State Supplementation Under Federal SSI Program

The legislation authorizing the® supplemental
security income (SSI) program provides for State
payments a8 a gupplement to the bagic Federal
S8I paeyment to aged, blind, and disabled persons.
For former public assistance recipients, State pay-
ments are required, if needed, o maintawn the
earlier income level; for newly eligible persons,
the provision of additional Stale payments is op-
tional.

Most of the States have elected to provide sup-
plementary payments to newly eligible persons as
well as to the former public assistance recipients
who were transferred to the SSI program. Swxteen
States are providing Silate payments to former
public assistance recipienis only.

In Jarnuary 1974, more than 1.8 million persons
received RState supplementary payments tolaling
over §119 million. By June 1974, the number of
persons receiving supplementary payments de-
creazed by approzimately 60,000 to 1,791,000, bul
the amount of State payments rose to $127 million.
This article discusses State supplementary payment
standards and provides data on numbers of persons
receiving State payments and on total and average
amounts of State payments for selected months
since the S8I program began.

SINCE THE BEGINNING of 1974 the Federal
supplemental security income (SSI) program
established by the Social Security Amendments
of 1972 has been in operation. The program,
administered by the Social Security Administra-
tion, was created to replace the Federal grants-
in-aid for the State assistance programs for needy
aged, blind, and disabled adults in the 50 States
and the District of Columbia. Subsequent amend-
ments (P.L. 93-66 and P.L. 93-233) authorized
the States to supplement the basic Federal SSI
payment and required such supplementation in
certain situations.

Under the public assistance programs existing
before SSI began operations, the Federal Gov-

* State Statistics Branch, Division of Supplementsal
Security Studies, Office of Research and Statistics. For a
description of the Federal SSI program, see James C.
Callison, “Early Experience Under the Supplemental
Security Income Program,” Social Security Bulletin,
June 1974,
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ernment provided grants-in-aid on a matching
basis to each State administering its own program
within the framework of conditions set down by
the Social Security Act and Federal regulations.
The States had wide latitude in determining who
was eligible and the amount of assistance that
eligible persons could receive. Each State defined
its own minimum standard of living (known as a
“needs standard”) against which an individusal’s
income and resources were measured to determine
whether financial need existed. Any individusl
with income below the State needs standard—and
who met other specified requirements—was eli-
gible for some assistance.

The State was not required, however, to pay
the full amount of the needs standard to a recip-
ient with no income nor to pay the entire diff-
erence between the standard and countable income
for recipients with some income. Under thece
programs, a State could reduce the payment to
an eligible recipient even though the established
needs standard theoretically set the minimum
amount for an adequate standard of living in
that State. In some cases, the State’s fiscal in-
ability to meet its own established minimum living
standard was reflected in the reductions it imposed
on payment levels. In other instances, the reduc-
tions reflected legislative limits on public assist-
ance expenditures.

Wide variation existed among States (and some-
times within a State) in such areas as adminis-
tration, eligibility requirements, assistance pay-
ment levels, and State and local government
budgets for welfare. Payments varied virtually
from case to case, primarily because of complex
payment calculation methods and allowances for
rent and special needs.

The SSI program represents a flat grant pay-
ment approach to meet the minimum needs of
those eligible under the program. From the out-
set, however, it was apparent that there wou!
be additional financial needs—differing among
and within the States—for special situations and
for emergencies, along with the necessity for
maintaining previous payment levels.
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Congress believed that many of the complexi-
ties and differences in State welfare programs
could be minimized in a Federal system, which
they felt could be more economical and produce
a higher degree of equity for the needy aged,
blind, and disabled.

In January 1974, more than 1.8 million per-
sons received supplementary payments under fed-
erally administered and State-administered State
supplementation programs (table 1). State sup-
plementary payments totaled more than $119
million (table 2).

