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SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY REVIEWS: THE
HUMAN COSTS

SATURDAY, MARCH 24, 1984 -

House oF REPRESENTATIVES, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL
SeEcurITY, COMMITTEE ON WAYs AND MEANS; anND U.S.
SENATE, SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING,

Hot Springs, AR.

The subcommittee and special committee met at 9 a.m. in joint
session, pursuant to notice, in the auditorium, Hot Springs Reha-
bilitation Center, Hot Springs, AR, Hon. J.J. Pickle (chairman,
Subcommittee on Social Security) presiding.

[The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

[Press release of Thursday, March 15, 1984]

Hon. J.J. PickLe (D., TExas), CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL SECURITY,
CoMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, ANNOUNCES A FIELD
HEARING ON THE STATUS OF CONTINUING DisABILITY REVIEWS (CRD)

The Honorable J.J. Pickle (D., Texas), Chairman of the Subcommittee on Social
Security of the Committee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives,
today announced that the Subcommittee will hold a hearing to examine the present

. status of the social security disability review process. The hearing is to be held at

the Hot Springs Rehabilitation Center, 105 Reserve Avenue, Hot Springs, Arkansas,
on Saturday, March 24, beginning at 9:00 a.m. This hearing will be held jointly with
the Senate Special Committee on Aging, represented by Senator David Pryor (D.,
Arkansas).

The hearing will focus on three main concerns: first, the effect of the present pro-
cedures on disability recipients; second, the growing pressure on the states to imple-
ment their own administrative procedures for this program in defiance of federal
p}(:licy guidelines; and-third, the inadequacy of administrative initiatives to resolve
this crisis.

The Subcommittee expects to take.testimony from invited witnesses including
beneficiaries, state officials, and representatives from the Department of Health and
Human Services.

In announcing the hearing, Chairman Pickle noted:

“It is critical that the disability program be properly administered since it pro-
vides the primary source of income for the majority of over 6 million physically or
mentally disabled Americans.

“During the past three years, over one million disabled workers have had their
continuing eligibility reviewed and 45 percent of them have been told they are no
longer eligible for benefits. However, this determination has often been made erro-
neously. Nearly two-thirds of those who appeal these terminations have their bene-
fits restored after enduring a lengthy appeals process. This process of review, bene-
fit disruption, and legal review represents a serious emotional and physical threat
to millions of disabled Americans and their families.

“As a result of the CDR procedures used, the whole social security disability pro-
gram has been plunged into administrative chaos. In twenty states, the federal

-courts have intervened -and substituted a court ordered standard of review for that

called for by the Social Security Administration. In nine other states, the governors
have declared a self-imposed moratorium on processing disability reviews. This com-
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bination of federally court ordered and state imposed actions has effectively brought
to a halt the uniform national system of disability insurance under social security.
“The human costs of the current crisis,” said Mr. Pickle, “are incalculable. The
purpose of the hearings Senator Pryor, Congressman Beryl Anthony, Jr. (D., Arkan-
sas) and I are holding is to demonstrate beyond doubt the folly of the Administra-
tion’s reluctance to support the kind of legislative solution my Subcommittee has
developed and the Committee on Ways and Means has unanimously approved.”

WRITTEN COMMENTS IN LIEU OF PERSONAL APPEARANCE

For those who wish to file a written statement for the printed record of the hear-
ing, six copies are required and may be submitted by the close of business Friday,
April 6, 1984, to John J. Salmon, Chief Counsel, Committee on Ways Means, U.S.
House of Representatives, Room 1102 Longworth House Office Building, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20515.

Chairman PickLE. The Subcommittee on Social Security of the
House of Representatives and the Special Committee on Aging of
the Senate will come to order.

We have a full schedule this morning of some 12 to 15 witnesses,
and we hope that we can proceed rapidly but carefully in receiving
the testimony and participating in this program. The witnesses
have been asked to limit their comments to 5 minutes. We have
written statements which will be available for everyone and will be
made part of the printed record.

I would want to make a preliminary statement and then I'm
going to yield to our distinguished representative here in Arkansas,
and we’ll proceed in that order awaiting the arrival of Governor
Clinton.

So, first let me start this meeting off by making this statement
and this is a departure from my statements which we have made
in other cities because of some development that may have taken
place, or will take place in Washington.

I want to read this statement to you so that you will understand
a proposal that the administration is making. I've been informed
that this morning’s Washington Post reports that the administra-
tion plans to announce an 18 months moratorium on terminating
benefits for social security disability beneficiaries.

Normally this would be a helpful step. However, it is a cynical
and irresponsible action today coming just one day before our dis-
ability legislation that has been developed over the last year, comes
to the House floor. It represents an abuse of the powers and the
responsibility of public office.

The timing of this announcement clearly stamps it as a shocking
and disreputable attempt to intervene and divert the legislative
process. This administration is playing politics with the lives of
thousands of disabled people.

This moratorium is a cruel hoax offering false promises of relief
to the disabled while, in fact, helping to bring about the total and
complete disruption of the disability insurance program. This pro-
posal is a clear admission by this administration that their man-
agement of the disability program is a complete failure.

This is the same senseless approach that the administration took
toward the Social Security Program 3 years ago when President
Reagan proposed severe cuts in the benefits of our elderly and our
poor.
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The President’s policy then cost the administration dearly in the
elections of 1982. It was viewed, and viewed correctly, as an at-
tempt to undermine the very basic standards of living earned by
the majority of the Nation’s elderly.

Now the President, through the policy being discussed in Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services and the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget is trying to stop progressive legislation, which is
designed to bring relief to the countless thousands of people on dis-
ability insurance now.

In my opinion this is just one more example of a streak of mean-
ness toward Human Services which runs throughout this adminis-
tration. The bill that we are hoping can be passed immediately is
desperately needed to restore order to a program, which in the past
few years has been reduced to chaos.

I simply must remind you that there have been some 500,000 ter-
minations here in the last 8 years; 160,000 more have been ap-
pealed and two thirds of those have been reinstated by the ALJ.

It is obvious then that the administrative action taken by the ad-
ministration has not solved this problem. And, an 18-month delay
simply just postpones the inevitable. What we need is action to
pass legislation which corrects the problem. A moratorium does not
cure anything. More than that it can cost us more in the long run.

So what we need is passage of legislation that will address these
difficulties. This committee has been holding hearings throughout

_the country for the last month and a half. We've held hearings in
Boston, MA, in Dallas, TX, and yesterday afternoon in Atlanta.
And, today here in Hot Springs. I think this is one of the most well
attended and active groups that we've appeared before. So the sub-
committee is pleased to be here.

Rather than to make an additional statement I'm going to in-
clude my statement in the record, as I'm going to do for some of
you. '

[The statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF HoON. J.J. PICKLE, CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON SOCIAL
SecurrTY, COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS

Today, this Subcommittee holds our fourth and last field hearing on the social se-
curity disability program. We have held hearings in Dallas, Boston and Atlanta, and
{)hope our testimony today will be as frank and helpful as the previous ones have

een.

I am truly sorry that we have to conduct these hearings at all. The problems of
the disability program have occupied this committee’s time for almost a year now.
We have put together legislation, H.R. 3755, that will resolve the problems we heard
about last week and that I assume we will hear about again today.

‘I particularly regret that the Administration, after working with us last year to
develop a responsible bill, has abondoned this cooperative process, and is now saying
no legislation is necessary.

I find this attitude discouraging, and once again, I urge the Administration to re-
consider their refusal to work with the Congress on this matter.

The Congress has focused on the disability program several times over the last six
years to ensure that all those who are fairly entitled to benefits receive them. In
1980, our concerns led us to enact a requirement that SSA re-examine all benefici-
aries periodically to make sure they are still eligible for benefits. This is a sensible,
fair, administrative process, and the Congress was correct in requiring SSA to do it.

However, we left considerable leeway for the Administration to put this require-
ment into effect, and that’s where the problems began. In 1981, this Administration,
in order to get immediate budget savings, began the continuing disability reviews a
year before they were required, and greatly accelerated the numbers of reviews.
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This too hasty and harsh implementation of a sensible legislative requirement has
proven disastrous.

When we passed the bill in 1980, the continuing review provision was estimated to
save $168 million in its fifth year of operation. The current Administration estimate
is $1.6 billion, almost 10 times the original estimate. During the past three years,
nearly 500,000 beneficiaries have been told they are no longer eligible for benefits.
Nearly two-thirds of those who appeal their termination have had their benefits re-
stored, which is some indication of how many erroneous decisions have been made.

Although reinstated, these beneficiaries have suffered through a lengthy, stressful
and often expensive process.

As a direct result of the CDR procedures used these past three years, the entire
social security disability program has been plunged into administrative chaos. In
twenty states, the Federal courts have substituted a court-ordered standard of
review for that called for by the Social Security Administration. In nine other
states, the governors have declared a self-imposed moratorium on processing disabil-
ity reviews. The Administration is now threatening sanctions against those States
that do not comply with Federal standards. }

The disability bill that our Subcommittee developed, based on major contributions
by my colleague here today, Cong. Beryl Anthony, is a responsible solution. I would .
add here that we have worked in close coordination with our good friends in the
Senate and with the continuous strong leadership of Senator Pryor we look forward
to success in the other body. This bill should be adopted because it establishes a
sound and fair medical improvement standard, uniform national standards for deci-
sions, continuation of benefits through appeal, and earlier face-to-face interviews
with claimants at the state agencies, among other provisions. This legislation seems
to us the best way to restore order to the process. :

Yet we are told by the Administration that no legislation is necessary, and that
the whole situation can be remedied by internal administrative reforms. I find that
hard to believe, but I am willing to investigate it, and that's the purpose of this
hearing. We need to hear whether there are still problems with the program, and
whether administrative action alone can resolve them. If, as I believe, the program
is truly in a mess and enactment of our bill is the best route to solve that mess, that
message must be sent loud and clear to the Administration. :

I have been informed that this morning’s “Washington Post” reports that the Ad-
ministration plans to announce an 18-month moratorium on terminating benefits
for social security disability beneficiaries. Such a cynical, irresponsible action,
coming just one day before our disability legislation that has been developed over
the last year comes to the House floor, represents an abuse of the powers and re-
sponsibilities of public office. The timing of this announcement clearly stamps it as
a shocking and disreputable attempt to intervene in and divert the legislative proc-
ess. This Administration is playing politics with the lives of thousands of disabled
people. This moratorium is a cruel hoax, offering false promises of relief to the dis-
abled, while in fact helping to bring about the total and complete disruption of the
diel‘.ability insurance program that millions of disabled workers and their families
rely on.

This proposal is a clear admission by this Administration that their management
of this program is a complete failure.

This is the same senseless attitude that the Administration showed toward the
social security program three years ago when President Reagan proposed severe
cuts in the benefits of our elderly and our poor. The President’s policy then cost the
Administration dearly in the elections of 1982. It was viewed, and viewed correctly,
as an attempt to undermine the very basic standard of living earned by the majority
of our nation’s elderly.

Now the President, through policies being discussed by the Department of Health
and Human Services and the Office of Management and Budget, is again trying to
stop progressive legislation which is designed to bring relief to the countless thou-
sands of disabled people who have been the victims of the Administration’s failures.

This is just one more example of a streak of meaness toward human services
throughout this Administration.

The bill which we are considering today is desperately needed to restore order to
a program which in the past three years has been reduced to chaos.

Chairman PickiLE. All right, I'm going to recognize Senator David
Pryor to make such comments that he might care to make at this
time. David Pryor and I served in the House of Representatives to-
gether. I've known him a long time. There’s no finer representative



from Arkansas or any State than David Pryor. We served together
in the House and we served together on a historical committee be-
cause he has an abiding interest in preserving the history of this
country. So I'm pleased to present my friend and your outstanding
Senator David Pryor.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DAVID PRYOR, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Senator Pryor. Thank you, Congressman Pickle.

. At the outset I would like to express my deep appreciation this
morning to the Hot Springs Rehabilitation Center for providing us
with this very, very excellent site for the hearing on Social Securi-
ty Disability Reviews: The Human Costs. S

This is one of the series of hearings which the Senate Special
Committee on Aging and the House Ways and Means Subcommit-
tee on Social Security are holding jointly throughout America.
These hearings focus attention on the continuing need for compre-
hensive reform of the manner in which the reviews of the status of
nonpermanently disabled individuals receiving Social Security and
supplemental security income benefits are being administered.

I would like to add that Arkansas is very, very honored today to
have the presence of Congressman Pickle of Texas. Congressman
Pickle is chairman of the particular House subcommittee which
has jurisdiction over this matter. He has been a leader in the
House of Representatives and in the Congress for efforts in the
House toward approval of comprehensive reform legislation.

This hearing is very timely. It appears as early as next week the
House may be voting on the disability proposals which Chairman
Pickle’s subcommittee developed, notwithstanding the announce-
ment just a few moments ago read from the Washington Post by
Congressman Pickle. .

All of us in the State of Arkansas can be proud also of Congress-
man Beryl Anthony who represents this district with dignity,
honor and compassion. He is also a member of Congressman Pick-
le’s subcommittee, and he has played a critical role in securing
committee approval of these amendments.

As a member of both the Special Committee on Aging and the
Subcommittee on Social Security and Income Maintenance Pro-
grams of the Senate Finance Committee, I deeply regret I cannot
report similar progress in the U.S. Senate.

Since 1981, when the triannual reviews of nonpermanently dis-
abled individuals began I have consistently expressed my displeas-
ure at the procedures the Social Security Administration was using
to eliminate as many. people as possible from the disability rolls—
deserving people, helpless people and people who had no other
place to go for income maintenance.

Over time it became clear that something was terribly wrong
and very inhumane, and Members of Congress called for reform in
this area. The Social Security Administration callously ignored our
concerns and continued to terminate tens of thousands of truly dis-
abled beneficiaries. :

Many appealed the termination decisions. Some were eventually
reinstated, but only after a lengthy appeals process which involved
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physical, emotional, and financial hardship, and in some cases ab-

solute disaster. The unnecessary human suffering of these individ-

(Lilallls and their families and friends cannot be measured in terms of
ollars.

I feel certain that there are many who deserved to retain their
benefits, but never even attempted to do so because they could not
face the almost certain uphill battles and possible bitter disappoint-
ment.

Toward the end of the last session of Congress it appeared that
the members of the Senate and officials of the Social Security Ad-
ministration were very close to an agreement that would have sig-
nificantly improved the disability review process.

~ Unfortunately with the beginning of the new session in 1984 it
became very clear that Social Security Administration had made a
complete about-face in this area.

During a recent hearing before the Senate Finance Committee,

" Mrs. Martha McSteen, the Acting Commissioner of the Social Secu-
rity Administration—we do not have a permanent Commissioner I
might add—stated the Administration’s opposition to any legisla-
tive reforms in the disability area.

The results of the Social Security Administration’s refusal to try
to work toward an acceptable modification of the disability pro-
gram have resulted in total chaos. More than half of the States
have imposed moratoria of some type.

Some entire regions of this country have been ordered by the
Federal courts to use standards other than those promulgated by
the Social Security Administration. As a result what do we see? We
no longer have a standardized national program of disability insur-
ance for our workers.

Instead we have a patchwork of differing disability programs,
programs that differ from region to region, from State to State and
even person to person. I do not believe this was the original intent
of this legislation.

Finally, I have very mixed feelings about the scheduling of this
meeting this morning. On one hand I'm hopeful that the informa-
tion which will be given to us from our panels of expert witnesses
will provide a new understanding and awareness of the magnitude
of the problems within the disability program. We will also be able
to share with all of you what is happening in Washington.

On the other hand I must say and must admit that I, as an indi-
vidual, and I as a Senator, have a feeling of great frustration, frus-
tration over the countless lives which have been irrevocably and
unnecessarily damaged, and our inability to date to enact effective
legislation.

I do not want to discourage you. I do feel that there is a growing
consensus in House and Senate to take action in the very near
future on comprehensive disability reform. I want to pledge to you
today that I will continue to do all that I can do, all that I'm able
to do, to commit myself to see that 1984 is the year in which we see
final action on the reform legislation that we need.

Congressman Pickle, thank you very much, and Congressman
Anthony, thank you very much. And, once again thanks to those of
you who have come and those who have helped us in the prepara-
tion for this hearing this morning in Hot Springs, AR.
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Chairman PickLE. Senator Pryor, we thank you and we thank
you for coming here this morning and showing your interest.

[Applause.]

Chairman PickLE. The Chair will ask that there be no demon-
stration as the various individuals, even your Senator, make their
remarks. ‘

Now, I want to recognize my colleague, Beryl Anthony. A year

ago when we passed the Social Security reform bill—I think the
most important piece of legislation passed the last 2 years in the
U.S. Congress. A member of the subcommittee took a very active
part in help bring that about, and that member was Beryl Antho-
ny.
He asked to serve on this subcommittee and we wanted him to
serve on the subcommittee, and he’s been very active and interest-
ed. The bill that we have before us now, H.R. 3755, can well be
called, and should be called the “Anthony bill,” because he’s coau-
thor of this legislation.

He and your Governor, who will be here shortly, have been as
instrumental in asking for passage of this type of legislation as
anybody in the State. So, I'm particularly pleased to present my
friend and colleague, and your Congressman, for many of you, the
Honorable Beryl Anthony.

Mr. AnTHONY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Senator
Pryor and Mr.. Pickle, I thank both of you for making this hearing
gossible, especially Senator Pryor for adding the influence of the

peeial Committee on Aging from the Senate. I consider this to be

one of the most important field hearings that I will participate in,
in my district during this particular session of Congress.

Disability, unfortunately only applies to a few individuals. It's
not something that is wide spread across the United States, but
those people and those families affected by it are affected in every

- way that you possibly can be, both financially and emotionally.

When you have an administration that takes a mandate from
the Congress but tries to enlarge upon that mandate in order to
make their budget look better and expedites the hearings, and then
changes the rules during the play of the game, it creates chaos.
And, that is exactly what has happened.

We know that this administration has played politics with this
program in the past. Mr. Pickle has just read to you a news state-
ment that he literally had to make over and above his prepared
statement because we have found out just since this hearing has
been scheduled, and knowing that our piece of legislation is sched-
uled for Tuesday, that the administration is likely to try to do
something on Monday.

I think this is in total callous disregard for the lives and the fam-
ilies of those people that are affected. They do it solely for politics.
This is an area where you have got to take politics out of the game.
I don’t care if you are a Republican, a Democrat, an independent
or if you don’t care about any of those three. This is an area where
you have to rely upon good humanitarian judgement, and you have
to follow the law that has been passed.

To be quite honest with you I thought the chairman was very
kind and gracious, even though he used harsh terms when he made
that statement. I think if you could get him off in private, or, if
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you could have overheard some of the telephone conversations that
I was party to in the last 12 hours you would know that this is an
individual who has fought for your cause, and taken your message
straight to the administration’s officials who have to carry this
sorry message to the public.

We’ll have to see what they do on Monday. I think the House of
Representatives is going to give them a loud message when we vote
to restore some sanity to the disability program on Tuesday.

I do have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would like
to submit it for the record.

[The prepared statement follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BERYL ANTHONY, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. Chairman and Senator Pryor, I appreciate your support in organizing this im-
portant field hearing on the Social Security Disability Insurance program.

We are here today because hundreds of horror stories have made their way to our
offices over the past two years as the Reagan Administration has tried to comply
with a Congressional mandate to remove ineligible recipients from the Disability
program. Unfortunately, there is a great deal of evidence that in their haste to
remove those who should not be on the disability rolls, and to provide a certain
level of cost-savings in the program, the Administration has used a meat-ax ap-
proach and slashed checks to many persons actually disabled who deserve support
under the program.

Disability reform gained momentum in the mid-1970’s because of the increasing
cost of the program. Most people concluded that the growth of the program was due
to large numbers of ineligible persons on the rolls. The solution was to rid the rolls
of those who were not truly disabled and provide incentives to beneficiaries to
return to work.

Responding to the need for more effective management of the program, Congress
passed legislation in 1980 that required an increase in the amount of management
review and oversight of the program. Amang the changes required at that time
were federal review of beneficiaries not permanently disabled at least once every
three years; a report on the wide variations in Administrative Law Judge decisions;
and directions to the Secretary of Health and Human Services to prescribe regula-
tions for state agency determination procedures.

The pendulum has now swung the other way. The concern in Congress now is
over the standards and methods being used to examine beneficiaries and terminate
their benefits, and the attempts by the Social Security Administration to exert more
control over the ALJ’s and their decisionmaking standards. The massive and swift
review of cases by the Social Security Administration has caused serious emotional,
physical and financial harm to thousands of disabled Americans, and left the ALJ’s
feeling forced into making decisions that are favorable to the Social Security Ad-
ministration.

No Member of Congress condones the receipt of disability benefits by those who
are not disabled. What we are working on in Congress is a program that is fair,
compassionate and just. The Ways and Means Committee has reported out legisla-
tion to provide for the needed reforms in the administration of the program. I hope
this hearing will draw attention to the crisis we have in the current program, and
ahe x;eeddfor passage of the legislative solution the Ways and Means Committee has

evelope

Today we will focus on the effect of present procedures on disability recipients;
the growing pressure on the states to implement their own administrative proce-
dures for the program in defiance of federal policy guidelines; and the inadequacy of
administrative initiatives to resolve the problems in the program.

I look forward to the testimony we will receive from the public witnesses and
thank you and each member of our audience for taking the time to participate in
this hearing.

Mr. ANTHONY. Before I introduce our first w1tness there are
some people that I would like to publicly thank, if you will just
permit me one indulgence. After I introduce these people I think it
would be nice if the audience would give them a nice show of ap-
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preciation, because without their help this hearing would not be
possible.

Mr. Russell Baxter is the State Commissioner for Rehabilitation,
and he has been so nice to work with in making this facility avail-
able, working with my staff and Senator Pryor’s staff to insure
that the public is made welcome and comfortable here. We thank
you, Mr. Baxter.

Gene Harwood is the administrator of the Hot Springs Rehabili-
tation Center. He has worked with us very closely. Unfortunately I
can't name every member of the staff, but seriously, all of the
members of the staff have really contributed to make this a worth-
while endeavor.

And, I think we owe others a special debt of gratitude. If you
would cast your attention over to my left, your right, we have
Karen Crebbs and Violet Shirley who have volunteered their serv-
ices as deaf interpreters. I think this is very critical so that all
people can participate in this worthwhile hearing.

We have invited some of your State representatives and State of-
ficials to this hearing inasmuch as the Governor got the State of
Arkansas involved in this. Although they don’t have specific au-
thority, they did hold some legislative oversight hearings because
they were concerned about it in the State of Arkansas. I recognize
at least one of my friends in the audience, State Senator Bud
Canada.

We have invited, and I know they have participated in helping
us also, State Representative John Parkerson, State Representative
Ted Mullenix, your County Judge Bud Williams, and also Herb
Sanderson who is from the State Office of Aging.

So, Mr. Chairman, if you would just please indulge me one
moment, and if the audience would—these people have made this
possible. Let’s just give them a round of applause. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, Senator Pryor, our first witness is an individual
who has publicly expressed his indignation about what has hap-
pened. He has shown that the regulations are not in tune with the
law that has been passed by the circuit that we reside in. He’s an
individual who has taken this message all the way to the National
Governors’ Association. B

He’s been instrumental in getting the National Governors’ Asso-
ciation to go on record with a national resolution encouraging the
administration to cease and desist what they were doing, and in en-
couraging the Congress to pass the legislation to try to bring some

.sanity where chaos has existed in the past. .

It gives me great pleasure, Mr. Chairman, to introduce the in-
cumbent Governor of the State of Arkansas, Mr. Bill Clmton as
our first witness. [Applause.] -

STATEMENT OF HON. BILL CLINTON, GOVERNOR, STATE OF
ARKANSAS

Governor CLINTON. Mr. Chairman, Senator Pryor, Congressman
Anthony, I appreciate——

Chairman PickLE. Governor, before you proceed let me add my
personal welcome to you. I enjoyed visiting with you in Washing-
ton, and I suppose as much as any Governor in the United States
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you've taken the lead in trying to ask for corrections in this pro-
gram.

So, we take personal pleasure in welcoming you to this subcom-
mittee.

Governor CLINTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. The
gentleman to my left is Mr. Julius Kearney. He is a person whom I
have appointed to direct the Social Security Disability Program in
our State. As you know, this is a unique program inasmuch as all
the employees who administer the program are paid by Federal tax
dollars, and all the benefits are 100-percent Federal tax dollars, but

"the administrators with no exception in all the 50 States are State
appointees of the Governor.

We're in the difficult positions, all the Governors are, of adminis-
tering a program which is by policy totally controlled by the Feder-
al Government and by financing totally controlled both in terms of
the employees salary and benefits by the Federal Government, but
one for which we must assume some responsibility.

And, I think it is fair to say that for the last significant period of
time, which has already been outlined and discussed, no Governor
in America has been proud to be responsible for the administration
of the program. No Governor in America has had confidence in it,
and all the Governors in America, without regard to party, I agree
with what Congressman Anthony said—I think it’s very important
to emphasize that without regard to party 100 percent of the Gov-
ernors adopted the policy which I drafted at the Governor’s confer-
ence last August calling for significant changes in the administra-
tion of this program.

The problems are obvious and have been well outlined. I've been
privileged to testify in the House before the Select Committee on
Aging and before Senator Pryor, Senate Finance Committee in the
Senate, and I'm sure that there are people here who will testify
more eloquently than I to the problems in the administration of
the program. _

I would just like to emphasize a couple of points. First of all, I
want to emphasize the fact that in Arkansas we don’t just com-
plain or seek to disrupt a national program. We have continued to
strive for a public dialog on solutions. I have never opposed the leg-
islation which the Congress passed back in 1980, to review this
process and to try to remove people who should have not been put
on in the first place.

We have never pretended that there were no problems in the ad-
ministration of the program as of 1980, and we continue to be and
resolute in sponsoring solutions. That's what the National Gover-
nors’ Association policy states, which I drafted and which all Gov-
ernors supported. It offers a solution.

I would say that the legislation now pending in the House and in
the Senate substantially embodies the policy recommendations of
the Governors. In our efforts to work with Social Security Adminis-
tration I think I should point out that my Director, Mr. Kearney,
who is here to my left, immediately upon his appointment at my
request began a dialog with Social Security’s Regional Director in
your State.

These discussions and the related review of court cases and social
security decisions nationwide, have consumed many hours of Mr.
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Kearney’s time, and frankly my time. I have attached a copy of a
letter which Mr. Kearney wrote on February 7 to the Acting Re-
gional Commissioner, and a subsequent proposed memorandum of
understanding which basically outlines our position regarding con-
. tinuing disability claims, to my testimony and whlch I hope you
will have the staff review, because it shows what we're trying to do
to work out an understanding with the regional office that we can
live with and have confidence in while we wait for congressional
action.

It is clear that both the Regional Commissioner and Mr. Kearney
have made concessions for the good of the program and our efforts
to work out our problems locally. And, we have good cordial rela-
tionships with the people at the regional level. Even though at this
time we don’t have any formal response to our proposal because if
our proposal is formally accepted among other things it would
permit us to adopt a medical improvement standard and the dis-
ability review process.

The point I want to-make here is that even if we get this done
it’ll be a poor excuse for uniform Federal action. And, I cannot tell
you—I don’t know what else the Governors can do. It is not—I
don’t feel very comfortable in this situation that I've been in with
the moratorium that has been imposed where I am the equlvalent
the modern day equivalent of standing in the schoolhouse door, I
guess.

I never thought when I entered public life that I would be in a
position of defying Federal authority, but I find that the Federal
authority unlike the last time any Governors and States were defy-
ing Federal authority—in this case we have a national administra-
tion that instead of trying to implement Federal court decisions is
itself trying to defy them.

So, I find myself as Governor, trying to act in a way that is con-
sistent with every, virtually every Federal trial court and appellate
court decision, but defying the Administrator for the executive
branch of Federal Government.

I cannot emphasize too strongly that we have got to have some
legislation out of the Congress on this. Suppose we work out a good
memorandum of understanding and your staff can br1ef you about
it. What's that got—that just means in Arkansas we’ve gotten into
this issue, we're trying to do right by our people. There’s still lots
of other people, hundreds of thousands of them around this country
that may have Regional Social Security Commissioners or what-
ever, that will never work it out.

We have got to have legislation on this. And, the House and the
Senate have got to face the problem and recognize it. I don’t know
how strongly to say it. I would recommend among other things that
the legislation, to be meaningful, would have to include some provi-
sion for medical improvement standard.

We all recognize that an error might have been made in assess-
ing someone’s real capacity to work. We all recognize that there
might be improvements in medical science which would permit
treatment, which would enable someone to return to work. We all
recognize that perhaps our efforts to open up and make accessible
work opportunities to people who formerly were thought to be too
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hanﬁicapped to work might change people’s ability to return to
work.

But we cannot have a meaningful review process without a
meaningful medical improvement standard, because you can look
around this room and I'm sure people will testify about it today.
There are countless people in this country who have been kicked
off this program who have no reasonable prospect of returning to
work.

In this town where I grew up, in 1982 I was campaigning for
Governor in the unemployment office in this town. And, we had a
very high unemployment rate. We just lost a plant that laid off 800
people, and I walked in the unemployment office, which is about a
mile from here. And, there were people there that were in their
early twenties looking for jobs.

There were people there my brother’s age, in their midtwenties
looking for jobs. There was a woman there my mother’s age look-
ing for a job. And, in the middle there, there was a man there that
I have known casually for many years. And; I said, what are you
doing here in the unemployment office? He said, well I've got good
news. He said, I just got a letter from my Government telling me I
was healthy again after being on disability for 10 years, and to get
out and get a job.

And, I said, has there been any change in your medical condition
in the last 10 years since you’'ve been on this program. And, he
said, yeah, he said about & months ago I had a quadruple heart
bypass. That’s the change in my medical condition.

Now, everybody can tell these stories, but there’s got to be Feder-
al legislation and first and foremost any Federal legislation has got
to have some kind of medical improvement language in it. I think
that the administration should be required to continue the face-to-
face interview process, and that ought to be legislation.

I think the legislation should make permanent the present ad-
ministration policy on benefits continuation. I think that the Social
Security Administration should be required to implement regula-
tions effecting disability determination in a manner consistent with
the Administrative Procedure Act.

That will prospectively help to clear up some of this hodgepodge
of regulations where nobody really knows what the rules are and
where they seem to be different from place to place. I think that
legislation should require that the States provide the claimants’
treating physicians with copies of the consultating examination re-
ports where there’s a conflict of medical opinion.

I think and believe that there is a serious problem regarding the
determination of disability where claimant’s complaining of multi-
ple impairments or where there is credible testimony regarding
subjective complaints, but not objective medical findings.

SSA should be required to consider the combined impact of mul-
tiple fmpairments. I believe inasmuch as the courts have uniformly
required that SSA give greater weight to findings and opinions
from the treating physicians over findings and opinions of the con-
sultants who saw the claimant only for the purpose of aiding dis-
ability determination the language of Federal legislation should re-
flect that physician.
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I think the State should be returned, and this is one area where
I think we need some flexibility if you want us to run the program,
the State should be returned greater discretion to define disability
where severe impairments exists, even though the impairments are
not included in the official listings.

I believe that legislation should guarantee that the time for
appeal of decision denied or ceasing benefits to a claimant who al-
leges mental illness, mental retardation, borderline mental retar-
dation, increased mental capacity, drug dependence or alcoholism
is a basis for disability should not begin to run until a representa-
tive is appointed and notified or until direct contact with the claim-
ant insures that the claimant is capable of understanding the
impact of the denial.

Finally we believe that SSA should set up projects to study the
effectiveness of concerted vocational rehabilitation efforts. Since we
are in this building today I think it is important to emphasize that
I know you’ll have testimony—but one of the cruel ironies of this
whole process is that at a time the administration decided to use
disability cutoffs as a way to help balance the budget or minimize a
$200-billion-a-year deficit—which is just a drop in the bucket.

The same administration also recommended the virtual eradica-
tion of all vocational funds to help people, many of whom are in
late middle age who are going to be terminated from benefits after
not having worked for a very long time, to further insure that
their termination will be a failure.

And, so I hope that the Congress will give some thought to this.
In closing, let me say again I think I can speak on behalf of the
people of Arkansas as well as on behalf of every Governor in this
country—we are not comfortable being in an adversary position
with the administration, where we seem to be defying Federal Ex-
ecutive orders and interpretation of legislation.

But we are even less comfortable being the instrument of cruel
policies to disabled people in this country. So, we—if we have to
choose—we’re going to try to do what we can to do as much justice
and fairness as possible. This thing is not going to be settled unless
you all act.

And, I am just imploring you to take your own passionate convic-
tion and involvement back to the Congress and try to get some
action. Finally, let me say that Senator Pryor will remember when
I testified in the Senate. One of the Senators suggested that the
Federal Government should fire Mr. Kearney here, and take over

the program, because I had my foot in the schoolhouse door and.

was defying Federal authority. _

And, I told them if they weren’t going to clean up the program I
wished they would take it away from me, because I was ashamed to
run it in the condition it’s in, and I didn’t want to look my con-
stituents in the face and have any responsibility for it.

So, I think I've said all I can say, but please do what you can to
make the Governors’ case for Federal action. We do not want to

defy Federal authority, but we cannot implement this program as.

it has been handed down to us.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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StATEMENT OF HON. BiLL CLINTON, GOVERNOR OF ARKANSAS

I would like to thank you for this opportunity to outline my position as Governor
of Arkansas on the issue of Social Security Disability. My testimony here is brief
and does not recount the horror stories and background information which are
public knowledge.

We believe strongly that the Disability Program has two very different, but inter-
related problems: (1) The continuing disability review process is grossly defective, is
not uniformly implemented, and is not responsive to congressional intent or judicial
review, (2) The criteria for the basic determination of disability are controlled by a
mixed-bag of statutes, regulations, official instructions, directives and internal
policy statements, all having the force of law so far as SSA and state disability pro-
grams are concerned. Unfortunately, some of the regulations, instructions, direc-
tives and policy statements violate the letter and intent of relevant federal statutes,
and others are binding although communicated only orally. Further, SSA has re-
fused to honor relevant Eighth Circuit Court decisions which interpret and seek to
enforce the statutes. Because SSA may change its interpretations at will, without
public comment or regard for the law or the courts, Arkansas’ disability adjudica-
tors are kept in a state of flux.

I have addressed these problems on many occasions, including in testimony before
the House Select Committee on Aging last June and the Senate Finance Committee
this past January. The problems are simply outlined: Over 60 percent of both initial
and continuing disability claimants receive favorable decisions by Administrative
Law Judges, who were hired and trained by the Social Security Administration,
after State DDS staff, following Social Security Administration guidelines, have
made unfavorable decisions. Even the law judge system is breaking down. For three
consecutive days in the next month, a law judge from another state will be holding
hearings in Fayetteville, Arkansas. From 7:00 a.m. until 5:15 p.m. each day, the
Judge will hear a case every 15 minutes, without a break for lunch. How can we
expect careful consideration of each case on its own merits? Second, in practically
every federal Judicial Circuit, there are myriads of decisions ordering the Social Se-
curity Administration to change its rules to conform to law. Finally, we continue to
hear of horror stories, both among persons initially applying for benefits and among
persons threatened with being cut off benefits.

It should not be said that we in Arkansas only complain or seek to disrupt and
fragmentize a national program. We have continued 1o strive for a public dialogue
on solutions. In August I wrote and sponsored a policy statement before the Nation-
al Governors’ Association calling for major reforms in the disability process. The
statement passed unanimously, clearly a bipartisan expression on the issue from
our nation’s Governors. The needed reforms outlined in the NGA statement will be
covered later in my testimony.

In a further effort to work with the Social Security Administration on solutions,
Julius Kearney, immediately upon his appointment as Director of the Department
of Disability Determination in December, at my request and with my blessings,
began a dialogue with Social Security’s Regional Commissioner. Those discussions
and the related review of court cases and Social Security decisions nationwide have
consumed many hours of his time, and of my time. I have attached a copy of Mr.
Kearney’s letter dated 2-7-84, to the Acting Regional Commissioner, and a subse-
quent proposed memorandum of understanding which basically outlines our position
regarding continuing disability claims. In comparing the two documents, it is clear
that both the Regional commissioner and Mr. Kearney made concessions for the
good of the program. We have agreed on the above memorandum and have very
cordial relations with the Regional Commissioner and her staff. At this time, we
have received no formal response to our proposal.

It is my belief that the following proposals address the major concerns with the
- entire Disability Program. Certainly, legislation is required, and I appreciate the ef-
forts of each of you in seeking Congressional action. We cannot continue under a
hodge-podge of court decisions and conflicting administrative actions. The urgency is
evident; we need action, not further rhetoric. -

Major reform must be implemented, without delay, at least in the following areas:

MEDICAL IMPROVEMENT

We propose the standard on.medical improvement included in the attached
memorandum of understanding be made law. The “recommendations” included in
-Point III of that memorandum should be a part of the law. In determining the
pregent capacity to return to the work force, the following factors should be consid-
ered:
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(a) Comparison of present and prior estimates of residual functional capacity;

(b) Medical advances discovered or made available since the initial determination
of disability;

(c) Work place/access advances making it possible for more handicapped persons
to enter or remain in the work force;

(d) The amount of unproductive time spent out of the work force subsequent to
the initial disability determination; and )

(e) Claimant’s age, education and work history.

FACE-TO-FACE INTERVIEWS

The administration should be required to implement face-to-face interviews prior
to a decision on all initial and continuing disability claims. There are several config-
uration options for implementing this program. The simplest and least costly would
be retraining of Social Security District Office Claims Representatives (CR) who
handle these cases at the outset. The CR should be required to elicit additional in-
formation and to make more detailed notes on a claimant’s appearance, movement,
complaints, and visible handicaps. SSA’s own experiments show the effectiveness of
some variation of the face-to-face interview in improving decisional quality. Combin-
ing the Disability Hearing Unit, preséntly in place at the Reconsideration level,
with the initial level interview should cover most major objections. Alternatively,
the full evidentiary hearing, with related procedural rights, could be moved up to
the initial level, and the Reconsideration level could be abolished.

BENEFITS CONTINUATION

New legislation should make permanent the present administrative policy con-
tinuing disability benefits through the Administrative Law Judge level in all con-
tinuing disability review cases. Congress previously recognized the need for such leg-
islation but failed to take action in 1983. The Secretary recognizes the need for some
such legislation. Additionally, benefits should continue during the judicial process,
where the Secretary fails to complete the record for review within 30 days of service
of the complaint.

EMPLOYMENT. OF RULES RATHER THAN INTERNAL POLICY STATEMENTS

SSA should be required to implement regulations affecting disability determina-
tions pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act. The regulations should be ap-
plicable to all levels of SSA adjudication and be based on statute and applicable
court decisions. In this regard, SSA should be required to acquiesce in, or appeal,
circuit court decisions modifying or abrogating its rules or regulations. Where deci-
?_ions in two or more circuits conflict, SSA should be required to seek appellate clari-

ication.

CONSULTATIVE EXAMINATIONS

Legislation should require that the States provide the claimants’ treating physi-
cians with copies of consultative examination reports where there is a conflict of
medical opinion on the issue of disability. :

COMBINATION OF IMPAIRMENTS/PAIN

There is a serious problem regarding determination of disability where claimants
complain of multiple impairments, or where there is credible testimony regarding
subjective complaints (i.e. pain, psychosomatic conditions) but not objective medical
findings. SSA should be required to consider the combined impact of multiple im-
pairments in disability determinations and not to look at each problem as if it exists
In a vacuum. Where the combined impact of two or more “non-severe” impairments
is disabling, a claimant should be entitled to benefits. Likewise, SSA should be re-
quired to consider all relevant factors, including work history, medical treatment
history, alleged onset circumstances, and claimant’s creditability in determining
whether a subjective disability claim is valid. There should be no legal requirements
that objective medical findings (i.e. end organ damage in diabetes, hypertension, and
alcoholism cases) support every claim.

TREATING PHYSICIAN VS. CONSULTANT

The courts have uniformly required that SSA give greater weight to findings and
opinions from the treating physician, over findings and opinions of consultants who
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saw the claimant only for the purpose of aiding in the disability determination.
Where the treating physician’s findings and opinions are based on contact with the
claimant over time, those opinions and findings, where grounds are stated should be
accepted unless rebutted.

LISTINGS OF IMPAIRMENTS

The states should be returned greater discretion to find disability where severe
impairments exist, even though the impairments are not included in the “Listings”.
Additionally, the. present administrative initiative requiring expert and interest
group input in a review and reform of the listings should be put into law. The list-
ings should be revised every 5 to 7 years, or more often, if medical science advances
so warrant.

DENIAL OF BENEFITS TO CLAIMANTS ALLEGING MENTAL DEFICIENCY, DRUG DEPENDENCE
OR ALCOHOLISM

Legislation should guarantee that the time for appeal of a decision denying or
ceasing benefits to a claimant who alleges mental illness, mental retardation, bor-
derline mental retardation, decreased mental capacity, drug dependence, or alcohol-
ism as a basis for disability shall not begin to run until a representative is appoint-
ed and notified, or until direct contact with the claimant insures that the claimant
is capable of understanding the denial decision. The required contact could come
during development of the case prior to the decision, but the assumption of under-
standing should be rebuttable.

REHABILITATION EMPHASIS PROJECT

SSA should set up pilots to study the effectiveness of concerted vocational reha-
bilitation efforts on younger workers. The programs would take into consideration
the individual worker’s education, training and skills, prior work record and present
residual functional capacity, together with present job opportunities and targeted
industry outlooks. The programs would guarantee continued benefits and medical
assistance on at least a reduced basis for up to three years after the end of the
normal trial work period. Pilots would be in both industrial and rural states and in
states with both “large” and “small” disabled populations. Financial incentives
would be offered to state rehabilitation programs for effective models.

We stand ready to work with the Congress and with the administration. But the
problem is growing.

Thank you again for your work in this important area and for the opportunity
you have given me to speak here today. :

Chairman PickLe. We thank you for your statement and we're
glad to have Mr. Kearney here with you. I appreciate that you
have observed that the answer is to pass legislation. A moratorium
just leaves everything in limbo again and cures nothing. That’s
why as tempting as it might be to some people to have a moratori-
um, that doesn’t solve our problem.

I say to you, Governor, we're going to pass this legislation in the
House. On Thursday we passed the rule which provides for the con-
sideration of the bill on Tuesday. And, we passed it by an 8-to-1
vote. On Tuesday we're going to give them a dose of the same kind
of medicine.

We'’re going to pass it by a equal vote no matter that they've
tossed out this little morsel. It’s not going to deter us. I hope, Sena-
tor, that you can find some way to advance it in the other side.

Senator Pryor. Well, I'll just say to my friend, Congressman
Pickle, we have a little different makeup in the Senate than you
have in the House. We're trying to change that—maybe I shouldn’t
say that—but at any rate that is the case.

- Chairman Pickre. Well, I continue to have hopes for the Senate.

Let me—at this point, this will take 2 or 3 minutes only I think,
but in view of the fact that some of our comments and expressions
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of what you hope would be in the legislation, it might be well to
review for many of you what is in this bill.

Many of you are interested groups and are informed about the
legislation. Some of you may not, and in order that we know what’s
in it let me mention four or five things. This bill, H.R. 3755, which
I again say is coauthored by Beryl Anthony, provides basically for
four or five of these main things.

First, the first section 101 provides for the continuation of bene-
fits for those individuals who are receiving benefits unless it is
shown that there has been medical improvement. We simply are
saying to an individual and the administration, you can’t take
somebody off the roles if they’ve been called disabled unless you
can show medical improvement. »

Now, that’s not a free for all. There are provisions in there that
say that benefits would be terminated if there’s new evidence or if
there’s been improvement in therapy or in health aids to make
him able to work. Or, if it was in error or fraudulently established.
So, it’s not an open invitation that you get on there and stay for-
ever. '

But it does provide that you must show medical improvement. It
also provides for a study on the evaluation of pain and it requires
the Secretary of HHS together with the National Academy of Sci-
ences to conduct a study to determine questions regarding the sub-
jective evidence of pain.

