are going to be implemented on the basis of looking at workload.
Indeed, the State of Florida will not experience the kinds of reduc-
tions on March 1 as other parts of the country that do not have the
same kind of veteran workload. They do not have veterans, as it
were, beating down their doors, waiting to get into the facilities.

So in the implementation of these cuts in the present reduced
budget, it will be carefully done as to where the workload is.

Senator Hawxkins. Thank you.

But was your testimony that you were going to turn away
20,000—was that the testimony—20,000 veterans, long-term pa-
tients, turned away?

Chairman Heinz. Last year, I think you turned 20,000 veterans
away.

Dr. MatHer. Mr. Chairman and Senator, we have consistently
said that the capacity of the VA’s health care delivery system is
essentially inadequate to take care of everybody that would like to

et care in the agency; and further than that, there are certain

tates, including Florida, in which there is greater difficulty in get-
ting access to care in VA Medical Centers as opposed to other parts
of the country.

In terms of an absolute figure, Mr. Chairman, we have stated
elsewhere that approximately 20,000 who were unable to get access
to the system last year. That does not mean that any veteran indi-
vidual could not have chosen to go to another VA center in another
State and obtain that care.

Chairman Heinz. From Florida to Alaska, for example.

Senator Hawkins. Yes; like from Florida to South Dakota. My
gosh, these people are lucky to be able to just provide the basic ne-
cessities now.

I visit on almost a routine basis these veterans hospitals in my
State. I want to tell you, if you felt wonderful and were really
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perky and wanted to have a great time that day, you would come
out of that visit feeling so miserable and depressed that you would
wonder, is this the way we want to treat those who have served our
country and risked their lives? Did they know that when they
signed up; that was part of their contract?

They wait for hours in line for their prescriptions over here,
sometimes 4, 5, 6 hours just to get a prescription. Over here is a
long line waiting for surgery. I have seen them turned away from
surgery. And only because I am recognizable, they come over and
say, “Do not believe that man in the white coat who is telling you
all this stuff. Let me tell you what really hands-on is here.” And it
is miserable, and I really do not like to see us treat any class of
citizen that way, especially in the year that we are going to be cele-
brating the Statute of Liberty with the torch, “Bring me your poor,
your tired, your listless, your tempest-tossed”—and to Florida, I do
not mind, but we are going to have to have the money, and I am
going to tell you, you are in a whale of a fight with this Senator.

We are going to see that it is earmarked and goes where the
services are. And I do not care about cutting administrative costs. I
think we get a lot more today for the money than we did in the
past with the new services delivery systems that you have inaugu-
rated, and I applaud you for that. You can cut them some more
and let us have the end-product. When it comes to Meals-on-
Wheels—I am on the Agriculture Committee, and we have got so
much food in storage it is nauseating. We have hunger in Africa,
hunger in America, and we are paying outrageous storage costs on
food. We are turning away four people a day who do not have
Meals-on-Wheels?

I think we can sit down and talk to another agency that is stor-
ing the blooming stuff—where it is molding.

I mean, we do dumb things. We do dumb, dumb things in this
Government. And when you have to cut 4.3 percent, it is not much.
It really is not. And I know that is the will of the majority of the
Senate and the Congress. But I am telling you that I think there
could be a lot of economies of scale, a lot of cooperative measures,
new innovations in delivery of services that we could take care of
these people that have nobody to take care of them.

And the senior citizens of today worked. I want to tell you it is a
generation that were not on welfare. People over 65 did not have
the advantage of being on welfare. We are soon going to come into
a new system where they may have been the second generation on
welfare, but not this generation. This generation worked, saved
their money, and if God was really gooed to them they are going to
live to be over 85, average age 82, where they thought maybe 70.
Property taxes are escalating in every State so dramatically until,
if someone thought smart and bought a house, a little, tiny house,
they were able to provide a roof over their heads, but now they
have got to pay the taxes.

My letters say, “If I pay my property taxes, I cannot pay the rest
of my grocery bill, my utility bill.” And then they ask, “How would
you do it, Senator?”’ And they send me a little handwritten thing
on an envelope, “Here is what I have got. Here is what it is going
to cost, basic necessities.”

60-336 0 - 86 - 4
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Where are we going to take care of these people? I know you are
an exact science department here today, and you have to make the
numbers turn out for how the Senate and the Congress vote. I
think that if it were your mother, or your father, or your grand-
mother or your grandfather, or someone else’s, that we have a
great reputation in America for taking care of other countries—
and I am fed up with taking care of them and not taking care of
our own parents, whether they be veterans, mothers, grandmoth-
ers, grandfathers, whatever.

I think we have to start applying that rule wisely and well, with
great compassion to take care of this generation of people, 65 or
older, whether in my State or any State. I am just telling you I
think we can do it better, smarter, and we should.

This committee, I am sure, will see to that.

Chairman HeiNz. Thank you, Senator. Very well-said.

Gentlemen, I very much appreciate your time. I anticipate there
will be some additional questions submitted to you in writing.

Thank you very much for all your testimony and answers.

This panel is adjourned.

Chairman HEiNz. The next panel consists of Shauna O’Neil, the
president of the National Association of Area Agencies on Aging,
representing the Leadership Council of Aging Organizations. Ms.
O’Neil is from Salt Lake City, UT.

Our other witness on the second panel will be Mr. L.J. Andolsek,
the president of the National Association of Retired Federal
Employees.

The Chair would observe, as he watches the six witnesses plus
assistants leaving, that there were either a lot of “costs” or a lot of
“savings” sitting right in front of the Chair and the members of
the committee earlier today.

I am advised that Mr. Andolsek has a board meeting that he
must attend to, and if Ms. O’Neil would not mind, I would like him
to present his testimony first, if that would be all right with you,
Ms. O’Neil.

Ms. O'NEeiL. That is fine.

Chairman HEINzZ. Mr. Andolsek, welcome. Thank you very much
for being here. Please proceed. :

STATEMENT OF L.J. ANDOLSEK, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF RETIRED FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, WASHINGTON, DC,
ACCOMPANIED BY JUDY PARK -

Mr. ANpoiseg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much. I have an
executive board sitting downtown waiting for me, so I am going to
leave my legislative expert behind to answer any questions that
the committee may have.

Chairman HEINZ. Very well.

Mr. AnpoLsek. The National Association of Retired Federal Em-
ployees, commonly referred to as NARFE, appreciates the opportu-
nity to present our comments on the effects of the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings amendment on one group of older Americans, the
2 million civil service retirees and survivors whom our organization
represents. :



95

Since NARFE has just this week celebrated its 65th anniversary,
and is therefore itself a senior citizen, it is perhaps fitting that we
present testimony today before this Special Committee on Aging.

We feel certain this committee, perhaps more than any other,
recognizes the importance of protecting the purchasing power of re-
tirement income. It was in this important area that Federal annu-
itants were the first Americans to be directly affected by the pas-
sage of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit reduction scheme. The
enactment of this controversial law abruptly withdrew the January
1986 cost-of-living adjustment, COLA, which had earlier been prom-
ised Federal retirees, just 3 weeks before it was to be paid and after
the actual December 1, 1985 effective date.

Consequently, when January annuity checks were received, mil-
lions of Americans who had spent careers working for their Gov-
ernment in civilian and/or military service were denied the same
3.1 percent COLA which was being reflected in the retirement ben-
efit checks of their neighbors who had worked in the private sector.

Who are these Federal annuitants? What makes them different
from other retirees? Is it age? Well, the average age of the nondis-
abled annuitant on the rolls last year was 68 according to the
Office of Personnel Management, and the average age of the civil
service survivor is age 70.

Is it the benefit level? Well, the average annuity is less than
$1,200 a month of fully taxable benefits, and the average survivor
benefit is less than $500 a month.

Surely, these people are not significantly different from the pri-
vate sector retirees who held similar jobs and worked full careers
under Social Security and company pension plans.

What, then, is the difference? We submit the difference is as
subtle, yet as destructive, as the roots of any form of discrimina-
tion. It is the many blaming the few for the problems of all. It is
the strong attacking the weak to achieve easy victory. It is dividing
the elderly by denying inflation protection to some. But above all,
it is wrong. It is morally wrong. Inflation does not discriminate,
and neither should inflation protection.

Federal retirees, like all older Americans, are clearly aware of
the massive deficit problem which plagues our Nation, and they
are willing and anxious to do their share to reduce that deficit.
Since April 1983, inflation has reduced a person’s power of the
dollar by 10 percent, yet since that time, Federal retirees have re-
ceived only one COLA of 3.5 percent. Thus, the Civil Service Retire-
ment COLA, often criticized as “‘overgenerous,” has forced retirees
to swallow 65 percent of the inflation occurring over the past 3

ears.

And the adverse effect of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings amend-
ment can cause further damage. If the automatic cutback proce-
dure of the law is activated over the next 5 years, the purchasing
power of annuities would be reduced by yet another 16 percent, ac-
cording to a congressional study.

Federal retirees, like all older Americans, have a stron% sense of
fairness. That principle has been violated by the politically-maneu-
vered COLA policy. Rather than equally “‘sharing the pain” of defi-
cit reduction, Federal retirees are “bearing the pain” of denied in-
flation protection while others are protected.
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Last year, during the budget reconciliation process for fiscal year
1986, Congress went on record in favor of equal inflation protection
for all the Nation's elderly. However, that policy was drastically re-
versed in December by the enactment of the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings amendment.

Now, coupled with the very real threat of continued erosion of
purchasing power, Federal retirees, along with other senior citi-
zens, are facing drastic cutbacks or total elimination of community
programs which serve the elderly. Thus, as Congress considers the
Nation’s budget for the upcoming fiscal year under the constraints
of election year politics and the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings amend-
ment, we urge this committee to do all it can to—we beg this com-
mittee—to do all it can to see that deficit reduction does not dispro-
portionately impact the earned retirement income of any one seg-
ment of older Americans, nor the proven and necessary programs
which serve them well.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Henz. Mr. Andolsek, thank you very much for being
with us. I hope you get to your board meeting on time.

Mr. ANDOLSEK. We will.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Andolsek follows:]
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED FEDERAL EMPLOYEES
1533 Now Ha RE AVE. N.W.. W Ton. ©.C. 20038 Amea Coot (202) 234.0832
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STATEMENT OF
THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED FEDERAL EMPLOYEES
BEFORE THE
SENATE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING
ON THE
EFFECT OF THE GRAMM-RUDMAN-HOLLINGS AMENDMENT ON
CIVIL SERVICE RETIREES

Friday, February 21, 1986

The Natfonal Assocfation of Retired Pedersl Employees (NARFE) appreclates
the opportunity to present cur comments on the effects of the Gramm—Rudman-Hollings
Amendment on one group of older Americans, the 2 million civil service retirees
and survivors who our organization represents. Since BARFE has just this week
celebrated irs 65th anniversary, and is therefore itself a sgenior citizen, it
is perhaps fitting that we present testimony today before this Special Committee
on Aging.

We feel certain that this Committee, perhaps more than any other, recognizes
the importance of protecting the purchasing power of retirement Income. It
was in this important area that federal annuitants were the first Americans
to be directly affected by the passage of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit
reduction scheme. The enactment of this controversial law abruptly withdrew
the January 1986 cost—of-living adjustment (COLA) which had earlier been promised
federal retirees, just three weeks hefore it was to be pald and after the actual

December 1, 1985 effective date. Censequently, when January annuity checks were

Chanipion of Retired Federal Emplovees
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received, millions of Americans who had spent careers working for their Govern=—
ment in civilian and/or military service were denied the same 3.1% COLA which
was belng reflected in the retirement benefit checks of thefr neighbors who had
worked ino the private sector.

Who are these federal annuitants? What makes them different from other
retirees? Is {t age? Well, the average age of the non-disabled annuitant on
the rolls last year was 68 according to the-off1ce of Personnel Management, and
the average age of the civil service surviver was 70.

Is 1t benefit level? Well, the average annuity is less than $1200 a
month of fully taxable benefits, and the average survivor benefit is less than
$500 a month. Surely these people are not significantly different than private
sector retirees who held similar jobs and worked full careers under Social
Security and company pension plans.

What then {s the difference? We submit the difference is as subtle, yet
as destructive, as the roots of any form of discrimination. It is the many
blaming the few for the problems of all. It ig the strong attacking the weak
to achleve easy victory. It {s dividing the elderly by denying inflation

v BTy Loy -
protection to some. Bur above all, it is wrong.a Inflation doesan’t discriminate;
neither.should inflation protection.

Federal retirees, like all older Americans, are clearly aware of the
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magsive deficit problem which plaguee our nation, and they are uillinglto do
their share to reduce that defi{cit. Imn fact, they already have contributed a
great deal towards reducing spending through past COLA cuts and delays, only

to see deficits continue to rise.
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Since April 1983 inflation has reduced the purchasing power of the dollar
by 101. Yet sgsince that time federal retirees have received only one COLA of
3.5%, Thus the Civil Service Retfrement COLA, often criticized as "overgenerous”,
has forced retirees to swallow 65% of the inflation occurring over the past
three years.

And the adverse effect of the GrammRudman-Hollings Amendment can cause
further damage. If the automatic cutback procedure of the law is activated
over the next ffve years, the purchasing power of annuities would be reduced
by yet another 16 percemt according to a Congressional study.

Federal retirees, like all older Americans, have a strong sense of falrness.
That princ{ple has been violated by the politically maneuverad COLA policy.

Rather than equally “"sharing the pain” of deficit reduction, federal retirees
are "hearing the pain” of denfed inflation protection while others are protected.

Last year, during the budget reconciliation process for fiscal year 1986,
Congress went on record in favor of equal inflation protection for all the
nation's elderly. In May 1985, the Senate voted overwhelmingly to treat Social
Security and Civil Service COLAs alike. In July, the House passed a motion
that also supported equal inflation protection. However, that policy was
reversed in December by enactment of the Gramm—Rudman-Hollings Amendment.

Now, coupled with the very reel threest of continued erosion of purchaaing
power, federal retirees, along with other senior citizens, are facing drastic
cutbacks or total climination of community programs which serve the elderly.

Thus, as Congress considers the nation's budget for the upcoming fiscal year under

the constraints of election year politics and the Cramz-Rudman-Hollings Azendment

we urge this Committee to do all it can to see deficit reduction does not
disproportionately {mpact the earned retirement income of any one segment of
older Americans, nor the proven and necesssry programs which serve them all,

We appreciate this opportunity to appecar before you today.
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Chairman Heinz. Ms. O'Neil.

STATEMENT OF SHAUNA O’NEIL, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSO-
CIATION OF AREA AGENCIES ON AGING, REPRESENTING THE
LEADERSHIP COUNCIL OF AGING ORGANIZATIONS, SALT LAKE
CITY, UT

Ms. O’NEeiL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am very honored to rep-
resent the Leadership Council of Aging Organizations, and particu-
larly Mr. Jacob Clayman, our current president, who is unable to
attend today.

Since the first time the debate or consideration of the proposal
for the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings amendment was proposed, the
Leadership Council has been severely concerned about how the def-
icit reduction plan would impact seriously programs which serve
the elderly population.

Because our organizations exemplify a wide variety of interests,
we have examined the impact of the proposal and of the amend-
ment on programs as varied as Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid,
and the Older Americans Act, among other programs.

While we were very pleased that Congress exempted certain pro-
grams, particularly those targeted toward income security and
some of the major programs targeted toward the PRO, we are
highly concerned that not protected, our community-based services
to help older Americans remain in their homes and to support
services to assist their families who are caring for their elderly
relatives.

In Salt Lake County, which is the area agency I direct, we serve
18,000 persons each year. We have, in addition to the Older Ameri-
cans Act, funds from several other Federal programs. We also have
generous contributions from the State of Utah, Salt Lake County,
and seven municipalities within the county.

We provide a wide variety of services to the elderly: transporta-
tion; in-home services such as chore and home repair; case manage-
ment services; health screening clinics; both congregate and home-
delivered meals, senior citizen centers.

As we consider the impact of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Act
upon these programs, we must recognize that it is not only the
meals programs that will be impacted, but also support services
will be significantly impacted as well.

If Gramm-Budman-Hollings goes completely into effect, my
agency will lose $802,000. There is no way that my agency, which
just exemplifies the agencies such as ours throughout the country,
can continue to meet the needs of the existing aging population, let
alone the growing needs with that type of budget cut.

We recognize and are very grateful for the fact that most care
for the old-old, the frail, is provided by family members. But we
also recognize and deal daily with the problem of caregivers who
are themselves old; children who are 60 and 70 years old, caring for
their parents.

We recognize that women are working and no longer are home to
care for their families, and also that caring for elderly relatives
often places extremely difficult burdens and choices between the
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needs of the young, the children, the teenagers, and the needs of
the grandparents.

We work daily with many people who are struggling valiantly to
care for their elderly relatives, such as a 73-year-old woman who is
so severely crippled with arthritis that she cannot walk without
the assistance of a walker. She is caring for her husband, who is 75
years old and has suffered five strokes and has very severe physical
as well as mental limitations.

As she says, “We have been married 53 years. All we want is to
be together.”

My agency provides that couple with daily nursing care for the
wife—she provides all the care for the husband—and two home-de-
livered meals. With this small amount of support, we are keeping
two people from nursing home care.

The Gramm-Rudman-Hollings impact will compound the very se-
rious problems we are facing because of the rapid growth of the
aging population. We expect that population of over 85 to double
between the years 1980 and 1990. This, of course, is the most vul-
nerable, the most likely to need significant services.

States and local communities are trying and will try to do what
they can to pick up this burden. But the reality is that it is foolish
and very poor policy to assume that if the Federal Government
?rop}s its burden that it will be able to be picked up on the local
evel.

