
CHAPTER FOUR: 

PROGRAM CHANGES 


The Social Security Administration (SSA) administers dynamic programs. Ideally, 
they change with the needs of those they are designed to serve. "Program 
management" is the process of overseeing these changes. Effective program 

management requires an agency to be in louch with its customers, the advocate community, the 
Congress, the media and other stakeholders. Besides understanding the current needs of its 
customers, an agency adept at program management engages in effective research and 
development and strategic planning to ensure that it hoth understands the future needs of its 
customers and is strategically positioned to address them. 

In 1993, at the beginning of the Clinton Administration, SSA was an agency under the 
guidance and leadership of HHS. As a component of HHS, SSA had little need for great 
expertise in the area of policy development or proactive program management, since these were 
functions performcd for the most part for SSA by HHS. While SSA had a program policy staff, 
it was primarily engaged in formulating implementation plans rather than in defining and 
dcveloping a public policy agenda. Similarly, SSA had only a small staff presence in 
Washington working with congressional staffs and with customer advocates. This began to 
change in 1995 after SSA hecame an independent agency and hegan to develop stronger 
legislative and policy expertise. 

Under the leadership of Commissioner Shirley Chatel', SSA initiated a process change 
effort in the disability program by launching Disability Redesign. Simultaneously. SSA was 
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challenged with the task of implementing several problematic aspects of Welfare Reform, 
affec!ing childhood disability and non-citizen recipients of the SSI program. 

Commissioner Kenneth Apfel built upon the work already underway to redesign the 
disnbHity program. He focused on improving thc management of the disability program by 
modernizing the disability dedsionrnaking process to improve the consistency of the decisions 
rendered ~lt ,alllcvcls of the process. In addition, he defined as his flrsl priority as Commissioner 
the need to <:arcfully review the way in which SSA had implemented the changes io Ihc SSI 
childho(xl provisions of WeIf arc Reform. 

While the disability program is SSA's largest and mosl complex. it is not the only 
program SSA administers and was not the only program management challenge SSA faced from 
1993 M 2000. Besides the challenges of Ihe disability program and Welfare Reform. SSA also 
faced challenges in other programs, as well as the challenge of preparing itself for the future. 

:rHE CHALLENGE OF THE DISABILITY PROGRAM 

SSA administers two progntl1ls for the disabled. To qualify for either program. an 
individuul mul\1 he totally disabled ... that is strictly defined as having a physical or 
emotional disability that is so ::;everc that it prevents the person from working for at 

least a year, or is expected to result in denth. Social Security disabililY benefits (SSDI) arc paid 
from worker contrihulions to the Social Security trust fund and requires both si,lfficient work to 
achieve insured sialus and recent work. The Supplemental Security (ncome (SSt) progrum is 
funded through generul revenues rathcr than worker contributions, and it pays benefits to those 
who arc disabled but do not meet the work requirements of SSDI and who are financially needy. 

THE CASE FOR PROCESS CHANGE 

DISABILITY REDESIGN 

SSA and State Disability Determination Services (DDS) have continually worked to 
provide high~quuliiy responsive service to the public. Despite these cffort~, in the 
early 1990s, the disubility insurance (DI) and Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 

claims workload became the Agency's most challenging problem. SSA was faced with 
unprecedented wmklnad increases in ("loth the DJ and SSt programs, which severely strained 
resources, Despite improvcments in productivity by all components, SSA was having difficulty 
providing a satbfactmy level of service to claiman!s for disability benefits, In an era of spending 



limitations and competing social~spcnding priorities, SSA recognized that placing more and 
more resources inlo the current process wns not a viable alternalive. 

Additionally, demographic changes in (he general population and In the SSA claimant 
population presented challenges as well as opportunilies for lhe Agency, More focus was needed 
in the area of disability. American society had changed dramatically since the DJ program began 
in the J950s, This was reflected in an increased dernand for services, changes in the 
chanICtcristi:,;s of claimants seeking bcnefils, and complexities in claims-related workloads and 
processes, Additionally, the enactment of the SSI program in the 19705 added individuals who 
had sketchy work histories, increased the number of individuals filing based on disabilities such 
as mental impairments, and provided for eHglbili!y of disabled children. The requirements of the 
SSI program .tdded complex and lime consuming development of non-disllbility eligibility 
factors such as income, resources, and Hving arrangements. 

Despite the workload and demographic changes. however, the procedures for processing 
disability claims had not cbanged since tbe beginning of the DI program in lhe 1950s and many 
of the Agency's current practices were based, in large part. on procedures begun 40 years ago. 
Disability process changes that had evolved over time tended to reneer small, incremental 
improvemenls designed to address various pieces of the overall process. It became increasingly 
deal' that incremental improvements wel"C no longcr sufficient to achleve the level of service that 
could make a substantial difference to disability claimants. Thu!'. SSA needed a longcHerm 
strategy (01' addressmg seJ'Vice delivery problems in the disability claim process. 

Thc Nutional Performance Review repol1, released in the fall of 1993, called upon 
agencies to establish cuSlOmer service standards equal 10 the best in the business [0 guide their 
operations. Federal agencies were encouraged to identify "the customers who are, or should be 
serviced, by the agency," and survey thcse customers "to dctcnninc the kind and quality of 
services they want and their level of satisfaction with existing services." 

BIXausc of the inerea"ing necd to focus on disability isslIcs, SSA looked at their 
disability customers, including those filing for Social Security or Supplemenlal Security Income 
disability bencfit~ and potential filers for these benefits. Focus groups conducted throughout the 
country, representing a demographic.llly diverse cmss~sectjon or customer,;: indkillcd that they: 

• 	 Wail wo long for a decision-Ihis is the most common complaint; the claims process 
is a struggle characterized hy stress, fear, tlnd Ihe <Inger associated with running out of 
funds; 

• 	 Do not under'st;:md the program or process-whal happens to the claim aftcr initial 
C(lOtaet with SSA is uncle.u' tlnd do not lInderMand their decision and believe it was 
rcached arbilml'ily: 

• 	 Want more information and personal contact-while they would prefer to deal witb 
one person for all claim business, their major preference is to receive accumte, 
ccnsis.tent information from all SSA sources:; 



• 	 View the initial .\Od reconsideration denials as bureaucratic precursors to final 
appt'O\,<ll at the AU level: and 

• 	 Resent the need for atlolliey assb,{ance to ohtain benefits-the proce..o.;s should not be 
so complicated tbm an atlorney is needed and wants more ,active involvement in 
pursuit of their claim-they want to make their case directly to the decL.;;ionmaker. 

1993 PROCESS 

SSA"SCUrretli Current 4-Level Process disahility claims 
process consists of 

an initial determination and up 
to three levels of appeal if an 
individual is dissmisfied with 
the dcdsion. 

Initial disability claims 
are generally taken in 1,300 
Social Security offices localed 
throughout the country. Local 
field office staff request and 
evalu~Hc information about the 
noD-medica] aspects of c;:lcb 
person's claim, such as whether 
or not the individual has worked enough to be eligible for D1 benefits or whether the individual 
meets the income und resource limits for SSI henefils. 

Field office staff also obtains information abOUI claimanls' impairments, including 
medical soUr';c. .... Disability claims arc then forwarded to the Federally funded. but State
administered, Disability Detennination Services (DDS) in the State where the person lives. State 
DDS 5taff obtain and review necessary medical nnd olher evidence and an adjudicative team 
consisting of a disability specialist and a progmm physician mnk.:: the dL~ilbility determination 
ba~cd on Social Security regulations using a multi-step sequential evaluation process. 

An individual who is dissatisfied with the initial determination made on his or her claim 
may rcqucst ;i reconsideration of the determination tbat is conducted at the State DDS level. [1' 
the rcconsidemtion is unsatisfactory to the individual, he or she muy request a heurlng before a 
Federal administrative law judge (AU), and, if still dissatisfied, the individual may request an 
Appeals Council review. Each level of review involves multi-step procedures for evidence 
collection, review, and dccisionmaking. If the Appeals Council affirms the denial, the applicant 
can begin a clvil action in a U.S. district court. 



REENGINEERING CONCEPT 

B celluse of SSA 's continued desire 10 improve service delivery to its most 
vulnerable cu..;tomcrs <.\l1d the growing need 10 improve an overty complex 
process. the Agency explored rccngineering as a mclhod for addressing service 

delivery concerns. This concept was in line wilh Vice President Gore's reinvention initiatives to 
create a goY,!rnmcnt that works better and costs less. 

Under the leadership of Commissioner Chatel', SSA developed a "redesign" plan which 
was released in Scplcmber 1994 to improve the disability claims process, from initial contact 
through final administrative appeal. in order to improve service delivery to millions of 
individuals filing for, or appealing, disability claims every year. 

The disahility process redesign phm WilS a high~Jevcl process description Ihat provided a 
broad vision of how a new process would work. leaving operational, organizational. and other 
details for later development nnd implementation, The five primnry objectives for the plan were: 

• To be uscr friendly for claimnnts and those who assist them; 

• To allow cases thul should he allowed a;.; early in the proce.,,>s as possible: 

• To ensure that decisions arc made and effectuated quickly; 

• The process is cffldctll; and 

• Provide employees with a satisfying work environment. 

DEVELOPMENT AND RELEASE OF THE PLAN 

SSA began its Agency~wide program of process reenginecring in the summer of 
1993, The Proces~ Rccngineering Program essentially asked the question, "If SSA 
had the opportunity to design its processes, what would they look like?" The 

program was the culmination of an investigation by SSA of the recngineering cffOI1S conducted 
hy private comp;mies. public organizations, acw.lcmic institutions, and consulting firms with 
"hands on" experience. The positive findings from that investigation. combined with concerns 
,aboUi 1he impact of current and projected workloads, led SSA to conclude that a dis.ability claims 
process recnginccring effort was critical to ill'i ol1jcctivcs of providing world-class service to the 
public ilnd restoring public confidence in its disability progr.tms. 

Based on analysis of what has worked bcst in other OI'ganizations, SSA developed a 
customized r(:engineedng methodology. Thil'i mcthodology used <I team approach (composed or 
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SSA and DDS employees a'\ well as unlon representation) and combined a strong customcr focus 
with classic management analy"is techniques to inlCnsely review a single business process. 

\Vhilc the recnginecring team WilS comprised of employees who were knowledgeable 
nbout the current disability process, the methodology focused hcavify on obtaining the views of a 
broad segment of individuals: groups and organi~alior\s involved both internally and externally 
to the process. 

The parameters set rot' thc project rcslfich~d the team from proposing any changes to the 
statutory dennition of disability or [he amount of benefits for which individuals arc eligible. A 
team of 18 Federal Hnd State employees came together in October 1993. After compieling their 
initial tasks of analyzing the current process, obmining process improvement recommendations 
from over 3,600 individuals and groups internal and extcmalto the disability claim process, 
oenchmarking with public and private sector Qrganizations to identify "best practices:' and 
mOdeling th1!orclieal processes via computer. the leam pre.'\cnlcd an inhial proposal on March 31, 
1994. Thi:; proposal was puhlishcd in the Federal Register on April 15, 1994. Within the 6O-day 
comment period, the learn received over 6,000 Written responses. Group feedback discussions 
were held in over &0 sites aeros:; the counlry to facilitate dialogue with almost 2.000 employees. 
In addition, leam members conducted hriefing:; and spokc with more than 3,000 individuilis 
about their reactions to the proposal. A public forum was also held in Washington, D.C. 

Afler considering all comments, the team reviewed the breadth of the initial process and 
on june 30. 1994. Ihe team submitted thcir revised proposal to the Commissioncr or Social 
Security. Subsequently, tbe Commissioner released SSA's Plan for a New Disability Chlim 
Process on September 7, 1994. Vice President Gore visited SSA and presented the learn with 
Hammer Awards in recognition of their efforts at huilding H government lhat works better and 
costs Icss. 

KEY FEATURES OF THE PROPOSED REDESIGN PLAN 

process 
Streamlining: 
SSA's current 

Redesigned 2-Level 

four-level administrative process 
is slreamlined 10 two levels. 
Applicants who receive an 
initial clainl denial {level one} 
have 60 days to request a 
hearing heron;~ an independent 
AU (level 'wo). 

Reduces 
Number of 
Steps 
Haridoffs 

CI~"'4~' """'JEI~ 

{; 

• ~ Clalff1 !levaiOPiW 
.\ I$$\!~S l1<lrrow!"fd 
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New position added to the initiallevcl to act as the claimant's single point of contact. 
A new position, the disability claim manager, was created as the key contac1 for claimanlS a! the 
initial level, eliminating steps caused by numerOuS employees handling discrete parts of the 
claim, The claim manager would be trained to handle both disability and non-disability aspects 
of the claim, using olher office expertise as needed, 

Claimants better understand the program and are more involved in the process. As 
part of Ihe plan, cltlimants are provided a more intemive exphmation of the disability program 
and process, htlve additional opportunities to interact with the dedsionmakcr, and can more fully 
participate in the process itselL 

Process Unification, Adjudicators at alllevcls of the process would usc the same standards 
ffJr decisionmaking to make correct decisions in an easier, faster, and more cost-efficient manner. 

Better use of the experience and expertise of staff. Changes in the adjudicatl\'c process 
would free time for the most highly specialized siaff (physicians and AU,Ii) 10 work on those 
cases and lasks to muke the be.lit usc of [heir talents-targeting expenditure;.; for medical evidence 
to those arcas most useful in determining di.liubility. 

New position added to support the hearing process, The phm added a new position, the 
adJudkation officer, to facilitate the hearing process, The adjudicative officer muintuins 
authority to i~sue revised favorable decisions if warranled by the evidence in file. 

ENABLERS TO SUPPORT THE REDESIGN VISION 

SSA' s recnglneering project was dependent on a number of key factors thai could 
provide the framework for the new process design, These included process 
unification and icchnoJogica! support. 

Process Unification. Under the Social Security Act. the Secretary is granted broad authority 
to promulg.ll;; regulations to govern the disahility determination process, 1n addition to 
regulations. SSA publishes Social Security Rulings and Acquiescence Rulings, AUs and the 
Appeals Council reHed on the regulations and rulings in making disability decisions, However. 
guidance ror decisionmakers a1 the initial and reconsideration level was provided in a series of 
auministralivc puhlications, induding the Program Operations Manual SYMcm instructions and 
other adminbtrattve issuances which clarify or elaborate spccitic policy issues. The usc of 
different ;';OUI(:e documents by adjudicators fostered the perception that different policy standards 
were being tlppIicd at different levels of dccisionmaking in the disability claim process, To 
ensure that SSA provides consLlitcnl direction to all adjudicators regarding the standards for 
dccisionmaking, the redesign plan pointed to the development of ~I single prescnltllion of 
substantive policies used in the deler~ination of eligibility for henefits by all adjudicalors, 

97 


http:promulg.ll


Information Techno]ogy. Another key enabler of the redesign was information technology. 
The process plan looked for the development of ~camless, electronic processing of disability 
claims through <.ill levels. Technology enhancements: would be made available to employees as 
well as to daimants and their representatives. 

TESTING FLEXIBILITY 

Pure rcengineering concepts: call for minimal testing and quick implementation. 
Although it was committed 10 moving forward quickly to hegin jmplementing the 
new process, SSA embr4ced an equally strong commitmcnt to rigorous testing ,and 

rctinemel1l of process changes before proceeding with full or permanent implementation. SSA 
recognit:ed that full implementation of the new process vision was an iterative process thaI 
1'I!quircd development, testing. additional information gathering and possible modifications of 
process changc:-;, 

In selecting siles for initial testing. SSA took advantage or the interest and capability of 
different officc:i. statcs. and regions to demonstrate the viability of improvements. And even 
with extensive testing. due to thc nature of public policy formulation, SSA was flexible in 
developing. refining and implementing specific process elements. Additionally, if results of 
process testing necessitated modifications, SSA was prepared to make those modillc~,tions, SSA 
remains committed to change. not for its own sake, but because it is necessary to meet present 
and future challenges us the Agency strives!o provide high~qut\lity, responsive. world-class 
service to ill' customers. 

1997 REDESIGN Focus NARROWED TO MOST CRITICAL AREAS 

I n February 1997. SSA completed a major reasse:.;smcni of l'cdeslgn initialives to 
narrow the focus to the activities most criticallo success, The original vision wal' 
developed at a "50.000 fOOl view" and set fonh an idea process that required support 

from several critical enablers thai were not yet developed. Progress was not as dmmatic as 
initially hoped and some stakeholders. indudjng GAO, were critical of Ihc hroad scope and 
complexity of initiatives underway. 

SSA generally agreed with the thwst of GAO's recommendations and identifted redesign 
arcas in which to concenlrate efforts to support critical. long-term efficiencies. As an outcome of 
SSA's assc;ssment. focus wus narrowed to the most significant arcas, including the testing of 
process changes, implementing process unification initiatives, and developing Jong~lerm support 
through other enablers, 
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(n the area of testing process changes, the most significant test of redesign initiatives was 
the Full Process Model (FPM) which served as an integrated model ror scvcml rcatures, 

THE FULL PROCESS MODEL 

l 'he Full Process Model was closest to the original vision of the dis<lbility redesign. 
The test included a random selection of over 30,000 initial disability cases in eight 
DDSs, Case selection began in April 1997 and ended in January 1998, 

Participating states included Colorado, Georgia. New York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, 
Tenncssee. Utah, and Wisconsin. 

SSA ~valuatcd whether. and to what degree, the rPM improved the disabililY 
delerminalio:l prO(.:css by assessing the impact of the FPM on allow.mce rates, appeal rates, 
accuracy administmtive costs, processing lime, program costs, and employee and cuslomer 
satisfaction, 

General conclusions showed that the allowance mtt:: at the initial ~evel within the FPM 
wai' essentiully the same as in two levels in the current process (iniliallevel plus 
rccom;idcration), The claimant conference resulted in initial allowances [hm would have hecn 
made mily after (lI! appeal in (he current process-or thul would never have been allowed 
because not all claimants appeal, improving customer service, Accuracy on euses denied 
through the initial level was substantially beacr in the FPM than in the current process. 
Although the addition of the opportunity for claimants to talk with the disability decisionmaker 
added time to the process for some, those who were ultimately denied at the iniliallevcl and 
pursued an appeal, rcached OHA over IwO months sooner. Savings from elimination of the 
reconsideration step could be invested <II the inliiallevclto improve quality and eUSlOmei' 
service, Although some claimants could be scrved more quickly with the adjudication officer in 
the process, the overall time al the hearing level was significantly higher. There was insufficient 
data on the elimination ofIlle request for Appeals Council review portion of the model upon 
which to draw conclusions. Positive results from the Full Process Model test provided the 
impetus 10 move forward with the most positive factors of the process. 

REDESIGN DECISIONS INCORPORA TED INTO THE AGENCY'S 
BROADER PLAN 

T
lhe 1994 redesign plan outlined'i vision for tin ideal process !htlt was efficient, 
unified and highly automated. Rigorous testing was conducted throughout the 
country, rctllizlng varying levels of success. Results did show the potential for 

improving customer service by focusing morc attcntion ~lt the initiullevcl to improve quality, 
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reduce hurdle:> and increase customer interaction-aU concepts that epitomized (he principles 
and goals of the National Partnership for Reinventing Government (NPR). A major strategy of 
the NPR i;; to ~\chieve outcomes thaI halance business re ...uhs, customer s;ltisfactjon and 
employee satisfaction. SSA remains committed to that strategy. 

In March 1999, Commissioner Apfel released a broader plan to improve management of 
the disability program, moving the agency from "proof of concept" testing to the next phase of 
development, incorporating deci:;ions on redesign. In announcing his decision to employees in.a 
"Commis<;ioncr's Broadcast" on March 12. 1999, Commissioner Apfel said, "For many years, 
SSA has recognized the need to improve the administration of the disubility progmms. It is an 
enormous challenge 10 administer these large and complex programs efricicntly. effectively and 
{;ompassionatcly. We must be committed to making our programs both more responsive to our 
claimants and beneficiaries and more accountable to Ihe American people. It is now lime to 
move from 'proof of concept' testing to the next phase of development. Using our current 
tcsling authority, I want to combine the successful clements of our redesign pilots with enh.anced 
DDS development and explanation of dccision~ in up to W state prototypes, as well as 
implement hearings improvements nationwide. This will allow us to put the complete process 
together and make necessary refinements prior to nationwide impJemcnI!.1Iion:.t The 
Commissioner considered analysis from redesign lest results <IIong wilh additional factors 
including stakeholder comments, input from OMS. GAO. NPR aod other Agency initiatives in 
making these decisions. 

The ~t1arch plan, Social Security and SUPPlemental Security Income Disability Prow,uns; 
Managing for Today/Plaoning for Tomorrow, broadened the Agency's foclls to reflect priority 
managemeol objectives in the President's FY 2000 Budget. The plan included 4 goals. 
con;;;:h;tcnt with the original redesign concepts: 

I. 	 Improve lhe disahility adjudication process to ensure thut decisions are made a<; 
accurately as possible, that those who should be paid are ptlid as early as possible, and 
that the adjudication process is consistent throughQut: 

2. 	 Enhance beneficiaries' opportunities to work by providing work incentives and 
facilitating appropriate support services; 

3. 	 S(lfcguard the integrity of disability programs by ensuring that beneficiaries on the 
rolls continue to be eligible for benefits and by undertaking initbtives that protect the 
program from fraud; and, 

4. 	 Improve the knowledge base for the next ccmury hy addressing the need for 
broadened understanding of the dynamics of disubility, how decisions arc made, and 
what economic and demographiC Ifends uffect the program. 

I Commissioner's llroadclL,j to SSA employl.'c:-;. March 12. 1999. 
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THE PROTOTYPES 


Using current testing authority, SSA moved to comhine the successful elements of 
the redesign pilots with enhanced case development in 10 states. These 
prototypes put the complete process together and provided an opportunity to 

make necessary refinements prior to nationwide implementation. Ahout 20% of SSA's nationaJ 
disability daims workloud wm; impacted. The prototypes were in statc~wlde operation in AL. 
NH, PA, LA, MO, MI, CO, AK, and in portions of NY and CA, The protolypos included the 
following live elements: 

• 	 Revised roles for the disability examiner and medical consultant Providing 
greater decisimml authority to [he disability examiner and more effective use of the 
expertise of the medicoI consultant in the disability determination process (single 
tiecisiouft1ukcr concept). This maximized the effectiveness of Agency rcsources
focusing State agency medic~lI and psychological t:onsuhants on duties and 
responsibilities commensurate with [heir professionallraining and experience, such as 
review of complex disability claims, as well as the Iraining and mcntoring of 
disability examiners, 

• 	 Enhanced case 
dcvcloRmcnt and 
explanation of 
decisions. improving 
C;:L'ie documentation 
and explanalions of 
key decisional 
elements-beginning 
at the initial level-to 
he-Ip ensure 
C0flSistCflCY in 
dccisionmaker. 

• 	 Claimant conference. 
Providing an opportunity for the claimant to talk with the disability examiner before a 
Ic:;s~than~fully-favorablc decision is rendered at the initial leveL This allowed the 
decision maker 10 review the lindings with the claimant prior to a determination to 
ensure lhat all aile gal ions have been identified and developed, and that tbe claimant 
unders.tood the disability program and process, 

• 	 Elimination of the reconsideration step, Streamlining the administrative review 
procc~s by eliminating the rcconsidemtion slep. This provided the ability 10 focus 
more auention and resources at the first administrative leveL 

~ 
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• 	 Improvements to the hearings process. A series of improvements are being 
implemented in hearing offices including changes in the management structure and a 
new team approach. 

Early data from the Prototypes had shown that the prototype process was a major cultural 
change for many DDS employees. The degree of change varied from stll1e to slate, but was 
significant for all states. Of particular note, the learning curve wu~ longer in the pro1OtypcS as 
compared lo the full Process Mode-l tcst, particularly as it related to enhanced rationulcs. 

Improvements mZldc 10 the claimant conference process have paid off in terms of 
increasing Ihe response rate for those who were offered the opportunity to talk with a 
decisionmak'Cr prior 10 an initial-level determination. As of AU£U5l 2(x)o, !he response rale had 
leveled to about 64%. By comparison, the response rate in the Full Proccs:;; Madej wu-..; 56%. 
This meant that claimams were more fully utilizing the oppol1unilY to interact with their 
dccisionmaKer, helping to ensure that all allegations and sources of evidence had been explored. 
This interaction also provided the opportunity for disability cxamiIicrs to explain the disahility 
process and program requirements, a:;; well a\ to respond to quc-"itions. 

Prototype cases, denied at !he initial level and requesting appeal, hud been filtering into 
hearing offie;;;s, where a series of improvements bad heen implemented to reduce processing time 
from requcsl liJr hearing to final disposition. 

Cohort data on the prototypes were being tracked to assess the impuci On ClIstomer 
service and program cost..; to determine if data trends were consistent with outcomes from SSA'~ 
more formalized tcst, the Full Process Model. SSA planned a rollout of prototype process 
ch~:mgcs in FY 2002. 

Although redesign initiatives \\'cre nol implem:cnted as quickly 01' broadly as originally 
expecled, they had been tbe impetus 1'01' significant movement loward major cultura! shins. 
Redesign intliutives increased the focus m the initiallcvei and placed more emphasis on quality 
throughout the process. Tesled changes had shown the potential to increase the volume of 
appropriale allowances al the initiallcvcl. increased claimant involvement in the process, and 
!ltrcamlincd the appeals process to better serve di!labilily applicants. 
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TESTING OF THE DISABILITY CLAIM MANAGER (DCM) 

An important initiative in SSA'$ disability process redesign effort had been the 
DisabHily Claim Manager (OeM), Under thls model, a singJe individual had 
responsibility for ail phase:. orihe initial disahility determinalion process, 

including development and decisions on hoth medical and non-medical components of 
eligibility. This represented II significant change from tbe current process, where a federal 
claims representative was responsible for initial contact with the czlaimant and collecting non
medical eligibility information, and a State disabiJity examiner and medical consultant team 
determined whether the disahility criteria meet SSA's requiremen1s, The DeM was a single 
point of contact for claimants located at either a field or DDS site, and bad responsibility for 
processing tbe disability claim, with 
substantial support fom) boto clerical and 
medical stafr. The DeM as tested, had becn 
focused on adult disability claims. 