TanLs 1.—Estimated number of persons receiving federally
administered and State-administered State supplementary
payments, by State, selected months, 1974

January March June
State 1074 1974 1974

Total all PErSONS . e camcvncaann 1,851,500 | 1,743,200 1,791,800
Federally administered programs_| 1,480,400 | 1,409,200 1,457,300
State-administered programs..... 371,100 334,000 334,500
Alabamal . cceeorinirraceanaca- 54,700 44,600 40,100
Alaske L i 3,800 3,500 3,400
Arfzona l . mmm—————— 3,100 2,100 1,600
ArKansas. . eevccocuccromannenmemnns 32,800 18,900 10,600
Callfornta. o oo o oemoomiaccameees 504,600 510, 500 538,300
Colorado . ooeacniccmaeaneaa 39,800 35,100 47,900
Counnecticnt 1o oooo i aaiaae. 19,500 11,700 12,300

Delaware, ., ..coc--o 5,100 3,700 @)
Distriet of Columbia.. 5,700 4,000 3,000
lorida...... 39,600 13,000 8,400
Georgia. 25,500 19,400 14,300
Hawaiji. 6,200 5,500 6,800
Idaho 1. 3,800 3,600 3,500
THinois. 54,400 44,500 38,100
Indian: 7,300 6,600 5,100
IOWa  emcccirm e maanammm 13,300 3,000 2,800
EO08a8. ccaccncccnn v am e m o an 3,900 2,500 2,200
Kontueky 1o oo ccmccmmccacmmanmmma e 18,300 10,900 11,400
Loufsiana. cccvemcrenameanommmaammaaan 58,100 38,200 27,500
Maine . o cccvaccnnccccaccmesncamaaas 12,900 9,800 8,800
Maryland_.___ . 6,000 4,800 4,200
Massachusetts.. - 89,600 95,700 104,600
Michigan..... - 86,900 90,200 95,000
Minnesota. . - 10,900 8,500 8,100
MissiSSIPPI Lowarcaccmncacnncranacanas 20,100 18,900 17,600
Missourd i, - 76,400 77,200 78,300
Montana. . .ccveeammacmacamnaananaaae 2,100 1,500 700
Nebraska 1. 6,100 8,200 5,900
Nevada.... ... 3,100 3,100 3,200
New Hampshire ! 5,900 3,400 3,300
New Jersey....- 36,200 38,100 47,100

New Mexico ! ] (%) )
New York.._... 280, 600 282,800 308,600
North Carolina 1. 13,100 12,000 11,600
North Dakota .. 900 1,000 900
|13 SN 18,400 9,900 7,300
Oklahoma ! 73,500 73,000 68,400
Oregonl____. 18,300 18,400 17,900
Penusylvania_ . 84,000 95,900 105,800
Rhode Island.. 8,800 10,100 11,600
South Carolina 3,000 2,100 1,200
South Dakota 1,700 1,300 1,200
Tennessee 6, 500 8,400 3,900

‘Texas ¢. -

Utan..... 1,400 1,100 900
Vermont 1 5,400 5,000 4,800
Virginia f_ 8,400 7,500 5,800
Washington 43,700 44,600 44,700

West Virginfa Iooooooccmennacmaaae @ *) ()
Wisconsin m . 27,000 33,600 42,600
Wyoming. - caccccmaicccamanaaaana- 1,100 900 700

1 State-administered program.

2 Data not avallable

2 Tess than 100

<« Does not previde supplementary payments because of & State consti-
tutional barrier.,

In the first month of SSI operations, the aver-
age amount of payments for persons whose sup-
plementary payments were federally administered
was $70.93; the June average was $79.16 (table 3).
For persons with State-administered payments,
the average amount in January 1974 was $40.17;
the average June supplement was $35.63. The
Social Security Administration made payments

TaBLE 2.—Amount of State supplementary payments under
federally administered and State-administered programs, by
State, selected months, 1974