In addition, area agencies have experienced tremendous growth
in programs and program utilization since the implementation of
the diagnostic-related groups. The University of Texas last year
documented substantial cost-shiftings from existing programs to
other services to provide in-home services such as skilled nursing,
homemaker, personal care and other similar services. These serv-
ices are preventive. They are designed to keep people in their
homes and to prevent or delay institutionalization.

An area agency in Minnesota reports it is able to keep people in
the community for $400 a month. If they move into an institution,
it will cost us as taxpayers between $1,700 and $1,800 per month.

My agency has experienced exactly similar patterns of cost-effec-
tiveness in its program that it has operated since 1977.

There are no easy alternatives. Those who tell you that there are
are fooling themselves and trying to fool you. We have already lim-
ited eligibility where it is appropriate. We use volunteers very
widely and very creatively. We have implemented and provided
support to support groups to extend the protection and the effec-
tiveness of caregivers.

We have done marvelous things, as Mr. Suzuki said, with produc-
tivity improvement, but that can go just so far, and it cannot be
continued forever. That particularly is true in the Meals Program
if the recision in commodity reimbursement which the President
has requested is implemented.

Also, project income cannot increase forever. Every time we have
increased requests for donations, I have seen a drop in participa-
tion by low-income. Medicare increases, the reduction of other serv-
ices such as we have talked about this morning, will have signifi-
can(tad cost impacts on the elderly consumer which cannot be ig-
nored.
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Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will only compound the negative
impact of some already troublesome trends. The rapidly increasing
size of the frail older population; reduced services to meet the
needs of this population, and the lack of public understanding
about the major burden these shifts will make on our Federal,
State and local governments.

Instead of talking about reductions in services for older people,
we really must be talking and need to consider increases in these
services, because we do have an ever-increasing vulnerable popula-
tion. We cannot let Gramm-Rudman-Hollings continue to erode a
very limited support system for those who need to remain in their
communities.

If we cannot adequately care for older persons who have gone
ahead of us, what kind of a message are we sending to those who
are behind us?

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. O'Neil follows:]
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Prepared Statement of Shauna 0'Neil

EFFECTS OF GRAMM-RUDMAN-HOLLINGS ON AGING PROGRAMS

Mr. Chairman, | an Shauna O'Neil, President of the Board of Directors of the
of the National Association of Area Agencies on Aging (NARAAR) and Director of
the Salt take City Area Agency on Aging. Today | am representing the
Leadership Council of Aging Organizations {LCAO). i am making a statement for

Jacob Clayman, the current Chairman, who is unable to attend this hear ing,

The Leadership Council of Aging Organlzations, is a coalition of thirty
national groups which represent or serve the aged. Hy written statement
contalns a 1list of member organizations. LCAQ is concerned with the well-
being of the nation's elderiy, and the effect of Federa!l policy on individual
elderiy people and those who endeavor to meet their health, financial and

social needs.

The Leadership Council members have long been concerned about the fiscal and
budget priorities which have been driving up the Ffederal deficit. - As
individual organizations and a coalition, we have testified before fongress on
the impact that budget cuts would have on programs for the aged. These
concerns have not changed, Something new has been added: The Gramm—Rudman-
Hollings Balanced Budget and Deflcit Reduction Amendment of 1985, We are now
concerned about the effect that this legislation will have on elderly

recipients of aging programs, many of whom are needy,

Since the early debate on the propesal, the LCAQ has been concerned about how
the deficit reduction plan would reduce funding to these critical programs.
Because the work of LCAD groups encompasses 3 very broad range of areas, we

examined the potential impact the proposed legislation would have on programs
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as varied as Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, the Older Americans Act,
Food Stamps, Social Services Block Grants, Rural Housing, Research, and many
others, Some of these programs had already been sub jected to budget
reductions over several flscal years. We believed the additional cuts could

destroy their capacity to protect thelir beneficiaries.

We werc pleased that Congress exempted certain programs, especially those
targetted toward income security and some of the major programs that serve the
poor. In the rush to adopt a deficit reduction remedy, there was a great deal
of uncertainty in and out of Congress {and there still is) about how the plan
would work, One thing was clear, however: the plan would drastically reduce

the deficit, one way or another.

Gramm—Rudman-Hollings is now law, and we, as well as many others, are stil}
examining the potential impact of this landmark plan. At this point, the
evidence of the impact is becoming clearer. Whether or not a program is in
category t, 1A, or !l, we are discovering, program budgets can be cut back
either through the March 1 sequester order, automatic cuts, future

sequestration, or budget reconciliation, in short, no program is truly

protected.

A major segment of services assisting older persons has not been protected by
this legisiation: community services helping older persons remain independent
in their own home and the support services to assist their family care givers,

in Salt Lake City, our agency serves 18,300 older persons not only through

[N
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Clder Americans Act funds, but also through such programs as Social Services
Block Grant, Community Development Block Grant, Community Services Block
Grant, Jobs Training Partnership Act, Foster Grandparent Program and many

others including state, county and municipal support from nine communities.

The community services provided through these resources include such programs
as empioyment services, transportation, In-home care such as chore services
and minor home repair, alcohol and drug abuse¢ prevention programs, family
support groups for alzheimer disease victims, health screening clinics and
many others, These dollars totaling $4.6 miltion {and of which only §1.3
million are Qlder American Act funds} are a very small investment for the
numbers of persons benefiting within our communities. The projected cuts
legislated by Gramm—Rudman-~Hollings over the next four years would cut
programs in my community alone by $802,000 thousand, reducing community
services by one quarter and causing the possible elimination of some services

altogether.

We know, and the press has been recently highlighting the fact, that the
financial and social conditions of many older persons have improved as a
result of national! policies that have assisted them in planning for a more.
secure retirement, Soclal Security has worked and together with SS| has
established an economic floor for the elderly, Medicare has accomplished what

is was designed to do.

However, there are growing numbers of the older population who are not

adequately protected by these programs, either because they have slipped
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through eligibility criteria, were covered by spouses who have died, or have
experienced multiple problems which have caused a variety of needs not
addressed by these programs. Although only five percent of the older
populatlion Is institutionalized at any one time, many more suffer from long
term chronic illnesses in later life. Without minimal, strategically targeted
assistance, these frail older persons may deteriorate to the point where
expensive institutional care s required rather than community support

services, which can be less expensive.

There is a growing segment of the older population that is termed as ¥frail®
and the "old/old" who are more wvulnerable and thus In need of community
assistance, it is important to note that most care for persons who remaln in
their homes, is not provided by the govermment but rather provided by family
members. However, many family care givers, some of whom themselves are
elderly, may be in need of assistance such as respite caré. or in—-home care
training to continue to provide their critical support. Additionally, as more
women return to the work force, they are no longer able to assure full time

care of older family members as was once the case.

An example of the family care giver “bind" can be shared from our caseload in
Salt Lake City. A& 73-year old woman with severe arthritis has been the
primary care giver for her husband, Three years ago he suffered five strokes
resulting in visual and Intellectual impairment. He was eventually placed in a
nursing hqme. as at that time she was unable to provide primary care due to
her own physical limitations, They have been married for fifty-three years

and desperately wanted to be together, She told her husband that if he was
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able to walk across a room, and able to do his own toileting, she would take
him home, He eventually made those improvements through rehabilitation. We
now provide chore services in thelr home, for her, providing bathing
assistance, thus allowing her to remain in her own home as primary care giver

of her husband.

While certain benefit programs for the elderly are exempt from automatic cuts,
we must dispell the notion that all older persons are protected or have
escaped the cuts under Gramm-Rudman—Hollings. The frail and needy elderly are
in need of assistance beyond what individuals have been able to protect
themselves by, through contributions to Social Security, The protections for
Social Security, Hedicare, Medicaid, and $3! within GrammRudman-Hollings do-
not assist this portion of older persons in need of financial assistance, in
need of community health care, or simply in need of assistance finding
appropriate information or help through the complicated maze of services

available,

The impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings over the next five years, will imperil
many older Americans at a time when the demand for supportive community based
services 1is increasing significantly. According to the recent publication

Aging In America Trends and Projections, by 1990 when the cumulative deficit

cut will total nearly 44.5%, the number of persons 85 years of age and older
w!1l nearly double from 2,240,000 in 1980 to almost 4.5 mitifon. It Is this
age group that needs more in—home services, and yet Is less tikely to be able
to afford them. At a time when the most vulnerable of the old are Increasing,

it is absolute folly to consider cutbacks. The result will only be to cause
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greater costs in other programs by creating more people with eligibility for
subsidized welfare. To believe that the shortfalls will be picked up by the

states and the private sector is a fantasy.

Area Agencies on Aging have experienced tremendous growth in the utilization
of their services 3s well as the ¢reation of new programs which are primarily
targeted towards the frail homebound elderly, Agencies report that they are
spending a disproportionately higher percentage of their funds on services for
the frail homebound person, According to a national study conducted by the
University of Texas Health Science {enter in 1985 studying the effects of
Diagnostic Related Groupings on the community-based long term care system,
Area Agencies on Aging have shifted funds from other programs to in-home
skilled nursing services, increasing them 196%. Expenditures for housekeeping
and personal care services have increased by 69.2% and 63% respectively. These
increases reflect new demands on the community—based system, and the demand
for these services through Area Agencies on Aging will continue to Increase as
a result of deficit cuts in community health care programs., Please note that
these shifted funds are not additional monies which respond to increased need
occasioned by the DRG's, but rather funds taken from existing social services,

shifted to cover expenses formerly covered by Medicare.

Services funded by many of the federal sources that are returned to local
communities, such as the Older Americans Act, Social Service Block Grant {part
of the Social Security Act), etc. are preventive in nature; they are designed
to keep older persons independent and in their own homes for as long as

possible and have become 3 cost-effective alternative to eariy ¢or unnecessary
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piacement in an institution. By reducing the amount of funds available for
preve&tive services, more and more older persons will be required to seek
placement in nursing homes. paying one dollar now is more fiscally
responsible than paying four dollars later. This point has been made by an
Area Agency on Aging in Minnesota who reports that providing alternative
services for an older person costs approximately $400 per month, compared with
the $170¢ to 51800 per month for nursing home care, My agency has also
validated this finding through a state funded program we have operated since

1978.

It is very distressing to see critical community services eliminated by Gramm—
Rudman-Hollings, but remember toc that even those programs as declared exempt
will suffer cuts, negatively impacting older persons. To illustrate, here are

a few examples:

Sogial Security is described as a totally exempt program, The
cxemption however refers only to cash benefits, not to the
administration of the program. While this exemption protects
retirees' income, it does not protect them from loss of access
to Information or access to Social Security personnel, the
secondary effects of which could result in benefit loss or
delay of rightful benefit, The GrammRudman-Hollings March 1
sequestration order Is expected to force the closing or
down-grading of Soclial Security offices and 3 reduction in

personnel,
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Medicaid is also reported to be an exempt program. However ,
the President's FY 1987 budget proposals, which the White House
reports meet the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings deficit targets, would
make deep cuts in domestic program funding. The Medicaid
federa! contribution however is not exempted from cuts, and the
President would cut the program by $1.3 billion in FY 86 and by

$17 billion by FY §1,

Medicare is in the special category 1A, The automatic cuts are
to be made only in provider payments, not In benefits,
Secondary Impacts of such cuts are anticipated; providers,
already stinging from reimbursoment freezes, may be unwilling
te accept Medicare patients. The President's FY 86 budget, In
addition, requests an unprecedented cut in Medicare spending
over five years, totalling $55 billion. $20 bitlion of this
reduction would be derived from new revenues through higher
Part B premiums and deductibles as well as a new home health

care co—-payment requirement,

Hedicare contractor funding {the insurors who pay the bllls for
Medicare) is belng reduced by the March 1 order; the result,
and the alleged order from Health (Care Financing
Administration, Is that contractors are being advised to ‘pay
claims at a slower rate", This applies not just to doctors,
hosplgais. etc. but to elderly who file their own claims for
bitls from doctors and medical suppliiers who do not accept
assigrnment, Thirty percent of claims are filed directly by

beneficiaries.
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Qur agency has taken seriocusly the need to conserve limited federal funds, We
have already taken the obvious steps to stretch cur resources. We have
tightened service eligibility where possible; we utilize over 1,800 volunteers
and continue to use their energies in creative waysy additionally, we have
implemented support groups tc expand the use of family and neighbor care
givers. We are now operating with minimal resources compared to demand, and
are running out of ideas to expand our services to meet these ever increasing

demands.

Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will only compound the negative impact of some already
troublesome trends-the rapidly increasing size of the frail older population,
reduced services to meet the needs of this population, and the lack of public
concern about the major burden these shifts wiiil make on our federal, state
and local governments. instead of talking about reductlions in services for
older persons, we should be planning for responsibie ways to suppiy even more
needed services to this ever growing and needy population. We cannot let
Gramm—Rudman-Hollings continue to erode a very limited support system for
needy older persons. If we cannot adequately care for older persons who have
gone ahead of us, what kind of a message are we sending to those who are

coming behind?
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LEADERSHIP COUNCIL OF AGING ORGANIZATIONS

American Association for International Aging

2merican 2ssociation of Homes for the Aging

American Association of Retired Perscns

American Society on Aging

Ascciacien Nacional Pro Personas Mayores

Association for Gerontology in Higher Educaticn

Catholic Golden 2age

Concerned Seniors for Better Government

The Gerontological Society of America

Gray Panthers

¥aticnal Association of Area Agencies on Aging

National Association of Foster Grandparents Program Directors
National Association of Mature Pecple

National Asscciation of Meal Programs

National Association of Nutrition and Aging Services Programs
National Association of Older American Volunteer Program Directors
National Association of RSVP Directors, Inc.

Naticnal Association of Retired Federal Employees

National Association of Senior Companion Project Directors
National Association of State Units on Aging

National Caucus and Center on Black Aged, Inec.

National Council of Senior Citizens

National Council on the Aging, Inc.

National Indian Council on Aging, Inc.

National Interfaith Coalition on Aging

National Pacific/Asian Resource Center on Aging

Clder wWomen's League

Retired Members Department/United Autc Workers

AFL-CI0 Department of Occupational Safety, Health §& Social Security

Villers Advocacy Asscociates
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Chairman Heinz. Ms. O'Neil, thank you very much.

You come from an area of Salt Lake County in Utah which, be-
cause of the very strong family relationships that Mormons in gen-
eral have and have maintained, has many advantages over many
other communities where family ties are not nearly so strong. Yet,
even in the area in which you work, you cite the increase in need.
You also make mention of the impact of other Government policies
such as the Prospective Payment System on hospitals which is, in
most States where we have information, increasing the burden for
nursing home care and home health care on the population and
the caregivers generally.

The Older Americans Act, which is a very modest-sized program,
and the area agencies on aging which you as a specific provider
represent one of in Salt Lake, are a multipurpose tool. One pur-
pose, of course, is to serve those elderly who are either indigent or
who are most at risk because they do not have family caregivers to
help them. A second element is preventive, to prevent unnecessary
and very costly to some—often the taxpayer—institutionalization,
to prevent descent down the economic ladder into poverty and sub-
sequent dependence on costly Government programs such as Med-
icaid, SSI, food stamps, subsidized Government housing, all of
which we maintain and we like to think as a safety net for people,
both old and less-than-old, who have run out of luck for one reason
or another.

So you have a massive mandate that has been put upon you. And
you indicate that your loss of roughly $102,000 a year will substan-
tially hurt your mandate.

I would like to ask you more specifically how you will go about
implementing, what choices you will make in having to apply that
$102,000 reduction.

For instance, are you going to have to reduce the number of
homes or individuals that you serve, or will you try to lower the
amount of service you provide—will the visiting nurse come, in-
stead of daily, every other day? How will you move funds from one
program to another? Can you move funds from one program to an-
other? How will you face this challenge?

Ms. O’NEiL. Inevitably, Senator, it will require some very diffi-
cult and very painful decisions. It will be impossible to implement
those kinds of cuts without a reduction in the number of people we
are currently serving.

We work very hard, and we pride ourselves on the fact that
when we order services for a person, we are doing it at a minimal
level. We work very, very hard to keep the family involved and
provide only those services that are necessary to supplement the
family’s involvement.

So we are not providing an excess level in which it would be un-
reasonable to cut it back. Obviously, in a Home-Delivered Meal
Program, for example, you cannot deliver a meal every other day;
a person must eat every day.

There will be programs cut out entirely, I am sure, because pro-
grams can only be cut to a certain point, and they become terribly
cost-ineffective.

The process we will go to—I am very pleased to have a very ef-
fective Advisory Council that has a good sense of the community—
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we will work with the Advisory Council, we will work with senior
citizens and further hone our priority listings and we will have to
make cuts based on that.

But there is no way to cut these programs without very great
harm to people we are now serving, without additional waiting lists
being established, without great harm to individuals.

Chairman Heinz. Now, Mr. Suzuki in his testimony indicated
that there would simply be nothing to worry about; just four meals
less per day at each site. You were here, I suspect, when he testi-
fied. Is he right, and what does that mean, four meals per day less
at each site? Does that mean we will close some sites? Does it mean
we will turn four people per day away? What is going to happen?

Ms. O'NFEiL. I was disturbed by Mr. Suzuki’s comments in that he
only highlighted the impacts on the Meals Program, because there
will be impacts on support services which are necessary also for in-
dividuals to remain in the community.

Four meals per day per site in my county would be 64 meals a
day. The impact is—the reality is that the Meals Programs, both
for Home-Delivered Meals and Congregate Meals are growing, they
are not diminishing. They are not even remaining static.

We are at most a medium-sized county. We estimate, however,
that the number of elderly people in my community grows at a
rate of seven persons per day, and that is not in migration; that is
purely the number of people who turn 60.