It also says that in determination of disability the Secretary
would consider the combined effect of all impairments, not just a
single one but if they have multiple impairments that would be a
factor to consider.

It also gives a temporary moratorium on mental impairments
review, not just functionally psychotic cases as the Secretary had
recommended, but all mental impairment cases. The bill provides
for face-to-face evidentiary hearings at the State level, hopefully by
January lst, 1985.

We eventually envision the fact that we would do away with the
reconsideration hearing and ask the individual to bring in their
testimony towards the beginning so that they might present evi-
dence and have face-to-face eyeball presentation of their testimony
at the beginning of the case and not have to wait 6 or 8 months for
the ALJ level.

We think that would be a very definite improvement. The bill
-provides for the continuation of benefits to the ALJ level. Now,
that was added by the Congress last year. That law has now ex-
pired. It expired in December. The administration had temporarily
suspended these reviews. They started them up again in February,
which means that under the present law you can get benefits for
that month and the 2 additional months that followed.

On that basis by May 3 people could not get benefits to the ALJ
level unless we pass this law or make some correction in the law.
So, time is of great essence in seeing that this provision is in there.

We also have a provision that establishes a uniform standard for
disability determinations. As you said, Governor, we’re trying to
say that the hearing examiners would operate from their manual
or from a set of standards and likewise the ALJ’s would operate
from these same standards, still abiding by the Administrative Pro-
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cedure Act so that the judges have that leeway that they’re enti-
tled to have. .

But they would try then to be working together under the same
regulations. We're trying to stop the practice of having a rule for
the hearing examiner and then letting the ALJ 6 months later use
an entirely different or separate set or rules. We could put most of
these things in regulation, and get a standard uniform approach.
That’s what we need. It shouldn’t be surprising that we have so
much-differentiation in decisions at this point.

Now, that’s what essentially this bill does, although there are
many other provisions in it. That’s why we think it’s a reasonable
bill, and very needed. We must have legislation and not have a
moratorium. Because moratorium solves nothing.

Now, my only question to you, Governor, is this. You’'ve been se-
lected in Arkansas as a possible Medical Improvement Demonstra-
tion State. Will you state to me again what is the status in your
negotiation with SSA, and I would say to Mr. Kearney, in the
ef\ffgnt?that you are selected how long would it take you to put it in
effect?

So, Mr. Kearney, would you want to comment on that?

STATEMENT OF JULIUS KEARNEY, DIRECTOR, DISABILITY
' DETERMINATION SERVICE, STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. KEARNEY. The question of where we—I think the first part of
your question was what is the status of our negotiations. At one
time we thought we were about to start putting it into effect. We
thought we had an agreement with the Associate Commissioner in
Baltimore. We did have an agreement with the Regional Commis-
sioner and her staff in Dallas.

My understanding is it was decided that because other States
might like what we’re doing in Arkansas, they would hold off and
study it more. Not, as I understand it the substance wasn’t the
problem but rather the effect it might have on other states want-
ing to do the same.

Of course, our position is if it is something that you buy up on
substance then we might ought to buy up on it for all States, then
we would be moving toward, again, a national program.

Our suggestion was very similar to the provisions of your legisla-

tion which deals with medical improvement. And, that’s the only
issue we really addressed in our proposal.
" Chairman PickLE. Well, I can also observe that the recommenda-
tions, Governor, which the National Governor’s Conference had
recommended to us, the Congress, that we include in any legisla-
tion, parallels this bill almost exactly.

Governor CLINTON. Yes; almost exactly.

Chairman PickLE. Now, I don’t know where we were leading you
or you were leading us, but we're leading each other.

Governor CLINTON. We work together. We work together.

Chairman. Well, we'll let him get the credit, but anyway we are
working together in almost exactly as the Governors had recom-
mended. And, so we're pleased with that.

Now, Senator Pryor, do you or Mr. Anthony want to make any
comments to the Governor at this point?
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Senator PrYor. Beryl, go ahead and TI'll have one in just a
moment.

Mr. ANTHONY. Governor, I want to thank you for the position
that you've taken. I think you made one statement that the public
needs to be keenly aware of. That is that you are in an untenable
situation as the Governor of the State of Arkansas. We have a na-
tional program that should be run uniformly in 50 States.

We have court decisions in different circuits that have said that
this administration is disobeying the intent of Congress, that they
have acted capriciously. There have been judgments handed down
against them to restrain them from doing certain things. Yet you
are responsible for the people who manage the program in the
State of Arkansas.

So you really do stand between the Federal Government, who
pays for the program, and the people who benefit from the pro-
gram. And, I guess you're on the firing line. You see it every day.
We get the letters and we get the phone calls, and we have to work
on the cases too.

Personally I would like to thank you for being willing to speak
out. You've done it in a calm way, and you've done it in a compas-
sionate way. I think you’'ve probably done it in an unfair way be-
cause you haven't criticized the administration nearly by as harsh-
ly as I think they’re due criticism.

I think that’s more testimony to the fact that you want the pro-
gram to work. If there’s any one thing that I hope comes out of this
hearing, it is that we can establish a public record that shows we
ought to have some uniformity of the program so that no matter
what type of disability you're on or seeking, it’'ll be applied the
same way in whatever jurisdiction that you live in.

I want to thank the Governor for coming in and making that
very strong point, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman PickLE. Thank you, Mr. Anthony. Senator Pryor.

Senator PrRYOR. Just let me say that Arkansas would have been
proud of Governor Clinton some weeks ago when he came to Wash-
ington on behalf of all the 50 Governors and testified before the
Senate Finance Committee on this very issue. And, I must say that
the staff of the Finance Committee and the various members of the
Finance Committee, names I will not mention, had their guns
loaded for Governor Clinton that day he testified. I want you to
know that Governor Clinton in his statement was eloquent and
reasonable and compassionate.

I think he probably won us many votes that morning and he cer-
tainly added to the depth of that hearing, and I just want you to
know that all of our State; had you been there sitting as I was
across the table from him, you would have been as proud of our
Governor as I was that morning.

So—I know we’ve got a lot of other witnesses and I had some
questions, but I may submit them for the record if we can hold the
record open.

Chairman PickLE. That'll be permitted, Senator.

Senator Pryor. Thank you, Governor.

Chairman PickLe. Thank you. Governor, again, we thank you.
We have a rule here that we're trying to establish this morning
that the witness would take 5 minutes. You've taken up a little bit
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more than that, but its extremely important that you be able to
make a full statement.

And, your statement has great meaning for us in these hearings,
so we are pleased that you would come forward in your busy sched-
ule t}cl) be with us. We thank you and we thank Mr. Kearney very
much.

Governor CLINTON. Thank you. If I could just say one thing in
closing, Mr. Chairman, that I meant to say in my opening remarks.
I'm very proud of the people that are back here behind me that are
going to testify to you today, and they’ve carried this ball and been
responsible for a lot of what we've said.

Our State owes a great debt of gratitude to our Senator and our
Congressman Anthony, but I remember when the first rumblings
of the possibility of Federal legislation were raised when I first
talked to Beryl Anthony, when I first talked to anybody, everybody
said that if Congressman Pickle decides that this is an important
issue we can get something done. If he doesn’t, we can’t. So, I want
the people in my State to know that when that bill blows out of the
House of Representatives next week we’ve got a friend in Texas.
We don’t always agree with Texas on things.

But we appreciate you more than you know. Thank you very
much. [Applause.]

Chairman Pickre. Thank you, Governor. Governor, after that
statement I almost wish you well this fall, but not quite that well.

Now, the Chair will ask the following individuals to come for-
ward now for our next panel, Mr. E. Russell Baxter, Dr. Douglas
Stevens, and Dr. Payton Kolb. If you gentlemen will come and just
take your seat at the witness table we’ll proceed.

I'll ask that you proceed in the order that we have you listed.
Mr. E. Russell Baxter, will you hold your hand, Mr. Baxter? He is
commissioner, Division of Rehabilitation Services, the Department
of Human Services, for the State of Arkansas.

Dr.. Douglas Stevens is a psychologist, North Little Rock, AR.
And, Dr. Payton Kolb, who is a psychiatrist, also from Little Rock.

We're pleased to have you gentlemen. Now, we're going to ask
Mr. Baxter if you'll make your statement first and then we'll go to
the next two gentlemen, and then we’ll throw it open for questions
if that is agreeable to you.

So, Mr. Baxter, if you'll proceed—and your entire statement will
be made a part of the record.

STATEMENT OF E. RUSSELL BAXTER, COMMISSIONER, DIVISION
OF REHABILITATION SERVICES, DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN
SERVICES, STATE OF ARKANSAS

Mr. Baxter. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Pryor, Congressman Anthony.

I appreciate very much the opportunity to give you my perspec-
tive today. I represent a State agency that provides rehabilitation
services to the physically and/or mentally disabled. I am not one,
nor do not represent 1 of the 37 States, however, that administers
the disability determination unit.

So I'm coming at you from a little different perspective and, in
fact, my major emphasis as a result of that will be on the Benefici-
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ary Rehabilitation Program. I must say I've had to rearrange my
thoughts a little since I got here this morning, because I share the
extreme feeling, if not fury, from the announcement from the Post.

Only one time previously can I remember anything affecting me
that much in terms of the disability program. And, I'll cover that
in my last point. I assume now that the Senator from Kansas will
, ?ay, we've got what we need now—there’s no need for further legis-

ation.

I know with the kind of leadership represented here in the chair-
man, and from Arkansas that every effort will be made to not
allow that to happen, that we do have legislation. And, I think I
can assure you without question that Arkansas will be in the
middle pitching for that legislation.

I'm very proud to support the Governor of the State of Arkansas,
who has taken this strong position in terms of disability reform.
The entire country knows what impact he’s had as they know what
Congressman Pickle has had, the people in the rehabilitation field
and the Social Security field know what impact the Governor has
had in this issue.

So I'm very proud to support and be able to say that this is the
position of Arkansas -and the Governor for the State of Arkansas.

The three points that I will mention first are related to disability
determination, and they're repetitious to you and I'll just take a
short time to emphasize them, and then spend a little more time
on the Beneficial Rehabilitation Program.

While it’s difficult for me to understand the real problems be-
tween administration and the procedures of the administration and
the law, I can’t understand why beneficiary claims that are re-
viewed can’t continue until the final decision is made by an admin-
istrative law judge during the appeal process.

This doesn’t make sense to me that an individual has earned eli-
gibility for benefits, yet he is denied procedural fairness. Only
should the benefits be discontinued if the administrative law judge
through his neutrality, through his training, and the expertise that
only he presents, should say that the claim should be—that the
benefits should be discontinued.

Another point, I can’t see why medical—why there can’t be a na-
tional medical improvement standard. Whether or not there has to
be pilot projects in the beginning, I see no reason why there can’t
be a medical improvement standard.

States have demonstrated in one or two cases already that there
can be. This has to be to assure more consistent application, a more
thorough case documentation, and an analysis of disability and
abilities, including ability to work.

I think 3755 accommodates this. I can’t understand, but I'm sure
that Dr. Kolb will touch on this much more—I can’t understand
also why mental impairment cannot be adequately and accurately
presented to reflect the abilities of the individual to work.

The current presumptions just do not take into account the total
person. They do not take into account, for example, the stressful
situations presented many times in competitive work environ-
ments, and that has to be considered for many of our mentally ill
who want to return to work.
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Finally, the other point that I wanted to stress that I approach
the point of fury I did this morning is relative to the virtual discon-
tinuation of the Beneficiary Rehabilitation Program. In spite of a
proven cost benefit where there was actual savings to the Trust
Fund, in spite of huge increases in removals from the roles, in spite
of denials that have not occurred previously, funds have been virtu-
ally eliminated from the Beneficiary Rehabilitation Program. In
1981, $124 million nationally, as you know, was provided to the
States from SSDI trust funds, less than the 1.5 percent of the ceil-
ing allowed. Fifty additional million from general revenues for SSI
was also discontinued.

In Arkansas, and.let me show you the 1mpact on Arkansas, a rel-
atively small State in terms of population and so on. In 1980, with
these funds, Arkansas alone served 2,381 from SSDI funds at a cost
of $1% million.

In 1981, we served 2,189 beneficiaries at a cost of $920,000. For
SSI, we served slightly over 1,400 beneficiaries each year with an
expenditure in 1981 of $306,000. Now, SSI has been eliminated. We
have $10 million nationally for the Beneficiary Rehabilitation Pro-
. gram, but I am convinced even for the $10 million the reimburse-
ment system established by SSA was designed to fail. And, I'm
very sincere about that.

Even with SGA, there is a year’s delay certainly for reimburse-
ment. But it has been proven already that the delay is much
longer, 2 and 3 years for reimbursement. We haven’t even ap-
proached the $10 million.

Arkansas got $35,000 approximately each year. We haven’t been
able to touch much of it, even though we've submitted significant
.claims. It is impossible to fiscally administer such a program. My
appeal to you relative to the Beneficiary Rehabilitation Program is
to look at that close and to reestablish it as it was prior to the Om-
nibus Reconciliation Act of 1981.

I think you can accommodate changes with your advisory council
on medical aspects to some degree. I'm concerned there though
about the delay that that might present because we're in trouble
right now. We'll be in trouble next year.

And, I think the medical—the advisory council can come up with
appropriate ideas for resources, appropriate service, providers and
so on. But unless we can return to the type of program we had
when we had a proven cost benefit, when the agencies whether
they are public or private, can attempt to rehabilitate without
guaranteeing so that we know we can get reimbursement, then it
will be difficult to achieve anything.

We have a disincentive now with the long-term recipient of
Social Security benefits being scared, literally frightened about
losing that, and very hesitant to participate in a rehabilitation pro-
gram. But we overcome that in many cases.

The agencies now have even a worse disincentive, knowing they
are providing services, most of which cannot be reimbursed without
any knowledge of when that reimbursement will come. So I appeal
to you to look at the Beneficiary Rehabilitation Program and to at-
tempt to give an emphasis at least in the advisory council for this
part of the reform package.
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Again, I appreciate very much the opportunity to present to you,
and I appreciate very much having the chairman in Arkansas in
this rehabilitation facility in giving us the opportunity to show you
the facility at the same time.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement follows:]

StATEMENT OF E. RUSSELL BAXTER, COMMISSIONER, DIVISION OF REHABILITATION
SERVICES, STATE OF ARKANSAS

I am Commissioner of the Division of Rehabilitation Services, Department of
Human Services. Our Division provides rehabilitation services to physically and/or
mentally disabled persons in the State of Arkansas. The agency was established in
1926, operating as a part of the State Department of Education until 1971 and now
. is a division of the Department of Human Services.

This State has an independent Disability Determination agency, that is responsi-
ble to the Governor of the State of Arkansas. The Division of Rehabilitation Serv-
ices is, therefore, not one of the thirty-seven State Rehabilitation agencies that over-
sees the administration of the Disability Determination agency. My perspective,
therefore, is somewhat different from other Rehabilitation Agency commissioners
who might have made presentations to either of the two committees. I, therefore,
will place a little more emphasis on the beneficiary rehabilitation programs, par-
ticularly SSDI; but also SSI

The entire problem of Social Security Reform, while obviously a very serious prob-
lem, is one that is extremely complex and difficult to understand from my perspec-
tive. It is extremely difficult for me to understand, for example, why beneficiaries
whose claims are reviewed cannot elect to continue benefits on an interim basis
throughout the full hearing process until a decision is rendered by an Administra-
tive Law Judge. It seems reasonable to expect that if there is an appeal process that
benefits would be available until that process is completed. How can there be basic
procedural fairness for those who had contributed to the Social Security Trust Fund
with the expectation that benefits were secure in the event of disability? While 1
fully support face-to-face hearings, even that does not provide enough protection to
claimants and beneficiaries to assure that full and partial reconsideration hearings
will occure in all cases. Only the Administrative law Judge who must have signifi-
cant training and neutrality can provide the expertise necessary to assure full due
process before termination of benefits.

The second major problem which I have difficulty understanding is related to
medical improvement. To me obviously there must be a national standard. I believe
it can be workable. Whether the Miranda medical improvement standard is utilized
or some other standard, there is no reason to believe that there cannot be a national
standard. This process encourages more thorough and careful case development fo-
cused in the individual and their particular medical disabilities in relation to previ-
ous diagnoses an symptoms, as well as the individual’s ability to work.

There is no reason to believe that the evaluating of mental impairments cannot
adequately and accurately reflect the ability of claimants to engage in work. There
must be developed and implemented an effective and realistic method of measuring
the full range of work skills and behaviors in order to make accurate predictions
about an individual’s capability for successful work in a non-sheltered, competitive
environment. Current presumptions of transferability of skills and unskilled work
operate to disqualify a mentally impaired individual, in spite of the fact that to sus-
tain successful job performance many work environments require stressful competi-
tion.

As indicated previously, my primary emphasis will be on the beneficiary rehabili-
tation programs and the remainder of my comments pertain to that.

The most difficult thing to understand about the Social Security program is that
while there has been an increased number of individuals removed from the benefici-
ary roles and a high percentage disallowed for disability claims, the amount of dol-
lars for the rehabilitation of recipients and for those removed from the roles has
dwindled to nothing. The amount for Arkansas, for example, has been approximate-
ly $35,000 in 1982 and $35,000 in 1983, and it has been impossible to get reimburse-
ment for even a fraction of this amount. While there is an obvious need for Social
Security Reform, nothing makes sense in trying to understand the rationale of in-
creasing the numbers removed from Social Security roles and decreasing significant-
ly the dollars to work with those removed from the disability roles as well as to
attempt to remove others from disability roles through Rehabilitation programs.
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Prior to October 1, 1981, State Rehabilitation Agencies received monies from the
SSDI Trust Funds (allocated on a quarterly basis) and from the General Revenues
(appropriated by the Congress) for the provision of rehabilitation services to eligible
SSDI beneficiaries. and SSI recipients. in fiscal year 1981, the State Rehabilitation
Agencies received over $124 million to implement these programs, and provide serv-
ices to over 115,000 benediciaries with mental and/or physical disabilities.

The impact on Arkansas is obvious:

Number served  Expenditure

1981
SSDI 2,189 $920,983
SSI 1,460 306,265
1980:
SSDI 2381 1,510,876
S8l 1,499 131,472

The high for Arkansas was 1976 when 2,972 SSDI cases were served with an ex-
penditure of $2,226,434 and 1,720 SSI cases were served with an expenditure of
$871,161. The low for Arkansas was 1983, identical to 1984, where we served 60
cases with advanced funding of $35,000 each year. Expenditures from Social Securi-
ty will be much less than that, however. o

Despite the demonstrated cost-effectiveness of these programs the law was
changed—as a part of the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1981—to provide that
State Rehabilitation Agencies would only be reimbursed by the Social Security Ad-
ministration for the cost of rehabilitation services resulting in the client’s participa-
tion in Substantial Gainful Activity (SGA) for nine months. While current law does
not mandate that payments be made to the states in advance, the SSA for the
present time, has chosen to do so. During FY 1983, approximately $10 million was
advanced to States, a cut in funding from FY 81 of over 90 percent.

Under present law, states may have to wait two or more years before full reim-
bursement funds are made available. In addition to the period of nine months of
substantial gainful activity, there are also the many months, even years, which are
required to successfully rehabilitate a severely disabled person.

Prior to reimbursement, the states incur, and will continue to incur, substantial
expenses for services which may significantly exceed the “advance” monies provided
by SSA. Because of this, fiscal planning is being severely disrupted, since State
Agency administrators are unable to ascertain when or in what amount the reim-
bursement will be provided for services rendered.

The State has serious misgivings about the provisions and limitation of the cur-
rent beneficiary rehabilitation programs. It appears from this perspective that the
system was designed to fail. Processing of reimbursement claims has been almost
impossible, extending well over the end of one and even two fiscal years, makng
planning impossible especially since we are not sure whether the advanced monies
will be adequate but more importantly because we in no way can anticipate what
SSA will approve and what they will not approve.

In conclusion, it seems to me that H.R. 4170 goes a long way in addressing overall
Social Security Reform. It is a very good comprehensive Social Security Disability
Reform package in addition to improving significantly the BRP. All States are doing
whatever possible to improve procedures in this program but obviously there is a
limit to the effectiveness of state-by-state efforts to improve-a national program.
Your leadership, which you have already shown, is urgently needed to change this
program so that its standards and procedures are fair to the disabled people it
serves, including programs for the rehabilitation of recipients, as well as those disal-
lowed benefits. Fairness that will potentially restore personal dignity where there is
potential to re-enter the labor force and to once again contribute to society through
this dignity and through the payment of taxes.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to share my perspective on this ex-
tremely important-topic that affects disabled people in this State and in all States.

Chairman PickLE. Thank you, Mr. Baxter.
Now, Dr. Douglas Stevens, if you'll proceed, sir.
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STATEMENT OF DOUGLAS STEVENS, PSYCHOLOGIST, NORTH
LITTLE ROCK, AR

Dr. STEvEns. Mr. Chairman, I'm a clinical psychologist in private
practice who works or interacts with this system in a number of
ways. In the first role I am a clinical psychologist treating individ-
uals who are disabled as well as evaluating them from an emotion-
al standpoint.

I also have been a rehabilitation counselor and continue to do vo-
cational rehabilitation and vocational evaluations of individuals. I
also work as a vocational expert for the Social Security Adminis-
tration, so I tend to see these individuals throughout the program.

There are a number of things that I could talk about in terms of _
the inadequacies of the program or the abuses of the program, but
I think we're all well aware of those. Those have been quite well
documented over time. And, so this morning in these brief mo-
ments I might mention some of the areas that I would suggest
might be considered. And, I'm delighted to know that legislation is
pending in the House.

I certainly concur with all of the remarks made by Governor
Clinton, because those kinds of steps forward are very important.
At the local level in disability determination we've had a great
deal of difficulty, and of course, Mr. Kearney is new in this job and
none of the remarks that I make have anything to do with his ad-
ministration, but rather with problems that we’ve had in the past
years.

In the emotional area we’ve had an ongoing problem that needs
to be corrected. The disability agency has selected particular tests
for consultatives, seemingly with an eye toward selecting those
tests which would give no information regarding the allegations of
disability.

At one point in the past I used to do such evaluations for them,
and finally refused to do any more because they would ask for tests
that had nothing to do with what the claimant said was wrong. 1
then started writing into my evaluation the fact that these test re-
sults had nothing to do with the kinds of complaints of the claim-
ant.

At that point I was called and reprimanded. I responded that I
would continue so commenting as long as I was asked to do tests
that had nothing to do with the situation.

Cglairman PickLE. Who called you? Who called and reprimanded
you?

Dr. StevENns. It was one of the——

Chairman PickLe. SSA?

Dr. StevENs. No, the disability determination people who send
out purchase orders for consultative examinations. Another situa-
tion developed with mental retardation when SSI came under the
system. There were thousands of people who needed to be evaluat-
ed for mental retardation under SSI. I was doing something like 8
or 10 evaluations a week, and 80 to 90 percent of them fit the
guidelines. Suddenly the testing was terminated. When I made con-
tact with the State agency I was told that so many people were
turning up disabled under the testing program that they decided
they would use general practitioners. They could give an eyeball



26

evaluation of mental adequacy, thereby avoiding payments to those
individuals who were actually mentally retarded.

Senator Pryor. Did you feel at that time that they were trying to
take—that they had basically a quota system that they were using
to take certain percentages or certain numbers from the roles?
Could you establish that?

Dr. Stevens. Senator, I had no indication of any quota. I just
knew that they felt they were being overwhelmed by people who
were eligible and wanted to cut down the number of eligibilities.
b Chairman PickLE. Senator, we'll ask that of the ALJ’s—that may

e_—

Senator Pryor. Good.

Dr. Stevens. The medical improvement considerations are so im-
portant for the future. Many people have been intimidated in the
last few years with the cessation letter. The people believe some-
body actually knows something about them that they don’t know.
They get the report saying, “We have information to indicate that
your condition has improved and you're now ready to return to
substantial gainful activity.”

They come to my office wondering if someone has been spying on
them. The people who are less educated, less sophisticated, actually
believe that the Federal Government knows something that they
don’t know about themselves. And, they really believe the letter.
Many of these individuals, unless hand carried through the proc-
ess, will stop the application procedure at that point.

I support all of the things that have so far been mentioned in the
bill. I would mention a couple of other things for consideration.
One of the concerns that I have is that contingencies be studied for
helping individuals return to employment.

There are numerous individuals who come in in a fairly acute
situation. Yet, one might expect that 2 or 3 years down the road,
their condition has a good chance of improving to the point that
they could return to employment.

However, with benefits simply being awarded, the individual re-
ceives a positive reinforcer for continuing the disability, unless
there is some contingent program where they can be assisted
gradually to move back to productivity.

This can be through the State rehabilitation agency or it can be
through private sources. I think there are a lot of possibilities for
contingently looking at this.

A second concern that relates to this same area: Some individ-
uals will physically, after being disabled for some years, reattain
the capacity for going back to work. But they have become so de-
conditioned, spending much of the time in a recumbent position,
that even if the condition for which they were impaired goes away,
they are now deconditioned to a point that they couldn’t possibly
be on their feet for more than 3 hours a day.

We need some system for moving them back in a stepwise fash-
ion, perhaps through sheltered workshops, perhaps through voca-
tional rehabilitation, but gradually helping them to increase their
tolerances until they can tolerate 8 hours a day.

A third area that I'm particularly interested in is the emotional
problems of individuals. This involves the listing the Secretary has
called the “functional nonpsychotic disorders.” Many individuals
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are disabled under this category. And yet, as compared with cardi-
ac, back problems, and others, they have a higher probability for
rehabilitation than many of the deteriorative conditions.
The treatment funds available under medicare for emotional con-
ditions, despite the higher possibility of getting them back to work,
are so limited that they can’t possibly afford the treatment. Be-
cause of this situation, I would estimate that at least 90 percent of
individuals disabled due to mental reasons and drawing social secu-
rity as their primary source of income, are not getting any treat-
ment. They are not getting the help that could return them to pro-
ductivity.
It’s been mentioned in your bill and the Governor’s comments
that more attention is being paid to the interactive process of these
- problems and ways we can help get folks back to work. I think any
evaluations that directly relate to the capacity of the individual in
the work force, work simulation testing for example, is going to be
very helpful in the future in correctly assessing potential and ca-
pacity.
Any way that I can assist at the local level or in planning for
mental health I would be happy to do. I appreciate this opportuni-
ty.
Chairman PickrLE. Thank you, Dr. Stevens. Now, Dr. Kolb—let
me, before you proceed ask can the audience hear the people as
they are making statements? Can you hear back there? Some can
and some cannot.

Dr. Kolb, if you'll get the microphones as close to you as you can

I think that would be helpful.

STATEMENT OF PAYTON KOLB, M.D., PSYCHIATRIST, LITTLE
ROCK, AR

Dr. KoLB. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much this opportuni-
ty to come, and Senator Pryor. I'm the Arkansas legislative repre-
sentative of the American Psychiatric Association, and I work with
an old friend of yours. I know Mr. Jay Cutler who used to be on
Senator Javitt’s staff, and much of the material I have is from a
statement made to the Senate Finance Committee in January by
Dr. Meyerson, which is the official position statement of the Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association. It’s very lengthy and I certainly am
not going to read that, but I would like to touch a few high points
on that and copies have been made this morning to give to you all
and to put in your particular record. S

I've also been a consultant to the Bureau of Hearings and Ap-
peals for a number of years. I would like to just touch on a few
experiences that I've had with this. Certainly the APA and all of
us are in support of H.R. 3755 because it does, as you pointed out,
bring in many of the changes that we would certainly like to see in
the program for the benefit of the beneficiary.

We agree, of course, that a periodic review is necessary because
there are people who do become able to go back to work. And,
these need to be pointed out, but it needs to be done on a consistent
and a fair and a medically feasible policy, rather than what has
been done in the past.
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Briefly, our records indicate that about 40 percent of the
1,134,000 people who have been reviewed and terminated at the ini-
tial review level. Of these about two-thirds have been reinstated.
You probably know these figures already.

From the sampling of 40 recipients who were on disability for
mental impairments that were terminated, 27 of these 40 were
found to be unable to function in daily living without a good deal
of support and could not work in a competitive or stressful environ-
anent. The remaining 13 were terminated on really inadequate

ata.

The records reveal unwarranted termination based on overly re-
strictive interpretation of the criteria which defines mental impair-
ment, inappropriate assessment of the individual’s daily activity,
inadequate development and use of medical evidence and a lack of
sufficient psychiatric resources in the DDS.

As a consultant to the Bureau I've seen an enormous increase in
the last 18 months in a number of cases that have been sent in for
review. I found that on the average it requires 4 to 6 hours-to
review a case adequately. The work load has increased to the point
that I can no longer see all the cases that have been sent to me.

From reading many of the cases and reading the termination re-
ports I suspect the termination decisions are made with inadequate
study of the record. I am not blaming anyone individual but believe
the system as being administered now is forcing quick decisions
without adequate review. And, there's also obvious pressure for
massive terminations.

Many cases I’ve seen, as Dr. Stevens’ has brought out——

Chairman PickLE. Let me interrupt you. You just said there
would be massive pressures for termination. :

Dr. Kous. This is a belief. I have no adequate evidence to prove
this, but the number of cases we have see in the last 2 or 3 years as
compared to—I've been on this for a number of years and it's
really obvious what’s going on from that particular standpoint.
That there are massive terminations from this.

As Dr. Stevens brought out we see people who have been on dis-
ability for many, many years, and as he very well pointed out
here—I won’t go into detail on these, but these people become so
firmly fixed in the unconscious on this that the only way to get
them back to work is a reentry program that is not being done.
These people are just cut off.

I might throw in here an interesting conversation I had with an
administrative law judge to the question that maybe with many of
these people we ought to have a statute of limitations. That is if
they’ve been on disability say 12, 15 years, that really you're not
going to be able to get them back. It would possibly be less expen-
sive to keep them on with the statute of limitations rather than try
to go through a reevaluation process. :

Chairman PickLe. Dr. Kolb, that recommendation was made
originally as a part of the legislation, if you had been on for a
number of years or you're a certain age, as an effort to try to com-
promise with the administration. We removed that and asked for a
study be made of that, which may come up later for consideration.

So, we're very mindful that’s a basis for consideration.
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Dr. KoLs. As I said this is an interesting question to look at from
that standpoint. Another interesting point is an individual with a
severe neurosis who, on a given day may look very well, and at a
day of an appeal hearing or even in an interview may look very
emotionally stable, but when gotten onto a job situation is not able
to work on a full day, and cannot tolerate stress of any kind of a
job at that point.

Here brings up the point that we feel is neglected so much, and
that is that not a complete study of this whole life pattern of this
particular individual is being done. I might say yesterday I re-
ceived a copy of Psychiatric News, which is our official newspaper,
and an excellent study was done in California pointing up that in
many instances with physical disabilities, psychiatrists were
brought in too late. We then find that a complete family history
pattern is not brought out.

And, from this standpoint they found very interesting situations
that revealed a different approach to try and help this person than
to terminate them from disability because they looked like they
were doing pretty well at this time.

Another problem involves the practice of having a second opin-
ion process examination. We think this can be good but you have
to take into consideration the person doing the second examination
must take into consideration the whole life pattern and the whole
record, which is not being done.

And, this is another recommendation that we have. We do admit
there are frequently inadequate medical reports that we receive
and the APA is working very strongly to teach all of us how to
really do an adequate examination that the people who make these
decisions can work from and go from there.

We are also very concerned that the criteria that we use is very
inadequate and glad to report that the APA is working very strong-
ly on this, and have been told and have worked with SSA to the
point that we hope this can be changed. These are the listing of
impairments—in section 12, regulations 4, subpart P, with which
you all may be familiar.

We're concerned that, of course, only individuals who are actual-
ly disabled come under the Program. We do see in private practice
many times individuals who feel because they're nervous and a
little tired that they are not able to work.:

But in these situations work itself is a therapeutic process. And,
here again the criteria needs very definitely to be changed and we
hope that SSA will work with us fairly closely in this.

One other situation that I don’t know that Congress can do much
with, that I've run into, is the problem where an individual is not
functioning fully on his job, and this occurs mostly with the big in-
dustries. He’s put on extended leave or pushed into early retire-
ment, and then the pressure is put on him to “get on social securi-
ty.” This puts the individual in an extremely frustrating situation
and it—makes me rather angry at big industry and some of the
things they’re trying to do with this.

The individual, of course, many times is not actually disabled as
far as social security criteria is concerned, but he doesn’t know
which way to turn. He doesn’t know what his company is going to
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do to him. Many times he doesn’t want the full disability and just
wants to go back to work. But that’s a little different situation.

As I indicated we feel that H.R. 3755 can be a great deal of help
to us on this. One other thing that I would like to point out is that
there has been some communication between the APA and SSA on
the use of our Peer Review Program for validation of many of
these medical reports.

We have developed an excellent Peer Review Department in our
headquarters in Washington. We started out to work with CHAM-
PUS to help with their Peer Review. It has been so successful that
many of the private insurance companies are now using it and are
very grateful that we have this. We are certainly perfectly willing
to make this available to SSA and use it with them, because we
think it's an extremely effective source of work and can help with
the Peer Review process.

In general that is our position and my time is up. We certainly
support your legislation from the national standpoint and from the
State standpoint. We hope to see this go through, and be able to
help with this.

Chairman PickrLi. Dr. Kolb, I thank you and the panel. Let me
just point out to you that along the lines that we are trying to-take
action in this bill, it at least in general corrects or addresses some
of the matters you've mentioned.

I appreciate the suggestions you made. A lot of them we might
be able to do in this bill and some we can’t. But it’s good to have
these suggestions from you and I appreciate that you would make
them. I want to point out by way of summation, again, that in this
bill, section 201 provides for temporary moratorium on mental im-
pairment cases. That is, a temporary delay on all mental impair-
ment cases until the listings for mental impairments have been re-
vised in consultation with the advisory council, in a published and
final form.

Then we also get over to section 304 which is the advisory coun-
cil on the medical aspects of disability. It creates an advisory coun-
cil composed of independent medical and vocational experts to pro-
vide advice and recommendations in this area.

We think that will be very helpful and it includes that at least
one psychiatrist, one rehabilitation psychologist, and one medical
social worker will be a part of that advisory council. So we think
we are going generally in the direction that you recommended on
this thing.

So, I want to thank all of you for your statements and your testi-
mony.

Do either Senator Pryor or Mr. Anthony have any questions?

Senator Pryor. Congressman, I have one question for Dr. Kolb
and I'd like to just draw our attention a moment to two court
cases. I think Dr. Kolb may be familiar with these and perhaps our
other two witnesses this morning.

One of those cases was in the State of Minnesota, the other case
the State of New York, and in both of these cases Social Security
Administration was found guilty of implementing an illegal policy
that discriminated against the mentally disabled.

Now, do you feel that in the States that we have been forced to
follow review procedures that are unfair to the mentally ill?
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Dr. KoLs. Yes, very definitely.

Senator PRYOR. And, do you feel that the legislation offered by
Congressman Pickle and Congressman Anthony would address this
particular point to make certain that we were not further forced
into this situation?

Dr. KoLB. Yes, the American Psychiatric Association is very

~ hopeful that this can go through for this particular reason. Now

certainly when we'’re dealing with mental impairments there are
many variations, and I'm sure that amendments might be neces-
sary down the road.

But I think this certainly would correct many of the problems
that we have at this time.

Senator Pryor. Well, it is my understanding also that the Ameri-
can Psychiatric Association, which you are such an eloquent
spokesman for, has participated in a work group with the SSA to
rewrite the regulations applicable to the evaluation of mental im-
pairments.

Dr. KoLs. That’s correct. That’s in Dr. Meyerson’s statement too.

Senator PrYor. And, so basically the outcome of this study I can
only assume, would be implemented by the Pickle legislation. Now,
it wouldn’t be embodied in a moratorium though, would it?

Dr. KoLs. No, it wouldn't.

Senator Pryor. If we just had a moratorium that would not ac-
complish the needed results. And, this is the sort of information we
need to take back to Washington, especially next week on the eve
of bringing Congressman Pickle’s bill up in the House. And I would
just like to say, to Dr. Kolb and to our other witnesses how very
appreciative we are of you being here with us this morning.

Dr. KoLB. We hope—I was looking at your opening statement
about the Acting Commissioner and the question in Dr. Meyerson’s
statement—he quotes Ms. Heckler in saying, “We have no reason
to believe that there have been any unjust findings.” And, this
bothers us.

Senator Pryor. Well, it bothers us too. And, I might also make
that point again. I don’t know if I stressed it enough in my opening
statement. At this point we do not have a Director or an Adminis-
trator of the Social Security Administration. We have an Acting
Commissioner, not a Commissioner but an Acting Commissioner.

That has mystified me as to why a permanent Administrator, I
should say, has not been appointed, and I don’t know what this
means exactly except a lack of committment and the idea that
maybe through confusion they can accomplish more than they can
through clarity. ’

Dr. KoLs. We're ready to help if they are.

Chairman PickLE. Mr. Baxter, Congressman Anthony has asked
me to present this question to you. He’s been called to the tele-
phone on an emergency matter and wanted to be sure this question
was asked. So this is Congressman Anthony’s question to you.

He says you have worked in rehabilitation for many years and
you are our State expert. In your opinion what are the greatest
problems in rehabilitating claimants who have been on disability
for years and then suddenly told they can work?

Mr. Baxter. Well, the greatest problem right now is a lack of
funds or an absence of funds to provide the type of services, coun-
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seling as much as anything else, but in many cases retraining and
some forms of physical restoration to allow them to regain their
ability and regain their personal integrity and dignity through em-
ployment.

Chairman PIcKLE. Are you able to give them adequate counseling
now? '

Mr. BAXTER. Absolutely not. We have—our services have—well,
in terms of staff for example, in the last 4 years we have eliminat-
ed something like 250 staff members. It was basically because of
the loss of SSDI trust funds and SSI general revenue funds.

That has put us in a position of a counselor in regular type cases,
not recipient cases, to try to manage 200 cases at one time. That’s
impossible. And, then when you try to add counseling services to
the beneficiaries or to those that might become employable there’s
no time.

Only with additional staff, which would take additional funds,
and we wouldn’t have to provide the services but the staff could
provide counseling and arrange for services through public or pri-
vate agencies. '

Chairman PickiE. I think you mentioned a point where perhaps
this measure could be strengthened and we touched on this but not
as adequately as perhaps we need to. So, I'm glad you mentioned
that. We might make further improvements as we go along on this
bill.

Mr. IBAXTER. I think it's possible, especially through the advisory
council.

Chairman PickLE. I see. All right. Well, I thank you for coming
and I appreciate your testimony and I'm glad to have all the sug-
gestions, and to say that we're hopeful we can incorporate some of
them. I hope that we can retain the funds, Mr. Baxter, in these re-
habilitation services that the administration has recommended to
be cut. I hope we can add to them.

So, thank you all very much for your testimony.

Senator Pryor. Mr. Chairman, before the witnesses leave, are we
going to adopt a rule of leaving the record open for a period of
some days so that we might submit questions?

Chairman PickLE. Yes, the Chair will so rule, Senator. Thank
you for mentioning that.

Senator Pryor. Good. And, we might also forward some ques-
tions on what we think would help complete the hearing, because
we know of the shortage of time. We’re very appreciative.

[Dr. Kolb submitted the following:]




33
STATEMENT OF ARTHUR T. MEYERSON, M.D., AMERICAN PSYCHIATRIC ASSOCIATION !

Mr. Chairman, and members of the Committee, my name 1:; Arthur T.
Meyerson, M.D. I am Associat.-e Professor and Vice Chairman of the Department
of Psychiatry at Mount Sinai Medical School and Clinical Director for Psychia-
try at the Mount Sinai Hospit-al.

On behalf of the American Psyciatric Association, a pedical specialty»
society representing over 28,000 psychiatrists nationwide, and as chairman of
both the APA s Committee on Rehabilitation and its Task Force on Social
Security Disahility Insurance, I am pleased to present to the Committee our
views and concerns regarding the SOcial Secuzity Disability Insurance (SSDIX)
and Supplemental Security Income {SSI) programs.

We ;haxed this concern before this cOz_.mittee two years aéo, and reitex-
ated it upon two other occasions at House and Senate Committee hearings. ©On
ea'ch ‘of t!;ose occasions, we recomende'd statutory changes which we believed,
and still believe are rnecessary to assure that the SSDI program operates in
‘the mét medically appropriate fashion. Many of those changes are embodied in
either H.R. 3755 (now Title IX of H.R. 4170) or 8. 476, or both. Both bills
have our endorsement as well as that of_othex- concerned organizations and
individuals.

The APA continues to be very much aware that periodic review of disabil-
ity cases, whether on the SSDI or ssT rolls, is necessary not only to reduce
fraud and abuse, but also ‘to conﬁ.rm that SSDI/SSI beneficiaries continue to
meet_eligibility requirements and remain unable to work. The GAO‘report which
prompted the 1980 Social Security Disability Amendments found that perhaps 20
percent of those then on the SSDI rolls we;:e probably not eligible for such
benefits. 1In other words, the system of standards and g\udeli;xes and the

process of evaluating medical evidence was allowing too cany "false positives”

! This statement was previously prepared for testimony before the Senate Finance Committee
on Jan. 25, 1984.
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into. the system at the time of the GAO report: Regrettably, the Administra-
tion's apbroach'to this pi'oblem focused on reducing Federal expenditures, .
rather than enguring a poli_..ci( consistent with both the ‘letter ind the spirit
of the careful review mandated by .those 1980 amendments. ’

_Since the accelerated reviews began in 1981, approximtely 421 000 or
nearly 40% of _t_:he 1,134,000 persons reviewed have been terminated because they

‘ were found not to be disabled at Ehe i.nitial review level. Of those appealing

. thei: teminations, about two thirds have been reinstated Most telling in

the case of the mentally impan‘ed was a 1983 GAO study that found that 27 of |
40 sampled terminations of individuals with mentnl impairments reviewed by GAO
were individuals yno could not function in their daily living without a good
deal of suppo;t-' and -could not work in a 'conpetitive or stressful envi'xon-
ment. -.The 'remaining thirteen cases, GAO found, had been terminated based on
'inadeqnate data." The GAO.sf.a.tec'i that the um-:arrant‘eé terminations stemmed
from SSA's overly restrictive interpretation of the criteria defining mental
ciisnb_ility, inappropriate‘assevgsment of individual_'s daily activities, inade-
quate develogmenr and use of medical evidence and a .iack of sufficient ;;sych-
ietric ;esouces in the DDS. In other words, _jusc three years after the GRO
report criticizing the SSDI program f-or allowing too many "false positives”
inflo the sysi:em, the GAO found that thereAvgre too many "false negatives™ in
the §y§tem ¢;£ accelerat:;d reviews, particularly among the mentally impaired.
Taken toger_her, these. fiqures. bear out our concern that t.he SSA reviews,
both in terns of their actual conduct and the policy underlying them, have
been undertaken in a manner contrary to sound medical praccice and sound
professional clinical practice. Not only is thé program administxatively
confusing and awkward for the beneficiaries, physicians, health and mental .

health professionals, state officials and judges involved with it, but it
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works a special hardship upon. the mentally iil SsSDI -beneﬂqiaxiea who,- by
virtu;e of their illness itself, are particularly vulnerable.