[In thousands]
January March June
Btate 1974 1974 1074
Total payments...ccumeeonaan-- $119,895 $115,756 $127,284
Federally administered programs_ 104,989 103,670 115,366
State-administered programs..... 14,906 12,086 11,918
Alabama? . 1,779 1,311 1,152
AlasKa e caicaimmcemnanaananan 533 267
Arizona L. 204 3181 143
Arkansas... 499 296 208
California.. 54,394 54,057 57,320
1,097 1,134 1,035
1,373 747 768
173 131 148
200 162 114
B564 411
776 683 532
429 402 585
115 21¢7 102
2,104 1,781 1,710
3 107 1
7 143 148
141 125 127
904 607
1,233 925 872
0 578 524
278 267 268
8,076 8,605 12,044
Michigan.-. 4,050 3,718 ’
Minnesota... 579 523
Mississgl{)l 290 284 220
Missouri }.... 3,622 3,665 3,725
MONtaNs o —cceccmcamcruamcaamnaem e 84 64 54
Nebraska dee e ccucvocccccacnccnmnen 297 329
Nevada 153 195 174
Neow Hampshire } . ceencmvmccnnn 278 181 159
New Jersey._.... 1,858 1,664 2,243
New Mexico 1. %) ®
New York...._.. 20,883 21,328 22,571
North Carolina t. 1,209 2863 1,001
North Dakota . o oeocccncacaocaunnans 28 28 24
Ohio... 586 431
Oklahoma 1. oo eceiccccencnane 1,417 11,288 1,419
1,021 1533 2
2,261 1,661 2,969
Rhode Island. . cocccemecenmucounnuanaa 453 435 5358
South Carolina..... ki 61 ™
South Dakota.... 71 60 61
Tennesste.oannncuax 188 167 176
POXAS 4. cvmeemccamenccmamcacccamssnnn|amamcanannae LY 1 P,
Utah 65 67 83
Vermont 1__.ccccuna- 8 270
Virginia ... 391 322 277
Washington____ 1,403 1,333 1,431
West Virginia 1. ® ®
‘Wisconsin 2,305 3,002 3,804
WYOmIng-ceeeeecccecacenannan 23 15 17
Unknown . - “ 1 11

1 8tate-adminlstered program

t Includes amounts under the federally administered program; these
payments ma{ reflect in part temporary residence changes

¥ Amount of State payment less than $500

4+ Does not provide supplementsary payments because of & State consti-
tutional barrier,

¥ Data not available,

Note Federally administered supplementary payments shown for March
represent amounts payable on April 1 to personseligiblein March;amounts
sihown for June represent amounts payable on July 1 to persons eligible in
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to 1.5 million persons that amounted to $105
million, in behalf of the 80 States and the District
of Columbia that elected Federal administration
of either their mandatory or their mandatory and
optional supplementary payments. The remain-

Lan e Qinbne mada naomand 971 NN a TSOLS
ing 18 States made paymencs to 0{1,UVU Persons

that totaled almost $5 million.

In June, three of the States (California, Massa-
chusetts, and New York) electing Federal admin-
istration accounted for 53 percent of all persons
receiving supplementary payments—up from 48
percent in January. The Social Security Adminis-

TaBLE 3.—Average amount of payments for persons receiving
federally administered and State-administered State sup-
plementary payments, by State, selected months, 1974

January March June

State 1974 1974 1794
017 S, $64 76 $66 40 $71 04
Federally administered programs_| 70 93 73 87 79 16
State-administered programs.. ... 40 17 36 19 35 63
Alabama oo ceaaccemeiiann 32 49 29 37 28 71
Alaska . __ - 140 22 81 62 77 57
Arjzonal L. eecencacnammm—n——. 66 50 85 52 87 42
Arkansas 15 21 15 66 27 92
California _— 107 81 105 89 106 48
Colorado .. cemmmcccccceecnnas 27 56 32 36 21 59
Connecticut __.. 70 50 63 78 61 58

Delaware. . oo-ceocveena- 33 84 35 41 ®
District of Columbia.... 35 09 40 50 38 00
(07 91 £ RIS 15 16 42 62 48 93
Qeorgla._. - 30 47 3521 37 20
Hawali - 69 06 73 09 86 03
Idaho ! 30 20 29 10 29 51
Illinois 38 68 39 35 44 88
Indiana. . 33 28 38 75 38 63
owa. 25 45 47 67 62,86
Kansas e 36 53 50 67 73
Kentucky 1 49 49 55 58 55 64
Louislana. .o ceceeccccencacccacccas 21 23 24 21 3171
Maine. .. 468 66 58 67 89 85
Maryland ———— - 46 73 55 63 63 81
MassachusettS. cmmecmraccacccccccenns 90 15 89 92 123 75
Michigan.. o 46 63 41 19 41,47
Minnesota. - 53 27 61 &3 67 65
Mlssissip})il ......................... 14 39 15 00 12 52
Missouri . 47.42 47 47 47.59
Montana. 40 05 42 67 77.14
Nebraska 1 ... ceeccaienrcreaaconen 48 74 46 63 42 04
Nevada 49 46 62 90 54 38
New Hampshire I ocaneeerannaa. 47,14 53 89 47 52
Now Jersey..cuene-- 45 84 43 67 47,62