So that what that means is we will be closing sites, we will be
limiting participation, putting caps on the number of meals which
cclan ge served. It also means, as I said, other services will be re-

uced.

Chairman Heinz. Now, these cuts are supposed to go into effect
on a day-certain. They are not in effect on February 28. They are
in effect on March 1. What will you have to do differently on
March 1 than 7 days from now?

Ms. O’'NEmL. The reality of the 4.3-percent cut on March 1, since
the program year begins on October 1, is that we are really facing
more of an 8-percent cut than a 4.3-percent cut, since half of the
money has been spent.

As | stated, we will be reducing services. In my own community,
I cannot define exactly what services those are. My Advisory Coun-
cil is meeting today to start making some of those decisions.

Throughout the country, the changes are going to be different
from one community to another, because one of the strong points of
the1 Older Americans Act, as you know, is the degree of local con-
trol.

The National Association has received indications, however, that
particularly in rural communities, there will be congregate meal
sites closed, and there will be other services closed as well,’

~_ Chairman HeINz. Your statistics are indeed fascinating. You in-
dicate that the service demand just in your area—and you are by
your own admission a moderate-sized area—is growing at the rate
of seven persons per day.

Ms. O’NEIL. That is the number of eligible people.

Chairman Heinz. Of eligible people. What proportion of these eli-
gible people probably need your services?

Ms. O’NEiL. Probably 10 to 15 percent.
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Chairman HEeinz. 10 to 15 percent. What you are saying is that
you will have an increase in need of maybe 12 or so people between
now and March 1, at which point you will have to stop serving—
you will not be able to serve them, and you will have to stop serv-
ing an additional 64 people.

Ms. O'NEiL. That is true.

Chairman Heinz. Which means if you multiply that by the sum
of 600 or T00 Area Agencies on Aging, you begin to get a pretty
large figure of people who are vulnerable, at risk, poor, faced with
inappropriate and costly institutionalization, or any of the other
kinds of problems. ‘

1 think the message of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings and the mes-
sage of the 4.3 percent cut is that if Congress does not do its job,
and if the President does not do his job, if we do not find a way to
reduce the budget deficits to acceptable levels—and I do not know
of anybody who thinks that $144 billion is anything to be proud of;
it is lower than what we have got, but it is a lot higher than most
people would like to see—we will see more of the irrational results
of the Gramm-Rudman triggers. Of course, the point is that the
Congress and Government generally has just failed to own up to
deciding what it is it wants to pay for and what it is it does not
want to pay for.

We have had 8 or 4 years of fairly decent economic growth—at
least, we expect this year to be a very good year. There is not a
very good reason to be running deficits of the rate we are running
them, in relatively good economic times.

Yet, Congress has chosen to spend and pass on to other genera-
tions the cost of its profligacy, which is considerable when you real-
ize that this year, interest on the national debt will total $200 bil-
lion—almost overtaking the entire costs of and outlays of the
Social Security System. If we continue for another 1 or 2 years at
the rate we are going, the debt service will be larger than the
Social Security System, which is the second largest program that
" we have—the largest overall is the defense budget. That represents
a permanent burden on the Federal budget, a permanent invasion
of our ability to provide for the needy, for the inner cities, for
health research, for things that we know are investments in the
future, such as education.

One thing we know, the larger that debt service gets, the less we
will be able to make long-term investments for the future of this
country. That is precisely how your kids, my kids, and their grand-
children will pay a price. They will be less well-educated, they will
be less well-housed, they Wlﬁy have less access to transportation,
they will have less of everything that we would like to provide.

Therefore, we all realize that it is time to get serious, but for the
last 2 or 8 years, Congress has been ducking getting serious. Of
course, the purpose of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is to force Con-
gress to make decisions and make some modest changes in deficit
levels which will, over a 5- or 6-year period of time, mount up to
making major contributions to get us off this path that leads to a
good deal of very serious undermining of the human resources of
this country down the road.

What we have tried to do in this hearing today, and I hope we
have been successful, is to illustrate that if the second barrel of
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Gramm-Rudman-Hollings is allowed to fire in the fall of this year,
there will be some very irrational, serious casualties. You, the Fed-
eral retirees, the other programs that are within the overview and
jursidiction of this committee as we have evidenced today, do pro-
vide some very necessary services. There are clearly disparate ef-
fects, whether it affects the Federal employees and not the Social
Security recipients and not the private pension beneficiaries and so
forth, there is a tremendous amount of arbitrariness built into the
process, which of course is the whole point. The solution is not to
be arbitrary. It is my hope that we will see a budget solution that
will avoid the kinds of insipient, arbitrary, irrational results that
you all have testified to here today.

So I am deeply grateful to all of you. If there is anything either
of you wish to add, I would be pleased to receive it.

Ms. Park. '

Ms. PaARrk. Senator, I would just like to comment that aside from
the COLA cut that was addressed by President Andolsek in his tes-
timony, contrary to a lot of public opinion, the Federal retirees are
not just the healthy and wealthy—they are indeed a cross-section
of the rest of the aged society, and as such, depend every bit as
much on many of the services in equal numbers as Ms. O'Neil
pointed out earlier. We are every bit as concerned with the reduc-
tions in those services, that is indeed just another layer of cuts,
that this group of people along with all of the other senior citizens
in this Nation will have to bear.

Chairman Heinz. That is a well-taken point. I think you can find
studies to show that Federal employees are certainly no better off
than any other class of retired employees. I am glad you put that
on the record, because it is true.

Than!: you both very much. The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., the committee was adjourned.]
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO BE ANSWERED FOR THE RECORD
for the Senatc Special Committee on Aging

hearing of Pebruary 21!, 1986

You stated in your testimony that you did not have a greal deal of

discretion in implementing required Gramm—Rudman cuts. To the

limited extent that you {or the Department of Health and Human

Services) may have had discretion to administer the required cut,

did certain elements of your budget take disproportionate

percentages of the 4.3% cut? If so, where did these cuts come
from and could you offer an explanation of the rationale behind

Policy guidelines required that the 4.3%2 cut be applied equally
across all mechanisms, therefore no specific mechanism {research
grants, training, contracts, etc.) was cut more than any other.
Research programs {as oppoused to research mechanisms) will be
affected differentially. For example, Alzheimer disease research
supported through research project grants will be maintained at
the highest possible level. This will be accomplished by
reductions in other program areas which, though of importance to
the wellbeing of older pecople, arc of lower priority than
Alzheimer discasc rcscarch. Examples of these include research on
aging aspects of pharmacology and gastrointestinal diseases. By
contrast, Alzheimer disease research supported through center
grants, specifically the Alzheimer Disease Research Centers
(ADRCs), cannot he protected In the same way as almost the entire
dollar amount {n the centers line is devoted to ADRC funding.

Last May, we jolued 9 other members on the Aging Committee in

writing to the Chairman of the Appropriations Committee, Senator

Hatfield, and urged his support of a supplemental appropriation of

$1.6 million for the five original Alzhelmer's Disease Research

Centers. We asked for this funding because these Centers were

underfunded. There appears to be a dispute ahout whether or not

the 1986 and 1987 Grasm-Rudman cuts will affect important research

now underway at the Lenters. We would like you to clarify this

matter. What impact do you expect?

The 10 NIA ADRCs have never been funded at the full recommended
level. The ADRC directors have used a variety of methods to
minimize the effects of these short-falls, including delaying the
hiring of personnel essential to some projects, delaying the
purchase of some equipment, postponing the start of some projects,
and/or reducing the number of patients being studied or recruited
for the clinical studies. The cuts required by the budget

(117)
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reduction legislation further reduce the available funds.

Will centers be forced to curtail specific research projects? If
S0, can you give some examples?

Typically, the 10 ADRCs have delayed the start of pilot projects.
These are projects which require small investments of time (one to
two years) and money ($10,000 to $30,000). Pilot projects are
designed to provide start-up funds for a new idea or to serve as a
quick way of checking the validity of a hypothesis.

Another strategy used by the ADRCs has been to reduce the number
of patients being studied. At the Harvard University ADRC several
projects scheduled to start in FY 1986 are being delayed. These
include a project to determine whether there are subgroups of
patients within the classification of Alzheimer disease, and to
follow Alzheimer disease patients across time to identify possible
behavioral and biological correlates of specific subgroups; a
project to study the chemistry of neurofibrillary tangles, the
primary brain pathology in Alzheimer discase; and a project to
attempt the isolatfon of a specific and unique DNA fragment from
the genome of patients identified as manifesting familial AD.

At the Uriversity of Southern California ADRC, not only will the
start of projects related to the molecular blology of Alzheimer
disease be delayed, but clinical studies being done with patients
will be effected. This center had expected to study 13 patients
per year, including clinical assessment with a final autopsy.
Because of the tremendous desire of the family members to enroll
in these studies, there have been over 40 patients during the
first year of study and a large number of brains have been
obtained for neuropathological studies. At current funding
levels, these brains will not be studied, thus losing the
opportunity to compare the pathological findings with a wealth of
clinical data on these patients.

One of the valuable and unique qualities of the Alzheimer's

Disease Research Centers is the discretion each institule has
with some of their funds to conduct "seed projects” that target

investigations on the latest and most promising theories in
research and diagnosis. Yet, it appears that these funds will

probably he cut first when budgets are reduced. How wiil the
budget cuts affect these centers' discreticnary funds?
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Currently unfunded projects are likely to remain unfunded, and
special opportunitics arising from on-going rescarch may not be
pursued in the most timely manner. Pilot projccts are the most
vulnerable elements of the centers because they require small
investment of funds and usually involve "high risk” ideas. They
are therefore the least likely of all projects to be funded when
resocurces are limited even though these types of ventures in
science usually have the highest potential for a major
breakthrough.

At a time when we are spending Iin excess of $25 billlon in health
care for the over 2.5 million victims of Alzheiwmer's disease, in
your professional opinion, is8 our current commitment to research
in this field adeguate?

A number of bright, well-trained scientists in other areas of
research are becoming interested in the challenges and prospect of
a major breakthrough in Alzheimer disease research. During the
last few years, the number of investigators wanting to do research
on Alzhelmer disease has {ncreased at an exponential rate. At
present, we do not have the resources to fund the many excellent
proposals that have been found meritorious.

Isolated systolic hypertension (ISH) threatens the lives of over

207% of this nation's older citizens. Individuals with ISH have

three times the risk of cardiovascular disease and stroke. NIA,

together with the National Heart, Lung and Blood Institute, is
conducting clinical trials on drug treatments for ISH. We are

concerned that joint venture research, such as this, will be cut
multiple times each vear Gramm—Rudman cuts are triggered. Are

joint venture (multi-institute funded) research studies
disproportionately affected by Gramm—Rudman across—the-board cuts?

The clinical trial on isolated systolic hypertension in the elderly
is an important initiative for both the NHLBI and the NIA.
Considerable time and expense have been devoted to this study, and
it will be protected to the utmost, This will be accomplished by
scaling back or delaying implementatfon of other, lower priority
contracts.
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More specifically, will the Gramm—Rudman sequestration affect the
number of participants in the ISH clinical trials?

Neither NIA nor the NHLBI expect the sequestratlion to affect the
number of participants in these trials.

As our aging population increases, we will have an even greater

need for clinicians, investrigators, and teachers with geriatric

training., Individuals familiar with this issue agree that we are

not even meeting our current need for such professionals. However,

the Gramm—Rudman law is actually undercutting the small number of
initiatives that we now have underway. In your professional

opinion, do you believe that we can sustain these types of cuts and

meet the currently unmet needs in these fields? If no, please
specify which areas will be most deficient.

A high priority of the NIA is the training of academic leaders in
aging and geriatrics to provide the researchers and teachers needed
to advance knowledge and to provide for education of future
professionals in these fields. As stated in the DHHS Report on
Education Eﬂg Training iﬂ Geriatrics Eggfcerontology (prepareg_aL

the request of Congress and submitted in February 1984): “All
students preparing for careers in the health and other human
services should receive education about the aging process and the
strengths and problems of the aged.”

The DHHS Report also documented that as a nation we have only about
10Z of the teachers and researchers needed to provide this
leadership; and provided goals for reaching the minimun necessacy
number by the year 2000. The NIA supports and provides
approximately 50% of all the training for such leadership. Current
support for training ®%ill not achieve these goals; the
sequestration has further reduced available funds for such traini
and career development. The result is approximately a 22%
reduction In the number of new and competing trainees for FY 1988,
from 45 under the Appropriation to 35 under the sequestration.
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Does inconsistent and dec:easin% Federal support of
Tomedical research and researchers allect our ability
to attract people into the field of geriatrics and

gerontology?

Federal funding for biomedical research in the field of
aging has grown annually from a level of $37.3 million in
1978 to $145.8 million in 1987. Researchers have been
given a clear and consistent signal each year that geri-
atrics and gerontology are important research topics.

As we proceed through an era of mandated Federal deficit
reductions, researchers -- as all other beneficiaries of
Federal spending -- become concerned about the future
advantages of pursuing a research career in a particular
field. We believe, however, that aging research will
continue to be a promising field. :

As reported in a recent Science editorial, the development
of ADRCs, for example, iS leading to very promising growth
in the number of investigators whose research will have an
impact throughout the neurosciences. However, a number of
ADRC directors do tell us that promising junior investi-
gators are discouraged by perceptions of future fund
availability and may make alternative career choices.

With reqard to the Baltimore Longitudinal Study of Aging
{BLSA} which 1s takin Tace under the auspices ol NIA, it
is our understanding that In the early stages oL the study
no or very lew women were included. We are aware that NIA
has been trying to rectify this situation by adding more
women tO this stuag, but ¥t 1S also our unaerstanaxng that
you wi need to a additional women for the results to be
more generalizable to_the entire Eo§u1atxon. Due to the
act that there are so many more oider women than older
men, 1t 15 obvious that the problems associated with agin

are disproportionate weighted to our female population.
Wi you be able to continue to a more women to this very

1mgortant studx?

A longstanding BLSA recruitment goal has been to increase
the number of women to equal the size of the male sample.
Recruitment of women began in 1978, but, dictated in large
part by staff limitations, the growth in the size of the
female cohort has been slow. At the present recruitment
rate, another seven years will be needed to reach this
goal. Cuts resulting from the budget reduction legislation
will delay recruitment still further. The cost of this
prolonged approach encompasses both slowing the pace of
discovery and foregoing opportunities. For example,
longitudinal analyses which could provide insights into
gender differences in disease development and longevity
will be deferred.

You have stated before that osteoporosis is a "silent
épidemic”. AsS many as 20 milllion oYder Americans sulfer
from OS5teoporosis and an estimated 50,000 eIHerIz women die
as a result of complications from ractures. What wi
Gramm-Rudman do to the growing interest within the National
Institute on Aging for major research initliatives 1nto the

causes and treatment OL OSteoporosis?y

Osteoporosis research will be affected in 1986 as all other
research initiatives in the Institute -- by a 4.3 percent
funding reduction from the appropriated amount,



122

Item 2

National
Low Income Housing Coalition

1012 Fourteenth Street, N.W., Suite 1008, Washington, D.C. 20005 » {202) 662-1530

Hon. Edward W. Brooke, Honorary Chairperson Barry Ziges, President

February 21, 1986
THE THREAT TO ELDERLY BOUSING

STATEMENT OF CUSHING N. DOLBEARE, CHAIRPERSON, NATIONAL LOW
INCOME HOUSING COALITION, BEFORE SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING,
UNITED STATES SENATE.

The National Low Income Housing Coalition appreciates this
opportunity to present testimony on a key facet of low income
housing needs: those of low income elderly people. Like the
housing needs of all low income people, they are critical and
growing., The fact that elderly housing programs, until this
year, escaped the extinction which the Administration has
proposed for other low income housing has enabled a small trickle
of additional units to come into the housing stock, but the
supply is still far short of need.

This statement will cover four major areas: (1) Elderly Housing
Subsidies and Elderly Housing Needs; (2) Program Changes Qver the
Past Decade; {3} The Proposed 1987 Budget; and (4) Causes of the
Deficit and the Impact ¢f Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

1. Elderly Housing Subsidies and Elderly Housing Needs.

Over the past half century the Federal government has provided
housing assistance for elderly people in a variety of ways.

while the ®"Section 202* program for elderly and handicapped
people is often thought of as the "elderly"® housing program, it
is, in terms of the number of people served, one of the small-
est. Elderly people in "202" housing are outnumbered by those in
public housing and in Section 8 housing not tied to the 202
program, as well as, almost certainly, in Farmer's Home Adminis-
tration rental housing and in housing built under the old Section
236 below market interest rate program. In short, almost all
federal low and moderate income housing programs are, to some
extent, elderly housing programs. In 1984, there were a total of
1,157,000 elderly households living in federally subsidized
rental housing -- roughly one-third of all renters in subsidized
housing.
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Nonetheless, federal housing efforts have fallen far short of
meeting elderly housing needs.

o]

In 1984, there were 1.1 million elderly renter house-
holds with incomes below the poverty level. Only
444,000, or not quite 40%, of these households lived in
subsidized housing {See Chart 1}.l1 oOne can be sure, as
President Reagan's Commission on Housing found in 1982,
that almost all the others either lived in substandard
housing, or paid more than they could afford for their
housing, or both.2 This gives us, an minimum, a need
for housing assistance for almost 700,000 poor elderly

renters. Many -- those who live in standard units but
who are paying more than one third of their incomes for
that shelter -- could be helped by vouchers {if we had

a program which provided vouchers to all eligible
households needing assistance}. Others need rental
housing units designed, built, and managed to meet the
special housing needs of elderly people.

it should be noted that this measure of need is far
more stringent than the *50% of median income® which is
the threshold for housing assistance.