The DCM tcst, by design, was bcing 
conducted in two phascs over a thrce~ycar 
period. Phase I began Noyember 1997 and 
ended in June 1999. Phase II testing started 
November 1999 and ended in Noycmber 
2000. SSA used an independent contractor 
to help assess the first phase of testing, 
whicb was conducted to delermine tbe 
viability of thc position and provided 
recommendations for the configurution of the second phase. The contractor's final report 
concluded that the DCM is a "viablc" approach to processing claims, in the limited sense that 
certain key outcomes were within1he bJ.llpark of outcomes under the current process. 

RETEST OF THE ELIMINATION OF REQUEST FOR REVIEW· 

As an adjunct to the FPM, a test of tbe elimination of the Appeals Coundl request 
for review (RRE) wa.... conducted to determine if the clalms process eouid be 
streamlined further by removing this adjudicalivc step in addition to the 

reconsideration step. This test was conducted under sepamlc regulatory t1uthority, 

The lest for the FPM provided a substantial volume of data from which results could be 
analyzed to determine next sleps in the redesign process; however, the sample size that was 
achieved for duta rclating to the elimination of the RRE was insufricicolto support polley 
decisions. With the start-up of the prototype process in 10 states, SSA identified un opportunity 
10 retest the RRE process. 
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The retest of the RRE was conducted in conjunction with the prototypes in order to 
obtain the data necessary for assessing the effecis of the elimin;:llion of the request for review. 

Data obtained during the tesl could also suppon supplementary efforts to examine the 
rolc of {he Appeals Council and determined the most effective use of this valuable re-liouree. The 
Tetest of the RRE was undertaken under the existing testing authority and a Federal Rcgi ... ter 
notice announcing the test wa.<.;: publh;hed June 7. 2000, The primary objectIve of the project was 
to obtain and analY.le valid and reliable data on the effects of the elimination or retention of the 
request for review step-induding the impact on agency oper.lition and processes. the federal 
court system and quality and timeliness of service to the pubHc, 

PROTOTYPE PROCESS COMBINED WITH IMPROVEMENTS TO THE 


HEARING PROCESS 


A s part of SSA 's broader management plan. Commissioner Apfel decided not [0 

pursue Ihc adjudication officer position, bUI take what was IClirned from Ihe pilot 
10 incorporate imo the Agency's broader hearing process improvemenl plun, 

The Agency's broader plan supported moving forward to improve the disability process 
from beginning to end on several fronts, Besides improving the process in hoth the DDS and 
OHA level, the plan supported training fordaims representatives in field offices to improve the 
disability product beginning with application, continued to test the Disability Claim Manager 
process as an alternative approach to serving the needs of dis;lhility daimanls and creatcd 
Flexible Disability Units in process.ing centers to provide procc...sing support <1..'\ needed to botb 
the DDS and OHA. 

The prototype ch:.mge .... coupled with olher initiatives. were pan of SSA's broad strategy 
10 improve the effective· and efficient administmtion of its disability prugmms that protect 
millions of Americans umllheir families. 

THE HEARING PROCESS IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

As part of its ovcraH plan for managing the disal1i1ilY process, Commissioner Apfel 
directed in 1999 th}lt the Agency develop a plan for improving the hearings 
process. In lune 1999. SSA released the Hearings Process Improvement (HPI) 

initiafive. Designed to enhance customer service by reducing processing time without expending 
additional resources, HPJ has Ocen fully implemented in 37 hearing offices and is expected to be 
in place in:all 140 office!' before the end of calendar year 2000, 
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SSA began Phase 1 of HPJ in January 2000. with full implementation in the Phase 1 
hearing ofikcs completed by the end of April. Challenge~ in IIcveral areas were met with 
innovative efforts. and lessons learned were applied to planning for Ph1ise~ 2 and 3. 

• 	 Communications: Early establishment of an Intranet website, frequent HPJ 
newsletters, a Policy]\'ct collaboration sHe for managel'~. and a hotline were .mlOng 
the tools used to make information readily llvailnble to hearing oflkcs. SSA held two 
conferences for Hearing Office Directors. and a summit for Hearing Office Chief 
Administrative Law Judges was scheduled for mid-October. 

• 	 Partnership: SSA reached national agreements wirh union partners by October 1999. 
but delays in local agreements encouraged [he combination of national and local 
i~sucs in Ihe agreements reached for Phases 2 and 3. 

• 	 Training: SSA formed a national cadre of experienced trainers to deliver HPI 
orientation and needed skills truining. Based on feedback received, the training 
timelines were refined for Phases 2 and 3. 

• 	 AUtomation: Changes needed to provide immediate support for HPJ had heen made. 
and longer-Icnn enhancements were in the planning stages. 

The clements of the early monitoring plan provided information tutti data [hat was heing 
used to make improvements in the implementation efforts for Phases 2 and 3. Preliminary data 
collecled since May 2000 was encouraging: HPJ offi.cc$ were showing higher disposition rates 
unci lower p[t)cessing times than in 1999, Early Phasc 1 site visits provided vuhwhle fcedhack. 
particulurly on training und automation. SSA's Office of Workforce Annlysis (OWA) also 
conducted site visits, and their report of employee interviews gave a detailed look at staff 
concerns and suggestions, many of which were used to provide for a smoother transition in Ihc 
next phases of implementation. Pills. the Regional Chief Administrative Law Judges closely 
monitored HPJ start-up in the region.~, and their reports in late August indicated that Phm:,e I 
implementation was nearly complete in the critical elemcms of BPI, 

PhtL~e 2 implementation brought HPI to 52 additional hcaring offices in October 2000, 
and the remaining 49 oflkes rolled out by November 20, 2000, The implementation monitoring 
efforts will continue during Phases 2 and 3 rollout, and OWA has been asked to conduct a 
rollow~up employee survey in late Spring 2001. Once all clements of HPJ have been 
implemented in all hcming offices, SSA will take It thorough look at the process itself and 
determine whether refinements are needed. 
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THE ApPEALS COUNCIL IMPROVEMENT PLAN 

T he ACPI Action Plan, unnollnced in March 2000, confirmed SSA's determination 
to better serve customers at all levels of the adjudkation process. It completed the 
series of major process changes begun with the redesign dccL~ions resulting in the 

process changes in the DDS:;, followed hy the implementation of the Heurings Process 
Improvement Plan (HPI). The HPI and ACPI Plans defined the OHA business process of the 
future and. therefore, set goals and priorities for current and future years. 

The Appeals Council's process nol only deals with dmmutic increases in the volume of 
work in recent years; it also copes with workloads that arc varted and inherently comrlex. 
Claimant requests for review of hearing decisions and dismissals represent the largest portion of 
the Appeal~ Counci],~ workloads, 

Request" for Review 115.150 80.3% 91.173 78.0% 

Quality Assurance 7,984 5,6% 7.214 6.2 % 

New Court Cases 13,157 9.2% 13,022 ILl % 

Court Remands 7,072 4.9% 5.496 4.7% 

Total 143,363 100.0% 116,905 100.0% 

However, the Appeals Council is responsible for other workloads including. but nm 
limited to, qualhy assurance reviews and court case procc$sing. 

Like HPI, the ACP( long-term Slnttegy wus to institute changes to streamline and 
simplify eusc movement, reduce case hand-ofl\, provide bener oversight. and use systems 
improvement to more effectively cuptun: and usc data to improve service and management. 

A key process change within tbe overall :-;lratcgy was Differential Case Management. 
Appeals Council staff individually cxuminc all requcsts for review shortly i.lrter receipt to 
identify the appropriate case processing track and to process to completion ca"ies identified for 
expedited action. This provides speedier service for different lypes of claims and ensures that 
the Appeals Council idcntifies and ~Icts on cases that deserve immediate processing. The 
Appeals Council also places a heightened emphasis on processing aged reque:-.ts for review and 
using legally sufficient streamlined formats for issuing decisions and remands. 
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SSA anticipates that the ACPI initiatives. whcn fully implementcd, will result in dramatic 
servicc improvements in request for review processing ovcr the nexi five ycurs. 

The ACPI initiatives will also ensure that {hc Appeals Council's other workloads are 
managed timely and effectively. ACPI showed an impressive rollout perfonnancc; with a record 
64,000 actions in the first six months of ACPI in FY 2000. and as of October 2000, was on largcl 
to meet thc unticipated level of dispositions for the ri~al year. 

:THE CASE FOR DISABILITY PROGRAM CHANGE 

TICKET TO WORKlWoRK INCENTIVES 

W hile the primary 

purpose of Social 

Security disahilhy 


iosurance (SSDI) is TO replace u ponion 
of income lost to disability. the program 
also inclUdes provisions designed to 
encourage bcnel1ciuries 10 return 10 

work, Similarly, Ihe Supplemental 
Security Income (SSJ) disabililY program 
includes retuln-to-work provisions. 
Rcsearch and expenence have shown 
!hat even wh;,:n individuals huve 
significant di::ahilities. with appropriate 
support and vocUlional rehabilitation 
(VR). they may be able to work again. 
The primary mechanism that is used by 
SSA to help peopie to return to work is the rcrerral of beneficiaries to State vocational 
rehabilitation services. However. despite these longstanding provhiions of the law. historically 
only a very limited number of the approximately J0 million SSDI beneficiaries and SSl 
recipients leave the disability rolls each year because of successfulrchabilitation. The passage 
on December 17, 1999 of The Ticket to Work and Work Incentive Improvement Act (T\VWBA) 
represents, .... ,not just a ncw law. but a new mission for SSA:,2 This law represents both <l 

significant addilion to the mission of SSA and an important public policy commitment to 
promoting employment for those citizens who are most disabled. 

The Ticket to Work llnd Work Incentive Improvement ACi wa...; the last piece of 
legislation Pmsidcnt Clinton signed into law in the 20th Century. The signing of this law, on 
December 17. 1999, represented the culmination of 6 years of work by Social Security 

Z Commissioner Kenneth Aplel on the iligning (If the Ticket j(~ ~m.~.B.r!Q..Work In;,-emjvc ImrrOVCHh!nb ACI. 

Signing of the Ticket to Work and Work Incentive 
Imnrn\Ul>MII"nt aM nn n~r.pmhll"r 17 1 QQQ 
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Administration, Clinton appointees and staff, scholarly think tanks, people with disabilities, 
disability organizations and the Congress. 

ARTICULATING THE PROBLEMS AND THE SOLUTIONS: 


DEVELOPING CONSENSUS 


WITHIN THE SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA TlON 

Commissioner Apfel and executives at SSA had long been listening to customers 
and other stakeholders to determine what improvements could be promotcd in the 

/ disability programs to improve opportunities for those with significant disabilities. 
The goal for this dialogue from the beginning was to ensure maximum employment 
opportunities for people with disabilities while ensuring that the safety net represented by the 
disability programs and the medical benefits provided by them remained intact. 

SSA sponsored a series of roundtable discussions with people with disabilities throughout 
the country and gathered together a staff to assist the Commissioner in understanding their 
concerns and needs. SSA supported a conference sponsored by the World Institute on Disability 
in 1992 that gathered together consumers and experts from around the country to explore the SS) 
and SSDI programs and their relationship to the employment of people with disabilities. SSA 
also funded conferences at the National Press Club in 1996, 1997 and 1998, bringing together 
hundreds of stakeholders to examine the issues. Executives from SSA, in particular Susan 
Daniels, Ph.D., herself an appointee of President Clinton with a severe disability, met with 
scholars and experts who had dedicated their lives to studying Social Security. SSA pulled 
together internal working groups within the agency to examine the history and trends of the 
disability programs. Social Security aClUaries, researchers, budget staff, operations staff and 
field staff examined the programs in light of their impact on return to work. 

These research and educational efforts determined that SSA's disability programs had 
been growing steadily for over 10 years, and unless major policy changes were made, the growth 
was projected to continue. Young people with disabilities were coming on to the rolls in 
increasing numbers and were staying there for several decades. And the research showed that 
long term reliance on government income maintenance is undesirable because of the severe 
limits it places on the bencliciary's financial and social independence, Receipt of monthly 
benefits generally promotes a lifestyle of dependence and marginalized poverty, Despite the 
existence of Social Security work incentives and rehabilitation reimbursement programs, few 
beneficiaries return to work, although many beneficiaries with disabilities say they want to work 
and can work, despite their impairments, if they receive the supports they need. It is primarily 
fear of losing health benefits that deters efforts by beneficiaries with disabilities from attempting 
to work. The conclusion rcached is that creating dependence on benefits is not good puhlic 
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policy. It is inconsistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act and all progressive disability 
policy. 

With these findings in hand, SSA, under the leadership of Commissioner Chater and Dr. 
Daniels, developed an employment strategy in 1995. The strategy was anchored by four pillars: 
more optiom, in securing return-to-work services; better access to health care; improving service 
delivery and work incentives; a special focus on youth. 

OTHER STUDIES AND REPORTS 

Several key studies and reports were undertaken during this period that articulated 
questions about the disability programs. Three General Accounting Office (GAO) 
reports raised concerns about the disability programs.3 In March 1995, Jane Ross. 

of GAO, testified before the Senate Special Committee on Aging. She said: 

"lJl wId SSI programs present WI all-or-nothing decisioll to those who apply. 
Applicants who meet the disability criteria receive cash benefits, and applicants 
fOllnd able-bodied receive no benefits. /Jill this conflicts with prevailing views 
that disabled persolls are an extraordinarily heterogeneous group. III (ulditioll, 
technological and medial advances have created more opportunities thall ever for 
per,wJI!s with di.whifitie.l· to engage ill meallinliful amI productive work. l1lC.I·e 
new views, coupled with advances, suggest that the premise for DI alld SSI may 
need 10 be modified. As a resuft, we may be lllldeflltilizillg the productive 
capacity ofmany persons with disability. " 

The April 1996 GAO report called for the Commissioner of SSA to take immediate 
action to place greater priority on return to work and to develop legislation so the agency could 
emphasize return to work for beneficiaries. 

In response to a request from Congress, the National Academy of Social Insurance 
(NASI) convened a Disability Policy Panel of national experts to conduct a comprehensive 
review of Social Security's disability programs and employment outcomes. In 1996, the Panel 
released a four volume report entitled Balancing Security and Opportunity - The Challenge of 
Disability Income Policy. This impressive work from a distinguished panel of experts noted in 
its report that its findings and recommendations derive from its fundamental belief that the 
primary goal of national disability policy should be the integration of people with disabilities into 
American society. The panel's return to work proposal built on the principles of consumer 
choice and empowerment. It encouraged competition and innovation among service providers, 
rewarding service providers for their results rather than for the cost of their inputs, and 

.1 In February 1994, tbe GAO issued Social Security - DislIbility Rolls Keep Growing. While Explanations Remain 
Elusive: in April 1996. the GAO issued SSA Disability - Program Redesign Necessary 10 Encourage Return to 
Work: in September 1996, the GAO issued People with Disabilities - Federal Programs Could Work Together More 
Efficiently 10 Promote Employment. 
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encouraging providers to have a continuing interest in their clients' long-term success in 
remaining employed, In addition, the Panel stressed Ihe importance of health care coverage to 
Americans with disabilities. 

In Ju,\y 1996, the Nalional Council on Disability released a report entitled Achicvirrg 
Independence: The Challenge for the 21$1 Century. The report noled that many features of the 
SSI and SSDl pl'Ograms serve as obstacles 10 independence for people wilh disabilities. Lack of 
access to health insurance and lack of llexibllity supporting maximal employment often promote 
lifetimes of dependence for people with disabilities. "The current sel ofpolicies and prof.irwm 
/00 oftell jut/atolls more as (/ spider web thew a safety fief, capturing people in p(WerIy rather 
fllan supporting /hem to maximize /heir po/ential and tlteir employment, ., the report concluded. 

REACHING CONSENSUS 

T he outcome of these multiple activities was the development of consensus, both in 
terms of the problem and a solution. Stakeholders as wide-ranging as people with 
disabilities. rehabilitation service providers, scholarly experts, and disability 

ofgllnizalionl" came to agrecment, The Sociul Security Disability programs presented too many 
obstacles to people in terms of employment, predominately doc to Jilek of effective support in 
seeking to return to work and lack of access to adequate heulth care when seeking to return to. 
work. The solution nceded to be legislative, New statulory authority was required to effectively 
address these problems. The center of activity moved to the legislative arena. 

THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS 

FORMULA TlNG THE CLINTON AOMINISTRA TlON'S BILL 

Early in 1996, under Ihe direction of Chris Jennings of the White House's Domestic 
Policy Council, discussions began about developing leglshltion to send to Capitol 
Hill. Represent3tives fl'Om the OffIce of Management and Budget. the Health 

Care Financing Administration, the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services and 
the Social Security Administration participated. After eXlcnsive discussion, a determination was 
made that the Administration would develop a bill thal included the Ticket to Independence -the 
voucher-like ticket Ihat was recommended by the NASI panel (see above), They decided that thc 
health care initiatives, amendments 10 Medicaid and Medicare. would be pursued sepnratcly by 
the Department of Heulth and Human Servicc.. .. , 
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In February 1997, the President's 1998 Budget was released. It included the ticket to 
work and th(: two health care provisions. The Medicaid provision enabled states to offer 
Medicaid to families with an income that was 250 percent over the poverty level. (This 
provision was eventually enactcd as part of the Balanced Budget Amendment of 1997). The 
Medicare provision enahled a person leaving the roles to extend Medicare coverage for 2 years 
beyond the 4-year limit. 

In March 1997, the Social Security Administration sent the Clinton hill to the Congress. 
It addressed the tickelto work initiative. This hill was never introduced pCI' se, as Memhers of 
Congress had already begun to address the issues with their own hills that contained very similar 
provisions. 

ACTION IN THE HOUSE AND SENATE 

I n September 1996, Rep. Bunning introduced a hill in the House that included a 
return-to-work ticket, a Medicare extension provision and a tax credit provision for 
employers. Rep. Kennelly worked with Rep. Bunning on this first piece of 

legislation. There was no legislative activity on this bill during the l04ch Session of Congress. 

In March 1998, at the beginning of the 10Sth Session of Congress, Rcp. Bunning 
introduced his bill again in the House. The bill was approved by the Subcommittee on Social 
Security and the full Committee on Ways and Means and passed by the House on June 4, 1998 
with a vote of 41 0-1. The bill was referred to the Senate where it was never considered in the 
legislative process during the 105ch Congress. 

However, the Senate was quite active behind the scenes in developing a companion hill. 
Senators Jeffords and Kennedy took the lead on the bill. During 1997, 1998 and 1999, their 
staffs met regularly with stakeholders, particularly consumers, to develop a bill that would have 
massive support. They circulated numerous drafts of bills hroadly in the disability community 
for input and feedback. The Social Security Administration provided technical assistance for the 
drafting of the bill. In addition, the Administration included this bill in the President's 2000 
budget, thus indicating the President's commitment to this bill. 

On January 28, 1999, Sen. Jeffords and Sen. Kennedy introduced the bill, S. 331 that 
would eventually become law. In February 1999, the Committee on Finance held hearings on 
the bill. In March 1999, the Committee reported out a substitute bill favorably. On June 16, 
1999, Sen. Roth, Chairman of the Finance Committee, amended S. 331 with a substitute hill. On 
that same day, the Senate passed the bill with a vote of 99-0. 

The House was aware that the Administration and the Senate had made an agreement on 
a bill. In the I06ch Congress, Rep. Rick Lazio took the lead on the bill in the House. On March 
18, 1999 he introduced HR 1180. a bill similar to S. 331. This bill included Medicaid 
amendments so it was referred to the Commerce Committee in addition to the Ways and Means 
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Committee, In the Commerce Commiucc. the bill was referred to the Suhcommiucc on Health 
and the Environment where hearings were held and the bill was marked up. The Subcommittee 
forwarded the bill 10 (he full committee where the bill was reported out on July I, 1999. On 
October 19, J999, with Ihc support or the Ways ilnd Means chainnan ~Uld the House leadership, 
the House passed, under wspcnsion of Ihe rules, HR 1180 and senl il to the Semtlc. On 
Novcm~r 18, 1999. Ihe House agreed to the conference rcport~ on November 19, 1999, the 
Senate agreed to the confcrence repon. On December 6, 1999, the HR 1180 was presented to the 
President for signature, 

PROVISIONS IN THE FINAL BILL 

T:key provisions of HR 1180, which became PL 106-70 when signed into law, 

• The Tickel to Work and Sclf SufficiencY 

Under {his '"ticket" program, SSDI and 5S1 heneficiaries with disabilities will receive 
tickets that they can take 10 an approved service provider of their choice, t.:alled an 
"employment network," The employment network can be a private organizution or 
public agency dmt agrees to work with SSA to provide vocational rehabilitation, 
employment and other support services to as:;ist beneficiaries to go to work and to 
remain on the jOb, When the employment network agrees. to provide these services, it 
will decide whether it wishes to receive outcome paymenls for months in which a 
beneficiary docs not receive bcneflts due to work activity (up to 60 months), or 
reduced outcome payments in addition to payments for a.ssisting the beneficiary to 
achieve milestones conneclcd with employment. If a SUIte vocational rehabilitation 
agency agrees to serve a5 an employment network. it can also decide on a casc~by~ 
case basis jf il would prefer to receive reimbursement under the current system for 
reasonable and necessary ~eJ'vices they provide 10 the ocncficiury, or to receive 
outcome or milestone and outcome payments, 

The Ticke! program will be phased in nalionally over a thrcc*year period beginning 
on January 1, 200 I. During the first yeuJ' "r opemlien, the Tkkel program will be 
available 10 beneficiaries in some Slate1\ (10 he determined), SSA will then expnnd 
the Ticket program to Other p'U1S of the country Over the ncxt three years. By January 
1,2004. SSA expects the Tickel program to be operational nminnaUy. 

• Expanded Availability or Health Care Services 

The new law >lIsa includes several improvements to Medkan:: ,md Medic~lid cnvcnlgc 
that will be effective on Octoher!, 2000. These improvements will eliminate some of 
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the barriers that reqtlirc people with disabilities to choose between health care 

coverage and going to work: 


1. 	 The new Jaw eXlends Part A Medicilre covcmge for an ildditional4n yean; for 
working Social Security disability beneficiaries. This is ia ildditioa to [he current 
law provision of free Part A Medicare covcmgc for 4 years after a Social Security 
beneficiary with a disability goes to work. 

The new law allows workers with db,abilities who arc covered under ~1edicare to 
su:-.pcnd Medicare supplemenwi policies while they arc covered by group health 
jn~uranee plans that are provided by their employers, and to regain coverage 
under their Medicare supplemental policies if rhey lose .;overage under these 
group health plans. 

3, 	 The new law expands state options and funding for Medicaid. These options will 
permit states to Hberttlize the limhs on resources and income for Medicaid 
eligibility for peopJc Wifh disabilities, They wiH also allow the states to permit an 
employed individual with a disahiHty to buy into Medicaid, even though lhe 
individual is no longer eligible for Social Security or SSf benefits because his or 
her medical condition has improved. 

4. 	 The new law requires the Secretary of the Department of Health and Human 
Services (DHHS) 10 award grants to states to develop and operate programs which 
will1'iupport working individuals with disahilities and to lei penions know about 
these new prognuns. These grants will begin in FY 2001. and $150 million is 
available to fund 1hc grants over the first five years with additional funding for 
another six years. 

The Secretary of DHHS will also approve applications, rrom slates LQ conducl 
demonstration projects to provide Medicaid type coveruge for working 
individuals wiih potentially severe disabiJilics. The demonstration projecls will 
cover persons whose medical conditions are expected to meet the SSt definition 
of disability if the workers did nol receive !V1edicaid services. The new law 
authorizes $250 million to fund these demonstration projects over a five-year 
period. 

• 	 Work lnccmive Enhancements 

The new law contains. improvements to work incentives to help people with 

disabilities go to work and continue to work. These improvements include: 


I. 	 Expedited reinsHlIemen! of heneflts - Effective January 1,200 I, a former Social 
Security or SSI dis.abihiy beneficiary will be able to reques.t rcini'>tatement of his 
or her benefits if the benefits were terminated beeaul)C the benefidury went to 
work. To have the benefits reinstllted, the former beneficiary will have 10 be 
unable to continue working because of his or her medical condition and will have 
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to file a request for reinstatemenl within 60 months from the month in which the 
previous benefits were terminated. The beneficiary will be able to receive 
provisional payments for up to six months while SSA is making a decision on 
whether he or she is: still dhmhled under the rule!i. These provisional payments 
will not have to be paid hack if SSA decides that tbe bcneficiary',s medical 
condition no longer meets: the definition of disability, 

2, 	 Changes 10 the Continuing DisabHity Review (CDR) process - Once the Ticket 
program begins on January 1,2001, SSA will not conduct a CDR of an SSDI or 
SSI beneficiary's medical condition while the beneficiary is using a Ticket. 

Beginning Januaryl, 200 1, SSA will not conduct a CDR of a beneficiary'S 
medical condition becaU!iC the beneficiary is working ifthc beneficiary has 
received SSO! for at least 24 months. SSA must Slill (.:onduct rcgt1larly scheduled 
medical reviews, unless the beneficiary is using a Ticket. 

In cither case, the existing rules for suspending bcnetlls I1ccliusc of earnings amounts 
will apply. Thus, for 5SI. earned income rules for reducing bcnefits would apply. and 
for SSDI, rules for determining SGA would apply, 

• 	 New Work Inccnlive Programs 

The new law also cremes a number of other programs to a.ssist people with disabilities 
go 10 work. These include: 

1. 	 Estunlishmcnl of u work inccntives specialist corps wilhin SSA 10 provide 
accurate inrormation regarding SSOI tlnct SS( work incentives. SSA has 
established a new Employnlcm Support rcpresentative (ESR) position that will be 
tested soon in a number of locations. The new poshion will continue to be 
expanded nationally uncr the current testing phase is complete. 

2. 	 Establishment of tI community-ba£ed work incentive planning and assistance 
program. This will bc accomplished through a program of grant"', cooperative 
agreements, or contracts with private andlor public organizations in each state 10 

provide benefits planning and a'isislance to hcncficiarlcs to assist them to go to 
work. 

3. 	 Providing granls to tbe prolection and advocacy systems in each ofthc stales to 
provide infommtion, advice, advocacy und other services to beneficiaries with 
disabilities. 

4, 	 Establishing a Work Incentives Advisory Panel within SSA to provide advice to 
Ihe commissioner of SSA and Congress on work incentives. including the 
implementation of the Ticket program. The panel will consist of 12 mcmbcrt' 
appointed by the Pre5idcn( and Congress. At least half of the Panel members. 
mu~t be individuals with disabilities. or rcprc$cntativcs of such individutlb. wilh 
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consideration given to current or former disability beneficiaries. This panel will 
convene in 2000 with a life span of eight years. 