New Mexico !.. s ) ®
74 43 75 42 73 14
92 59 72 11 87 37
29 84 29 33 23 31
31 85 43 54 66 58
Oklahoma 1 19 29 17 61 20 74
Oregon L. .o eceeccececcacamemnn. 55 72 28 83 29 22
Ponnsylvania..cecceeemnonmacanannaa 26 92 17 32 27 97
Rhode Island. oo ococaenvueamnnccaccas 51 51 43 07 46 12
South Carolina. 25 80 24 29 58 33
South Dakota - 41 18 46 15 50 83
er 0 emmmnmmmmman 28 74 25 89 45 13

Texas € .. .ocoooo-- -

Utah.ooaone... 45 70 60 91 97 78
Vermont !, __._. 64 37 54 47 48 30
Virginlal___ ... 46 80 42 98 48 86
‘Washington..._... 33 52 31 01 32 01

West Virginia t 2 ®
isconsin 85 31 89 35 89 30
Wyoming, 21 15 16 67 24 29

I State-administered program.

* Data not available

3 Average not computed on base of less than $500.

4+ Does not provide supplementary payments because of a State consti-
tutional barrier.
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tration made supplementary payments in behalf
of these three States of more than $83 million
(73 percent of all supplementary payments).
California alone accounted for 30 percent of all
persons receiving State supplements and 45 per-
cent of such payments in June.

During the period January-June 1974, all of
the States that provided only mandatory supple-
mentation showed declines in the number of per-
sons receiving supplementary payments. As would
be expected, given the nature of mandatory sup-
plementation, a major part of this reduction re-
sulted from the $10 increase in the basic Federal
SSI payment, effective for January but not paid
until February. For all those receiving a January
supplementary payment of $10 or less, the cases
were closed in February. The increase in OASDI
benefits beginning with the April checks resulted
in additional case closings. Because of the dis-
continuance of the cases for those receiving small
supplementary payments, the average amount of
payments has risen. The July increase in the basic
Federal SST payment and the second portion of
the 1974 rise in OASDI benefits, also payable
in July, were expected to further reduce the num-
ber of persons receiving State supplementary
payments in these States with mandatory supple-
mentation only.

On the other hand, the States (California,
Massachusetts, New York, and Wisconsin) with
high payments and broad coverage under their
optional supplementation programs have shown
considerable increases in their caseloads in the
period January-June 1974,

FEDERAL SSI PAYMENT STANDARDS

With the establishment of the SSI program,
a direct commitment was made by the Federal
Government to needy aged, blind, and disabled
persons through the provision of cash payments
to eligible individuals and couples. In the first
6 months of 1974, the maximum monthly Federal
payment was $140 for an individual living alone,
with no other income; the amount was $210 for
a couple living in their own household with both
husband and wife eligible. In July 1974, these
standards rose to $146 and $219, respectively.
Payment standards based on other living arrange-



ments are lower. If the individual or couple is
living in another’s household and receiving sup-
port and maintenance there, the standard is re-
duced by one-third.

The eligibility requirements and payment stand-
ards for institutionalized persons depend on the
type of institution. Persons in public or private
institutions who are receiving SSI payments and
getting more than 50 percent of the cost of their
care from the Medicaid program under title XIX
of the Social Security Act receive no more than
$25 a month. In private institutions, eligible
persons whose care is not met from Medicaid
funds can receive the standard payment. In public
institutions, those whose main support is not
Medicaid are ineligible for SSI payments.

STATE PAYMENT STANDARDS

Among the States, the State payment standards
are not necessarily comparable. One problem is
the unavailability of data on what items are in-
cluded in the individual State’s standard for
“basic” needs. All States recognize food, cloth-
ing, shelter, and fuel and utilities as basic con-
sumption items and have included them in the
State standard.

Although some States limit their need standard
to these basic items, many include additional
items such as transportation, telephone, house-
hold supplies, and medicine chest supplies. Gen-
erally, the States that exclude these items in their
basic needs standards establish payment allow-
ances for such items under “special” needs, with
their costs added to the calculated payment for
basic needs.

Moreover, when some States are unable to meet
need as determined under their standards, they
reduce the amount of assistance payable to each
eligible person to a level below the established
standard. Some States set maximums that limit
the amount of assistance payable to persons whose
determined need exceeds that maximum. Other
States apply a percentage reduction factor to the
budget deficit or to the payment standard. Some
States use a combination of these methods to
limit the amount actually paid to eligible per-
sons. Notwithstanding these comparability limi-
tations, the data currently available can provide
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some measure of at least the minimum State pay-
ment eligible persons can receive.