There are an additional 1.55 million elderly homeowners
with incomes below the poverty level, Only one small
federal program -- the Farmer's Home Section 504 very
low income home repair loan and grant program -- is
currently focussed on meeting their needs, and this
operates only in rural areas. Many communities, of
course, allocate portions of their Community Develop-
ment Block Grant funds to assist elderly owners with
rebabilitation.

Thus, it should bc apparent that federal housing assistance meets
only a small fraction of the housing needs of low income elderly

pecple.

Indeed, as Chart 2 (Poor Households Receiving Federal

Aid) shows, & far lower proportion of households with incomes
below the poverty level receive housing assistance {25.8% of poor
renters) than receive food stamps (43.0% of all poor households}
or Medicaid (42.3% of all poor households).



Mitlons of houeshokis

(MiNione}

16
18
17
1.6
1.8
1.4
1.3
1.2
11

sX]
C8
07
=X
[+ 33
Q4
o2
02
0.1

523 Subeidized renters

11

N et DO

L]

124

UHaRT

1

ELDERLY RENTERS BY INCOME
AND NUMBER IN SUBSIDIZED HOUSING, 1984

1,666,000

\\

NN

X
:.g\\\\ﬁ

705.500 €05.000
7 /
f / 409,000
A
) W00/ A
T T 1] L 1 1
- pov =5 5-10 10=-10 15-20 20+

fNCCME IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS

CHarT 2

[ 71 Other renters

o

POOR HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING FEDERAL AID
RELEVANT HH EELOW POVERTY LEVEL. 1084

NN
N\

118

7

Food Stormpe Howbing

T
Medioaid

ALL; RENTERS. AL wiTR CHLOREN



125

KEY FACTS ARDUT GADERLY AR} QTMER MOUSIHOLDS KEEDIKG AXD RECEIVING HOUSING ASSISTaxit

{Rusters in thousiads)

CHARACTERISTIC Ists!
Ri} Housencles 8,789
b _.ehoider 43 or over 18,1585

Percant 83 or over 0.9
Renters 1094

Percent renters nn
Elderly recters 4,430

Percent of ali renters 14,51

1N SUBSIDIIED RENTAL HOUSING

Total households 3,588
Pereent of 3l) househo L1924
Fercent of ali renters 11,61

Householder over 4% 1,187
Farcent of all elderly b.4%
"ereent of slderly rent FoR:24

60-336 0 - 86 - 5

facoer
Unger
$2,500

2,188

30
11.52

1,3
4.2

1
L0

2%
(R 23
248

i¢.00
.91

82,56
te
$4,99¢

4,718

1,980
42,01

2,932
82,41

k244
301

a1
nn

398
26.11
3.2

5,000
to
87,499

4,183

2,88
.41

3,380
W3

1,109
33.01

833
1.
23.41

400
1.9
3.1

$1,500 816,566 612,50 815,000 20,000

to
[1X; ]

$.0

2,00
mAx

2,585
6.9

Y
.51

430
8.5
in.4

149
i
2.81

to
$12,499

3,58

1,755
3.51

2,805
[T H

417
16,01

33
[}
3.0

9w
S.4
2.8

to
14,998

4,979

1,58
n.a

2,118
[E%23

288
j3 %3

37
2.41
i2.82

to
$19,99

2,871

2,32
n.x

4,199
12,5

49
&7

33
.4
5,51

and

1118
48,008

5,3%
{113

11,755
1.0

%%
.9

258
¢.5
.11

3

o

§.01

Redian
incoer

$22,415

02,
it

415,493
[{XH

3,088
5191

5,471
8.9
41.8%

45,977
w1
.31

Below
Povert
Roader

11,887

2,683
7.8¢

7,498
3.1t

1,133
15.11

1,93
T3
2.8

He
1653
B2
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11. Program Changes Since 1980

Despite a series of cutbacks under the Carter Administration from
the level of additional assisted housing units provided under the
Ford Administration, over $30 billion in budget authority for
BUD-subsidized low income housing was appropriated by Congress
for fiscal 1381, when President Reagan took office. That was
estimated to support an additional 250,000 low-rent units.
Moreover, over half (55%) were new or substantially rehabilitated
units, thus adding to the nation's stock of needed rental
housing.

Federal housing programs have been under siege for most of this
decade. 1Indeed, the cumulative requests of the Reagan Adminis-
tration for budget authority for additiocnal housing assistance
through HUD's programs add up to minus $838 million. That is,
the rescissions proposed in the FY 1983 and 1987 budget regquests
(for FY 1982 and FY 1986, respectively) add up to $838 million
more than the total new budget authority requested in 1984, 1585,
and 1986. {Indeed, if one adds in the rental rehabilitation and
housing development grant rescissions proposed in the 1987
budget, the total reaches $984 million.)3

HUD REQUEST APPROPRIATION
1983 -52,416 million $8,651 million
1984 S1S million 9,913 million
1985 5,336 million 10,759 million
1986 459 million 9,816 million
1987 -4,772 million ?
Total -$838 million §39,139,000,000

In addition to slashing funds for additional housing units, HUD,
with the exception of the tiny (in comparison to need)} Section

202 program, proposed shifting all low income housing assistance
to housing subsidies using the existing stock of rental housing.

Clearly, and fortunately for low income people, Congress has not
acquiesced in these HUD requests. Not only has close to $40
billion been appropriated for additional housing assistance, but
Congress has kept several programs alive: public housing, Section
8 moderate rehabilitation, and the rural housing programs of the
Farmers Home Administration.

Not only that, but the Administration has in many respects had
the best of two worlds in dealing with housing during the past
several years. Because of the length of the pipeline, while
devastating cuts were made programs which provide additional
units, the number of subsidized housing completions and occupan-
cies -- primarily of units for which funds were requested and
appropriated under prior administrations -- was close to record
levels.
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ADDT'L ASSISTED HOUSING FUNDS, 1981—-87
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Tables 1-7 show these HUD budget trends in detail. Chart 3
{Additional Assisted Housing Funds, 1981-87) and Chart 4 {HUD and
FmHA Low Income Housing: Subsidized unit reservations, 1%80-87)
illustrate the funds and resulting units which have been pro-
vided.

While low income housing has taken deep cuts -- deeper than any
other program providing aid to low income people -- costly
federal housing subsidies, through the tax system, have continued
to be provided to middle and upper income households. Chart 5
{Rousing Spending, Constant 1986 dollars) shows the contrast
between the drop in budget authority for the subsidized housing
function (net of public housing loan refinancing}, compared with
the continued rise in housing-related tax expenditures. Tax
expenditures will have risen from $41.0 billion in 1981 to $46.2
billion in 1987, while direct expenditures will have fallen from
$32.1 billion in 1981 to only $1.2 billion in 1987. Most of these
tax expenditures are in the form of homeowner deductions and
benefit primarily middle and upper income homeowners. About
three-fourths of them go to households in the top quartile of the
income distribution, Moreover, though accurate figures are not
available, since fewer than half of all homeowners claim any of
the deductions and since most elderly people have paid off their
mortgages and many are also offered property tax relief, the
proportion of housing-related tax expenditures which are received
by elderly people is almost certainly very low.

Roughly ten percent of housing-related tax expenditures are
investor deductions, which, although they are taken primarily by
those in the top tax brackets, do result in the construction,
rehabjlitation or maintenance of lower income housing. Chart 6
(Federal Bousing Expenditures: Budget Authority and Tax Expendi-
tures) allocates all of the investor deductions to low income
housing. Even so, the growing disparity between federal expendi-
tures for middle and upper income households and those for low
income people is nothing short of scandalous. In 1981, tax
expenditures for middle and upper income housing totalled $38.7
billion, while budget authority and tax expenditures for low
income housing totalled $34.0 billion. By 1987, middle and upper
income tax expenditures are estimated at $41.8 billion, while
lower income tax expenditures and budget authority combined will
total only $5.6 billion.

I111. The Proposed 1987 Budget

The 1987 budget continues the Administration's persistent efforts
to reduce the level of federal support for low income housing
programs and to eliminate the building or rehabilitation of
housing for low income people.
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CHART &
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TABLE 1. KIGIGIbKIS OF WUD (0w INCOAT WUUSING FPROLUANS, 1968 COMPARED 10 EARLIEN YEARS
{Xusers in sillions!

1981
Progras/activity Actual

Bugget Authority

Ret nex bueget sutherity 836,170

raanent authority 32
-arryover balances 2,25
keciptures 5,2
Rescission of recapiures [
bricr year Seferralsiresto [

Subtotal, evailadie 85 $37,720
tess: Rescissicns/eaderral (5,819
Total budget authrority $32,201

Use of Budget Authority

Section 8
New const/sub rehad (982 610,245
Noderate renat 5t
Ensting 5%
Voucners 2
Loan sansgesent 185
Property dispesition ¢®2
Conversions to esisting, 3is
fepndsents 3,007
Subtotal $19,357
Publyc housing
Conventional $4,1%
Indran 72
Asendarnts 935
iease/other adjustgents 30
Modernizaticn 1,698
Subtotel, pubirc howsi #7,332
Tetal stligaticas 25,689

Contract Autnoraty

Ket nee contract autd 81,347
Total condract autherity 1,158
Tolal units under subsidy 3.547
Mgusing paysent cutlays 85,247

Puslic housing operating sub 81,071
Public bousing sodernization
New bulget puthority $1,89¢
Capital costs Hioanced 927

202 elderlyshandicapped loan 8873

235 hose ownership BA ysed 41,830
Units reservesd 5,102

1982
hetua}

82,30
3
2,12
2,83
0
¢
423,007
4,099
#18,90%

$3,764
1,02
1,260
1,57
253

B
2,33
4,020
$12,630

31,232
494

372

%
1,800
3,923
$15,35¢

5857
1,045

3.508
8,12

[TNTH

41,800
4556

$B19

28
4,75

983
Actua!

18,831
75
1,59
3,213
0

%58

$14,250 $14,088
)

1964
Actual

19,913
19
1,48
2,456
0

233

a
]

$14,290 $14,085

1,958
0
2,013
1,16
%

s
2,883
1,869
§9,332

%
MY
545

8
2,50%
03,51

81,501
528
3,806
21
8
33
2,623
W
+3,752

4895
38
214
381

1,813
3,478

412,873 12,727

$520
m

3.883

#5838
878

3.8s0

8,78 815,697

81,351

2,54
$1,260

534

1,018
2,8%

11988 figures net after Brasa-Rudasn sequestration

curees  Low Incose Mousing Intorsstion Service (coaziled {ros MDD Butget Sussaries)

8,55

41,413
$797

$6b6

()
2,503

1989

fotual Estisate Proposed

1986

$13,75%  $9,5%
[ [

s 918

827 535
2 (338
e} 8
411,747 410,453
¢ 6,714
$11,747 43,748
$,703 8243
43 103
2,654 184
m Lus

81 11

435 n
768 3%
0 8¢
$7,174  $2,983
541 81
.29 ¢
3 il
i3 19
iebl0 455
43,833 $758
$10,707 83,04
4548 485
1] 80
3.9 4,058
1,73 811,79
31,498 8 47
#1478 $458
4823 223
$500 3%
{8151 0©3
4,588 i

1987 Change 1984-87

0 {49,531
4 $0
¢ 14918}

%8 8273
s an
2,361 82,301
82,301 188,155

RN
42,300 085,80

50 {81534

¢ {4165

o [
1,082 1854}
90 0
2% 382}
0 8334
(1] 18312}
2,001 [13:43]
[ {1181

¢ %

b3 (4141)

i {83}

225 82333
4300 (9458}
$2,368 (s 440

o {8483}
b {82163
L1 30

16,757 434,03

1,233 1518%

225 18233
225 113
» $74)
¢ 435!
13 41591

facunt Prreent

-160.0%
“100.03
-50.81
-50.81
18,01
180,02
-38.51

-82.91
-100.01
~180.01

-4.81
0.0

-9
~180.01

44,31

IR

-100,0Y
~10.8%
-1s.ax
-50.91
-80.41
=385

-100.01
-

an
-8.81

-3

-36.91
0.01

-44,51

-160.03
~180.0%1

Change 1981-87

*uster

1830, 1701
832
132,280
(44,553
18260
82,301
(435,419
15,519
1429,9001

(410,155
14553)
1#5,7%1}
8320
1895
18282)
(8314}
182,539
187,358

194,198
18477
(3878}

{314
85,474
197,032

(524,388

(84,447
138012
0
1
§5,010

$162

81,408
18702

($843)

141,650
45,100

{HUBSURR TABLE )

Percent

-108.08
-100.01
-100.03

-94.91

-33.91
-108.02
-92.91

-99.11
-190.01
-180.01

/N

-50.31

2.4
~100.01

-84

-B%.71

-100.01
-160.0%
-93.7
-45.11
~B&.B1
-95.9
-91.41

-100.61
-9.41

.
87.21

1511

-86.61
-

-¥5.51

-1e0.01
-100.01
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TARE 2, SULSIDIZED HOUSING (Wi} FESERVATIONS, 19801987

Actaed
D PRUERARS: 1980
ibrossh
Section B
#ew construction 15,033
Schstaatisl rehas 17,730
fogerate rebabilitation 2,182
Existing 38,33
Vouchers

Subtotel, increeental unit 135,266
Loan sanagesent, Con- .
versions, et¢ 13,839

Sastotad, Secticn 8 . 188,188
Public Housing
Conventicnal 31,834
Ingian 4,893
Subtotsl, public heg 38,727
Total, Saction 8 ¢ gub hsg 205,692
Seckion 233 38,507
Section 236 124
Reat supplesent ¢

Section 202 18,7200

Reatai developeent granted -
SUBICTAL, ADDITIONAL

NiTs 58,02

WUD TOTAL, ALL UNITS 264,92

FARRERS WOR ADRINISTHATION
$02 hose gwnershin ions

Xew, purchase 319,31
tristing, purchase 21,358
faisting, resdir o rehad 1,807
Subtotel, 502 82,13¢

545 rental or coop ioens 30,780
S147814 fare 1abor housing §,480
$0¢ vary low incose resarr icd 5,934
Subtotal, FaKA loans 102,143

304 repair grantsts §,589
Frxa 10180 116,372
TOIAL ADDITIONAL UMITS 383,393
bRAND 101l 318,292

Artaat
198}
{grosst

53,108
15,753
19,946
83,04

176,818

2,213
184,031

33,282
3,1
36,37
220,40
5,162
-208
g%
114,828

217,185

224,398

39,087
26,916
1,527
1,54
2,740
890
5,29
75,478
7,487
104,157

32,342
528,558

Artaal
1982
{gross}

2,1t
3,413
§,199
23,48

51,744

5,218
133,958

8,944
3,192
12,11
146,036
4154
-488
-38082
114,038

35,854

112,988

33,901
20,223
28
55,89
30,500
g
2,771
90,859
4,209
95,074

130,938
207,154

$ Lox incose units onlys total units dor 1983 were 15,229,
3t {oans and grants are often cosbined for the sase saits.

Source: Low income Housing Inforeation Service

19-Fab-88

Retudl
1983
{gross}

13,118

8
1,97
3,183

48,852

7,48
144,148

M2
2,50
2,812
148,980
2,4%
-81
-78434

4,110

13,2234

2,3

32,687
17,263
%%
§1,24
24,200
s
1,993
77,18
3,845
81,578

T
193,451

Actual
1954
{gross!

14,488
o
7,004
53,838
14,108
89,50

4,774
144,215

5,22
2,782
7,914
152,249
%0
-7
21313

48,2108

75,383

130,127

21,674
15,023
2
43,459
2.1
402
2,087
73,018
1,642
76,640

152,043
266,787

fctosl
198%
tgresst?