We ghare SSA's concerns and tho>se‘ of this Committee that the 5SDI program
must survive between the ‘twin_ concerns of unwarranted disability payment (and
the loss of Federal revenues it engenders) a;;d inappropriate termination of
ghousands of -legitimate beneficiaries (and the costs it engenders in the
conduct of appeals proceedings, in expenditure of state and county welfare and
_service funds and worst, in human’ coin). We believe, howeyer, that H.R. 3-755
and s. '476 propose responsible, fiscally prudent solutions 't:o‘ these problems
to the benefit of legitimate SSDI beneficiaries and ul-v.imtely to the continu-
ing integrity of the SSDI program itself. .

Our. concerns were first expressed alm;st two years ago by the APA in a
letter to then Secretary Schweiker, then in testimony before the Senate
- Finance Committee, in rore recent test-imbny-before the Senate- Special Commit-
tee on Aging and House Ways and Means Committee and in comments in 1952 on
i:roposed revisions to the so—‘cqlled "medical listings,™ the SSA's regulations
regarding the determination of disability based on medical criteria alone.

) Further, sinc; our communication with Secretary Schweiker, we have met on
numerous occasions with SSA officials, both formally.and informally, regarding
our concerns. This s.u.mmer, for example, the APA, along with other profes-
sional organizations, joined wﬂéh the- SSA in an effort to rewrite the regula-
t.ions su;r_onnding- mental'dis_ability under i:.tge program (section 12.00 of the
"listing of impairments”). That activity, ;wixich continues as I testify, has
met with significant agreement about the ;nadequh;:y of current medical list-
ings for mental 'in;paiment and’ equally significant reworking and updating of
the menfal impairment listing. lWhile certain thjat the' recommended changes

'-reflecf ‘the current stite of the psychiatric knowledge and evaluation -- based

3
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on sou.nd medical practice -- we are not certain that these t.hozoug'hly con~-
sidered and carefully developed xegulatory changes will be accepted as final
regulations. More recently, ‘in fact in the past three weeks, we received a
proposal request grom SSA regardan r_he use of the APA's peer review system

" for validation and assessment of SSDI decision making in the mental impairment
field. 'fhat proposal, 'as.members‘of this conmittee may recall, was first
proposed 1ast April when SSA appeared before the Senate Special Committee on

. Aging. Our response to the proposal request was suhmtted this past Monday.

° We hope it will be enterta:.ned positively.

Notwit.hstanding our efforts to work with SSA both on the medical aspects
of mpaxmem: and on the use of psychiatric peer review as an independent
check on SSDI decisxon-mking, many of the concerns we have expressed in the
past persisf. . We were gratified by a number of Secretary Heckler's proposed
changes.'in the SSDI program‘in ‘June, 1983, and ‘were equally gratified by her
decision to impose a moratorimp on disability te;minations during the month of
[5ecen3bet and into the start of this year. However, we remain cognizant of her
June comment thet- "we'(SSA) have no reason to believe that there have been any
un]ust f:.nd:mgs" in the SSDI determination process, and remain disturbed about
the implications of that statement for future evaluat‘.mn of t.hose cases which .
are either yet to be decided or which vu.ll be subject to reevaluation. We
st:ill belxeve the SSDI process to be fraught with problems -- some related to
- the detemination process per se, some related to the standards \mderlying the
.review {some of which have varied over t:ine based s\:rictly on t.he adjudicative
¢limate under which chey are enforced) and others related to personnel issues.

in our considered -juégment,- legislation now pendin.g before the House
{R.R. 3755) and ‘before this Committee (S. 476 and S. 2002) represent serious .

and responsible means of recodifying current SSDI law (and similarly,-SSI law)




to assure that both fraud and abuse are eliminated from the SSDI and SSIT
rolls, and at the same time provide protection for those who should rémain on
or be placed on the rolls. The legislation addresses such issues as:
==~ accurate assessment of a person's ability to work;.
-= whether a person's medical condition had improved;
=~ the use of appropriate personnel to make informed medical
decisions regarding both a person's impairment and
disability;
~= the need to update and improve existing medical criteria
for the assessment of disability before further reviews

are conducted;

== the provision of a face-to-face meeting at the initial
stages of the disability review process;

-- appropriate assessment of multiple impairments- and
psychogenic pain;

=- a statutory and regulatory based set of uniform

standards by which claimants are adjudicated at all
levels of review.

Oihezg testifying at r_hi's‘_h,earing will address some of these issues, and
will certainly address others which I have not identified. as a representa-
tive of the APA, I would like .to 'addxesg some of the process, standards and
personnel issues with which I am parcicularly. familiqr, with which the APA and
others have grappied for some time, and which are most directly related to the

medical assessment of impairment and determination of disability.

REGULATIONS/STANDARDS

As :a>physician, I am most seric}xsly concerned with the proper i;xterpreta—
tion of medical history in establishing a finding'of disability. I am con-
cerné_d about the accurate and complete dew;glopment of that medical history,
its inte'rpxetat_ion into a statement x.egarding lew'/_eis of iopairment, and its

'ultimatq relationship to a finding of disability. The APA, as a medical

. T . s




organj.zat:ion, h:lE similar concerns. It was because.of these concerns as they

relate to -L.he §5D1 brogxaﬁ and"oux‘ belief that éuxrerlxt‘medical understanding

has yet to be applied to t'.heAmledical and vocational assessment p'rocess- under

the SSDI program, that we recommended adoption of a moratorium on Continuing

’ Disabiiit:y Investigations for the mentally 'impai_red. Such a mo'rntiz.)rium would
continue pgndix;g:' a thorough rewrite of SSA's regulations surrounding mental
impa:i.rmen.t, and a’ reconsideration and redevelopment of how vocational capacity

. is assessed for the mentally mpaued Our efforts wiﬁ SSA hold out hope
that t.he "1ist:mgs" for mental impairmenf. will be upgraded to current medical
standards in the near future. We understand assessment of how better to
handle vpca;ional— capacity (RFC) is also ongoing. Unfortunately, we are
conéexnegi \:ha\:. OMB cost. concerns may yet take precedence over the l;est- medical
advice. and ﬁat our efforts may be frustrated. He‘nce, we still believe a full
mzatorium to be necessary.‘ I ‘wiil detail our .reasons'for continuing in our
concern in these two areas hereafter.

Thé APA Has taken internal action to help assure that APA members under-
stand how to provide tull and necessax—y infomtzon in a medical history for
the proper conduct of SSDI reviews (whether CDIs or' xn:.tial claims). Our
Bqazdvof Trustees approved for puhlication a-documgnt (copy appended) for our
members providing guidance on how l_)est to provide case history material for
SSDI,a.'nd ssi reviews --'whac facts to include, whether judgments are relevant,
_w}xen to amplify by example a particular medical point to assure clarity.
'hx'::ther,' in c.onjunciion- wit_h the President"s cammittee on Employment of the
Handicapped we are preparing a conference on medical aspect:s of SsSDI.

as we bettez educate our ‘own members about the process and the nature of ’
the zepo;ts requested of t'.h'en.: by SSA, we are concerned that SSA is not edu-

cated to the flaws in its own standards -- its regulations and policy’
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interpretations -- some of which bhave not been revised in almost a decade, and
some’ c'yf which have been revisea t'o the detriment of claimants in -toda'y's
adjudicative climate. Yet, t;hese regulations and poliéy interpretations fo;m
the basigs for the interpretation of that medical history into a finding of
disability, and the subsequent decision rega'xding disability.

I would like to address several of ghese in turn.

MEDICAL IMPROVEMENT

Since 1979, the Social Sei:urit_y Adnﬁnistratipn has formally taken the'
posit'ic;n that disabled beneficiaries _muét establish that they continue to be
disabled under the standards currently in use by the SSA. Under this
approach, benefits can be terminated even if there is no evide-nce of medical
imp;ovement Snd, in many cases, even if th; person's- condition‘ has actually
deteriorated since the original determination of disability. No use is made
of 'médicai or other documentation whic-h is over ope year old. Thus, anindn.-
vidual who has vbeen on the rolls for several }ears is treated the same as a
'r'xew apéli,cant. No weight is 'gi:v_en to the original determination of disabil-~
ity, even though it was valid at the time rendered. While as many as 20 court
decis.ions have required the Secretary to continue benefits unless there is
evidence that the person has medically improved or that the original decision
was clearly erron.ecus. {the mbst recent, a mere three v-reeks ago) SSA, relying
upon its no'n-acquiescen::e policg (als-o addressed in both bi_lls before this
Comittee) has refused to 'a;_aply this standard.

.From a medical perspective, a m,edical' iinpzovement standard makes excel-
lent sense. It assures that a full longitudinal iook is taken at a patient's
casé -histo;y, a.r_:dAthat there is subsftantial evidence contained in that re;ord'
to justify a determination that_ the patient is n6 iong.er disabled. This is

. especi-ally true for those suffering from menial impairments which are

. C 7
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frequently suhject to fluctuation or periodic zemisqion. A single temporary
fluctuatxon away from a profound psychosis, then, would not be sufficient to
teminate such a beneficiary whose condn-.ion is in remission and therefore
found to be "not severe” at the time of the review.

.ﬁxther, a medical improvement standard which requires s\ihstafxtiai evi-
dence prior to termination assures that a pgysician's note that his patient
had i.mprc-w-red at a’particular point in f.i—.me will he reviewed against the

. p-atient's fulllrecox'd Certainly there are instances in psychiatry where a

' physician would i.ndzcate t.hat his patient had improved, yet when taken in
conjunction with the prior history, it would show that the physician meant
that the_ patient w};o préviously had hallucinated for eighteen hours of the
day,’ pw_only '_hilllucinar.es for sixteen. - That is imprc.ave'ment., but n.ot'neces-
sarily' of sufficient magnitude to permit a person ;o éerfom substantial
gainful-.activity. For that .r'ea-sox;, we believe .that the inclusion of a medical
-improvement standard which requires both substan;ia.sl evidence and a finding
t.hat': ‘'improvement' indicates an ability to work is critical.

This sta'nda:xd is bmedicallﬁ sound from yet anot:.hét perspective. It ’
assuxes.that-if patient has benefitted from new meiiical techniques or tech-
nology which has allowed his or her previously d:.sabling cond:.n.on no longexr
to be disabling, he or she may. be dropped from the rolls.

'Coupled with the requirement that SSA consider the complete medical and
_vocational history, includin§ all evidence in the file from prior evaluations,
and develop a' complete medical history .of the beneficiary covering at least
the px;eceed.ing twt;.lve mor'xt_hs, we believe a medica:l:improvement stgnda}:'d will
help assure f_hat the incermiiient and fluctuatirig nature of men_tal .ill_ne_ss

-will not be used to the beneficiary's detriment in -dgtemining whether or not’

he should remain .on- the S8SD1/SSI rollé. AS GRO h_o,téd in a 1982 report, "While



41

the need for current evidence is obvious, we also believe there is a need for
a historical perspective in these CDI cases. Many of these individuals coning
under review have been receiving benefits for several years. To base a deci-
sion only on the recent examination.... could give a false reading of that
person's condition. This is, especially trﬁe for those impairments subject to
fluctuation or periodic remission, suchv as mental impairments.”
The Rouse Ways and means Committee Report notes that:

"The committee recoénizes that the problems with the

current review have arisen, at least in part, because

the criteria for términation of bénefits as a result of

review were left upstated'in the law. SSA has there-

fore had wide discretion to apply whatever standards it

deemed appropriate ~- and since the standards of the

current program apparently are stricter than those in

the past, applying today's standards has meant elim-

inating benefits for many more beneficiaries than was

anticipated when the 1980 Amendments were enacted.”
We believe the establishment of a statutory standard ~- with the caveat:'g
provided in the Pickle legislation -- will help accomplish two separate
‘goals,- First, it will help assure that appfopriate decision making occurs in
the'fivevstep sequential evaluation of disability, particularly in the telling
second step when those suffering from "non-severe" impairments (based on
current interpretation of such phrase) are dropped from further consideration
under the program and dropped from or not added to the rolls. Second, it will
help immeasurably in mooting the issue of "adjudicative climate.” Whether the
intent is to add to the rolls or purge the rolls, claimants will be judged by

ongoing statutory criteria.

MULTIPLE iHPAIRMENTS/PAIN

- Under current law, the first step in the sequential evaluation process
through which the disability determination is made is -to determine whether the

. applicant has'a severe impairment, If SSA determines the claimant's
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impuimex::t is_nét severe, the consideration of the claim ends at that point.
In cases w'.here a'. person ha's seVerai impaiments; SSA regqulations on unrelated
impairments state "We will consider the combined effect of unrelated impair-
ments only if all are severe and expected to last twelve months™ (20 C.F.R.

’ 404.1522) (emphasis added). Thus, the only_ time multiple impaiments are
actually cl_xmul,a_t'ea is in cases in which an individual suffering from a con-
stellatio'n of severe impairments does not meet or ’equal the medical listings

. fox%nny -one of those seve:e_»impaime'nts. According to. the regulations, if not
pr‘actice', cumqlation' of impaiment':s‘occuxs in assessing xesidgil functional
capacity only, and pnly when all of the impaime_nt:s to be considered are
severe.: A .

.'rhis_ does ;xot represént a realistic policy with res-pec;, to pe:r.soxis with
severa.:l imp.a.irments which may in many cases intetact and effectively eliminate
a persor;'s ability to work. . Wh-ilé, as the Houée Ways and Means Committee
noted "it is clear that lthe determination of disability must be based on the
e.xist,ence of a médically éeterrpinable impairment, there are plainly many cases
wheie the total :effect of a nu.\;\bex of different conditions can safely be-
characterized as disabling, even if each by itself would not be."” The effect
of multiple impaiments can vary suhstantiauy from individual to individual-
depending on the impairmer'xts invols_/ed and vc_)cational factors such as age,
educqtion ar;_d work expe;ience. Thus, case-by-cas'e examinations are essential
.in this a.rea,

The’ legi'slatiori pending before the House and before this Committee
iequii:e that SSA ;:onsider .the combined effect of al_l thg individual's impair-

" ments wit_:hout regard to whec};er”a.ny individual impairment consideré;i sep-

arately would be considered severe. We urge adoption of this recommendation
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as the-most appx'opnate means of assuxing that mdiqal i.mpaiments are
appropriately judged in the disability process.

Another medical area of serious concern to the APA relates to pain. The

Social Security statute currently provides no guidance on the use of allega-
tions of pain by the claimant in the disability determination process.
Because the definition of disability states that inability to work must be "by
reason of a medically determinable impairment,” the ss}\ ha.s allowed pain to be
considered only if a specific physical impairment exists to which the pain can
be reaéonablf- attributed, through diagnostic techniques and laboratory justi-
fication of the cause of the pain. What such provision does,. however, is

exclude what is known as psychogenic pain, .pain with no demonstrable physicél

cause, yet pain just the same.

A provision in S. 476 would require SSA to consider in the determination.
.pro‘ce‘ss tl:xe level of impairment inflicl-.ed by pain whether or not a clinical
cause of such pain could be established. It does not rely upon a claimant's
Aa'llegaf;ions, however. Rather 1..:, relies upon medical findings that prove the
pain does in fact exist and impose limitations upon the claimant. In our work
with SSA to develop more reasoned medical impairment regulations, we hax{e
agreed to include somatoform disorders, characterized by physic_al symptoms for
which there are n;> demonstrable organic findings or known physiological mech-
unisms. These disorders iriclude psycliogex:nic pain, a matter of particular
concern. within several of ‘the regicmnal cffices of SSA itself.

Adopt.ion of this provision of . 476 would be consistent wit:h the collec-
tive recommendations of the work group now developing these new medical list-

1ngs' for mental impairment.

11
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‘MEDICAL LISTINGS/RESIDUAL FUNCTIONAL CAPACITY/WORK EVALUATIONS

The Medxcal I.istings -- or Listing of Impaiments -already mentioned in
this testimony _,- is a list of‘ conditions, signs and :symptom which are deemed
by the Secretary to be so severe that their presence ‘alone, wit;hm;t further

' evidenee of inability to work, justifies a 'finding that an Lndivid'\.nl is
entitled to d.i_snbility-bex;efits. ‘If someone "meets or equals”-the listings,
-he is heid to be per se disabled. If he does not, t}{xe law requires that
E eapacijzy to work be examined. I wil-l disﬁss these 'i.n. turn.
Two years .g;, the $SA i‘ep\ibiiehed the Listings in draft form for public
- comment. Regrettably, the draft made no substantive changes in the mental
impaimer_xi;. _section,_ notwithstanding the pubiicai:icn over two .years before of a

new Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM-III) which

sets forth current psychiau-ic nomenclature. 'rhus, the terminology utilized
in t.he Listings today bears little resemblance to the nomenclatuxe utilized in -
medical case hist;ries of mentally ill SSDI recipients. SSA state claims
e.xamine;s, in 'effect, are forced to “translate” case record statements to
language conta:.ned in the xegulations and POMs before they can beqin \:he
eveluation pr_ocess. since they are not trained in the psychiatric nomencla-
ture, - such translation is difficult if not impossible. Thus, case histories(
w.hi:ch are whelly complete_' may be -feund to be insufficient based on the discre-
panci‘e-s in ;erminology \;tilized. The only safeguard could be the professional
) _medical staff in 'the state. aeency, but many are not trained psychiatrists and
are therefoze‘ not current on DSM-III nomenclature.

The draft regulations posed yet other problems in t_heix construction.
The APA comented to SSA on the precise changes 'we recommended in the Medical °
Listings. These :anluded- changes in the requirement that certain signs und

symptoms be manifest at the time of the evaluation -- not necessarily’ the case

. - 12



45 -

in most forms of mental illness \_v_hich is characterized by intermittent per-
sistence (Part A) -- and a modification in the mpaimén:s .vhich, in ° .
conbination with the signs ax;d syxz;ptoms, form the basis for a determination of
medical disability (Part B).

‘ .Notwith-standing our comments, the regulations were not .altered. Since
the increased publicity surrounding the S$SDI issue, SSA has reached out to the
APA and other ozqanizations and individuals for help, as noted earlier in this
testimony. We hope these efforts will resolve these per se regulatory pxob-
lems with the evaluation of psychiutric impairment.

The essential. function of the medical listings is to help segregate the
population into two categories: those so medically impaired (meeting or
egualling the listings) as to be disabled );ased on medical factors alone; and
tho'se severely impaired pezsdns for whom further assessment or residual func-u
tional caéacity (RFC or ability to éerfotm substantial gainful employment) and
vocational factors is necessary to ascertain_ disability. Regrettably, until
'late in 1982, as the result of a sweeping court decision, SSA policy had been
to "deem" those mentally ill who do not meet or egual the Listings to be able
to perform unskilled labor. ) .

On January 25, 1982, the Regional Medical Advisor for the Chicago Region,
Dr. sandor Bezéndi, wrote that it is "practically impossible to meet the
Listing.... for any individual whose ‘r.hou_ght processes are not completely
disorgani;e.d', is not blatantly psychotic, or- is not having -a psychiat:.:ic
emergenc} .requiring immediate hospitglizat':ior'x.'..." Dr. Berendi, rfoted that
"....Ix; fact an individual may be commitable due- to mental illness according
to thg staté's Mental Eealth Codes-and yet found capable of 'unskilled work'
utilizing our disability standards....™

SSA_'s policy of utilizing the Listings as a means of ability to work has

13
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been'halted in t".he Chicago region ag the zesuit of the Minnesota suit. A
Federal D’i‘stricﬁ Court Juéqe in Ne;f York has just held-for the plaintiff in a
simila; class n.ction' bxought.bgy the City and sState of N.ew York on behalf of
the men'tally_' impaired in t.hat- state. SSA, in the wake of the first decision,
) halted. its practice across the nation, thodgh on'ly through class a-t.:tion or

. reexamination of‘. -all mental impaix;ment teminations ‘since March 1981 will
those persons who were terminated from the rolls be identified and res.nstated

If. ‘has been found by both Courts that there are factors which more reli-~
ably predict w_hether a chronic mental patient can work. Whezg work is not
obviously prech.uded_ by severe symptoms or other :factors, analysis of recent
prior vo;); history,v analysis of the x:eac‘tio-n of the pat-?i-ent to stressfu.l
situ.a’tions, ‘a.nd: evaluation in a work setting or work-like setting can identify
mentaliy i;éaired persons who, as a result of their illness, cannot work.

Yet;., SSA resists the est‘a]:;lis.hment of a bé;ter teét of residual func-
tional capacity. We do not argue with the c-rif.eria vhich have been estab-
]:isbe_d_ i:y SSA for evaluating capacity to work. We are, however, concerned
that SSA has _not‘ a;tiéulated tt'echniques fox evaluati;xg an individual's c.apa-

) cit'y to.work’againsi: these criteria. The cxif.ena alone do not pemit ade-
.quate- :esponée. Capacxty to work must be viewed within the context of present
illness and txeatment. A vork-like evaluation can assess whether the skills a
persqn was able to perfom in the past when employed either can still be

’ _p_erfomed or, that other work can be performed.

SSA ixas 'ugued 'against. workshop or work-like evaluations on the basis of
.c':ost... However, I'wouid suggest that assessing whether a psychiatric patient
‘has the capacity to woxk -—.t‘o be either denied SSDI/SSI or temina'ted from
the SSDI/SSI.rolls -- should not cost substum:iany more (and probably would

be less) than some of the cardiac-pulmcnary assessments required by s§bY for
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heart disease. If you add up the cost of elequocuﬂom, scanographs,
-stres; tests, physician's feesvfovr‘ all of that, and compare .it to t.he. cost of
an adequate work assessment program, I would imagine that the latter is not as
_expensive.
‘The APA does not .believe that every patlie.nt suffering from a psychiatric

~ disorder and undergoing a CDI or initial SSDI review needs to go through an
entire work assessment. There will be' patients who obviously cannot work,
based on the Listings -~ thoug-h .a's I have mentioned, these are very few in
n\mbe;:. Howéver, those ‘applicants who fail'to meet the I.isti'ngs and for whom
an evaluation of their work history, course of i.llness, history of stress

tolerance, etc. does not lead to a finding of disability, should have the

benefit of a work assessment before they can be Ateminated'. v;e believe that

absent other findings which would remove someone from the SSDI/SSI rolls,

(s\;ch- ‘as current employz_nént, suhstanti.al medical improvement, etc.), termina-

tions based on capacity to work should only occur upon a full work evaluauon. )
The House Hays and Means Committee noted in its report that:

"The committee is also concerned that the evaluation of
the person's ability to work be made in a context that
accurately reflects the capacity to work in a normal,
competitive environment. Such an evaluation does not
necessarily require a full 'work evaluation’ by a
vocational expert. in each case, although such evalua-
tions are desirable and should be used wherever feas~

. ible where the additional information provided by such
evaluations would be helpful in deciding close cases.’
The committee particularly urges that such evaluations
should be used if at all possible in cases of mental

) impairment, where necessary to aid in determining
eligibility in ‘'borderline' cases, at the point in the,
sequential evaluation process where such evaluations
would normally be done under current policy.

. It is also important in such cases to evaluate the
person's entire work history, rather than to examine
only recent evidence of work activity, ‘in order to
determine whether the person can really engage in
substantial gainful activity. The committee emphasizes
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that in any evaluation of work activity, .the presence

. of work in a sheltered setting or workshop cannot in
and of itself be used as conclusive evidence of ability
to work at the substantial gainful activity level.

B Such work may be used in conjunction with other evi- = .
dence that the beneficiary or claimant is not disabled,
but benefits should not be denied simply because of
sheltered work experience.

We u:ge this Committee to considex no less than the adoption of comparable
reporf. language.

PERSONNEL/CONSULTATIVE EXAMINATIONS

’ Yec another problem hac been_that the case :_eccrus of SSDI beneficiaries
have not been reviewed appropxiately and accurately by state agency medical
staff qualified to make an appropriate (if necessarily different from the
claims examiner) Judgment about a mentally i1l patient. We know, for example,
from a July 1982 letter from then Secretary Schweiker, following a meeting by
the APA's Medical Directoz wif.h the Secretary on the SSDI issue, that fully
twenty-seven states did not at that time have sufficient numbers of psychia-
f_zists on their medical staffs to perform appxopriate reviews of mentally i1l
13,34 beneficiaries' records.

While the APA undertook and continues a targeted effort across its
Dis:trict Brariches to seek means of relieving this txen;endous short-fall of
- personnel with some success in locating interested psychiatrists, to our
knowledge SSA has never- informed DDS offices of our activities, and hence
i_nterested APA members have not yet been utilized in any signif.icant way.
'fr'his lack ofl meauihgful ss'Av folicw-up ‘has not, of course, gone unnoticed by
other.in.texested psyc}xictrists who otherwise might have expressed further
:Lnte:est and participation.
In its zepott on the subject, GAO found that, in the five DDSs it

visited, there were "no psychiatri'sts and limited psychiatric training was
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' provided ﬁo examiners. Because t:.he proceés encompagses a medical
(psyciliatzic) evaluation that is .highly complex, we asked SSA's psychiatrists
. whether a lay person or non-;;sychjlatric physician had the expertise to make
such an assessment. They said examiners would not be technically qualified
‘Anoz would most physicians of -othe::medical specialties. The chief medica]:
consultant at one DDS said neither he nor the ot);er staff doctors feel
. éualifie;l'to make a geverity of psychiatric review form assessment.”

Our proposal that each state agency hire psychiatrists or psychologis.ts
to asséss mental impairment is critical. It is also entirely feasible. .There
are c;:xrently 28,000 APA members in t-:he t_:ountry,-vand perhaps -as many as an .
additional 10,000 non-member psychiatrists. Each state sho.u_ld' be.ahle to
fulfill ou? proposed requirement through fl-all-time or p.'srt-tin;e employment oxr
consultative services of a psychiatrist or psychiatrists. States could even
dev‘eIop. séecial_:elationéhips with tea'ching_hospif.alls' and universities'
departments of psychiatry, providing a nmtuglly ‘helpful relationshipv whereby
.psych.ﬁf.ric residénts could 'p'rc_:v'ide their expertise in psychiatry, and at the
same time learn about the disability program and its conduct.

Ve would also 'recc'mmend that the Subcommittee review the existing fee
rates established by the States against current competitive rates, with an eye
toward, esta.blishi.ng more appi:optiaté minimum fee rates which will be more
conducive to hiring and'_zétaining full or part time physicians and consul-
;anta. . ' .

‘Sim;t]:azly, .we believe that more appropriate ;ase of pexsonnel_ performing
consultative examinations needs to be made, and our legislative proposal
addresses the quality and cost: issues LnA t';his regard. Appropriately trained
personnel to perform the CEs, and assurances that the ACEs are of sufficient

'lehgth' and depth to “capture® the nature of the patient's prbblem are both
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critical, parti;:ularly for the ment'ally impaix:ed. We note ‘t.hat-.'SSA has been
conductiqg- an experiment in Ne\'-r Yo-rk a_nd Georéi.a designed to respond to our
concém regarding the value of consultative examinatiox;s for the mentally
111, while we are not ccgniz.ut of any effort to assure that the duration of
’ the exam.i.nat.ion is of a more appropriate lé_ngth (certainly they sl;ould be
longer than fi_ﬂ:eén miﬁutes), ve do know that SSA has, in those two states,
implement'ed the practice of two consultative exam:].nation-s, spaced several -
- \;eeks ;part.A SSA has indicated that this has been img;lemented in an effort to
ascertain vhet.her- such mhltiple‘cén;ultative examinations XI-IBY_ better "capture”
the actual conditibn of the mentally ill SSDI ap:plicant or recipient under
C_DI. Ve ungierstam_i that these consultative' exaininatiqns are scheduled approx-
.imat.elyvt‘wo weeks apart. We applaud SSA's attempt in this regard, but, as in
their’ prior activities, ‘'we have concerns about -the efficacy of this new mech-
anism. ' Pirst, we are not cetta:m that a two week span is sufficient to "cap-
ture®™ the changes and fluc;tuations in the medical as well as functiqnal
;spects of thé mentally ill. Second, we are .not certain that the beneficiary
is seeing the sa;me' exéminex on. both occasior;s - son;ething we believe sh.ould
occur if the’ value .of maltiple consultative examinations is to be accrued.
Nonetheiess, we are gratified b)'/ SSA's efforts to better m-anage the case
de(relopment éoz the menta;l.ly 111 SSDI beneficiary but believe that work in the
way of' pezsv.:mnel requirements is necessary.

THE PROCESS -

Many of the se\}e;rely mentally ill, the disabled ‘capable of living in
community-based settings as long as they receive proper. t.herapeutic serv:.ces,
medication (if necessary), and Social services to control their symptomology
are unable to.understand thé_meanipg of a CDI review. They do not u:_-nderstand

that their only source of income is being threatened, that their Medicare
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benefits (and/or Medicaid in the .case of SSDI beneficiazies receiving sST
supplementation) -=- the source of payment for their continued treat.ment ~= is
being thxeatened. They often do not understand the complexity of the forms
they are asked to completé, or the x;ecessity of such forms being completed in
the first place. Further, given the nature ;:f mental illness itself, it is
) often inappropriate, if not impossible, go receive an accurate self-evaluation
from a mentally i1 heneficiaty._ It is the very nature of the illness itself
which causes_la patient to deny. or distort the medical significance of sﬁch
iilngss. In-a sense, Imu:h of ‘what a mentally impaired individual may provide
by way of narrative, either o'x_:al or written, is ;lmost by definition going to
be inaccurate, based on the nature of the illness itself. ‘
Federal District Court Judge Jack Weix;st:ein, in »rendering. his decision in
New York on January 11, 1984, noted that "the mentally ill are particularly '
vulnerable to bureaucratic errors. Some do not even understand the commmica-
tions they receive from SSA. Others are afraid of the system. Even with help.
from sc‘:cial workers, many do -not: appeal denials or terminations.®
‘We believe that the proposals to streamline the ;nulti-level process have

particular merit for the mentally impaired. The .elimination of at least one
step -- reconsideration -- and the movement of face-to-face meeting to the.
earliest steps in the. ptoces;s (at a beneficiary's request) makes good sense.
Through such a face-to-facé meeting, Ithe 4dnitial State DDS _adjud'icator would
l;est: be 9t_>1e to explair; to the applicant the basis for a preliminazy. decision
toAterminate or deny initial application. olften, physically and mentally

impaired persons are easily discouraged and lack the capacity for sustained

conflict and confrontation. The shortening of the pr , the * plicat-
ing" of the process, will remove what can best be described for some as an

insurmountable ohétuclé., As Secretary Heckler annog.mced at her press confer-
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ence last June, - the objective is to end the insensitivity of the existing
process, to "humanize" the xoutine -— we believe our proposal achievee that
objective.’

cosT

'i‘he cost of the proposals coetained in H.R. 3755 and S, 476' have been
hotly disputed ~=--with SSA estimates running nearly double those of the Con-
gressional Budget office, and assumptions upon which such cost estimates are
based varying widely. The savings originally envisioned by the GAO in 1980
have been fur exceeded ag ‘the :esult of the ndjudicative climate surrounding
the eccelexated_ review process. Yet at the same time, the cost of the. accel-

erated review process, and its subsequent "falleut“ in terms of appeals': v'and

suits, has been substantial -- perhaps’ costing more than the savings al ady

achieved and nearly reaching the cost of the legislation at issue today. -
Federal District Court-Judge'Weinstein's memorandum preceeding his recent

order in City of New York, et. al. v. Margaret Heckler case pointed out that

in New York alcne, the City and State have euffered economic injury in having
to ineet the need’s. of those remeved from the disabiiity rolls. . "Their shelter
programs, weifaxe .systeni and.hospitals have been burdened. The project coer-
dihatar for an SSI outreach program in the C'ity's shelter program for the
hémeless estimated that 40% of those houséd in shelters had been denied or
terminated from SSI and'S.SD benefits. At 1east one third of those housed in
the system had a histoxy of psychiatric hospitalization.” He further noted

" that "a study by t.he New York state Depax‘tment of Social Services estimated
that if_‘ 80% of those terminated f;om sacial Security in 1982 applied for
publicueesistance', ; 52_6.5 milli_on increase in _annual e.xpeditures. w‘oeld be
expected;_ of which the State and local governments would bear over $é .mil-

. lion." i?urt.her, testimony was heard in the case that it costs approximately
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$1000 in staff time by‘f.he New York State Office of Mental Health Oomm,un.t‘:y
Services to hellgv: a mentally ill élient pursue an appeal of ‘denial of benefitsg
to the Administrative Law Judge lével.

The Comit'tee should b'ear in mind that these costs are in one state
é’long, and that almost $20 million of the imcreased expenditure in public
assistance is from Federal, not sta'te or local coffers.

Perhaps most interesting in the Court's decision was the point that "the
Social Security Disability and SSI programs were enacted in part to relieve
-state and loca_l welfare burdens., The fmrpose is .appu'ent, in the first place,
from the statute itself.” what we sée in New York, and elsewhere, is a shift-
ing of the burden to the State and locality from whence it was lifted in 1956,
not an outright cost savings. -

T‘he-re is another cost to the .accelerateé review process -- that of the
zeaqj\.xdicétion of allegedly improper decisions. There are now 18,000 SSDI
cases pending in Federal District Court around the country. Those represent
"cases which had been adjudicated to that le';rel (itself a costly process). The
costs 'to the Federal governmen-t to hear these 18,000 cases are substantial in
and of themselves. "Added to those costs are the award of back bene.fit;s if the
plaintiff suc.ceeds in his or her case. .In both Minnesota and New York, -SSA
'haé been ordered 4by the court to locate ;md rgview those individﬁal mentally
i1l beneficiaries who were.terminated from the rolls under an erroneous SSA
Ainterpx_etation of residual f\mcf:iona.l caéaci,ty. That sgcoﬁd review of these
benefici}sx;ies also costs s@stmtial Fedexai‘ dollars.

.While I am not an actuary or accountant, and cannot plm_:e a AOllu value
on many of these points, I cio know that cn;.mrt proceedings are not inexpen~
sive, I cio kno‘.: that it costs more to review cases twice than it would to

- review them correctiy once. To argue that legislation such as H.R. 3755 or
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S. 4-7§ costs too much is to deny the actual cost sayings which would nccx;ue if
the progrﬁn were notAsubj‘ect ta the kinds of Pederal, state and local expendi-
tures now.being experienced to litigate ;Lssues which wr;uld be addressed and
resolved were this legislatio.n adopted.

- CONCLUSION

The n-eed.'fo:; legislation like H.R. 3755 and 5. 476 is cléar. I have
ou't.lAined'the sound medical reasons the RPA helieves statutory change envi-

. sioned by\ these bills is necessary to protecf. the mentally 411 impaired as
well as to protact the intent of the SSDI program itsel€f. 1 do not need to
remind this comittee that over 30 states in t.hevvcountry have themselves
decided f.hac change is necessary -- change Ln the form of more reasoned stan-
dards based on more clear statutory authority, and change in the current
adjudicativ'e climate -- and have registeréd their concern by taking unilateral
action ;:ith respect to the éSDi péogram by ei.tt'xex impoéing a moratorium or
applying their own evaluation standards.

'.l‘he hue and cry about the SSDI program has been ongoing for t.he past two
years. The ],egislation has been‘ developed, debated, revised and reviewed.
Cost a.n.alyses have been developed and redeveloped, with different assumptions
deriving diffexing costs. '.l'h_roughoué the time, 'th_e disabled ha.ve waited -=
s;u}e fearing‘ review, some-undexgoing review, some appealing the decision to
term.i.x{ate tl:lem, some li;ving, some dying.

It is time to respond.- -

The APA ‘is grat'.e.ful to the Committee t.oc_iay for giving us the opportunity
to sh&re'- our conc.erns about the SSDI program as it ;has _been affecting the '
mentally anaixed_. Your efforts and those of your st.aff to work wi.th the APA
and other c‘oncetned organiz‘at.:-ions both in the past and in this session, we ’
.- hope, will .a119w~s®stantia1 and mm;ngépl,xefom .f.o the SSDI and SSI

prograns.
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Chairman PickLE. That’ll be fine. Now, the Chair will ask Mr.
Frederick Spencer, Mr. Denver Thornton, and Ms. Marilyn Rauch
to come forward. Mr. Spencer is an attorney from Mountain Home,
AR. Denver Thornton is an attorney from El Dorado. And, then
Marilyn Rauch, who is a staff attorney for the Central Arkansas
Legal Services in Little Rock. ’

We'll ask each one of you to present your statement, and we’ll
start with you, Mr. Spencer, if you will.

Mr. SpENCER. Mr. Chairman, should I present my—you asked for
a statement. I have an appendix here of approximately 300 pages
long and have made it in book form. Do I make it a part of the
record at this time?

Chairman PickLE. Mr. Spencer, you've called and raised me.
We'll include your statement and then we will make your record as
a part of the hearing, and receive it, but I don’t know that it would
be made a part of the record. But it will be referred to as a part of
the record and will be kept in our files.

Mr. SPENCER. Thank you, sir. The original is here and I would be
happy to submit it to you.

Chairman Pickrk. That'’s fine.

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK S. SPENCER, ESQ.,
MOUNTAIN HOME, AR

Mr. SpENCER. Mr. Chairman Pickle, distinguished Senators and
Representatives, ladies and gentlemen, thank you for your concern
on this issue today so relevant to so many who I will attempt to
represent today.

My name is Rick Spencer. I'm a solo practitioner and have been
since 1975 in Mountain Home, Baxter County, AR, with a county
population of approximately 10,000. I have worked over 9 years as
a claimant’s attorney in both administrative and tort law. My
father, J.V. Spencer, Jr., and grandfather, J.V. Spencer, Sr., were
both lawyers in El Dorado, in the firm of Spencer & Spencer. I
have grown up being taught and believing that we are a Nation of
laws—and not of men.

For the past year I have been president of a nonprofit plaintiffs
lawyers’ organization known as the Arkansas Injured Workers’ As-
sociation, and State chairman of the National Organization of
Social Security Claimants’ Representatives.

Both organizations represent attorneys who are attempting to
call attention to the horrow of their clients’ plight at the hands of
the Federal CDI Program as misinterpreted by the Social Security
Administration administrators and regulators. We believe that Sec-
retary’s policy contravenes the spirit and purpose of the 1980 con-
gressional mandate and the law. _

The large appendix of 300 pages clearly and distinctly points out
this mandate and the violations of the Social Security Administra-
tion. But today I speak as an individual, not as a representative of
the Arkansas Injured Workers’ Association or N.O.S.S.C.R. I speak
today as the voice of the hundreds that I have actually seen crying
in my office, as they lost their homes and property and suffered
great hardship. ‘
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I have written and lectured on the subject of Social Security law
and its relationship to a large volume practice. Yet my awareness
on the subject continues to grow as I observe with amazement the
inner-workings of this system originally espoused as the answer to
our national health and disability insurance needs when the Social
Security Act was in its infancy.

Frankly I'm shocked at the anarchy within the Social Security
Administration and what the present regulators get away with in
the erroneous name of savings of benefit dollars. I am also amazed
at the skill of the Social Security Administration in blaming Con-
gress’ 1980 mandate or this subcommittee or any other scapegoat
available at the time. The origination of this confusion and lack of
trustworthiness begins and ends in the Social Security Administra-
tion.

In short, the Federal SSA regulators are not to be trusted. A bla-
tant example of their lack of trustworthiness is the Bono settle-
ment attached to this statement where the Social Security Admin-
istration promised to not use quotas and goals to target ALJ’s and
threaten their jobs. And, thereafter soon broke their oath and
turned around and showed no loyalty to their signature and honor
as shown by the numerous attached memos.

They sabotaged the agreement, thereby going a long way in de-
stroying the independence of judges guaranteed by the Administra-
tive Procedure Act, and the U.S. Constitution, to which you, Mr.
Chairman, and gentlemen, believe in and have sworn to uphold.

I want to add that your trustworthiness and integrity and com-
monsense will, I believe, carry Americans out of this torture cham-
ber. The real victims of this anarchy within the SSA that really
bothers me, and I say this because I have been there and I have
seen them—are the innocent children of disabled parents who have
no understanding as to why their parents are loosing their homes.

The peace within their family to which they are entitled is sud-
denly destroyed by foreclosures, financial stress, and even I have
observed suicides. These suicides in my experience are triggered,
plll'ecé%izated or caused by wrongful and insensitive terminations by
the .

-Mr. Ken Patton, the previous State Social Security Director—
when I contacted him—at the point of tears after a suicide in our
area when a man was terminated from SSA—merely said, “There’s
nothing I can do about this strict regulation, Rick. My boss is
Martha McSteen and I have no choice but to follow these regula-
tions.” He said that until he left under pressure, and he was re-
warded for his blind loyalty to her regulations promulgated in vio-
lation of the original Social Security Act by a healthy raise in posi-

- tion within the SSA system. You see, the Social Security Adminis-
tration apparently rewards blind loyalty.

But before I obscure my credibility with what may appear to be
some blind emotion in itself, let me emphasize that I believe the
CDI process as it was originally intended by Congress was a good
enactment and basically would have served a fair purpose. There
were cases of the 25-year old who was in the body cast who had
had a car accident and was going to get better or the 35-year-old
who had open-heart surgery with great success. They may have
nonpermanent injuries and their medical condition, improvement
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and vocational ability should be reasonably monitored from time to
time. Congress’ intent was to have accountability for everyone who
had nonpermanent impairments.

But at least 90 percent of disability recipients were thrown into
this nightmare of CDI procedures in clear violation of the mandate,
the recipient’s constitutional rights to due process—as found by the
numerous cases that I have attached to my written statement—and
even contrary to their own regulations, which I have cited. ’

Included persons within the CDI process were many persons with
chronic, degenerative, progressive, permanent, and total disabil-
ities. So, the CDI process as misinterpreted by the SSA can be
suanmed up by the following: too hasty, too broad and utterly rene-
gade.

The adjectives of “renegade” and ‘‘anarchist” in the title of my
written statement are not given lightly. A renegade is a traitor.
The Social Security Administration’s violation of a serious agree-
ment after settling a lawsuit by their promise, and their violation
of their limited rights given by Congress clearly establishes conduct
representative of a traitor to the people of our United States.

An anarchist is one who spurns the law and thereby creates
great disorder. Such is clearly established by what is falsely called
a policy of nonacquiescence by the secretary. There is a great mis-
understanding here. Every agency which has followed such a policy
of nonacquiesence has still followed the law of the land as inter-
preted by that jurisdiction.

For instance, the Internal Revenue Service will apply its policy
in line with the cases and decisions as the court interprets the en-
actments of Congress within that jurisdiction, yet not so with the
SSA. Especially—especially when all courts—all courts of the
United States find: (1) that there must be medical improvement to
terminate benefits; (2) that there must be more weight given to the
treating physician’s reports than to a consultative “one-shot
doctor”’; (3) the secretary must consider the combined effect of all
limitations; and (4) the subjective complaint of pain even without
objective evidence may be grounds for disability.

The Social Security Administration’s blatant disregard of the law
which causes so much suffering is “anarchy.” It is not nonacquies-
cence. “Acquiescence” is defined as consent without protest. “Non-
acquiescence” is consent with protest. “Anarchy” is spurning the
law and thereby causing great disorder in a society. Anarchy is the
absence of the consent to the law. And, has it caused disorder?

One must only go to the district office in Arkansas and try to get
in to see a claimant representative—which is a term which is a
true antithesis in most cases. Most district offices have windowless
walls, automatic-locked buzzer doors and one bank-teller window.
The paranoia of claimants’ representatives and the fears expressed
by those involved in the face-to-face hearings is interesting.

Could it be that these administrators consciously or subconscious-
ly realize what they are doing to these claimants? How can face-to-
face interviews cause constructive change when neither party place
trust in the other? Though I have had many claimants with severe
mental illness, may I suggest that much is communicated by the
Social Security Administration and through their employees’ body
language to these people.
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Though chronically depressed, they are still human and have
sense and dignity. I have never felt threatened by them. Why? Be-
cause we trust each other.