PROVISIONS FOR STATE SUPPLEMENTATION

The basic Federal SSI payments do not, nor
were they intended to, take into account the
variations among the States. The SSI legislation
provides for supplementation of the basic Fed-
eral payment by the States. These State payments
are required by law to maintain the income levels
of former assistance recipients now in the Federal
program (“mandatory” minimum State supple-
mentation) and/or they may be provided at State
option to raise the payment levels of former
recipients or the newly eligible (“optional” State
supplementation). Additional assistance for spe-
cial and emergency needs also may be provided
at State option.

Mandatory State Supplementation

Public Law 93-66, enacted July 19, 1973, added
an element to the SSI program that was not
contained in the original law. The 1973 amend-
ments guarantee to those aged, blind, or disabled
persons transferred from State to Federal rolls
that their disposable income will not be lower
than the level set in the States as of December
1973. To the extent that the State assistance
payment in December 1973 took into consideration
the existence of “special” needs or circumstances
(laundry, personal care, housekeeping and at-
tendant care, special diets, transportation, essen-
tial persons, etc.) the guaranteed or protected
level may be lowered as these needs are reduced
or eliminated.

The protection offered under mandatory State
supplementation cannot be less than the State
minimum. If the State provides optional supple-
mentation that would mean a larger payment
(with such items as the recipient’s assistance
category, living arrangement, and income taken
into account), the larger payment is made. The
protection afforded by mandatory State supple-
mentation remains, however, and is to be con-
sidered in future payment determinations. An
individual’s protection under this provision ceases
only when he (1) dies, (2) ceases to be blind or
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disabled, or (3) ceases to be a resident of the
State (but is again available if he returns to
and becomes a resident of that State).

Implementation of the mandatory supplemen-
tation provision was made a condition for obtain-
ing Federal funds for the State Medicaid pro-
grams. A State is not bound by this requirement
if its constitution contains provisions or limita-
tions that prevent compliance. (Texas is the only
State whose constitution prevents compliance.)

Sixteen States elected mandatory supplemen-
tation only. In 10 of these States (Florida,
Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi, New
Mexico, Ohio, Tennessee, West Virginia, and
Wyoming), payment standards for basic needs
are below the Federal payment standards for
all eligible individuals and couples with inde-
pendent living arrangements and no countable
income. For most former assistance recipients,
therefore, the Federal SSI payment at least
equals and may exceed the former assistance pay-
ment. Mandatory State supplements are used
to maintain the payment level of individuals
and couples whose special needs resulted in a
December 1973 assistance payment that was
higher than the current Federal payment. The
newly eligible receive only the Federal payment;
for most of them the amount will be higher than
the assistance payment they would have received
under the former State programs, excluding al-
lowance for special needs.

Four of the 16 States (Arkansas, Indiana, Utah,
and Virginia) have higher payment levels than
the SSI payment standard for one or more of
the specified types of individuals and couples
(table 4). In these States, the newly eligible
receive only a Federal payment that is less than
the combined Federal-State payments to those
transferred from the State assistance program.

In South Dakota, the payment standards for
basic needs are above the Federal standards for
all eligible individuals and couples with inde-
pendent living arrangements and no countable
income. All the former assistance recipients living
alone and receiving a Federal SSI payment
therefore also receive a State supplementary pay-
ment. The newly eligible will receive the Federal
SSI payment only and therefore receive less than
those transferred from the former assistance
programs.
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TaBLE 4.—States with mandatory State supplementation
only: State supplementary payment amounts for ‘basic”
needs to recipients with no countable income in independent
living arrangements (effective July 1, 1974)

Aged Blind Disabled
State ! Indl Indi Indi
ndi- ndi- ndi-
vidual | COUPle | viqna) | COUPIS| giq,a1 | Couple
Arkansas (O] $10 (O] $10 (%) $10
INAiaAnA . ceeeeamceaaee *) ® ) 69 (O] ®
Kansag 3. ....... $57 23 $57 23 $57 23
South Dakota.. 44 1 44 11 44 11
tah..coooee.. (3) (3) ® 43 O] (O]
Virginia. 6 @) [ V] ] @

t Excludes 10 States (Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Maryland, Mississippi,
New Mexico, Ohio, Tennessee, West Virginia, and Wyoming) for which the
Federal base payment to aged, blind, and disabled individuals and couples
with no countable {ncome in independent living arrangements exceeds the
Btate payment standard for basic needs to all such persons