• Demonstration Projects and Studies 

The new law also gives SSA the authority for five years to conduct demonstration 
projects to improve SSDI work incentives. In particular, the new law requires SSA to 
conduct a demonstration to evaluate the effects of withholding $1 of every $2 a 
heneficiary earns over a specified level. SSA is also authorized to conduct other 
demonstrations or studies of work incentives for beneficiaries. The new law requires 
SSA to submit periodic reports to congress regarding the progress and effectiveness 
of these demonstration projects. 

SIGNING THE BILL INTO LAW 

On December 17, 1999, President Clinton held a signing ceremony for HR 1130 at 
the Franklin D. Roosevelt Memorial in front of a depiction of the fonner 
president. The selling was filling, as it called forth the memory of one of the 

nation's great Presidents, who led the country from his wheelchair. Hundreds of people were 
present for the signing, including many members of the disability community from across the 
country. 

In addition to President Clinton, remarks were made by Sen. Kennedy. Sen. Jeffords and 
Jim Sullivan, a person with a disability from New Hampshire who introduced the President. 
Justin Dan, Donna McNamee, Paul Marshall and Wesley Vinner joined the speakers on the 
stage. At the end of the program, SSA Commissioner Kenneth Apfel, HHS Secretary Donna 
Shalala, Labor Secretary Alexis Herman and Treasury Secretary Summers joined the President 
on the podium for the bill signing. On stage after the signing, Justin Dan presented President 
Clinton with a leather bound book with lellers from people all across the country thanking the 
President and Congress for their leadership in making the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives 
Improvement Act law . 

President Clinton began his remarks by noting that "This landmark legislatiofl will 
remOl'e harriers that have placed maflY individuals with disabilities ill the Ilflterwble position of 
choosing hetween health care coverage and work." He concluded as follows: 

"Many individuals with disabilities wallt to work and hecome indepel/(/ent, and 
many call work if they receive the criticalslIpport they lIeed. For too 101lg. the 
fear (If hH'ing health lind cash benefits and the inability to obtain rehabilitation 
and employment services has prel'ented sllch individuals' work efforts. As a 
Nation, we are best served when all o/lr citizens have the opporfllnity to 
conrrilmte their faiellls. energy. (lnd ideas to the workplace. f (1111 pleased to sigrl 
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iuto law today this imporJ[lfll _~fep (0 empower more Americrllls with disahiJit;e.\ to 
take their righlju/ pluc!;: in our Nation's workforce, " 

THE LEGACY OF THE LAW 

I mpJementation ofTWWIlA represent!'> both a cultural and a mission shift for the 
Social Security Administration. The cultural shift involves an increased partnership 
between SSA and the disability community, SSA will huve grants in the community 

and be intentcting with disability organizations throughout the country on a regular basis, 
TWIlA estahlished an Advisory Panel that will advise the agency on jmplementation of the law 
for 8 years, The punel is comprised of experts from the disability community, This intCnlction 
between Social Security and the Advisory Panel i~ a part of the cultural shifL Many Social 
Security Regional Offices have established their Own Work Incentive Advisory Panels 
comprised of stakeholders. All in all, this cultural shift is characterized by an institutionalized 
expansion of partnership with the disabHi[y community tl.!id an increased acknowlcdgcmem on 
the part of Social Security that it is accountable to stakeholders in the disability community. 

The cnacunenl ofTWWfIA also signifies a significant mission shin for SSA Prior to 
TWWHA, benefits were, for the most part, considcred the endpoint of SSA's acti vities" With 
TWIIA. good service is redefined as promoting employment as an end point, when it is 
appropriHtC for the beneficiary. SSA is now clearly in the family of fcderal agencies that share 
the mission of promoting: employment of people with dis-abilities. Thi!\ mi:-.sion shift brings with 
it operational shifts which include improving the level of service related to employment and 
being a catalyst and funder for employment suppon services. 

Soch,ll Security\ commitment (0 rhis mission shift is visible in its organizational and staff 
restructuring. In January 1999, Commissioner Apfel created a ncw office with primary 
responsibilit y for implementing TWWIIA. Tbe Office of Employment Support Programs is 
headed by a newly crealed Associate Commissioner position. Eighty staff have heen assigned to 
thi~ office which administers a $70 million TWIIA budget and a $10 million research budget. In 
addition, thl~; ofnce administers the $125 million dollar rehabllHation reimbursement progrmR 

Tbe long-term legacy ofTWHA will be determined over time. However. it is clear thut 
the Clinton Administration h;.\s left the Social Security Administration ch;.\nged in both culture 
and mission. The clear addition of employment support as a goal of the agency represents a 
significant contribution to public policy for people with disabilities. 
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f!Y.!..~REASE IN THE SUBSTANTIAL GAINFUL ACTIVITY LEVEL 

Substantial gainful activity (SGA) is pan of the definition of disability in the Social 
Security Act, In essence, SGA IS a measure lo indicate whether un individual is 
able to perform n significant level of work. Generally, one of ihe mcu.'ures SSA 

uscs in determining whClhcr an applicant or hcncficiary LS engaging in SGA is ihe amount of pay 
that the individual has aClUally earned. For initial eligibility to SSDI and S5) program benefits. 
an individual musl be unahle to engage in any SGA. Once a pcr~on is on the rolls, the SGA 
amount is used as a measure in determining ongoing entitlement to SSDJ benefits. although not 
for 551 puymcms, 

[0 1999. SSA ins!hOled a regulatory Change to incrcn.'ic the SGA level for non~blind 
individuals from $500 to $700 per month. The Administration increa:-cd the SGA level a>; pan 
of its efforts to encouragc individuals with di:-abilities to attempl work and to provide an updatcd 
indicator of when earnings demonstrate the ability to engage in SGA, The SGA level had been 
increased only once since 1980, and that increase occurred in 1990. The increase to $700 
reflects the amoum that roughly corresponds 10 wage growth since (he last increase in 1990. In 
1999, Vicc Prc:-idcnt Gore announced the SGA increase at 11 di~ability event in Albany, New 
York. 

In 2000, SSA published H rule that will automatically adjust the SGA level annually 
based on !he national average wage index effcctive in January 2001. As pari of the celebration 
of thc lOll) anniversary of the Americans with Disabililies Act, President Clinton announced Ihe 
pruPiJscd full! change. 

Raising the SGA levcl to $700 provides a more realistic threshold to determine earnings 
capacity <II the lime of initial disabililY determination and provides a more realistic test of a 
beneficiary's earnings capacity before losing SSDJ benefits due io work activity. SSA expects 
that the highcr SGA level will encoumgc mmc beneficiaries to attempt to work <md ultimatcly 
become mor(: independenl. 

OTHER REGULATORY CHANGES TO ENCOURAGE 
BENEFICIARIES TO WORK 

SSA has issued several other rules as part of ils strategy to provide beneficiaries with 
incentives to attempt work or to increase their work effort. SSA increased the 
minimum amount of monthly cill'l1ings thai indicHtcs a person is performing 

services JiJr purposes of counting as a month in the 9-month tria! work period. Thc amount was 
increased from $200 to $530 and will be automatically adjusted c'-Ich year bused on the national 
average wage index. In the SSt program, SSI increased the maximum monthly (from $400 to 
$1.290) artd )'eilrly (from $1.620 10 $5,200) student earned income cxclusion amount used in 
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determining SST eligibility and payment amounts. These amounts will be automatically indexed 
on an annual basi!-i. 

Both of these regulatory changes will help in climinaHng the obstacles thaI individuals 
with disabilities face in entering the workforce and leading independent lives" 

ONGOING RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT IN THE DISABILITY PROGRAM 

SSA has undertaken a number of research projects that will provide information 
necessary to strengthen the Agency's disability program; 

TREATMENT OF PEOPLE WITH AFFECTIVE DISORDER DISABILITIES 

Affective disorders are mental disorders that affect a person's mood, Untreated 
affective disorders can be cosily to individuals and society. SSA will implement 
a demonstration project beginning in FY 2001 that will lest the effectiveness of 

providing better m,:cc,I\s to quality treatmenl for affective disorders of 01 beneficiaries (including 
01 only and DUSSf concurrent heneficiaries) who have affective disorders as their primary 
impairment. This demonslration project was uflnounced during the White House Conference on 
Menlul Health held at Howard University on June 7, 1999. The evaluation is based on a classical 
randomized field experiment design. The intervention is expected lo lead 10 better health 
outcomes. Increase labor force participation, and enhance self-sufficiency. A longitudinal survey 
will measure health ;:md employment Qutcomes. The analysis will also rely on admini:-;trative 
records and a process study. This project will provide a comprchensjve assessment of the 
implementation and OUIComes of the Affeclive Disorders Treatment Demonstration and as'iCsses 
the general applicahility of the results. 

This project wlll be conducted through three research contracfS. The first contract. to 
prepare a draft research protocol was. completed in May 2000. The second contract to conduct 
the research will begin in February 2001 and run for 4 years. A third contract will cvailJatc the 
demonstration, 



EVALUATION OF TICKET TO WORK AND 

SELF SUFFICIENCY PROVISIONS 


The Ticket to Work and Work 1ncenlives Improvement Act of 1999 (TWWIIA) 
established t1 program to provide SSA beneficiaries wilh opportunities to obtain 
vocational rchabililmion services. employment services. and other support services 

from approved providers of their choice, TWWHA mandates specific evaluation goals. 
including th,~ total and net costs of the program and the impact of the program on beneficiary 
work outcomes and reliance on SSA hcnefit<.;, The evalU~l.lion has (w{) components. A contract 
for the first phase was awarded in fall 2000 that WIll provide data development rrom existing 
sources, design of a supplemental data survey_ and design of the specific evaluation components 
to meet the legislative requlremcflt. The second phase in fall 200 1 will utilize a multiyear 
contract io cmry oul the supplcmcntul data survey and evaluation design, and will provide the 
congressional evaluation reports mandated in the law. 

EVALUATION OF STATE PARTNERSHIPS IN EMPLOYING 

INDIVIDUALS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES 


This project evaluates the effects of demonstration projects to assist States in 
developing integrated service delivery systems. This project also evaluates the 
impact such systems have on the DI and 55) rolls. including benefit reductions due 

to carnings and termination of benefits due to ;.;ubstantial gainful activity, The evaluation has 
been divided ilito two activities, In Ihe first, a contractor a.."isis[s the Slates in developing their 
State-level evaluation plans and data collection mechanisms. The contractor monitors the State 
data collection and clc-ans and compiles the data for SSA. This data collection and monitoring 
contract coni inues for the life of thc coopemtive agreement;.; and is renewed annually for up to 5 
years. A task order conlract utllize.;; these data, combined with SSA administrative dara, to 
design and test a net impact evaluation for the State Partncr~hips across ;:tll St<l(cs. The contmct 
will produce an automaled evaluatioll design tbai can be routinely updated throughout the State 
Partnerships. The ta"k order conlracl was awarded in faU 1999, The duration of the project is 30 
months. 

A draft report was received from the contractor in May 2000; a final report on data 
development is expected by the end of 2000, 
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DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS REQUIRED UNDER THE 


TICKET TO WORK AND WORK INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT ACT 


Sections 30t and 302 of the Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Improvement Acl 
of 1999 require SSA to conduct demonstration projects 10 evuluate alternative 
methods or treating earnings under the D[ program and to improve program work 

incentives for disability beneficianes. Section 302 specifically requires SSA to tcst a benefit 
offs-ct thm reduccl- benefils by $1 for every $2 of camings above a specified cmnings level The 
projects: arc intended to identify reductions in Federal expenditures that may result from the 
permanent implemcntutlon of such a program. The projects must also fulfill six additional 
objectives identified in Section 302 of the legislation. 

Preliminary work began in FY 2000 on developing the research design for the benefit 
offsci project. In FY 2001, an SSA in1{;r-componcnt workgroup will complete a detailed 
protocol that describes the resources and methods thm will be required 10 implement the 
demOrlS1t'Jlion projects, subject to the availability of appropriations. 

In addition, SSA is in the curly stages of planning the development of an curly 
intervention demonstl'ation in which applicant~ arc provided services and th{; SUppOl't needcd to 
return to work at thc earliest point feasible, 

INTERNATIONAL STUDY OF WORK INCAPACITY AND REINTEGRATION 

T ne U,S, and five other countries (Gcrmanv, Denmark, Sweden, Israel and the 
Netherlands) have pal1iclpated in a cross."'national study of work incapacity under 
the 4Iuspiccs of the International Social Security A ..sociation (lSSA). The study 

was designed to identify those medical and non~mcdical intervenlions that arc most successful in 
hcJping pcrsons who arc out of work due to a back condition to re-enter the labor force. Samples 
for the U.s. nation,,1 study were drawn from four cohorts: Social Security Disability Insurance 
(SSDl) beneficiaries. Supplemenlal Securi[y [ncome (SSI) recipients, and recipicnts of 
Temporary Disability Insurance (TOI) benefits fl'Otn the States of California and New Jersey, 

An evaluation of the U.s. experience nas been performed and a paper discussing the 
findings ofrhe study was presented at ISSA's "Year 2000 International Research Conference on 
Social Security" in Helsinki in September 2000. The article will appear in the Social Security 
Bullclin later this year. 

The U.s, experience of the s~miplc of recipic!1ls of Temporary Disability Insurance (TDI) 
benefils from the Stales of California and New Jersey has also been incorporated into the ISSA 
(fOsS-lHttional study on work incapacity, The book reporting the results of the cross-national 
study h:'L\ been completed and will he published by December 2000. 
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NATIONAL STUDY ON HEALTH AND ACTIVITY (NSHA) 


N SHA is the most amhitious survey SSA has conducted in many years and Ii wili 
serve as a cornerstone for research on disability programs nnd policies. The 
NSHA is designed 10 provide a beuer understanding of the needs of working-;'Igc 

Americans (18~69) wilh disabilities. It will be used to estimate und project the she of the 
potential pool of people eligible for disability benefits under SSA·;.; programs, provide .a better 
sense of why some people with disahilities work while others do no1. examine the effects nfthe 
retirement age: on dis<.IOility, and understand who may be induced 10 stop work and apply for 
benefits if changes mc made in the program. 

To ensure that NSHA implementation is effective and efficient and achieves satisfactory 
resu!ls in dala collection and project participation. Ihe study has begun with a 4-sile. 5,000 
participant pilot projccl, conducleu during calendar year 2000, During the pilot, the full range of 
phmned NSHA procedures at a limited number of sitc:; is bcing conducted to provide a res! of the 
adequacy of the instruments, to assess rates of response, and to finc tune 'Operational procedures, 

The datahase developed through NSHA wlll be a major as~t for researchers within SSA, 
in the Disability Research InsfilUlc, as well as other interested reseal'chel's. 

DISABILITY RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

I n January 1999. Vkc President Gore announced aI a Social Security event in Sioux 
City, Iowa, that the Agency would eSlablish a Disability Research Institute (DRI). 
The mi~~·;jon of the In~ailutc was to plan and conduct i.l hroad range of research thut 

will develop disability policy inforllll.ltion, Fiftcen months later in May 2000, SSA awarded a 
five~ycar cooperutivc research grant 10 the CnivcrsilY of lllinois atl1rbana-Champaign (UfUC) 
to inititttc DRI. One major area of emphasis will he 10 'Issess successful return-to-work and sclf
sufficiency siratcgics for disabled beneficiaries. This will ass.ist pOlicymakers and the puhlic in 
understanding disahililY issues us they relate to programs under Ihe Social Security Act and 
people with disabiliti~'\, In addition to conducting research in disahility areas, the Institute will 
disseminate information to the public I.Ind policymakcrs. The Institute will alw truin and educate 
scholars in otder to encourage promising researchers to focus their efforts on disability issues 
and keep cum:nt praclilioners abreast of the most recent rc:>can::h avail~thlc. 

UIUC and their coUaborating scholars have hcgun a set of projects ba.;,;ed all their finll
year plans. Specifically. they are assisling with important pre-dcsign researeh for the early 
intervention return-to-work project discussed above and arc studying labor force successes of 
disabled beneficiaries. 
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THE CHALLENGE OF THE 551 PROGRAM 

DRUG ADDICTION & ALCOHOLISM (DA&A) 

The original legislation passed by Congrcs~ in 1972 to create the Supplemental 
Security lncome (SSl) program required Ihat disabled individuals. whoM:: drug 

. addiction and/or alcoholism (DAA) condition was material to their disability. 
accept treatment if available and have their benefits paid to a representative payee. These two 
special requirements did nol appJy to S8) recipients who Were detcnnined to be disabled 
independently of their substance addictions. No!' did they apply 10 Social Security Disability 
Insurance (SSDJ) beneficiaries. All SSI cases. in which alcohol and/or drug addiction was 
material to the finding of disability were nagged within SSA's records with special DAA codes. 

The Social Security Independence and Program Improvements Act of 1994 (P.L. I03~296), 
cnacted .August 15, 1994. placed additional stringent requirements on individuals disabled due to 
DAA. It required that any individual who is receiving benefits based on a disability where drug 
addiction or alcoholism is material to the finding of disability must accept and comply with 
appropriate treatment, if available. Instances of non~compliance with treatment requirements 
resulted in progressively longer benefit suspensions, To monitor compliance, P.L. 103-296 
rc(juircd establishment of one or mOre referral and monitoring agencies in each Slate. 

tn addition, lhi!' law limited SSf disability benefits based on DAA to a tot<11 of 36 months 
regardless of compliance with treatment requirements" Institutions were to be given pretcronce 
as rcpreilcntative payees .and were allowed 10 receive a portion of the beneficiaries' benefits for 
the:;c :;crvlces, 

Establishing referral and monitoring agencies in all State.... , establishing II process for 
paying institutional payees and identifying SSDI beneficiaries affected by the legislation 
reqUired a major adminislrative effort by SSA which it undertook from 1994 to 1996. 

The Contract with America Advancement Act of 1996 (Public Law lO4-121), cnllcted 
March 29, 1996, held that an individual is not considered disaoled if drug addiction or 
alcoholism is a contribuling ractor material to a finding of disability. In effect. this law 
eliminated all benefits for individuals disabled solely duc to DAA. It required that SSA notify 
209,000 beneficiaries thai their benefits were to be terrninatcd effective January 1997, bccau:>c 
their disability wa., based on their drug addiction or alcoholism. About 141.000 beneficiaries 
appealed tbis notification and requested a new medical delcrminntion. Benefits were terminated 
effective January 1997 10 the 68,000 beneficiaries who did not respond to this notification, 

After the new medical dctenninations, another 55,nOO beneficiaries lost eligibilily to 
benefits, Aoout 86,000 beneficiaries were continued hcncfils based on another disability. As 
many U:-. 25,000 of those whu lo~t eligibility have since reupplied based on another disahility. 
This docs not mean, however, that tney have necessurily n.:turned to the rolls. 
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After implementation of P.L. 1()4-121, SSA's Office of the Inspector General (OIG) 
questioned whether SSA had accuf'dtely identified all beneficiaries affected by the legh.Jation in a 
report released in May 2000. SSA immediately conducted a combination of continuing disability 
reviews and other folder reviews of about 20.000 individual~ and terminated benefits to a few 
hundred additional beneficiaries because drug addiction or alcoboJism·was found to be material 
to their disability. OveralL SSA implemented Ihc DAA legislation timely and Icrminatcd 
benefits to more than 123,000 of the over 209.000 individuaL<; originally coded as DAk 

WELFARE REFORM 

F
'or SSA, "welfare reform" meant a change in the definition of childhood disability 

and a limitation of eligibility to SSt for masl alien non-citizens. Both chang\!..<.; 
were problematic and required many yean; of SSA working closely with customers 

and the advocate community (0 reach agreement on implementing regulations and progmm 
instructions. Although The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Rcconcilintion Act of 
1996 (PRWORA) is commonly known as the "welfare reform bill," well~trc reform ror SSA was 
actually achieved through it series of bills, 

Even before he signed the 1996 bill, President Clinton acknowledged the shortcomings in 
PRWORA and pledged to rectify them. Commissioner Apfel has said, "Perhaps fhe "ijiR/~XT 
ilnlJer/ection of welfare tejonn was tlIe jacl ritar the legisiarion barred support to legal 
immixrml/s. _.. 'fhe American jlu/J/ic u'ldersloo(/ .. , and Congress re.\jJouded, making wwd on 
fhe Presidential pledge 10 chmige WJUlt needed to be clum~ed ill that h!-gi,\·/atiOlt. ,,4 The 
shortcomings that the Administrution saw in PRWORA were addres~ed in provisions enacted in 
1997 and 1998. These subsequent laws softened the effects ofPRWORA on the non-ci(izcn 
community. A provision of The Balanced Budgct Act of 1997 added a new category to the 
definition of "qualified alien" that had been eSHlblished in PRWORA. The Noncitizen Benefit 
Clarilkution and Other Technical Amendment Act of 1998 extended the categories of non· 
citizens who may he eligihle for SS1. and extcnded eligihiliiy 10 all non-citi:t.,.cns who were 
receiving SSI benefits when PRWORA was pusscd in August 1996, 

The years between the passage of PRWORA in 1996 and the passage in 1998 of the 
technical corrections to the bill wc:rc difficult ones for SSA, !UOlit especially fot the frontline 
employees working in field offices. 'l11ey saw on a daily basis the heal1~wrcnching personal 
tragedies resulting from (he naws in PRWORA, but were powerless to help until Congrc~s acted, 
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CHILDHOOD DISABILITY 


T he childhood disability p!'()visions of PR WORA were enacted in part as a response 
to an increa~c in the number of children receiving SSI disability benefits beginning 
in the late 1980s and continuing through the first half of the 19905. These 

incrcLlses re~.ultcd from the Zeb'-~'y decision in 1990. revisions 10 the childhood menw) lbting:;;;, 
also in 1990, and a great increase in the number of childhood upptications due in part 10 SSA' Ii 
outreach efflms, mandated by Congress in 1989, 

In October 1972, the Supplemental Security Income (S51) program was created oy the 
passage or Public Law 92~603. which defined childhood disability tiS a "medically detclminahle 
physical or mental impairment of comparable severiiY" to thaI which would disable an adult (i.e., 
prevent an adult from engaging in suhstunlial gainful activity), SSA's final regulations 
implementing the law were based only on mcdicallhtings in SSA ';-, regUlations, without the 
further vocational steps Ihat were applicable in adult cases, 

In 1990, the Supreme Court held, in SuJliwm \1, Zebley, that childhood disability 
regulalions were inconsh;lcnt with the statutory standard of "comparahle severity." The decision 
held that children were enlilled to an individualized functional analysis like that afforded ildults. 

In February 1991. SSA published interim final rules. with a request for public comments, 
thai addressed the Supreme Court's findings by introducing: 

• 	 A new step to detcnnine if a child's impairment had more than a minimal effect on 
his/her ability to function (the "severe" step found in the adult rules), 

• 	 A new approach to satisfying the medical listings for children, called "functional 
equivalence, " 

• 	 An Individualized Functional Assessmcn! ([FA) for evaluating u child's 
impairmenl(s) hcyond the medicallislings to parallel the vocational steps applied in 
adult case,." and to satisfy the "cornpamhlc severity" criterion, 

In 1993. SSA published revised final rules for delennining disability in children that 
responded to Ihe public's comments. The revised rules included ihe "severe" step, functional 
equivalence and the [FA. 

As a result of these new rules, the number of children receiving SSt benefits increased 
significantly, Between 1990 and 1996, the number of children cligibJc for SSf benefits increased 
frum approximately 350.000 to more than 965,000. At the sallie lime, the!'c were other factors 
contributing to the increase in the size of the SSt childhood disability progmm, Besides the 
increasing numbers of children living in poverty, SSI outreach programs mandatcd by Congress 
and the Issuance hy SSA of new and hcttcr rules for llssesslng mental disorders contributed to the 
increase in the number of children on the beneficiary rolls. 
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Following the rising numbers of recipients came reports of significant abuses or the 
programs. National news repons featured stories of "crazy checks" and allegations of children 
being "coached" by parents along with rcpons of some children with only moderate impairments 
on the rolls. 

In May 1994, in response to public and congressional concerns. SSA studied over 600 
cases to determine the incidence of children and families attempting to gain SSI childhood 
disability benefits through malingering either in a classroom setting or in medical examinations. 
The study found that the incidence of such attempts was negligible, and cases were corrcctly 
denied in th{: few instances where such attempts had been made. Both the Government 
Accounting Office (GAO) and the Office of the Inspector General conducted si milar studies and 
corroborated SSA's findings. In 1994. to further strengthen the evaluation of childhood 
disability cases, SSA issued several program clarifications to provide guidance where coaching 
or malingering might be an iss lie. 

In August 1994, the Social Security Independence and Program Improvement Act of 
1994 (Public Law 103-296) established the National Commission on Childhood Disability 
(NCCD) to review the SSI definition of childhood disability and address related questions. The 
Commission was headed by former Congressman James Slattery of Kansas. The NCCD 
published its final report in November 1995 with several recommendations for strengthening the 
SSI childhood disability program. but with no unanimity on whether the definition of disability 
should be changed. During the same period, GAO isslled two repons on the post-Zebley 
childhood rules, and the National Academy of Social Insurance (NASI) publishcd its Report of 
the Committee on Childhood Disability, Restructuring th·e SSI Disability Program for Children 
and Adolescents in January 1996. 

All of this activity sparked a vigorous debate about which children should receive SSI 
disability benefits. whether those benefits should be cash or services, and whether the funds for 
the program .;;hould be block-granted to the States. Early legislation under consideration in 
Congress would have drastically reduced the number of children receiving cash benefits. It was 
estimated that H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act of 1995, passed by the House of 
Represcntatives on March 24, 1995. would, over the course of five years, have adversely affected 
over 700.000 children by such changes. While there was general agreement that the program 
needed to be refined, the scope of that change was the subject of considerable debate. Many 
believed that more moderate changes were appropriate to fine-tune the program. In August 1996, 
Puhlic Law 104-193 (PRWORA) included major provisions changing the SSI childhood disability 
program. 

PRWORA changed the definition of childhood disability. It would no longer be based on 
"comparable severity" to an adult standard. Instead, the revised standard provides that a child is 
considered disabled only if he or she "has a medically detenninable physical or mental 
impairment which results in marked and severe functional limitations." 