I am told that people in one part of Arkansas trust only one lady
in the DO who truly is a claimants’ representative. She was in
charge of the district office for many years. She really cared for
people but she was demoted for “taking too long with claimants
with their problems.” She was falsely accused of other minor viola-
tions and now is the only employee who has no key to the office.
Why? Well, it was taken away you see, because she would get to
the office early and leave late, and this conduct embarrassed fellow
employees.

Others clearly were jealous of her popularity with the people,
and expressly jeered at her sensitivity. She is now—right now—
predictably tired and ready to quit after being told for the first
time recently in her many years with -the SSA that she “repre-
sents” the Social Security Administration—not the claimants.

How can we expect any success in face-to-face interviews or in
the SSA with such a breakdown in trust within an environment of
paranoia where real human concern is discounted and ridiculed
within the district offices? Is it any surprise that true claimants’
representatives are in the same category as the administrative law
judges—that is, targeted and intimidated?

The serious problem now in the Social Security Administration
itself is one of attitude and morale. Hurting people in violation of
the law can only result in low self-esteem and terrific guilt. The
truly interesting phenomenon is the failure of the Social Security
Administration to fully appreciate the foreseeable consequences of
their approach to the CDI process by the Social Security Adminis-
tration.

The delays are incomprehensible and inexcusable. There was
little preparation by the Social Security Administration for the re-
sults of their CDI process. My clients are told to expect to wait 3
months before the appeals council finishes their reversal of favor-
able decisions or even affirm their denials. The decisions appear to
be canned in computer typewriters just as the dilatory process re-
ferred to as a ‘‘reconsideration.”

I feel reconsideration is a useless appeal step and a joke with the
only result of delay.

The establishments of moratorium in several States are the
result of the U.S. executive branch of Government’s reluctance to
get involved in the present conflict between the judicial and admin-
istrative branches. There was a vacuum in leadership in the execu-
tive branch and the Governors were forced to act in order to pre-
vent further future victimization of their citizens by the conflict be-
tween the SSA, which is part of the executive branch, and the judi-
cial branch. )

History tells us that even President Nixon finally gave up the
tapes as ordered by the court, but not so with the Secretary of
Health and Human Services. She does as she wants. The States are
not in a state of rebellion. They merely are doing what President
Reagan would not do, and if the Social Security had done a better
job of managing their reviews without such widespread bigotry and
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imposed hardship, there would have been no State action neces-
sary. :

The States were frankly placed against the wall, Mr. Chairman,
by the failure of leadership at the White House and the runaway
“witch hunt mentality” in the Social Security Administration. If
President Reagan confirms Martha McSteen, hopefully then he
will no longer be as successful at avoiding the appearance of no
knowledge of this disgrace.

Again, this disgrace is not to be tagged on the legislators, the
subcommittee, or any action or inaction of Congress up to this
point. Congress and this committee have shown sensitivity to the
issues up to this point. Today we have open minds, open ears, and
open communication. But do we have representatives from the Re-
gional Social Security Administration? .

It is my understanding that before this hearing they refused an
invitation to participate. I can say I have an open mind. Some law-
yers are like an attorney in a sister State who joyfully commented
that President Reagan was greatly enhancing his_income by the
conflict between the SSA and the courts.

But there were many lawyers in this State—one sitting here
beside me—who also could no longer allow further victimization of
their client without protest. We believe we will make more money
in the long run and sleep better by exposing this cancer and help-
ing to cut it out. I decided to begin an organization such as the
AIWA when a mother of four with two postlaminectomies and
severe mental problems, actually on the brink of suicide, came into
my office after being cut for the third time. The only winner of the
policy of the SSA was myself. The taxpayer certainly was not win-
ning. The Social Security Administration was not winning. The
courts were not winning, and certainly this poor lady was not win-
ning.

An additional interesting phenomenon in the past is the on-
motion review procedure of the SSA. The Appeals Council histori-
cally, as you know Mr. Chairman, and by law and by regulation
affirmed the ALJ unless there was no substantial evidence. They
allow the ALJ to be the trier of facts, since only he personally ob-
served the claimant’s credibility. Not so in practice today.

Men who have no legal background—and that’s not the big
issue—and who have never seen the claimant—that is the big
issue—second-guess the ALJ based allegedly on the cold typed
record. But often I wonder if they ever even read the record.

Apparently the Appeals Council believes now that they are in
the best position to try the facts and actually participate in de novo
reviews of the ALJ. It is inconceivable in our system of justice:

One, that the judge who tries the facts and applies the law is tar-
geted by a threat of firing for holding in favor of one party rather
than another upon the law, rather than rulebook of that losing ad-
vocating party.

Two, that the losing party can then walk into the supposedly in-
dependent judge’s office, tear up his decision, send him to school,
harass him, and write another decision now in favor of themselves.

Three, require the party that won—who has now lost because of
this action—to prove there was no substantial evidence for this
party to hold against the claimant. If ever there were persons who
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believe in the competency of a governmental agency to completely
rule themselves, the CDI process and the wake of human misery
left behind must compel one to seek an independent judiciary
which, along with the jury system, is the very cornerstone of our
system of justice.

It's worked for many centuries——

Chairman PickLE. Mr. Spencer, I must ask you to summarize in
an additional minute, and then we can come back and we’ll have
different testimony. I would like to have all your testimony but we
simply don’t have the time. I don’t want to cut you off but I would
ask you try to summarize in 1 additional minute so that these
other witnesses can be heard. And, then we’ll come back if we have
time.

Mr. SpENCER. Well, Mr. Chairman, the 300 pages, 295 of them
are appendix, if that helps any. The other is my statement, but I
would be happy to stop and sum up if that’s what you would like
for me to do.

You know there’s been a past survey in the middle 1970’s which
show that 15 percent, before the CDI process, 15 percent of the per-
sons cut from SSA disability roles were able to return to substan-
tial gainful activity. And, a recent GAO report before the CDI proc-
ess indicated that the disability fund was basically sound through
the middle of the next century.

Therefore, Government actuary personnel had actually predicted
many more disability recipients. That's what’s indicated by that
GAQ report. So, it makes no sense for the Social Security Adminis-
tration to compare the Social Security Administration disability
programs with other Government welfare programs.

There was no runaway spending for the disabled. Yet, over 90
percent are notified without cause of a termination because of
more stringent regulations have been passed. Americans entitled to
disability have the right to be angry when their Government insur-
ance only insures them hardship and grief.

Attached to this statement, as I've said earlier, is a number of
statements, letters, admissions against interest of the Social Securi-
ty Administration themselves and articles giving credence to my
statements. Some may think I've been too harsh. I would ask them
to sit behind my desk 1 week and talk to my clients.

Right now there are approximately 100 clients that I have count-
ed in my files who are either in bankruptcy, have lost their homes,
have moved in with children, or are on the brink of losing their
homes if not their sanity. No matter what this group of honorable
men recommend I will survive in my profession. But will they?

Your recommendations and actions will be the answer to their
dilemma. May God go with you in your quest. Thank you for your
attention in this matter.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF FREDERICK S. SPENCER, MOUNTAIN HOME, AR

Mr. Chairman Pickle, distinguished Senators and Representatives, ladies and gen-
tlemen, thank you for your concern on this issue so relevant to so many who I will
attempt to represent today. My name is Rick Spencer. I am a solo practitioner and
have been since 1975 in Mountain Home, Baxter County, Arkansas, with a county

- population of approximately 10,000. I have worked for over nine years as a claim-
ant’s attorney in both administrative and tort law. My father, J.V. Spencer, Jr. and
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grandfather, J.V. Spencer, Sr., were both lawyers in El Dorado, Arkansas in the
firm Spencer & Spencer. I have grown up being taught and believing that we are a
nation of laws—not of men.

Yor the past year, I have been President of a non-profit plaintiff's lawyers’ organi-

ion known as the Arkansas Injured Workers' Association, Inc. and State Chair-
man of the National Organization of Social Security Claimants’ Representatives.
Both organizations are attempting to call attention to the horror of their clients’
plight at the hands of the federal C.D.I. program as misinterpreted by the SSA ad-
ministrators and regulators. We believe the Secretary’s policy contravenes the spirit
and purpose of the 1980 Congressional Mandate (See pp. A-4 to A-13 and pp. A-20
to A-28 of numerous articles wherein these organizations were involved), and the
law.

But, I speak today as an individual, not as a representative of A.LW.A. or of
N.O.S.S.C.R. I speak today as the voice of the hundreds I have seen crying in my
office as they lost their homes and property and suffered great hardship. I have
written and lectured on the subject of Social Security law and its relationship to a
large-volume practice (See pp. A-1 to A-3). Yet, my awareness on the subject contin-
ues to grow as I observe with amazement the inner-workings of this system original- -
ly espoused as the answer to our national health and disability insurance needs
when the Social Security Act was in its infancy. Frankly, I am shocked at the anar-
chy within the SSA in the past and what the present regulators get away with in
the erroneous name of savings of benefit dollars. I am also amazed at the skill of the
SSA in blaming Congress’ 1980 mandate of this Sub-Committee or any other scape-
goat available at the time. The origination of this confusion and lack of trustworthi-
ness begins and ends in the SSA.

In short, the federal SSA regulators are not to be trusted. A blatant example of
their lack of trustworthiness is the Bono settlement attached to this statement
where the SSA promised to not use quotas and goals to target Administrative Law
Judges and threaten their jobs. Thereafter, the SSA soon broke this oath and turned
around and showed no loyalty to their signatures and honor as shown by the nu-
merous attached memos. They sabotaged the agreement, thereby going a long way
in destroying the independence of judges guaranteed by the Administrative Proce-
dure Act (See pp. A-14 to A-18; pp. A-36 to A-41; pp. A-53 to A-55; pp. A101 to A-
103, and the United States Constitution (See pp. A-143 to A-192), to which you, Mr.
Chairman and Gentlemen, believe in and have sworn to uphold. I want to add that
your trustworthiness and integrity and common sense will, I believe, carry Ameri-
cans out of this torture chamber.

The real victims of this anarchy within the SSA that really bothers me are those
innocent children of disabled parents who have no understanding as to why they
are losing their homes. The peace within their family to which they are entitled is
suddently destroyed by foreclosures, financial stress, and even suicides. These sui-
cides in my experience are triggered, precipitated or caused by wrongful and insen-
sitive terminations by the SSA. Mr. Ken Patton, previous State Social Security Di-
rector, when I contacted him after a suicide in our area after this man was termi-
nated merely said, “There’s nothing I can do about these strict regulations, Rick.
My boss is Martha McStein and I have no choice but to follow these regulations”.
He said that until he left under pressure, he was rewarded for his blind loyalty to
her regulations promulgated in violation of the original Social Security Act by a
health raise in position within the SSA system. You see, the SSA apparently re-
wards blind loyalty.

Before I may obscure my credibility with what may appear to some as blind emo-
tion in itself, let me emphasize that I believe the C.D.I. process as it was originally
intended by Congress was a good enactment and basically would have served a fair
purpose. There were cases of the 25-year old in the car accident in a body cast and
unable to work for over a year, or the 35-year old who had open-heart surgery with
great success. They may have non-permanent injuries and their medical condition,
improvement and vocational ability should be reasonably monitored from time-to-
time. Congress’ intent was to have accountability for “everyone” who had “non-per-
manent impairments”. But at least 90% of disability recipients were thrown into
this nightmare of C.D.L procedures in clear violation of the mandate, the recipient’s
constitutional rights to due process (Social Security Forum, Vol. 4, No. 4 (April,
1982) and even contrary to the Social Security Administration’s own regulations.
(See 20 C.F.R. § 404.1593, § 416.990 and §416.993). Included persons within the C.D.I.
process were many persons with chronic degenerative progressive, permanent and
total disabilities. So, the C.D.I. process, as misinterpreted by the SSA, can be
summed up by the following: too hasty, too broad and utterly renegade.

35-455 0 - 84 - 5
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The adjectives of “renegade” and “anarchist” in the title of my written statement
are not given lightly. A “renegade” is a traitor. The Social Security -Administra-
tion’s violation of a serious agreement after settling a lawsuit by their promise and
their violation of their limited rights given by Congress clearly establishes conduct
representative of a traitor to the people of our United States.

An ‘“Anarchist” is one who spurns the law and thereby creates great disorder.
Such is clearly established by what is falsely called a policy of “non-acquiescence”
by the Secretary. There is misunderstanding here. Every agency which has followed
such a policy has still followed the law of the land as interpreted by that jurisdic-
tion. The Internal Revenue Service will apply its policy in line with the cases and
decisions as the Court interprets the Enactments of Congress. Yet, not so with the
SSA (See A-123 to A-142) especially when all Courts of the United States find that
(1) there must be medical improvement to terminate benefits; (2) there must be
more weight given to the treating physician’s reports than to a consultative “one-
shot” physician; (3) the Secretary must consider the combined effect of all limita-
tions; and (4) the subjective complaint of pain even without objective evidence may
be grounds for disability. The Social Security Administration’s blatant disregard of
the law cause so much suffering is anarchy. It is not non-acquiescence. Acquiescence
is defined as “consent without protest”. Non-acquiescence is consent with protest.
Anarchy is spurning the law and thereby causing disorder in a society. Anarchy is
the absence of consent to the law. Has it caused disorder?

One must only go to District Office in Arkansas and try to get in to see a “claim-
ants’ representative” a term which is a true antithesis in most cases. Most District
Offices have windowless walls, automatic-locked buzzer doors and one bank-teller
window. The paranoia of the “‘claimants’ representatives” and the fears expressed
by those involved in the face-to-face hearings is interesting. Could it be that these
administrators consciously or sub-consciously realize what they are doing to these
claimants? How can face-to-face interviews cause constructive change when neither
party trusts the other? Though I have had many claimants with severe mental ill-
ness, may I suggest that much is communicated by the SSA through their employ-
ees’ body language to these people. Though chronically depressed, they are still
" human and have sense and dignity. I have never felt threatened by them. We trust
each other.

I am told that people in one part of Arkansas trust only one lady who truly is a
claimants’ representative. She was in charge of the District Office for many years.
She really cared for people but was demoted for “taking too long with claimants
with their problems”. She was falsely accused of other minor violations and now is
the only employee who has no key to the office. It was taken away because she
would get to the office early and leave late. This conduct embarrassed fellow em-
ployees. Other clearly were jealous of her popularity with the people and expressly
Jeered at her sensitivity. She is now predictably tired and ready to quit after being
told for the first time in many years of service that she “represents the SSA, not
claimants”. How can we expect any success in face-to-face interviews or in the SSA
with such a break-down in trust within an environment of paranoia where real
human concern is discounted and ridiculed within the District Office? Is it any sur-
prise that true Claimants’ Representatives are in the same category as the Adminis-
trative Law Judges i.e., targeted and intimidate? (See pp. A-14 to A-15)

The serious problem now in the SSA itself is one of attitude and morale. Hurting
people in violation of the law can only result in low self-esteem and terrific guilt.

The truly interesting phenomenon is the failure of the SSA to fully appreciate the
foreseeable consequences of their approach to the C.D.I. process. The delays are in-
comprehensible and inexcusable. There was little preparation by the SSA for their
results of their C.D.I. process. My clients are told to expect to wait three months
before the Appeals Council finishes their reversal of favorable decisions or even af-
firmance of denials. The decisions appear to be “canned” in computer typewriters
just as the dilatory process referred to as a reconsideration. I feel reconsideration is
341(;26!;?;? appeal step and a joke with the only result of delay. (See 20 C.F.R.

The establishments of moratoriums in several states are the result of the execu-
tive branch of government’s reluctance to get involved in the present conflict be-
tween the Judicial and Administrative branches. There was a vacuum in leadership
in the Executive Branch and the Governors were forced to act in order to prevent
future victimization of their citizens by the conflict between the SSA (part of the
Executive Branch) and the Judicial Branch. History tells us that even President
Nixon finally gave up the tapes as ordered by the Court—not so the Secretary of
Health and Human Services. The States are not in a state of rebellion. They merel
are doing what President Reagan would not do, and if the SSA had done a better jog
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of managing their reviews without such widespread bigotry and imposed hardship,
there would have been no State action necessary. The States were frankly placed
against the wall by a failure of leadership at the White House and a run-away witch
hunt mentality in the SSA. If President Reagan confirms Martha McStein, hopeful-
ly, then he will no longer be as successful at avoiding the appearance of no knowl-
edge of this disgrace.

Again, this disgrace is not to be tagged on the Legislators, this Subcommittee or
any action or inaction of Congress up to this point. Congress and this Committee
have shown sensitivity to the issues to this point. Today, we have open minds, open
ears and open communication. But do we have represenatives from the Regional
SSA? It is my understanding that before this hearing, the SSA refused an invitation
to participate. I can say 1 have an open mind. Some lawyers are like an attorney in
a sister state who joyfully commented that President Reagan was greatly enhancing
his income by the conflict between the SSA and Courts. But there were many law-
yers in this State who also could no longer follow further victimization of their cli-
ents without protest. We believe we will make more money in the long run and
sleep better by exposing this cancer and helping to cut it out. I decided to begin an
organization such as the ALW.A. when a mother of four with two post-laminecto-
mies and severe mental problems came into my office being cut for the third time.
The only “winner” of this policy was myself. The taxpayer certainly was not win-
ning. The SSA was not winning. The Courts were not winning and certainly this
poor lady was not winning.

An additional interesting phenomenon in the past is the on-motion review proce-
dure of the SSA. The Appeals Council historically and by law and regulation af-
firmed the Administrative Law Judge unless there was no substantial evidence.
They allowed the ALJ to be the trier of fact since only he personally observed the
claimant’s credibility. Not so in practice today. Men who have no legal background
in Baltimore and who never have seen the claimants “second guess” the ALJ based
allegedly on the cold typed record. Often I wonder if they even read the record. Ap-
parently, the Appeals Council believes now that they are the best trier of fact and
actually participates in de novo reviews of the ALJ. It is inconceivable in our
system of justice:

(1) That the judge who tries the facts and applies the law is targeted with a threat
of firing for holding in favor of a party rather than another upon the law rather
than the “rule book” of that losing advocating party.

(2) That the losing party can then walk into the independent judge’s office, tear
up his decision, send him to school, harass him and write another decision now in
favor of the losing party; and

(3) Then require the party that won to prove that there was no substantial evi-
dence for this party to hold against the claimant. If ever there were persons who
believed in the competency of a governmental agency to completely rule itself, the
C.D.I. process and the wake of human misery left behind must compel one to seek
an independent judiciary which (along with a jury) is the very cornerstone of our
system of justice.

It’s worked for many centuries—who wins by changing it now except the few who
rule with an iron hand. Such “justice” smacks of the iron curtain mentality and
seeks to substitute “computer logic”. But “garbage-in” means ‘“garbage-out”’. Should
a machine decide our citizens’ fate? And who defines “disability” unilaterally and
undemensionally. When all realize that each person has a different threshold of
pain, a different ability to cope and a different set of past experiences to define his
or her limitations, we will find peace within this system again. People are polydi-
mensional. As a famous man once said, “Each individual person is a fingerprint of
God”. Can we apply the perfect science of mathematical regulations to human
beings and their abilities to engage in substantial gainful activity? The SSA has
even violated its own regulation making authority with their regulations. (See 42
U.S.C.S. §405(a); 5 U.S.C.S. § 553(b); and 5 U.S.C.S. § 553(c). Without courts, where
would we be?

Perhaps the most telling sign of the confusion and anarchy within the SSA is the
recent POMS giving automatic disability benefits to homosexuals with AIDS be-
cause of the likelihood of death whereas one must have acute leukemia for two and
one-half years to be automatically entitled to disability. (See Listing 7.11 of 20 CFR,
Pt. 404, Subpart P of Appendix 1). I can think of nothing more likely to cause death
than acute leukemia. But homosexuals with a little understood and less studied dis-
ease of AIDS are given the benefit of the doubt. That’s good. But what about the
heterosexual father or mother of small children or widow who can’t wait to die or
afford to live two and one-half years. This is the stupidity that results when we
allow government to be run by men rather than laws. Justice must be color blind,
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justice must be gender blind and justice must be equally applicable to all Americans
without any restraint.

A growing cancer among administrative agencies is this desire to computerize jus-
tice. Such an approach is a “Cop-out”. The Judge does not have to think if there is
only blind loyalty to listings or “certain facts”. This is similar to the old Feudal
rigid constrictions of the King’s Law. Even he gave the cases involving human
issues to Chancellors—men of the church with morality and good judgment.

It is interesting that this country has defined “negligence” as “what a reasonable
man will do or not under the same or similar circumstances”. Never have we com-
puterized or attempted to define in detail this standard in our system of justice. Yet
our system has lasted over 400 years. Such a definition could be criticized as vague.
Yet it works. Why change the issues and confuse everyone?

In that light, “disability” has been defined as the inability of the individual to
engage in substantial gainful activity. Is it vague? Maybe. But will it work? Yes,
and it has worked for years. Why attempt to unilaterally define when all persons
are “disabled” or “not disabled” based upon sterile regulations contrary to the spirit
and humanitarian purposes of the Act. Even the SSA is confused (See A-42 to A-44
and pp. A-283 to A-284.) Note: This is the guide to evaluation of permanent impair-
ment.

My city library door when I was young was crowned with these words: “Knowl-
edge is power”. In order to get away with such blatant disregard of the law, the SSA
has enacted policies which discourage competent and knowledgeable attorneys from
representing claimants. (Se pp. A-96 to A-100). There is no question that unless
Congress acts to alleviate the conflicts (See pp. A-123 to A-142 evidencing 70 areas
of non-acquiescence) between the SSA and the Judicial Branch, the Court will be
forced to throw the Secretary of Health and Human Services in jail and fine her.
They have threatened to do this in Hillhouse (See pp. A-45 to A-48; pp. A-143 to A-
192). Surely such an embarrassing situation should be remedied by the Congress.

The American citizens have paid into this system. This is not welfare. All hoped
they would not be disabled, but if they were, they counted on the promise of disabil-
ity income and medical benefits. Our citizens have that right. The SSA has the duty
to provide benefits without harassment and game-playing to run down claimants.

A past survey in the middle 1970’s showed that only 15% of those persons cut
from SSA disability rolls ever returned to substantial gainful activity. A recent
G.A.O. report before the C.D.I. process indicated that the disability fund was basical-
ly sound through the middle of the next century. Government actuarial personnel
had predicted many more disability recipients. It makes no sense for the SSA to
compare the SSA disability programs with other government welfare programs.
There was no “run-away spending for the disabled”. Yet over 90% are notified with-
out cause of a termination because of more stringent regulations. Americans enti-
tled to disability have the right to be angry when their government insurance only
insures them hardship and grief.

Attached to this statement are a number of statements, letters, admissions
against interest of the SSA and articles giving credence to my statements. Some
may think I have been too harsh. I would ask them to sit behind my desk one week
and talk to my clients. Right now, there are approximately one hundred clients who
are either in bankruptcy, lost their homes, moved in with children or are on the
brink of losing their homes if not their sanity. No matter what this group of honora-
ble men recommend, I will survive in my profession. But, will they? Your recom-
mendations and action will be the answer to their dilemma. May God go with you in
your quest. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

[The appendix has been retained in the subcommittee files.]

Chairman PickLE. Well, we thank you. You've certainly given us
a very strong statement. .

Now, Mr. Thornton, if you will proceed, sir.

STATEMENT OF DENVER L. THORNTON, ESQ., EL DORADO, AR

Mr. THORNTON. Mr. Chairman, Members of Congress, ladies and
gentlemen, my name is Denver Thornton. I am a country lawyer
from El Dorado, AR. I also serve as vice president of the Arkansas
Injured Workers Association. This nonprofit organization was es-
tablished in June of 1983 to lobby for Social Security and workers
comp reform in Arkansas.
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I have no quarrel with the systematic review of disability eligibil-
ity. However, the review has been inhuman and illegal. Arkansas
has the bloodiest record in the Nation. Thanks to Governor Clinton
we now have a new State director who has promised reasonable
guidelines and has promised to follow Federal court decisions.

Can you believe that HEW took the position that it was not
bound by stare decisis, that is court precedent, to follow lower
court precedent, in effect snubbing its nose at the Federal district
and Federal court of appeals.

The Arkansas case of Hillhouse v. Harris settled that issue. The
Hillhouse opinion commented from Hutto v. Davis, a Supreme
Court case of 1982, stating that “Unless we wish anarchy to prevail
within the Federal judicial system a precedent of this Court must
be followed by the lower courts no matter how misguided the
judges of the lower courts may think it to be.”

What is the source of such arrogance? Whatever the source, why
should some ALJ’s dishonor the oath they took as lawyers and
judges to uphold the Constitution of the United States and to pro-
tect justice and guarantee due process? Some ALJ’s buckled and
burned because they aren’t made of the right stuff and should have
never been hired.

I should hastily point out that I am not critical of all ALJ’s. I

- would particularly like to compliment the four administrative law

judges based in Shreveport, LA, who serve the parishes in northern
Louisiana. The three ALJ’s from Fort Smith, AR, who dared to
buck the system should be nominated for sainthood.

However, you and I both know that all is not well or we would
not be here. The judicial aspect of the Social Security System is
sick. The toxic contamination is being spread upon the disabled
and is additionally sandbagging the Federal courts.

I would urge the Congress to abolish the appeals council. It does
not serve any meaningful judicial function. I find that it is merely
a rubberstamp of denial which slows the appeals process.

I would like to see the administrative law judges removed from
all influence of politics. Senate bill 1911, which is Senator Pryor’s -
bill, is a start. A free and independent judiciary is an absolute ne-
cessity.

In the future all ALJ’s applicants should have strong litigation
backgrounds and experience. Personal knowledge can’t go beyond
personal experience. Trial lawyers have historically been buffers
against abusers of power, whatever the source. The ALJ’s should
be competent and courageous individuals hungry for justice.

You must remember that Social Security disability benefits are
the difference between a minimal existence and standard of living
and no standard. The needy and disabled must have a system of
review and justice equal to other persons in our society.

Overall the body of Social Security law is reasonably sound and
easy to understand. Getting the facts correctly applied to the law
has been a difficult process.

Out of frustration our own Judge Richard Arnold in speaking for
the eighth circuit in McCoy, Desedare and Stack v. HEW, set forth
an 11-page printed opinion giving a blueprint that the ALJ should
follow. The opinion is extremely well written and gives examples
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and approaches, nevertheless unbelievable opinions continue to
flow from some of the ALJ’s.

I have seen a Social Security judiciary become a bureaucracy.
The mental anguish and fear that I have observed during the last 3
years as a result of this system is absolutely sickening. Great num-
bers of the ALJ’s are more interested in their jobs than they are
justice.

If you find that as a result of all of your studies HEW has at-
tempted to influence the opinions of the ALJ’s, I urge you to take
strong action. Basic constitutional rights are being abused. We
must have judges whom no king can intimidate.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF DENVER L. THORNTON, EL DoraDO, AR

Ladies and gentlemen, my name is Denver L. Thornton. I am a country lawyer
from El Dorado, Arkansas. I also serve as vice president of the Arkansas injured
workers association. This non-profit organization was established in June of 1983 to
lobby for social security and workers compensation reform in Arkansas.

I have no quarrel with a systematic review of disability eligibility. However, the
review has been inhuman and illegal. Arkansas has the bloodiest record in the
Nation. Thanks to Governor Clinton, we now have a new State director who has
promised reasonable guidelines and has promised to follow Federal court decisions.

Can you believe that HEW took the position that it was not bound by stare decisis
to follow lower court precedent, in effect snubbing its nose at the Federal District
and Federal Court of Appeals. Hillhouse v. Harris, 547 F. Supp. 88 (1982). The Hill-
house opinion at p. 93 commented from Hutto v. Davis, 102 St. Court 703 (1982),
stating “unless we wish anarchy to prevail within the Federal judicial system, a
precedent of this court must be followed by the lower Federal court no matter how
misguided the judges of those courts may think it to be.”

What is the source of such arrogance? Whatever the source, why should some
ALJ’s dishonor the oath they took as lawyers and judges to uphold the Constitution
of the United States and to protect justice and guarantee due process. Some ALJ’s
buckled and burned because they aren’t made of the right stuff and they should
have never been hired.

I should hastily point out that I am not totally critical of all ALJ’s. I would par-
ticularly like to compliment the four administrative law judges based in Shreveport,
Louisiana who serve the parishes in northern Louisiana. The three ALJ’s from Fort
Smith, Arkansas who dared to buck the system should be nominated for sainthood.

However, you and I both know that all is not well or we would not be here. The
judicial aspect of the social security system is sick. The toxic contamination is being
spread upon the disabled and is additionally sandbagging the Federal courts.

I would urge the Congress to abolish the appeals council. It does not serve any
meaningful judicial function. I find that it is merely a “rubber stamp of denial”
which slows the appeals process.

I would like to see the administrative law judges removed from all influence of
politics. Senate bill 1911 is a start. A free and independent judiciary is an absolute
necessity.

In the future, all ALJ applicants should have strong litigation backgrounds and
experience. Personal knowledge can't go beyond personal experience. Trial lawyers
have historically been buffers against abusers of power—whatever the source. The
ALJ’s should be competent and courageous individuals hungry for justice. You must
remember that social security disability benefits are the difference between a mini-
mal existence and standard of living and no standard. The needy and disabled must
have a system of review and justice equal to other persons in our society.

Overall, the body of social security law is reasonably sound and easy to under-
stand. Getting the facts correctly applied to the law, however, has been a difficult
process.

Out of frustration, our eighth circuit court of appeals, through Judge Richard
Arnold, filed an eleven page printed opinion in the case of McCoy-Desedare & Stack
v. HEW, 683 F. 2d 1138 (June, 1982), in an effort to set forth a blueprint that the
ALJ’s should follow in evaluating these cases. The opinion is extremely well written
and even gives examples of the approach and guidelines to be followed. Neverthe-
less, unbelievable opinions continue to flow from some of the ALJ’s.
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I have seen social security judiciary become a bureaucracy. The mental anguish
and fear that I have observed during the last three years as a result of this system
is absolutely sickening. Great numbers of the ALJ’s are more interested in their
jobs than they are justice.

If you find that as a result of all of your studies HEW as attempted to influence
the opinions of the ALJ’s, I urge you to take strong action. Basic constitutional
rights are being abused. We must have judges whom no king can intimidate.

Chairman PickLe. Thank you, Mr. Thornton. Now, Marilyn
Rauch, if you will proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF MARILYN RAUCH, STAFF ATTORNEY, CENTRAL
ARKANSAS LEGAL SERVICES, LITTLE ROCK, AR

Ms. RaucH. Thank you Congressman Pickle, Congressman An-
thony, and Senator Pryor. My name is Marilyn Rauch and I am an
attorney with Central Arkansas Legal Services in Little Rock. And,
I thank you for the invitation to testify before you today.

I have been an attorney now with Legal Services for 4 years and,
speaking for the Legal Services Program in Arkansas in general,
we have seen a significant increase in our Social Security and SSI
caseloads since early 1981. In comparing certain quarters of the
past 3 years some programs show that case numbers double or
even triple.

One does not have to represent very many claimants before be-
coming aware of the flood of people who are having to appeal their
cases through the administrative process and the courts in order to
obtain benefits or preserve them. Because of the judicial backlog
and Social Security’s routine requests for more time to answer
complaints, many claimants have to wait as long as 2 years to get a
court decision.

Part of the increase in numbers is due, of course, to the fact that
more people are applying for disability benefits. But much of the
increase is due to the fact that wrong decisions are being made ear-
lier in the process. I understand that the Federal Court reversal/
remand rate in the eastern district of Arkansas is quite high, about
60 percent. That means that 60 percent of the cases are being de-
cided improperly below. )

It is my opinion that given the history and extent of the problem
nothing short of legislation from Congress is going to correct all
the problems and help bring an end to the misery and suffering
which this system has inflicted on thousands of citizens in Arkan-
sas. | therefore, commend you and other Members of Congress who
have led the way in investigating the system. I ask that you contin-
ue your vigilance and resist any stopgap solutions which the
agency might propose as alternatives, and which we heard today
they did propose, perhaps as alternatives to legislation.

I am only superficially familiar with legislation now pending in
Congress and with a few small exceptions I am pleased with the
content of the House bill. I think it will go a long way toward solv-
ing problems. There are too many specific issues of concern to me
to address them all in this brief time, so I'm going to mention only
a few of the most important ones which are of continuing concern
to us here in Arkansas.

First of all, I believe that the Secretary should be required to
show that a recipient’s condition has medically improved to the
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point where he or she can perform substantial gainful activity
before benefits can be ceased. This is of fundamental importance to
" these claimants and this standard has been judicially mandated in
several circuits.

Without this standard there is danger that the person’s benefits
can be ceased simply because the case is being reviewed by differ-
ent agency personnel. It is inequitable to say the least, for the con-
tinuation of benefits to hinge upon the exigencies of the day or the
personalities of the adjudicators.

This is not a radical idea. It's my understanding that Social Secu-
rity used a medical improvement standard until about 1976. And,
we need legislation to make the standard the law with some nar-
rowly drawn exceptions.

My second area of concern is in the evaluation of pain. The
eighth circuit has led the way in establishing clear precedent
which states that pain can be disabling and that because it is a
subjective symptom not capable of measurement, there need not be
objective medical evidence to support a conclusion that the person
is thereby disabled.

What is needed is sensitive inquiry into the extent of the per-
son’s pain and how it affects his or her ability to function. The
Social Security Administration, in assembly line style, continues to
adjudicate cases by a search for objective medical evidence in spite
of repeated admonitions from courts.

The agency refuses to take pain into adequate consideration
unless the person can show tangible proof such as x rays, swollen
joints, tenderness or heat. The eighth circuit is losing patience with
Social Security on this issue in particular. The Court has lectured
the agency and Judge McMillian has suggested that the Secretary
might be held in contempt. Clearly then we need legislation to
force the agency to abandon its recalcitrant behavior.

The agency’s purposeful pursuit of an informal nonacquiescence’
policy on the issue of pain illustrates also the need for legislation
requiring it to acquiesce in court rulings. The long line of eighth
circuit pain cases reflects the court’s frustration. Yet the agency
continues to adhere to its old practices.

We Arkansas lawyers sometime may feel a little secure or smug
on the issue of pain, but our clients are suffering. I have found
myself telling other lawyers that we don’t have to worry about
pain in the eighth circuit because the law is so clear. But my cli-
ents are suffering by having to wait to the district court or the
eighth circuit to win a pain case.

It is absolutely essential that the Social Security Administration
like all parties in our legal system, be required to follow the orders
of the circuit courts unless those orders are overturned. In the
words of Judge Heaney in a recent law review article I quote—
“The regulations of the Secretary are not the law of the land. It is
the duty of the courts to say what the law is. Regardless of the Sec-
retary’s view of our decisions, these decisions constitute the law
and should be respected by the SSA.”

This doctrine is grounded in the Constitution and needs to be re-
inforced by congressional action. I support the nonacquiescence
language contained in the House bill, although I would prefer or
am somewhat concerned and I would like to have deleted language
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which seems to apply the law only to cases which are still appeal-
able at the date of enactment.

Because there are already so many important court decisions on
the books and because I don’t believe Congress intends to limits
courts’ ability to enforce their own orders, the bill should require
acquiescence in all circuit court decisions until the decision is over-
turned or formally stayed.

Additionally, there is language in the bill which would seem to
allow nonacquiescence in a decision once the Secretary has filed an
appeal. It seems to me more appropriate to require the agency, in
accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, to seek an
order staying any judgment which it does not wish to acquiesce in
during the appeal.

Those are my comments today. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF MARILYN RAUCH, STAFF ATTORNEY, CENTRAL ARKANSAS LEGAL
SERVICES

Senator Pryor, Congressman Anthony, and Congressman Pickle, my name is Mar-
ilyn Rauch and I am an attorney with Central Arkansas Legal Services in Little
Rock. Thank you for the invitation to testify before you today.

I have been an attorney with legal services for over four years. Speaking for the
Legal Services programs in Arkansas in general, we have seen a significant increase
in our Social Security and S.S.I. caseloads since early 1981. In comparing certain
qua{ters of the past 3 years, some programs show their case numbers double or even
triple.

One does not have to represent very many claimants before becoming aware of
the flood of people who are having to appeal their cases through the administrative
process and the courts in order to obtain or preserve benefits. Because of the judi-
cial backlog and Social Security’s routine requests for more time to answer com-
plaints, many claimants wait as long as two years for a court decision. Part of the
increase in numbers is due, of course, to the fact that more people are applying for
disability benefits. But much of the increase is due to the fact that wrong decisions
are being made earlier in the process. I understand that the federal court reversal/
remand rate in the Eastern District of Arkansas is quite high, approximately 60
percent. That means that 60 percent of the cases were decided improperly below. It
1s my opinion that, given the history and extent of the problem, nothing short of
legislation from Congress is going to correct all the problems and help bring an end
to the misery and suffering which this system has inflicted on thousands of disabled
citizens of Arkansas. I therefore commend you and other members of Congress who
have led the way in investigating the system. I ask that you continue your vigilance
and resist any stopgag solutions which the agency might propose as alternatives to
legislation.

I am superficially familiar with legislation which is now pending in both houses of
Congress. With a few exceptions, I am pleased with the content of the House bill; I
think that it will go far toward solving some problems. I am not as familiar with the
Senate bill, but the information I have causes me some doubts. I will be expressing
some of my concerns with both bills in these remarks.

There are too many specific issues of concern for me to address them all in this
brief time. I will therefore mention only a few of the most important ones which are
of continuing concern to us in Arkansas.

First of all, I believe that the Secretary should be required to show that a recipi-
ent’s condition has medically improved to the point where he or she can perform
substantial gainful activity before benefits can be ceased. This is of fundamental im-
portance to any recipient, and the standard has been judicially mandated in several
circuits. Without such a standard there is danger that a person’s benefits could be
ceased simply because the case is being reviewed by different agency personnel. It is
inequitable, to say the least, for the continuation of benefits to hinge upon the ex-
igencies of the day or the personalities of the adjudicators. This is not a radical idea;
Social Security used a medical improvement standard until 1976. Legislation is
needed to make the standard the law, with some narrowly-drawn exceptions.

My second area of concern is with the evaluation of pain. The Eighth Circuit has
led the way in establishing clear precedent which states that pain can be disabling
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and that because it is a subjective symptom, not capable of measurement, there
need not be “objective medical evidence” to support a conclusion that the person is
thereby disabled.! What is needed is a sensitive inquiry into the extent of a person’s
pain and how it affects his or her ability to function. Yet Social Security, in assem-
bly-line style, continues to adjudicate cases by a search of objective medical evidence
in spite of repeated admonitions from courts. The agency refuses to take pain into
adequate consideration unless the person can show tangible proof such as x-rays of
deformities, swollen joints, tenderness, or heat.

The Eighth Circuit is losing patience. The court has lectured the agency 2 and
Judge McMillian has suggested that the Secretary might be held in contempt of
court.® Clearly then, legislation is needed to force the agency to abandon its recalci-
trant behavior. '

The agency’s purposeful pursuit of an informal non-acquiescence policy on pain
illustrates also the needs for legislation requiring it to acquiesce in court rulings.
The long line of 8th Circuit pain cases reflects the court’s frustration. Yet the
agency continues to adhere to its old practices. Arkansas lawyers may feel secure
and a little smug on the issue of pain in Social Security cases, but our clients suffer.
I have found myself telling people that we don’t have to worry about pain in the 8th
Circuit because the law is so clear. But our clients suffer by having to wait on a
District Court or 8th Circuit decision to win a pain case. It is absolutely essential
that the Social Security Administration, like all parties in our legal system, be re-
quired to follow the orders of circuit courts unless those orders are overturned by
the Supreme Court. In the words of Judge Heaney, “The regulations of the Secre-
tary are not the law of the land—it is the duty of the courts to say what the law is
* * *. Regardless of the Secretary’s views of our decision, these decisions constitute
the law and should be respected by the S.S.A.” 4 This doctrine, grounded in the Con-
stitution, needs to be reinforced by Congressional action. I support most of the non-
acquiescence language contained in the House bill, although I would perfer to have
deleted the language which applies the law only to cases which are still appealable
at the date of enactment. Because there are already so many important court deci-
sions on the books, and because I don’t believe Congress intends to limit courts’ abil-
ity to enforce their own orders, the bill should require acquiescence in all circuit
court decisions until the decision is overturned or formally stayed. Additionally,
there is language in the bill which would seem to allow non-acquiescence in a deci-
sion once the Secretary has filed an appeal. It seems to me more appropriate to re-
quire the agency, in accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, to seek
an order staying any judgment in which it does not wish to acquiesce during an
appeal. I am obviously also in total disagreement with some of the language pro-
posed for the Senate bill which would allow non-acquiescence if the Secretary
merely notified Congress of her intent and published in the Federal Register.

Chairman PickLE. Thank you, Ms. Rauch. Let me comment to
you first since you've just finished your testimony. One provision of
this legislation with respect to nonacquiescence says that when a
decision is reached in a circuit court that that decision is applicable
to all cases in that circuit court unless it is appealed to the Su-
preme Court for final adjudication.

This was opposed by the administration but at least we're trying
to remove from the administration the authority or the right for
them to just say, here’s a single case and we’ll isolate it and then
will not apply to the thousands of other cases throughout the coun-
try. We think it's a step in the right direction and I hope that you
have—you are in general agreement with that approach.

Ms. RaucH. Yes, sir, I certainly am. I think it's definitely a step
in the right direction.

! O'Leary v. Schweiker, 710 F.2d 1334 (8th Cir. 1983); Brand v. Secretary of H.E.W.,, 623 F.2d
523 (8th Cir. 1980); Northcutt v. Califano, 581 F.2d 164 (8th Cir. 1978); Tucker v. Schweiker, 689
F.2d 777 (8th Cir. 1982).

2 Nelson v. Heckler, 712 F.2d 346, 348 (8th Cir. 1983).

3 Hillhouse v. Harris, 715 F.2d 428, 430 (8th Cir. 1983).

¢ Heaney, “Whgy the High Rate of Reversals in Social Security Disability Cases?”’; 7 Hamline
L. Rev. 1, 9-10 (1984).
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Chairman PickLE. You said that you weren’t familiar with the
legisllation. I hope we’ll have the staff give you a copy of the Antho-
ny bill.

Ms. Rauch. All right. T'll appreciate it.

Chairman PIckLE. So that you might have it here. Now, Mr. An-
thony, do you have any questions of the panel?

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, thank you. First I would like to
thank especially my two colleagues from my hometown for making
very, very forceful statements. The statements were accepted from
this Member’s viewpoint as coming from the heart. They have
watched the travesty and are willing to speak out. Sometimes you
have to speak out in very harsh terms to get the administration’s
attention. Sometimes you also have to speak out in very harsh
terms to get the public’s understanding of what’s going on.
~ - I know you agree with me that we're not trying to protect able-
bodied persons who are drawing disability. We're talking about
real lives that have been affected. Rick, you have given us a docu-
ment that we’ll probably ask the staff to read for us and summa-
rize so we can use some of the cases when we go to the floor for our
debate on Tuesday.

I would like to ask both of you or all three of you, what is a sen-
sitive question, and that’s on lawyer’s fees. Our legislation assum-
ing that it is passed and implemented into law, provides for contin-
uous payment of benefits. And, as I understand it right now you
would draw your attorney fees out of a retroactive lump-sum pay-
ment. Could you give us some suggestions as to how we could
handle this particular issue? :

Mr. THorNTON. I strongly suspicion the next attack by HEW is
going to be on attorney fees. The Social Security practice is not
that lucrative, but if you dry up the representative they’re abso-
lutely at the mercy, of HEW and HEW does what they want to do.

It—the fees should be supervised with that ALJ. The fee should
be reasonable and not limited to 25 percent because sometime
maybe you get lucky and get a case heard and they're still drawing
benefits, see. And there’s nothing back there to draw from, yet you
do as much work to prepare that case as if there would be 3 or 4
years of back benefits.