3 Federal base payment exceeds State payment standard.

3 State has a variable rent allowance; amount shown reflects highest
amount paid for basic needs.

In Kansas, only some of the former assistance
recipients (individuals and couples) with inde-
pendent living arrangements and no countable
income receive both a State supplement and the
Federal payment. This difference in treatment
results from the variations, with county of resi-
dence, in the amount included in the State stand-
ard for rent. In most of the counties, because of
the low amounts included for rent, the payment
standard is lower than the Federal standard. In
such counties, those with independent living ar-
rangements and no countable income who had
been assistance recipients get only the Federal
payment, which is higher than the amount re-
ceived under the old programs. The newly eligible
also receive only the Federal payment, in an
amount higher than what would have been re-
ceived in the assistance programs. In the Kansas
counties with the highest rent allowance, the
Federal payment is supplemented. In these coun-
ties, with standards higher than the Federal
standards, the payment for the newly eligible is
less than the assistance payment would have been.

Optional State Supplementation

Any State or local subdivision may at its
option provide, in addition to the mandatory
supplementation, a payment supplementary to
the Federal SSI payment for aged, blind, or
disabled individuals or couples. The required
mandatory supplementary payments may be made
under the State’s optional program.



Thirty-three States and the District of Co-
lumbia have optional supplementation programs:

Alabama Missouri
Alaska Montana?®
Arizona* Nebraska
California Nevada
Colorado New Hampshire
Connecticut New Jersey
Delaware? New York
District of Columbia North Carolina
Hawalii North Dakota*
Idaho Oklahoma
Illinois Oregon

Jowa Pennsylvania
Kentucky Rhode Island
Maine* South Carolina?
Massachusetts Vermont
Michigan Washington
Minnesota?® ‘Wisconsin

1The State has no Medlieald program and is thus not re-
quired to have mandatory supplementation, but it has been
making payments to persons transferred to the Federal
rolls and has enacted legislation for mandatory and optional
supplementation programs

3 Effective July 1, 1974,

8 Effective April 1, 1974 ; administered by the counties

¢+ Program 18 optional with the counties; as of June 1974,
32 of the 53 county welfare boards had stated their intent
to implement the optional county supplementation program.

Data on Arizona’s State payment standards
are not yet available. In 21 States the State pay-
ment standards are above the Federal payment
for all eligible groups of individuals and couples
with independent living arrangements and no
countable income (table 5). In these States, all
those eligible for Federal payments will also be
eligible for State supplementation.

In seven States,' (Alabama, Delaware, Illinois,
Jowa, Missouri, Nevada, and South Carolina) the
State payments are above the Federal standards
only for some of the eligible individuals or
groups. Except in Delaware (where the State sup-
plementary payments are made to persons with
this living arrangement transferred from the
public assistance programs), the newly eligible
in the categories specified qualify for both a Fed-
eral SSI payment and a State supplementary pay-
ment or, if income is above the Federal payment
standard, only for a State supplementary payment.
The newly eligible not in the groups specified will
be eligible for the Federal payment only.

In four States (Kentucky, Montana, North
Carolina, and North Dakota) and the District of

*The number includes Nevada, which had no aid to
the permanently and totally disabled program and makes
supplementary payments only to the aged and blind.
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TaBLE 5 —States with mandatory and optional State sup-
plementation: State supplementary payment amounts for
“basie” needs to recipients with no countable income in
independent hving arrangements (effective July 1, 1974)

Aged Blind Disabled
tate ! Indi- Indi Indi:
- ndi- nai-
vidual | COUPIe [ gigq1 [ Couple| giqyq) [Couple
Alabama. . .ocecooaaaaas (O] $11 () $31 Q) (]
Alaska s____. $104 131 $104 131 $104 $131
California..... 89 221 119 3l 89 221
Colorado...... 19 111 9 91 9 81
Connecticut. 92 67 92 67 92 a7
Delaware ¢ . 4 29 4 29 ® 4
Hawali.. 27 41 27 41 27 41
B 1 1:0 |1, J R 54 30 54 30 54
%llinnh (’)29 8% fg (’)36 (’)29 gg
OWB.cconmcmncanacannen
Maine....u--- - 10 15 10 15 1 15
Massachusetts. - 123 191 146 366 113 178
Michigan.._.... - 14 21 14 21 14 21
Minnesota.. - 32 39 32 39 32 39
Missourt ® ® ® 10 (O (%)
Nevada 39 79 ) 211 * (O]
Nebraska 3, 67 70 87 70 67
New Hampshire ¢_.. 27 9 27 9 27 9
New Jersey.--cuocceua- 36 31 36 31 a8 31
New York.. 61 76 61 76 61 76
Oklahoma..cocaeeccan- 15 30 15 30 13 30
Oregon. .o ooccmecccnca- 17 17 37 29 17 )34
Pennsylvania... 20 30 20 30 20
Rhode Island. ... 37 68 37 68 37 68
South Carolina 4. ® ® [O) 1l ™ Q]
Vermont 3 .._._ 49 681 49 61 49 81
Washington 3. - 30 33 30 33 30 33
‘Wisconsin...oooooocoo 70 110 70 110 70 110