The legislation also eliminated the IFA that SSA performed under the prior law and 
required SSA to re-evaluate the eligibility of the cases of children who might be affected by the 
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law, The legislation did not eliminate the basic concept of functional analysis for children and 
both the "not severc" step und functional cquivalence were retained, 

Impicmellling Ihis legislation was a major undertaking for SSA. SSA had to identify, .md 
then nOlify. families potentially affected by Ihc legislation. The legislalion required SSA 10 

review (redetermine) the cases of approximately 288.000 children on the rolls and lo complete 
those reviews within one year oCthe biIrs enaClmCnI, August 26,1996, The PRWORA also 
required SSA to redetermine. under the adult rules, each child's cligibilily within one year of 
attainment of age 18 and to conduct hy age 1 a cuntinuing di:;abiHty review (CDR) for each low 
birth~wcighl infant 

On February 11. 1997, SSA issued interim final rules with a request for comment. The 
interim final nllcs defined "marked and severe functional limitations" to mean "listing-level 
severity." Il further explaincd that "listing-Ievcf severity" usually means marked limitation in 
two area. .. of functioning Qf extreme limitation in one area of fllnctioning, The interim final rules 
also eliminated the lFA and references!O "maladaptive hchavior" in certain provisions of the 
regulations. also spccified in PRWORA. In keeping with Congrc!'sionul intent. expressed in the 
legislative history, the revised regulations retained and expanded the functional equivalence 
policy. 

The SSll'ules for disabled children were further modified in August 1997 by the 
Balanced Budget Act Amendments, or Public Law IOS-33, which changed lWO timefr'dIncs 
established by PRWORA: 

• 	 Age-IS redeterminations are to be done within one year of aHaiolUcnt of age 18 or in 
lieu of a CDR when SSA concludes that the individual's case is subject to a 
redetermination. 

• 	 CDRs for low birth weight infants arc to he done by age I or later if SSA determines, 
at Ihe time of their initial determination, that the child's impairment IS not expected to 
improve by age 

In additIOn, olher provisions of P.L 105-33 proposed by President Clinton were included 
to protect the Medicaid eligibility of children who lost SSI benefits through the PRWORA 
redetermination process, 

As he promised in his Senate confinnation hearings in 1997, Commissioner Kenneth 
Apfel's first ilction upon becoming Commissioner was to order a comprehensive review of 
SSA's implementation oflne PRWORA childhood provisions. His primary concern was to see 
if the provisions of the PRWORA affecting the childhood disability rules had been implemented 
fairly and to tell the public, Congress, and the President of his findings. The report, which was 
issued in Decemher 1997, concluded that SSA and the State agencies had generally done a good 
job, but also that there were certain arcas of concern. Among [he actions SSA took to address 
those concerns. SSA: 
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• 	 lssu~d 11ew notices 10 children who lost eligihllity. providing an additional chance 10 
appeal and to request continued benefits while appc.lling; and 

• 	 Rc-rcviewed a significnflt portion of the CtL\CS redetermined pu~uant to the 
PRWORA. 

When the new law was passed, some analysts believed that about 185,000 children 
about I in 5 - would lose their eligibility for SSI. At the timc the regulations were originally 
issued, SSA had estimated that annut 135,000 children would lose eligibility after all appeals. 
However. as a result of agency efforts 10 ensure fair and accurate decisions. SSA now estimates 
less than 100,000 will actually be found no longer eligible ufter all appeab, Besides having 
defined a beuer. morc valid stund:lrd for childhood disability, SSA has initiated a dialogue that 
has reached out and involved as many of those- interested in these issues within Ihe community as 
possible. SSA has promised that this dialogue will continue as this program and all of SSA's 
progrdms continue to evolve. 

In response (0 public comments und case experience under the interim ["mal rules. SSA 
published revised final SSI childhood rules on September 11, 2000. The effeclive date of the 
final regulations is January 2. 200 1. The final rules induded a number of revisions that address 
the public's comments on the interim rules and thai were based on SSA's experience deciding 
cases under those rules. Among Ihe key fCvisions.. the final rules: 

• 	 Clarified and expanded faclOrs that must be considered in evaluating childhood 
disahility; and 

• 	 Simplified and revised lhe functional equivalence rules. 

SSt ELIGIBILITY FOR NONCITIZENS 

Prior '0 August 22,1996, to be eligible for Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
benefits, an individual had to be a U,S. citizen or national, an alicn lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence, or an alien who was a permanent resident under 

color of law (PRUCOL). Unlike lawful permanent rcsidcnI ~tutus. PRUCOL was not a specific 
immigration status, but a court-defined collection of 17 immigration status and a general 
category thut included any noncitizen in the United States with the knowledge and permission of 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) whom INS was nOllaking action to deport. 
Thus, except for temporary visitors such as students and undocumented noncitzcns, most low~ 
income, aged, blind, and disabled noncitizens could become eligible for SSI before enactment of 
PRWORA. 

The ClllTcn! SSI-eligiblc noncitizen categories generally can be characterized as covering 
individuals who were lawfully in the United States as of August 22, 1996, individuuls who ute 
refugees 01' in refugee-like situations. und individuals who have contributed to the country either 
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by ~rvice in the military or through extended periods of work.. These noncitizen SSI-eligible 
categories are significantly more restrictive than previous law and '<tme about after years of 
protracted and often controversial congressional debate, The restrictions were based on the 
concerns that too many noncitizens were becoming eligible for SSt 

In 1995. the Government Accounting Office (GAO) found that: 

('The numbers of legal immigrattfs ill liU! SSI aged pmxram and Ihe SSI disCibled 
progratn have increased dmmaticdlly, In 1982, 6 percenr ofall SSI aged 
recipients were immigrallls; hy 1993, 28 pen'fml were immigrants. Immigrants 
c()JlgtitUle CI much sltwller peraflwge ofSST i/i,wlbled recipients-abom 6 percent 
in 1993, having increased/rom less rhan 2percel1l in 1982. lfrhe historical 
growlh rate in the number of lef!JIl immigfa/lls (lit SS! cominues, the number could 
reach nearly 2 million by the year 2000. " 

Provisions in PRWORA. enacted August 22, 1996. made significant changes in public 
as:;l:;tance eligibility for noncitizcn~, In order to be eligible for many forms of public assistance. 
a noncitizen ha~ to be a "qualified alicn."~ However, the requirements on nonctizen eligibilily 
for SSJ wen:: even more restridive. Not only would a noncitizen have to be. a "qualified alien" 
{e.g., lawful permanent resident}, he or she would have to meet additional eligibility 
requircmenh, (e.g. lawful permanenl resident with 40 quarters of coverage), 

Undex PRWORA, SSI eligibility for "qualified aliens" was limited to certain spe-eifjc 
categories. In gcnerJI, these categories induded noncitizens who have contributed to U.S. 
socielY, For example. a noncitizen who is a "qualified alien" may be potentially eligible for S5l 
if he/she is an active duty member or an honorably discharged veteran of the U.S. armed forces. 
This exception may also apply to a qualified alien who is the spouse, unremarried widow(er), or 
dependent child of U.S. military personnel as defined in this provision. 

Another condition established by the 1996 lcgislatton provided for SS) eligibility for 
LAPRs who have. 40 qualifying quarter~ (i.e., 10 years) of earnings. Earnings from the LAPR's 
spouse or parent (while the LAPR is under age lS} may be counted toward the 40-quartcr 
requirement. There are tv;,o restrictions thallimit the applicabiliiy of thi:. condition, First, a 
quarter of work earned after December 31, 1996 may not be counted towlirds the 4Q-quarter total 
if the LAPR or the individual \\.'ho earnl!'d Ihe quulifytl1g quarter received certain Federal means~ 
tested benefits during the period in quesiion. In addition 10 these eligibility conditions, the 
PRWORA established time-limlled SSJ eligibility for.5 years for noncitizens who filed for SSI 
within five years- of being granted refugee status or refugee~like dassit1cations, such as asylcc 
and deportat,on or removal withheld. 

~ Secti(>n 4:\1 of PRWORA c-~l.3hhl\rn:d six calcgnricl> of "quallfied aticn!>:" (I) individuals who :lTIc lawfully 
admiucd rm f-'\!rmall\.!o\ rcsklcnct.! (LAPRJ, (2) eDnditiDnal entrants, (3) certain indi vidual;-. 'Woo were raroled loLu the 
US. fm a pCflcd of al leaFl one year. (4) rcl'ugl'Cl>, (5) flsylces, and (6) individuals Wh(l~e dcpoflaliofl or rcmovill h;IS 
lx"\'n wilhhcld. S\.!ction 501 "I'the Hkglll Immigraliml R..::fmm and Immigrllnt Resrnnl>lhilily Act of 1996, l'fll\ClcJ 
Seplcmhc-r 2X, !9Y6, provided Ihal ccrtll!n nooctlu"m;.; who haw lx-vn hlll\Cfl'J Of i"lbj<.'CIl,,'d t,) cxlrcnll..' crwl\y or 
whoM.O children or pacem!> hllvc occn lIhll..oo lin,: ;,"()osidcroo to be "4\/alilicd ahens," Finally, S<.'.:lion 5302 ()f the 
Balam....-d Budget Acl of 1997. enaclt'd Augusl 5, 19'-)7, cxpandtXllhe categories ofquulilk'u alh;nli Itl include Cuhan 
and Haitian entrants as. defined under S<...\,:1ion SOl(;!) or Ih\..' Rd'ugec Education ASllmam:J..' Act of 1980. 
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The extent of the noncitizen restrictions in PROWRA can be best descrihed by Congress' 
own estimates. According to Congressional Budget Office estimates, nearly 500,000 of the 
approximately 750,000 noncitizens on the SSI rolls would lose their eligibility in August 1997. 
This mass suspension of aged, blind, and disabled individuals receiving SSI had never happened 
before, and actions to prepare for these unprecedented suspensions required significant effort by 
SSA. More importantly, however, noncitizen SSI beneficiaries were faced with severe economic 
hardship. 

SSA sent out nearly 800,000 notices to noncitizens warning that their SSI benefits may 
end unless they met the new laws' eligibility requirements or if they had become U.S. citizens. 
The notices included a fact sheet on citizenship that INS had provided SSA. In addition, SSA 
and INS worked to match computer records to double-check individuals' immigration statuses so 
that individuals would not he inadvertently suspended. SSA also set up six "mega-sites" in areas 
of large noncitizen populations to provide noncitizens with information and to help them obtain 
proof of their immigration statuses. 

SSA field offices were inundated with distraught noncitizens and SSA employees had to 
tell many noncitizens that their benefits likely would end before the end of the year. Field office 
employees heard many hearthreaking stories ahout individuals who had been in the United States 
for many years who had no relatives or other means of support if their SSI benefits were to end. 

SSA's Acting Commissioner, John B. Callahan, traveled around the United States 
visiting SSA field offices, community centers, and other gatherings of noncitizens listening to 
their stories and assuring them that the Administration was doing everything possible to make 
sure that individuals would not lose their SSI eligibility. SSA also worked closely with 
immigration advocacy groups, States, and local government agencies to assist these very 
vulnerable noncitizens. 

The President reiterated his concern about the noncitizens provisions in the 1996 welfare 
reform bill during his 1997 State of the Union address: 

"And we must join together to do something else, roo, something both Republican 
(lIId Democratic g(wemors have asked liS fo do: to restore basic health and 
disability benefits when mi.ifortlllle strikes immigrams who came to this coumry 
legally, who work hard, pay taxes, and obey the law. To do otherwise is simply 
III/worthy ofa great natioll of il1l1lligrallfs. " 

Throughout the spring of 1997, the Administration and congressional leadership engaged 
in extensive negotiations that culminated on May 2, 1997, with the announcement that they had 
reached an agreement for a balanced budget. This historic bipartisan balanced budget agreement 
includcd the restoration of SSI and Medicaid eligibility for all disabled legal immigrants who arc 
or become disabled and who enter the United States prior to August 23, 1996. The provision 
was induded in the Balancc(! Budget Act of 1997. 

Another provision in The Balanced Budget Act extended the period of time-limited 
eligibility for refugees, asylces, and individuals in refugee-like status from five to seven years in 
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order to give such individuals more time to file for U.S. citizenship before their benefits ended. 
In addition, two more categories of time-limited noncitizens who could be eligible for SSI for 
seven years: Cuhan and Haitian entrants and Amerasian Immigrants. 

Finally, the Balanced Budget Act included a grandfathering clause to mitigate the effects 
of welfare reform on noncitizens who were SSI recipients at the time of enactment of PRWORA. 
Under this provision, qualified aliens who are lawfully residing in the U.S. and who were 
receiving SSI on Augusl 22, 1996 may receive SSI benefits after thaI date. 

In summary, the Balanced Budget Act restored SSI eligibility for an estimated 75,000 
individuals who were lawfully residing in the United States on August 21,1996, but who had not 
filed for SSI before then and continued SS) eligibility for nearly 300,000 noncitizens who were 
receiving SSI as of thaI date. 

However, even after enactment of the Balanced Budget Act, there was still one group of 
noncitizen SSI beneficiaries who were at risk of losing their benefits because they were not 
"qualified." The welfare reform legislation temporarily continued the SSI eligibility of these so
called "nonqualified" noncitizens on the SSI rolls until August 22, 1997, and the date was further 
extended until September 30, 1998 by the Balanced Budget Act. 

As the date that nonqualified noncitizens would lose their SSI benefits approached, a 
concern arose Ihat SSA's records mighl not have accurately reflected the current immigration 
status of some of the individuals shown as nonqualified and many may actually have been 
citizens or qualified noncitizens. Although SSA had notified all noncitizens on the SSI rolls 
sevcml times about the changes in the law. informing them of the new eligibility criteria and 
urging them to contact their local SSA offices to update the SSI record concerning their 
immigration status, some did not do so. 

As a result of these concerns, SSA conducted a statistically valid sample survey in 1998 
to determine the extent that SSI records of the "nonqualified" noncitizens accurately reflected 
their current citizenship or immigration status. The study found that a large percentage of the 
"nunqualified" noncitizens actually wcre in an immigration category that would have made them 
"qualified," but for a number of reasons, they had not contacted SSA. 

The study results were sent to congressional staff and convinced the appropriate members 
of Congress 10 also "grandfather" nonqualified noncitizens who had received SSI prior 10 the 
enactment of PRWORA. 

The Ways and Means Committee report explained the reason for its supporting the provision: 

"This {X f(lIIdjtllherillX { will protect those who (Ire injtlCt citizens or qllalifil~d 
aliens as well as those who could, perhaps only with great difficulty. adjust their 
immigration status ill order to maillfa;n benefits. Most importantly, llOwel'Cf, this 
n/(~asllre will protect those who, due to age or infirmity, are incapable of 
documentillX their true immixratio1l status and. Ihus, would have 110 opportunity 
to verify their eligibility/or cOlltilllled /)enefits. " 
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Commissioner Apfel provided the Administration's views on the grandfathering provision. 

"71Je Clinton Administration supports the effort to preserve SSt and Medicaid 
eligihility for these hardship cases. Chairman Shaw wid Representative Levin 
have shown a great deal ofcompassion for these vulnerable individllals, and t 
applaud them ami thank them for their efforts. " 

The provision was enacted on October 28, 1998, in the Noncitizen Benefit Clarification 
and Other Technical Amendments Act of 1998 and protected the 55) benefits of approximately 
3,400 noncitizens. 

Even though none of the noncitizens who received SS) benefits prior to the enactment of 
welfare reform lost their SS) eligibility, many aged, blind, and disabled noncitizens, including most 
lawful permanent residents who entered the United Stales after August 1996, will never be eligible 
for S5) under current law unless they become U.S. citizens. The Administration successfully 
restored 551 eligibility for 380,000 aged, blind, and disabled noncitizens. However, the President's 
proposal to restore benefits to new lawful permanent residents who enter the United Siaies after 
August 1996 has failed to pass the Congress. 

Commissioner Apfel sent to Congress, on August 9, 1999 and June 2, 2000, draft 
proposals that provide SSI to certain immigrants who lawfully enter the United States after 
August 22, 1996. The bills would provide SS) benefits to needy immigrants who become blind 
or disabled after they enter the country and to children who enter with a disability. The 106!11 
Congress did not take any aclion on these proposals. 

5PONSOR-TO-ALIEN DEEMING-551 ELIGIBILITY 

PRWORA (along with the Immigration Reform Act of 1996, Public Law 104-208) 
addressed concerns that the SS) program was being abused by noncitizens who 
gained entry inlo the country with Ihe intention of receiving public assistance, 

despite pledges made by relatives or friends agreeing to provide financial support. 
Unenforceable financial support agrccments had proven incffectivc. To ensure that noncitizens 
be self-reliant, in accordance with national immigration policy, the Clinton Administration 
favored the approach of making the sponsors' commitment of support a legally binding contract. 

Under PRWORA, a noncitizen otherwise eligible for SS) who has an immigration sponsor 
and who recently entered the country with a legally enforceable affidavit of support (as now 
required by the Immigration and Naturalization Service), generally is not eligible for SSI. This is 
because all of the sponsor's income and resources arc now considered to be the noncitizen's for 
purposes of tile SS) means test. Accordingly, the noncitizcn generally would not Illeet the income 
and resource requirements of the SS) program. This attribution of the sponsor's income and 
resources to the noncitizen is referred to as "deeming." Deeming continues until the noncitizen 
becomes a naturalized citizen of the United States or can be credited with 40 qualifying quarters 
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from a spouse's or parent's work. If U f'ponf'orcd noncitizen receives any means-tested puhlic 
benefits during the decming period, the sponsor is liable for repayment of the benefits and subject 
to legal action if benefits are not repaid. 

The new deeming provisions arc significantly more restrictive than under previou:> law 
because they serve to: 

• Lengthen the deeming period (previously 3 ycars)~ and. 

• Hold sponsors more responsible, 

Under the Immigration Reform Act of 1996. exceptions to deeming arc made in C'ISCS in 
which the :-.ponsorcd non-citizen ig indigent, O{' when a sponsored non-citizen or his or hcr .::hi!d 
or parcni h~\s been battered or subject to extreme cruelty. 

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS FOR NONCITIZENS 

The 1996 welfare reform legislation also affected payment of bend'il5 under Ihle II 
of the Social Security Acl. Tille 1I bcnefil~ include retiremcnl. survivors nnd 
disability insmance benefits. 11."\ well <L'\ benefits far auxlhancs. of dIsabled 01' 

retired work(;rs. For applications filed on or after December L 1996, a claimant had to be a U,S, 
citizen, national or a lawfully present aUen in order to receive payment of monthly title H 
benefils, This provision, unlike the SSI provisions of welfare reform, affects. payment or the title 
fI monthly benefit bUl does not affect eJigibility (entitlement) to that benefit Thus, a nonciti7£n 
who is nm lawfully prescnt may be entitled to a monthly Social Security benefit, but the benefit 
payment will not be dishursed for any month he/she is not lawfully prescnt in the United Statcti, 

SSI OUTREACH 

T he Supplemental Security Income (SS I) program was established to provide 
assistance to individuals who have limited income and resources and who are age 
65 or older. blind. or disahlcd. including children. The Social Security 

Adminis!nllion (SSA), which administers Ihe SSJ program. has always sought to ensure the 
fullest po~sihle participation among those eligiblc to receive benefits. 

Be,wcen fiscal year (FY) 1990 and FY 1996, Congress provided funds w SSA for thc SSI 
Otllreach Demonstration Program. The purpose of the SSI Outreach Demonstration Program 
was to dcvelop and test innovative ways to involve outside organizations, in cooperation with 
SSA, in reaching potcntially eligible individuals and !1Hsisting them in fulfilling the requirements 



of the SS) application procc:;s. Congress discontinued providing gr.ants for SSI outreach in FY 
1997. 

SSA funtied 82 organi:t.H1iun:- between FY 1990 and FY 1992 to conduct outreach 
through coopewtive agreements with SSA. Outreach activities for these projects served two 
main purposes: to identify tho:.;e who might be eligihle and refer lhel11 10 SSA and to provide 
post~rcfelTal assistance in the completion of the application requirements. 

In FY 1994, the final group of 52 projects was awarded multi-year funding by SSA, 
These projects shifted Iheir focus prilfi$lrily to applicmion assistance rather than identification 
and referral. The outreach methodologies for these projects identified potentially eligiblc 
individuals <lod approaches to facilitate {he process of applying for hcnefits and ensuring that 
benefits conlinued through other programs and services (e.g., the provision of representative 
puyee ~rvic¢s). In addifion, the methodologies provided for aClivities that would include 
referrats to social services or other benefit programs (e.g., Qualified Medicare Beneficiary und 
Specified Low-Income Medicare Beneficlury (QMB/SLMB.l) where approprime. 

SSA believed that a large number of individuals were potentially eligible for SSt benefits 
but had not become eligible for them due to specific barriers that existed and prevenled 
upplication. Some ofthc anticipated barriers included, hut were nOllimited 10: 

• 	 Laek of correct information about the SSI program; 

• 	 Inability [0 handle one's own affaIrs, which may require the assisHmce of another 
individual in making applicBlinn und when the applicant became eligible to n:ceive 
the benefits as a representative payee; 

• 	 Difticulty with rcading and/or speaking English; 

• 	 Disabilities which limited mobility and connection with social :.;crvicc organizations: 

• 	 Fear/stigma associated with disability such as AIDS, mental illness, mental 
rcltlrdution, and substance abuse: 

• 	 Homclcssness. often associated with mental illness or drug addiclion/alcoholism: 

• 	 Distrust or fear of government hureaucracy; and,. 

• 	 The perceived welfare stigma of receiving SSI benefits. 

The gl)ul of the· prqjccis was to demonstrate effective. ongoing. and transferable 
al'pl'{1achcs to assisting polential SSl cligihlcs througb the SSt application process. The 
approaches tested included targeted mailings. aged network collaborations, and intake 
modifications one-stop service strike teams, outreach workers technical assistance with discharge 
planning, and other innovative methodologies designed to adclrc.r,;s other spccilic barriers 10 
eligibility. 



SSA gave speciaJ emphasis to targeting potentially eligible individuals among the 
following populations: 

• 	 Those living in areas of the United Stales with a high incidence of incomes at or 
below the Federal poverty level: 

• 	 The elderly (age 65 or over); 

• 	 Mcmhers of minority or ethnic groups; 

• 	 Blind or disabled persons, including those living with HIV/AIDS. mental illness. 
mental retardation, or substance abuse problems; and, 

• 	 Disabled persons, induding high school special education students. wbo may be 
working or who were interested in working and might still qualify for some benefits, 

The outreach projects focused on different approaches to reach the target populations. 
For exnmple; some projects tested a public infonnation approach using dOONo~door canvm>sing, 
as well as newspapers, magaZines, radio and television mass media. Others idemiticd potentially 
eligible individuals and provided services such as transportation to a local SSA field office (FO). 
translation services, or serving as a representative payee where needed. 

Some projects lOok a case management approach hy assisting individuals through the 
SSl application process. In addilion [0 identifying those who might be eligible, they also helped 
in the collection of Information in order to establish a potential applicant's eligibil1ty, obtamed 
supporting medical documentation. Or provided transportation to medical examinations. 

Other prqiects used a coalition-building approach where they networked wilh other 
agencic!' that as~isted them in performing public information, case management. or other 
services, primarily through referral. Most projects used some combination of approaches. 

SSA prepared monthly rcports that were shared with both SSA and grantee project staff. 
The following figures repol1 [he towl number of individuals screened for eligibility and the 
numbers of SSI applications and awards that resulted for all projects. 

Clients inlcrviewcd {intake screenings) 123,209 

SS l applications 55,704 

SSlawarus 21,967 
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Because of ~omc !cchnical and admillistrmivc problems on tbe pan of several prQjccts, 
SSA believes that the above totals under-report the actual number of clients contacted and 
provided assistance by the S5 [ Outreach Demonstration Program projects, 

The SSt Outreach Demonstration Program found that many outside agencies and 
organizations arc willing and capable of helping SSA reach and nssist needy individuals in 
securing benefits, in addHlon. SSA found that some organil:Z!lions were very committed to 
continuing 'It least some u!'pcct!' Qf their outreach activities after SSA funding ended. While 
providing application forms. public informational materials and training by SSA staff are 
valuable assets; however. many organizations must have some outside funding availahle in order 
to provide outreach ~rvices to their clients. 

OTHER PROGRAM CHALLENGES 

CHANGES IN COVERAGE THRESHOLDS FOR DOMESTIC EMPLOYEES: 
"THE NANNY TAX" 

Early in the Clinlon Adminil'lration. a few high profile cases regarding compliance 
with the "nanny tax" led Congress to l'implify the requirements for reponing 
wages paid to nannies. maids. and other domestic employees for the purposes of 

paying the employer's share of Social Security, Medicare. and Federal unemployment taxes, 
The President signed the Social Security Domestic Employment Reform AC1 (P.L. 103-387) in 
October 1994. The goal or the new law was to reduce the administrative burden on individuals 
who hire household workers. to eliminute tax liability when employment is oecHsional or or short 
dur.Hion. and to help insure tbal housebold workers receive the Social Security coverage to 
wblch they are entitled. 

When domestic workers were first covered by the Social Security Amendments of 1950. 
lawmakers wanted to help insure these workers for Social Securi1y benefils while minimizing 
administrative burdens on individuals who hire occasional bousehold help. The Social Security 
Amendments of 1950 provided coverage f{x domestic workers if they earned at leas1 $50 in a 
quarter and were "regularly" employed, which was defined as working for an employer in ~lt 
least 24 days in a quarter. At the time. the CommiHee on Finance noted that employees in 
domestic service, "whose need for the protection of social insurance is very grc<lt:' would 
generally he covered if they were "regular" workers, while emmal or intcnnittcnt workers would 
be excluded, The $50 limit cqu<lled the amount workers needed io earn a quarter of coverage Hi 
the time. 

In 1954, the Congress removed the 24-day rule, leaving just the $50~per~quarter coverage 
threshold. The Social Security AmendmcntiO of 1977 increased the amount of earnings needed 10 
achieve a quarter of coverage. but did not increase the $50-rcr-quartcr coverage threshold for 
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domestic workers. In 1994, a worker needed wages of $620 to earn one qmuier of cover'\gc. 
Between 1950 and 1994, the declining real value ofthe coverage threshold caused employers of 
occasional household help to incur Social Security tax liability. 