So, the fee ought to be a reasonable fee approved by the ALJ. I
think the average fee in the country now is something like $1,200,
I'm told. But I haven’t seen those numbers, but I find that to be
reasonably true in my office.

I want to comment on one thing that I think is drastically impor-
tant. Recently in Fayettville this month one ALJ came over from
Oklahoma and set 101 cases in 3 days. One man hearing 101 cases.
And, he was getting away with it until—they got away with it in
Texas, you see—they’re not aggressive as we are, and one of the
young trial lawyers filed an injunction over in Federal court and a
Republican judge said, go ahead and do it that way if you like but
you come up here to my court on a writ and I'm not only going to
enjoin them but I'm going to put the person on Social Security and
tell all the other lawyers.

Immediately Washington shipped in three more judges. Now
judges can hear that many cases if they work hard in a 3-day
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period, but they’ve already done that over in east Texas, Congress-
man. And, they’ve done it in other areas and gotten by with it.

But this one judge they sent has a reversal record I understand,
a denial record of something like 80 percent. Sandbagging the Fed-
eral court, when the El Dorado division, which is 6 counties in
south Arkansas there were 173 cases filed last year in Judge
Harris’ court, 65 of them were Social Security cases, zero have been
decided. They're still working on 1982 cases. ’

So we're 15 months in the lag. Now, that’s not the judge’s fault.
You can’t get those transcripts ready. It takes 6 months to get a
transcript in sometimes. In 1982, Judge Harris’ court reversed or
remanded 60 percent of the cases he heard. That's—and reversing
one is very tough. Substantial evidence is a hard burden to crawl
over, but nevertheless 60 percent of them went back. I think the
country would probably be——

Mr. ANTHONY. Rick, could you give us——

Chairman PickLE. Mr. Thornton, let me interrupt you for just a
moment. We made some reference to Congressman Anthony’s
hometown, El Dorado, and you have made reference to Judge
Harris and cases he’s had.

I want to make this observation to you and to all the people.
When I first was elected to Congress 1 was assigned to the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee as it was called then. The
chairman of that committee was Oren Harris. I want to say public-
ly he’s the best chairman I ever served with in the United States
Congress, an outstanding lawyer, a man of great heart and capac-
ity. So I hope if any of you here have occasion to see Judge Harris
you give him my regards.

Mr. THorNTON. I shall, sir.

Chairman PickLE. He’s still held in high respect in Washington.

Mr. THorNTON. He’s had a drastic impact not only in Senator
Pryor’s life but Congressman Anthony and mine and even Rick’s.
As a politician and a judge we’'ve been around him all our lives.
He’s 80 years old and holds court every day, has a ruptured disc,
gets up there with a brace and goes on. He’s frustrated—I think I
could say that for him, because all these cases are coming to his
court, and of course, the Federal courts have a great burden, you
know, in other cases just staying up, the population is growing so
much, litigation, et cetera.

Chairman PickLE. In that connection do any of you want to
make a comment? It’s been recommended we might have a Social
Security Court. This is separate and apart from the regular process
for now going through appeal.

Mr. THORNTON. Absolutely.

Chairman PickLE. Do you think there’s merit to that proposal?

Mr. THORNTON. Absolutely. There’s such a great number of cases,
any judge, whether a municipal judge or anything else, ought to be
free and independent. Must be if the system is going to work.
That’s one of my strong points.

Chairman PickLE. Thank you. Senator Pryor?

Mr. THORNTON. And, to get money to do that—abolish the Ap-
peals Council because they don't serve a judicial function to my
knowledge.
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Ms. RaucH. Could I also throw in—I agree with what Denver
said as long as we're sure there’s access, good easy access to this
court and that the Social Security and all parties are held to the
Federal rules of civil procedure.

Chairman PickiLe. Thank you. Senator Pryor, do you have any
questions?

Senator PrYor. Yes, a comment and then a question. I received
some letters and comments from attorneys around the State, Chair-
man Pickle, relative to the length of time it takes to finally reach
the ALJ level of appeal and receive a determination at that level
on a particular case.

Considering the hardship it causes on the claimant and his
family during this lengthy process I think that many Members of
the Congress have become very concerned. But there are delays
even beyond that level.

I recently, for example, received a letter from an Arkansas attor-
ney who had requested an appeals council review for his claimant
and waited a full 2 years, 2 years—to receive a form letter from
the appeals council stating that they would not review the case.

This is further justification for not only some program reform
but also broader reform in the establishment of a Social Security
judicial or court system that must deal with this issue. I assume
that some of you have had similar experiences with this long
appeq}l process. Would you just say yes or no, have you had experi-
ences?

Mr. THORNTON. Absolutely. Seven years in one case.

Senator PRYOR. Seven years in one case.

Ms. RaucH. Yes.

Mr. THorRNTON. Finally Richard Arnold, who came off the Eighth
Circuit was sitting back in Arkansas, just picked the case up and
wrote the guy in and said, this has gone on long enough. I mean an
obvious case of disability.

Senator PrYor. And, what was happening to that claimant all
that time, Denver? What was happening to that person trying to
find out whether or not they were going to be on disability or not?

Mr. THORNTON. Mental anguish beyond belief probably. He was
calling my office every other day and I would tell him to call your
office, and——

Senator Pryor. Causing you a lot of mental anguish, too, I guess.

Mr. THORNTON. And, you too, I'm sure. And, the Congressman’s
office. You just can’t believe—of course, Rick and all three of us we
sit at that desk out in the country and we see those tears, fears and
anger, you know, it's just wiping people out beyond belief.

Mr. SPENCER. Let me answer your question, if I may, Mr. Chair-
man. He asked a question about attorney fees. I have found in my
area that my clients, when they continue benefits to the client,
consistently honor the agreement that we have. What we have is
just an agreement between each other that when they get their
check they come in and they put 25 percent of their check in a sep-
arate supervised trust account, which is held there and is not
touched by my office until such time as I—my fee is approved.

Now, the thing I would think that would be an improvement,
and it’s not that I don’t trust the people to bring in the money. I
have pending 250 Social Security cases in my office at any given
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time. I have never to this day been cheated by any of my clients. If
they know they owe it they're going to come in and pay it. But, let
me just suggest this to you. There are people, other lawyers, and I
have to speak on their behalf too, that say that a lot of clients
dgn’t understand. They spend the money and then they feel bad
about it.

Would it not be easier if the Social Security Administration
would just deduct and withhold the 25 percent themselves? They
can hold it in their supervised account if they want to. And, then
whatever fee is approved so long as it’s reasonable and necessary
for the professional services rendered, they send the check to the
attorney. It's not because it's going to benefit me any more. It’s for
the benefit of the clients. They don’t like to have to come into my
office once a month and make a payment or send it in the mail. It
just seems like it would be an easier process.

In response to what you said, Senator Pryor, the thing about
delays that I have seen—and I have actually seen suicides—and I
tell you last summer it happened and I decided that I was either
going to get something done or I was going to get out of it. I
couldn’t take it. It’s true.

Senator Pryor. I understand that we had one individual who ac-
tually died in the administrative law judge’s chambers or in the
waiting room, I think in the past year, 1983.

Chairman PickLE. Well, there have been many instances of
horror stories and we all must acknowledge that. And, that’s why
we need to make corrections, and for the administration to say that
we've been able to handle this administratively is just not the case.
When you have 20 States who operate in this national program
under court orders, and when you have 9 other States which by
their own executive order have taken themselves out of the pro-
gram, you see a national disability program that'’s in chaos.

We must have some correction.

Well, I want to thank this panel for your testimony and appreci-
ate it very much. And, Mr. Spencer, we're going to make as much
of that as part of the record as we can. You can leave that.

Senator PrYoOR. I'm going to have some written questions too for
the panel, because I think what they give us in input will help us
shape some legislation.

Chairman PickLE. Yes; it will be.

Senator PrRYor. Thank you.

Chairman P1ckLE. And, the record will be kept open for that.

Now, we're going to ask the panel—

Mr. ANTHONY. Mr. Chairman, I'd be remiss if I didn’t publicly
thank both of these lawyers, because they've assisted my office and
my staff in trying to find some reasonable suggestions for us to
work into the legislative process. And, over and above being advo-
cates for their claimants’ position, I think they're truly trying to
operate in the national interest to establish a good policy.

I think the record ought to reflect that.

Chairman PickrLE. Well, I'm glad you made that acknowledg-
ment, Mr. Anthony.

Now the Chair is going to ask the next panel, and this is our last
panel, if you’ll come forward. The Honorable Jerry Thomasson, the
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Honorable Francis Mayhue, the Honorable David T. Hubbard, and
Minnie E. Dormois. If you will, please come forward.

Also as they are coming forward and taking their seat I want to
acknowledge the presence of another individual here. A few min-
utes ago I saw Frank Whitback. Is he still here? Frank Whitback, a
very prominent insurance executive here in this State invited me
to Arkansas and here at Hot Springs about 2 years ago, wasn't it,
Frank, for a hearing on this subject. And, I appreciate that invita-
tion and its good to see you again.

You're highly regarded in your professional field Mr. Whitback,
and we appreciate you. Did you drive over from Little Rock today?

Mr. WHITBACK. Yes, sir.

Chairman PickLE. Well, welcome.

Senator Pryor. Mr. Chairman, before the panel starts their
statement could I make a statement about this panel?

Chairman PickLE. The Chair will yield to the Senator.

Senator Pryor. Could I have a personal liberty to do that? I just
want Congressman Pickle to get to know these individuals as well
as Congressman Anthony and I do. In November 1982, Mr. Chair-
man, I held a hearing on this same subject in Fort Smith, AR. We
had about 500 to 700 people, and the Social Security Administra-
tion would not send a witness to testify. When SSA found out that
these administrative law judges were going to testify at the hearing
in Fort Smith, they said that they could only testify at Senator
Pryor’s hearings if they took annual leave from their jobs to do it.

o, they walked across the street and took leave from their job
that morning, and sacrificed a day’s pay to testify regarding what
they considered to be absolute chaos in a system. They have been
reprimanded. They have been kicked. They have been harassed.
They have been beat upon. They have been threatened. They have
been coerced. They have been ridiculed. They have been under-
mined. They are brave people who I believe have stood up for the
disabled people of our State. And, I just wanted to make that state-
ment. I don’t know of braver individuals in the field of public serv-

-ice anywhere, Mr. Chairman.

I just want to say that I'm proud to be associated with them, and
they’ve really tried to do a good job.

Chairman PickrLeE. Well, Senator, you not only have recognized
their contribution but you certainly have given them a very strong
welcome to this hearing.

Senator Pryor. Well, I'm a little prejudiced in their behalf I
might say.

Chairman PickLE. I can understand that. Now, we’re going to
hear this panel and we have four individuals. I'm going to ask
Judge Thomasson to go first and then Judge Mayhue, Judge Hub-
bard, and then Minnie Dormois.

The Chair may have to leave the hearing before you have fin-
ished, because I must be in Little Rock to catch a plane. Mr. An-
thony will take the chair and he and Senator Pryor, 1 hope, can go
ahead and conclude this. But I want you to know we're going to
read your statement in its entirety, and we're pleased to have you
come here.

I want to say to all the group, this has been a very helpful hear-
ing. I have been impressed with the individuals who have testified
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and the kind of testimony that they’ve submitted. I think any time
you can get a public hearing in a very useful facility like this reha-
bilitation center, which has impressed me very much, and when
you can attract your Senator and your Governor and your Con-
gressman, and even a Texan, it shows a deep, abiding interest you
have in finding some kind of an answer, a better answer to the
problem facing this program. So, I thank all of you for coming.

Now, Judge Thomasson, if you would proceed with your state-
ment.

STATEMENT OF JERRY THOMASSON, ADMINISTRATIVE LAW
JUDGE, OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS, FORT SMITH, AR

Mr. TuomAssoN. Chairman Pickle, Congressman Anthony, Sena-
tor Pryor, I appreciate the opportunity to be here today.

We have submitted a rather lengthy statement and my com-
ments will be very, very brief. I should say at the outset that Sena-
tor Pryor, since we talked with you last, we have seen a spurious
document prepared by the Social Security Administration to close
-the Fort Smith office, and this was a result of they feel like we pay
too high percentage of people at Fort Smith.

We also feel like that if it hadn’t been for your hearing up there
in November 1982, that they would, in fact, have closed the office.
We're all very appreciative of your interest in this matter, and the
other panelist as well.

We just finished testifying in a lawsuit in Washington, and I
hope as a result of that lawsuit many of our concerns concerning
harassment and intimidation will be alleviated, but we’re still sub-
ject to the Social Security Administration as far as our staff is con-
cerned. This presents a problem because the Social Security Ad-
ministration is very aware of their power in this area.

This program is in utter chaos and I heard the word “anarchy”
here this morning by Mr. Spencer. I hadn’t heard the word in a
long géme but that’s what it is—anarchy. It’s not “nonacquies-
cence.

If something is not done the Federal courts are going to take the
whole matter over here shortly. Many of the Federal courts are al-
ready taking the whole matter over. I would just like to, in order to
make this brief, I would like to ask you gentlemen two questions.
Have you ever thought in the history of the U.S. Government that
you would see a time that a Government agency would ask an ad-
ministrative law judge to violate his oath as administrative law
judge, and to violate his oath as a lawyer in order to arrive at a
conclusion and a certain percentage of cases to satisfy that admin-
istration?

I never thought I would see it, and it makes me sick.

Chairman PickLE. Have you been asked to do this?

Mr. THoMASsSON. Fifty-five percent, I was told not to pay over 55
f1?_erc(:lent or there would be trouble. I've been threatened with being

ire

Chairman PickLE. Who threatened you?

Mr. THoMmassoN. Bill Lavere, Office of Hearings and Appeals,
L-a-v-e-r-e, Office of Appeals Operations. Social Security Admini-
stration, OHA, Arlington, VA. Chief Judge Philip Brown told Judge
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Mayhue and me that if our trip to Washington for counseling
didn’t work, something else would be done.

Mr. ANTHONY. Judge, has that been reduced? Apparently that
was a part of your lawsuit, but was that reduced to writing?

Mr. THomAssON. No.

Mr. ANTHONY. It was all just verbal?

Mr. THoMASSON. Yes.

Mr. ANTHONY. So they would have the opportunity to deny it and
put you at odds with what they said.

Mr. TaHoMmassoN. Oh, yes, but there was much more to it than
that, including the regional chief judge telling me that the Con-
gressman might be happy with our reversal rate but no one else is,
and there are people that would like to fire me as administrative
law judge in charge and close the Fort Smith office.

And, then he didn’t even testify. They didn’t call him.

Mr. ANTHONY. So basically what you have is some bureaucrat
who’s not elected, telling you to disregard the law——

Mr. THOMASSON That’s right. v
N Mr‘7 ANTHONY. And, do something on a percentage basis, a quota

asis?

Mr. THoMASSON. That'’s right.

Mr. ANTHONY. I'd be indignant.

Mr. THoMAssON. The other thing I would like to ask you did you
ever think that you would ever see the Social Security Administra-
tion build walls in its offices all over the United States at great
costs, to where an American citizen has to walk down there and
push a button like it was a speakeasy and be viewed through a
little hole in the wall and then after it was determined he’s safe,
permitted to enter and talk about his social security matter?

I never thought I would see that either; and, that speaks more
eloquently, I think, than anything I could say here today, about
what a problem exists in these United States.

I would ask you—we need protection from the Social Security
Administration if we're to do what the law wants us to do. We
need protection from harassment and intimidation, and we need to
be able to control our own staff.

That’s the end of my comments.

[The prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT OF JERRY THOMASSON, Francis MAYHUE, AND Davip T.. HUBBARD
ADMINISTRATIVE Law JUDGES

Mr. Chairman and members of the Senate and House committees, we are Admin-
istrative Law Judges with the Department of Heaith and Human Services, Social
Security Administration assigned to the Office of Hearings and Appeals in Fort
Smith, Arkansas. We are here today at your invitation. We appreciate the opportu-
nity to discuss the important issues related to:

(1) The effect on ALJ decision-making of the Social Security Administration’s
(SSA) policy of nonacquiescence in certain decisions rendered by Federal Circuit
Courts of Appeal and U.S. District Courts;

(2) The effect on ALJ decision-making of SSA’s recent efforts to establish a uni- -
form standard for determining eligibility for benefits by adopting provisions of the
Program Operations Manual System (POMS) in Social Security Rulings; and

(3) Allegations that ALJs have been subject to improper pressures by the SSA
agency to decide disability cases in a certain way and at a certain rate.

The Association of Administrative Law Judges, Inc., of which we are members, is
an incorporated nonprofit voluntary membership professional association consisting
of approximately 600 dues-paying members, all of whom re Judges with the Depart-
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ment of Health and Human Services, serving under the direct delegation of author-
ity from the Secretary of Health and Human Services, and in the manner pre-
scribed by the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). They are charged with the
duty and responsibility to hold hearings and make and issue written decisions in
appeals from State Agency determinations.

The association is recognized by the Department of Health and Human Services
(agency) as a professional association under the provisions of Executive Order 11491.
Over the years it has played a critical role in the ALJ system. The agency in the
past has sponsored meetings of its officers and directors and consulted with it for
purposes of its participation in a meaningful way in the management process of the
Office of Hearings and Appeals (OHA). Through its activities its members have at-
tempted to have their views expressed and considered.

In the last few years OHA has significantly curtailed sponsorship by the agency of
Association meetings on the basis that budget factors do not permit sponsorship of
meetings, and/or granting of administrative leave to Association officers or direc-
tors for Association matters. The restrictions placed on the Association by the Asso-

ciate Commissioner have adversely affected its ability to hold meetings to discuss

important problems, and to provide meaningful input to the agency. Communica-
tions between the agency and the Association have deteriorated.

The prithary purpose of the Association, as set out in its official Bylaws and Char-
ter, is to promote and enhance the legal protections afforded the claimants or liti-
gants under DHHS, SSA, and OHA hearing processes and the Federal Administra-
tive Procedure Act.

In its effort to accomplish this purpose, the Association has promoted opportuni-
ties for the continuing professional education and training of ALJs, and has present-
ed seminars at ABA meetings, and in conjunction with the agency has participated
in presentation of recent training seminars for the ALJs under agency auspices. Ad-
ditionally, the Association strives to promote and preserve a professional and judi-
cial approach and attitude among its member Judges that will be conductive to

- work of a professional nature, and to prevent subjection of the Judges to bureau-

cratic expediencies which are adverse and detrimental to the rights of the claimants

or litigants.

The Association has sought, whenever possible, to improve the working relation-
ships and promote mutual respect between the ALJs and administrative manage-
ment personnel. It has attempted to provide information that will result in the im-
provement of working conditions of its members with regard to the utilization of
proper and dignified hearing space, adequate office space, and sufficient and appro-
priate professionals and clerical staff to enable its members to carry out their duties
and responsibilities.

The Association has a legislative committee that directs its efforts to work effec-
tively in conjunction with the Congress of the United States, and government per-
sonnel agencies, as well as professional associations such as the ABA, ACUS, CALJ,
FALJ and the Federal Bar Association. By these efforts the Association works
toward the objective of providing and maintaining a fair and just appeals process to
the claimants seeking benefits under the provisions of the Social Security Act, and
the Social Security Trust Fund as well.

The affairs of the Association are directed by a ten-member Board of Directors,
consisting of one director from each of the ten regions of the country (elected by the
membership annually by region) and four executive officers, President, Vice Presi-
dent, Secretary, and Treasurer (elected annually by the membership nationally).
The Association has in the past and will continue to work with members of your
Committee in efforts to resolve the issues you have raised.

The views we express here today as members of the Association reflect the posi-
tions taken by the Association on the issues you are studying. The three principal
issues we have outlined are significantly related in that they all cause adverse pres-
sures on the ALJs. For reasons that will appear in our report to you, the issues are
timely, and this hearing is of critical importance.

HISTORY OF THE PROBLEM

Some background of the problems in the hearings and appeals process must be
understood before meaningful discussion of the current circumstances can take
place. For that reason we would like to take a few moments to capsulize the events
of the past that have led SSA to where it is today in its relationship with the ALJs.

Important events that have occurred in recent years must be considered. Because
of an increasing number of requests for hearings (since 1973) by claimants who were
dissatisfied with determinations by lower levels of SSA, lack of sufficient number of
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ALJs and a temporary loan of all SSA ALJs to the work of hearing ‘cases for the
Labor Department in cases involving the Coal Mine Health and Safety Act, a crisis
developed in the hearing system represented by a “backlog” of cases. Social Security
cases were taking longer to process at the hearing level. The backlog of cases
reached a critical point in 1975, )

SSA hired management officials reputedly skilled in efficiency measures and
management control to increase the decisional output of the Judges. The bottom
line was that the decisional output of the Judges was just not enough to deal with
the numbers. The newly hired management officials instituted control measures
and programs designed to pressure the ALJs into issuing more decisions. Among
such programs were encouraging of writing form printed decisions, development
short-cuts, setting goals, and then quotas in hearing and case dispositions and grad-
ual removal of the supervisory authority of the ALJs over the staff assigned to
them.

The effect of these programs and policies converted the appeals system into a pro-
duction line. At first the ALJs, recognizing the crisis in the caseload, responded
without question to the pressures of management. But, as each plateau of produc-
tion was reached, the goal or quota was increased. It became apparent that a real
interference with the duties and responsibilities of the ALJs was taking place and
the ALJs recognized it.

_The adverse effects of improper management pressures such as setting goals and
quotas in hearings and dispositions and assignment of staff and equipment on the
basis of an ALJ’s production record are documented for all to see in a survey and
issue paper published in January, 1979, by the staff of the Subcommittee on Social
Security of the House Ways and Means Committee (96th Congress First Session
Committee Print WMCP: 96-2 Social Security Administrative Law Judges Survey
and Issue Paper). The conclusion of those hearings was that improper management
pressures had been brought to bear on the Administrative Law Judges, and those
pressures had adversely affected the fairness of the appeals process in that the qual-
ity of the hearing process was sacrificed for quantity.

Shortly after the report was issued the Associate Commissioner was replaced.
Other top management officials also were reassigned or departed government serv-
ice.

In July, 1979, a civil action filed in 1977 by five ALJs seeking injunctive relief
from complained-of management practices was settled by court decree approving
settlement agreement with the defendant agency. The agency agreed to abide by
provisions of the APA and discontinue the complained-of practices in setting quotas
of hearings and decisions, failure to rotate cases, and other enumerated practices
which were interfering with the ALJs’ ability to fairly hear and decide the cases
before them. Policy statements of the agency were issued in accordance with the
court order. (Bono, et al. v. United States of America, Social Security Administra-
tion, et al, U.S.D.C. W.D. Mo., 77-0819-CV-W-4)

Although that litigation had been commenced by five individual ALJs, the Asso-
ciation by resolution supported the principles of the litigation and contributed sub-
stantial financial support to defray the expenses of the litigation.

The agency had always defended its complained-of policies on the basis that with-
out these improper pressures on the ALJs, they would not work hard enough, the
caseload would grow and the agency would not be able to accomplish its mission.
The months and years that followed the settlement of the litigation and the aban-
donment of the complained-of practices proved nothing was further from the truth.
The ALJs, free once again to properly perform their duties and responsibilities, in-
creased their decisional output to a point where the “backlog” was ultimately gone,
and it was then referred to as a “workload” only.

The next crisis developed in OHA only after the SSA accelerated the mandated
Continuing Disability Investigation Program (CDI) by commencing it almost a year
earlier than mandated by Congress in the 1980 Bellmon Amendment. As the result
of thousands of people being taken off the disability rolls, the number of requests
for hearings before the ALJs jumped dramatically. It must be remembered that this
increase in requests for hearings occurred not because the ALJs failed to move the
cases rapidly enough or in sufficient numbers; it occurred because SSA, in its haste
to accelerate the CDI program to take people off the disability rolls and out of bene-
fit status, was not adequately staffed or prepared to conduct such a crash program.
As the result of this ill-advised action of SSA, the number of requests were reported
for the year 1981 to be 281,737,320,000 in fiscal year 1982, and an all-time high of
363,533 in fiscal year 1983. Furthermore, civil actions filed in the Federal Courts
increased by 97 percent during fiscal year 1983 from 12,045 to 23,690. Court re-
mands increased by 40.3 percent during fiscal year 1983, and reversals by the Feder-
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al Courts of decisions of the Secretary increased by 52 percent. Since 1977, when the
number was 193,657, only 61 ALJs had been added, for a total of 700 ALJs. Dividing
the caseload by the number of ALJs, it could be calculated that the cases on hand
per Judge at the close of 1981 was approximately 460.

The ALJs had expected a workload increase as the result of the accelerated pro-
gram. Indeed, officials of OHA had issued memos warning of the forthcoming deluge
earlier in the year. Bracing themselves for the increased caseload, the ALJs were
additionally pressured by the issuance of a February, 1981, memorandum from the
Commissioner of Social Security advising that SSA had interpreted the Bellmon
Amendment to authorize them to select Judges on the basis of their high allowance
rates for special evaluation and “study” in order to permit the preparation of a
report to Congress by January of 1982.

The realization that Judges would be scrutinized on the basis of how many cases
they allowed was of extreme concern to many. In official memoranda the agency
even referred to the Judges to be studied as “targeted”. At that time the President
of the Association and other ALJs attempted to arrange a meeting with the newly
appointed Secretary of HHS to offer assistance and information as to problems we
perceived with the announced review. Many ALJs were also concerned about a
series of newspaper articles that reported that high level SSA officials intended to
do away with the ALJ appeal system and replace it with hearing examiners housed
in the agency and more directly under their control and not under the protection of
the APA (Lambro Articles). The Lambro newspaper articles revealed a transition
report existed recommending the dismantling of the appeals system and replace-
ment of it with another. (Efforts to obtain the so-called transition report from that
day to this by various ALJs and the Association under the provisions of the Free-
dom of Information Act and otherwise proved totally futile.) If the report could be
obtained, it would shed more light on the reason for the problems that have been
developing in the appeals process and the attitude of the SSA toward the ALJs.

In July, 1981, a new Associate Commissioner was appointed. Louis B. Hays was
appointed to head the OHA. His first official written communication with the ALJs
was a memorandum issued July 21, 1981, wherein he expressed his pleasure with
being appointed to head OHA, and he ended it by advising the ALJs that they were
held in the lowest regard by SSA, the States, the Department, and the Federal Gov-
ernment. He went on to say, “We are perceived by many, rightly or wrongly, as
taking unreasonably different approaches to deciding cases, as having untenable re-
versal (allowance) rates, and being generally unaccountable for our actions. I believe
that you and I have a limited time to work together to correct these perceptions
before solutions are imposed upon us by outside forces beyond our control.” The
memorandum added to concerns that the particulars of the Lambro articles were
accurate, and further accentuated an attitude that the ALJs were allowing too
many claims.

In October, 1981, Judge Charles Bono, President of the Association, appeared
before the Subcommittee on Social Security of the House Ways and Means Commit-
tee to address various issues with respect to proposed legislation to establish a
Social Security Court, and other issues including what measures could be taken to
deal with the crisis that was occurring again in the number of cases to be heard by
ALJs and resurrected management pressures that threatened the fairness of the
system once again. The Association presented a position paper outlining the con-
cerns of the Association with respect to extreme pressures being visited once again
on the ALJs. In that position paper a recommendation was made that the ALJs be
removed from the control of the gSA, and that failing that, serious consideration be
given to amendment of the APA to include enforcement provisions that would guar-
anteee the ALJs freedom from interference by the agency with their duties and re-
sponsibilities to provide fair hearings. The position paper of the Association conclud-
ed with this statement: “This committee should be aware that continued friction be-
tween administrative law judges on the one had attempting to perform their official
sworn duty, and management officials managing the system on the basis of fiscal
and numerical considerations is extremely perilous to the fair hearings process.”

The newly appointed Associate Commissioner, who had earlier testified at the
hearing, exemplified management’s determination to revert to management by
numbers, when he projected to the Chairman of the Subcommittee his assurance

- that he could achieve an average decisional output per judge of 45 decisions per
month by 1983. At that time such an assurance seemed to us to be wholly unrealis-
Sic and contrary to the interests of maintaining a fair hearing process, and still

oes.

Once again the management officals of OHA embarked upon a program of pres-
sure on the ALJs to make them do more and more, and reappearances of previously



81

discarded objectionable management pressures occurred. Reports increased that
many of the provisions of the settlement agreement and the policies issued in ac-
cordance therewith were being openly violated by administration management offi-
cials. The Association passed resolutions objecting to the renewed pressure but they
were either rejected or ignored.

In the early part of 1982, reports were received that OHA was about to file
charges against various ALJs seeking their removal from government service on the
basis that they had not achieved a certain disposition rate. At a meeting held in
New Orleans, the Association inquired of the Associate Commissioner as to the reli-
ability of such reports but he denied their veracity.

In April, 1982, charges were filed with the Merit Systems Protection Board
(MSPB) against several ALJs seeking their removal as ALJs on the basis of their
failure to achieve an acceptable level of performance in the number of decisions
they issued per month. Three of such Judges charged called on the association to
intervene in the proceedings on their behalf. The Association attempted to inter-
vene on behalf of its members on the basis that the issues involved in the case
would directly affect the other ALJs in DHHS, but the Association was denied
status as a party and was permitted only to file amicus briefs at such time and on
such issues as determined by the Judge hearing the case. One of the cases has been
disposed of by the charged ALJ’s acceptance of retirement status. The other two ac-
tions, MSPB Case Nos. HQ75218210014 and HQ75218210015 were correctly dis-
missed recently by the MSPB on the grounds that the agency had failed to prove its
case against these ALJs.

As things now stand in OHA, the ALJs have every reason to believe they are
being subjected to a rating and evaluation system by their agency, that a standard
of performance has been established for them by the agency and a quota in numbers
set. The fact that the agency has filed charges against certain ALJs and has official-
ly circulated the recommended decision makes it abundantly clear that the SSA has
adopted a policy of rating and evaluating the performance of its ALJs contrary to
the specific provisions of the APA and the OPM Regulations. That this policy is
being directed and ordered by the Commissioner of Social Security is evidenced by
then Commissioner John Svahn’s statements contained in the publication entitled
“Oasis” (an official publication of the Social Security Administration) in March,
1982, as follows:

*.. . I think the hearings and appeals process is moving in the right direction.
Productivity of Administrative Law Judges is coming up a little bit. I think we have
a right to expect some standardization among our ALJs around the country, and to
expect a certain level of productivity.”

If the quotas in numbers were not enough the problem is further compounded by
the agency’s apparent determination to establish a system of rating and evaluating
individual ALJs on the basis of their “decisional defects”. In a memorandum issued
September 24, 1982, the Associate Commissioner revealed a phase of SSA’s oper-
ations called the “feedback system”. Ostensibly as a second phase of the Bellmon
Amendment study, it purports to be a system whereby the individual ALJs studied
are advised of their “decisional weakness” and provided with “a mechanism for long
term improvement”. Another part of the memorandum provides for a time table of
improvement. Failing improvement with certain steps and after training and coun-
seling, the memo promises other action will be taken but it is not defined.

It is important to keep in mind that the largest group of ALJs under this so-called
“Bellmon Review” are those who are “targeted” Judges because of their high allow-
ance rates, even though studies done by OHA Central Office staff showed serious
decisional errors by ALJs having low allowance rates.

This memorandum evoked even greater concern among the ALJs in HHS. Asso-
ciation efforts to make the Associate Commissioner appreciate the prohibited nature
of these announced actions and to persuade him to take remedial action proved use-
less. A mailgram was finally sent to the Associate Commissioner officially request-
ing him to withdraw the memo or correct it and to abandon the announced system.
It was sent on November 24, 1982. He did not respond to the mailgram.

Commencing in September, 1982, the Association was compelled to obtain legal
advice on the various developments in OHA and in the actions before the MSPB. As
matters progressed the Association retained Mr. Elliot L. Richardson of the firm of
Milbank, Tweed Hadley & McCloy, Washington, D.C. Based upon the legal advice of
that firm, The Association filed a civil action seeking injunctive relief from the ac-
tions of the agency as described above. (Association of Administrative Law Judges,
Inc. v. Margaret M. Heckler, et al., Civil Action No. 83-0124, United States District
Court for the District of Columbia.
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The action was filed in January, 1983. The defendant agency responded by chal-
lenging the authority and standing of the Association to bring such litigation. In
March, 1983, the Court issued an Order rejecting the defendant agency’s challenge
to the Association’s standing. A pretrial order issued in this case provided the
agency would suspend all complained-of actions regarding the “feedback system’ of
the Bellmon review study and that the agency would not file any charges with
MSPB on the basis of “inefficiency” pending further proceedings. Trail of this
action was started on February 28, 1984, and ended on March 13, 1984. Evidence at
this trail showed that the Bellmon Feedback Program had developed into a full plan
{;lo eliminate the targeted ALJs from federal service. (See Document 2 attached

ereto.)

Furthermore, the evidence showed that Associate Commissioner Hays’ Perform-
ance Plan (his contract under the Senior Executive Service) from April 1, 1982 to
September 30, 1982, included the following provision: “. . . One result of these steps
will be some reduction in the ALJ allowance rate.” (emphasis added) (See Document
3 attached hereto.) His Performance Plan from October 1, 1982 to September 30,
1983, included the following language: “. . . One result will be some further reduc-
hion in the ALJ allownace rate.” (emphasis added) (See Document 4 attached

ereto.)

The sole defense offered in this case by the defendants was that no ALJ had been
fired or had his pay cut, and that no one had been hurt. The great weight of all the
evidence has shown that many claimants unable to defend themselves have been
wrongly treated and have been denied due process of law by this Administration.
(Mental Health Association of Minnesota v. Heckler, 554 F.Supp. 157, 720 F.2d 965
(8th Circuit 1983); City of New York, et al. v. Heckler, U.S. District Court, E. District
of New York, No. CV-83-0457, 1/11/84; Slay v. Heckler, U.S. District Court, N. Dis-
trict of Alabama, Middle Div., No. CV-83-AR-0182-M. 12/28/83.

With the background given, it is appropriate to treat in more specific detail the
issue of allegations that ALJs have been subject to improper pressure by the Social
Security Administration as our first topic upon which we will focus our testimony.

1. IMPROPER PRESSURES

At the present, management pressures to influence the number of decisions issued
by ALJs each month and the percentage of those cases allowed and denied take
many forms. Specific examples of such pressures include the following management
practices:

(1) Establishing and maintaining an elaborate and costly statistical tracking
system which records individuals AlJs performance by personal identifier on a
monthly basis, including the number of hearings held per month, the number of de-
cisions issued per month, the-number of allowances issued per month, the number
of dismissals issued per month and the percentage of allowances per month, all for
the purpose of ranking, rating, and evaluating the performance of individuals ALJs
in comparison with national averages;

(2) Using such information as a basis of praising and rewarding certain judges
who produce a high number of decisions as compared with national averages, with-
out regard to quality, justness, fairness, or how well-considered or accurate those
decisions might be or how adequately the evidentiary record is developed;

(3) Using such information and statistics in determining a standard of perform-
ance for ALJs and whether an individual ALJs performance is acceptable to the
agency;

(4) Punishing or disfavoring those ALJs who fail to meet quantity standard or
quotas of cases to be heard and decided, by refusing to assign them adequate staff
while giving perference to other ALJs in availability of staff and improved word
processing equipment;

(5) Making travel authority contingent on scheduling a specified number of cases
in a given period of time; :

(6) Establishing quantitative standards of performance for professional staff mem-
bers (attorney advisors) who are charged with the duty and responsibility to assist
the ALJ in the preparation of cases and issuance of decisions, contrary to the
exempt status that such professionals are entitled to in order to permit them to do a
quality job;

(7) Establishing unreasonable and arbitrary quantitative standards of perform-
ance for other staff members to whom the ALJ must delegate the function of proper
preparation and development of a case file for hearing;

(8) Selecting individual ALJs for special study, evaluation and counseling on the
basis of the number of claims they allow and advising all ALJs that judges who
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allow more claims than the national average are more “decisionally defective” than
judges who allow less claims, and virtually ignoring those ALJs with low allowance
rates;

(9) Establishing a rating and evaluation system of ALJs selected under the Bell-
mon review on the basis of their allowance rates by and through management offi-
cials and announcing that management officials would be making determinations as
to the overall judicial performance of the selected ALJs, counseling them, advising
them in correcting their “defective judicial performance”, and taking other action if
they do not “improve”;

(10) Establishing illegal, unannounced, unauthorized, arbitary, and capricious per-
formance standards for ALJs in terms of average monthly dispositions;

(11) Initiating actions to remove ALJs with the MSPB in violation of the official
regulations of the Office of Personnel Management and the APA;

(12) Issuing low production warning letters to ALJs who fail to meet certain levels
of production and advising them that further action will be taken if they do not
increase their production;

(13) Advising certain ALJs that they were allowing too large a percentage of
claims, and that they must reduce the percentage of claims they are allowing;

(14) The reconfiguration of hearing office staff there by removing support staff
from the supervision of an ALJ;

(15) Establishing productivity quotas for support staff in order to put pressure on
the ALJ to hold more hearings and issue more decisions; and

(16) The establishment of a program to prevent the ALJ from using his trained
Hearing Assistant (hearing reporter) and requiring him to use an untrained hearing
reporter at hearings held outside his assigned office.

The effects of these pressures are obviously adverse. ALJs who have grown tired
of the constant state of crisis perpetuated by such improper management pressure
are leaving OHA and seeking employment in other agencies that permit them to
have the decisional independence guaranted by the APA. Those who do not have
the alternative of leaving and cannot accept the interference visited on them are
forced to spend inordinate amounts of time in registering protests to the various
management pressures and in attempts to mitigate the adverse effect on the fair-
ness of the hearings they hold and the decisions they issue.

The ALJs who have been charged on the basis of unofficial and illegal standards
of performance before the MSPB are exhausting their physical and financial re-
sources in defending themselves. The Association has been required by the intoler-
able state of affairs to hire attorneys in Washington, D.C., and file action in the
United States District Court for an injunction and declaratory judgment to prevent
the continuance of these improper pressures. The costs to the individual members of
the l?ssociation and to the Association have been great, both in money and in
morale.

An independent survey was mailed to 728 ALJs in the DHHS for completion and
return in the latter part of 1982. Sixty-nine percent of those ALJs surveyed respond-
ed (an unusually high rate of response and indicative of the strong feelings of the
majority of the ALJs). Seventy percent of the ALJs indicated they believed there
was agency pressure on them to disallow claims. Sixty-nine percent admitted that
the quality of their decisions has suffered because of management pressure to dis-
pose of more cases. Ninety-two percent disagreed with and opposes any quota or
evaluation system by the agency. Seventy-seven percent supported the establish-
ment of an independent administrative review commission, and eighty-three percent
supported the concept of a separate corps of ALJs.

The results of this survey totally contradict continuing representations being
made by SSA in the past few years that the apparent unrest and dissatisfaction in
the appeals process is attributable to only a few dissatisfied or complaining ALJs.
Quite the contrary is true.

IL.—NON-ACQUIESCENCE

This policy does have a significant adverse effect on the ability of the ALJs in
DHHS to apply the Social Security Act and the Regulations, because it prohibits the
ALJs from taking into consideration interpretations of the Social Security Act and
the Regulations by the Federal Courts. This policy is not compatible with well estab-
lished principles of American Jurisprudence. Practically speaking, it results in the
relitigation of claims upon Court remand with unneeded additional costs, and also
causes similar cases to be appealed that would not have been had the ALJ been free
to apply the law as interpreted by the Federal Courts.
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In many instances ALJs are required, in following such nonacquiesence policies,
to deny meritorious claims that they know will be allowed upon appeal to a United
States District Court or remanded for rehearing. The policy permits the SSA to to-
tally ignore the interpretations of the law as announced by the Federal Courts in all
but the actual case decided. It permits the agency to continue to enforce its policies
and interpretations of the law, even when there is clear indication from the Federal
Courts that such policies and interpretations are contrary to the law.

The objectionable features of this policy which adversely affect the ability of ALJs
to provide fair hearing are as follows:

(1) Such policy prohibits the ALJ from applying the law to the facts of the par-
ticular case before him, as interpreted by the Federal Courts in the regions in which
he hears cases;

(2) If the ALJ ignore the interpretations of the Federal Court and applies the
policy of nonacquiescence, the case will most likely be remanded on appeal to the
United States District Court whose interpretations have been ignored with the
result that the case is required to be heard and decided twice, instead of once;

(3) If the ALJ ignores the nonacquiescence policy of the SSA and applies the inter-
pretations of the Federal Court to the facts of the case, chances are that on review
by the Appeals Council (a body of 14 non-APA members sitting in Washington) his
decision will be vacated and the case remanded to him with instructions to retry the
case and apply the policy of the SSA to the exclusion of the interpretations of the
Courts on that particular issue of law.

The Federal Courts have recognized the difficult position in which this places the
ALJ and have indicated the danger of such a policy. In the case of George W. Hill-
house v. Patricia Roberts Harris, Secretary of Health and Human Services, 547
F.Supp. 88, 715 F.2d 428 (1983), the District court recognized the difficulty for the
ALJ in stating:

“The court realizes that ALJs are in an awkward position. They are trying to
serve two masters: The courts and the Secretary of Health and Human Services.
The task is not easy . . .”

The Court went on to quote from Marbury v. Madison, I Cranch 137, 177 (1803):

“It is, emphatically the province and the duty of the judicial department, to say
:lvhat thle“law is.” then added, “. . . and the Secretary will ignore that principle at

is peril.

The case was affirmed on appeal by the Eighth Circuit with the following lan-

age:

“Although we need not decide the issue in this case, we note the Secretary contin-
ues to operate under the belief that she is not bound by district or circuit court deci-
sions. In its findings the Appeals Council states, ‘the Secretary is bound only by the
provisions of the Social Security Act, regulations and rulings, and by United States
Supreme Court decisions. A district or circuit court decision is binding only in the
specific case it decides.” 547 F.Supp. at 92 (emphasis added).

“In a similar controversy with the National Labor Relations Board the Third Cir-
cuit discussed the precedential value of circuit court opinions on administrative
agencies:

“A decision by this court, not overruled by the United States Supreme Court, is a
decision of the court of last resort in this federal judicial circuit. Thus our judg-
ments * * * are binding on all inferior courts and litigants in the Third Judicial
C}ircuit, and also on administrative agencies when they deal with matters pertaining
thereto.”

In a concurring opinion, Judge McMillan stated:

“While I concur wholly in everything said in the majority opinion, I think more is
needed to be expressed. I have no wish to invite a confrontation with the Secretary.
Yet, if the Secretary persists in pursuing her nonacquiescence in this circuit’s deci--
sions, I will seek to bring contempt proceedings against the Secretary both in her
official and individual capacities.”

The policy of nonacquiescence is also objectionable separate and apart from con-
siderations of the extreme adverse effects it has on the ability of an ALJ to peform
the duties and functions of his office. It is also ill-advised and objectionable for the
following reasons: .
b (1)dIt ignores the rule of Stare Decisis upon which American Jurisprudence is

ased;

(2) It threatens the balance of powers among the Executive, Legislative, and Judi-
cial Branches of the government by permitting the Executive Branch to ignore the
laws of the land and the intent of Congress as interpreted by the judiciary;

(3) It denies equal protection of the laws to claimants, since only those with the
persistence and financial ability to appeal their cases to the United States District
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Court receive the benefit of the Court’s interpretation of the laws passed by Con-
gress;

(4) It is totally repugnant to the duty and responsibility of ALJs who, as lawyers,
members of the bar, and Judges, are sworn to uphold the law of the land as enacted
by Congress and interpreted by the Courts;

(5) It results in relitigation of cases at great administrative cost to the American
taxpayer; and

(6) It unjustifiably delays claimants in receiving benefits they ultimately are enti-
tled to when the cases reach the Federal Courts, when they should have received
justice in the administrative proceedings without the cost and emotional hardship
caused by appealing cases to the United States District Court.