12,839
¢

4,302
36,513
18,182
92,19

25,654
117,850

5,448
2,128
7,62

125,47
4,70
K-
-599%

112,639
4,251

58,980

114,834

26,134
13,989
708
40,801
25,887
66
2,38
83,468
LS
73,18¢

162,164
187,818

1988
Estiaate
tgross}

120
°
34
2,360
5,000
53,516

13,20
88,714

330

¢

3%

7,044

5

-39%0

-1882%
1400

s

33,098

4,293

1%,5%¢
10,480
pA
36,600
15,140
00
4,230
34,470
3,5%
58,020

91,418
104,319

Proposed
igross)

BE
4% 88.c0o

o e
[

..
=
voocoBona

e N A )

50,000
62,500
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TASLE 3. mUD SUBSIDIZED MDUSING SIARIS AND (ONFLETIONS, 1980-87

SIARTS
1980 198! 1982 1983 1984 1985 198
HUD PROGRANS: Actual  Actual  Actoal  Actusl  Actual  Actosl Estisste
Sectien 8
Xea tonstrection 106,054 49,916 7,348 32,122 14,973 - --
Substantia) rehabilitation  3i,487 36,512 14,487 10,431 2,873 - --
Sudtotai, Section § 132,720 80,428 2,831 42,573 17,4 9,238 10,000
Public Mousin
Loaventional 38,363 4i,es0 22,906 23,812 26,33 7,014 8,000
indian 4,163 3,90 2,15 3,28 2,130 3,419 2,800
Subiotal, public housing 40,526 45,807 25,100 27,060 22,43 11,133 15,860
Totel, Section & ¢ putiic dous 173,249 166,035 112,931 59,833 40,089 20,31 20,800
Section 235 5,517 38,313 5,08 11,587 1,573 1,081 5,205
Section 262 20,8300 €34,995) (17,258 U4, 142 10,798 18,7531 (7800}
HUD T0TRL 183,001 144,348 144,348 119,027 41,842 21,462 25,005
CONPLETIONS
Settion §
ke construction 119,384 119,398 77,382 88,096 51,416 - -
Sabstantial rehadilitation 16,020 2,130 B4 13,778 14,137 .- --
Subtctal, new and rahad 135,393 161,530 98,819 5,874 5,793 26,983 11,500
Bagerate redabilitation 24,8 1,366 120,893 14,530 4,604 12,000
Existing Gincluding conversi 187,288 42,324 95,408 108,955 77,825 58,250 79,000
Youchers -- - -- -- == 11,083 14,500
Subtotal, Section 8 U2,753 208,750 20,393 703,892 275,881 100,881 117,080
Public Wousing
Convantioaal 5,835 29,576 25,050 24,BI4 20,95 15,796 1,000
indran 528 4,050 347 3,082 3,083 241 2,83
Sutotal, pudlic housing 15,169 33,631 28,509 21,816 24,092 19,267 18,809
Total, Secticn 8  pudlic hows 257,882 242,381 235,122 233,768 249,753 120,128 135,800
Section 239 24,136 38,313 6,09 13,587 1,80 1,03t 5,8
Section 267 (18,4181 (27,968 (24,672) (20,6851 (34,276) 115,083 {8,000)
b 1018 284,301 280,694 241,718 243,353 231,328 121,150 141,005

Source: Lew incose Mousing lafcrastion Service {cospiled frow WUD Budget Sussaries}

1887
Estinate

10,000

3,000
2,500
5,500

15,592

[
17,6001
15,560

10,000
3,500
13,800
3,500
120,000

15,000
2,860
17,800

137,800
]

7,500}
137,800
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TABLE &, RIGRLIGHTS OF OTHEW MuD PROSRANS, 1987 [OMPARED 10 EARLIER YEARS
iBallars in mibions}

HiH
Prograashctivity Actual
Ceagregate services BA 11
Housing counseling t1.0

Fair Mousing/Equsl Opportunity
Fair Housing Imtistives Progras 0.0

Statesiccsl agaacy aid 1.0
Agencies assisted 32
Lossunity Mousing Rescurces Bis $0.8
Nusder assisted ¢
Titie Vil compiaints received 4,209
processes 3,038
Cospiiance reviews cospieted 49
Hosesteading outlays $7.0
Single famiy units zonveyed 1,185
huitrtasily properties 13
32 rehat foans #53.0
Musber of lcans Lk
CONURITY DEVELOPRENT
Conmunity Devel Biock Erantst $3,895
Yrden Devel Action Brants 86735
Rental rehab grants L]
Units redadilitated L5

BORTHARE [NSURGNCE 7F INANCING

Federal Mousing Ad stration
insurence iisitation 434,133
Appitcations foajis) 350,296
Units insures 408,129
flaies paid H 45,695
Clases paid $789
TREF {Tesp sortgage assic) ¢

#UD-Unned s, end of year
Single fanily 19,339
foltifasily 1213
Total wnits 51,472

HiB-assigned sortgages, yesr end

Siagle fastly units 19,698
fuitifanly units 218,928
Total units 238,624

Governsent Watiomal Rorigage #ssn
rortgage-daches securities

Linit oo cosmtgents 54,000
Cossitsents issued in year $42,156
buarantees 1ssued 1n year 418,853
Research and techaology $40.6
Salaries and Lipenses, total $333
Transiers érom FRA/other funds 1264
fppropriation to HUD 329
$tatfing peraanent/fuiitian) 15,122

3 8500 sillion geierred fron 196 to 1387

1984
hotual

$0
3.5

4.0
8.0
92
$2.4
78
4,58
4,682
249
$i6.3
1,319
¢
$85.1
3,475

33,460
(1T
300

2,000

430,90
526,427
747
§5,075
81,784
P

¢

20,083
13,577
33,8%8

32,441
165,303
195,744

9,259
39,665
32,090

$i9.0

$379
$249
8301
11,828

1985 1966 1587
Acteal Estisate Projoses
$ 0 13
23,5 $0.0 40
0.0 $0.0 $7.¢
$3.2 $8.5 LI
18 130 10
$i.5 $2.4 $1.0
82 82 b
4,802 4,90 4,980
4,117 4,8% 5,19
HH 1 "
81,2 8153 sis¢
382 1,083 £0
] 4 ¢
75,0 8140 40,0
3,75 L34 &
3,472 $2,73¢ 92,17
$440 $109 ]
12 10 ¢
45,000 W [}
950,900 857,420 950,900
950,086 983,600 709,300
437,799 884,5 52,900
12,817 N,468 65,970
$2,283 93,322 82,11
$55.4 B4 $23.8
27,485 25,182 21,8:8
14,388 4,85 4,743
4,873 29,807 26,58
31,238 40,252 g,
185,227 193,897 119,103
198,455 193,949 159,317
$68,200 $05,315 448,258
954,597 wab,ded $55,357
$38,277 #3088 439,54
$e9 8182 $18.9
sie s 4355
$289 24 288
4288 244 $250
1,375 15,183 19,09t

Change, 1984-87
Rscunt  Percent

11
30

t1.¢
94,50
{120}
8.8}
!

80

2%0

3
0.4
182634

L
(§13,0}
{3410}

{8866}
i$109)
30

(86,5200
1274,5001
(111,8000

i1,4590)
(8148}
{816,463

13,348
b
13,266

138
134,594
13,6321

$7,935
(43,107
193,848}

2.7
319
89
$19

{4392}

Source: Low Incose Housing Inforsation Service (cospiled éroe KUD Budget Sussaries!

-32.91
1542
-41.51
-5

i.6t
3.2
3.8
<2.81
-7
~100.03

-i1%.01

-24.9%
-24.91

-28.91
BBt
-2.01
681

-16,2%

-inn
0.82
-.e

4.1
-21.81
-iLa

LI
-9.41
-i6.i

16.00

trange,
Asount

90
un

.0
2.0
3]
1.0
82
m
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7,478
127,390
128,911

20,54
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119,307}
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18591
{34,330

1981-87
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100,00
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Progras

SUBSIDIIED LOANS

502 Hoae omnership,nex
taisting
Repair/rehad

Sudtotal

504 regair loans

$35 rental housing foans

518 fare fador By lsans

Suttetal, subsidired

UNSUBSIDITED LOANS

101AL LOaNS
Lou/acderate 1ncome
{oan servicing
TOTAL, RURAL HSB IHS FUND

REINBURSERENT 10 RURAL
KOOSING INSURANCE FUND
ERANTS AND PAYRENTS
Rural renta) sssistance
304 hose repairs
Fars lador housing
Butual ang seié-help hsg
¥ater § waste disposal
Construction defect cosp
ural cossumity fire prot
Rural housing preserviticn
Suptotal
Salaries and expenses
Total
RURAL DEVELUPAINT LOANS
Water b Baste Disposal
Cosaunity faciiities
tngustrial developaent
Total
REJRBUKSERENT 10 RUHAL
DEVEL, INSURANCE FUND

Source: Low Infose Rousing

1980
Actasl

#,332
83
4

$2,280

43930
2.¢
25.0

5.0
280.0
u¢
4.8
o0
7520
8.0
988.0

108
240
1,074
2,014

$92

1984
Actual

4,13
s

%
41,83
7

1)

s

$2, 748

si7g
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Dollars in sidliong?

1983 1986 1987
fctual Estimate Proposed
1,118 570 $¢

642 862 ¢
3 18 $
9,780 81,3% 40
8 4 ¢
103 e 0
8 17
92,7110 42,108 #
12 2.6 ¢
$7,M0 82,307 0
8 $i0 ¢
$2,758 2,117 L
$1,844 1,431 1,518
$52.3 1°©.0 9.9
12.8 12.4 8.0
$.0 9.3 0.9
8.0 8.0 8]
{15.0 1143 0.0
1.9 7 6.0
3.3 .2 2.0
0.9 [RY ¢.0
192.0 f4de 0.0
352,339 B2,
S46.3 8223 3824
$340 4340 0
1 100 ¢
[ 100 4
51t $340 L]
#3580 4338 $138

Inforsation Service (tased on data 1n Appendixi

1986-87 {hange

bollars

{s879}
1362}
(18}
1,396
"
{7001
Ha
{2,108}

2.4
{42,101

(10
Z,1n

Budget of

1980-87 Change
vercent Dollars Percent

-100.08 41,3921 -100.0%
-180,08 (783 -100.00
-100.01 1435 -100.01
-100.61 12,2200 -10C.02
-100,0% 220 -100.01
-100.01  825F -100.01
-100.01 1250 -100.01
-188.00 {3,092 -160.91
-100.01 18280 -100.0%
-100.01 {3,773 -1d6.61
-100.01 123 -180.01
-160.00 {3,173 -190.00
5,81 75 <36t

- =3930 -100.00
-168.61  -24.0  -100.01
-190.01  -25.0  -100.6%
-ige.61 5.0 -100.02
-100.0% -2%0.6 -100.01
-100.01 -0 -100.01
-100.01  -4.0 -100.03
bad 0.0 -
-165.00 -752.0  -100.9%
2,31 i4h4 82.11
-26.81 -405.4  -8L3L
-190.08 (B0 -100.01
-100,00 1240 -100.0%
-100.01 (1,074 -100.01
-105.61 (42,014} {43}
I8.30 0 s 49181

0.5, Govt, 1982-88)
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TABLE &, RIVINUEL LOSSLS FROM TAD EIPENOITUMES, 1980-87
{in mrifrcns of sellers)

FY 1960 FYI981 FY 1982 FY 1983 FY 1984 FY 983 FY 1984 FY 1987
HONEORXER DEDUCTIONS:

Rortgege icterast deductions 15,615 20,345 23,305 20,800 22,735 23,783 25,91 129,50

Property tar deductyons 7,310 §,125 8,350 6,010 €820 9,315 10,080 10,858
ubtctal 22,925 79,270 31,885 28,810 31,555 34,100 34,980 40,425
Cagstal gaing Saderrs) LAO 180 4,828 1,328 LS LIS 1,935 2,060
Capita) gains eaclusion 533 L 585 400 75% 830 §10 950
Sustotsd LS 600 2,210 1,928 2,480 2,605 2,848 1,000
Fesidential energy cradits
Supply incentives - - %58 pre] 3% pa M+ 35
Conservation incentives - - 220 Fs:-] 270 U3 190 ¢
Subtctal 485 HH 20 11 585 s15 565 55
10781 20,955 31,455 34,345 31,345 34,810 37,280 43,330 43,560

INVESTOR DEQUCTIONG:

Tas greect toncs

Qener-occupied unite -- -- 305 1,380 1,500 1,685 2,080 2,428
fentai housing -- - 395 ne 138 %8 40 1,088
Sustotal 47 1020 1,300 2,000 2,730 2,440 3,000 3450
Five-vear rehad asortization 15 i " E B4 % bt 8
£ osing of interest ete 459 38 - - - - -~ -
foiess Sepreciition 385 - - (34 540 800 855 980
“8ii-Savers® certiticates 0 ¢ ] 935 320 4 ° 0
Sustetal 1,859 s 989 1,980 1,080 e 760 1,000
T0TAL 4,808 LB78 2,280 4,080 3,290 L3I0 3,90 4,51
GKAXD T0TAL 826,461 $33,330 835,625 835,395 $37,986 843,590 343,290 345,490

PERCENT OF TOVAL:
Hosecwner geducticn
Interest + property tases 85,61 67.51 8851 8141 8331 8401 8351 S&il
A11 hossouner deductions 94,31 44l 93,81 €861 9131 %81 91 90.8%
investor deductions

Tar-ereapt honds [P S PUH A 1 S SN R T - B 8 1
Cther 00 2.3 I sl 281 211 21 un;
A1 investor deductiong 571 S8 821 Ll 871 B2 gWm o4l

£ & \ox jocose Mousing Inforsation Service

1980-87 Change
Agount H

13,95 8931
3,355 4841
17,50 7833

1,080 102
455 8301
1,585 na

{4301 -88.7¢

18,805 482

3,043 689,51

o3 43331

EIEERTANS

e -LE

3,0 28080

$21,629 6171
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TapLE 7. PHOFOSED CUTS AND REVISIONS IN 1986 BUDOE!Y
tDoilars in millions)

1986 Administration Change
Appropriation Revision No. rA
Budget Authority
Carryover 918 9i8 ¢ O.0%
Necaptures 5i8 538 20 I.9%
Rescissi1on 0f recaptures [5-3%:1) (5383 (200 3.8%
New Authority 9,966 2,968 9 C.0%
troposed dederral - {2,301 -- --
I‘roposed rescission - 4,813 - -
Sequestration (429> (429} ¢ G.0n
Yotal availabie 13,456 3,741 16,7148} -65.2%
Public Mousing
Fublic Housing 40 2 (860) -F1.8%
Indran housing 213 0 (3163 -100.0%
Amendments 288 200 (g8 =30,6%
Lease adjustments 18 19 1 4.1%
Modernization 1,481 458 (983) -68.24
Subtotal 3,002 758 (2,245 -78.7%
Section B
Section 202 1,553 13 (1,540 -99.2%
Section 202 amendments 231 230 [§ ] -0.2%4
Subtotal 1,784 243 (1,541) -86.47%
Housing voucthers
fFreestanding 648 242 274 a3, 4%
Section 8 opt-outs 18 19 1 a4
fublic housing demclitions S 47 2 4, 1%
Voucher FHa fees 8% 107 21 23.9%
Subtotal 818 1,188 297 3b6.8%
Existing/Mod Kehab:
Certiéicates 2,37¢ 184 (2,182 -92.2%
Moderate rehab 886 103 {7833 -88.4%
Subtotal 3,257 287 (2,970 -91.2%
Existing - project-based
Loan management a7 0 4 4.4%
Froperty disposition 427 372 33) -12.8%
Subtotal 13 462 (23] -10,0%
Conversione - Section 23 43 25 [R1H) -21.2%
Amendments:
New/sup rehad 44 o 13 11.1%
Exi1sting housing 469 450 (19 ~-4.1%
Project reserve/iLoan managem 328 2606 {38 -13.7%
mocerate rehad 3 40 & 13.94
troperty disposition 19 2¢ 1 &,.1%
Subtotal gv2 Ba 152} -S.8%
SUNTUTAL, SECTION 8 7,309 2,982 {4,326) =5, 2%
fOTAL, FUBLIC HSG AND SECTION 10,312 3,748 (6,371) -63, 7%
HOD&G 72 o {72 -10G.0%
kental rehathilitation 72 o 72y -100.0%
TOTAL LSt OF BUDLGET AUTHORIDY 16,806 2,741 6,714 -64, 7%

Source: Low lncome Housing Inéormation Service (compileq trom HUD budget Suamaries)
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The budget proposes major rescissions and deferrals in funds
already appropriated for subsidized housing and provides no
additional funds for subsidized housing -- either in urban areas
through HUD or in rural areas through Farmers Home Administration
programs. A total of $6.7 billion, or 70% of the $9.5 billion
{adjusted for sequestration) appropriated this year for HUD's low
income housing programs would be rescinded or deferred. Of this
amount, $4.4 billion is proposed for rescission and $2.3 billion
for deferral. This 1986 deferral, and an expected $264 million
in recaptures from prior years®' appropriations, is the only
funding proposed for HUD-subsidized housing in 1987.

In absorbing these cuts, HUD continues to press for using
vouchers rather than programs which would add to the stock of
affordable housing. Except for a token level {450 units in all},
the public housing and Section 202 elderly/handicapped programs
would end this year. Even so, some 40,000 fewer households would
be assisted in 1986 than under the appropriation adopted by the
Congress. Next year's program level (funded with 1986 deferrals)
would be only 50,000 vouchers, evenly divided between metropoli-
tan and nonmetropolitan areas, to compensate in some small way
for the proposed termination of all Farmers Home Administration
rural housing programs. Instead of "doing more with less™, as HUD
sometimes claims, it is clearly proposing to do far less with
less.

The cuts in budget authority mean that thousands of families who
desperately need shelter -- many of them homeless families =--
will be unable to get it. But the HUD axe also falls on hundreds
of thousands of fa-ilies now receiving assistance under the
Section 8 Existing and housing voucher programs. HUD is propos-—
ing to freeze the fair market rents, on which the HUD subsidy is
based, in 1987. Unless landlords are willing to absorb increased
costs, it appears that families now getting Section 8 assistance
or with housing vouchers will have to pay for the custcmary
annual rent increases imposed by landlords out of their own
pockets.

The list of housing programs which would be terminated by the
Rdministration includes the following:

HUD programs:

Housing for elderly and New or substantially rehabili-
handicapped tated housing built by nonprofits
for elderly or handicapped
people. Sometimes called the "202
program.”

Congregate services ’ Provides meals and other services
to selected elderly and handi-



Public housing

Indian housing

Moderate rehabilitation

Rental rehabilitation grants

Rental Housing Development
grants (HoDAG's}

Counseling

Farmers Home Programs:

Farm labor housing

Mutual and self-help housing

very low income housing

138

capped low income housing
developments.

Construction, purchase, or
rehabilitation of additional low-
rent public housing.

Construction of additional low-
rent housing on Indian reserva-
tions.,

Rehabilitation of housing for low
income people with Section 8
assistance.

Grants to cover half of the cost
of rehabilitating rental proper-
ties in low income neighborhoods,
with vouchers or other housing
assistance provided residents
who cannot afford post-rehab
rents.

Grants for new rental housing
production ip areas with acute
shortages, with at least 20% of
the units set aside for families
with incomes below 80% of median.

Funding for social service
agencies assisting renters and
owners to find decent housing and
avoid foreclosure if they are in
financial difficulties.

Loans and grants to build housing
for migrant and seasonal farm-
workers,

Technical assistance to help
people build their own houses,
with additional financing
assistance provided under other
FmHA programs.

Grants to very low income home
repair grants owners to help pay
for emergency repairs.
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Rural rental housing Low interest loans to build or
rehabilitate rental housing for
low and moderate income people.

Home ownership loans Low interest loans to help low
and moderate income people build
or buy modest housing.