In addition to the increasing number of domestic cmployee.'\ falling below the relatively 
low threshold, the adminislmtive requirements a;;;sociutcd with ('ompliance were eXlensive, 
including both quarterly and .mnual repofts thut wefC separate from the employer's income tax 
reports. Both of these factors contributed to taxpayer non-compliance, Prior to enactment of 
P,L 103-387. estimates indicated that less than 25 percent of employers of domestic workers 
reported wages paid to these employees, 

The Internal Revenue Service IIrs! recommended "nanny tax" rcform:-< to simplify 
payment of employment taxes on domestic employees in 1991. Congrcs$ approved these 
recomrnendutions on two separate occasions during the 102"0.1 Congress. President Bush vetoed 
the omnibus tax bills in whicb they were included. 

The law signed by President Clinton provided a halance between acJministrutive 
simplicity and insuring domestic workers could become covered under Social Security. 
Mr. Robert J. Myers. formcrChicf Actuary of the Social Security Adrninislr:J1ion, provided 
testimony on the Senate version of the legislation (which had a coverage threshold equal to a 
quarter of coverage) and said it would "provide reasonable Social Security prOlection for Ihis 
category of workers, while at the same lime greatly reducing the adminislmttVC burden on the 
employer involved." He also said, '\:overuge compliuncc would be greu!!y improved." 

p, L. I03~387 reduced both paperwork and the number of domestic employees for whom 
employers would need to pay payroll taxes, Instead or filing separate reports, employers would 
include information on payroll taxes paid for domestic employees 10 their own income tax 
returns. The new law also raised Ihe co\'crage thre::.hold fronl $:50 per calendar quarter to $1.000 
per calendar year, The coverage threshold, currently $l.200 per calendur year, is indexed in 
$100 increments based 011 wage growth. 

The Social Security Administmtion (SSA) has made special efforts since the law's 
enaclment to inform the public about the need to pay FICA taxes for domestic employees. The 
Agency's Office of Communication provided a fact sheet on domestic ernployees, news releases 
and a radio announcemenl for usc by SSA field offices and local media. amI articles .and 
reminders in various publications. 

Although the Agency has worked to encourage compliance with the "mmoy tax," the 
Agency has also expressed concern thaI the t::ovcrage threshold is now 100 high and domestic 
employees, e:;pecially those witb multiple employers, m~iy not be covered under Socia! Security. 
For example, a maid who deans three different houses in 2000 and receives annual wages: of 
$1,000 from t:ach employer would receive no credit under Social Securhy. SSA hus proposed 
setting the coverage threshold for domestic workers equal 10 Ihe arnount needed for \l quarter of 
coverage. This would require some additional wage reporting by emptoyers, However, the 
reporting simplifications enacled in 1994 should minimize the burden on employers. This 
change would allow more domes.tic workers to become insured fOf Social Security bencrit1'>, 
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TITLE VIII 

The "Foster Care Independence Act 
of 1999'" (PoL. 106-169), was signed 
by President Clinton on Deccmhcr 

14, 1999. Section 251 of' this law introduced a new 
cash hcncfit program. "Special Benefits for Certain 
World War II (WWII) Veterans,'" to be 
administered under a new lille Vlll oftbe Social 
Security Act. This program pemlits certain WWII 
veterans who are eligihle f(1f Supplemenlal Security 
Income (581) in December 1999 and in the month 
they apply under the new program to receive 
special velcrans benefits abroad (equal to i5 
percent of the 58) federal benefit rate) should they decide to relinquish their U.s. residence (and 
rights: to SS() hy living oUlside the United States, 

QUALIFYING FOR SPECIAL VETERANS BENEFITS (SVB) 

T o qualify for SVB payments, vctcnms must have served in the active U.S. rnilil:.lry. 
naval or air service during WWIL (This includc~ the service of Filipino veterans 
in the organized military forces of the Philippine~ while those forces were in the 

service of lilt! U.S. Armed Forces or in organized guerrilla forces under the auspices of the U,S. 
military.) In addition, veterans must have been atleas.t age 65 on December 14. 1999 (when P.L 
106~169 was cnacted) and must have been eligible for 5SJ payments in bOlh the month of 
enactmcnt and the month they apply for SVU payments. 

Despite mceting the military service age and SSI requirements, vetcnms mllY not qualify 
jf their monthly income from other benefits (such as annuities, penSions, retirement or disability 
benefits) equals or exceeds 75 percent of the currcnt SSt federal benefit rate, (For example. 
based on the January 2000 fedeml benefit rule of $5 J2, the veteran'!' total other monthly benefit 
income must be less than $3~4,) 

As mentioned above, qualified veterans can receive an SVB payment for each month they 
reside outside the United States, equal 10 75 percent of the currenl 53) federal benefit rate leI'S 
the amount of their monthly benefit income. (For purposes of this benefit. "outside the United 
States" lneaR;; ouls1de the 50 States. the Districl of Columbia, and the Northern Mariana Islands,) 
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SVB BENEFICIARIES 

W hile the SVB program extends broadly 10 u.s. vetemns with active WWH 
service, those applying for and receiving SVB payments are, for the moSI part, 
Filipino velcruns of WWJI, Gener • .dly, !heir eligibility for SVB is based on 

service in th!~ organized military forces of the Philippine:> while those forces were in Ihe service 
of the U.S. armed force!'> or service in organized guerrilla forces in the Philippines under the 
auspice~ nfttle U.s. military, Unlike other U.s, vctcnms ofWWU, vctcnms of those Filipino 
forces have never been grunted the right to a U.S. veteran's benefit on the basis of this type of 
service alom:, In fact, legislators intcntionaHy included SVB provisions in P.L. 106-169 in an 
effort to address this situation and other concerns r'dlsed by advocates for Filipino \VWII veterans 
regarding compensalion believed due Ihem, but never received. As a result, lhe law enables 
elderly Filipino veterans to depart the United State~ and return to family and homeland withoUi 
entirely sacrificing the monetary support [hey received in the fonn ofSSI payments while living 
in the United Statc!-I. Estimates of veteran!-l that flHlY benefit from the program in the long term 
have ranged fron'! approximately IAOO to 2,500. 

As a counterbalance 10 the proposed benefit program, the Congressional Budgel Offtce 
estimated that SVB provisions would also lead to a reduction of SSI outlay .... and spending in the 
Medicaid and food stamp progn.l:ltlS by an overall $43 million over the 2000~2004 period. This 
effect arises fmm the established policy that SSI and other types or U,S, benelit~ are stopped 
once the veteran leaves the United State:; nnd begins to receive SVB payments, (Generally. 
veterans must leave the United Stutes within four months of qunlifying fOf SVB payments in 
order to recelve payments.) 

SVB PA YMENT INITIATION 

P'L. 106~ 169 mandated that SVB payments be initialed for momhs after September 
2000 or sooner, if administratively feasible. Realizing Ihal potential beneficiaries 
under the new program were aged and eager to return to the Philippines as soon ,as 

possible, SSA accelerated the stan of the SVB clnim:Haking proccs:;lo April 3,2000, Payment 
to the first SVB beneficiary, Mrs. Lolita Soberano. was made on May 1.2000. 

Mrs. Sobcrano, a former nurse and SSI recipient while residing in New Jersey, was age 
73 at the lim,: of hcr entitlement to SVR She had served in the Philippine guerrilla forces during 
WWII, The SSA Division oftlle VARO slaff in Mllnila handled Mrs. Sobcrano's claim and 
conducted a "ceremonial" illterview with her, at which lime they photographed her, (Her 
photograph h, attached,) During her interview, Mrs. Sobcmno cxprcssedjo)' a"> an elderly 
individual at the opportunity afrorded her under P.L. 106~ 169 to return to the Philippines and be 
reunited with her husband (who had been unable 10 accompany her to the United States) while 
maintaining a decent standard of living as a result of her SVB payments, 



Between April and September 2000. SSA took over 2300 SVB claims from Filipino 
vetenms and awarded payments in approximalcly 560 of those claims. 

THE CHALLENGE OF THE FUTURE 

STRATEGIC MANAGEMENT 

SSA has a long history of looking iOward the fultlrc, Strategic planning at SSA has 
been the overarchil1g tooJ that has allowed SSA, over the ycar~, to address issue-... 
created by incrca~ing workloads, changing CuSlomer expcctallons. limited 

resources und technological innovation. Strategic planning hus helped marshal SSA's forces to 
accomplish its mission and attain its vision, Strategic planning ha<; undergone an evolution at 
SSA during the years of the Clinton Administration, and every plan produced improves upon the 
prior one in important ways, 

The earliest document considered to be it strategic plan was the Master Plan for the 
Development of !he Future SSA Process. published in 1975, The Master Plan was produced in 
l'esponse to the legislation cnncting Ihe SSJ program. The assignment of program administration 
to SSA occm,ioncd a mass hiring of employees into SSA. and it also highlighted the criticnl role 
that automalted systems played-and would be required to play in Ihe future-in SSA's ahiHty \0 

accomplish its mission work. One independent analysis published in 1993 asserted that 
"virtually all the key systems and work proce:-.s goab of the Ma.'iter Plan have been achieved 
through the continuity of plans and design thai followed (the Master Plan'sl demi~:'h 

Numerous planning documents that provided direction to staff <md/or responded 10 
external requirements were produced by SSA in the years to follow. Tbe utility of many of these 
plans was limitcd due to their relatively narrow scope and the lack of integration among them. 
The nrsl Agency Slralegic Plan (ASP). SSA 2000. published in 1988, improved SSA's overall 
planning poslure by providing a single vision of the future, capsulated in the Agency's first 
mission statement. SSA 2000 was ahead of its time in government in tcrm:-; of taking a 
cumprehensive. bU$incss-widc look at the future of the org,anization, The plan drove action: 
SSA's national 800 number is a direct re.<;ult of this plan. 

Unfortunately, SSA 2000 also had some weaknesses. The delivery of anticipated 
enabling lccimology fell far behind a too-ambitiollS schedule, Some program changes required 
congressional action. And, while the plan drove action. the action it drove was isolated and 
project-speci!k. The ultimate vision of the plan was lost amidst the attention paid 10 a handful of 
special proje-c-ts whose overall value to the Agency might not huve been the highes! of the lot. 

6 Harris, Wesler. ;md Finger. Innovations for l~cdcraJ Sl~rvicl' IReference i'oint Foundali,m for the Office of 
Technology Assc~smcnL (Contract #J3-4K05'()!, Fcbru,lry 199~, p,50. 
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Further, the Agency's limitations in facilitating implementation reduced the plan's utility as a 
guide to the future. 

In order to addrcs~ the weaknesses in the planning pft1ce,,,;s, SSA cre<lted a Cnified 
Planning System (UPS) in 1992 to benefit the Agency in both internal management processes 
and in relationships with eXlernal stakeholders. including Ihe public. advoc;!cy groups. the 
Congress, and other "higher monitoring authorities," 

The UPS incorporUles SSA 's stmtcgic planning process. under which the Agency 
Strategic Plan (ASP) is developed and maintained. with the tactical-level action-oriented 
Planning and Budgeting System (PBS), 1t provides direction io all supplemental resource and 
subordinate eomponent-Icvcl operational planning activities, 

The two principle planning components of the UPS arc the ASP and the PBS. The ASP 
presents the strategic direction that SSA has set for itself. The ASP articulates the mission of the 
Agency, surveys the operating environment, sets forth the Agcncy's service dcfivery goals and 
objectives, provides appropriate strategic guidance, creates a vision of the future and identifies 
the critical areas that will receive initial priority attention, In short, the ASP points the way: i! is 
the guiding light for all other planning activities in the Agency, 

Within the PBS. the direction set forth in the ASP is translated into a wide variety of 
Agency-level, shorter-term. tactical-level plans. By providing the bridge between long-range 
planning at the strategic level and shorter term planning at the tacticaJ level. the PBS provides 
the vehicle through which SSA's progrdmmalic and administrative budgets can be crafted to 
reflect the resources needed. The PBS, in short, helps to ensure that SSA wilt fully realize the 
vision set forth in (he ASP and ullimulcly attain its service delivery goals and objectives. 

THE SOCIAL SECURITY STRATEGIC PLAN: A FRAMEWORK 
FOR THE FUTURE 

SSA'S la'it ASP prior to Ihe 

inauguration of President Clinton 

was The Social Security Strategic 


PIun: A Fmmcwork for the Future (1991). 
While the major operational elements of the new 
vision-which stretched oul to 2005-remained 
lhe same as in the SSA 2000 plan, there were 
majol'differences. The plan addressed the 
Agency's values in terms of its commitments to 
the public, to emp!Qyee.'i, and to effective 
management. Second, a slmc of service-delivery 
objc!;tives presented. for the first time in a public 
document. a coherent set of service standards. 
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Third, the analysis of scrvice~delivery performance led the Agency to identify five priority arcas 
that were used as the foundation of aU implementation planning for the next several years. 

The Framework ASP received high marks from many stakeholders. and some criticism. 
The major complaint has been tbe Agency's failure to determine, using explicit informal ion
gathering processes, what the public wanted in terms of service in setting service-deJivery 
objecti yes. 

The hridge achvity belween the stralcgic plan and tactical planning was tbe development 
of transition guidance; thai is, a document identifying all of the major activities Ihat would have 
10 be pursued between 1991 (the plan date) and the ycnr 2005. In 1992, an intcrcomponenl 
group developed an Agency Transition Guidance Document that servcd as thc basis for 7-ycar 
laclical plans covering ihe five prioritics in the strategic plan. 

The developmeol of an ongoing process for planning and dccisionmaking made this plan, 
much like the SMP before it. u document that has sUPPoflcd an intcgrated consideration of the 
activities being pursued at SSA and helped to make better use of limited resources. Unlike the 
SMP. however, the Framework Wtl'\ focused on the husiness of the Agency. The choice of 
Agency priorities clearly resulted from an ovemlliook at performance in all aspects of SSA 's 
mission work; and the plan clearly requires not just the application of technology to improve 
business processes, but also the crealion of improvemenls to the processes themselves. 

1993: THE WATERSHED YEAR 

Without doubt, 1993 marked the watershed in SSA's strategic planning efforts, 
First, [he Government Performance and Rc:.;ults Act (GPRA), signed inlo law 
by President Clinton on August 12, 1993. mandated federal agencies to submit 

long-range (at least fivc years) strategic plans focusing on results, quality and customer service-
outcomes rather than outputs, effectiveness rathcr than efficiency, GPRA required a quuntum 
leap forward in federal strategic planning and performancc measurement, even for SSA. 

On S(:plembcr II. 1993. President Clinlon issued Executive Order 12862. (Setting 
Customer Pcrformuncc Standards) directing public officials 10 "embark UPOII a rel'olmioll withjn 
fhe Federal Gm'emllWII/ ... to provide service 10 rhe puNic fhat mafdu:s or exceed.~ the heM 
serl'ice amilable in the private sector." EO 12862 supported GPRA hy requiring each federal 
agency to publish a customer service plan Ihat included customer service standards, 

Bccause GPRA required drastic changes in Ihe w<ly government conducied business, the 
Congress provided for pilot projects to allow l.Igencies time to "practice" this new approach to 
measurement. SSA's history in planning and performancc measurement provided the weahh of 
experience and solid foundation that encouraged the Agency to volunteer for inclusion in the first 
GPRA piloting activities in 1994. The Office of Management and Budget selectcd SSA as one 
of the first agencies to pilot performance management projects, SSA and other designated 
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agencies were tasked with undertaking the preparation of annual performance plans and program 
performance reports for one or more of the major functions and/or operations of the agency. 

The appointment of Shirley S, Chater a,<.; Commis:;ioner of Soci.tl Security in October 
1993 provided the second major impetus to ncw and more complex strategic planning at SSA. 
Commissioner Chaler's strong support of the concept of slrategic decision making helped evolve 
the thinking of SSA's strmegic iettm ahout the value of plmming. SSA'$ promotion of the idea of 
strategic thinking is based largely on her insights thaI "strategic" does not only mcan "long
range" and thut good strategic direction can result from any Agency intcmclion, not just from 
formal executive ac{ivily focused on providing it. 

1994: PILOTING PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 

I n January 1994. SSA revi,ed its three Agency-level strategic goals as follows: 

• 	 Rebuild the Public Confidence in Social Security - "Public belief in the fundamenlal 
philo,.;ophy that underlicli the system, trust that Social Security will be there for them 
when they need it, and confidence in the Agency's role in admini~tcring Social 
Security Insurance and Supplemental Security Income programs arc crilical to the 
continued well-being of the system. As a consequence, SSA will take the steps 
necessary to make its customers morc aware or the individual and collective v.due of 
the programs administered by the Agency and dcmonstn.He the fiscal ~oundness of the 
system now and into the foreseeable future.,,7 

• 	 PrDvide World~Class Service - "SSA h'IS a responsibility to provide its customers 
with service that is of the highest quality possible -not just "good" service. btl! 
"world class" service, Quitc simply, thiS meilns that SSA will provide service equal 
or superior to that provided anywhere in the comparable publte or private sector, 
Moreover, SSA intends to prOVIde uniformly high quality service to iTS customers 
regardless of whether they choose to conduct their business with SSA in person. hy 
the phone, through the mail or by any electronic means that is or may become 
available," 

• 	 Create a Nurturing Environment for SSA Employees - "To provide the public with 
the ~rvice they need and expect requires knowledgeable. sensitive and dedicated 
employees. Therefore, SSA must establish and maintain an organizational 
environment thal attracts employees pm.scs!>ing these attrihutes. encourages their 
retention and facilitates their personal .md profcs!>ional growth within the system, 

., Texl explaining (hI) fl.\vi!.ed £0':11$ loc;')lt'd iu Srn;i;ll S,-\:urlty Adminislm!!oll Government PerforlnlUlCC aoo RCSlJlIlI 
Ac[ Pilot P'ltil-'l:l J\.'1(orO);U)%;C Plan for fiscal Year 11,195, page 3. 
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Such an environment provides not only the tools and physical resources necessary for 
effective and effideo! job performance. hut ,also the proper degree of [rust and 
personal empowerment that leads to peak performance both individually and 
organizationally." 

SSA's Fiscal Year 1994 Abhreviaicd Annual Performance Plan (APP) was forwarded 10 
the Department of Health and Human Services for l'ubmission to the Office of Management and 
Budget on Mareh 31, 1994. Performance targets were selected to cover the key disability 
workloadl' and production rates; nDl1llally used by SSA in its annl1al budget requests, including 
DDS inilial claims and total cases and the OHA hearings. These workloads were and remain the 
most visible indicators of SSA 's performnnee in applying its resources to the disability Cil..'ie and 
appeals processing backlogs thell existing, The targets were expressed in terms of volumes of 
cases to be processed lli FY 1994, induding the increase in cascloads processed over FY 1993. 

In preparation for the issuance of the FY 1995 plan, SSA conducted an extensive effort to 
meet the requirements of Executive Order (EO) 12862 (Selling Cuslomer Performance 
Standards). On Septemher 30, J994, the Agency issued its Annual Performance Plan for FY 
1995. This plan, like the abbreviated pilot project plan for FY !994, focused on the disahility 
program and the appeals process-still SSA's major programmatic priorities as set forth in the 
1991 ASP. Unlike the FY 1994 plun, however, thc new plan provided a broader range of 
mC<1"mres for disability and appcals~relatcd performance output.:; and outcomes. A total of27 
performance measures were adopled, of which only 13 were :-.trictly related to the disability and 
hearings workloads, 

Each oflhe pcrformunce measurc:- in SSA's FY 1995 Pilot Projecl Annual Performance 
Plan was supported by SSA's basic administrative account, the "Limitation on Administrative 
Expenses" (LAE) account Two key compOnenis. of the FY 1995 LAE appropriation were the 
Disability Investment Funding and the Automation Investment Funding, The first was vital to 
the processing of the numbers of disabilit)' cas:es and hearings projected by the 1995 plan; the 
second wa..<i vilal to all of SSA's performance goals, since il provided funding for individual 
employee workstations, This second initiative, known as the IWStLAl'/ initiative, jncluded 
hardware. !'oftwarc, capital resources and skills training, 

Over the years, SSA had, in many respects, anticipated thc requirements of GPRA in 
lerms of strategic planning and management and in terms of performance management and 
reporting. The prevalcnce in lhe FY 1995 APP of Input and Output measures and the lack of 
already measured Outcomes demonstrated that SSA still had a dist-ancc to trav(~l. The Agency 
understt)Qd what was needed and antidpatcd that, for FY 1997. a performance plan and budget 
submission could be developed thaI not only me! GPRA requirements. OMB expectations and 
Congressional needs, hut would also reflect the imporhlnt new directions to he taken hy an 
independent SSA. 
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1995: PLANNING IN AN INDEPENDENT AGENCY 

On August 15, 1994, President Clinton signed legislation passed unanimously in 
hNh houses of Congress to make SSA ,10 independent agency. On March 31. 
1995, (he change took effect. underscoring the imponance of strategic planning 

in an independent agency. Commissioner Chatel' reorganized and consolidated variom; planning 
clements iov; a single component responsible for strategic planning activities. The Stmtegic 
Planning Siaff in the Office of the Commissioner was combined with the Office of Information 
Resource Management and Disability Reengincering planning staff to form the new Office of 
Strategic Management (OSM) within the Office or the Commissioner. The responsibilities of 
OSM include agency strategic and business phmning and business process reenginecring 
activities. 

Up to this point, Agency plans had never been compiled into any document (other than 
the budget) that couJd be u!'ied to relate what SSA planned 10 spend with what SSA planned to 
ttccomplish in terms of service objectives or business process improvement. 

SSA's GENERAL BUSINESS PLAN: FISCAL YEARS 1996-1999 

U nder the COlmnissioner's guidance. SSA cmfted the Geneml Bu~incs;., Plttn: 
Fiscal Ycars 1996~ 1999 (GBP), a document thai presented the neaNcrm vision of 
SSA's future and produced the "slory around the budget." 

In short, SSA's first General Business Plan presented how the Agency would pursue lIs 
goals. improve its slewardshLp of the progmms administered, and provide employees with the 
tools and training Ihat would empower themiO improve performance, 

Rather than detail the many way" in which SSA successfully delivered its services, the 
GSP focused on those activities undertaken to improve service, The overall business approach 
10 addressing service improvement incorporated three related approaches, When taken as a 
whole, the business approuch was designed to allow SSA to keep up with workload growth, 
overcome resource constraints, and improve service in the following targeted areas: streamlining 
of the organization (i.e" reducing management and staff poSitions), reengineering of the 
disability process, and automationlcontinuous improvement 

In this first General Business Plan, puhlished in February 1995, SSA declared that its 
goal for each or the core business processes and service delivery interfaces was "nothing short of 
worJd~dass se:rvicc",$ The FY 1996-99 GBP did not identify any of the areas as fully attaining 
world-dass levels by FY 1999. since the paths from then current service levels to world-class 
levels were not yCI fully delaileo.. 

i Gcne!.!) Uu"in<:s:s Plan; Fiscal YI.)ar5 1)196-1999, SSA PuMkatiQn No. 0]-008. Fchruary 1995. 
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The GBP indicated that additional work was required in every aspect of SSA's core 
husiness processes and service delivery interfaces in order to produce full world-class service. 
SSA projccted that it would maintain or improve service in all aspect.s of its husiness through 
streamlining. reenginccring and automationlcontinuous improvement. 

The format of the General Business Plan, as expected, satisfied the informution needs of 
the Congress and a number of other stakeholders. It also provided essential information to SSA 
employees by reminding them of the key change initiatives in which they and their colleagues 
were engaged and why they were important to success as an Agency. It helped SSA managers 
think strategically ahout the relationship between the decisions they were making day to day and 
the ultimate aims of the organization. And the very process of pUlling the document together 
served as an integrating mechanism to help SSA 's leaders understand how the activities of their 
rcspective components were working togethcr to move SSA forward. In fact, the utility of the 
plan to SSA led the Agency to install it as a rcgular feature of the PBS. Because the components 
of the Business Plan in conjunction with the components of the ASP satisfied most of the 
requirements of the strategic plan and annual performance plan required by GPRA, SSA 
determined to continue publishing the BP annually. 

SSA continued to participute as a "total agency pilot" under the performance 
measurement and reporting pilot project provisions of GPRA. On May 18, 1995, the Agency 
suhmitted to OMB its FY 1996 Annual Performance Plan. This pilot APP was based on the 
1991 Agency Strategic Plan and was marked by a particular focus on disahility/hearings 
workloads and 800 telephone number service-SSA's major programmatic and service priorities 
as set forth ill the General Business Plan. Recognition of the growing diversity of the American 
people and the need for cmployees who reflected our diverse popUlations manifested in the 
addition or revision of three performance measures related to these concerns. 

For FY 1996. SSA and OMB agreed to work together to develop suitable measures of 
performance acceptahle to both parties. SSA 's task was to refine the measures and to "fill in the 
gaps" in terms of both the measures and the budget targets. SSA promised to undertake an 
intensive analytical effort to support the ASP renewal process during FY 1995. Major steps 
planned included identifying and fully documenting SSA 's core business processes. development 
of computer simulation models to aid in analysis of core business process performance. renewing 
environmental scanning to identify critical external impacts and undertaking new reengineering 
projects. SSA anticipated that, by the end of FY 1995. it would be able to draw on all of these 
analytical efforts to issue a revised strategic plan that would meet the requirements of GPRA. 
supplement Agency-level goals and chart the course of a newly independent SSA. 

A second reorganization move within the Office of the Commissioner was the creation of 
the Office of Customer Service Integration (OCSI) in 1995. A major criticism of the 1991 
strategic plan, Framework for the Future, had been the failure to determine what service the 
public actually wanted. Employees of SSA, both those who deal directly with the public and the 
rest who support the direct service employees, have always exhibited a real desire to understand 
the needs of the customer and fill them. At the Agency level, SSA had held group discussions 
with beneficiaries and taxpayers; conducted phone surveys; mailed "comment cards" to 
thousands of customers; and contacted advocacy groups, medical associations and other 
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interested organizations. This activity was supplemented by local efforts. However, there had 
been no single Agency focal point for this information, customer information activities had often 
been ad hoc, and no systematic use was made of the data for strategic purposes. To improve 
responsiveness to customer needs and expectations, in 1995, SSA established OCSI as the 
agency focal point. OCSI put into place a comprehensive program for obtaining direct customer 
input. 