III.—RULINGS (POMS)

Recently, the Social Security Administration has issued Social Security Rulings as
a method of establishing a single set of standards or criteria of disability to be ap-
plied by all components of the Social Security Administration, including the Admin-
istrative Law Judges. These Rulings incorporate policies of the Social Security Ad-
ministration establishing standards of disability not found in the Social Security
Act, nor in the officially published Regulations of the Secretary. These rulings are
for the most part conversions of the previous Social Security Program Operation
Manual System Part 4 (POMS). Whereas those standards and criteria were previ-
ously applicable only at the lower levels of determination in the Social Security Ad-
ministrlation, the issuance of them as Rulings makes them binding and applicable at
all levels.

The POMS contains the standards which led to the “horror stories” of disabled
individuals arbitrarily purged from the Social Security disability rolls widely publi-
cized by newspaper headlines such as: “In the New Rush for Budget Savings, a Life
is Trampled”; “Death Drops Curtain on Fight to Keep Benefits”; “Government Sued
Over Suicide”; “Social Security Pulls Wheelchair Out From Under Some Cripples”’;
“Life Lost in Social Security Numbers Game”; “Shame! Death by Regulation and
gther”Social Security Tragedies”; “Witnessing the Worst Thing Social Security Has

one.

These headlines represent only a few of those being seen throughout the country.
Congress passed legislation recently to enable the claimants to financially survive
while they follow the appeals process and hopefully have their benefits restored, but
the new Rulings attempt; to assure that such “horror stories” will not be reversed
by ALJs in the future.

In several areas these Rulings are substantially more restrictive in defining the
elements of disability than the Social Security Act or the Regulations of the Secre-
tary. For example, 20 CFR 404.1520 provides a disabled individual must have a
severe impairment which significantly limits his physical or mental ability to do
basic work activities. SSR 82-55 specifically lists medical conditions that are deemed
to be “not severe” and not expected to produce symptoms of severe and prolonged
pain. Listed impairments include osteoarthritis corroborated by x-ray findings with
symptoms of pain and stiffness of lumbar or cervical spine or major joints and mini-
mal findings on physical examination, traumatic fracture of a vertebral body with
loss of less than 50 percent height of vertebra without significant physical findings
or neurologic abnormalities, excision of lumbar disc with no ongoing significant
motor abnormalities or significant abnormal physical findings, colostomy with
proper function of stoma and nutrition adequately maintained, and IQ of 80 or
greater. The list is blatently arbitrary and artificial, and obviously designed to tight-
en the definition of disability. In effect they require the ALJ to ignore symptoms of
pain, even if significant medical conditions exist, and to ignore court decisions
which require the assessment of pain absent supporting medical evidence.

SSR 82-30 specifically séts out the residual functional capacity which should be
found attendant to specified physiclal conditions. Regulations of the Secretary, 20
CFR 404.1546, specifically provides that the determination of residual functional ca-
pacity rests with the ALJ or the Appeals Council. Application of the previously
mentioned SSR 82-30 results in the determination being made, not by the ALJ who
hears the testimony and reviews the evidence, but by an artificial set of standards
predetermined by some unnamed person who concluded that a claimant with cer-
tain conditions will always have certain capacities. In effect, the Ruling takes from
the ALJ the decisional independence to decide the residual functional capacity.

The above are examples of but a few of the substantive defects in these Rulings.
The issuance of these Rulings is also procedurally defective in that the requirements
of the APA with respect to the publication of Regulations by agencies have been
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ignored. The conversion of the POMS into binding Rulings was accomplished with-
out publication for public comment, as required by the APA, and represents a seri-
ous erosion of the public participation principle.

Advanced copies were sent to the Association for comment. Inadequate time was
given to circulate the proposed Rulings to all officers and members of the Board,
study them, and reply. Additional time was requested but denied. As a result, the
Rulings were published without benefit of any comments or objections the Associa-
tion or the ALJs might have had. Even had the Association been given more time,
the major defect of the procedure in issuing these Rulings was that it deprived the
public of its right to oppose such codifications of policy.

CONCLUSION

The fairness of the appeals process in the Office of Hearings and Appeals has
been seriously compromied by improper pressures for production at the expense of
quality, by improper pressures to deny claims, by enforcement of a policy of nonac-
quiescence in court decisions unfavorable to the SSA, and by issuance of Rulings
which conflict with the Act and Regulations, more strictly define disability, and
reduce the discretion of the ALJs.

The question remains, how do we effectively reverse the trend and restore fair-
ness to the system? The Association for its part has in the past attempted to resolve
the problems by passing resolutions of protest, doing its best to bring to the atten-
tion of the administration the dangerous nature of the management initiatives, and
when all else failed, seeking relief in the United States District Court in Washing-
ton, D.C. The Association attempted to intervene in the MSPB proceedings as a di-
rectly affected party on behalf of all ALJs in HHS, but was denied intervenor status
and permitted only to file a brief as “amicus curiae”. Now it waits for injunctive
relief, which may or may not come soon, if at all. Although these actions by the
Association are burdens willingly carried because of the vital principles at stake it
is unfair to the Association and the individual ALJs to expect them to remedy these
serious problems alone.

Even should the Association be successful in court, there is no guarantee that a
court decree will solve the problem for long. Court decrees have been entered before
but the agency has refused to comply with the dictates of the court decree, or the
specific provisions of the APA, or the official Regulations of the Office of Personnel
Management. For that reason, the Association has offered to provide assistance and
information to various members of Congress who are considering proposing legisla-
tion to create an Administrative Review Commission and other measures to remove
the ALJs from the dominion of the agency and restore to them the ability to per-
form their duties and functions in an atmosphere of decisional independence.

The Association has previously indicated its support for a unified corps concept
that would place all ALJs in one unified corps separate and apart from the agencies
whose cases come before them. On May 12, 1983, Senator Heflin of Alabama intro-
duced Senate Bill S. 1275 and we concur in the objective of that legislation. Senator
Pryor of Arkansas has introduced S. 1911 which is an Administrative Review Com-
mission Bill pertaining only to the Judges in the Department of Health and Human
Services which would establish an independent forum of ALJs in the Department of
Health and Human Services. That Bill would separate the Office of Hearings and
Appeals from the Social Security Administration and redesignate it as an independ-
ent review commission responsible for hearing all DHHS cases. This action would be
consistent with the organizational structure in other agencies utilizing ALJs and
would inclur no additional cost to the government. The status of that proposed legis-
lation is not clear at the time of this presentation, but we have hopes that such
measures will find some support and move forward.

Although the APA exists and there are official Regulations of the Office of Per-
sonnal Management that would seemingly prohibit what is happening, the sad truth
is that the ALJs have no protection. The written provisions of the APA and the
Regulations of the Office of Personnel Management seem to have no effect without
appropriate legislation to establish meaningful enforcement provisions.

In closing, we would urge these Committees to strongly consider immediate legis-
lative action that will fill the need for protection of the decisional independence of
the Administrative Law Judges in the Social Security Administration from further
erosion. It is needed to assure the Administrative Law Judges that they will be
granted the latitude and authority to carry out the duties and responsibilities of
their positions as Administrative Law Judges pending ultimate separation from the
agency.

Documents in support of this statement and referred to herein are attached.
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Thank you for your time and attention today.

AFFIDAVIT OF JERRY THOMASSON, ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE IN CHARGE, ForT
SmrtH, AR

Comes Jerry Thomasson, after being duly sworn upon oath, and states:

1.1 am an Administrative Law Judge employed by the Office of Hearings and Ap-
peals, Social Security Administration, Department of Health and Human Services.

2. I am a member of the Association of Administrative Law Judges within the
Department of Health and Human Services.

3. In my position as Administrative Law Judge, I am also the Administrative Law
Judge In Charge of the Fort Smith, Arkansas, Hearing Office.

4. T have been subject to harassment and intimidation since December 1981. In
December 1981, Don Prezbylinski, a special assistant to Louis.B. Hays, Associate
Commissioner of the Office of Hearings and Appeals, appeared at my office without
notice. He advised me he had been sent by Mr. Hays to conduct an investigation of
the office and further advised me that there would be no peace in the Fort Smith
office until the Administrative Law Judges in the Fort Smith office had satisfied
Martha McSteen, Regional Commissioner of the Dallas Region of the Social Security
Administration, that our reversal rate had been substantially reduced.

5. In January 1982, I was summoned to Washington for “continuing education,”
and while in Washington I was advised by Bill Levere, a management employee of
the Office of Hearings and Appeals, that a reversal rate of 45 to 55 percent was
acceptable and that the reversal rate of the Fort Smith office, and particularly my
reversal rate, was unacceptable.

6. I was again summoned to Washington in May 1982, and during my visit to
Washington I was required to sit in four one week of training with a new class of
Administrative Law Judges. In a conversation with Irwin Friedenberg, Deputy Chief
Administrative Law Judge, Judge Friedenberg stated:

“There must be something wrong in the Fort Smith Hearing Office with so many
people being paid.”

7. From August 17, 1981, until July 1, 1982, I was under 100 percent review by the
Appeals Council. This means that every decision, whether it be an affirmation, re-
versal or dismissal, was reviewed by the Appeals Council. This was subject to Order
EybChief Judge Philip T. Brown. A copy of Judge Brown’s Order is attached as Ex-

1bit 1.

8. On August 27, 1982, I was notified by Judge Brown that I had been removed
from 100 percent review by the Appeals Council and placed under “Bellmon Amend-
ment” review (Exhibit 2). This means that all reversal decisions have been reviewed
by the Appeals Council pursuant to section 304 of Public Law 96-265, commonly
known as the Bellmon Amendment. A copy of this Public Law is attached as Exhib-
it 3. The Bellmon Amendment provided for ongoing review of decisions by Adminis-
trative Law Judges, but the Appeals Council adopted a policy of reviewing only re-
versal decisions wherein the Administrative Law Judge granted benefits to a claim-
ant as opposed to a denial decision issued by an administrative Law Judge. I am
convinced that 100 percent of my reversal decisions have been reviewed by the Ap-
peals Council and my reason for this belief is contained in a memorandum from
Louis B. Hays to all Administrative Law Judges, dated September 24, 1982. A copy
of this memorandum is attached as Exhibit 4. -

9. In October, 1982, I was attending a Management Seminar in Dallas, Texas,
wherein I was told by Harold Adams, Regional Chief Administrative Law Judge,
that “the congressman may be happy with the reversal rate in the Fort Smith
Hearing Office, but I can assure you that no one else is”. In my conversation with
Judge Adams, he indicated that there was serious thought in Washington being
given to closing the Fort Smith Hearing Office.

10. On December 29, 1982, Phillip T. Brown, Chief Administrative Law Judge, di-
rected a letter to me which states:

“As you know, Section 304 of PL 96-265, generally referred to as the Bellmon
Amendment, requires an ongoing review of ALJ decisions. In its review, the AC has
taken its own motion action in a number of decisions you recently issued. Essential-
ly, the problems identified concern or are related to your evaluation of ‘disability’.

“We firmly believe that a system of timely information feedback is an effective
training device to assist an ALJ in mastering claims adjudication policies, proce-
dures, and techniques. You will be contacted in the near future by the Regional
Chief Administrative Law Judge concerning an informational session in which the
identified problems will be discussed. Deputy Chief ALJ Irwin Friedenberg will be
present at the meeting.
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“Our objectives are to provide individual guidance and to improve the overall
quality and consistency of the decision making process. Peer counseling is a funda-
mental part of achieving these goals.”

11. Following the receipt of this document I directed a letter to Judge Brown
asking him for his statutory authority for the “peer counseling” as provided in his
December 29, 1982, letter. To date Judge Brown has not responded although Judge
Brown has received the letter. A copy of the letter, as well as a copy of the return
receipt, are attached hereto as Exhibit 5.

12. On January 10, 1983, I was advised that I will be expected to appear in Dallas,
Texas, on January 19 or January 20, 1983, for the purpose of “peer counseling”, and
the “peer counseling” will be conducted by Regional Chief Administrative-Law
Judge Harold Adams and Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge Irwin Frieden-
berg. I am convinced that the current directive to attend the peer counseling is an
action to harass me and is intended to affect my decisional independence, and the
sole reason is to cause me to allow fewer claims. This violates my decisional inde-
pendence and my rights as provided for by the Administrative Procedure Act as
codified in Title V of the United States Code.

This statement is given me on this 11th day of January, 1983.

JERRY THOMASSON,
Administrative Law Judge.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 11th day of January, 1983.

CaTHy A. Hicks,
Notary Public.

My commission expires July 8, 1990.
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ToJUL 29 188
Office of the Chief Administrative Law Judge

Appeals Council Review of ALJ ﬁecisions--ﬁ&]lON

Administrative Law Judge in Charge "
Administrative Law Judges
Fort Smjth Hearing Office

During the visit of the Deputy Chief Administrative Law Judge in
December 1980, collectively you advised him that you would consider
Appeals Council review of your decisions an appropriate manner in
which your adjudicatory practices could be evaluated. The Appeals
Council, effective August 17, 1981, will review 311 decisions of
ALJs in the Ft. Smith office. ’ .

Effective for decisions issued August -17, 1981 and until further notice

.. you should begin the folldwing procedures to effect this process:

Forward all (i.e., Dismissals, Affirmations, Partial
or Fully Favorable Allowances) claim files with
cassettes to: B

Office of Hearings and Appeals
Social Security Administration
Post Office Box 1207
Arlington, Yirginia 22210

.

o .

You .can be assured that your decisions will be handled expeditiously
and that any delay in effectuating a favorable decision will be held
to a minimum. -

IR
° . . Philip T. Brown
Chief Administrative Law Judge
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Fl.(:m: Chief Administrative Law Judge

)

Subject:  Ongping Review Directed by Section 304(g) of P.L.. 96-265 -- ACTION

To: Jerry K. Thomasson
: Administrative Law Judge In-Charge
Fort Smith, AR

PURPOSE

This is to advise you of new procedures to follow in referring your cases to
Central Office for review. Effective September 1 and until further notice,
you should forward only your reversal decision cases involving titie 1l and concurrent
_ disability issues to the Office ‘of Appraisal for review under the Bellmon Amendment.
* All other types of reversal cases, as well as affirmation and dismissal cases
should be processed routinely, in accordance with the OHA Handbook instructions.

The following instructions should be followed by your staff in releasing all

your favorable title I and concurrent cases involving the issue of disability.
These instructions apply only to disability issue reversal cases. if disability

was not at issue in the hearing decision, for example, if workmen's compensation
offset or entitiement of a dependent child whose entitlement was not contingent
on his/,her being disabled, etc., was the issue in the decision, that case should
not be Feferred to OHA. :

INSTRUCTIONS

1.  Partially and fully favorable title Il and concurrent disability issue cases
are to be processed in the normal manner-through the issuance and mailing
of the hearing decision.

2. The case control instructions outlined in the OHA Case Control System
Manual for the posting of the HA-670 control card and the 55A-672 coding
sheet will be followed in these cases; enter location code 5950 in "CTT"

on both the control card and the coding sheet on the 335 action. Location
code 5950 will flag the Case Control System that the case has been selected
for Bellmon review. (Note: ln some concurrent cases; a reversal decision
may be issued on only one part. Follow the sbove inswuction for both
Earts). All cases referred to Central Office for this review, must include
the appropriate copies of the HA-670 .control card in the claim file(s).
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3. Hearing cassetles are Lo reinain with the claim folder in the cassette
cenvelope for all cases referred Lo Central Office for this review. The
cassetle(s) are to be placed in the title I folder in concurrent cases.
(AMSARS procedures now being piloted experimentally in selected locations
will not apply in these instances). The cassette(s) must be sent with
the claim file.

D

4.. Routing of title Il only cases: A form HA-5051 is to be stapled to the outside
" of the claim folder directing it to its normal effectuating component. On top of
this route slip (HA-5051) to the effectuating component, staple a form HA-505
directing the clain folder to OHA, P.O. Box 1207, Arlington, VA 22210.

5. . Rauting of concurrent cases: The two claim folders are to be split and
set-up for release in the normal manner, with appropriate photocopies
placed in the SSI folder. Prepare a form HA-5051 for each folder, directing

- it to the proper effectuating component, and staple it to that folder.

‘Use rubber bands to keep both the title Il and SSI folders together with
the title Il folder on top for sending to CO. Please do not staple them.
Prepare a route slip, form HA-50S, directing the combined files to OHA,
P.O. Box 1207, Arlington, VA 22210, and staple it on top of the HA-505]
to the effectuating component on the title II file. Release the files Logether
as indicated above to Central Office. Further routing to the appropriate
effectuating components will be done, based on your pre-prepared HA-
5051 route slips.

6. The person(s) in the office responsible for releasing the folders will complete
a HO/ALJ Report (see copy atlached) for each case or group of cases
he/she is referring to OHA. Care should be taken to make sure that
these reports are legible. Please supplement the attached forms with
photocopies until you receive a printed supply. The HO/ALJ Report
is to be released at the same time the folder or folders are released.
The HO/AL 3 Report is-to be mailed to: OHA, Office of Appraisal, Attn:
Margie David, P.O. Box 1207, Arlington, VA 22210. The envelope should
carry a DO NOT OPEN IN MAILROOM annotation. A HO/ALJ Report
should accompany every case or group of cases mailed to CO.

7. All applicable cases and HO/ALJ Repoils referred to above must be
forwarded immediately upon release of the decision. If several decisions
are reledsed at the same time, then those' cases may be grouped for mailing
on the same day. Otherwise, do not hold a case for group mailing to
Central Office, send it alone with a report.

8.  Post decision correspondence’is Lo be handled in accordance with present
instructions.

1 appreciate your cooperation in this matter. If you have agy questions regarding
these instructions, please contact Margie David at FTS 235-i814.

‘ kray -
Q‘Au.fr, li £¢u.u_m
Philip T, Brown

"Attachment

cc:
RCALJ
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141 In any case in which any peersun who as of Decendier 33, 1958, is ntitled 10
feteive pension under section 523, 531, or 542 of title 36, United States Code, or
under seetion Wb of the Veterans' Pension Aet of 1959, elects fin accordance with .-
cubniection (3X1) or (0F2), ue sppropriste) befure October 1, 1979, to reccive prnsion
under such seclion as an offect after Decermnber 3), 1978, the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs shal) pay 1o such person an aimouni ¢gual 1o the amount by which
the nmount of jwnsion benehits sucrpcrson would have received had such clection -
Ywen made on January 1, 1979, exceeds the amount of pension benefite actually paid
to such person for the period beginning on Janvary 1, 1979, and ending on the date
preceding the date of such clection.

{e) Whenever there is an increase under subsections (aX3) and (bX4) in the annual
income limilations with respect 1o persons being paid pension under subseetions
(aX%2) #nd (bX3), the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs shall publish such annual
income limitations, as increased pursuant (o such subsections, in the Federal Regis-
ter at the same time as the material required by section 215(iX2)D) of the Social
i«rurily Act is published by reason of a etermination under seetion 215() of such

ct. :

{Internal Re rerences.—Social Security Act §1133(aX1) cites § 306 of the Veterans'
and Survivors' Pension Improvement Act of 1978 and Social Security Act §215(X4)
has a foolnote referring to this public Jaw.] .

SOCIAL SECURITY DISABILITY AMENDMENTS OF 1980
P.L. 96-265, Approved June 9, 1980 (94 Stat. 441)

Sec. 1. [42 U.S.C. 1305 note] This Act may be cited as the “'Social Security
Disability Amendments of 1980, . T :

Sec. 201, * ° ° -
te) [42 U.S.C. 1382h note] The Secretary shall provide for separale accounts with
respect 1o the benefils payable by reason of the amendments made by subsections

. (a) snd (b) so as to provide for evaluation of the effects of such amendments on the

programs esiablished by titles 11, XV1, XIX, and XX of the Social Security Act.

. . 0 0 . . ‘ . “

Sec. 304, ° ° °

{g) [42 US.C. 421 note] The Secretary of Health and Buman Scrvices shall
implement a program of reviewing, on %is own motion, dicisions rendered by
administrative Jaw judges as a result of hearings under seclion 2214d) of the Social
Security Act, and shall report to the Congress by January 1, 1982, on his prugress.

. . . . . . .

(i) [42 U.S.C. 42],note] The Secrclary of Health and Human Services shall
<ubmil {o the Congrést by July 1, 1480, a detailed plan on how he expecls 1o 2rsume
the functions and operations of a State disabilily determination unit when this
becomes necessary under the amendments made by this section, and how he intends
to meel the requirements of seclion 221(bX3) of the Social Security Act. Such plan
chould assume the vninlerrupted operation of the disability determination function
2nd the utilization of the best qualified personnel fo carry oul such function. I any
amendment of Federal Jaw or regulation is required 10 carry out such plan, recom-
mendations for such amendment should be included in the report. .

. . Py . ° .

TIME LIMITATIONS FOR ‘DECISIONS ON BENERT CLAIMS

Sgc. 308, [12 USC. 401 nate] The Secretary of Health anéd Human Services shall
cubmit 1o the Congress, no later than July 1, 1280, 2 report recommending the
establishment of appropriate time limitations governing decisions on claims for

‘Tlenefits under title 11 of the Social Security Act. Such report shall specifically

recommend— L
(1) the maximum period of time (after application for 2 payment under such

title 3¢ filed) within which the initial decision of the Secretary 25 fo the rights of
the applicant should be made;
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"Associzte Commissioner
Office of Hearings and Appeals

Description of the Bellmon Own-Motion Review Program ~ INFORMATION

All Administrative Law Judges

The purpese of this memarandum is to provide you with an overview of the
2ellmcn review as it is now functioning end the results of the review.

The ongoing review of hearing decisions under the Bellmon Amendment is
intended to promote greater consistency and accuracy by identifying and .
correcting those decisions that do not comply with the applicable provisions

of the law, regulations and Rulings. Under the Bellmon review program,

the Appeals Council, on its own motion, formally reviews ALJ decisions that

do not appear to be correct and, where the decision is incorrect, either reverses
the ALJ's decision or remands the case to the ALJ for further proceedings.

(For a more complete description of the procedures used by the Appeals Council,
see Social Security Ruling 82-13 published in the January 1982 compilation .

of the Rulings.) This program results from Congressional concerns about .
the high overall percentage of ceses sllowed at the hearing level, the wide
varience in allowance rales among individual ALJs, the fact that only ALJ
decisions denying benefits were generally subject to further review, and the
inconsistencies noted in decision-making at the different adjudicatory levels.

The initial phase of the pre-effectuation ongoing review progrem, which started
October 1, 1981, was limited 1o approximately seven and one-half percent

of all Title I and Title TI/XVI concurrent disability allowance decisions issued

by a group of hearing offices (HOs) and individual ALJs selected on the besis

of allowance rates of 70 percent or;higher, and 74 percent or higher, respectively.
Allowance rates were used as the besis for selecting the initial review group, =
both because of Congressional intent and because studies had shown that
deeisicns in thic group would be the most likely to contain errors which would
otherwise go uncorrected. Rather than reviewing all disability allowance
decisions produced by these HOs/ALJs, a decision wes made to review half

of the group's allowance decisions in order to increase the total number of

ALJs under review and thereby enhance the overall effectiveness of the review.
The initial selection procedure was designed to yield a group of hearing decisions
for review which were likely to be among the most error prone end thus to

make the most efficient use of resources while correcting thg greatest number

of faulty hearing decisions.

35-455 0 - 84 - 7
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.2n ApFil 1, the Ecilmon revicWiees enlargzd 1o ineluse 15 peres Wof ALI
disebility a.l]o: ence decisions, and the cuse sclection eriteria for the Selinon
program were redesign2d and expended. Under this expansion, the group

of ALJs selected on the basis of high slowence rates is just one of scveral
components of the review. A national random sample of ALJ allowances,

without regard to any ALJ's allowance rate, now &ccounts for 25 percent g
of the lota] reviewed cases. The expanded Bellmon review also includes cases/
identified and referred to the Appeals Council by the Office of Disability
Operations (ODO). In addition, a review of decisions from new ALJs is included
in the program. One other change has been to remove entire hearing cffices v
from the review.

The following is § summary of the four aspects of the Bellmon review:

o Random Sampie - A raticnai random s.amp.e of allowance decisions
accounts for 25 percent of the Belmon cases. These cases are
randomly sclected and sent to OHA from ODO prior to effectuation.
Data from this part of the Bellmon review is especially important
as a baseline for comparison with information from the review
of individual ALJs. 1t is also an important means of providing
feedback on the quality of decisions to all ALJs and will aid in
identifying areas where pf)licy clarification or training is needed.

o New AlJs - The decisions from new ALJs are reviewed until it
is determined that easch ALJ's work is satisfactory. Tii-r:sica
of new ALJs is useful in determining the effectiveness of the
4 1J treining program, and it enebles.us to take remedigl action,
if necessary, at the most opportune stage in an AlJs developjnent.

° ODO Protests - Disability examiners in ODO are reviewing a sample
. of ALJ ellowances pnor to effectuation as part of a pilot project.
e g‘.:sab\llty examiner believes there is a substantive disability
issue in the case which does not comport with the lew and regulations,
the claim file is referred to OHA and mede part of the Bellmon
review. The Appeals Council follows stendard procecures in deciding
whether or not to take own motion.

o Individual ALJs - During the initial-phase of the ongoing review,
- data were dollzcted on own moticn rates {ihe fre y that the

Appeals Council tekes action to correct an ALJ decsnon) Besed
on these data, ALJs are divided into four groups — those on 100 percent
review, 75 percent review, 50 percent-review and 25 percent review.
Generally, as ALJs' own motion‘rates decline, their level of review
‘also decreases. Continuing modifications are made in the group
of ALJs under review &and the level of review for individual ALJs.
One hundred-six ALJs are included in this portion of the Bellmon /
revnew.

.. . N



+:though the ellowence rate is the besis for stleetion of individul 2 12z for
hat portion of the review, this faclor receives no consideration in de!zrmining
whather t~ *emove ALJs from review. Decisional accuracy is the sole crit
which we have defined as a five percent own motion rate for three consecutive
months. In other words, an ALJ with an extremely high allowsnce rate couid V-
be remnoved from the Bellmon review if his or her decisions are correct. :

Through September 1, we have reviewed 10,560 allowance decisions. The
own motjon rate for all of these cases is 12.1 percent. However, the rotes
vary significantly depending on' the category of the review. The highest ownV
motion rate, 50.7 percent, exists in the ODO protests. The next highest cutcgory
is the group of individual-ALJs, 14.2 percent. These rates are contrasted

" by the rates for the new ALJs, 7.5 percent and the random sample, 5.7 percent.

While the figures cited above are based on the cases where the Appeals Council
has completed its action, there are a substuntial number of coses pending

where the Appeals Council's support staf{{ has recommended that the Council

take corrective action and such action has not yet been taken. Since our .
experience has shown that about 35 percent of these recommendations ultimately
result in either reversals or remands at the AC leve), it is noteworthy that

the overall "recommended” own motion rate is approximately six and one-

half percent higher than the actual own motjon rate. - ’

1n addition to own motion rates, we also maintain infor mation regurding the
overall percentage of defective ceses. A case is considered defective if the
decision contains some type of deficiency —,improper besis for. disobility
conclusion, failure to follow sequential evaluation, improper Guestioning of

&n expert witness, ete. — yet reaches an ultimately correct conclusion that

the claimant is disabled. Through September 1, the overall defect rate was
47.6 percent, with the varjous category percentages as follows: ODO protests

- 91.0 percent; random sample - 52.7 percent; individual ALJs - 49.7 percent;
and new ALJs - 30.5 percent. Although the majprity of these decisions did

. not contain deficiencies so severe that an own motion action wes recommended,
the Social Security Regulations are not being correctly applied in many instances.

An essential requirement to ensure the success of the Bellmon review program -
is to provide a companion system for providing Teedback on the results of

the review. While the information we obtain from the review is very helpful

in guiding cur tiaining and continuing educetien offorts, I believe there must

be a more individualized process for those ALJs in the individual category.

Such & system is now being implemented. The purpese of the feedback system
is to advise affected ALJs of decisional wesknesses and to provide a mechunism
for achieving long term improvement.
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‘Under ihe first stuge of the feedbuck systein the Chief Adininistrative Law B
“Judge (CALJ) will send a memorandum 1o the eppropriate Regional Chief
zdministrative Law Juége (RCALJ) enclosing & brief outline of the particular
problems found in the decisions of that ALJ. Also enclesed will be sumimaries

of saveral ceses reviewed by the Appeals Council on its own motion with

supporting documentation. The RCALJ, together with Deputy Chiefl Adininistrative
Lew Judge Irwin Priedenberg on occasion, will meet with the ALJ involved

10 discuss the problems reported and review steps that can be taken to improve

‘the accuracy of his or her decisions. -

Thereafter, a further review of the ALJ's decisions will be undértaken for
_three months to determine if there has been improvement. If no change has
‘occurred the CALJ may either request additional counselling through. the
RCALJ or authorize speciel training in the ragion or in Central Office. If
there is still no measurable improvement other steps will be considered.

Initially, because of staffing limitations, fecdback will be limited to those
individual ALJs who are included in the 100 percent review group. As the
system progresses, all ALJs remaining in the individual group will be included
in this process.

N

.
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Lo of Hoatings & l;;.m als
€16 Gatrison Building, Rouin 203
Fourt Smith, Arkansas 724901

January 3, 1983

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Philip T. Brown

Chief Administrative Law Judge
Office of Hearings and Appeals .
P. O. Box 2518 .
Washington, D. C. 20013

-

Re: SGRI dated Dec. 29, 1982

Dear Judge Brown:

Will you pleaée advise your legal’ authority for my proposed

peer counselling.

Sincerelyi)
- -7
. e (N
, - Y .
7 7Y e e e an
. Jerry Thomasson

Administrative Law Judge

cc: .

Harold G. Adezms, Regional .Chief
Administrative Law Judge
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.ot

(CONSULT POSTIMASTER FOR FEES)

?_. ARTICLE ADDRESSED TO: Philip T Bro\
Chief, Admin. Law Judge,OHA
P. O. Box 2518 )
Washington, D.C. 20013
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{Always obizin siznature of sddrecs=e or agent)
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MAR 30 1992

NOTE 10 TUR VILE . é

SUBJECT: Bellaon Feedback Meetiang - 3{30/82
i

!
The participants at the mecting ogreed thut the feodbock to the administrative
luw Judgus cuncurnlog the cosulis of Boellmon review of thelr lndividuul

declslons would be Lln threo phusus upproxlmutely cach quurtoer.

Phase 1 - This would be a wemurandum prepared by OA amd concurred Ln by
0AO for the CALJ signaturc to the RCALS pertalnlng to an
individual ALJ decision review cesults. The rusults reported
would be daveluped by an OA analyst analyses of the lndlvldunli
ALJ profile (remand orders and decisions aw well as defects
discusacd in QR Forms contotised lo the (ndlviduul ALJ filu).

The mcmorandum uo;‘ld request the RCALJ to counsel the Llndividual
ALJ ln accordunce with the Assoclate Cummlssloner's assignment of
counsellnyg responsiblilitles and request that the CALJ be advised
whun the counsol lng sess loas were cunducted amd coupliceted.  Lacry
Tobin 18 to develop a sample memorandum concerning a Region X
ALJ to bo forwurded la draft tu the RCALJ Ruglon X for review and
cozment. ‘

Phuse 2 - Approximotely one culendur quarter after the Inltial memorandum
;eqﬁaating RCALJ counseling, the Lndl.vic;ual ALJ Bellmon review
results would be ravieved agaln to determlne any changed behavior.
Assuning no changed behavior, the OA would prepare a memorandum
to the CALJ stating the previous actions concerning the particular
ALJ and the results of that counseling; OA would recommend that the
CALJ undertake corrective actiocn by either repeated counseling or

. individusl ALJ training at Central Oﬂi@:é‘;‘b

DOCUMENT NO. 1 (2 pages)
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Phase 3 - Lo the calendar quarter subsequent to lwplemeatatlon of Phase 2,
ussuming ao changed behavior on the pact ol the fndlvidual ALY,
UA would initlate o wemorandum to the CALS recoummendlng chat the
{u.: flle be turned over to the O0fflice of Speclal Counsul for

administrative processing through OPM for appropriate action.

L . Ogden
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Date:

From:

Subject:

To:

/
DOCUMENT NO. 2- (12 pages)

/

é‘ DEPAIiTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES
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Social Security Administration

Roforto:  SGRI Memorandum .

/

APR 30 1982

Director, Office of
Appraisal

Waork Group Report on Feedback of Bellmon Review Data to Targeted AL Js
(€5-11-20-380) -- DECISION .

Mr. Louis B. Hays

Aasociate Commissioner
Office of Heurmgu und Appeals
Through. ES

PURPOSE

To dovolop a progran for feeding back data derived from the Bellmon review
of targeted AL Ja.

BACKGROUND

On November 20, 1981, OA forwarded a proposal that individual, computer-
genuratod roports suinmarizing the results of the Aellinon review be prepared
manthly and diasorninated to each targeted ALJ. The proposal was circulated
among approperiate cornponents. Comments were received from OAQO, OPP,
0SC, OF A, AC, CALJ, and Mr. friedenberg. With the exception of the

AC, reaction to our proposed report was negative.

The gist of the criticism was that the computer generated reports were

too genoralizad eand impersonal. Because of the adverse reaction to our
proposal, it was withdrown in @ memorandum dated January 27, 1982. Instead,
we proposed the formation of a work group consisting of representatives

from OA, OAQ, OPP and OF A to study the matter of feedback and report

to you with recammendationa.

Spocifically, tho work gruup was Lo inuke recoimmendutions on whethoer we
should: 1) have a direct feedback report to each AL J targeted for review;

2) issue individualized Beilmon review reports only to the CALJ and/or RCALJs
or ALJICs to be usad in conjunction with other materials for peer counselling,
training or other informational purposes; or 3) adopt some other feedback
system.

The wark group has comploted its study of the feedback question. What
follows is a discussion of tho group's findings.
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NISCUSSION

From the outset, the group's concentration centered on a feedback system
which will meet the following gosis: 1) it must provide information which

is sufficiently specific and personalized to be of value; 2) it should facilitate
the offorts of persons charged with responasibility for improving the quality
and consistency of the decisional process; and 3) it must make maximum

use of Central Office resources available for feedback purposes.

Gool L: Specific and Personalized Fecdhack System

The work group reasonad that reports detailing the findings froin the Bellmon
roview of targeted AL Js were a necessary starting point for the feedback
system, and that the information contained in these reports would have to

be clear, concise and reflective of the actual review process. The group

folt, however, that summary lists of data, by reason of their appearance,
comploxity and contant, would distract the reader from the main purpose

of the report - to coinmunicate sufficiently specific information to be of value.

Computer generated reports displaying numeric representations directed

to individual AL s, aven with an element of written explanation, were feit
to be inappropriato for fecdback purpases. The concern was uxpressed that
the cornputar reports would be scanned whon received and then filed away
without thero being uny real cognizance of the problems revealed. Although
the computer reports could be individualized in that specific ALJs and case
SSN's would be included, it was thought that the impersonal nature of data
prosontud in this way would lirnit its ilnpuct.  The group felt that circulation
of comnputer reports should be limited to Central Office.

The group agreed that an analytical memorandum was preferable to coinputer
reports as the principal means for feeding back Bellmon inforination. The
memorandum could then discuss selected cases with descriptions of primary

and repeated deficiencies found in review of these cases. Each selected

cuse could also be analyzed in terms of the facts and issues involved and

the reasons behind the AC's action. Deficiencies would be discussed in the
context of the particular caso involved. The reader would know in just what
way an AL J's decision deviated from law, regulation or SSA policy or procedure.

To personalize the fecdback mechanisin, the work group adopted the suggestion
that a single memorandum be prepared to discuss a specific ALJ's perforinance.
If three AL Js are involved, three memaranda would be prepared.

Concision in the dum was also discussed. [t was thought that too

nuch dotail or too lengthy an analysis could detract froin the inain points
which are to be extracted by the reader. The work group felt, therofore,
that only selected casos should be covared and deficiency inforination limited
to inajor points or invalve areas in which repeated difficulties have been
notod. To aid the readar, though, copies of the particular AL J's decisions
and the Appeal Council's resnand order or decision would be attached to

the memorandum. .
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Goal 2: Facilitate Improvements in Qusality and Consistency

Your memorandum of January 6, 1982, to all RCAL Js placed the burden
upon them to “carry out the prograinmatic respensibilities of improving
the quality and consistency of the decisional process . . . " The work
group felt that, in view of this charge, the RCAL Js were the logical choice
to receive the feodback mermeranda.

{nstead of aundmg memoranda to individual AL Js and, in effect, hoping for
improvarments in perforinance basod upon the strength of the memoranda
themselves, RCAL Js would be given the supporting documentation and raqulred
to take an active role to improve the quslity of the decision making process.
RCAL Js would be asked to counsel the cited AL Js on the problems uncovered
in the Bellmon review and to report back the date of the session and an
assesarnent of the cffectiveness of the counseliing. Also, RCALJs are well
placed to close the feedback loop. The group expects that the inforration

fad back to Central Office will contribute to our efforts Lo improve

field performance and efficiency. The work group is strongly of the opinion
that direct RCALJ invalvment will heighten the chances of effecting real
improvaeinents in perforinance. (See Tab A for a sample of a comnpleto feedback
memorandum.)

Because the work group concluded that a continuing procesé was necessary,
it devisad a threo staged fecdback systom.

Stage 1 is the initial inemnorandum covering a particular AL J's performance.
Stage 2 would involve a re-examination of the Bellmon/GR results as a ineans
to gauge an individual AL J's progress. Stage 3 would be utilized where
probleins parsiat.

Stage 1 hes already beon discussed abave.

Undor Stage 2, the duta would be roviewed thres inonths from the date of
the Stage | mernorandum. If no improvement were seen, the CALJ would
be 30 advised by memorandum. Additional action through aither repeated
counseiling or individual training of the ALJ by the CALJ, the RCALJ or
the Appeals Council will be recommended. lf, after another quarter elapses
from the date of this memorandum and the Bellmon/GR data still showed
no measurable improvernent, Stage 3 procedures would come into action.

The Stage 3 memorandum, also to the CALJ, would document the continuing
problems and the reinedies taken. [t would recommend to the CALJ that

tha AL J's file be forwarded to the OSC for appropriate measuyres to be taken.
It would be left to the CAL J's discretion oxactly what those measures will
be.

Goal 3: Making Maximum Use of Central Office Resources

The various memaoranda to be prepared under the threc atages of the feedback
systermn would be prepared by OA for the CAL J's signature. The work group
felt that OA waa the logicat point for originating the memoranda because

“it is closest to the data.
t..-F‘s. %_- -
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The work group considered OA resources aqumst the type of ineinorandum
thought necessary for feedback, particularly in Stage 1, and the number

of targeted AL Js potentially invalved. It was thought that feedback should
be limited at first to anly thosa Al Js whose work is currently undergoing
100 parcent review (rather than the standard 50 percent review) and such
other AlLJs as are added to the 100 percent raview. Initially then, resources
would ba focusad on our maost deficiency prone Al Js. Presently, 16 ALJs
aro under 100 percent review. A list of theso AL Js is included at Tab B.

After the three atage progran, if it gousa that far, is coinplate for the first

group of AL Js, stago 1 meinoranda will be preparod for the next level of

raview - 75 percent. At present there aro 20 AL Js at the 75 percent level

of roview. After this graup is comnpleted, the 50 percent and then the lower

review lovel AL Js will be handlod. By oddressing targeted AL Ja in this manner,

the group expects that evantually all ALJs will have been the topic of individualized
feedback mamoranda. !n the meantime, of course, targeted Al Js will he

recoiving fesdback in the forin of Appools Council remnand orders and decisions,
Also, RCAL Js will be raceiving copies of OA's quarterly QR/Belimon reports

which will summarize deficiencies broken down by regions.

Tho work group expucts that this "cyclo” will have to continuo as long
as thero is a targeted review.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Tho work gruup rocoimimends that a threo tiered feedback systemn be adopted.
The first tier, or stage, centers around an OA prepared memaorandum pointing
out significant and/or continuing problems in an AL J's decisions uncovered

in the Bellmon review. The rmemorandum would describe the problems in

the context aof the octual cases reviewed. A single mermarandum will be
prepared for each individual ALJ involved. The mernorandum will then be
sent to the sppropriata RCALJ and peer counselling will be requested. The
rosults of the counsalling will then be fod back to Central Office. Thesa
mermoranda will be issued through and ovor the signature of the CALJ.

. Because of OA's limited resources, only those AL Js subject to a 100 percent
revisw under Bellmon will initially be selected for feedback. Thess ALJs  °
are known to be the most deficiency prone, so correction would yiold the
greatest immediate payoff. As ALJs are added to the 100 percunt review,
feedback memoranda will be prepared for them.

A follow-up on the AL Js will be conducted under Stage 2. The review of
Bellmon/QR data during the quarter following the date of the Stage 1 memorandum
will reveal whether any progress has been mads and, as a side benefit, whether
pesr counssiling really is effective, If the sought for improvements are

not saon, the CAL J will be involved directly. At this point more counselling

might be undertaken or individual ALJ training in Central Office might

be prefarred. The courss of action ulacled will be upthe CALJ. If, after

another quarter elapses, there is still no impr ) sterner es

through the OSC will be rocommendsd (Stage 3). Agam, the decision will

be laft to the CAL .
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When the initial group of ALJs completes the three stage program, other
groups of ALJs, prioritized by the percentage of cases reviewed under the
targeted Bellmon review, will be included in the feedback program until
memoranda has been prepared on all ALJs. In the meantime, all ALJs will
receive mplu of Appeals Council remand orders and decisions. RCALJs
will receive copies of OA's quarterly QR/Bellmon reports. The feedback
system will continue as long as there is a targeted revicw.

The work group believes that this feedback system is sufficiently {lexible
to achieve measurable improvements in the quality and consistency of the
decisional products of individual ALJs.

ADDENDUM

We, of course, support the work group's recominendation and {irinly believe

in the need for an individualized approach to correct the deficient decisional
behavior of our most error-pronc ALJs. Nevertheless, we are concerned

that the limited coverage provided by the system elfectively cuts off RCALIs
from valuable information concerning the majority of the ALJs targeted

Lor review,

In their preliminary reactions to the work group's proposal, Mr. Friedenberg
and OAQ cchoed this concem. (Their comments are included at Tab C.)
OAO also mentioned the passidility that computer generated reports could
serve a limited role in the {cedback system.

OAO's suggestion appears to be somewhat supportive of our first {eedback
proposal in which computer reports were to be sent directly to ALJs. Rather
than make a formal proposal now discussing the uses of computer reports

as a feedback tool, we would prefer to study the rmatter further and prepare
another paper on the subjcct once we have some experience with the new
quality review f{ormns.

DECISION

The feedback systeﬁwy{hmd above will be xmplemmted. / |
APPROVE J |
DISAPPROV 32 AC < 4‘ »

CONCURRENCE . - r.«:t( a‘]"'t '
AC: Concur Date A' \

‘ AtTe ~A
CALd: Concur
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Page 6
Mr. Friedenberg: Concur Nonconcur __ Date -
See Tab
oPP: Concur Nonconcur Date
See Tab __ —
QA Concur Nonconcur . Date -
See Tab
OFA: Concur Nonconcur Date
Sec Tab
0sC: Concur __ Nonconcur _. Date -
See Tab

g, L1, 7"' OP-

4,‘ vi J. Ogden

TAB A - Sample of Feedb andm
TAB B - Sixteen ALJs Presemly Under 100 Percent Review
TAB C - Comments [rom Mr. Friedenberg and OAQ




TAY A
SGRI
Chicef Administrative
Law Judge
Bellnon Review Feedback Report = ATTION
Regional Chicel Administrative

Law Judge
Region:

The review of AL _ _reversal decisions has uncovered significant
problems affecting decisionul quality wid accuracy. IFor the quarter ending
e percent of this ALJ's reversal decisions have been reviewed
by the Appeals Council on its own motion. Attached are brief analyses ol

a select group of these cuses, topether with a copy of the hearing decision

and the Appcals Council's remnand order or decision, as approprisic.