In addition to these outright program terminations, there is a
major reduction in operating subsidies for low rent public
housing. These subsidies are essential to cover the difference
between rental income and the cost of operating low-rent public
housing. A second major cut in public housing is the suspension
of additional funding for the Comprehensive Improvement Assis-—
tance Program (CIAP) which enabled housing authorities to deal
with the many physical problems facing older public housing
developments. Instead, funds will be provided only for emergency
repairs.

Finally, the Administration is proposing a major cut in funding
for the Community Development Block Grant program. A $30%
reduction in appropriations is proposed for 1987 {from $3,124.8
million in 1986 to $2,124.8 million). The impact of this will be
immediate, $500 million of 1986 funds would be deferred to 1987.
As already noted, many communities use CDBG funds to assist
elderly homeowners. R substantial portion goes for housing
rehabilitation and all funds must be used for the principal
benefit of low and moderate income people or for eliminating or
preventing slums and blight or meeting other urgent needs.
Similarly, the rural water and sewer program of the Farmers Home
Administration, which serves low income communities, would be
wiped ocut,

These cuts come in the face of rising low income housing needs.
The most visible manifestation of the low income housing crisis
is the increasing number of homeless people, particularly
families. The major cause of homelessness is the unavailability
of low cost housing. The Low Income Housing Information Service
has estimated that in 1985, there were over 8 million renter
households with incomes below 57,366 (50% of median renter
income), but there were only 4.2 million units (regardless of
size, quality, location, or availability) with rents they could
afford at 30% of income. The housing gap at this income level
was almost 4 million units. This is more than double the 1980 gap
of 1.8 million units (See Table B).

It should perhaps be noted that in responding to criticisms of
low income housing cuts, the Administration often makes two
related points: (1) that the number of subsidized low income
housing units has increased substantially since 1981 and (2) that
outlays for low income housing assistance have alsc increased
substantially during this period. Even providing vouchers or
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certificates for existing housing takes some time -- generally
about two years from appropriation of funds by Congress to an
occupied unit; new construction or substantial rehabilitation
takes much longer -- sometimes five or six years. Each year, the
budget authority requested or appropriated for low income housing
includes all of the payments which will be made over the life of
the subsidy contract. So this year's increase in outlays is the
direct result of policies which the Reagan Administration has
done its best tc reverse.

IV. Causes of the Deficit and The Impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings

Before addressing the impact of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
measure, it is important to note the scurces cof the deficit which
this act is intended to end within five years. It is entirely
the result of two major factors: {1) the reduction in federal
revenues resulting from the tax cut made in 1981 and {2) the
increased level of federal spending since 1981, with savage cuts
in low income and other domestic programs more than offset by
increases in the military budget.

Chart 7 {Low Income and Military Spending)} shows the contrast, in
constant 1986 dollars, between budget authority for the National
Defense Function and budget authority for Low Income Programs
{Medicaid, net Subsidized Housing, Food and Nutrition, SSI, AFDC,
Earned Income Tax (redit, social services block grants, community
services block grants, and other income security). Chart 8
{Components of Budget Change, 1980-87) shows the additional costs
since 1980: changes in the tax law have reduced revenues by $1
trillion; military spending has added $739% million in outlays;
Social Security and Medicare costs have added $690 million; and
net interest, $618 million. 1In contrast, the increases in
outlays for low income programs have totalled only $162 million,
and tge cost of increases for all other programs is $311 mil-
lien.

The sequestration formula contained in Gramm-Rudman-Hollings thus
fails to address the cause of the deficit problem, except for the
proviso that half of the cuts must come from the military budget.
However, there is no mechanism to raise the revenue that is
needed to aveid major cuts; interest and Social Security are off
limits, as is much of Medicare. Thus, with the exception of sonme
protected low income programs, the brunt of sequestration, if it
comes to that, would be borne by the low income and other
programs, which have contributed least to the problem and already
taken most of the cuts over the past five years.

The Reagan Administration's alternative to sequestration for 1%87
is even worse for low income programs. In the case of housing --
not just elderly housing, but all low income housing -- it is
virtual annihilation.

60-336 0 - 86 - 6
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CHART
LOW INCOME AND MILITARY SPENDING
GUDGET AUTHORITY IN 1686 DOLLARS
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Notes:

1., These data are from Characteristics of Households and Persons
Receiving Selected Noncash Benefits: 1984, U.S. Bureau of the
Census, Current Population Reports, Consumer Income, Series »-60,
No. 150, November 198S.

2. The Commission's Interim Report found that, with the
exception of the estimated 2.5 million households already in
subsidized housing, almost all of the 10 million renter
households with incomes below 50% of median {a substantially
higher standard than the poverty level) either lived in
substandard housing or suffered from cest overburden.

3. The comparison begins with FY 1983, the first full budget
prepared by the Reagan Administration. For FY 1982, the Reagan
Administration substantially reduced the level initially

requested by outgoing President Carter. The Carter FY 1982

budget request, submitted just before President Carter left

office, was for $29,664 million in additional budget authority.

The Reagan Administration revised this request downward to

$19,773 millicn. (Information from HUD Budget Summaries, 1982-1987.)

4. The calculations, in 1986 constant dollars, are the changes
in outlays from year to year, based on information provided in
official volumes of Budget of the United States Government for
1987 and previous years. Similarly, the revenue 1o0ss from
changes in tax laws is drawn from a table appearing each year in

the Budget.
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Item 3

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF

CONVMMERCE | -
. THE
RIEWS
2 B | i WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230

e oot A S Rt a3 A R T Rl

wWallace Fraser For Release 10:00 AM EST, January 29,1986
{301) 763-2880 CBBE-19

CENSUS BUREAU REPORTS ON RESIDENTIAL VACANCIES AND HOMEOWNERSHIP
{Advance release of data to be presented in Serfes H-111, No. 85-Q4)

Nitional vacancy rates in the fourth quarter 1985 were §.7 percent ia rental
housing and 1.6 percent in homeowner housing, the Department of Commerce's (ensus
Bureay announced today. The Bureau said that the rental vacancy rate showed some
evidence of being higher than the rate in the same quarter a year age, but was
not significantly different from the rate in the third quarter 1985. Fourth quarter
rental vacancy rates have shown upward movement since 1980. In homeowner housing,
the vacancy rate showed some evidence of being lower than the rate in the third
quarter 1985, but was not significantiy different from the rate in the same quarter
a year ago,

Table ]1.--RENTAL AND HOMEOWNER VACANCY RATES, FOR THE UNITED STATES:
1960,1965,1970,1975 and 1979 to 1985

Rent3l Vacancy Rates Homegwner Vacancy Retes
Year First [ Second | Third [Fourth First | Second | Third [Fourth
Quarter| Quarter] Quarter|Quarter Quarter| Quarter| Quarter|Quarter
1985....] 6.3 5.2 6.8 6.7 1.8 1.9 1.8 1%%
1984....] 8.8 8.8 6.0 8.3 1.6 1.7 1.2 1.7
1983....| 5.7 5.5 5.8 5.5 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6
1982....1 5.3 5.1 5.3 5.5 1.4 1.6 1.5 1.6
1981,...| 5.2 5.0 5.0 s.0 1.3 1.3 1.5 1.4
1980....] 5.2 8.6 8.7 5.0 1.3 1.4 1.4 1.4
1979l 5.3 5.5 5.7 5.4 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.3
19792...] 4.8 5.0 5.2 5.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1
1875....| 6.1 6.3 8.2 5.4 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.2
1970....| 5.4 5.4 5.3 5.2 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1
1965....| 8.5 8.2 1.8 8.5 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.5
1980....1 8.0 8.0 8.3 8.4 1.2 1.3 1.3 1.3 _

11979 revised rates.
2pates as published In 1973 before revisions in processing were employed.
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In the fourth quarter 1985, the renta) vacancy rate in areas outside SMSAs was
higher than the rate fn the suburbs, but was not signiffcantly different from the rate
in central cities, The rental vacancy rate in central cities was not significantly
different from the rate in the suburbs, The homeowner vacancy rate in central cities
was higher than the rate in the suburbs, but was not significantly different from
the rate in areas outside SMSAs. The homeowner vacancy rate in areas outside SMSAs
wss higher than the rate in the suburbs,

Statistics for the third and fourth quarters for inside SMSAs, in central cittes,
in suburbs; and {n areas cutside SMSAs may not be entirely comparable to similar data
published {n earlier quarters, The Current Population Survey {CPS}, which produces these
vacancy data, began introduction of a redesigned sample in Apri] 1984. The sample cases
selected from the 1970 census frame have been replaced with sample cases selected from
the 1980 census frame as of the third quarter 1985. As 2 result of these changes in the
CPS sample, discontinuity may be {ntroduced in the vacancy data for SMSAs, central cities,
suburbs, and areas outside SMSAs. The ful] effect on the estimates §s not presently
known,

Table 2.--VACANCY RATES FOR.RENTAL AND HOMEOWNER UNITS, BY ARfA:
FOURTH QUARTER 1985 and 1984

T T TTTTTTTT I T 7T Rental Vacancy Rates Homeowner Vacancy Rates
Standard Standard
Area Fourth [Fourth |[Standard jerror on{Fourth |Fourth [Standard |error on
quarter jquarter |error on |differ- lguarterlguarterlerrer on [differ-
1985 1984 1985 ratelence 1985 1684 [1985 ratefence
United States... 6.7 6.3 0.2 0.2 1.6 1.7 0.1 0.1
inside sMsast...| 6.4 6.1 0.2 0.3 1.5 1.5 | 0.1 0.1
In central
cittesl.. ... 6.6 6.8 0.2 0.4 2.0 1.7 0.1 8.2
Not in ¢entral
citfest, . ..., 6.2 5.3 0.3 0.4 1.3 1.4 0.1 0.1
Outside SMSAsl..| 7.3 6.7 0.3 0.5 1.7 1.9 | o 0.1
Northeast....... 3.4 3.9 0.2 0.4 0.8 0.9 a.1 0.1
Midwest......... 6.2 6.3 8.3 0.5 1.5 1.5 0.1 0.1
{formerly North
Central)
South......... . 9.1 8.7 0.3 0.4 1.9 2.1 0.1 0.1
West...iiennnns 6.8 5.3 0.3 0.4 1.8 1.9 0.1 0.2

11984 and 1985 rates may not be comparable, see text.
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Among the regions, the rental and homeowner vacancy rates were lowest {n the
Northeast. The rental vacancy rate was highest in the South. The homeowner vacancy
rates in the South and West were not significantly different from each other, but
both were higher than the rate in the Midwest.

The name of the North Central region has been changed to the Midwest regicn,
This fs a name change only, and there has been no change in the component states,

In agdition to the vacancy rates shown-in tables 1 and 2 for "all" vacant units;
{.e., those with and without plumbing, vacancy rates are 21so presented in table 3
for vacant for-rent and vacant for-sale.only unite “with all plumbing facflities.”
For the United States, the vacancy rate in rental units *with 21l plumbing facilities”
was 6.3 percent of all rental units while for homeowner unfts this rate was 1.5 percent
of a1l homeowner units.

Table 3.--RENTAL AND HOMEOWNER VACANCY RATES FOR YVACANT UNITS
WITH ALL PLUMBING FACILITIES:
FOURTH QUARTER 1985 and 1984

Vacent For.Rent Units With ALl vacant For-Sale-Only Units With
Plumbing Facilities A1l Plumbing Facilities

. Fourth |Fourth [Standard |Standard |Fourth |Fourth | Standard | Standard
Area quarter|quarter|error on (error on |quarter|quarter| errer on [ error on
1988 1984 |1985 rate|difference| 1985 1884 1985 rate| difference

4.5......] 6.3 5.8 0.2 0.2 1.5 1.6 0.1 o.1
Inside
susast..| 6.1 5.7 0.2 8.2 1.4 1.5 0.1 0.1
Out -
side
susasl..| 6.7 5.1 0.3 0.4 1.6 1.8 0.1 0.1

11984 and 1985 rates may not be comparable, see text.
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During the fourth quarter 1985, about 63.5 percent of 311 occupied units in
the United States were occupied by their owners, The homeownership rate was
lower than the rate in the same quarter & year ago, but wss not significantly
different from the rate in the third quarter 1385, The homeownership rates for
the fourth quarter have shown downward movement since 1980.

Table 4, HOMEOWNERSHIP RATES FOR THE UNITED STATES:
1880 toc 1985

Homeownership. rates!
Year

First Second Third Fourth

quarter quarter _quarter quarter

1985, 0.000es 64.1 64.1 63.9 G;FS
1984, i.u0nee 64.6 64.6 64.6 64.1
1983, 0000eens 64.7 64.7 64.8 64.4
1982, 0000000 64.8 64.9 64.9 64.5
198liiiecnses 65.6 £5.3 65.6 §5.2
1980 .ccvennne 65.5 §5.5 T 65.8 65.5

1standard errors for quarterly homeownership rates for the United States generally
are 0.2 percent,

The data in this relesse are the result of a sample survey and are, therefore,
subject to sampling variability. For example, the standard error on the estimated
rental vacancy rate of 6.7 is 0.2 percentage points, Consequently, the f8-percent
confidence interval as shown by these data fs from 6.5 to 6.9 percent; f.e., the
interval 6.7% (1 x 0.2} percentage points. Thus, we can say with about 68
percent confidence that this {nterval includes the actual value that would have been
obtained by sveraging the results from all passible samples of this type. Similarly,
we would conclude that the average estimate, derived from 211 possible samples, lies
within the intervd? from 6.3 to 7.1 percent, 6.7F% {2 x 0.2), with 95 percent con-
Yig$nce. The standard errors for other figures in this release are given {n the
tables.

In addition to sampling error, the figures in this release, both the estimates
and thelr standard errors, are also subject to rounding error. Changes ih the
figures discussed in this release are described as “not statistically different®
when they are not significant with 90 percent confidence, and are described as
showing “some evidence of difference” when significant between 90 to 95 percent
confidence, and "different® when significant with S5 percent confidence or
grester,
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Bugust 4, 1986

Mr. John Knapp

Acting Under Secretary

U.5. Department of Housing and
Urban Development

451 Seventh Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20410

Dear Mr. Knapp:

As a follow-up to this Committee's February 21
hearing on the impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts on
services to older Americans, we are writing to request your
responses to several additional questions.

It has been 5 months since the first Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings sequester took effect. During that time ycu have
had an opportunity teo examine the actual impact of these
cuts on programs. Therefore, to supplement the excellent
testimony you presented to the Committee, we are asking
that you provide us with answers %o the following
questions.

SECTION 202: HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY

1. What impact have the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts
had on the number of housing units HUD expected to build
under the 202 program in 1986 and future years?

2. How have these cuts been spread among 202
construction projects? Has the size of each project been
reduced, or have some projects been eliminated? Or, are
you building the same number of units for less money?
Please include a list of projects, if any, that have beer
eliminated as a result of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

If HUD is building the same number of units for less
money, has there been any reduction in the gquality of
construction? If so, please describe.

3. What will these Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts mean
to older Americans? If there are already some 270,000
people waiting to get into 202 projects, now will waiting
lists be affected?

4. What will happen to the 202 program if there is
an additional 8% Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester in FY
19872
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Mr. John Knapp
August 4, 1986
Page 2

PUBLIC HOUSING

1. Congress appropriated funds for 5000 units of
public housing and the 2000 units of Indian housing to be
built in 19886. Has Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cut the number of
units by 4.3%, or has the cut come in some olher area, such
as the size of the units?

2. Funds for maintenance and rehabilitation have
also been cut. How has this affected the quality of our
housing stock?

3. In New York City alone, around 200,000 people are
waiting for public housing. Nationwide, the wait for a
public housing unit averages 29 months., Have Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings cuts made this situation worse?

4, How will an 8%
h

FY 1987 Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
sequester affect the nubli

ine nrnowam?
lic housing proge ?

2 am

CONGREGATE HOUSING SERVICES PROGRAM

1. How have the cuts in the congregate services
program been implemented? Has each demonstration project
been reduced? Have any projects been closed entirely?
Have meals and services been reduced?

2. Will the cuts in congregate services ultimately
be more costly to the federal government, since the program
is designed to keep citizens who are "aging in place" out
of more c¢ostly institutions?

3. Where will the elderly who have be
access to congregate services now go to obta
services?

nd

n s

enied
imilar

e
i

4, What will happen to congregate services if an
8% Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester is implemented in FY
19872

We intend to include your responses to the above
follow-up questions in our print of the hearing's
proceedings._~Therefore, we reguest thal you respond as
soon as,.possible. Wewould like to complete this print
by Augdst 20, 1986. e\

! y
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Mr, John Kn
August 4, 1
Page 3

app
386

Your continued cooperation in thi
appreciated and we logk forward Lo your re

]
2]
[ZH )

Sincerely,

JOHN GLENN

S L
//fHJ/,’:'/ //4 Pl

el . e .
Ranking Hinority
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i
& - , .5. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
Sednie s WASHINGTON, 0 C. 20418
) 13

L"s M.\“‘/
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR

LEGISLATION AND CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

Honorable John Heinz
Chairman, Special
Committee on Aging
United States Seaate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your letter of August 4, 1986, to Mr. Knapp, requesting
information additional to that he provided before your Committee hearing on
the effect of Graum-Rudman-Hollings sequestration on certain cof our pro-
grams. 1 hope you will accept my apology for the lateness of ocur response.
Our answers are ordered to follow the sequence of questions in your letter.

Section 202: Housing for the Elderly and Handicapped

1. The amount appropriated by the Congress for FY IY86 was cut by 4.3
percent, resulting in a loan limit reduction of $27.1 aillion, or an
cxpected reduction of approximately 600 units of the 12,000 units
anticipated under the amount appropriated. However, utilizing cost
containment efforts, the Departmeant actually funded 11,571 new units,
thus mitigating the effect of the reduction.