1996: MOVING TOWARD GPRA IMPLEMENTATION 

The submission of the pilot project performance plan for FY 1996 completed SSA's 
formal participation in the GPRA pre-implementation pilot. In all, 71 pilot 
projects were undertaken throughout Ihe federal government. For SSA, the shift in 

focus to outcomes rather than outputs (or inputs) was initially slow. The FY 1995 pilot APP had 
included just 12 performance measures out of 27 based on outcomes. One year later, the number 
had risen to jusl J5. However, SSA's long history of strategic management and its traditional 
focus on measuring work, coupled with the correct decision 10 participate in the GPRA 
performance measurement pilot, paid dividends in 1996, one year ahead of full GPRA 
implementation. 

With these transitional measurements in place, SSA hegan focusing its energies on 
developing a comprehensive set of Agency-level measures to reflect the basic mission of SSA 
and to guide planning and budgeting for FY 1998 and beyond. 

SSA'S BUSINESS PLAN: FISCAL YEARS 1997-2001 

I n April 1996, the Agency published its second husiness plan. Again, this document 
served as a comprehensive articulation of service goals, assessments of its 
performance in core business processes and service delivery interfaces, strategies for 

narrowing the gap between actual and desired performance, and descriptions of key initiatives 
designcd to provide or progress toward World-Class Service. Again, the husiness plan 
acknowledged customer expectations, and the challenge of resources and workloads as primary 
factors in determining the Agency's activities. The Business Plan (BP) served as a reference for 
organizations and authorities outside the Agency and as a blueprint for action within the Agency. 

The BP took note of two important variables that would have a particular influence on the 
eventual outcome of the Plan. First, the protracted debate around the Fcderal budget taking place 
that fiscal year, and the facl that SSA had been operating under a continuing resolution deep into 
the year, made it difficult for the Agency to assume the level of resources needed to invest in the 
initiatives fundamental to carrying out the BP. SSA was particularly concerned about the 
Automation Investment Fund. (AIF), established to provide $1.05 billion for fiscal years 1994
1998 to support the national implementation of the IWS/LAN initiative. Receiving the requested 
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funding on time was seen as critical to plans to implement IWS/LAN rollout on time and to 
avoid a sharp deterioration in service as available terminals wore oul and customer demands 
increa"ied. WithQut timely IWS/LAN rollout, SSA would be hamstrung in making and carrying 
out plans to process growing workloads, plans highly dependent on re....ource savings to be 
ohtaincd from the economics and service improvement made possible by rapidly advancing 
inform;ltion tecnnoJogy. 

The :.;.ccond critical variabJc in pl;lnning for FY 1997 W;lS the "unknown" of pending 
welfare reform legislation, which carried the potcnthll to diven Agency focus from busincs$"plan 
initiatives and (0 further strain resources. SSA estimated that even the most conservative version 
of similar bills working their way through the House ,.md Semite would require the application of 
resources equivalent to thousands of employee work years. if and when passed into Jaw. For' 
planning purposes, SSA assumed that any major welfare reform legislation enacted ¥/ould 
include the President's proposed statutory Janguage adjusting the discretionary spending caps to 
permit the allocation of additional resources to SSA. 

The MissiDn of SSA, as articulated in the Business Plan for FY 1997-2001, remained 
unchanged from the 1991 Stmtegic Plan: "To administer national Social Security programs as 
prescribed by legislation in an equitable. effective, efficient and caring manner." To achieve this 
mis~·;jon, SS/\ continued to organize ils major initimives around three major goals. and identified 
22 $pecific initiatives to be the Agencies highest priorities. During this period of especially 
tightly cons\nlined resources, due 10 the protracted budget debntc, most discretionary SSA 
resources were to be applied lO these inilialives because of their promise for the greatest 
payhack-in terms of achievement of SSA goals-for the rcsources invested. Tublc 4 lists thcse 
initimives ilnd relates. them to the Agency goals and service. 

SSA 's decision in 1995 to reorient its commitment toward excellence in service as 
defined by the customer F.J.lhcr than as defined by the Agency, had a major impact on agency 
planning. as rclkcted in the new Bu:.inc:>s Plan. A number of general themes, which customers 
identified rcpcntcd'yas important, emerged from [he extensive customer survey activities 
conducled by SSA. 

As in the previous Business Plan, SSA listed "Key Enablers" as crilical elements of 
SSA', stralegic planning. Three Key Enablers, Ihe SSNDDS Workforce, Technology. and (he 
newest enabler, '*A Changed Managerial Environment," were identified as factors of such 
fundamental importance Ihal SSA's business approach cannot succeed without them. 

Employees in both SSA and the DOSs were identified as the most vuluablc and enabling 
resource of the Agency. Recognizing this salient fact. SSA revised its employee focused Agency 
level goal from "Providing a Nurturing Environment for Employee!>" to the more comprehensive 
"To Creale a Suppm1ivc Environment for Employees." Increasingly, employees operated in an 
cnvironmenl mucked by !'wclling disahility and legislatively-mandated workloads, by diminished 
resources, and hy the growing need 10 deliver direct public service in fundamentally altered 
ways. More than ever. tf'Jining and technology were critical 10 employee support. 
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• 	 SSA continued to identify Technology as indispens.able to the !'ucccss of the SSA 
business approach. The Business Plun for FY 1996-2001 identified several major 
technology development themes on which SSA 's Information Technology (IT) 
I'c$QurCC$ would focus over the next five yeal's. 

• 	 The streamlining of management, necessitatcd by evcHighler Agency resources, 
created a very different environment for SSA's m~tnagers. staff support, and direct 
service employee!', SSA recognized that fundamental changes in SSA'$ 
organi;t,ational and internal business processes were needed to free employee!' from 
hierarchical and papcr~bound procedures and reduce the resnurCQ'i expended in 
overhead, These changes included reducing layers of manugcmcnt, eliminating 
handoff$, eliminating reports and ~upcrvisory fCviews, improved polky analysis and 
development, a redesigned policy process. a restructuring of the Office of Hearings 
aad Appeals. working in teams, reducing numageriul work, rcdelegations of :.tulhority. 
mav'ing work to employees:, and streamlining of the procurement process, 

SSA also projected that aspects of service would achieve world-class levels in the 
remaining five eore busines'i processes and in two other service delivery interfaces (facc-ta-face 
service in field offkcs and mail received by customers from SSA). In two service delivery 
interfaces (service provided by third parties and automated setf-service), SSA's service level 
expectations declined from the previous. Business Plan. This reduction resuhed from a beuer 
assessment of thc state of technology and renewed concern over both the security/privtlCy/legal 
aspects of direct automated and third-party service and Ihe prqiected timing of gener.ll puhlic 
ability to tak.~ advantage of such service. 

1997: "KEEPING THE PROMISE" 

1997 was nnother watershed year for strategic management at SSA. as the Agency 
issucd its first Agency Strategic Plan in six yClll1\, the first ASP developed and 
issued in response to the mandates of Ihe Government Pcrfonmmce and Result}; Act. 

Titled "Keeping the Promise:' this ASP was developed with broad input from internal and 
external stakeholders. and has served as the focal point for a major effort 10 communicate the 
relevance of the ASP, with its goals and ohjectives, to employees throughout the Agency. 

'4" 
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BUSINESS PLAN: FISCAL YEARS 1998-2002" 

As SSA worked toward completion of its first GPRA-mandated ASP. it issued the third 
and final pre-GPRA implementation Busincs:-. Plan, The strategy drivers, business 
approach. and key enahlers described in the prior two editions of the BP formed thc 

foundation for Ihe new document In response to the mandalcs of GPRA, SSA bad conrinucLi to 
work to create a fr..ln1CWork of performance measures that placed a greater emphasis on performance 
outcomes J'.tthcr Ihnn outputs and better defined service from the cuslomers' perspective, 

SSA's flrsl GPRA~mandatcd Agency Strategic Plan represented the culmination of SSA 's 
long tradition of strategic planning, the experienced gained in GAO's performance mew,urement 
pllot project. the expanded solicitatIon of customer input, and the lessons learned in the 
development of three Business Plans, But Keeping the Promise: Strategic Plan 1997~2002w wa.;;.; 
more than a step forward. It represented an evolutionary leap in SSA':;; strategic planning. 
Keeping thc Promisc was marked by a new Mi~sion statement. a first-time statement of SSA's 
v,liucs, improved and more encompassing Agcncy~lcvcl goals, and the results of SSA 's 
continuing effort to measure resullo;; that make a real difference to Agency customers. The-lie 
features. and others, followed an intensive strategic discussion among SSA'$ various internal and 
external stakeholders. 

The GPRA Icgislation mandated that agencies submil Iheir GPRA-compliant ASPs 10 
Congress and to OMS no later than Septcmber 30, 1997. SSA began coordin:Jting its strategic 
plan development efforts ~L~ earty as July 1996, 

.A. critical first step in the development of Ihe 
new ASP was the formulation of the Agency' .... firs! 
new mission statement since 1991. The new Mission 
wa.;; defmted at length and underwent scvel'Ul 
versions before rcaching its final wording. 
Ultimately. the new Mission reflected both SSA's 
traditional role in American life and its expanded 
role as an independent Agency. The Agency had 
always takcn pride in paying "the right chcck to the 
right person at the righltime,·.JI and in treating each 
customer with care and compassion. The new 
Mission signaled fhat these ideas retained their 
importance. 

'i SOclai Security AuminiSlraliun Bu"irn:ss Plan Fi'iCal Year;; 199H·2002, SSA Puh, No, OI·OOR (no dale), 

III Kceping {he Promh.c: SSA $Jratcgi..:: Plan 1911{·2002, SOcl,al S.....:urity Administra!ion, Office ofStrategic 

Management, SSA Puh. No. OJ-OOl. September 19'::17, 

11 Though never ofiiciu1. thi" catch-phrase hu~, for fn,my employc!,:!' and muny ycar!', bl"i.'n viewed ali $$A '5 

tmditionul mission '!'lIt' lY97 BP staled thai, "Throughout i!~ 6(l-ycur history, SSA bu~ held tn its husic mission 10 

pay Ihc righl amount to the right person al the right timo." 
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Second, SSA's stewardship of Trust Funds and general revenues had also been the focus 
of great Agency :.\\tention, The new Mission statement elevated this traditional stewardship role 
to one of "vigilant leadership in ". man<.lging" funds cntrm.lcd to Ihe Agency, Third. as an 
independent Agency, SSA's mission included for the first time. leadership in the shaping of 
Social Security programs through active policy development. rc.~earch, and program cvaiulition. 

Finally. where the prior Mission was directed towards an output ("[To] administer national 
Social Security programs as prescribed by legislation..."), the new Mission was clearly directed 
toward producing an outcome ("To promote the economic M:cmity of [he nation's people..."). 
This new Mlssion supported GPRA's mandate for a government focused on producing outcomes. 
And iii order to achieve an outcomc-oricnlctl Mission, the Agcncy goals, Objective:; and strategies 
of the new ASP. in turn, looked to achieving outcomes supporting the Mi~sion. 

In many instances, SSA set improvement objectives. intended to ~tretch the agency to 

higher levels of performance over the next 3·5 years. In other cases, objeclives were set to 
maintain currcntlcvels ofpcrformance to ensure that performance did not slip unintentionally 
while other priorities were given focus. In some instances, target.s could not be sct until 
measurement sy~tem:; were in place. However, the importance of such Objectives WllS such that 
initiatives ex peelcd to have a positive impact on performance would be pursued. 

The custoll1cr~orientalion of the ASP was supportive of the Prcsident's and Vice 
President's Nalional Pcrformance Review inllhllives to provide high quality service to the 
American people, 

The new ASP received thc widest communication of any SSA plan to date, Over 21,600 
copics were primcd !.lnd distrihuted 10 nil SSA components, to Congressional commiaees, and Lo 

other interested stakeholders. The plan was immediately placed on hoth SSA's Internet und 
[ntranet home pages. A Commissioner's Broadcast message to all employees, as well as an SSA 
NewsB)'TE electronic newsletter item, an article in Ihe OASIS, SSA's monthly mnga;.~ine. and in 
rhe Central Officc Bullclin, were all relcased hard on the heals of ASP publicarlon. An extensive 
round of ASP presentations and diaJogucs with employees began in the Chicago Regional Office 
in December 1997 and moved into high gear m thc following year. 

1998: INSTITUTIONALIZING THE ASP 

Simple l'clea~e of thc ASP llnd nmification of i[s existence to stakeholders did not 
guarantee the plan's viahility. If the ASP was to successfully drive SSA forward 
toward outcomes demanded fly GPRA and pledged in rhe plan. more was: needed, 

Successful implcmenlalion would lake Agency-wide instilUliomllization, Many of SSA's 
activities during 1998 were devoted to a hroadening and deepening of the Agency's 
understanding of what the ASP meunt for the future of SSA and an intensification of the dialogue 
for tranSlating the strategic plan into strategic and tactical action, 
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SSA PLANNING GUIDE 

I n January 1998, in time for tne FY 2000 planning and budgeling cycle, 12 SSA issued 
the first edition of the SSA Planning Guide, L' This documem served as an overview 
of Ihe Agency pJanning framework and provided SSA executives am] planning 

officials specific guidance for the development and management or Agency plans. A m~uor 
feature of the Planning Guide was. the discussion of some new aspects of the SSA planning 
process. These included the Program for Ohjcctive Achievement (POA). SSA '$ plan for 
executive accountability through strategic ohjcc!ive sponsorship at the execulivc level, and a 
defined role for the component planning representative, 

SSA PLANNING GUIDANCE-PROCESS REVISED 

SSA is~med a revised Planning Guide 14io November 1998 that reflected the Agency's. 
shift in focus from developing a baseline of POAs to plan management. The new 
Guide described SSA's evolving (tpproaeh 10 accountability, discussed the 

upproved method for managing key initiatives, und Qrganized lhe 60 Key Initimivcs into three 
groups by priority. 

The Planning Guide l 5- described several meehunlsms designed to collectively keep the 
Agency on u ack toward meeting it!' Slrdtcgic goals and objectives: quarterly performance 
reviews, and additional performance reviews as needed. to focus on progress in accomplishing 
agency performance goals. In addition. ,-year systems plans were initimed, along with the 
executive and management infonmltion system (EMIS) and an integrated evaluation piun to 
ensure (hut each strategic goal. objective and Agency business process wa" appropriately 
evaluated 10 assess performance, 

1999 ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLAN (APP) 

GPRA requires thallhe Agency suhmit an Annual Performance Plan (APP) to 

OMB and Congress each year a~ong with the budget suhmittal. The APP links 
Ihe budget submiual w!lh the ASP by identifying the Agency's strategic goals 

1:1 Sec Chart (\ fl,r the "General Schedule fur FY 2000 Planning ami Budgeting Cycle," the first llnder the 1l1.'W ASP, 

I~ SSA Pkmning Guide, Of/icc of Slmtcgk MaMgcmell(, SSA Puh, Nil. UI·O 14, January 1998. 

H SSA Pkuming Guidance. OffiC1:: of Strmcgi<: Management. 5SA Pub, No, 01·014, Novemher 1998. 

u Ihid" PI', 8-9. 

t51 



(i.e", the incremental progress made each year in achieving the Agency's strategic goals and 
objectives). The APP lists each performance indicator with its relulcd performance target:.; for 
that budget yeur. 

INITIAL PERFORMANCE PLAN - FISCAL YEAR 2000 

I n 1998, SSA dmftcd the liP.it fully realized Annual Performance Plan. prepared in 
accordance with the mandates of GPRA. Where the ASP paints a broad picture of 
where SSA is headed over a fivc~year span. the APP provides the details of what the 

Agcncy will do over IWO years, The ASP outlines the strategic goals and objectives over the 
course of five yeur:., while the APP, as a bridge between the ASP and the budget, dcscrihcs Ihe 
specific levels of performance and key activities the Agency is committed to achicve in Ihat 
neaNerm two years, 

SSA sent the (nitial PerfOmHInCe Plan Fiscal Year 200016 
[0 the Office of Managcment 

and Budget in September 1998 for review and comment. O~1B comments were returned before 
the end of tile calendar year, for necessary Agency action to align the APP with the President's 
budget. The fmaJ APP wus released 10 Congress with the President' s FY 2000 budgel rCllllc-st in 
Fehruary 1999. The APP is discus:-;ed ilt length in the narrative for 1999. 

1999: PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT EVOLVES TO A 
NEW LEVEUFIRST STEPS TO A NEW VISION 

I n 1999. SSA released the final version of its fir!it Annual Performance Plan to 
Congress. tlnd Ihe initial version of ils second. as required by GPRA, But even as 
SSA acquired experience in near-term strategic management, Commissioner Apfel 

made the decision to :-ignilicantly extend the Agency's planning horizon in response to 
exploding workload demands predicted for the coming decade. 

It, [mIla! Pcrfurmancc Plan Fiscal Year 20UO, SU;;illl Sc;;urilY Administralion. Oftke of Suall!gic Manag!.!nll!nL This 
w.as a draft, workmg document primt_:-d and released in August 1991:\ 10 the Office of Manugemcnt for lhdr us!.!. The 
filUlJ APP was rdcusctl in Fchruary 1999, 
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ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLAN FISCAL YEAR 2000 

T he "linal" Annual Performance Plan (APP) for FY 2000 wus released (0 Congress 
in February 2000. Seveml feature:; Ihat dislinguish the APP from the ASP. other 
Ihan the shortcrtime frame (i.c .. two years il)!'ilcad of the ASP's five). arc 

described bC'low. 

AS the "bridge" between the ASP and the budget. lhe APP discusses the Agency "Budget 
Account Stnlcturc," its relation to the President's budget and Congressional appropriations. and 
its relation [!) operational planning, SSA's program budget covcr!>. payments to individuals, anti 
th(~ greatest part of it is a "permanent expense." not SUbject to the ordinary Congressional 
appropriation process. SSA's administrative budget, on the mhcr hand, covers the cost of 
accomplishing SSA's mission. This adminislmtive budget. called the "Limitation on 
Administrative Expenses (LAE)," is considered discretionary spending which must compete for 
SCarce resources with the budgets of other Federal agencies within an ovcmll spending C<lp. 

SSA aligns the slmtegic goals in the ASP and the performance goaJs in the APP hy ito.; 
mD,jor functional responsibilities rather than by program or budget account This is because 
SSA's programs share many customers in commOIi and rely on a common set of business 
proce;;ses and delivery systems that do not specialize by program. 

The APP included a chart 11 that linked funding amounts within the administrative budget 
to four functional strategic goals. 

Budget 
Service Understanding 

LAE S21 $5.098 $1.583 $104 

Research $17 

010 $66 

Total 538 $5,098 $1.649 $104 

11 The chart shewn here is taken from Annual Performance Phm Fiscal Y cur 2000, Sodal Security A..iminislmt\nn, 
Office ofStrotegic Management, SSA Puh. No. 22·001, February 1999, This '"!inal" APP included dnllar amounts 
Which, in rome CeliCf>. were lower than the initial API' submission to OMB III August 1998. The reductions fcncctcd 
alignmcnl wilb the I'rCiiid~'I1i's overall hudgcl suhmission 10 Congress. 
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The hean and largest section of the FY 2000 APP addressed SSA's performance goals 
tlnd the meuns and simtegics for achieving them, SSA 's annual Accountahility Report reports on 
SSA's key goals and performance measures, as well as the Agency's progress in meeting its 
GPRA go.li" 

A!' GAO had designated the S51 progmm as one of the Federal Government's "high risk" 
programs. the APP briefly highlighted objectives designed to strengthen the integrity of the SSI 
program, 

SSA's tirst GPRA-era Annual Performance Plan was rated a ;..uccess, both by Congress 
tlnd in tin independent survey. The U.S. House Ways and Means Commiu(."e charged the General 
Accounting Office (GAO) with reviewing the performance plans of all federal ;lgencies to 
determine c(lnlpliance with the provisions of the Government Perfonnancc und Rcsult~ Act. In a 
letter to Commissioner Apfel, Chainnan E. Clay Shaw, Jr. and Ranking Member Robert T. 
Matsui (Ranking Memher) of the Social Securily Subcommince, Ways ;lnd Mean:-; Comminee. 
wrote: 

"S5!! ',\fiscal year 2000 plan is much improved over last year's plan. Your 
utlentirm to strategies ami resources for achieving intended performance. relating 
budKetaf)' resources to pelformmtt'e goals. lind fecogllizinK cms,w:uttin}f a~endes 
«lid (wgcmizatiotls, /UH'C culminated ill a strong, stand alone pre,'tentfllion ofthe 
(lgclJcy's imel1<ied performance for the year. Becauxe ofthese improvements, 
yourfiscal year 2000 plalllws received a score of 84.5, out ofa possible JOG.. " 
Due w your progress. your perfonlumce plan 110W ranks llUJOIIf,: "It! highc,,'!. ,,,/~scormg agencies. 

Thre(~ months e,lrller, Syracuse Cniversily's prestigious Maxwell School of Citi1.enship 
and Public Affairs rclca.o;;ed its assessment of 15 federal agcI'H.:ics, ranking them in live areas. 
The Social Security Administration received an overall grade of "A," as well as a "8" in the area 
of "'Managing for results," which focused on strategic planning :lnd sclf~cvalualion. measurement 
of outputs ,;:mti outcome!", and the use of performance measures.I':l 

In October 1999, SSA sent to OMB its initial FY 2001 Performance Plan ;Iud a revised 
FY 2000 Pcrfonmmcc Phm,20 OMS Circular A~ II also permits an agency to modify its FY 2000 
performance goals based on ils review of collected and reponed program performMce 
infonnation for FY 1999. SSA revis.ed ils FY 2000 performance targets ::tner reviewing the FY 
1999 daW, SSA noled that further modifications to performance commitments for FY 2000 in 
rcsponl'ic to Congressional action, unanticipated cx.igencie~ and review of data may be renccted 
in the revised FY 2000 APP. The revised performance indictilOrS includcd those dealing with the 
posting of Sociat Security covered wages, disability claims processing lime, hearings accuracy 

it E. Clay Shaw and Rohcr! T, M'l1sul. Commillcc on Way;:., and Means. U$. HOUM: of Repn:sentulive:i:. 

Suocommiul.'e (In Social St.'Curl1y In Kenneth S, Apfel, Cmnmissionlw of Social Secun!)'. May 11, I!J%!, 

'9 The Maxwell Schno1';, Q,l';'crnmcn! Pcrfonrumcc Pmjce! Federal Rcpm! app.;:arc,j in the Fef,ruary i;;:"lK' or 

O(.vcrnml.'nt E:';",'('UtIVC undo on FCf,ruaty I, 1999. on www,gnVCXl.'cxnm. 

ifi lnilial Pcrinrmancc Phm Fiscal Year 2001 and Revised Fiscal Year 2000 PerImDliloq: !,IJUl, Socia! Sl'Curity 

Admini1>1rall0n, Office of Strnlegic Management (no date or puhlkminn numher), 
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rutes. customer acce",s to the 800 ,;"\umbcr, public knowledge of Social Security program~, and 
SSt recipients participating in "1619 (a) status.'" 

ggoo: A NEW STRATEGIC DRIVER: SSA's2010 VISION 

The development and publication of SSt\ 's 2010 Vision in Ihe final year oflhe 
Clinton Administration marked a new phase in the Agency's siratcgic planning, 

, Though not itself 1.1 siralcgic plan. the 2010 Vision was a substamivc document 
designed to drive Agency strategic and tactical planning aClivlties at allleveJs in order to meet 
the unprceedenlcd challenges thal faced SSA in Ihe coming decade. Correspondingly, all 
Agency plans would from Ihis lime forward he aligned with the principles and specific strategic 
inithllivcs found in the 2010 Vision. Even before its publication, 55A began taking the first 
steps necessary to achieve the 2010 Vision. The firs.t Vis.ion-cra product waS the draft Agency 
Slr.ltcgic Plun for FY 2000-2005. The newest ASP was crafted 10 meet GPRA standards ilnd to 
articulate, at the suatcgic level, the actions SSA would take over the next five years to achieve 
the Vision, 

The nnal version of the FY 2001 APP wa<.; submitted to Congress in February 2000. Il 
contained substantially the same information as the draft sent to OMB the previous October. 

SSA'S 2010 VISION" 

SSA issued ill' 2010 Vision on August 25, 2000. after thirteen momhs of research, 
analysis. discussion and intense cffort, with wide participation by internal and 
external stakeholders ofthc Agency, The Vision's tcn-YC'lr horizon made it a 

different sort of planning document, detailed enough to shape phmning decisions and drive 
spednc initimivcs, broad enough to allow for n future lhat would certainly evolve in ways 
unimaginabk~ in 2000. To create the Vision, SSA initiated a development process that mixed the 
familiar with the unique, 

Business C.,;. for tb. 2010 Vision 

SSA'$ ahiUty 10 continue providing quality service to its customers as the fin;t decade of the new 
millennium progressed W11," at serious risk: 

• By 2010, worklo'lds would swell to unprecedented volumes (3 million new dis'lhility 
beneficiaries and auxiliaries, 6.5 million new retirement and survivor beneficiaries, 

11 $nclfll S£q':rlIY 2uIU Vhi,lIl. Snci.:t! SCellI!l)' Administration. omc.: nfthc Commh~iol1Cf, SSA Puh. No. 01.017, 
Augu,,\ 2000. 
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7 million new SSI recipients). The most significant contributing factor would be the 
aging of the baby-boom generation (those born between J946 and 1964). 

• 	 Along with the workload increase, the incredible pace of technological changc would 
have, a profound impact on both customer expectations and SSA's ability to meet those 
expectations. 

• 	 More than one-half of the current Federal workforce was expected to be gone by 20 I 0, 
over 28,000 SSA employees would be eligible to retire, and another 10,000 were 
expected to leave the Agency for other reasons. This retirement wave would result in a 
significant loss of institutional knowledge. SSA 's DDS partners would also experience a 
retimment wave. 

• 	 If SSA continued business as usual. the gap hetween workloads and the resources 
available to meet them, would rise by 20 I 0 to 20,000 workyears, or 20% of what would 
be needed. 

SSA's traditional incremental productivity improvements would not be enough to 
manage the exploding workloads with constrained resources and record staff turnovers. The 
challenges n:quired SSA instead to rethink the way it did business and to develop innovative 
ways of business. This rethinking began with the view taken by the Vision. As Commissioner 
Apfel stated in his Commissioner's Broadcast of January 18,2000, the Vision, 

" is 1I0t just (111 eXfellsioll oj our Agency Slrlltegic Plall, which starlsjrom the 
va1lfORe poillt ojhow u-'e 1I0W provide service. n,e 2010 Visioll ~vill start from a 
different perspective-how we should provide service ill 2010 and beyond, " 

That "View from 2010," as it came to he called, would be from the customers' 
perspective and would serve as the basis for planning and action to achieve the Vision. 