1 Excludes 3 States (Kentucky, Montana, and North Carolina) snd
the District of Columbia whose optional programs arelimited to payments
for persons requiring out-of-home care such as adult foster care, domicili
care, or personal care Also excludes Arizona and North Dakota for whie
da;z;l ol?l payment standards under optional State supplementation are not
available.

1 Federal base payment exceeds State payment standard.

3 State has variable rent or shelter allowance, amount shown represents
highest amount paid for basic needs.

¢ Amounts shown represent supplementary payments for persons trans-
ferred from the former public assistance programs only; newly eligible persons
will receive optional State supéﬂementary payments only if they are in adult
foster care (Delaware) or boarding homes (South Carolina).

5 Not applicable, State does not have a disabled program

* Amount shown represents supplementary amounts for persons trans-
ferred from the former public assistance programs, newly eligible persons
receive different supplementary payment amounts—$24 for Individuals,
$18 for couples,

Columbia the State payment standards are below
the Federal payment for all eligible groups of
individuals and couples living independently. In
these four jurisdictions, optional supplementation
is limited to individuals with special and emer-
gency needs and to individuals with supervised
living arrangements such as foster-care homes,
personal-care facilities, and domiciliary-care
homes.

ADMINISTRATION OF STATE SUPPLEMENTATION

States may elect to (1) administer these sup-
plementary payment programs, (2) have them
administered by the Social Security Administra-
tion, or (3) administer the optional supplements
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themselves and have the Social Security Admin-
istration administer the mandatory supplements.

If a State elects Federal administration of
its optional supplements, the mandatory supple-
ments must also be federally administered unless
the State can provide sufficient justification for
exemption. No State has chosen this combination
yet.

Mandatory Supplementation

State-administered—Under State administra-
tion, the State absorbs the costs of providing the
supplements and disbursing checks without Fed-
eral financial participation. The State is not
protected from increased State and local expendi-
tures resulting from increased caseloads. Sixteen
States have elected to administer their mandatory
supplementation program.?

Federally administered—I1 a State elects Fed-
eral administration of the mandatory supple-
ments, the Social Security Administration will
pay the Federal and State amounts together,
maintain the records, and limit the amount of
State liability for increased expenditures through
the “hold harmless” provision in the law.?

Thirty-three of the States and the District of
Columbia have elected Federal administration of
their mandatory supplementation program: Ari-
zona (effective July 1, 1974), Arkansas, Cali-
fornia, Delaware, District of Columbia, Florida,
Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Towa, Kan-
sas, Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi (effective July
1, 1974), Montana, Nevada, New Jersey, New
York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South
Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Utah, Ver-
mont (effective July 1, 1974), Washington, Wis-
consin, and Wyoming.

# Alabama, Alaska, Colorado, Connecticut, Idaho, Ken-
tucky, Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, New Mexico,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Oregon, Vir-
ginia, and West Virginia,

? Under section 401 of the Social Security Act Amend-
ments of 1972, the Federal Government guarantees that a
State’s fiscal liability will not exceed the State’s calendar
year 1972 expenditures for aid to the aged, blind, and
disabled—to the extent that the supplementary amount
does not result in payments greater than the State’s
“adjusted payment level.”
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Optional Supplementation

State-administered.—A State that administers
its optional supplementary program may establish
its own criteria for determining eligibility re-
quirements and the amount of payments. Optional
supplementation can be made to a selected group
of recipients within a category (domiciliary-care
cases only, for example) or to a selected category
(blind individuals) ; it can be limited to former
assistance recipients or extended to the newly
eligible. Seventeen States are administering their
optional programs.t

Federally administered—A State that elects
Federal administration of its optional supple-
mentary program must enter into an agreement
with the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare. The agreement specifies the eligibility
requirements and payment amounts. Within limits
prescribed by the Secretary, a State may establish
variations in payment levels between geographic
areas and for different living arrangements.®

To permit the Social Security Administration
to establish a single-payment system and eliminate
dual recipient contact, the State that elects Fed-
eral administration of its optional supplements
must agree to Federal administration of its man-
datory supplements (unless the State can justify
exemption from this requirement).