It is requested that you schedule an individual counselling session with this
ALJ to discuss correction of the probleis. i identificd. Please schedule the
SC55i0n as S00N ds iy Praclicable und wdvise ine by meinorandurm as Lo the
date you met with the ALJ. 1 am also interested in your assessiacnt of the
likely cllccts of the counselling. :

Qur vbjective is to nprave the qualily and consistency of the decision imaking

_ process. Peer counsclling is a fundatiental part ol achieviny this goal.
Your full and timely cooperation in this inatter will be appreciated.

Ptotlip T. Brown

Attachment



Analysis of Bellmon Review Results - ALJ:
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Claimant: John Doe - 000-00-GuLU

in this case, the ALJ did nut evaluste the medical evidence i has decision,
He inerely sununarized cerain aspects of e evidence and raade lus
conclusion. Pain was an elemoent in his decision, but he neither exarmined
the record for support of his conclusion that pain was severe nor made
formal findings on the credibility of testimony. The ALJ allowed this
case, [inding that the claiimant's ilpainnent "inects or equals” the

listing. He did not specily a particular listing or indicate whether

a listing was met or cqualled.

The Appeals Councal reviewed this case on ity own notion, Despite:

the: abuenio: Gl o medical Suisvanenl L U Clarnent's oty to L,

work related acuvities, the AC concluded that the evidence did establish
an RFC for light work. The AC [ound no basis to support the allegations
ol severe pain or that pain of o magnitude necessary o impair the
clainant was established by the record. 1t [ound no substantial evidence
to support the ALJ's conclusion that the listings were met or vqualled.
The AC reversed the ALJ based on Rule 20217,

Clasnant: Paul Sinith = 111-11-1111 (Deceased)

The ALJ allowed this case on the strength of the decedent's wile's
testitnony that the decedent’s bapairtnent precluded SGA prior to
3131777, the date the carnings requircrnents were last inct. He again
did not evaluate the mnedical evidence. Instead, he increly suinmariced
it briclly; but, he did point out that the inerthical evidence did not disclose
o digggnosed nopaicinent wiil 1979 11 shwould Le noted that neither

the ALJ's cationale nor his decisional basis of an inability o engage

in SGA, strictly conforms to the provisions of the sequential evaluation.’
The ALJ did not go through the individual steps of disability cvaluation.
He didnot resolve the question ol REC per P15 Nu, 605 nor did I
consider the excriional and mental requirernents of the decedent's

past relevant work. He also did not consider the vocational rules.

The Appeals Council reviewed s Case on its own motion and reversed
the decision on the record. The AC found no substantial evidence

L support the ALJ's conclusion. The AC found no evidence of 4 severe
inpairment on or before the date last net.

Clasnant: Bl Kdwards, - 222-222-2222

In this cuse, the AL again allowed on the basis of "incels or [N IR
the listing. Asin case number 1, L did ot specily a particular Listnyg
or indicate whether the istings were, 1 (act, inct of ceualled,

The ALJ's analysis in this cuse was somewhat bettee than in the two
cases listed above. Specilic medical repurts were cited by exhibit
number, but the ALJ did not analyze the inedical {indings. The Appeals
Council did analyze the findings on own motion and reversed the ALJ.
The evidence, including that mentioned by the ALJ in his decision,
clearly catablished an abdity, W perlori light work. The AC reversed
under Rule 202,21. ':;',"-30
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Tab B
Avg. Number Number Cumulative Own Motion
of Reversala to be Own Motian Rate for
Per Month Reviewed Rateg - Oee. & Jan,
AL - 100% Review
7.8 7.8 11.1 40.0
24.3 24.3 28.6 37.5
213 213 40,7 . 41,7
22.5 22,5 20.0 35.0
3.3, 33 20.0 33.3
2.8 27.8 37.1 45.0
12,3 12,3 23.5 37.5
20.5 20.5. 25.0 62.5
19.5 19.5 33.3 35.7
20.5 205 . 26.1 57.1
. 353 35.3 32.0 31.5
10.3 10.3 11.1 40.0
11,3 113 41.7 - 50.0
146.8 16.8 . 15.0 43.0
. 26.8 26.0 22,7 2.1,
22,0 22.0 20.0 i 2.}
301.5 301.5

T ey e i ;e e -

35-455 0 - 84 - 8
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Macad 24, e

NOTE _TO JAY OGDEH

FROM: [R%IN FRIEDEMBERG. DIRECTOR,
FICLD TRAINING INITIATIVE STAFF

SUBJECT: Uellmon Review Fuedbuck

I believe your proposal is o quod First step in developing o meaningful
feedback system fur targeled ALY's uider Lhe Belluwon revicw. loviever,

1 quest?or’n whether Lhe initial group should be Vimited to the 16 ALJ's
subjectM002 review. Under your plan it will be nearly one year Lefore
the next level of ALY’y (Lhose under 758 review) would recerve cuunseling,
[ dun't Lhink this is acceptable and suygyes L you include a greoter

number of ALJ's in the initial yu arvund. .

|

/ P
Lrain Friudcnberglo/-'
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<L .
_/é- DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Social Security Adminias l‘
AR | i - .
.
T Memorandi
oa: UL 61982

from:  Associate Commissinier
Office of Hearinas and Appeals

Subject: SES Performance Plan

To: Mr. Paul B. Sicmons
Deputy Commissfoner
Programs and Policy-

I am propnsing that the standard under thé first objective of my performance
plan be changed. The standard currently reads:

“Take vigorous steps to substantially achieve the OMS goal of
40 dispositions per ALJ by the end of FY 82, including hiring
additional support staff, obtaining 1mproved word processing
and other necessary equipment and improving hearing office
efficiency through innovation and realigning work flow and
organization.”

The OMS goal of 40 dispo;itions was predicated. in writing, upon obtaining a
budget amendment that would allow us to increase the support staff to ALJ.
ratio to 5 to 1 during this fiscal year. As you know, the budget amendment
was not approved. Furthermore, the hiring freeze that was in effect for mucl:
of the year slowed us down in fillxng the vacancies under the existing i
budget. Even though we have now added several hundred support staff to the |
field. we have not been able to increase the support staff ratio because we I
have hired over 100 ALJs. |
1

The other difficulty in increasing the productivity of ALJs has been the

number of external factors over which we have no control. The Pickle bill af
the controversy surrounding LUIs have been very distracting to the ALJs and ?
hav:,l 12 my opinion, diverted a good portion of their energies away from the
workloa l

In view of the lack of resources to achieve the 5 to 1 support staff ratio
this year, and the external factors that were not anticipated when we

formulated the OMS goal, I am proposing that the following Ianguage be ;
substituted as the standard under the first objective: I

“Increase the number of monthly case dispositions by hiring
additional ALJs and support staff, obtaining improved word
processing and other necessary equipment and improving hearing
office efficiency through ‘innovation and realigning work flow
and organiztion."

/ . /Aéb/

Louis 8. Hays

-~

DOCUMENT NO. 3 (7 pages)

A“orovccf /oer FKS 35-455 224
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EXECUTIVE, MANAGERIAL AND SUPERVISORY

PLLRFORMANCE PLANNING, REVIEW, AND APPRAISAL SYSTEM

Individual’s Name _Louis B. Hays

Title Associate Comnissioner Organization .Office of Hearings and_ Anm:al:_
Supervisor's Name John A, Svahn/Paul B. Simmons

Performance Period: From 4/1/82 To 9/30/82

PURPOSE:

1. Tuincrease managetial .nd orgonizational effectiveness, and
2. Prawide the basis lor brnuses and « eritoric 15 ranks for SES, merit pay for managers and supervisors, and olhcr penonn
““decisions. -
COVERAGE:
The system is designed to cover individuals serving in the following positions:
1. Scuior Exccutive Service,
Y nhes grades GS-16 and above, and
3. Maagers/Supervisory, prades GS-13-18.

CONTENT:
Tln. centent of the performance plan, reviews and appraisal comprise the two basic p:ms of an mdmdual s performance.
+ Individual and organizational results for which the individual is p lly
3, The way or manner in which the individual manages.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THIF SUPERVISOR:
Review the individual®s job

). sibilitics and org; ional objecti

2. lsaablish perfonnance expectations for the coming performance penod

3. Conduct progress reviews with the individual.

4. Appraise the individual’s performance and discuss the appraisal with him/her.

2ESPONSIBHUITIES OF THE INDIVIDUAL:
1. Review own job responsibilities.
2. Assist in the establishing of perfi ions with
3. Participate in progress reviews.
4. Participate in the appriisal discussion.

INSPOSEEION OF FORM:

This form is subject to the provmons of the anuy Act. Signed coples are to bo retained by the supervisor and individual an«
copies provided for review and as d, trs

pprop levels having a need to know.
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» INSTRUCTIONS

PERFORMANCE PLANNING

The following planning st: i are to be done by the supervisor In dtation with ths individual prior to the performa .
penod. One element of the plan must Include EEQ. The completed plan must bo signed by both persons. :

Weight Results v: Maanes of Performance

® Determine overall emphasis to be given each.

® Roulis, Part 1. must be weighted 60 to 80 points.
@ Maaner, Part 1), must Le weighted 20 to 40 points.
@ Tatal weight niust be 100 points. .

Set Objectives and Standardsin Pant |

® Determine resulis nerded) and express as objectives.

@ At ieast onc objective must be checked a5 critical.

® Specify the relative priwity value of esch ob)ecuve The sepaiate values must add to the total weight given Part I
% For each objective, set a standard which d bservable criteria for Level 2, fully met, performance.

l)clumme Manm.m:nl Aveu in Part I

® Determine the areas for which the individual is responsible.
® Specify the relative prioiity value of each area. The separate values must add to the total vmgn given Part IL Foreach |

unt checked, put O for the priority value.
PROGRESS REVIEWS

® Tl progress reviews must be held mid-term and during the ninth or tenth month to discuss progress, any problemsan ;
uuslify the plas il wareanted,

® Auy changes to be made in the plan for the last qQuurter must be reviewed by & higher-level supervisor.

® % inrmal reviews must be signed by both the supervisor and the individual.

.PERFEORMANCE APPRAISAL

Foliowing the performance period, the supervisor fs to appraise the individual’s perf in light of the performance i
and progress reviews of that period. Both persons must sign the appraisal,

Appraise Results of Periormance

® Deiennine the degree to which each objective was met and recorg the level of pcrformmu.
® Summarize the results schieved for each objective.

® Muluply level of performance by priority value to get weighted performance value for each objective. i

Apormse Manner of Performance

LI 'cnmne .clu:l level of performance for each area using the behavioral fes in Appendix C of the Manual.
S idsnts of perf if Unsatisfactory or Ox ding levels of i
¢ Multiply level of performance by priority value to get weighted performance vnlue for each area,

Swinmarize Total Performance

® Add the weighted performance values of each part'to get tha total weighted performance score for the part.
® Add the two total part scores to get the total performance score.

® Check the summary appraisal category in which the total performancs scoro falls.




PERFORMANCE PLAN PROGRE! § REVIEWS PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL .
I
) GRIECTIVES 0 ) STANDARDS CRELIE @ FERIODZ f) ACTUALPERFORMANCE | g 0
RELATIVE . : wro
Lt rocudty to be ackieved expremed ;| ppyogyry | List observeble ertrers for determning et wnd dave any “hanges and commenns made Summarize retults schieved LEVEL |  PERF.
 organdzational andor ntiidual objeceve | EOHE ¥ objectives we fully met® " " hases s OFPERFY]  (beg)
O crtieal etement
x| s
)

Incresse the productivity of
tdministrative lav judges (ALJs)

Take vigorous steps to substantielly
schievo the OMS goal of 40 dispositions
per ALJ by the end of FY 82, including
hiring sdditions) support steff,

b 1 word p .

ary equipment snd
fficiency

Cheek i criticat etement
Q)

Improve the uniforsity and
quality of ALJ decisions.

Take vips steps to 11y
®eot the OMS gosls of incorporating
the POMS disability adjudicatory
standards into Social Security Rulings
and reviewing 1S percent of ALY
ellowance decisions. Phase out the use
of the short fors fully fevoradle
decision end {mprove and increase

Check {f ritica * ' |u-llnln| for ALJs and support
[ staff. One result of thes.
steps will bo gome reducticn {n the
8 te.
Chvack IF critical element L I
0} | _10

Inprove the creaibility of
. the sgency in the fleld,

Insure that slfegstions of impropristy
and misconduct sre invesiigated and
that sppropriate follow-up sction 1s
taken. Pursue sdverse actions sgainst
ALYs vho seriously iunderperfora or
engege in misconduct, Improve
managesent training for fleld staff,

« 3 Check If more cbjectives on additions) page(s).

¥ Retotive priveiy subots must 2¢ b dotal weight T, Part 1.

3 Stantusds ovwrs demose crmeris for Laved 2 peifurm incr. Addrtiand standut N tor an oretios s uptoomdd,
? Levets of performance tn mcsting objextives: 0 1.4ied to meer, |+ Parilally mos, 2 + Votty mat, ) ¢ hacecded, & * Substamially enseeded.

/



PERFORMANICE PLAN PRUGRESS REVIERS PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL
) OBJECTIVES b) 5] STANDARDS 4y PEPID ) PERIOD 2 f) ACTUAL ERFORMANCE %) N}
RELATIVE . arunr | wro
Lis sexs to be ackieved expresed | ppopyry | Lt cbeermable eerty for detemining Inia snd dase sny changes and coruments made Semsmirtse results achiered LEVEL | PERF.
ongantzational sndfor Indivicess obfecties | 'yt e f objectiver 3¢ fuly et oFrERFY  (ap

Check if erftical element
)

Provide executive direction
snd agency leadership.

L

| 15

Aespond to requests and divectives
fros the Cosmm{ssioner snd Deputy
Commissioner prosptly and sccurately.’
Trovide suthoritative, reliable end
tizaly advice and counsel concerning
OHA-relsted matters to superiors.
Maintain high productivity and morale
st h fora

Check IF critical element

Check If ciltical element

L

Chack i critica! element

U

0 Chvech 1 more objectives om sdditionsl page(s).

© Retatior pevetity sshoes most ol b totad neight foe Part 0.

3 Standards mew demete crieris for Levet 2 perfurms:
T Levets of peetosmance I axeting vbjvetives. 0= Vavicd te maret. ) » Partustly wot,

dirad) #aadadi ) Fon sm . Aectin aov wg<somsh

<omb,
 Vaily wet, 35 Froe-ted, 4 Subaamialy everded,

911
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o PART It. MANNER OF PERFbRMANCE (WT.= _20 20 to 40 Points)
. PROGRESS PERFORMANCE
PERFORMANCE PLAN REVIEWS APPRAISAL
() K (c) ) {c)
2 ' Relative Review Review Actual Level Weighted
Management Arca Priority Period 1 Period 2 Performed? Performane
Value? (V) If Below Level 2 (h) x{dy
A. Planning and Organizing Work 4
) 8. Dirceting, Controlling and
Coordinating Wark 3
C M.magmp. Personncl <
D Suppurting Equal Employment
Opportunity 2
. Pealing with Qutside Groups and
the Public 3
I. Providing Subject Matter l;'xpenih
and Feadenship 3
G Administrative Responsibilities 1
11 Personal aind Inter-Persinal
Work 1lahits 1
S here actual incid of p if levels 0 or 4 occurred.
! Siv ol fon efinitions ol management arcas and behavie, il examples of performance levels.
: 3 Relatwve priority values muxt add to total weight for Part 1. Enter 0 if an area is not applicable.
vl o’ purf o factory, | = Mi y S: 2 = Sati 3% Above Averngo, 4 = Outstanding.

Supervisor's Signature

Mj % j’/fA";

prior ta the perf

period.
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- . Pedonmance on Criticci Unjective(s) in Part L
10T ekt mmdumyclﬂalcbjocﬂn o .
Check{f;:{foumneomlumydﬂuiobjodn O Loetighia fog Bomus/Merit ey

Combining Weighted Perfy Scores
PatIWeight . Points+PatiiWelght _____ Points 100 Points
- AaTSs Y PnlSme " ToulFofemes Seom
. . (AddCol.h,Purt]) (Add Col. o, Part 1)
“Summary Appraisal Category
) Check the category which Includes the total pecfe score.
. Fully Sucopsxful _
0.99 - O Unntisfactory 200-299 . O Satisfactory
100-199 - {0 Minimally Satisfactory 300-360 - (3 Above Average
361-400 - [ Outstanding
Appnisal Discussion
1 have appraised the individual’s perf d d the appraisa} qq this form gad discussed it with him or her.
Supuvi:or'_sSi, ] * Date
My supervisor has di d the appraisal of my perf with me; | have retained g signed copy, and:

Ido______ donot_______ wish to provide a written respqpss
tdo do not request & seview by & higher love! official

Tadiud, n’sL : . .mto
Reviewer's si @if y) . Date

Performance Review Board (PRB) Review for SES

Comments:

Signature

Comments:

[—
Comments:

; Signature
Recommended o Final
Summary < Summary -
Appraisal Appraisal

PRB Chairperson : Final Approving Official




119

EXECLTIVE, MANAGERIAL AND SUPERVISORY ’ L.E‘.\v" BED

i
Pi.REQRILARCE PLANNING, REVIEV, AND APPRAISAL SYSTEM

Individusl’s Norae __LOUTS B. Hays

. Tige Associate Comissioner Orgenization Office of Hearings and Appe'als

Supervicor’s Name _John A, Svahn/Paul B, Simmans
Performancs Period: From _10/1/82 To _9/30/83

PURFOSE:
1. Teincrease manapesis! .nd organizstional effectiveness, tnd

3. thewide the daiis ler hnausey ond meritorious ranks for SES, merit pay for managers end supervisors, and olhc'r penonnel
decisions.

COVERAGE:

The systesn is designed to cover individuals serving in the following podtions:
B Seuing Executive Service,

grades GS-14"and above, and

l Miagen/Supevizon, prades G§-13-15.

CONTENT:

The centent wi the pecfonnance plan, reviews and sppraisa) comprise the lwo basic parh of en Individual's performance.
| tudividual and osganizational results for which the individual is p
2. The way ot manner in which the individual manzges.

Y

BLSPONSIBILITIES OF TiI' SUPERVISOR:
1. Review the individuat's job responbilities and izational objectives.

2. taablish perfonnance eapectations for the comin'; performence period.
3. Conduct progress reviews with the individual,

4. Apprase the individuat' perforraance end discuss the appraisal vith him/her.

RESPONSIBHATIHS OF THI INDIVIDUAL:

1. Review own job respoasihilitizs. .
2. Assitt in the establishing of performance expectations with supervisor.
3. Participate in progress reviews,

4. Participate in the appraiss! discussion.

DISPOSITION OF FORM:

This fiwm is subject (o the provisions of the Privacy Act. Signed copau ar: 10 by ratained by the supervisor and individual and
copies providad for cview ..nd retzntion, 23 ired, to man izvels having o need to know,

q L2l 4 3
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Note To: Lou Einoff

Subject: Amendment to My SES Performance Plan

I am proposing the following amendments to my SES plan, uhich is
attached:

1. Change the relative priority value of element -3
from 20 to 15

2. Change the reclative priority value of element 4
from 10 to 5
3. Add as number 6 the following new non-critical
\\\\ elemant vith a relative priority value of 10:

,.S;f , *Provide guidance to the Associate Commissioners
N?:;,;——‘ for Disability and Family Assistance in a timely
- and authoritative manner.®

U
(o
I1f you concur, please indicat our app va{/b low.

ouis B. Hays

Attachment
B ;—’
Approved
Disapproved
Other

Dated_ (/. /83



PART 1. RESULTS OF PERFORMANCE (WY. = __AQ0 __ 60 to 80 Dolats}

PERFORMANCE PLAN

“PROGRESS BEVIEWS PERFORMANCT APPRAISAL
D) OBJECTIVES o 0] STANDARDS 3 PERIND1 9 FERWOD2 0 ACTUAL FERTORKANGE . o) ) .
Liss sesults 10 be achiswed exprensed 2o ':,"3 TIVE | s cbaervable crlerie for dstarmining itk sad daie -l — Soccautzs wchived ASJJ‘A: :_::
orpanssationa ind/ca tadivicua obpctives | T Au‘:gf o objactives e fully mes® . 20y chacyes ind commuea o osecast (ag
Ohack If critscnd alement l | 2 . y 80
(1) Incrense the disposition

of cases by acalalstrative
Jav Judges (ALs).

Increase the monthly case dispositions
by caintaining a corps of 603 ALJs cnd
hiring sdditional support staff {subject
te necessary budgetary authority), by
Impreving hearing office effictency
throuah innovaticn and realigning work-
flow and organfzetion, and by easuring
full and efficiont use of staff. .

(&3}

Chach i critical obsmeny 3 60
Con:inm tho o";cuvoh"
adfoistratios c? the mon
2 ::'::lm ::'xr?'” omn-rotion ravicw progres, and attempt
dscisions to fncrease it to 25 percent of ALJ
. allowance dacisfons, subject Lo-tho
ability to Increase staffing levels 1a
the Offico of Appeals Operations.
Hoattor and control tho Governaent
Representative Project. Complets the |
refreshar troining program for all AlJs. .
Chech i crttical elerrans Onz result will be some
further reductioa in tha AL
allowenco rate,
e
.
Check o caltical elsment |x_ is IRM .- l 4 I 60

Design and plan the
_disabtlity hearing process.

Preparc for the phased-in {splerentatiog
of the disability hearing process by
October 1, 1282, Take the necessary
organizoticnal, policy and procedural
steps nocessary o et this deadiing,

3 Check if more obeectives on additionad oseedsd

Retatson presesry sabont ovust o 40 totad w1
3 ticatecds matt denose cinetm foy kot ¥

131



PARY §. RESULTS OF PLRFORMANCE (WT. °

89 601080 Pobsts)
. 1

PROGRIAS REVIEWS

. PERFORMANCE PLAN
Y ORIECYIVES " €) STANDARLS <) PERIND ) [}} PLNIOD 2 0 ACTUAL PERFORMANCE Y M
. RELATIVE ACTUAL "o
L4 sesulls 1o be echuew d expunicad &3 Liat abssrvadls critests for determining p " PERF.
crgaciassionad antfos indiridud) bisctives | rroney f objectives are fully mat® lnitial 304 &y oy changss ron echiswod LEVEL
VALUES' PEQF. ong)
Chach Uf crleal lement
»S [RA - y 20
{4) Improve the credibility Insure that sllegations of impropriety
of tho agency in the and misconduct are investigated and
fleld. thot appropriata follou-up action is
taken. Pursvz advorse ecttons agafnst
ALds vho sertously undarperforo or
enzage in oiscenduct.
<1
Ohock Uf criticr) elsenens .
4 4o

{5} Provide executiva

dircction and ogancy

leadershtp.

[ o |

Respond to requests and directives from
the Comaissioner and Deputy Commissioner
proantly and accurately. Provide '
suthoritativs, reliable and tiscly
cdvice and counsel concerning OHA-relateq
nattars to superfors. Kaintain high
productivity and corale at hsadquarters.

Chicch if critheed clemens

(6) Provide guidsncaL

10 |en \

to the Associate Comms¢
. for Disability & Family
Assistance in a timely
& puthoritative mannes

L]

Chach i crisis) choment

L

O Check o moee objrciives on sdditional page(s).

* Retitive sty salucs mutt 204 10 otal ekt fue Pt .

¥ St mvost deoute L 10ct fov Leved 2 porfurmant. Adbincid dandardis) S 28 arcioe 3%

¥ Loveh of priformance 18 auciing olgeiines U= #uid W owmt, § > Pastaslty @or, 3© 4 o2ty msr, l-l-m“.l.‘m.m

(44
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C ~
: P .
ST lcias s he Lia ¥

Tu ratveic b 7

February 18, 1983

tiote To: ﬁgn Fay .
Subject: SES Performance Plan

In response to the comments of the Performance Review Board on my
performance plan, I am making the following revisions in the
standards for elements number 1 and 3:

(1) Original Standard .
Increase the monthly case dispositions by mafntaining a corps
of 800 ALJs and hiring additional support staff (subject to
necessary budgetary authority), by improving. hearing office
efficiency through innovation and realigning workflow and
organization, and by ensuring full and efficient use of staff. .

Revised Standard

Attempt to increase the monthly case dispositions to a level
which begins reducing the pending caseload by the end of

FY 1983, in spite of potential for major effect on ALJ
productivity from ALJ lawsuit and OPM classification review

of ALJs. The increases in dispositions may be achieved by
maintaining a corps of 800 ALJs and hiring additional support
staff (subject ©0 necessary budgetary authority), by improving
hearing office efficiency through innovation and realigning
workflow and organization, and by attempting full and efficient
use of staff.

(3) Original Standard

. ~

Prepare for the phased-in implementation of the disability
hearing process by October 1, 1983. Take the necessary organ-
izat;onal. policy and procedural steps necessary to meet this
deadline. .

Revised Standard

Develop a plan for the phased-in implementation of the disability
hearings process beginning by October 1, 1983. Take the necessary
organizational, policy and procedural steps necescary 3 meet this
ceadline. .
T
G
)
<.~ I

Louis B. Hays 3

/Io
ce:
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Referto: SMiil.

Memorandun

veto:  ° JAN 26 1983
From: Fred Schutzman
Chairman, SSA Performance Review Board
Subject: Review of SES Performance Plans, FY 1983--ACTION

To: Mr. Louis B. Hays

REPLY REQUESTED BY FEBRUARY 25. 1903

The SSA Performance Review Board (PRE} met on Jenuary 17 and 18 and revie;ed
the performancc plans for SES members for FV 1983. The review included
planc for the SES members shown on the attached sheet(c).

You may krow that, under a recent HHS instructiun, the role of the PRB has
‘been strengthened in regard to its review of performance plans. The new .
policy provides that the PRB may require amendrents to original plans,
rather than recommending them as Tn previous yeers. .
Based on our veview, wa are identifying specific glements that are to be
revised. Tihiesc revisions should be sent to Don Fay, 4200 Annex Buiiding,
by Fegru;r¥ 25, 1983. Don and his staff may be reached on extension 47813;
FTS 934-7813. - :

1 have askcd Don's staff to make any recessary follow-up contacts with you
directly. Thanks for your cooperatdion.

Attachment(s)
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SSA PRB COMMERTS ON SES PERFORMANCE PLANS FCR FV 1983

T0: Lou Hays

Your_ cun plan:
1. Standard needs to contain specific numbers; e.g., increase monthly
case dispositions: by how many?

3. Standard could be improved by rephrasing such as "Develops a plan
for th$ ggased-in implementation of the disability hearing process
by 10-1-83."°

35-455 0 - 84 - 9
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@nmna on Critical Ubjective(s) ia Port 1.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Raterto: TRU Memorandum

* fEB1 BR

Date: .
from:  Director, Office of Appraisal
Subject:

: Criterla éor Modifylng the Population for the Targeted Ongoing Review -«
DECISION

Mr. Louis B. Hays

Associste Commissioner

Office of l-buﬂngl'_ Appeals

Throughs

ISSUE

To develop p! h for expansion of the targeted group for the 15 percent

Bellmon review, removal of ALJs and hearing offices from the targeted
roview, snd repheon_mz of thoss ALJs and hearing offices removed.

FACTS

The program of own motion review which began on Octcber 1, 1981,
concentratas on titls 1l disability end concurrent title II and XVI dissbllity
reversals lssued by ALJs. For purposes of the review, ALJs are ranked by
reversal rates both individuslly and by hearing office. The reversal rate
rankings were based upon production data for the period October 1980 to
March 196], inclusive. Those ALJs and hearing offices with the highest
reversal rates wers targeted for the revisw.

Central Office resources were analyzed prior to the sslection of the ALJs and
hearing offices for review. It was determined that 20 hearings end eppeals
analysts could be freed from their regular activities to perform the review
and that ebout 9,000 cases could be reviewed annually. It was also decided
that only 50 percent of each targeted ALJ and hearing office's reversals
would be reviewed In arder to permit the inclusion of more ALJs and hearing
offices in the program. )

-‘-:‘ A 50 percent review totalling 9,000 cases translated Into a reversal rate

~ Cutoff of 70 percent and sbove for hearing offices and 74 percent and sbove

&3 for individusl ALJs. Cases from thes seven hearing offices and 34 Al.Js that
met these criteria are presently reviswed. .

!
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2
ngao .. XCriteria for Modifying the.Population for the Targsted Ongaing
Review — DECISION" )

Ve

The targeted Al.Js and hearing offices send all reversal decisions to Central
Otfice, where a 50 p t samplo is salected by OA. The sample cases are
then r d to OAQ Aysts who perform a pre-effectuation review. Those
mmwmunn-mamwbomnbmno(dhenumbywALJ.orm
error of law, or In which the decision does not appear to be supported by
substantial evidencs, or there is a broad policy or procedural lssue that may
affect the genersl public interest, are referred to the Appeals Council. 1f the
Appeals Council agrees that the hearing ision s defective, it ises its
own motion authority for eppropriate corrective action.

Beginning In April 1982, the ongoing program will be expanded to review 15
percent of title Il disabllity and concurrent titls Il and XVI disability reversal

isions. ber of targeted Al.Js and hearing offices will be increased
to meet this higher percentage. The size of this increase is dependent upon
the Associate Commissioner's declsion as to whether s 25 percent (or smaller)
random sample of reversals should be included in the 15 percent review. Also,
it Is antici d that impr in pert will result from the
ongoing review, so that some ALJs/HOs wiil be dropped and others added.
With 'thess fectors in mind, we have developed specific proposal faor
expanding and madifying the targeted review population.

DISCUSSION

‘The Bellmon own motlon review is a multifaceted program to carrect ALJ
reversals and, in the process, promote behavicral change. By behaviaral
change we mean to correct those aspects of decisional performance which do
not reflsct the content of the law, regulations or SSA policy. To accomplish
this, several different app hes -must be idered. The case review
aspect is only one part the process.

The case review provides data on:an individual ALJ' action in a particular
case. Appeals Council remand orders and reversal decisions show AL Js why
these cases are defective in the context of the facts presented and how the
defects should ba corrected. The more intractable problems might need to be
addressed by special memoranda from the CALJ, AC visits, special training,
ora ination of these hod:

The targsting of an ALJ for ongoing review is the beginning of the process by
which we expect to influence individual declslonal behavior and attitudes. If
an AlLYs work ls improving during the iew, we can ine @ steadily
declining proportion of his or her cases and redirect resources elseawhere.
Removing an ALJ from review is the end result of the total Belimon process.
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3
Mm <« « "Criteria for Modifying the Population for the Tergeted Ongoing
Review -- DECISION"

Selection of ALJs and Hesring Offices foar Case Review

The first matter which requires attention is the expansion of the targeted
population to the sppropriate level under a I percent review. To accomplish
this, we propass using a methodology similar to that which was developed to
sslect the initial group of ALJs end hearing offices. Al.Js end hearing offices
with reversal rates sbove a certain level will be targetad for the Bellmon
review.

In determining the number of targeted title II end title I/XVI concurrent
disability reversals that will be forwarded to CO at the 13 percent level of
review, we mssums that three-quarters of the Bellmon review will be
comprised of targeted cases snd that, in line with current procedures, 50
percent of the casss retrieved will be samplsd and reviewed. Using FY82

ipts projections, Hly this would require thet sbout 34,924 reversals
be obtsinad and that 17,462 reversals be reviewed. Based upon FY8] reversal
rate information this would trenslate into a reversal rate cutoff of 70.1
percent, which would include the wark of 71 ALJs and nine hearing offices.
(Within 30 days from the scheduled beginning date of the expanded review,
the r;verul rate cutoff levels would have to be refigured using mare current
data..

After the targeted review is expanded a similar p dure will be employed
to replace ALJs end hearings offices removed from review. As they are
removed, the reversal rats criterion will be used as a guideline for selecting
other ALlJs end hearing offices to be reviewed. While reversal rates will
continue to be the objective critarion for adding ALJs and hearing offices,
some measurs of flexibility is thought necessary to preserve tha review as @
rational and reasoned progrem.

Thus, the decision to add will bs made by the CALJ) based upon a
memgrandum _initiated by QA thet will jncludarecommendations and
This is one way we ¢ ALY or
aring office which had besn removed from review but which retains a high
reversal rats will not immediately be retumed to the review. Attached at
Tab A are samples of the memaranda to be prepared by OA propasing that an
ALJ or hearing office be added to the review. -

The sbove discusses adding ALJs and hearing offices to the targeted review.
But it could also spply if ALJs only are added to the review and hearing
offices are removed. Thoss ALJs with high reversal rates within a previously
targeted hearing office would be sdded, individually, to the review,
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PMg.b...'CﬂurlﬂnrModmmmPopumlm for the Tarqeted Ongoing
. Review~ DECISION"

- OPTIONS.

tion 11 ALJs and hearing offices are sdded to the targeted review besed
upon reversal rates. -
Pros

[} Including hearing offices with ALJs in the expanded targst review ia
consistent with existing practice. /

[] Using reversal rates to identify ALJs- and hearing offices 10:/ the
N enlurqed targeted mlw. and to replace those AL Ja and hearing offices

T s for perf , is also consistent with existing
practice.

Cons

o - Om @ hearing offico is targeted, removal may prove difficult if even
one ALJs performance exceeds the guidelines for removal discussed
later in this pager.

Option 2: AlJs only will be targeted based upon reversal rates. Those
hearing offices presently on review will be removed.

Pros

] This approach would make more effective use of OHA resources.
o The removal process will be simplified.
Cen

None

RECOMMENDATION

We recommend the adoption of Option 2 since OHA resources would be more
effectively utilized If, when targsting for the expanded review, only decisi
from high reversing ALJs are examined.
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Page
Mgb + « « "Criteria for Modifying the Populstion for the Targeted Ongoing
: Review— DECISION" .
DECISIONS
1. AL snd hesring offices ars sdded to the targeted review based qnn
‘Teversal rates.
APPROVE,
DISAPPROVE EE .
OTHER,
DATE P l ale
CONCURRENCE ’
OAQ: Concur Nonconcur Date
’ See Ted
OPP:  Concur Nonconcur Date
See Tab
OFA: Concur N Date
: See Tab .
ACs Concur Nonconcur Date
See Teb
CALJ: Concur Nonconcur Date
See Tab

2. ALX) only will be targeted based upon reversal rates. Those hearing -

offices presently on review will be removed.
APPROVE, é 6£ .

DISAPPROVE,
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Page 6 '
MEMO . . . "Criteria for Modifying the Population for the Targsted Ongoing
Review ~ DECISION®
.
OAO:  Concur A Date
) N Ses Tab
OPPs-  Concur N Date
See Teb
OFA:1  Concur N Date
. See Tab -
AC: ~ Concur Nor Date
See Tad
CAL)s Concur N Date
See Tad

Removal of ALJs end Hearing Offices from Case Review

The following optlons describe two alternative guides far removing AlLJe and
hearing offices from review. The final decision to remove an ALJ or hearing
office fmm uvlw will be made by the CALL. OA will initlate the

to and will ssek OQAO end OFA comments.
Attached at Tab B are samples of the memarands to be prepared by OA.

At this point in time, we expect to evaluate individual ALJ and hearing office
performance -under the review and make recommendations quarterly, A
sufficient number of cases should be reviewed within this time. But at lsast
20 casss must be reviewed before we will consider making a recommendation
to the CALJ.

OPTIONS
OF on It The rate st which the Appealz Council has taken own motlm review

of cases lssusd by the targeted group pared to en " d” own motion
rate will serve as a gulde to recommending removal. X

"Selected” own mtlm rates will be figured semi-: annually. They will be set
by e 0A, 0AD, OPP, OF A end the CAL), We would
expect that ma rate will be used for ALJs and another for hearing offices, if
they remain 8 part of the targetsd review. ' At this point in time we favor
"galectad” own motion rates of five percenz far ALJs and 10 percent for
Ahalrlng offices.




134

" Page?
':AM « « « "Critaria for Modifying the Population for the Targeted Ongolng
Review — DECISION"

Once u- ugalactac™ rates are sst, they will be compared against the ectual
own motion rstes for the targeted group. ‘We will initiste the

dation to ~when an ALJs or hearing office's own motion tats
h oqual to or less than the "selectad™ rates.

Pros , Loace - -

o This is an uncomplicated method far identifying ALJs end hearing
offices for possible remaval from raview,

o Eatablishing "sslocted” own motion rates would provide us with goals in
assessing parformances under the review.

[} "Saiscted” own motion rates, if communicated to AL Js, would put them
on notice of our expectations.

o It may be difficult to arrive at a consansus view of what the “selected”
rates should be.

] The concept of a agslected® own motion rate could be controversial
since it would be essentlally arbitrary.

0o 1t would be difficult to defend any “selected® own motlon rete if
challenged.

o  Estsdlishing a “selected” rate thet is too low could slow down or render
impossible the removal of ALJs and hearing offices from review.

Option 2: The rate at which the Appeals Council has taken own motion

revisw of cases issued by the targeted group pared to a ™ d" own
motion rats will serve as e guide to recommending removal.

wStandard® own motion rates will-be figured quarterly. The rates will be
entablishod based upon the results of the pre-effectuation review of the

portion of the 15 parcent revisw. The own moation rate for the
mdom sampled AL Js will be the “standard” rate used to determine whether s
recommendsation for removat ls warrantad.
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Page 8

MEMO . . . "Criterla far Modifylng the Populstion for the Tergsted Ongoling
Review — DECISION®

Pros

° Thic & an uncomplicsted method for identifying ALJs for possible

removal from review. -

o -Besing remavil on e "standard” rate derived from the actual review of
ALJs should diffuse potential controversy.

o The "standard” rate mld not be arbitrary.

[] This method would effectively match ALJs agsinst their peers, thersby
providing an accurste mesns of evaluating ALJ progress while under
review.

Cons

o The “standard® rats would likely fh when puted so It would
not remalin constant.

] The "stendard™ rate ls based upon the own motion rates of Individual
JALJs and would not be representative of heering office own motion
rates.

RECOMMENDATION

d the adoption of Option 2 since the “standard™ rate would

We
effectively compare the performance of targeted ALJs against a statistically
rellable measure of national ALJ performance.

DECISIONS

1.  The rate st which the Appeals Councll has taken own maotion review of
cases issued by the targeted group compared to a "selected™ own motion
rate will serve as a quide to recommending remaval.
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P ... Criteria for Modifying the Population far the Targated Ongoing

! Revisw -~ DECISION"

CONCURRENCE ‘

CONUURRESS

OAO:  Concur Non Dats
Soe Tab i

OPP:-  Concur __- A Date
See Tab

OF A1  Concur N Data
See Tad

AC: Concur N Date
See Tab

CAL2 Concur N Date
Ses Tab

2. The rats st which the Appeals Council has taken own mation review of
cases issued by the targeted group compared to a "standard™ own mation
‘rate will ssrve as @ quide to recommending remaval.

APPROVE
DISAPPROVE .
OTHER / - =t {
DATE, .
CONCURRENCE
OAO: Concur _X N Date
TGEuiy See Tab _x
oPP  Concur _X Nonco Date
' Ses Tad
OFA:  Concur __ X N Date
. Ses Tab
3 Concur Noncon: Dats
9NO Commi’x  Ses Tad
" CAL: Concur N : Date

..‘aole



137

Page 10

MEMO . . . "Criterls for Modifying the Population for the Targeted Ongoing
-~ Review - DECISION"

Attachments:

TABA- ‘Propossd Memorands to CALJ Recommending Adding ALJ/HO
: to the Ongoing Review .

TAB 8- - Proposed Memoranda to CALJ Recommending Remaving ALJ/HO
from the Gngoing Review
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Testimony of Victer G. Rosenblur Before the Subccmmittee
on Oversight Management Comnittee con Governaental Affairs.
U. S. Senate, June &, 1983.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Comnmittee, my name
is Victor G. Rosenblum, 1I've been a professor at North-
Western University since 1958 and am a past chairman of
the Administrative Law Section of the American Bar
hssociation and a current vice president of the American
Judicature Society. Although my testimony before you is
not likely to be incompatible with positions of the ABA
and AJS, I should make it clear that I am testifying
today in behalf of no one but myself. My views on
administrative law judges have developed in the course
of studying and teaching abcut the acministrative process
for some twenty five years.

Though my experience is predominantly academic, I
hope that such ties as having been a staff counsel with
the House of Representatives Committee on Government
Operations, service as a member of the then Civil Service
Commission's Advisory Ccmmittee on Administrativp Law
Judges, service as a member of the advisory ccmhi%tee to
the Kational Institute on Law Enforcement and Criminal
Justice, and consulting wcrk with and current menmbership
on the Administrative Conference of the United States have
provided ties with the "real” worlé that will keep ny

testimoney from being purely academic.
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I would like to focus cn issues affecting appcintment,
tenure and roles of Administrative Law Judges. 1 believe
that any plan, policy or program that re-introduces
political influence over the decision of Aéministrative
Law Judges embodies én idea whose time has long since
passed. One of the great strencths of our cgovernmental
system is our capacity to direct and confine political
controls to those arcas and institutions that can be
nurtured and enhanced through them. The legislative
branch of our government offers a ﬁrime illustration of
constructive political controls. At the same time, the
Judicial branch of our government has acguired its -
stature because it is recocnized and accepted that politics
can play no part in the decisions of our Federal judges.

Tﬁat the administrative process is a hybrid of legislztive,
- executive and judicial roles in its totality has never
meant that there are not particular functions within the
acencies that cannot be icdentified as legislativé, e#ecutive,
or judicial. The Administrative Law Judge'performs a
judicial function that parallels within the ;aﬁinistrative
- process the roles of our other Federal Jjudges within the
broader governmental proces;. That judicial office has
been and must continue to be free from political pressures
and influences. Réinstitution of politics as a means for

controlling adjudication would constitute repudiation
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and degradaetion of the bonafide reforms of recent decades. .

Congress asserted the importance of the principle
that adjuvdication should nSt be subject to politicization
when it adopted the Administrative Procedure Act in 1946
especially Section 11 of the Act dealing with hearing
examiners. The language of é 3105, § 7521 and § £362
could not have been clearer or more forthright in this
respect: "Hearing examiners shall be assigned to cases
in rotation so far as practicable, and may not perform
_duties inconsistent with their duties and responsibilities
as hearing examiners. A hearing examiner appointed under
Section 3105 of this title may be removed by the agency
in which he is employed only for good cause established
and determined by thé Civil Service Commission on the
record after opportunity for hearing. Hearing examiners
appointed uncder Section 3105 of this title are entiéled.
to pay prescribéd by the Civil Service Commission indepen-
dently.of agency recommendations or ratings...."

By making salaries independent of the employing
agency's recommendations or ratings, and especially by
appointing hearing examiners for life with removal only
for good cause as determined by éhe Commission -- now by
the Merit Syste?swfrotection Board, Congress established
stancdards for dealing with ALJs that veered from those

for dealing with many other agency employees; but Congress
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felt these exceptions and changes vere necessary to insure
impartiality. -

The American Bar Association launched a vigorous
campaign in 1947 to watchdog the Commission's work and
insure tﬁe success of the new system under the APA. "Of
personal and professional interest to many lawyers are
‘ the steps taken to implement the provisions of the
hdministrative Procedure Act to secure impartiality,
qualifications, and independence and security of tenure,
on the part of the Hearing Examiners for the agencies.”
(ABA Journal 33:1, Jan. 1947).

The ABA hoped that the final selection ;will be
of mén who are free from bias, ideological preconceptions,
partisan fealty, subservience to 'pressure groups',
habits of unfairness, disregard of the true valuves and
weight of evidence.” (ABA Journal 33:213, March, 1947).