Shaping the 2010 Vision 

While stakeholders were providing input to the "View from 2010," SSA 's leadership 
continued its discussions of how the 2010 Vision should be developed and designed. Among the 
most difficult of the issues that required resolution was the question of what the Vision document 
should specilically say about the "resource gap," and whether it should be expressed as a range 
or as a hard figure. 

Agency experts in budgeting, human resources, systems and operations were tasked with 
arriving at an answer. Determining resources needed based on current work processes was one 
thing, Determining expected work year savings based on future technological changes were more 
problematic. Any figures used could be open to question, and yet fuzziness on the issue would 
open the Vision to attacks on its credibility. In the end, Commissioner Apfel decided that a 
credible Vision document must contain as much detail as possible on workyear estimates and 
assumptions, expressed in anticipated ranges. 
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Additional Stakeholder Dialogues 

On June 6, 2000, I'cprcsentrltivcs from about 50 external stakeholder organization~, most 
of them advocacy groups with national constituencies, mel in Washington [0 react to Ihe major 
themes of the Vision as it was developing, They provided SSA with clear expressions of 
concern for improved service to disabled, non-English speaking and other hard-Io~rcach 
segments of the population, . 

On July 13,2000, the Agency brought back together roughly 100 Agency leaders who 
had participated in the strategic discussions extending back to June 1999. Participants had the 
opportunity to share their reactions to the Vision und to discuss their idea,,, for implementation. 
The conference also provided the Commissioner and Executive Staff with an opportunit}, 10 hear 
the stakeholders' reaction and ideas. 

SSA's 2010 Vision Released 

The nationwide "rollout," marked by training of all employees, began on September 7, 
The key elements of this unique planning document included: 

• 	 "HE COMPELLING NEED FOR A VISION - Here the Agency spelled om the service 
delivery. workforce. and technology dmJiengcs of 2010 and made it clear that "without 
adequate human resource and tcchnology invesiments, SSA will be unable to sustain 
current levels of service, let alone begin to address future workload increases, .. 22 

• 	 PRINCIPLES AND ENABLERS OF THE V1SION 23
_ The focus of the ViSion is on 

customers, That focus is M:en in the service princip1cs that Cnar&clerize and drive the 
Vision, Equally important are the service enablers. These key activities provide the 
efficiencies thal enable SSA 10 meet the challenges ahead: 

Service Principles 

C"STOMRR CHOICE 	 Customers have expanded options for :->crvkc that arc nroad 
in terms of the time. place, mode of access, and language, 

FIRST PoINT OF Customers complete their transactions at the first point of 
CO~TACT contact 

PRIVACY 	 Customer,>; have the confideuL'c rhut SSA collects personal 
information only as needed foJ' the Government's business 
and discloses personal information only as allowe-d hy law. 

n StII"Ul1 SeC/lYJ!t' 2010 Vision, n, 7, 
2J " '" Ihid., pp 8,9. 
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ONE___t;;)TOP 

GOVERNMENT SERVICE 

PROACTIVE SERVICE 

STEWARDSHIP 

TEClINOI.OG Y 

ENIIANCEMENTS 

ACCESS TO EI.ECTRONIC 

RECORnS 

OPERATIONAL 

FI,EXIIIILlTY 

EXTERNAL ALUANCES 

PURI,Ie 

COMl\1UNICATJON 

INTERNAl. WORKING 

REI,ATIONSIIlPS 

EMPLOYER OF CHOICE 

LEADt:RSII1P 

SSA works wilh olher government agencies to move tow;.trd 
providing a wide variety of government services in a single 
conlacL 

SSA ensures contact with hard-to-reach segments of the 
population. provides an automated application process and is 
proactive in researching issues and trends Ihat imp~lct it!> 
progmms, 

SSA safeguards lrust fund contributions and tax dollars 
through effective management and aggressive preventative. 
investigative, and prosccutorial efforts. 

Service Enablers 

SSA maximizes use of technology to automate workload and 
administrative processes 10 enhance service and 10 support 
the fully electronic. paperless processing of its work, 

Customers and employees have access 10 c!eclronic record;;, 
with the necessary secUl'ity, priv<.lcy. and uUlhenlicalion. 

SSA's resources are integrated and restructured to provide 
ma;.. imum flexibility in meeting workload and service 
dem.mds. 

SSA develops slrong alliances with government agencies, 
community-based organizations. tribal governments, and the 
private seCtor in arca~ thai benefit SSA and its customers, 

SSA',s communications activitic." include using innovative 
means to ensure that the public has up·to~da(e knowledge 
about SSA's pl'Ograms and service,>, 

SSA has strong working relationships across component 
lines, with ils unions and employee u!\\ociations, 

SSA develops. attracts, and relains a highly qualified and 
motivated workforce through enhanced benefits. Inlproved 
faeilitic..'i, flexible work arrangements, and increased career 
opportunities. 

SSA's executives and managers provide proactive. 
entrepreneurial. and ctlstomer~cemered leadership, 
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• 	 A VIEW FROM 2010 - In <Ill ofSSA 's major planning documents. Ihe "Vicw from 
20 I0" is unique, This section, perbaps: the heart of Ihe 2010 Vision, illustmtes how 
the Agency will serve it~ customers, how it will perform its work, and how it will 
~upport its employees at Ihe end of a ten-year horizon. II does. not start from the 
Agency is. now, but from where it must be len years from now. It describes an agency 
of the future. one Ihat fulfills. Ihe "Servll:c Principles" and "Service Enablers" 
previously described. It recognizes constraints on Agency action, ye! definitely calls 
for SSA to stretch, 

• 	 HOW SSA WILL MANAGE RESOURCES TO ACHIEVE THE VISION - Thh section was 
the result of the serious resource discussions ut the Agency's highest levels and the 
intensive analytical work at the Sluff level. The Vision acknowledges thai: 

/?stimalblg rexouru; l1ecd.~ is pn:coriou .... whenj(u;using 011 s/tort4cnn 

c/umge,,'. II is even more difficult when we attempt to make projections ten 

)'(wr,~ OW, given the host oj varilJbles and inte:rdcpendem:ies tlwt IFill surely 

(/ccur. l1u:refore, Iile projeclirms presented in Ihis seclion are gru.u eMimates 

based on releWlttl environmental assumptions ami the Agency's IlCst 

judgments about workloads and resource needs. The assumptifm,\' used ill 

these pmjl'Ctions will COtHil1l1C 10 emlve as SSA 's planning and budge/iug 

activities take place. We will regularl), reemluate, and adjust <1.\ nece:~sary, 


these assumptio/ls and pmjeclirJ}Js liS SSA moves IowaI'd 2010, N 


HaVing stated thi.s caveat, thc Vision then offered gross estimates of the magnitude of 
process and technological change needed to reduce the projected resource shortfall 
(15,ooo to 20,000 workyear;;), SSA stated that the re."Iource g.ap could be narrowed and 
customer service improved onl)' jf (I) SSA received an annual funding increase of $300 
to $400 million. (2) additional resources needed to support the workforce and technology 
were funded, and (3) the business changes described in the Vision achieved the projected 
levels of change, 

Among the business changes required to realize the Vision included: 

• 	 Online service, providing customers the convenience of doing a full range of busines~ 
at any time and from anywhere. 

• 	 Electronic acce."Is to records held by SSA and by other record holder;; 

• 	 Electronic notices 

• 	 Electronic verification orhenefits and Social Sct;urity Numbers 

• 	 Electronic reporting of wages 
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• lmproved toll free number service 

• Improved quality of work 

Next Steps 

The Vision dcscribcd in somc detail nearly 40 stratcgic initiatives based on the Service 
Principles and Service Enablers and deemed necessary to achieve the Vision. Equally important 
was the Vision's discussion of the "Next Steps," the actions necessary to begin realizing the 
Vision, Tht: Agency-wide "rollout" of the Vision on Septemher 7, 2000 included thc 
announcement of several concrete actions hased on strategic initiatives found in the Vision, 
including the rapid delivery of 35,000 new, upgraded computer workstations, the establishment 
of a new, upgraded field office position, which would serve as the focal point for quality and 
technical mentoring, and the doubling of telecommunication line capacity, providing Internet 
access to all employees. 

Implementation also required longer-term actions. As the Vision was being drafted, work 
had already begun on aligning the Agency's strategic planning and budget processes with the 
Vision, A critical first step was the reshaping of the next Agency Strategic Plan, As described 
below, existing strategic objectives were redirected and new ones developed to mark five-year 
progress toward realizing the Vision. In addition, SSA began fonnulating options for the 
transition planning that must take place in the areas of Process Change, Human Resource, and 
Information Technology, in order to begin realizing the world that the 2010 Vision imagines, 

The Vision is not static, While the Agency's initial focus is on 2010, the Vision will be 
an evolving one that carries SSA beyond 2010. SSA will refresh the Vision at least a year before 
each new ASP to reinforce its role as the driving force for the ASP and subsequent decisions and 
plans. Though the 20 I 0 Vision document is completc, it is importanl to understand that the 
process of visioning and strategic planning never ends. SSA will continue to look ahead, 
anticipate, and plan for changes in our world that will impact the service we dcliver.25 

"MASTERING THE CHALLENGE:" STRATEGIC PLAN FY 2000-2005 

"Mastering the Challenge," SSA's second GPRA-cra ASP, and the first to 
bear the marks of the 20 I 0 Vision, was released to Congress and OMB at 
the end of September 2000. Built upon the foundation of the highly 

praised ASP released in FY 1997, it also renccted experience in GPRA-mandatcd outCOIllC
based performancc management acquired in the previous three years. 

The new ASP brieny reiterated the compelling need for the 2010 Vision and explained it 
implications for the Agency's strategic planning and its operations. The ASP noted that the key 

l~ tbid" p. 25, 
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to attaining the Vision lies in rethinking the way SSA docs business and dcveloping innovative 
ways to accomplish it. The principle enablers of this strategy would be critical infrastructure 
investments: in Information Technology Hnd Human Resources. "{This} strategic plan depend/sl 
heavily 011 the premise that IIR alld IT Ivilf work together to delil't!r JrumaJl services Oil the olle 

lumd, and design i'~formati(}n systems (frowu/ human talents r)Jj the other ...26 

Another new feature of the ASP was. Baromc(cr Measures. While it could not set goals. 
SSA com milled itself 10 defining certain quantitative indicators lO assess the outcomes of its 
programs, These indicators (called "barometer measures") are used to analyze program effects 
and to guide research and policy. 

Thc fmH step in {he Vision was the reshaping of {he ASP through redirected and new 
strategic objectives. Work cOnlinued with a range of specific immediate actions, such as thc 
creation of an upgmded fteld position. To begin realizing the Vision on a broad front. the 
Agency would need to undertake more delailed service delivery planning required to define the 
sequence, timing, cost and approach for each aspect of the Vision. 

STRATEGIC PLANNING 1993-2000: FROM GPRA TO THE 2010 VISION 

D uring Ihe Clinton Administration. SSA responded to the challenge of the 
Government Perfonnance and Results Act of 1993. with its call for more 
responsive, eustomer-orienled government through qunntified outcome~b~l<.;ed 

performance measures. With its long tradition of strategic planning and its great experience in 
measuring work, SSA readily accepted !he new law's mandates. This tradition and experience 
constiwted u good foundation, but moving from an output-measuring organization to an 
outcome-oril!nted Agency proved no easy task. Correct measurements had to be identified. 
SSA's greater attention to customer thinking and expectations is a direct response to GPRA and 
has benefited its strategic planning, New systems to capture outcome~bllsed performance 
measures were needed too, This was not always.m casy .ac(;omplishmcnt when management 
information to capture service deJivery competed for scarce resources with direct service itself. 
)n some cases, the prt)ccss of identifying und capturing the l'ight indicators still continues, yet 
advances have been made, 

By 1997 and 1998. SSA was regularly receiving praise for the quality of its :o:tralcgic and 
performance plans. All challenges had not been fully met, but the quality of planning from all 
components within the Agency enabled SSA 10 tuke tbe next step, Faced wilh unprecedented 
chaJlcnge;-. of the next decade, SSA created a long~range vision of service in 2010. The 2010 
Vision would drive Agency pl{mning at all levels. and all Agency plans would align themselves 
with the Vision, Before the year 2000 was over. the 2000 ASP was reshaped. the 2002 
Performance Plan was revised. and work began on Process Change planning and realigned IT 
nnd HR plunning, 

;b lbitt. p. \3. 
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In an agency devoted to direcl service, SSA '$ planning efforts arc a support function. 
But in an era of growing workloads, constrained resources, rapid technological change, and 
rising customer expectations. SSA's strategic management has positioned the Agency to meet its 
rcsponsibijilics to the American people who depend upon iL 

RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT: THE IMPROVED POLICY PROCESS 

The gcneral story of research and policy ana)ysis al SSA during the Clinton 
Presidency is onc of greut cxpnn:-:.ton. In the early I 990s. i1 wus widely rccogni7.cd 

. that SSA's capacity to perform timely policy analysis had eroded. SSA's 
problems in this area were highfighled in the 1994~J996 Social Securily Advisory Council 
Report, a repofl by the General Accounting Office. and in the firs! report of the Social Security 
Advisory Board. 

At the same timc, SSA recognizcd these shortcomings and Commissioner Chatcr in thc 
Spring of 1995. took se-veml steps to improve its. policy analYSIS capabilities. These steps 
included establishing lead policy development responsibililies under onc Deputy Commissioner, 
creation of a new policy analysis office, and the addition of program cvalu~ttion capabilities to its 
long~elilablished research and slatistics office. Also, SSA conducted an internal review that 
resulted in recommendations dc-signed to rcviwlize and strengtben the ,-tgency's rCSC,-\ll;:h and 
evaluution program..:;. 

SSNs efforts to strengthen its policy analysis capacity started to take concrete form when 
Commissioner Apfel. in one of his first acts a ... Commissioner, established the new Office of 
Policy (OP) early in 1998. This new organizational structure included the long-established 
Office of Re.;;;earch. Evaluation, and Statistics and twO new offices: the Office of Retirement 
Policy (ORP) and the Office of Disability and Income Assistance Policy (ODlAP). The Office 
of Policy was able to work collaborativcly to produce the timely analysis- that was heretofore 
lacking. For example, OP analysis was influential in shaping lhe legislative and regulatory 
changes connected to partial repeal of the retirement carnings tcst, and increases in and 
indexation or the Suhstantial Gainful Activity amount 

Further evidence of SSA's new commitment to improving its policy 'JI1ulysis capabilities 
included a greatly expanded research budgel that has. among oiher things, kd to Ihe sponsorship 
of two outside University-based research consortiums focusing on retirement and disability 
issues, OP is also reaching oul 10 the outside policy community by creating data linkagc:> that 
make it easier for researchers to access SSA 's adminislrulive data and ~It Ibe same lime protect 
the pdvacy 01' the records, Many of SSA'$ publications and statistical tabulations arc now 
accessible via (he Internet. Internally, a growing number of resources were devoted to 
develop-ing modeling capabilitie.s so [hat distrihutionnl effects of proposed changes to the 
progrnms cun be siudied. 
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The theme, then, for the Office of Policy in SSA during the Clinton Presidency was 
dearly {Jne of expansion and improvement. SSA accepted the criticisms that had been made of 
its Policy analysis capabilities in the early years and moved aggressively to uddrcss every 
concern. 

EARL Y CLINTON YEARS 

I n early 1993, SSA's policy and research functions were largely housed in the Office 
of Policy and External Affairs (OPEA). Within OPEA, these functions were shared 
primarily belween the Orfice of Lcgislution and Congressional Affairs (OLeA), the 

office responsible for legislative planning, and the Office of Research and Statistics (ORS). the 
office rcsponsihle for most of the Agency's research, 

At the start of the Clinton <:Idministration, SSA was a part of the Department of Health 
and Human Scrvice.o; (HHS). Therefore, the Office of the Secretary held general policy 
responsibility for health and income security programs including Social Security programs, 
Within SSA, policy analysis and the development of policy options at S3A had suffered some 
neglect in the previous decade. 

As nOled. SSA'$ Office of Research and Statistics (ORS) had long heen responsible for 
mos! of Ihe Agency's research program. It conducted research on the economic status of current 
and potential beneficiaries. on the operation of Social Security programs. and on interactions 
between Socl~l Security programs amltne rest of the economy, The office also developed a 
weulth of stutistics ~bout the Social Security system and had a long~standing program of 
publications. By the carly 1990s, however, ORS had undergone roughly 2 decadc:-> of staff 
declinc." and hence, an erosion in its capacity. 27 Still ... In outside review learn found (hal the 
office "consistently produces good quality research and sound statistics. It is the scope !.Ind the 
timelincss. not the qUollity of the research thut is of conccrn'" (Estes. 1997: 10). 

(n April 1994, a small staff with responsihility for intcrnational studies of Social Security 
retirement and disability programs was returned to ORS from SSA'). Office of International 
Program:->, One of the major products of that sluff was Ihe biennial publication Social Security 
Programs Around the WorleL (A small disability slaff and parts of the 55) rei>carch starr had 
been relUmed to ORS from other parts of the Agency in 1992,) 

Legislation passed on August i5, 1994 established the Social Securily Adminh.tration as 
an independent agency in the Executive Branch effective MutCh 3 L 1995. Highlights of SSA's 
research and policy programs in the Clinton years prior to SSA'5 attainment of independent 
agency status arc described below. 
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POLICY RESEARCH 


M onitoring tbe economic wctl~bcing of Social Security populations is a 
continuing SSA activity, Social Security benefits alone are mrely adequate for 
maintaining onc' s preretirement standard of living, and many benciiciarics also 

rely on income from employer-provided pensions. from private savings, and from continued 
employment. Several m.ljor research initiatives and pro.iccts in the early Clinton years arc 
summarized below. 

POVERTY 

As part of its mission to monitor the economic status of the aged, SSA had 
deveioped poverty estlmates for aged persons and for subgroups. Indeed, the 
ba<;is oftbe poverty measure used since the Johnson Adminislration was 

developed in the 19605. Early in the Clinton Administration, SSA considered how the public's 
views of financial needs could be used (0 determine poverty thresholds and changes in such 
thresholds over time (Vaughan, 1993), The work wa.>i con~idered in deliberations of the National 
Academy Panel on Poverty and Family Assistance in its in~dep!h, independent review of poverty 
measurement (Citro and Michael. 1995: 134~40), 

DEVELOPMENTS IN PENSIONS 

SSA developed the fir~{ national slatistics on pension coverage in the 1950s, and 
since 1972. periodically co~sponsored nationwide surveys on pension coverage,2S 
In April 1993. shortly after President Clinton a..'isumcd office. another in that series 

of pension coverage surveys was conducted. In an Interagency effort, SSA partlcipUlcd in 
developing carly findings that were published by the Depar1menl of Lahor in May of 1994. (n 
the Fall of 1994, SSA relea."ied an analysis of coverage among the baby boomers, which 
generally suggested lbat their covcrage rates were about tbc same as their parenls rates at similar 
ages. However, the analysis also found a narrowing in the gender gap in coverage and an 
increasing shift from defined benefit phms 10 coverage ~olcly hy 401 {k)~type plans (Woods, 
1994). 

lK These .\urvcyb were cnnduclcd as supplements In the CUIT!:nl I'opul'llinn Sur\-cy lellS) wnducl~d hy thc Ccm;Lls 
Bureau. Pensioll coverage supplements OCCUlTed in 1912, 1971), 198:3, 1988, -and 199~. 
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COHORT-SPECIFIC MEASURES OF LIFETIME 

NET SOCIAL SECURITY TRANSFERS 


Another major study in the early Clinton years developed estimates: of lifetime net 
transfers under the Old-Age and Survivors Insurance program (Leimer, 1994). 
Estimate;.; were developed to indicate the extent to which each cohon has (will) 

received its money's worth from the program and to indicale Ihe extent of rcdistrihUlion across 
cohorts. 

SHORT-TERM MICROS/MULA TION MODELING 

A t the start of (he Clinton administration. SSA's microsimulation modeling 
capability was limited to the Simulated Tax and Transfer System (STArS) Model 
(Wixon, Bridges, Jr., and Pattison, (987). The model was based on the Current 

Population Survey and used to estimate the short-term effects on population subgroups of 
changes in income taxes. puymil taxes, and some benefit changes. In the early 1990s. it was 
used in studies estimating the poverty errects of freezing Social Security COLAs, and the 
distributional effects: of Changes in the income taxation of benefits that OCCUlTed with the 
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 (Pattison, 1994), It was also used to estimate Ihe 
proportion of people who paid more In Social Security taxes than they did in incomc taxcs. The 
STATS model was not used with the longer range solvency issues of the latc 1990s, 

WOMEN, WORK, AND SOCIAL SECURITY 

SSA's research program on women developed as a ~t of projects b~l$ed on the 
observation tha! the pattern of women'5 work behavior over the life cycle hml been 
changing. and that thC:ie ch.mgcs hud important eon:iequence....; for the economic 

well·bcing of women in their retirement years. The groundwork for these efforts wus laid during 
Ihe early Clinton years, and two survey papers were published on women, work. and Social 
Security?' Considerable progress Was also nmde in developing the linked data files for the 
project that relied on the NJtional Longitudinal Survey of :Maturc Women (NLSMW) as the 
main survey data source, The NLSMW provides socioeconomic data on a representative sample 
of 5,000 women who had boon surveyed over u 25~year period. The survey dataha,,<';c provides 
one of the richest available dcscdptions of life experiences like work and family history. With 

;1') SSA had I.'ommissioncd MMiannc Ft.'Ther, Professor of I!eonomics and Women's Studies, Emerita, University of 
Illioois at Urbana-Champaign. \() write one paper which surveYL'\l women's employmcnl and Ihc Social Sccurit), 
system (Ferber, 1(94), The (lllll'r waS a pi,~ec n:vicwi ng litcrllturc Ull lhe work and rCltrctlll.'lll d<.'Ci"iml" til' oldl!r 
women (Weaver, 1994). 
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survey data linked to administrative d'liLl, t~e transitions of women from early middle age into 
their retirement years could be studied, For example, in a NLSMW·based study of the 
rclutionship between women's: economic status earlkr in their lives and their poverty status in 
old age found [hat the large majority who were poor in 1991-1992 had been poor earlier in their 
adult lives: (Choudhury and Lconesio, 1997). 

While SSA was able to utilizc these NLSMW datu internally. it was not able to release 
the linked files for outside usc. However. by the mid 10 late 199Os. SSA did provide financial 
support to insure continued interviews with the NLSM\V sample. (The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics was the historical sponsor of thc survey.) The support gave SSA the opportunity to 
participate in designing the survey as ihe sample population moved into their retirement years. 

DISABILITY STUDIES 

From the late 1980s and continuing into the early 1990s, the Social Security 
disability program had seen dramatic program growth. The Board of Trustees for 
the Social Security Trust Funds in their 1992 Report to Congrc!\s discuss.ed the 

impending fmancial crisis facing the disability program, The Board recommended study of 
whether thc dramatic growth in program appllcallons represented a icmpormy phenomenon or a 
iOllgeNcfm trend. 

One part of the agency effort to better understand program growth was an SSA-HHS joint 
contract with Lcwin-VHI to study and quantify the reasons for disability program growth. While 
most of the Lewin-VHI research effor1s were conducted during the years before SSA became an 
independent agcncy, final results were not presented publicly unlil aftcr independence. 

Only a sm..lil number of disabled worker beneficiaries make successful work attempts and 
leave the rolls. As pan of the effort to better understand why some work attempts are successful 
in the long term and some arc not, SSA began Project NetWork in 1991. It was a demonstration 
to test case managemem as a way to promote employment among Social Security Disability 
Insurance (DI) beneficiaries and 55I disability applicants and beneficiaries. Although the projecl 
was initiated prior to the Clinton Administration, ev;:,luatlon of the intensive outreach, work
incentive waivers. and case management/referral services was undertaken during Ihe Clinlon 
years,30 Key findings suggested a temporary, hut not pcrmiUlcnt, increase in earnings and 
"modest net bene fils to persons with disabilities and net costs to taxpayers" (Kornfeld and Rupp, 
2000). The project also resulted in a comprehcn"ivc adminislrative recorus datab(lsc conl(\ining 
detailed Information on 8,248 Project NetWork participants randomly assigned to receive case 
management services or to a control group, and 138,613 eligible nonparticipants Jiving in the 
demonstration areas . 

.lU Kornfeld and RuW (200C1) pnwiJ:ie summary of Project NetWork resuitll and give rererenc~'s 10 several earlier 
n!p!.lrtS fmm the prqjccL 
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DATA LINKAGES 


SSA had a long history of working with admini:;trative dam linked to surveys 
sponsored by the Agency" Such linkages aHow a grcmly expanded set of policy 
research questions to be answered. But SSA also continued to work to expand 

access by outside researchers 10 these linked data SCls while protecting data confidentiality and 
individual privacy. 

Two major linked data releases occurred during the early years of the Clinton Presidency. 
The first involved linkage of SSA adminislrative data with survey data collected from persons 
who first took retirement or disability benefits in 1980·1981. Initial interviews were conducted 
abOUl a year after they first took benefits and was called the New Beneficiarv Survey. The New 
Beneficiary FollowuQ (NBF) survey was conducted about a decade laler with the same 
re..<;pondents to see how they were faring. A .series of statistical notes from the NBF introducing 
the data and early findings began in the Social Security Bulletin in the Fall of 1993, 

The NBF data were released for public use in 1994 as part of the New Beneficiary Data 
System (NBDS),31 The files could be linked to others thai had previously been made uvailuble 
for outside research; namely, administrative file!' containing Social Security and 55! benefit data, 
data on earnings histories and Medicare expcndiwres, and the carlier 1982 "'cw Beneftciary 
Survey files (Public Usc Files, 1994; Yeas, 1992). In FY 1995, NBDS data and supp0I1ing 
documents. became the first SSA research file 10 be made available to Ihe public on lhe (nternet. 

Sur'>',:::}, data in the N'BD5 contains extensive information about the 1981-1982 new 
bcneliciary population, first descrihing their :-;ilUation roughly a year after henefit receipt, and 
then !racking their changing circumstances through the early 1990s. Information includes 
demographic characteristics; employment. marital, and child-bearing histories: household 
compo:-;ition; health: income and assets~ progmm knowledge; .md information about the spou!-es 
of married (('spondcnts. In the follow-up, disabled workers were abo asked about their efforts to 
return to work, expcricn(.'Cs with rehabilitation services and knowledge of SSA work in(.'Cntive 
provisions. 