2, The reduction did not affecl projects for which funds were already
reserved; therefore, projects in the pipeline were not reduced in size
or eliminated. Rather, the cuts resulted in fewer units being funded
from the new proposals considered for initial funding in FY 1986.

HUD has been reducing the construction cost of Section 202 units,
However, this results from the Administration”s policy of cost
contalnment and mndest design, rather than because of Gramm-Rudman-
Hollings reductions. The Department has eliminated amenitlies such as
saunas, atriums and balconies from new projects, but has retained the
same quality of basic construction,

3. Section 202 waiting lists can be expected to grow if fewer units are
built.

4. Congress has appropriated $592.7 million for the construction of 12,000
units in FY 1987. An 8 percent sequestration could be expected to
reduce this rumber by 960 units.
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Public Housing

i.

As a result of Gramm-Rudman—Hollings, FY 1986 appropriations for public
housing were cut from 5,000 to 4,803 units; funding for Indian Housing
was reduced from 2,000 to 1,921 units,

Capital cost funding for modernization and rchabilitation was reduced
from $736.4 to $707.4 million. The reduction is expected to have only a
minimal impact on the stock.

The reduction of 197 units caused by Gramm-Rudman-Hollings will have a
very small effect on unmet demand for public housing units nationwide.

The Congress has appropriated $200 million of capital cost funding for
new constructicn of public housing in FY 1987, funding for 2,000 units
of Indian Housing and $1.4 billion for modernizatinn. These amounts
would be reduced by $16 million, 160 units, and $112 million,
respectively, If there were an 8 percent secquester.

Congregate Housing Services Program

1.

Grawm-Rudman-Hollings cuts in this program were handled by reducing the
grant extensfon perfods, e.g. from eight to seven months, No individual
projects have been closed or reduced in uait number; anor have thera been
reductions in the provision of meals and services,

The Congregate Housing Services Program (CHSP) is a demonstcatfon
program. Although the Congress has continued to appropriate funds for
extension of the original grants, an evaluation of the demonstration
concluded that it had not proven cost-cffective in its purpose, which
was to delay or prevent {astitutionalization in higher-level (and more
costly) care facilities of aging people who neceded only a much lower
level of care.

Recause CHSY 1is a demonstratlon and its coantinuance has heen uncertain,
project managers have not actively encouraged participation i{n tha

program. In only a few Instances has aayone been denfed access to a
Ci{SP project or been put vn a walting lisc.

An 8 percent sequester in FY 1987 would probably be handled as it was
for FY 1986, i.e. by reduction in the length of granl extensions.

We shall he glad to provide further iaformation upon request.
A simllar respoase has been sent to Senator .John Glenn.
Very sincerely yours,

T howan b~CQA=3

Stephen May
Agsistant Secretary
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August 4, 1986

Mr. Michio Suzuki
Associate Commissioner of State

and Tribal Programs
Adpinistration on Aging
Department of Health and Human Services
300 Independence Avenue, S.W., Room U282
Washington, D.C. 20201

Dear Mr. Suzuki:

As a follouw-up to this Committee's February 21
hearing on the impact of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cuts on
services to older Americans, we are writing to request your
responses to several additional questions.

It has beern 5 months =i the first szm-Rudman-
Hollings sequester took effect. During that time you
have had an opportunity to examine the actual impact of
these cuts on programs. Therefore, to supplement the
excellent testimony you presented to the Committee, we are
asking that you provide us with answers to the following
questions.

FoleS
nee iC ol
&
4

t. You stated in your testimony that the
Administration on Aging (A0A) is committed to building
systems that are particularly responsive to the most
vulnerable elderly. Department of Health and Human
Services (DHHS) officials have indicated that the number of
meals and other direct services will be the last items to
be reduced. We understand that AoA issued directives to
the state units on aging {(SUAs) regarding the reductions in
the FY 1986 budget. Please provide the committee with a
copy of any such directives.

If you have not provided guidance or recommendations
regarding reductions in costs or services, do you plan to
provide such guldance in the future? If so, please
describe the nature of the anticipated guidance.

2. Sequestration has resulted in an $11 million cut
in supportive services for the elderly {e.g. legal
services, transportation, senior centers, counseling,
investigation of nursing home complaints). Please describe
the reduction in these and other services that has or will
occur as a result of this $11 million cut.

How many older Agmericans have been or will be denied
services?
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Mr. Michio Suzuki
August 4, 1986
Page 2

Have {(or will) any particular services be more
adversely affected than others?

3. You stated in your testimony that the 4.3%
reduction due to sequestration is relatively small and that
40A's management initiatives {(e.g. increased productivity,
participant contributions) would "offset the impact of
these reductions to a great degree." Please describe the
degree to which you expect the reduction in services to be
offset by the A¢A's various initiatives.

Do the state and area agencics on aging agree with
your position that such initiatives will offset reductions
t¢ Gramm-Rudman-Hollings?

What has the AoA done or what does it plan to do to
determine the viewpoints of the state and area agencles on
aging about the expectation that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
reductions would be offset by management initiatives?

. In your testimony, you said that it is Aoid's
nexpectation that services essential to the maintenance of
independent living will continue to receive a high priority
and that other less critical services will be reduced.”

Which specific services does AoA deem to be these
eritical services and which are considered "less criticalr
services?

How is the AoA communicating this to the state and
area agencies on aging and to those who provide Older
Americans Act funded or supported services?

How has the AoA monitored the state and area agenciles
to ensure that this expectation is met?

What has been the role of the regional offices in
providing oversight and monitoring to ensure that this
expectation is met?

How have these roles been provided in the two regions
where the AoA is experimenting with absorbing regional
office functions into the regional DHHS offices (i.e.
Chicago and New York)?

5. You stated that "In 1987, the Administration’s
budget proposal is to return aging service programs to the
1985 level." According to the DHHS budget released
February 5, the Budget Authority for your programs.will be
$689 million, which is $13 million less than the $702
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Mr, Michio Suzuki
August 8, 1986
Page 3

million in FY 1985. Please clarify your statement whieh
appears to be inconsistent with information available from
the DHHS.

NUTRITION SERVICES

1. The sequester f{or congregate and home delivered
meals in FY 1986 totals about $18 million. How many meals
have been cut as a result? Have the pumber of meals served
to each beneficiary been reduced, or have the number of
beneficiaries been reduced, or both? How has this been
handled?

2. W¥What has happened to the people who did not
receive these meals? For instance, would a homebound
elderly woman with arthritis be able to obtain meals that
provide one-third of the daily nutritional requirements
through some other source?

3. If these older Americans cannot physically go
elsewhere or do not find these meals available elsewhere,
do you think the likelihood that they may fall ill and
require other services, which may also be cut, will be
increased?

4§, Have there been or will there be additional
reductions in meals because of the sequestration of
Department of Agriculture Title III commodity funds? How
many wmeals have been or will be cut?

TITLE IV: RESEARCH, TRAINING AND DISCRETIONARY PROJECTS

1. The Administration proposed a 52% decrease in
funding for research, training and other discretionary
purposes which 1s a dramatic decrease. Specifically, how
would such a reduction occur?

Would contracts currently in effect be reduced? If
so, which contracts have been, or will be, reduced?

what contracts or awards would not be made that were
otheprwise planned?

2. Has the reduction in this category, through the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cut, had any impact on the legal-
services related awards currently in effect or anticipated
for the balance of FY 1986 or in FY 19872
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Mr. Michio Suzuki
august 4, 1986
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3. BHave contractors of Title IV funds received
notices concerning the reductions? If so, please provide
us with a copy.

4, wWhat research, trainiag and discretionary
projects were reduced as a result of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings?

OTHER SERVICES

We are concerned about the impact of reductions in
Older Americans Act funds on the Long-Term Care Ombudsman
program, which is one of the few QAA services that directly
benelits the nation's institutionalized elderly. Earlier
hospital discharges due to the Medicare prospective payment
system are clearly having an impact upon post-hospital care
services such as nursing homes and board and care
facilities, where oversight by ombudsmen will be even more
cruclal.

Has there been any preduction in funds or other
resources provided to state or substate ombudsman programs?
If so, please describe the extent and nature of this
reduction, including anticipated reductions in services
provided by the ombudsman program.

I3 the ombudsman program considered a high priority
or "less critical™ service by the AoA?

Specifically, what effort is underway by the Ack to
identify any reductions in the levels of ombudsman program
funding or services, or is planned for the future?

AOA ADMINISTRATION

1. Has AoA been asked to absorb a greater percentage
of reductions in operating funds or staffing than any other
programs within the Office of Human Development Services?

2. Were there any reductions in AoA staff in FY
1985, either in actual positions or full-time
equivalencies?

3. Have there been any staffing reductions in FY
1986 or are any anticipated during the balance of FY 19862

4, Are there any current vacant positions that will
not be filled?

5. If there have been any staffing reductions, if
staffing reductions are anticipated, or if any vacancies
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will not be filled, what program areas have been or would
be affected by these reductions?

6. Are there any plans to reduce staff in AoA's
regional offices or further plans to consolidate any
regional offices? If so, please describe these plans.

7. Have AoA's travel funds been reduced from the FY
1985 level? Have any of Ac¢A's travel funds been redirected
to other programs or efforts with OHDS or DHHS? If so,
what is the justification for travel funds reductions or
redirection? What travel-related activities have been or
will be reduced or eliminated as a result of these
reductions?

It is our understanding that requests froms state and
area agencies on aging to Aod, including the regional
offices, for assistance and opinions are going unanswered
or are not being responded to for lengthy periods. Will FY
1986 reductions have any further impact on this situation?
what is AoA doing to try to respond to these requests in a
more timely fashion?

We intend to include your responses tc the above
follow-up questions in our print of the hearing's
proceedings. Therefore, we request that you respond as
soon as possible. We would like to complete this print by
August 20, 1986.

Attached are questions that Senator Bradley would
like you to answer for the record.

Your continued cooperation in this matter is
appreciated and we look forward to your responses.

Sincerely,

airman Ranking Minority Member
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QUESTIONS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY SENATCOR BILL BRADLEY
TO THE ADMINISTRATION ON AGING
February 21, 1986

Prior to passage of Gramwm-Rudman, how many Meals-on-Wheels
were supposed to be delivered this year? How does this compare to
5 years ago? Qver the past 5 years, how does the number of meals
delivered compare to the appropriations for this program?

A Y How has the cost per meal changed over the past 5 years?
Have Area Agencies on Aging become more efficient over time
in providing meals at a lower cost?

A Given the first "sequester," how many fewer meals will be
served this year than originally planned?

% If the Fall sequester takes place, and funding is reduced by
roughly 20%, what will be the impact on Meals-on-Wheels?
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o/ Office of
‘ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH A HUMAN SERVICES Human Geveioprment Services
Y
\ Office of Assistant Secretary

Washington GC 20201
6CT 1 i85

The Honorable John Heinz

Chairman

Senate Special Committee on Aging
united states Senate

washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Chairman:

1 am enclosing the answers to the specific questions which you
and Senator Bradley raised on the impact of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester on the programs of the
Administration on Aging. I was plcased tc have Michio Suzuki
represent AoA at your Pebruary hearing on this subject, and I

hope that this information will both supplement and update his
testimony.

If you have any questions on this material, or if you wish more
information, please let me know. I lock forward to our
continued cooperative efforts to survey the impact of this
important new law on clder Americans,

Sincerely,

QL{ u(;—Z"z:_% i

arcl Praser Fisk
Commissioner on Aging

Enclosures
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1. Pleusc sugply the committee with a copy of any directives
which AoA issued to the state units on aging regarding the
creductions in the FY 1386 budget.

If you have not provided guidance or recommendations
regarding reductions in costs or services, do you plan to
provide such guidance in the future? If so, please describe

the nature of the anticipated quidance.

O No directives were issued by the Administration on Aging
to State Aqencies on Aging regarding the 4.3%
reduction. Directives are issued to the States only on
matters inveolving compliance with law and regulation,
not on the manner in which they should specifically
spend funds which is an issue best dealt with by each
local jurisdiction.

¢ In January 1986, when the Administration on Aging
receijved final Departmental guidance on the impact of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings, new grants allotting the full
amount available to each State were immediately issued,

2. Please describe the reduction in supportive services for
the elderly (e.q. legal SEfvices, transpotrtfation, Senior
centers, counseling, investigation of nursing home com plaints)

and other services that has or will occur as a result of this
$11 million cut because of seguestration, How many older

Amer icans have been or will be denied Services? Have (or will)
any particular services be nmore adversely affected than others?

O Area agencies on aging determine the manner in which the
Title III funds will be allocated at the local level.
Any specific changes in service levels in a particular
planning and service area would be determined by the
local eree agency on aging in conjunction with the State
ynit on Aging. That sub-State data is not reported at
the national level,

o The AOA Title III information system collects data on
service units and client counts on an annual basis
only, Data for FY 1986 will not be available to us
until early pecember. Upon receipt, we will begin
analysis. 1In response to your request for data, we
queried our regional offices for information which
States could share informally and voluntarily, wWe found
that most States do not collect program data quarterly,
and only 13 states had data they could share. Analysis
of the dats shared by States shows that the number of
persons served for social services and meals remsined
about the same through the third quarter of FY 1986 as
it had been through that period of FY 1985,
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3. Please describe the deqree to which you expect the
reduction in services, due to the 4.3% reduction because of
sequestration, to be offset by the AOA's various management
initiatives.

O

The management initiatives cited in the February 21
testimony were improvements in productivity, increased
contributions, and USDA reimbursements,

We will not have any FY 1986 dats on improvements in
productivity until the end of the fiscal year.

Program income reported through the third quarter in

FYy 1986 was $108.9 million, compared to $96.7 million
through the third quarter in FY 1985. This represents a
13% increase over the FY 1985 level and a return on the
Title 111 dollar of 25%, compared tc about 21% in FY
1985,

The funds available from USDA incrcased in rFy 1986. The
appropriation for Title III meal recimbursement for FY
1985 was $120.8 million, plus an additicnal $6.2 million
supplement; the appropriation for PY 1986 was $131.1
million, supplemented by an additional $2.3 million.

The reimbursement rate per meal held at about 56¢,
rather than dropping to 53¢ as USCA had earlier
projected. Currently, USDA projects a reimbursement
rate of 57¢ for FY 198e6.

In addition, we do have information from several States
on pooling of non-title III funds (to use for Title III
purposes). For these States, the total amount of funds
cutside Title 1II and Title IilI-match was 18% higher as
of the third quarter of Fy 1986 than at the same time in
FY 1985. anecdotal information indicates that at least
four States put new resocurce generating strategies into
effect, These included special appropriations by the
state legislature specifically for home-delivered meals,
further tapping of local funds, and use of some FY 1985
funds carried over into FY 1986,

Do the state and area agencies on aqing agree with your

position thal such initiatives will offset reductions to
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings,

Q

States, AAAs, and our elderly participants have been
very resourceful in cutting costs and increasing
contributions to limit the impact of diminished
resources,
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What has the Aoa done or what Goues it plan to do to
de;ermine the viewpoints of the state and area agencies on
aging about the expectation that Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
reductions would be offset by management initiatives?

6 The Administration on Aging has frequent contact with
membership organizations such as the National ’
Association of State Units on Aging {NASUA), the
National Association of Arca Agencies on Aging (N4A),
and the National Association of Regional Councils of
Government. These organizations help to keep us
informed Of progress and problems with national program
initiatives. ke also receive direct mail and telephone
communications from staff and program participants. In
addition, I have initiated a series of meetings in each
Region where I will come into direct comntact with nearly
all sua directors, and most AAA directors. I also
participated in the national membership meetings of
NASUA and N4A in August of lage.

4. which specific services does AcA deem to be those critical
services which will continue teo receive a high priority beécause
they are “e¢ssential to the maintenance of independent living",
and which are considered "less critical” services which will be
reduced?

o The SUA's and AAA's make the final decisions about which
services will be developed and provided through the
Olcder Americans Act in each planning and service area.

o Cur information shows that the aging network is putting
increased emghasis on using all community resources, not
just Older Americans Act funds to develop critical
family and community based care. Thus, services which
make & critical difference in whether or not an elderly
perscon must leave a family and/cr community setting and
enter a nursing home become important in tgat they apply
Lo acute situations. Some of the services which can
prevent or delay instituticnalization are homemaker
service, respite care, adult day care, and
home-delivered meals,

o 1t appears that this change has not caused the supply of
“less critical” services, such as group socjalization
and life enrichment activities to diminish in quality or
availability. We see a continuing role for AchA, the
SUA's and the AAA's in encouraging the development and
improvement of these group socialization services.

How 15 the AoA communicating this tc the state and area
agencies on aging and to those who grovide Clder Americans Act
funding or supportive services?

o AoA has a formal system of proqram issuances which
convey policy and other useful information to SUA's and
AAA'S. We also publish Aqing magazine, which highlights
current issues, trends, new ideas, and outstanding
programs for the elderly,

o AOA regional offices have regular contacts with SUA's,
AARA'S, and service providers. They fregquently convene
training conferences to support AoA initiatives and
assist the aging network in the development of services
improvement and management strategies,
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AcA uses the research, demonstration, and treining provided
under Title IV of the of the Older Americans Act to assist ell
ievels of the aging network to develop and understand the full
range of service options and best practice approaches for
assisting the elderly,

o In addition, I have continuing direct contact with
persons throughout the aging network through speaking
engagements, membership meetings, and working sessions
at the Regional level with SUA and AAA directors.