On Capitol Hill, the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, Senator Wiley §f wiscénsin,
insisted also tha; appointments be non-partisan, with
choices based on fitness rather than on "a narrow
partisan and ideological basis, with the selectios
largely limited to presént examiners and agency staffs,
with all members of other parties largely excluded,
irrespective of their poésibly superior gualificaticns.”

(ABA Journal 33:422-423, May, 1947).

35-455 0 - 84 - 10
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An excellent overview of Congress's intentions
for heariné examiners under the APA was given at the time
by Professor !organ Thomas of the University of iMichigan,
. in an article on "The Selection of Federal Hearing
Examiners: Pressure Groups and the Administrative

Process” published in 1950 in the Yale Law Journal

(59:431-75). Professor Thomas noted that:

Integral to the new procedure was the creation
within each agency of a special corps of hearing
examiners independent of agency contrel or in-
fluence.... The main change lay in the new inde-
pendence which hearing examiners were to have.

To that end they were explicitly made free of
supervision by ‘the investigatory, prosecuting,

and administrative staffs of their agencies....
Within each agency, cases were generally to be
rotated so that agency influence could nét be-

made effective through assignment of cases. More-
over, the Civil Service Commission was entrusted
with the broad powers wgich acencies themselves

had previously exercised over their trial examiners.
Thus the Comnission was given authority to prescribe
examiners' grades and salaries and to pass on
promotions independently of agency ratings or
recormencdations. ‘An examiner coulé be removed only
.if "good cause” were established at a Civil.Service

.. Commission. hearing.
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The Report of the Committee on the Judiciary
(Report of the Senate Comnmittee on the Judiciary on
Sen. Rep. No. 752, 79th Congr., 1lst Sess. [1945]},
reprinted in Sen. Doc. Ho. 248, 79th Cong. 2d. Sess. 215
[i946] ) explained concisely the reasons for thege
provisions of Section 1ll:

"The purpose of this section is to render
examiners independent and secure in their tenure
and compensation. The section thus takes a
different grouné than the present situation in
which examiners are mere employees of an agency...
Recognizing that the entire tradition of the Civil
Service Commission is directed toward security
of tenure, it seems wise to put that tradition
to use in the present case.”

It's interesting to note that Congress had been
presented with and rejected other proposals for dealing
with hearing examiners. One of these prcposals included
specific terms of office for examiners. Under a plan
propcsed by the Attorney General's Committee on Aéminis-
t;ative Procedure, the hearing examiner would ﬁave heid
office for seven years and then would have to be renom-
inated by the agency and reépproved by the Office of

Federal Administrative Procedure. (Final Report of the
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Attorney General's Committee on Administrative Procedure,
Senate Document No. B8, 77th Congress, 1lst Session, 1941,
p. 46-7) ’

Profeséor Thomas explained that in rejecting pro-
posals like this, a concept th;t was predominant in
congressional thinking was "that.the guarantee of secuiity
of tenure by the Civil Service commission was the appro-
priate way to ensure that the examiners would be free
from- subservience to their agencies.”

As Justice Vhite péinted out in the Supreme Court's

decision Butz v. Econcmou, 438 U.S. 478, 1978, at 511-13

"judges have absolute immunity not because of their
particular location within the government but because of
the special nature of their responsibilities.... We
think that adjudication within a federal administrative
agency shares enough of the characteristics cf the
judicial process that those who participate in suEh
administrative adjudication should also be immune from
suits for damages.... There can be little doubt that
the role of the modern Federal Hearing Examiner or
Administrative Law Judge within this framework is

. 'functionally comparablé' to that of a judge."

Although’ the Butz case focused on the issue of

immunity from suits for damages, Justice White's opinion

stressed the independence and integrity of Administrative
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Law Judges' decision as justification for immunity:
"More importantly, the process of agency

adjudication is currently structured so as to
assure that the heéring examiner exercises his
independent judgment on the evidence before him,
free. from pressures by the parties or other
officials within the agency. Prior to the
Administrative Procedure Act, there was con-
siderable concern that persons hearing adminis-
trative cases at the trial level could not
exercise independent judgment because they were
required to perform prosecutorial and inveéti-
gative functions as well as their judicial work
.... and because they were often subordinate to
executive officials within the agency.... Since
the securing of fair and competent hééring
personnel was viewed as "the heart éf formal
administrative adjﬁdication', ...the Aéminis-
trative Procedure Act contains a number of
provisiqns designed to guarantee the ihdependence
of hearing examiners. They may not perform
duties inconsistent with their duties as hearing
examiners... Vhen conducting a hearing under
§ 5 of the APA, a hearing examiner is not

responsible to or subject to the supervision
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or direction of emplovees or agents engaged in
the performance of investigative or prosecution
functions for the agency.... Nor may a hearing
examiner consult any person or party, including .
other agency officials, concerning a fact at
issue in the hearing, unless on notice and
opportuhity for all parties to participate...
Hearing éxaminers must be assigned to cases in
rotation so far as is practicable.... They ray
be removed only for good cause established and
determined by the Civil Service Comission after
a hearing on the record.... Their pay is also
controlled by the Civil Service Commission.

In light of these safeguards, we think that
the risk of an unconstitutional act by one
presiding at an agency hearing is clearly
outweighed by thé importance of preserving ﬁhq .
independent judgment of these men and woren."

Although no sitting federal judge wouléd be likely
to testify before you about how he or she would react to
political invasion or ALJs' independence of judgment,
it would be reasonable to predict that judicial review
would have té take on stricter, 1engtﬁier and more
detailed‘standards of scrutiny. If a reviewing court

can't have the kind of trust Justice White expressed
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in the integrity and independence of today's AlJs,

it would have to probe more deeply and extensively in
order to be satisfied with the fairness and substantiality
of the record before it. 1In short, in addition to adverse
impacts on recruitment and morale, intrusions upon ALJ
decisional independence could also spur a return to
suspicion and hostility in court-agency relations that
were hallmarks of the early 1930°'s.

I urge the distinguished members of this Subcommittee
to preserve and protect the gains made in our administrative
system by the function of fair, impartial and nonpolitical
Administrative Law Judges. Subjecting these judicial
officials to political controls in the 1980's would
unfortunately say to the nation that "nothing recedes like
success.” We can improve decision making mechanisms
through enhancement of knowledge and decisional integrity;
we can only corrode or destroy them by subjecting Adminis-
trative Law Judges' decisional independence to poli;ical

controls.
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Testimony of Victor G. Rosenblum Before the -Subcommittee on
Administrative Practice and Procedure Committee on Judiciary
U. S. Senate, September 20, 1983.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Commitfee, my name is
Victor G. Rosenblum. I've been a professor at Norfhwestern
University since 1958, am visiting at Washington & Lee
University Law School until December as their Frances Lewis
Scholar in Residence, am a past chairman of the Administrative
Law Section of the American Bar Association and a current
vice president of the American Judicature Society. Although

_my testimony before you is not likely to be incompatible
with positions of the ABA and AJS, I sﬁould make it clear
that 1 am testifying today in behalf of no one but myself.
My vi;ws on administrative law judges have developed in the
course of studying and teaching about the administrative
process for ,some twenty five years.

,Though.my experience is predominantly academic, I've
‘had at least some ties with the "real" world béyond academe's
ivory towers, such as having been'a staff counsel with the
House of Representatives Committee on Government Operatioms,
service as a member of the then Civil Service Commission's
Advisory Committee on Administrative Law Judges, service on
the advisory committee to the National Institute on Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, and consulting work with
and current membership on the Adﬁinistrative Qonferénce of

the United States.

DOCUMENT NO. 6 (14 pages)
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I would like to focus today on issues affecting the
advisability of establishing an Administrat{ve Law Judge
Corps. That the administrative process is a hybrid of
legislative, executive and judicial roles in its totality
has never meant that there are not particular functions
within the agencies that cannot be identified as legislative,
executive, or judicial. Administrative Law Judges perform
judicial functions that parallel within the administrative
process the roles of our othér Federal judges Qithin the
broader governmental process. The office of Administrative
Law Judge has been, since adoption of the Administrative
Procedure Act, and must continue to be, independent, impartial
and free from political pressures and influences.

Congress asserted the importance of the princ1p1e that
adjﬁdication should not be subject to politicization when it
adopted the .Administrative Procedure Act iﬁ 1946 especially
Section 11 ;f the Act dealing with hearing examiners. The
"language of § 3105, § 7521 and § 5326 could not have been
clearer or more forthright in this respect: "Hearing examiners
shall be assigned to cases ir rotation so far as practicaple.
and may not perform duties inconsistent with their dpties
and rééponsibilities as hearing examiners.... A hearing
examiner appointed .under Section 3105 of this title may be
removed by the agency in which he is employed:ohly for good
cause established and determined by thé Civi} éervice
Commission on the record after opportunity for hearing....

Hearing examiners appointed under Section 3105 of this title
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are entitled to pay prescribed by the Civil Service Commission
independently of agency recommendations or ratings...."

By making salaries independent of the employing agency's
recommendations or ratings, and especially by appointing
hearing examiners for life with removal only for good cause
as determined by the Commission -- now by the Merit Systems
Protection Board -- Congress established standards for
"dealing with ALJs that veered from those for dealing with
many other agency employees; but Congress believed these
exceptions and changes were necessary to assure decisional
integrity and fairness.

In a study I did for the Administrative Conference in
1975.,1 1 recommended that the time was not then ripe for
creation of an ALJ Corps. I'm convinced that now is the
hour for such a Corps. Portions of my rationale in 1975 may
be worth citing in explanation of why 1 favor creation of a-
Corps today; -

i don't believe ‘that establishment of a new inde-
pendent - agency for ALJs should be a priority at this
time. Four interrelated factors account for my position:
‘1) .In th; three decades since -adoption of the APA, the

_integrity of the ALJ program as'administered.by CSC has
been significantly strengthened. Despite the ravages
~of Watergate in portions of the Executive branch, there
were no indicators"of invasion or impairment of the ALJ

Aprogram by political corruption or other improper

influences. (2) The compromise worked out with CSC
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prior to the Administrative Conference's vote on loca-
tion of the hearing examiner program in 1962 has on the
whole been effective in providing special attention and
competent direction for the ALJ program by the Commission.
(3) The idea of an Independent Office offers no panacea
for problems of administration, as California's exper-
ience with its separate Office of Administrative Pro-
cedure shows. (4) CSC has aeveloped a potentially
comprehensive and systematic instrument for empirical
research into and evaluation of the ALJ program's
strengths and weaknesses through the La Macchia Committee

study.

Factor (1) is a matter of historical record, and my
evaluation of it has not changed betwe;n 1975 and today.

One would have to make significant changes in evaluation of
factors (2)1 (3), and (4) between 1975 and 1983; however;

and those changes lead me to advocate removal of OPM responsi-
bility for the ALJ program and creation of the Administrative
Law Judge Corps pursuant to S.1275.

Factor (2) referred to the 1962 "compromise"_accounting
for the Admiﬁistrative Conference's vote at that time to
recommend retention of the hearing examiner program by the
éivil Service Commission. To the best of my knowledge, the
"compromise" came after Professor Wilbur Lester, then staff

director of the Conference's Committee on Personnel had

prepared a detailed critique of CSC's operation of the
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program, concluding that "from 1947 until 1962 the Civil
Service Commission had sufficient time to demonstrate that
it could handle the program. It demonstrated that it could
ﬁot."2 Lester believed that the creative imagination and
constructive effort essential to this important professional
program could come only from a new agency rather than from
'the one that had shown itself "neither ready, nor willing,
nor able" in the past.3

The Administrative Conference's Committee on Personnel
openly acknowledged its dilemma over whether to fBllow
Lester's Report.. It reaffi;med that dissatisfaction was
'widespread over the past performance of the Commission but
asserted at thé same time that CSC has séaff resources in
fetso;ﬁel administration which cannot be matched in quality
or quantity by a separate personnel office. 1In addition,
the Committee expressed the fear that removing the hearing
examiner pfcgram from CSC jurisdiction might leave it "an
orphan unit in the executive bfanch and in -the congressional
committees."a

The Civil Service Commission's williﬁgness to admit
past’ inadequacy and to promise future improVemenF established
the context for what became recommendation 28-7 of the
. Administrative Conference of 1962: ‘
It is recommended that (a) The hearing examiner program
continue to be administered by the Civil Service Commission
under the following commitments madeAbi the Commission:

the program be administered by a separate office or



combined with the administration of a legal career
service; that there be an advisory com&ittee composed
predominantly of lawyers of distinction; and that the
evaluation of candidates for a hearing examiner register
.of‘eligibles include a wfitten and an oral competitive-
examination. (b) Any successor organization to the
Conference have as a part of its normal functions the
continuous observation and periodic study of the policies

and administration of the hearing examiner program.

The period of constructive implementation of the Confer-

ence's 1962 recommendation--exemplified by such promising

steps as utilization of a comprehensive written examination,
invol§ement af renowned pr&ctitioners and members of the
academic community in the oral phase of the examination,
aédition of .trial experience as one basis for qualification

for appointﬁent. and establishment of the La Macchia Committee
to study multible dimensions of the status and utilization

of administrative law judges--has long since lapsed into

limbo. The change in agency title in 1979 from Civil Service
. Commission to Office of Personnel Management and the division
of functions between OPM and the Merit Systems Protection

Board wrought no concomitant renewal of reformist energy or
zeal. The appointment in 1981 of a distinguished Administrative
Law Judge to direct OPM's Officenof Administrative Law

Judges momentarily heightened opfibism that éreative leadefship

and policy guidance might yet sprfng from the.agency; but it
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was followed by OPM disinterest in, if not hostility to,
Judge Morse's. plans for extensive research ;nd modest experi-
mentation. The agency's summary revocation of the Director's
parking place was just one indicator of its truncated enthu-
siasm for the Office of Administrative Law Judges' responsi-
bilities, and Director Morse socon thereafter chose to return
to active service as an agency ALJ. General Accounting
Office studies of management of the administrative law
process offer no reason to believe that OPM has made a
salient priority the implementation or evaluation of proposals
for improving roles, functions and performance of ALJs. On
the contrary, GAO has been overtly critical of management of
the administrative law process.6

The third factor I cited in the 1975 study for putting
the concept of a new independent agency for ALJs on "hold"
was that state experiences such as California's with such
agencies cdhld not yet substantiate claims of jmprovement or
reform in any major sense. I noted for exapple that the
presiding official in California's Office over a fourteen
year period had pointed out that "one of the problems in
separating hearing officers from the agencies for which they
hear cases is that the hearing officer tends to become
merely a name without a face." If the persons who p;eside
over hearings are individually known to the agencies and the
agencies have.a better understanding of who the hearing
officers are and what they do, he said, then those agencies

"are more apt to adopt the proposed decisions of the hearing



155

officers." A major difficulty with an Independent Office,
he continued, is that it has caused "an atmosphere of
antagonism’ between agencies and the Office.  Although
analogies between a state agency with 21 hearing officers
and a total of 63 employees at that time and a federal
agency which would encompass more than 1000 ALJs cannot
fairly be drawn, I reasoned 'the problems stemming from
facelessness of personnel and from their differential levels
in the administrative pecking order, which the California
official described, could be common to many administrative
institutions. Incremental reforms within on-going systems
whose strengths and weaknesses are known may well be more
efficacious than radical shifts to new administrative
systems whose potentialities are, at best, inscrutable. My
preference, in any event, is to try to tune the engine
before we trade the car."9

The.engine-tuning between 1975 and now by OPM has been
disinterested, disfunctional and disappointing. Nothing of
note remains of the 1962 understanding with the Administrative
Conference, and the discouragement by the agency of research
and reform initiatives'by the Director of its Office of
Adminiﬁtrative Law Judges attests further to the ripeness of
the proposal for a Corps. 7

Additional support for the Corps concept comes from
recent research by Malcolm Rich and Wayne Brucar under
auspices of the American Judicature Society and embodied in

a fine book titled The Central Panel System for Administrative
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10
Law Judges: A Survey of Seven States. The authors find

the central panel approach to be "an increasingly used
concept to balance the need for administrative justice with
the goal of efficient and effective administrative action.”
Although implementation of central panels in these seven
states (California, Colorado, Florida, Massachusetts,
M;nnesota, New Jersey and Tennessee) has been neither uniform
nor univer;ally applauded, the record shows clearly that the
Corps concept is now practicable and feasible.

The last factor for not making an ALJ Corps a priority
in 1975 was what appeared then the likelihood of sustained
follow-up to the La Macchia Committee study. Judge La Macchia's
Committee, which wﬁs known officially as the Committee on
the Study of the Utilization of Administrative Law Judges,
undertook in the early 1970's systematic evaiuative and
"pulse taking” inquiries about the ALJ program’'s adequacies
and inadeqd;cies from multiple vantage points.12 Conducted
by a panel of ALJs and chaired by the CiviI.Service Commission's
Deputy Counsel at the tiﬁe, who was formerly an ALJ, the
study sought the opinions and beliefs of all of the ALJs and

-of samples of £ederallagency officials, private practitioners,
and bar association representatives about such matters as

the quality and quantity of ALJs' work products, relationships
between the judges and their agencies concerning ALJs'
independence and the adequacy of facilities and resources
available for their work, standards for recruitment of ALJs

and  standards for review of their decisions.
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Although the study may not have been exhaustive or
definitive in every respect,. it was an invaiuable initiator
of an empirical base of data and opinion about the ALJ
program.. Particularly interesting were its findings that
selective certification in the hiring of ALJs is opposed.by
a large majority of practitioners, bar representaﬁlves. and
ALJs alike. Only the eleven agencies using it favored
selective certification. The Committee found also that
intermediate boards utilized to review initial decisions of
ALJs often had no rules or standards regarding the qualifi-
cations or methods of selection of their members and that in
some instances they materially increased the time required
for completing cases without changing the substance of ALJs'
initiél decisions. Not surprisingly, in light of these
findings, the Committee recommended limiting selective
certification and.urged legislation and agency rules that
would make ﬁecisions of ALJs final subject to discretionary
review..

No .invasions of ALJ decisional independence were found
in any. agency practices by the Committee in its 1974 Report.
Respect for independence was unanimous. With regard to
opinions about the quality of ALJs' decisions, 75.3% of the
134 government attorneys practicing before ALJs and reporting
to the Committee rated the quality of ALJs' decisions as
"good .to.superior." Only 34.6% of the 52 private attorneys
.responding gave them that high rating, howe\;er.13 Government

.attorneys and private practitioners were closer together in

35-455 0 - 84 - 11
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their evaluation of ALJ productivity, with 50.97 of the
privéte attorneys and 59.9% of the governmeﬁt attorneys
rating ALJs' productivity as '‘good to superior."14 The
Committee endorsed as feasible and desirabie the establish-
ment of a model caseload accounting systeﬁ by all agencies
utilizing ALJs.

The independent Corps issue was considered as well. A
large majority‘of ALJs were found to favor creation of a
Corps as a measure to improve motivation and morale. :The
Committee went on record as févoring "professional management
analysis of the feasibility and public benefit consequgnceg‘
of the establishment of an independent corps."15 Among
- other findings and recommendations bearing on the value of
the Cbrfs concept, the Committee noted the nebulousness of
some statutes about whether § 3105 ALJs are required to
conduct hearings and urged an amendment to the APA that
would requf;e explicit language citing § 3105 and § 556 and
§ 557 of the APA before any new statute'cou%d be construed as
ordering the utilization of ALJs for its hearings.

The La Macchia Committee's 64 findings and conclusions
under ten headings, ranging from appointment to utilization
and morale of ALJs, were designed to provi&e an agenda.for
distillation and refinement of specific recommendations by
a Jsecond level panel" to be appointed by the Gomﬁission
from among ‘the representatives bf'agencies an& organizations
concerned with the administrative p:ocess."' Such a panel

was convened in the form of an advisory committee for a
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brief period during President Ford's. administration but was
disbanded by the Carter Aadministration, as.part of a general
cutback in advisory committees, without any effort to consider,
let alone adopt, its suggestions.

CSC and OPM have had multiple opportunities over almost
four decades for development. of a. systematic, fair, integrative,
and efficacious ALJ program. There have been several worthy
starts in that direction followed by witherings, abandonments
and abortions of the efforts. A fresh start through the
Corps concept is warranted, promising, and practicable in

§.1275, I'm happy to support it,
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PROPOSAL

The Association of Administrative Law Judges, in the
Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS), hereby
proposes that the Office of Hearings and Appeals (OHA),
including the corps of Administrative Law Judges (ALJs), be

reassigned, by appropriate legislation, from the Social

Security Administration (SSA), to an independent forum, as
a separate review commission, to hear DHHS cases, thereby
providing the Secretary witﬁ an adjudicative ‘body which
provides adminisérative justice on a full range of DHHS
programs. This proposed organizational change would be
consistent with organizational structures in other agencies
utilizing ALJs. See, for example, the statutory language
creating the Occupational Safety and Health Review Commission
or Federal Mine Safety and Health Review Commission.

Procedures for adjudicating cases before the ALJs would
vary_with the type of case involved, program requirements,
_the needs of the public, etc., and would be geared to offering
a range of proceedings from due process,. adversary, evidenéiary
hearings, to non-adversary hearings. OHA already furnishes
ALJs for a variety of DHHS cases not directly involving SSA,
but such temporary assignments require a paper transfer
arrangement.

Moreover, the present organizational structure, with
OHA as part of SSA, places the AL&S in a position where they
are adjudicating SSA cases for the Secreﬁary; but appear to

be organizationally controlled by the Commissioner of SSA.
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SSA has, in the past, been unable, conceptually, to decal
with the role of OHA and its decisional independence,
resulting in strained relationships, misunderstandings, and,
in some instances, lack of cooperation. Further, the
increasing caseload in SSA has magnified the conceptual
differences between SSA and OHA, the former attempting
increased administrative control in meeting program goals,
and the latter, for its part, insisting on fair evidentiary
hearings. '

Clearly, reassignment of OHA to an independent review
commission would make better organizational sense, will
enhance the appearance of justice, promote due process and
the quality of justice afforded the individual litigant, and
provide for a healthier and more responsive institutional
"legal system." The trans}tion would be simple and immediate;
it would incur no additional cost to the government, but,
conversely, in the long run, should result in reduced

expenditures by permitting a more efficient operation.
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SUBSTANTIVE BENEFITS AND PROCEDURAL RIGHTS - A BACKGROUND

Individuals have statutory entitlement rights under
Titles I1I, XVI, XVIII, and IX of the Social Security Act. 1/
Section 202 of the Act provides for retirement insurance
benefits, child's insurance benefits, widow and widower's

~benefits, mother's insurance benefits, parént's insurance
benefits and lump sum death payments. Section 223 provides
for the payment of disability insurance benefits to gualified
individuals. Section 1611 provides for the payment of |,
supplemental security income benefit payments to aged,
blind, or disabled individuals who fall within certain
income and resources limitations. Section 1811 et seq.
provides for the payment of hospital insurance benefits for
the aged and disabled (Part A. Medicare) and Section 1831 et
seq. provides for the payment of supplemental medical
insurance benefits for the aged and disabled (Part B.
Medicare). Section 1901 et seq. provides for federal grants

-to states for medical assistance programs {Medicaid).

1/ 42 U.s.C. § 401 et seq., 42 U.S.C. 138la et seq., 42

U.S.C. § 1395 et seq., and 42 U.S.C. § 1396 et seq.; implementing
regulations- are found in Title -20 of C.F.R., Employees"*

Benefits, Chapter IIXI - Social Security Administration,
Department of Health and Human Services (Parts 400-499) and

Title 42 of C.F.R., Public Health, Chapter IV - Health Care
Financing Administration, Department of Health and Human

Services (Parts 400-499). - ‘
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These benefits affect nearly everyone in our society -
rich or poor, young or old, healthy or disabled; their -
importance cannot be overestimated. At the end of October
1981, the Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance
(0OASDI) program was paying $12.2 billion in monthly cash
benefits to 35,904,374 beneficiaries. 2/ At the end of
October 1981, 4,030,100 persons received federally admin-
istered supplemental secufity income (SSI) payments at a
cost of $734.7 million. 3/ The dollar figures and number of
beneficiaries in the medical programs are also staggering. 4/
At the end of fiscal year 1979 there were over 100 million
people in covered employment (9 out of 10 workers). 5/

As a practical matter, the Secretary of DHHS is embodied
in various bureaucratic and legal deciﬁionmakers. As
pertinent here, claims for benefits are administered and/or
processed by SSA and its componenté, including regional
offices, technical and payment review operations and the
office of Disability Operations. State agency organizations
under contract with the SSA, and theoretically under federal

control and supervision, make a large measure.of the

2/ Social Security Bulletin, Vol. 45, No. 2{(February 1982)

at 1-2.

3/ 1Ibid.
4/ Oasis, Vol. 26, No. 7 (July 1980) at 24. -

5/ Ibid.
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“"Secretary's" initial determinations. In fact, they make
the initial and reconsideration determinations on all
disability claims. The hearings, on appeal, are conducted
by ALJs,- who are appointed:underxr the civil service laws and
regulations and are governed by the Administrative Procedure
Act .(APA). 6/ The Supreme Court has held that federal
administrative agencies making determinations of a quasi-
judicial nature, involving evidentiary hearings, are governed

by APA. Hannah v. Larche, 363 U.S. 420. There are now

approximately 730 ALJs, 409 staff attorneys, and 2500 support
personnel ‘in OHA, which is organized as part of SSA, which,
in turn, is a subdivision of DHHS. 7/ However, OHA furnishes
ALJs for' a variety of DHHS cases not directly involving SSA.
Due process procedural rights are guaranteed to Social
Socurity claimants by the 5th Amendment to the Constitution,
‘Supreme Court decisions, the Social Security Act itself, and
the APA. The 5th Amendment is one of .the most important
cornerstones of individual freedom and justice in our

country, and its language is ringingly poetic: "No person

* €/ -Administrative law judges  are appointed pursuant to 5
0.8.Cc. §§ 551-552, 553-559, 701-706, 1305, 3105, 3344,
5362, 751(1976), as amended in part by Civil Service Reform
Act of 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-454, 92 Stat. 1111; ALJs are
within 5 C.F.R. § 930.211 and the hearings are governed by
the Administrative Procedure Act as well, 5 U.5.C. §500ff.

7/ U.S. Department of HHS, SSA Operational Analysis of
the Office of Hearings and Appeals, Pubn. No. 70-031 (6-81)
(September 30, 1980) p. 40; see also Memorandum from
Louis- B. Hays, Associate Comm1ssloner, OHA, SSA, DHHS to
OHA field office, January 20, 1982.
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shall be...deprived of life, liberty, or property without
due process of law..."

The Supreme Court has explicitly and repeatedly recognized
that due process safeguards apply to the Social Security

hearing process. Goldberg v. Kelly, 397 U.S. 254 and

Richardson v. Perales, 420 U.S. 389. Goldberg and Richardson

are landmark decisions and are helpful in outlining the
aimensions of due process in the administrative context.
"rFundamental fairness" is required and the threshold element
in tﬁis concept is an opportunity to be heard at a meaning-
ful time in the process and in a meaningful manner. A
reasonable opportunity to present the case, including the
right to confront and cross-examine adverse witnesses and
the right to be represented by counsel, are basic elements
of due process. Of course, fundamental fairness, if it
means anything at all, includes the right of an individual
to have his case decided by an unbiased, impartial, decision-
maker. This common sense notion of impartiality is the key
to due process and, unfortunately, is often overlooked by
the bureaucracy. The Goldberg decision elaborated on the
acceptable basis of a decision. The Supreme Court held tgat
the decisionmaker's conclusion must rest solely on the
pertinent legal rules and evidence adduced at the hearingv
and, to demonstrate compliance with this elementary require-
ment, the decisionmaker must state the reasons for his
determination.

Due process procedural saféguards also exist in the

Social Security Act. While Section 205(a) gives the Secretary
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broad powers to govern the process of admininistering
benefits, it contains ‘two important constraints. 8/ First,
it provides that the Secretary's rules, regulations, and
procedures must not be inconsistent with the Social Security
Act. Moreover, Section 205(a) provides thag said rules,
regulations, and procedures must be necessary or appropriate
and that they must be both reasonable and proper.

Section 205(b) ofbthe Social Security Acttprovides
that, if an .individual is prejudiced by any decision which
the Secretary has rendered, then the individual has a right
to reasonable notice and opportunity for a hearing, and
that, if a hearing is held, then the individual has a right
to a decision made on the basis of the evidence adduced at
the hearing.

Section 205(g) of the Act gives individuals the right
to obtain judicial reéview of the final decision of the
Secretary by a_civil action in the federal district courts
and to have tﬂat decision overturned if not supported by
substantial evidence. Substantial evidence has been defined

as "more than a scintilla, but less than a preponderance. "
.

8/ Section 205(a) of the Social Security Act, 42 vu.s.C.
§ 405(a) provides:

The- Secretary- shall have full power and authority
to make rules and regulations and to establish
procedures, not inconsistent with the provisions
of the title, which are necessary or appropriate
-to carry out such provisions, and shall adopt
reasonable and proper rules and- regulations to
‘regulate and provide for the nature and extent

of proofs and evidence and the method of taking
and furnishing the same in order to establish

the right. to benefits héreunder.
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Thomas v. Celebrezze, 331 F.2d 541 (4th Cir. 1962). The

Supreme Court described it as "such relevant evidence as a
reasonable mind might accept as adeguate to support a

5
conclusion." Richardson v. Perales, 402 U.S. 389 (1971).

"While it is not the Court's function to try the case de
novo, nor to reweigh the evidence or substitute its judge-

ment for that of the'Secretary, Hayes v. Gardner, 376 F.24

517 (4th Cir. 1967), the court must determine whether the
Secretary applied the correct legal standard. Knox v. Finch,
427 F.2d 919 (5th Cir. 1970), and whether his conclusions

have a reasonable basis in law, Hicks v. Gardner, 393 F.28

299 (4th Cir. 1968)." Taylor v. Matthews, Civil Action No.

M-75-704 (D. Md. February 2, 1976, Memorandum and Order).

Additional procedural protections are afforded by the
APA in order to ensure that individuals receive "due process
of law” when dealing with the government. 5 U.S.C. § 554(b)
prévides for adequate notice of hearing and Section 554 (c)
provides for access to evidence. The right to cross—éxamine
is recognized in Section 556(d) and the right to be accompanied
by counsel is contained'in Section 555(b). Section 557
requires written findings and reasons for the decision, a;d
Section 556 (e) mandates that tbe decision be based on the
evidentiary record. Section 556(b) provides that the person
taking the evidence and rendering the decision be impartial.
Moreover Section 551 grants ALJs qualified independence from
the agency for which they work by assigning responsibility
for determining their qualifications, compensation, and

tenure to the Office of-Personnel Management.
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THE PROBLEMS

Case Explosion

Procedural due -process assumes that the decisionmaker
will have an adequaté time to study and decide the case.

The current explosion in SSA hearing requests renders this
an a§sumption bordering on fantasy. It is clear that the
hearing crisis is largly the direct result of SSA policy (1)
to ‘conduct wholesale continuing disabilipy investigations at
an accelerated pace in order to terminate benefits of those
no longer disabled, and (2) the application of "tightened"
standards, resulting in increased denial rates at the lower
levels of adjudication. Such actions, if unchecked, can
interfere with fundamental fairness, the reasonable and
proper constraints of Section 205(a) of the Social Security
Act, and the principles of impartiél decisionmaking inherent
in the 5th Amendment and contained in Section 556 of the
APA.

The administrative law system for adjudicating SSA
claims has been expanding at a spectacular rate over the
last five years, even though the number of applications has,
recently, slightly declined. 1In fiscal year 1976, there
were 1,819,261 applications, with only 143,196 requests for
hearing. 1In fiscal'year 1980, applications were down to
1,695,906, but requests for hearinélhave skyrocketed to

239,171. Projections of hearihg receipts are staggering.

L
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In fiscal year 1981, 275,000 hearing requests are anticipated,
340,000 in fiscal 1982, and 416,000 in fiscal 1983. Thé
reason for éhe phenomenal increase is directly related to
the increasing State agency denial rates on both new applica-
tions and termination cases. In fiscal year 1976, the
initial denial rate at the state agency level was 41.6% and
‘the reconsiderati&n denial rate was 72.3%. 1In fiscal year
1980, the initial denial rate had increased to 60.4%, and
the reconsideration denial rate had risen to 82.2%. 9/

The increase in denials has caused the pending cases at
OHA to rise to new levels - 128,551 as of August 1981, with
projections at 200,000 in two years. 10/ It is the Associa-
tion's view that these estimates are quite conservative.
Inevitably, it is taking progressively longer to obtain a
hearing decision. Several courts have held that due process
and statutory rights are violated when a hearing and decision
are not afforded claimants within a reasonable time. The

principal case is Blankenship v. Secretary of HEW, CCH

Unemployment Ins. Rep.- { 14739 (W.D. Ky., May 6, 1976), 587
F.2d 329 (1978), which, ironically, is itself taking an

extraordinary amount of time and is still in active litigation.

One federal court has even ordered that the Secretary pay

/ uU.Ss. Department of HHS, SSA, OHA Law Reporter, Vol. v,
Pubn. No. 70-002 (April 1981) pp. 38-39; see also Note 7 supra.

10/ Staff of House Subcommittee on Social Security of

the Committee on Ways and Means, 97th Cong., lst Sess.,
Social Security Hearings and Appeals: Pending Problems and
Proposed Solutions (Comm. Prlnt 97-24).
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presumptive benefits to claimants who are not given hearings
and decisions within prescribed time limitations, white'v.
Mathews, 559 F.2d4 852 (2d Cir. 1977), cert. denied, 435 U.S.
908 (1978). In the Blankenship case, the court, in its
latest order dated September 7, 1981, has hinted very
strongly that it views presumptive payment as an appropriate

remedy: R
Thus the Sixth Circuit has recognized the classic
situation of a wrong coupled with an injury. We
believe that where the claimant has been deprived of
rights as a result of delays not attributable_to the
claimant, this deprivation, at least where it results
in substantial hardship, can only be corrected by
commencing payment of benefits, subject to the right of
recoupment. 11/ ;

As alludgd to above, a primary.reason for the increasing
caseload is that SSA is terminating benefits at progressively
higher rates. The present administration has stepped up
continuing disability investigations (CDIs), which would
have been effective at a later date under the 1980 Disability

Amendments. 12/ In 1981, there were 314,000 CDIs, in 1982,

520,000 CDIs are planned, and in 1983, 832,000 are projected. 13/

The data available to date indicates that there have been

19,750 continuances -of benefits and 18,577 cessations +

and the termination rate and reconsideration denial rate has

11/ Blankenship v. Secretary of HEW, Civil No. C76-C441
L(A) (W. D. Ky., September 7, 1981).

12/ Public Law 96-265.

13/ See note 10 supra.

35-455 0 - 84 - 12
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been’ greater than estimated. 14/

It. should be also noted that the increased denial rate
has similarly caused a substantial caseload in the federal
district and appellate courts. Currenfly, there are 19,000
cases pending, with new cases being filed at the rate of
9,000 every year. 15/ Since the federal courts render only
4,600 decisions per year, it can be roughly estimated that

vby the end of December 1982 there will be 23,400 social

security cases in the federal courts. 16/

- Criticism of ALJs and Indirect Pressure to Deny

Many media representatives, experts in administrative
law, and ALJs perceive that there is indirect pressure being
placed on ALJs to deny claims - such pressure taking the
form of public¢ criticism by government officials, SSA
statistical studies, and the "Bellmon Amendment."” These
ostensibly detrimental influences, if extant, may constitute
an infringement upon due process because they are offensive
to the concepts of fundamental fairness and requirements of
impartiality contained in the 5th Amendment,. case law, and
‘Section 556 of the APA.

The ALJ allowance rate in fiscal year 1975 was 41.9%

" and by 1980 it had grown to 55.7%, and the CDI allowance

14/ 1bid.
15/ See note 10 supra, at 12.
"16/ See.note 10 supra, at 18. -
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rate is even higher. 17/ The ALJs have been scverely
criticized for this increcase and the apparent disparityA

between the levels of adjudication. Mr. Paul Simmons,

Deputy Commissioner for External Affairs, SSA, in a published

interview has stated:

wWhat's happening out there in the hearings process

defies rational explanation. And it's doing more to
undermine public confidence in the day-to-day workings

of this agency than anything else. 18/

The implication is clearly that ALJs are paying too many

people. In fact, more recently, in May 1982, Mr. Simmons

expressed the opinion, before the Senate Subcommittee on
Oversight of Government Management, Governmental Affairs

Committee, that State agency "lay" disability examiners

{(which positions require only a high-school education), by

reason of their training, are better able to assess disability

than are the ALJs. Overlooked, of courée, is the_ fact that

ALJs are lawyers, selected by a rigorous, competitive, merit-

selection process, most of whom have had extensive "legal"

experience in disability cases, and all of whom have also

been trained in vocational, medical and legal subjects

pertinent to disability determinations. The foregoing -

opinion of Mr. Simmons boggles the mind.

OHA,

Further, Mr. Louis B. Hays, Associate Commissioner of
in his Congressional testimony in October 1981, stated:
The second major area requiring our immediate attention
is the need to improve the quality and consistency of

the process. The most obvious indicator of the overall
lack of consistency is the reversal rate at the hearing

&

See note 10 supra, at 44.

Oasis, Vol. 12, No. 8 (August 1981) at 33.
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jevel.. Lower level decisions for all categories of

cases are now being reversed by ALJs at a rate of 55.3

percent. The reversal rate of Title II disability

cases alone is now about- 60 percent. 19/

In a recent Congressional staff report, it was indicated:
"Moreover, the federal quality assurance system's most
recent statistics indicate a very high accuracy rate for the
State agency reconsideration determinations.” 20/ The point
was that, if the Sta£e agencies are so accurate, then the
ALJs must be in error. The so-called "quality assurance
studies"” were conducted by the Office of Disability Operations,
SSA. In essence, the study was performed by SSA program
officials who are charged with the responsibility of super-
vising the State agencies and, thus; they have a vesteé
interest in showing that the State agencies are performing
.well. The results are, therefore, not surprising. It was
found that there were "no substantiél deficiencies in State
agency evidentiary development, case processing, or disability
evaluation, as these activities are generally practiced at
the reconsideration level." 21/ It was reported that 86
percent of all cases studied were sufficiently developed at
- the reconsideration level and, in 79 percent of ALJ reversals,

all relevant issues and gquestions were resolved in the

19/ - Testimony by Louis B. Hays, - Associate Commissioner of
SSA - Office of Hearings ahd Appeals before Social Security
Subcommittee, October 23, 1981.

20/ See note 10 supra, at 9.

21/ Hinckley, The SSA Disability Appeals Reform Experiments;
Probing For Improvement, U.S. Department of HHS, SSA, OHA
Law Reporter, Vol. V, Pubn. No. 70-002 (April 1981) at 34.

P
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reconsideration determination. 22/ It will be demonstrated
"that these conclusions are hopelessly flawed and self-
serving. It should also be noted that the inadequacies of
SSA program officials have been documented by the Comptroller
General. 23/

The criticism of the ALJ reversal raté led to the
passage of the "Bellmon Amendment." Senator Bellmon put
forth his legislation to'"strengthen one of the weakest
links in the disability adjudication process” 24/ in order
to achieve "better assurance that disability awards are not
being granted inappropriately in a large number of cases." 25/
‘Section 304(g) of P.L. 96-265 requires the Appeals
Council, on its own motion, to conduct pre-effectuation
review of ALJ decisions favorable to the claimant. The

. Commissioner of SSA had reported that this review is being
conducted in a two-stage process: (1) 3600 cases in a
random sample and (2) target..sampling of -individual ALJs aﬁd

hearing offices that have high reversal rates. 26/ This

22/ 1bid.

23/ GAO, Control Over Medical Examinations Is Necessary for
the SSA to Better Determine Disability, HRD-79-119 (October
9, 1979); GAO, The Social Security Administration Should
Provide More Management and Leadership In Determing Who Is

"Eligible for Disability Benefits, HRD-76-105 (August 17,
1976); GAO, The SSA Needs to Improve Its Disability Claim
Process, HRD-78-40 (February 16, 1978); GAO, A Plan For
Improving the Disability Determination Process By Bringing
It Under Complete Federal Management Should Be Developed,
HRD-78-146 (August 31, 1978).

24/ 125 Cong. Rec. 719 (daily ed. January 31, 1980).
25/ 1Ibid. ‘

26/ See note 10 supra, at 11,

-13 -
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latter kind of review has a chilling effect on ALJs. For
example, if an ALJ has a string of favorable decisions, ‘he
must inevitably look to the subsequent cases with a more
critical eye, and may be more disposed to denying cases for
fear of being blacklisted as a "high reverser."

The "Bellmon Report" was issued in January 1982 and
contains no surprises. The Association has published its
response to such report in "A Critique of the Bellmon Study",
finding that "the differences between.lower-level and judge-
level allowance rates are fully within reasonable expectations,”
especially in view of specified case-handling deficiencies
- at the lower levels of case processing. However, the Association
. makes clear, in the critique, that it has no objection to
ongoing review of judge decisions, in the interest of improving
the "system", provided thét apéropriate( unbiased, and
otherwise qualified individuals are utilized in the program,
and that a more random - sampling approach is applied.

Overemphasis on "reversal® and "affirmation” rates by
the ALJs demonstrates a fundamental misunderstanding of the
administrative:hearing.process. The ALJ determinations are
de novo adjudications. A .trial de novo is "a new trial or
retrial had .in an appellate court in which the whole case is
gone into as if no trial whatever  had been had in the court
below." 27/ Section 205(b) of the Social Security Act

explicitly provides that the Secretary can affirm, modify or

27/ : Steven H. Gifis, Law Dictionary (Woodbury, Barron
1975), p. 212. A
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reverse his findings of fact, and revcrse the decision at
the lower level - he is not bound in any way by his previous
denial determination.

The individual cases that make up the "reversal® rate
should be more closely analyzed. In a crude way, it can be
conceptualized that, when an ALJ issues a completely favor-
able decision for the claimant, he has "reversed" the lower
level determination. However, the makeup of the reversal
rate contains decisions which are only partially favorable
to the claimant. Several examples come to mind: (1) an
award of a closed period of disability, (2) awards with
different onset dates than alleged, (3) termination of
entitlements with different cessation points, (4) concurrent
split decisions, i.e., Title II disability benefits denied
because disability began subsequent to expiration of insured
status but Title XVI disability benefits granted; (5)
cessation ove}payment cases where cessation is affirmed but
overpayment liability is waived or determined in different
amounts than the lower level determinations, and (6) situa-
tions where disaﬁility is found but entitlement is conditiqped
upon active participation in a rehabilitation program and "
appointment of a representative payee. 1In all of these fact
patterns, it is inaccurate to imply that the ALJ has "reversed"
the prior determination by giving the claimant a wholly
favorable decision.

The actual reasons behind ri§ing State agency denial
rates and the disparity between ALJ and State agencies

’

denial rates are difficult tp assess, and may be the result
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of an inadvertent tightening of criteria at the State

agency level, or the inability of State agencies approb;iately
to handle the increased workload. The increase in State
. agency denial rates may also stem from a desire by the
agency to reduce the amount of dollar benefit payout. This
is being accomplished despite the increase in ALJ reversal
(allowance) raies. In fiscal year 1976 there were 1,819,261 -
applications; this figure breaks down to 1,061,776 initial h
awards and 757,485 denial determinations. Out of this
denial determination figure, 143,196 people requested a
hearing, and with a 45% reversal rate by ALJs, this would
result in an additional 64,438 hearing awards, bringing the
total awards in 1976 to 1,126,214. This figure would not
include subsequent federal court awards. In fiscal year
.1980, there were 1,695,906 applications; this fidgure breaks
down quite diffgrently than in 1976, however. There were
only 671,604 initial awards as the State agencies w