Sixteen States and the District of Columbia
have chosen Federal administration of their op-
tional supplementary program.? Many of these
States have higher payment standards than those

¢ Alabama, Alaska, Arizona (effective July 1, 1974),
Colorado, Connecticut, Idaho, Illinois (effective March 1,
1974), Kentucky, Minnesota (effective April 1, 1974),
Missouri, Nebraska, New Hampshire, North Carolina,
North Dakota (optional with county welfare boards),
Oklahoma, Oregon, and South Carolina (effective July 1,
1974).

5The law permits the State to vary payment levels for
each eligible group (aged, blind, and disabled) to account
for different living costs in as many as three geographic
areas. The State may also establish up to five different
payment levels for persons with different living arrange-
ments—living alone, living in household of another,
residing in domiciliary-care facility, etc.

8 California, Delaware (effective July 1, 1974), the
District of Columbia, Hawali, Iowa, Maine (not yet
implemented), Massachusetts, Michigan, Montana (effec-
tive July 1, 1974), Nevada, New Jersey, New York,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Vermont (changed to Fed-
eral administration July 1, 1974), Washington, and
‘Wisconsin.
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established federally for all eligible individuals
and couples, as table 5 shows. California, Hawaii,
Massachusetts, Nevada, New York, and Wisconsin
all have “adjusted payment levels”” higher than
the Federal payment standard and will probably
exceed in fiscal year 1974 the State assistance
expenditures for the aged, blind, and disabled in
the calendar year 1972. They will thus benefit
from the “hold harmless” provision in the law.

ADDITIONAL STATE ASSISTANCE

Five States (California, Massachusetts, Nev-
ada, Rhode Island, and Washington) provide,
along with federally administered mandatory and
optional supplementation, some additional pay-
ments under special conditions. Most of these

payments are related to higher costs for institu- .

tional care—domiciliary care, for example. Wash-
ington provides special need payments for blind
persons with guide dogs and for telephone and
laundry service. New York and Massachusetts
provide emergency payments for expenses re-
sulting from fires, floods, and other disasters. In
most cases, these payments to persons receiving

"The ‘“adjusted payment level” is the amount of the
cash payment an individual with no other income—
imputed or otherwise—would have received in January
1972 under an approved plan for aid to the aged, blind,
or disabled, plus a “payment level modification” and the
“bonus value” of food stamps (both at State option). The
payment level modification is the amount by which the
State could have lowered its standard of need and raised
its payment to an individual without exceeding the non-
Federal share of expenditures in calendar year 1972 for
assistance under titles I, X, XIV, and XVI of the Social
Security Act. The bonus value of food stamps is the
difference between the face value of the coupon allot-
ment provided for January 1972 less the amount paid
for the coupon allotment.

SST and/or State supplementation only are made
from State and local general assistance funds.

Summary

A majority of the States and the District of
Columbia have both mandatory and optional
programs that supplement the SSI program.
Fourteen States have chosen to administer the
supplementary payments themselves, 16 States
and the District of Columbia have elected Federal
administration, and three States have elected
Federal administration of their mandatory sup-
plements but retained administration of their
optional supplements.

Most States with both mandatory and optional
supplementation provide for the mandatory sup-
plements under the provisions of their optional
programs. Many persons in these States receive
a supplementary payment in addition to the Fed-
eral SSI payment or they receive only a State
supplementary payment because their income and
resources preclude a Federal payment. Former
public assistance recipients and newly eligible
persons are treated alike—that is, the various
State payment standards are the same for both
groups.

The rest of the States (excluding Texas) pro-
vide mandatory supplementation only. Thirteen
of these 16 States elected Federal administra-
tion, and three chose State administration. In
all these States the former assistance recipients
will, for the most part, receive higher payments
because of the protection afforded by the manda-
tory State supplementation provisions in the law.
Newly eligible persons will be eligible for Fed-
eral SSI payments without any State supple-
mentation.
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