The second major data release involved the Health and Retirement Study (HRS), a then
new longitudinal survey primarily 5.ponsored by the National Institute on Aging and conducted 
by the Institute for SociuJ Research (ISR) at the Universily of Michigan (Juster and Su~man, 
1995), Men and women approaching retirement age comprised the initial HRS study population. 
In the early 1990s. the HRS study director approached SSA wilh the request to link earnings data 
maintained hy SSA with data from the new survey. After three-way discussions that included 
Ihe Internal Revenue Service, an SSA-1SR agreement was signed in November 1993 that 
described the data that SSA would provide for Ihe prqiect and the conditions under which the 
ISR could rc1cuse thosc data, 

,1: Prinr w making the data public, SSA rcceh'cd IRS approvaJ fUf the indusion of curoings ..law from SSA 
adminislrallvc records in the tclea~. 
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The project represented SSA's first usc Df respondent permission forms (0 allow the 
release of identified dma for research outside the agency (Olson, 1996). With the HRS, also 
came SSA's first re!ca.;e of detailed earnings data. including curnings in jobs not covered by 
Social Security (Olson, 1999). As the decade passed. SSA developed agreemcnls wilh ISR to 
provide data lor consenting respondents in twO additionallongitudina! HRS s,urveys-the Assets 
and Health Dynamics of the Oldest Old that started in 1993 and the Iwo New Cohorts surveys 
that 'turted in 1998. 

LINKED DATA FOR INTERNAL RESEARCH 

I n !hc early years of (he Clinton Presidency and continuing lhl'ough most of the 
dec.ide, the internal SSA research program benefited greatly from access to linked 
files. induding the NBDS and, later, the HRS, Indeed. the SSA research program of 

the 1990s protmbly made more intensive usc of linked data than it had been ahlc 10 dn in ;:my 
previous decade. In addition to work with the NLSMW, NBDS. and HRS fi1e~ described above, 
agrecmcms with the Bureau of the Census allowed ~cvera1 panels of the Survey of Jncome and 
Program Put1icipntion {SIPP) and the Current Population Survey (CPS) to be linked to SSA 
administrativc rccord data. SSA research staff, who had been designated as sworn agents of the 
Census Bureau,J:! had aeces:-; to those data for internal research and policy analysis. 

MARCH 31! 1995 (INDEPENDENT AGENCY) 

TO SPRING 1998 (THE NEW OP) 


W ith Agency independence on March 31, 1995. responsibility for policy 
evaluation and policy development for health and income security programs 
become that of SSA. 

A ncw evaluation component, the Division of Policy Evaluation. was csmhlished Hnd 
SSA's long-standing Office of Research and Statistics became the Office of Research. 
EvaluHlion and Stalislics (ORES). In June 19%, the 5S) rescan.:h staff which t\l~o held 
responsibility for the development of SSI extract files lor research wa<.; returned to ORES. 

Under Commissioner Shirley S. Chater, a small Policy Staff called the Office or Policy 
Analysi::. and Evaluation was estahlished in early Spring 1995. A major' study on di~bility 
program growth ;:md followup conference on the i.ssue, as well as a conference on demographic 
changes facing the SSt program, were among the major efforts sponsored or ,Stancd by Ihis stall 
They also pat1icipated in a high-level intercomponent team to analyze issues related to long-term 

.1[ Th,,; SlPP and CPS data werc covcred hy Tille 13 Oflhc U.S. Code, and only Census cmpk'yccs or agents of the 
CensuS Bureau were nUo'ked access 10 the data. 
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program s01vcncy and to help ensure that the Commissioner was well verscd on the implications 
of various proposals being put forth on this growing issue, 

In May 1996, SSA sought 10 strengthen nnd reorganize its policy antilysis functions in an 
Office of Poliey and Planning (OPol). The new OPol staff again was small (about 10-15 
analysIs), 

In 1996 nnd 1997, ~venll outside reviews raised serioos concerns about SSA's research 
and policy cupability in light of the Agency's new independence and in light oflhe intensifying 
national debate on Social Security financing issues, Among .he critical outside voices was that 
or the 1994·1996 Social Security Advisory CounciL·B Their final report, for example. included 
the recommend'Jtion thai SSA "should enhance its research and anal)'!\is capabilities" becausc the 
current I'csources were not sufficient (Advisory CounciL Volume 1. 1997:22). 

The Advisory Council's Tcchnlcal Panel on Assumptions: and Methods similarly 
recommended "':1 substantial expansion ofSSA's research capabilities" because both ORES and 
(he Ornec of the Actuary opemtcd without adequate resources (1997: 179), Thc Panel also noled 
that its cOncerns went beyond usual calls for additional rescarch givcn by past panels. Rather. 
the Panel W'IS concerned Ihat policy makers' ability to make informed choices ror future reforms 
"is seriously compromised by the luck of research on issues thaI have an imponant bearing on 
'hosc choices" (1997: 181), 

In thc Fall of 1996. Commissioner Chater asked Carroll L Estes, DircelOr of the Instilute 
for Health and Aging Ullhe Univcrsity of California, San Fmncisco, to conduct a review of the 
mi~sion. resources. and capabilities in ORES. The Dccembcl' 1997 rcport orihc Estes team 
contained 47 rccommendtltion:; for rcvilalil.ing and strengthening ORES and its research, 
statistical, and evaluation programs (Estc.lf. 1997). 

[0 a I;cbruary 1997 report, the General Accounting Office {l997} reviewed SSA's first 18 
months us an independent agency and described the chaHcngcs facing SSA's new commissioner. 
The report acknowledged 'hat SSA, by creating OPoi in May 1996, had laken sleps ,oward 
taking u leadel'ship role in critical policy and research issues. The report wus positive about 
these sleps "to reorganize and strengthen its policy analysis, research. and ev.t!uation offices," 
By November 1996. the report noted the new links [hat ORES had established with olllside 
experts. and thai il "had created an office to coordinate all policy planning activities." (GAO. 
1997:9} However, the report was critical about SSA 's continued shortcomings in terms of its 
active participation in dehates on Social Security linancing. (1997:7), 

.l.l Before the IndepcnucJtl Agency legis!ation (PL 10]-296). 1he Social SL'Curity ACI flrovidcd jhr u nonpul1isan 
Advisory Council 10 he uppuinted every 4 years to examine issues afft.'Cling tbe OASt D1, and Medicare programs. 
The: 1l)94~1996 Advi\ory Council on Sodal Sccurily was eslahlishl.'d un March 23. 1994. by!1k; Secretary nfHcalth 
and Human Sery!ce\, Dpnn;t E, Shalala, under Section 706 nf Ihe Soda! Sc<:Uflty Act. It wm, lhe la\! une lIu\hmized 
under Ihul pwvision, 
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The need for a !·i\rongcr policy role was also articulated in the first report of the recently 
created Social Security Advisory Board,34 Developing Social Security Policy: How the Social 
Security Administration Can Provide Greater Policy t,c<tdershin, released in March 1997, In Ihe 
report's opening mcsl'agc, the Board called attention to [he fact Ihal policy developmem was the 
first issue that they addressed because of the primary importance Ihcy placed on i1. One of the 
report'~ key findings was that Agency leadership had gi\'en insufficienl attention since the mid
1970s to policy issues, espccklUy larger policy issues. The report noted that frequent 
organizational changes plagued the policy area and that policy responsibility within the Agency 
W<l!i fragmented and l;lcked continuity. 

The Board's key recommcndutions were that SSA provide greater policy lcadel);hip and 
strengthen policy research, In particular. they recommended that the Commissioner place a high 
priority on pollcy and re~earch with the head of the poli\:y development organization reporting 
directly to the Commissioner. In addition, the Board recommended that SSA should: (I) 
address the larger policy issues and underlake analyses urthe effectiveness of its programs; (2) 
strengthen SSA's policy. research, and evaluation capability through new staff and gremer 
interaction and coordination witb research and policy people outside SSA; (3) attend to Ihe 
orgunizutional structure, and (4) encourage addilional research hy developing surveys and 
administrative data for research, evaluation, and policy purposes both inside and outside the 
Agency. 

NEW COMMISSIONER 

On September 29, 1997, Kenneth S. Apfel was sworn In as the nt'S! confirmed 
Commissioner of the indepcndenl SSA. (n October, he released SSA's new 
slrateglc plan. The agency had developed other strategic plan:;, but this was the 

first to give i.1 prominent role to policy. In particular, the first stmtegic goal of [he plan was "To 
promote valued, strong, and responsive Social Security progr• .uns and conduct effective policy 
development, research, and progmm evaluation." 

_'1 The Independent Agency kgblalion had ;tlfoO crc;tlcd a new bipartisan Social Sl'Cunly Auvisory Board. Among 
the lJoord' s resp()nsihilitic.~ arc those of making fl'commclldalions with respect 10 (I} policies Ihal will cm;ure !he 
linandal solvenc), of thc Social Sccurity progmms and (2) policies lind rcgul'ltions about Sodal Scctlnly ;tntl SSI 
programs. 
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DISABILITY STUDIES 

The Lewin-VB! resull" of their studies on disabilily prognun growth and olher 
papers were presented al a conference co-sponsored by SSA and the Office of the 
A"sistaol Secrclary for Planning and Evalualion (ASPE), DHHS. Called "The 

Social Security Administration's Disability Programs: Explanations of Recent Growth and 
Implications for Disability Policy," it was held July 20-21,1998 in Washington, D.C.J5 

Lewin-VHI's study resuhs also formed the basis for SSA'5 report to Congress that had 
been mandated as part of the Social Security Domestic Employment Reform Act of 1994 (P.L 
103-3&7). \\lritten in OPol, the report was officially titled Repon to Congress on Rising Cost of 
Social Security Disability Insurance Benefits. Some of the principal findings of the report were: 
(1) the nne of growth in disHbility applications peaked in 1991 and had leveled off since then; (2) 
DJ program growth is J product of the complex intemction of economic, demographic, ~ial. 
programmatic, and other factors; (3) longer-term growth l:s driven partly by an increase in the . 
number of pcr:;,ons insured ror benelils and partly by an increase in the disability incidence rate; 
(4) growth in the incidence rate is: due in part to a long-term increase in rates of appeals and a 
continuing increase in award rates at tile hearings level: (5) persons being awarded are younger 
than before, more likely to surrer from mental itllpairmcnts. more likely to be female. and poorer 
than new beneficiaries used to be; (6) the program is sensitive to poor economic conditions and 
to changes in public awareness about the availability ofbenerils; and (7) the ratc of growth in the 
progmm has: varied In the past. and can be expected to vary in the future as a result of short-term 
influences. 

THE NEW OFFICE OF POLICY (SPRING 1998 TO PRESENT) 

B y early Spring 1998, Commissioner Apfel determined that to develop a stronger 
policy capability. a new organi't.alional structure and addilional res.ources were 
nceded. In April 1998, he crcuted a new Office of Policy (OP). 

The new OP directs the fonnulation of overall poliey for SSA i:md e-nsurcs the 
consIs!ency of policy development and implementation activities acl'Oi'S programs administered 
by SSA. The Deputy Commissioner for Policy is the principal advisor to the Commissioner of 
Social Securily on major policy issues and is responsible for aelivitics in the .areas of overall 
policy development and analysis, policy research and evaluation, and I'tutistical prognuns, 

The new office includes the Office of Research, Evaluulion and Statistics (ORES) and 
two new oftkes-thc Office of Retirement Pulicy (ORP) and lhe Office of Disability ilnd 
Income Assistance Policy (ODlAP) . 

.1S Rupp and Stapleton (199M) later publisht"ti n:.,ull~ oftbu\ work III theirediled collectiOIl, Grnwlh III Di~ahilit£ 
Benefits. 
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Both new policy offices kcep abreast of external factors affecting their programs. develop 
broad analyses of major social and economic trends and their impact on SSA programs. and help 
<.levelop Agency policy regar<.lirtg issues related to SSA programs. Coordination with other parts 
of SSA and with other agencies is part of that work. 

In the new organization, ORES continued its responsibilitics for I'cscarl;h and evaluation 
studies on the effects of Social Security and income assistance programs-and proposed changes 
in those programs-on individuals. the economy, and program solvency. 

OP was created at a time of great national discussion of Social Security polky issues. As 
Ii result, there was a major focus on research, modeling. and policy analysis aimed at addressing 
!he current program and the effects of proposals to change the current program, [n 1998. at the 
end of OP's first year, a Policy and Research Agenda was developed to document for the larger 
Social Security policy community OP':; areas of focus lind the work underway or planned in each 
of those areas. In developing the Agenda, OP reviewed several reports on SSA research and 
policy issues, including those from the Sodal SecurilY Advisory Board, the Gcnemi Accounting 
Office, and the Institute for Health and Aging's research leam at the Univcr:.ity of California.;\;) 
Potential topics and areas of coverage were also discussed with many researchers and policy 
experts inside and outside SSA 

EXPANDED RESEARCH AND POLICY BUDGET 

To meet the research and policy evaluation need::; of the new independent agency, 
OP added staff and greatly expanded its external program. The re.<.;eal'(:h budget, 
for example. inereascd from $10.9 miUion in lotal obligations for SSA~wide 

rc:-.earch in fiscal year (FY) 1993 to $27 million in estimated total obligations in FY 2000. In FY 
2001. tha! extramural amount i.'i expected to rise to 560 million. Through grants, contracts, 
cooperative agreements, and task orders. OP was able 10 extend its research and evaluation 
capabilities and obtain special skills that enhance its internal capabilities. By the end of the 
decade, working partnerships with outside experts were firmly in place. 

tn FY 1998, a RCliremcnt Research Con:;ortium (RRC) was established to bring together 
the academic and policy communities to increase objective, paticy~relevant research and inform 
the public and policymakers about polky alternatives and their consequences, In October 1998, 
following an April 16, 1998 Federal Registcr announcement. two, univcrsity~ba"ed, l1lulti

.* '[lie Social Sl't'Urity Advisory Board repons includeu FornO! on y L,Qng~R;wge Research and Progrllffi E\'alulIlion 
Plan for the So.::ial Security Administration: proceedings and AJdilional Comments, JUlIC 24. 1997: Strengthening 
Sod!!t S\',urlly Re~earch: The Rc~ponsihilj{jcs of the Social Seem!l" AdminislrdtioR Janaary 199M; lind How 
SSA 's Di~llbjlil\' Progr:mls Can Be Improved, Augu1>1 IY<)S. Wo::. 'Ibn consulted the Geocral i\l;,;Bunling Office 
ro::.J'I(Ifl. Social Security Administration Significant Chal!cnl!e~ Await New Cmtlmis!"jQru;f (HEHS·91-53). PChru>lfY 
1997. and Ihe re ... icw of ORES written by Canol[ Estcs of the University ofCalifornia. San Francisco. Institute for 
Health and Aging. (The 1997 review WitS c>llled "Stn:nglhening Policy !)c"clnpltWnt \\'c.rk Within lhe Sod,;:)} 
SC((lrity AdministraU\ln: A Review oflhe },tlissiO!~, Rc:mufl.:Cs, and Cap..hlllllcs in !Il;: f}lficc 'Jf R>,;SC;In:h, 
Evaluation and StlHisl!cS.") 
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disciplinary centers were chosen for the RRC. One was centered at Boston College and the other 
at the University of Michigan Retirement Research Center. Both centers formed collaborative 
partnerships with other academic institutions and policy experts, and each center received $1.25 
million in funding in its initial year. Funding was expected to allow up to $1 million annually 
for related projects in the 5-year pr9gram. 

The mission of the Consortium is to plan and conduct a broad research program that will 
develop retirement policy information to assist policymakers, the public, and the media in 
understanding Social Sccurity issues. As part of that effort. dissertation and postdoctoral 
fellowships, research assistantships, and courses on methodology and social insurance provides 
training and education in retirement policy area. Five small grants to junior scholars had been 
funded as of' this writing. The RRC also disseminates information and research results to the 
public, policymakers, and the media through papers and conferences. Both centers established 
websites containing research papers, brief policy papers, and other information aimed to aid that 
effort. 

In May 1999. the new RRC sponsored its first annual conference. Called "New 
Developments in Retirement Research," conference papers and discussions covered a wide range 
of topics, including early retirement trends, the earnings test, investing the Trust Fund in equities, 
Social Security money's worth, changing patterns of lifetime earnings. and Social Security 
policy issues related to disability and the coming retirement of the baby boomers. SSA 's major 
new microsimulation model, called "MINT" for Modeling Income in the Near Term, was 
introduced and some findings from the model were given. (See below for more on MINT and 
other microsimulation initiatives.) More than 250 people attended the conference that was held 
in Washington D.C. 

A second RRC conference focused on "The Outlook for Retirement Income," a topic at 
the heart of the SSA research program. Sessions in the May 2000 conference included those on 
joint retirement decisions in married couples, assessments of how women fared in retirement, 
responses to Social Security and pension retirement incentives, the progressivity of the Social 
Security system, retirement behavior and income of younger retirees, and the future of pension 
systems. Thl: third annual RRC conference is planned for May 2001.;17 

A parallel Disability Research Institute (DR!) centered at thc University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign was started in May 2000. The general mission of the DRI is to plan and 
conduct a comprehensive research program in areas important to disability policy. The DRI will 
help the agency stay abreast of the ways in which changes in technology have altered the work 
place and the ways in which advancements in medicine. technology. rehabilitation and 
supportive services have enhanced the ability of impaired individuals to work. The Institute is 
also charged with disseminating information to the public and policymakers, encouraging young 
promising researchers 10 focus their efforts on disability issues through training and education 
programs. and keeping current practitioners ahreast of the most current research availahle. The 

37 In llddition, a specialized 2-dllY symposium on the "I mpaet of Privatization of Social Security on Retirement 
Income" was held in May 1999 in Ann Arhol'. Michigan. Sponsnredjointly hy the Michigan Retirement Research 
center, Ihc Business School, and the Mathem ..tics Department of the University of Michigan and thc Society of 
Actu..ries, the conference was targetcd at actuaries and other professionats knowJcdgcahte on Social Security. 
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annual DRI budget consists of $1.25 million for the first year and an anticipated $1 million 
annually for the next 4 years. 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT 

One of the purposes in creating OP was to provide a focal point within the Agency 
for policy development. To accomplish that purpose, or instituted a process that 
begins with the identification of policy problems and new policy ideas. From 

those, a list of possihle policy development topics are presented to the Commissioner, and, based 
on his guidance, the list is revised and finalized. Each topic is then the subject of an analytical 
paper that provides the Commissioner with policy options as well as a recommendation. 
Knowledge gaincd from ORES research and evaluations is an important component of each 
paper. The papers are then presented to the Commissioner for decisions about possible inclusion 
in the budget and legislative program or for advancement through regulations. 

OPIORES's PUBLISHING AND STATISTICAL PROGRAM 

ORES research findings and statistical data have long been disseminated through a 
series of publications. At the outset of the Clinton presidency, ORES 
publications were available as printed volumes. At the close of the Clinton 

presidency, all were available electronically as well. Starting in 1994, with selected tables and 
the report on Social Security Programs Throughout the World (see below), publications first 
became available to the public on the World Wide Web and Gopher Service.J8 During the 
1990s, new titles wcre added to those already available on the Web (www.ssa.gov/policy). In 
addition, table updates were put online as soon as the new data were available and checked. 
ORES publications during the Clinton presidency are described helow. J9 

The Social Security Bulletin is SSA's "journal of record" and has been published since 
1938. It includes articles written by SSA staff reflecting all aspccts of SSA's research and 
statistics program as well as the latest available data on OASDI and SSI benefits and 
beneficiaries. It also includes articles on policy issues relating to SSA 's programs. Starting with 
the first issue in 2000, the Bulletin announced a major change. 4o It was aimed at "enhance(ing] 
the Bulletin as one of the premier journals in its field, one in which the most significant and 
influential research on Social Security and SSI policy regularly appear." The change involved 
the Bulletin's editorial policy. For most of its 60 years, the Bulletin published only research 

.18 Because uf a decline in Gopher Service usage, the SSA Gopher server was discontinued in 1996. 

39 This summary draws heavily on SSA Research Publications 1999, an ORES brochure. 

40 Social Security Bulletin 62: 1, p. 1; "We're looking for manuscripts," 1999.62:2, p. 1; and Social Security 

Bulletin, 200n, 63:1, inside front cover. 
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done by SSA staff or funded by the SSA. Under the new policy. manuscripts would be accepted 
from anyone in the research community "interested in funhcring the discussion on how we as a 
nation can rrovide the hest syslem of economic security for the aged, the disabled, and survivol's 
of deceased workers. and how we can protect our vulnerable poor." Papers would be evaluated 
by some of the top experts in the field of intere.,l, The Initial Social Security Bulletin in 2000 
marked the first appearance of the new section, called "Perspectives:' As noted in that issue, 
"PcrspL~tiycs offers a fonlln for the analysis of diverse topics in social iO<iurance and public 
policy, panicularly research that improves the understanding of the Sodal Security 
Administration's progr .. ms .. nd rdated Issues," 

The Annual Statisth::al Supplement to the Social Security Bulletin includes more than 250 
statistical ta:Jles on benericiaries, covered worker!'>, and the trust funds, Data on related social 
insurance and welfare programs arc ~liso presented, Major narrative sections describe and 
chronicle the legislative history of the program. 

Two publications describe the income of the aged. The first, ["come of the population 55 
or Older. contains dClailcd information io more than 70 stalistical tables. The tables focus on the 
major sources and amounts of income and include proportions below the poverty line. Severdl 
tahlcs descrihc lhe economic situation of the aged with varying levels of Social Secunty benefits 
and lotal money income. Data are shown for persons aged 55 or older and by marc detailed age. 
sex. marital status. race, and Hispanic origin groups, The second, (neome of the Aged 
Chanbook, highlights selee[ed dala from the tabular report using easy to understand graphics. 
Both publications are updated biennially, 

SSA administrative data are also published by geographic area. Tilles in this series 
include OASDJ Beneficiaries by State and Coutlly: SSI Recipients by State and County; 
Earnings and Emvlovment Data for Workers Covered under Social Security, by State and 
County, One-page factsheets called SWfe SUitistics are also available for cl:Ich state, the District 
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Island:.. An annual pUblication, State Assistance 
Programs for SSt Rccipienls. provides selected characteristics of the optional state 
supplementl:ltion of federal SSI payments. 

Social Security Programs in the United State-Ii gives a dc."icriptivc picture of programs 
under the Sodal Security Ac! and W~IS updated bienni~llly in the Clinton years. Programs are 
grouped into four major arcas: social insurance, health in~urance and health services. assistance 
programs, and programs for specific groups (e.g., veterans, government employees. and railroad 
workers). The text iocltldes a brief look at the history and current legislative provisions of each 
program. 

A similar volume, Social Security Progrmns Throughout the World. gives a cross~ 
national comparison of the Social Security systems. in more thim 150 countries. For each. five 
program areas arc summarized: old age, disability, and survivors; sickness and maternity; work 
injury: unemployment; and family allowances. The report was published hiennially. 

The annual Fast Facts and Figures About S{)CiaJ Security chanbook presents answers 10 
frequently asked qucslions. The booklet highlights the economic status of the older population 
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and the role of Social Security ilnd SS} in helping to reduce poverty. It also describes program 
characterislics. 

Anmher long-standing ORES publication is the ORES Working Pancr series. 
Preliminary research papers are circulated for review and comment in this series. Some two 
dozen were released during the Clinton Administratioll. 

ORES STATISTICAL DATA 

SSA admlnistmtivc dala are very valuable source" of information, useful for policy 
analysis, pl'Ogr4m evaluation. actuarial projections, estimates of legislativc impact, 
economic research, and ongoing statistics. The following paragraphs very briefly 

summarize SSA's major administrative data files and the Continuous Work History Sample file. 
For most of the masier liles, I percent and !O percenl sample extract files arc developed 
monthJy. A 100 percent extract file is generally drawn semiannually. Other. specialized sample 
extract files are developed as nceded. 

The ;\1asler Beneficiary Rt!cord (MBR) is the main file that SSA uses to administer the 
OASDI program, The MBR contains more than 160 million person records, one for every Social 
Security number under which a current or former benefit was- paid. Since October J977. a record 
for each person who applied for Social Security benefits have also been included in the MER. 

The Supplemental Security Records :SSRi is Ihe main file that SSA uses to administer 
the SSt program. The SSR, which can havc more than one record for each reCipient. has 
information for more than 65 million persons. The file contains eligibility and paymenl 
information and some information about ineligible spouses or parents becau~ their income and 
resources art considered in eligibility determinations. 

The lvlaster Earnings File (MEF) contains records for each of the more than 400 million 
Socia' Securily number (SS:-':) holders (living or dead), It includes information on annual 
covered earnings s'nce 1951. quarters of coverage. and additional related information. Since 
1977, data fDr the MEF are prinmrily derived from Internal Revenue Service (iRS) Form W~2, 
As a result. information about earnings in jobs no! ;:overcd by Social Security is also available. 

The Number Identification (Numidcntl file contains about 620 million recards of 
applications for original and replacemenl Social Security cards, including name. SSN, datc and 
place of birth, and other information. That infommtion is later augmented with information on 
date and place of death. 

The "831" Disability File is a research file eXlr~tcted from the National Dis.lbility 
Determinntion Services System maintained by SSA's Office of Disability. It contains 
information on medical dctenninations m.:!dc when a person applies for disability benefits either 
from the Social Security DJ or 58] program. 
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The Continuous Work History Sample (CWHS) is prohably the largest, continuously 
mnintnined longitudinnl data file in the country, It is a I percent sample file that evolved from 
SSA's original rccordkccping system, which collected quarterly wage and salary ml10lmts for 
workers covered under the original Social Security Act. Today it is a system of files Ihat is 
processed on an annual cycle and ,includes basic demographics, wages, and information from 
employer and benefit data bases, CWHS data are used in making revenue estimates. evaluating 
legislative proposals. ::md responding to informational inquiries. 

tn summary, SSA's ability to perform useful research and policy analysis improved 
dramatically throughout the years of the Clinton Presidency. The big picture is one of a growing 
and continujng commitment to establishing a strong, stable, and useful policy component within 
SSA that would produce quality research and policy analysis, support the work of outside 
researchers. and actively participate and contribute to the policy debates on the futures of the 
OASDI and S51 programs, 
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