How has the AoA monitcred the state and area agencies to
ensure that this expectation is met?

o &AOA receives periodic tormal reports on financial and
program progress from each SUA, These reports contain
information about AAA's and social services provided.
The reports are an important starting point for
monitoring SUA implementation of the Older Americans
Act. The AoA regional offices discuss requirements
related to the Older Americans Act with the SUA's and
make observations by telephone, in meetings and, at
times, on site, The SUA's in turn monitor the AaA‘'s, and
the AAA's monitor the performance of the service
providers,

what has been the role of the reqgional offices in providing
oversight and monitoring to ensure that this expectation is met?

0 The regicnal offices carefully review the reports
provided by the States on program performance. The
reports are fully discussed with the States. The
regicnal cffices are impertant in monitoring the pregram
because of their detailed knowledqge of State operations
and contact with State staff on specific program {ssucs.

How have these roles been provided in the two regions where
the AOA is experimenting with absorbing regional office
functions into the reqional DHHS offices (i.e. Chicaqgo and New
York}?

o Reporting lines have changed for staff in Chicage and
New York, but expectations for monitoring and assisting
states have not changed, The Commissioner on Aging
retaing dircct control over AcA funds and functions. ACA
central office maintains the same substantive contact
with these reqgions as it does with the other regions.
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5. You stated that “In 1987, the Acdministration's budget

proposal
evel."

is to return aging service programs to the 1985
According to the DHHS budget released February 5, the

Budget Authority for your programs will be $689 million, which
is $13 less than the $702 million in 1985, please clarity your
Statement which appecars to be inconsistent with intormation
gvailable from the DHHS.

o  The 1987 level is the same as that appropriated for
fiscal year 1985 for the "services" portion of the
Administration on Aging's budget request, The $13
million difference is in the Title IV Research and
Discretionary Projects and Programs portion of the
budget. The request for the "services® portion of the
budget--i.,e., supportive services, nutrition programs,
and grants to Indian Tribes is the same as that
sppropriated for fiscal year 1985. The lower level
reguested for the discretionary activities is consistent
with Office of Human Development Services poliey to
maintain support for direct services activities by
reducing lower priority, non-direct services activities,

NUTRITION SERVICES

1. rThe
1986 tot
a result

sequester [or congregate and home delivered meals in FY
als about $18 million. How many meals have been cut as

? Have the number of meals served to each beneficiary

been reduced, or have the number of beneficiaries been reduced"’

or both?

o T
m
C
A
w

How has this heen handled?

he only specific national information on number of

eals which is collected on a guarterly basis is the
ount reported to USDA for purposes of reimbursement.
S of the third gquarter of Fy 1986, 167,308,342 meals
cre reported to USDA for reimbursement, compared to

165,719,763 through the thirg quarter in FY 1985, This

i
1

2. Wha
meals?
arthrit
daily n

o

§ an increase of nearly 2.2 million mecals, or about
.3% more than reported at this point in Fy 1985.

t has happened to the people who did not receive these
For instance, would a homebound elderly woman with

is be able to obtain meals that provide one-third of the
utritional requirements through some other source?

Area Agencies on Aging are making every effort to assure
that the most vulnerable elderly persons will continue
to receive nutrition and supportive services, In those
instances where an elderly person is not able to receive
a meal funded under Title III, the Area Agency on Aging
will explore the resources available from, and work
with, private and local non-profit organizaticns that
provide nutrition services to older people. Let me
assure you that we are committed to work with
organizations serving the elderly to assure that clder
people are linked to services. Our goal is to assurc
that all community resources, not just Title III, are
being used to respond to the needs and challenges posed
by our aging society.
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3. If these older americans cannot physi

hes ] s o physically go clsewhere or
go not fx?c these meals available elsewhere, do you think the
115elxhocc that they may fall ill and require other services
which may also be cut, will be increassds ’

O We are aggressively continuing ocur efforts to build a
stronqc;,.more comprehensive, community-based system of
care which responds to the needs of older people,
particularly those at risk of losing their
1ndegendence. State and Area agencies on Aging are
wgrkfng Cooperatively with organizations committed to
linking and coordinating programs for the elderly that
are supported from a variety of Federal, State, and
local funding sources. These expanded efforts ensure a
more effective and efficient system of care--one that is
ﬁthly visible, easily accessible, and which provides an
immediate and appropriate response to the service needs
of older persons, particularly the vulnerable elderly.

4. Have there been or will there be addéitional reductions in

meals because of the sequestration of Depar tment of Agriculture
Title III commodity funds? How many meals have been or will be
cut?

¢ No meals have been, or are expected to be, cut in FY
128€. As of the end ot the third quarter, meals
reported to USDA had increased by 1,3% over the third
quarter in 1985 to 167,908,342, and the reimbursement
rate has remained the same as last year (564). Funds
available from the Department of Agriculture for meal
ieimbu:somcnts increased rather than decreased in FY
98¢é.

TITLE {V: RESEARCH, TRAINING AND DISCRETIONARY PROJECTS

1. The Administration proposed a 52% decrease in funding for
research, training, and other discretionary purposes which is a
dramatic decreasc. Specifically, how would such a reduction
occur? Would contracts currently in effect be reduced? If so,
which contracts haveJSEen, or will be, reduced? what contracts
or awards would not be made that were otherwise planned?

o The funding reduction proposed for FYy 1987 in Title IV
research, training, and demonstration programs will have
a minimal effect on current projects. Only a modest
number of Title IV projects are scheduled for
continuvation funding in PY 1987. Thelr continuvation
costs can be met readily within the the proposed
$12,500,000 budget. Those projects will, however, be
reviewed for evidence of satisfactory progress before
being funded. Budget cuts in continuation projects, if
any, will be made on a case-by-case basis.

o New awards in FY 1987 will be fewer than in previous
years under the proposed Title IV funding reduction.
But the subject area priorities under which AoA invites
R&D and Training project applications will remain
intact. with continued careful selection of grant
awards, and more cffective use of Title IV project
findings and products, the gquality of the research,
training, and demonstration programs can be maintained.
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2. Has the reduction in this category, through the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings cut, had any impact on the legal
services-related awards currently in effect or anticipated for

the balance of FY 1986 or rY 19872

o]

The reduction in Title IV funding in FY 1986 resulting
from the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequestration has not had
any material effect on the priorities established for
Title IV research, demonstration, and training programs,
including the category of legal assistance projects for
older persons, For FY 1987, these program priorities
will be sustained but Gramm-Rudman-Hollings funding cuts
will curtail the number of awards made.

AOA has assisted in the development of leqal services to
older persons through support of several projects. In
one project the American Bar Association (aBa) is
organizing private bar associations to provide pro bono
and reduced fee progqrams for older persons. Under this
AOA support, the ABA has been working for the past
several years with State and local bar associaticn
projects and with other groups to develop such

programs. Increasingly, we are seeing the proliferation
of such projects and we expect this trend to continue.
Bar associations in over 30 States have established
committees to develop pro bono programs and provide
leadership to resclve the legal problems of clder
persons,

In addition to the ABA project, AocA is currently
supporting projects by the National Senior Citizens Law
Center, the Amcrican Association of Retired
Persons/Legal Counsel for the Elderly, and the Center
for Social Gerontology. Through these projects, State
and Area Agencies on Aging and local providers of legqal
services to the elderly receive training and technical
assistance.

AoA 1S also supporting two demonstration projects which
are testing the feasibility of a legal services hotline
and the use of a law school clinic to provide legal
services to older persons.

3. Have contractors of Title v funds received notices
concerning the reductions? If so, please provide us with a

copy -

o

Title IV project grantees have not reccived notices
concerning any cuts in their current budgets. Budget
levels for continuation projects have always becn, and
will continue to be, subject to such factors as the
availability of funds and satisfactory project

per formance.,

As a result of the 4.3% Gramm-FRudman-Hollings reduction
in funds, marqinally fewer grants than anticipated have
been awarded.
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4. Wwhat research, training and discretionary projects were
teducec as a fesult of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings?

o No research, training, and other Title 1v discretionary
projects have had their budgets reduced as a result of
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.

o AS a result of the 4.3% Gramm-Rudman-Hollings reduction
in funds, marginally fewer grants than anticipated have
been awarded.

OTHER SERVICES

1. Has there been any reduction in funds or other resources
provided to state or subStale ombudshan programs? If so,
please describe the extent and nature of this reduction,
including anticipated reductions in services provided by the
ombudsman programs

o Section 304(a} of the pglder Americans Act requires all
States to use an amount equal to at least one percent of
its Title I11-B allotment or $20,000, whichever is
greater, for the ombudsman program. Each State Agency
on Aging determines what portion of its Title III-B
funds, beyond the minimum requirement, will be expended
for the ombudsman program. Many State and Area Agencies
have obtained additional funds from other resources to
help Support the program.

o In FY 1984, the total funding from Statc and other
sources for Ombudsman Programs nationwide was
$14,302,102. The State reports submitted for FY 19285
indicated a total funding level for both State and local
programs of $18,553,833. The FY 1985 fiqure signifies a
$4 million or 29 percent increase over the FY 1984
figure, The FY 1985 reports indicate¢ a total funding
level from all sources of $10,408,645. The FY 1984
smount represents a 37 percent increase over FY 1985,
Since these data are only available annually, we will
not have information for FY 1986 until mid-1987.

2. Is the ombudsman program considered a high priotity or
“less critical"™ service by the AoA?

o AOA is placing an ever greater emphasis on censuring the
development of a full continuum of care service system
in every community. This emphasis includes greater
attention to building linkages with the health community
and to strengthening relationships with both acute and
long term care institutions. The Long Term Care
Ombudsman program is a key element in working with long
term care facilities, State and Area Agencies will look
to the ombudsman to help build these linkages. ACA will
place an increased emphasis on ensuring Statewide access
to the ombudsman program. We believe that quality
institutional care, like quality in-home and supportive
services needs to be a part of an etfective community
system of services for QOlder Americans wherever they
live.
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3. Specifically, what effort is underway by the a0A Lo
identify any reductions in the levels of ombudsmen program
funding or services, or is planned for the future?

o

Ach has no plans to reduce the level of funding for the
ombudsman program. The recent 4.3 percent reduction in
Title III-B supportive services may affect State
decisions about what portion of these funds are devoted
to the ombudsman program, but accurate information
reqarding the FY 1986 funding level will not be
available until mid-1987; therefore, we are unable to
determine what changes may take place as result of the
4.3 percent Title III-B 'ecuctx&.

Since AoA i{s giving greater program emphasis to the
needs of vulnerable older persons, we anticipate a
stronger, more effective ombudsman program., Given the
trends previously noted for increased funding of th
program since 1982, we expect the program to expand
rather than diminish in spite of the 4.3 percent
reduction in Title IJI-B funds. AOA is exploring other
potentxal program initiatives to address concerns about
mproving the quality of care provided older persons in
institutional settings,

In an attempt to strengthen the ombudsman program, we
are working with the HCFA Office of Survey and
Certification to plan joint activities for proving the
communications between the gtate Licensing and
Certification program and the State ombudsman program,
We are exploring opportunities for sharing infcrmation
and reports, anludlnq establishing pericdic meetings to
exchange information,

HOME-DELIVERED MEALS

1. Prior to passage of Gramm-Rudman, how many Meals-on-Wheels
were supposed to be delivered this year? How doeé this compate
to 5 years ago? Over the past 5 years, how does the number of
meals delivered compare to the appropriations for this program?

The FY 1987 budget request estimated that 220,642,262

Q
meals would be provided under Title III-C in FY 1986; no
breakout was made of congregate vs, home-delivered
meals, Rowever, in PY 1985, 75,539,259 home-delivered
and 149,875,805 congregate meals were actually served,
o The following meals were served from FY 1981 through
1985:
Amount Available 1981 1382 1983 1984
for meals $3487857,000 $341.064,000 $359.45%,000 367,279,000
Moals 187,877,884 190,849,919 202,569,488 214,156,393
AcmE—dgelivered 45,283,802 50,528,695 57,518,472 66,710,527
Congregate 142,594,082 140,321,224 145,051,016 147,448,666

o After the sequester, $£367,920,075 was available for

conqgregate and home-delivered mesals.

o Home-delivered are also provided in great numbers by

a wide range of non- profxt organizations and
volunteer groups. It is impessible for AcA to record
this level of important community support to
home-delivered older Americans.

1985
$367,018,734

225,415,064
75,539,259
149,875,805
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2. How has the cost per meal changed over the past 5 years?

oo prh WES . P s
Have the Area Agencies on AQing become more efficient over time
in providing meals at a lower cost?

(o]

Analysis of the ratio between total meals served and
total Title ITI-C funds, after transfers, shows & trend
over the past five years toward less reliance on Title
I11. This sugqests a combination of improvements,
including increased efficiency in managing, income from
client contributions, and more non-Title II1 resources

.qenerated. The amount of Title III funds required to

produce one meal is calculated as follows:

FY 1981 {cst.) $1.86

FY 1982 1.79
FY 1983 1.71
FY 1984 1.71
FYy 1285 1.69

Final information for FY 1986 will be required in order
to estimate the Title III share per meal for this fiscal
year.

3. Given the first "sequester ,” how many fewer meals will he
served this year than originally planned?

e]

AS stated earlier, as of the third quarter of FYy 1986,
167,908,342 meals were reported to USDA for

reimbursement. This was an increase of 1.3% over the
number reported at the same Time in FY 1985, At this
time we do not expect a decrease in meals in Fy 1986,

Our informal survey of thirteen States showed that the
number of persons scrved increased about 4% for social
services, decreased about 5% for congregate meals, and
incrcased about 4% for home-delivered meals.

These numbers, while not providing a true national
picture, are consistent with the national trend towargd
greater use of the States' authority to transfer funds
out of conqgreqgate meals in order to fund more
home-delivered meals and social services.

4. If the Fall sequester takes place, and funding is reduced
by roughly 0%, what will be the impact on Meals-on-Wheels?

(o]

some of the impact of any sequester would be lessened by
ACA-assisted improvements in meal productivity,
increased contributions, and through the USDA
teimbursement. In-addition, individual States and
localities may use their transfer authority to fund more
meals, pool non-Title IT] resources to provide more
meals, or develop new revenue producing strategies.
Again, changes in government funding may or may not
impact on the large number of meals provided by
non-profit groups and volunteer efforts.
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¥ Y ~ N .
L. Has aoa been asked to absorb a greater percentage of
reductions in operacznq funds or staffing than any other

prograns within the Office of Human Development Services?

© AO0A has not been asked Lo absorb a greater percentaqe ol
ceductions in operating funds or staff ing than any other
programs within the Office of Human pevelopment

rvx;es Current ecfforts are to distribule Ffunding and
staffing reductions equitably among program units so
that, in spite 0f a general ulrinq freeze instituted in
order to stay within available funds, negative impact
will not be created on any one operation.

2. were there any reductions in AoaA staff in Fy 1985, either
in actual positTéns or tull-time @gquivalencies?

o ACA experienced no involuntary reductions during
FY 1985. Attrition accounted tor & loss of 20 staff
members. Aoh, along with all of HDS, has been under a
hiring treeze for approximately two years inr order to
meet FTE ceilings by attrition rather than by
reduction-in-force or furlough.

3. Have there been any staffing reductions in FY 1886 or are
any anticipated during the balance of ry 19867

o puring FY 1986, attrition in AcCA
loss of 13 staff members. {This
who have already left and those for whom o release date
has been given.] During that period, there were threce
accessions to AOA. We do nut anticipate any further
losses or gains before September 30, 1986.

staff accounted
umber includes th

4. Are there any current vacant positions that will not be
filled? i

¢ The administration on Aqing is currently under a hiring
freeze, Consequently we do not expect to be hiring aeny
staff outside the agency in the near future.

5, If there have been any staffing reductions, it staffing
reductions are anticipated, or 1l any vacancies will not be

illed, what program areas have been or would be affected by
these reductions?

o No program areas have been identified for formal
reductions; however, we have moved staff members amoeng
program areas when critical sets of skills were lost in
a particular program area, or when a serious imbalance
of clerical support cccurred.
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6. Are there any plans to reduce staff in AoA's regional
offices or further plans to consolidate any regiohal Offices?
1f so, please describe these plans,

o There are no such plans at this time.

7. Have AoA's travel funds been reduced from the Fy 1985
level? Have any Ol ROR 'S travel tunds been redirected to other
programs or cfforts with OHDS or DHHS? 1If so, what is the
tustification for travel funds reductions or redirection? Wwhat
travel-related activities have been or will be reduced or
eliminated as a result of these reductions?

© Because of reductions in Salaries and Expenses for HDS
in FY 1986, there was less money available for travel
atter meeting salary costs. Therefore, AoA travel funds
were reduced from the FY 1985 level as were travel funds
for all HDS components., AcA travel funds have nct been
redirected to other programs or efforts within QOHDS or
DHHS. 1In fact, additional travel money was made
available to AOA during the year so that the agengy
could carry out high pricrity travel. Reductions in
travel werc accomplished by consolidating trips,
limiting the number of staff per trip, and by
priocritizing the selection of site visits. Even with
limited travel resources, AoA was able tc carry cut ils
programmatic priorities and responsibilities.

8. It is our understanding that requests from state and area
agencies on aqing to AoA, including the regional cffices, for
assistance and opinions are going unanswered or are not being
cesponded to for lengthy periods. "Will FY 1986 reductions have
any further impact on this situation? What is AoA doing tc try
to respond to these requests In a more timely manner?

o We are not aware of a backlog of written policy and
assistance requests from SUAs. In general, service
providers are assisted through AAAs, and SUAs provide
quidance and assistance to the AAAs. Therefore, we have
instructed our reqional offices to focus most of their
resources on SUAs and Indian tribes,

o The timeliness of responses is being monitored, and is a
standard clement in the performance appraisal of almost
all AoA employees, We consider timeliness a very serious
issue and will continue to try to upgrade our
per formance,

O

60-336 (176)



