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DISABILITY CLAIMANTS WHO CONTEST DENIALS AND WIN

REVERSALS THROUGH HEARINGS

Abstract

Disability hearings have been increasing at a high rate. About half
result in reversals of the previous administrative decision of denial.
In this study, demographic and socioeconomic characteristics were
obtained for disability claimants with initial, reconsideration and
hearings decisions in 1970 and 1975, and examined in relation to whether

the case was allowed or denied at hearing.

Claimants who requested hearings tended to be largely middle-aged white
males. Those closest to retirement age who were denied disability
benefits requested review less than middle-aged claimants. Persons in
Southern Atlanta and Dallas regions contested initial denials more than
those in Eastern regions such as New York and Boston. Higher earners

requested review more than lower earners and those with little recent work.

There was little variation in outcome by the basic demographic
characteristics of sex, race and level of predisability earnings. However,
blacks and low earners and those with less recent employment were denied
somewhat more at every level of-the decision-process including hearings.

When claims of persons with little recent work and therefore little chance of

establishing insured status, however severely disabled they might be, were



set aside, the reversals in disability hearings were well over 60
percent. Whereas the oldest claimants had much higher award proportions
in initial and reconsideration decisions, older claimants in hearings
did not have a higher proportion of reversals than did middle-aged

claimants.

The presence of an attorney at hearings resulted in a somewhat higher
reversal rate for all demographic groups looked at. Attoruneys'
involvement in hearings has been increasing at a substantial rate. A
somewhat greater percent of higher earners, younger workers, and those in
the Seattle region had attorneys. However, in general, there was little
difference in the proportion who obtained attorneys between different
geographical areas or between high and low earners. In terms of outcome,
about 70 percent of the highest earners with attorneys won reversal in

comparison to less than 50 percent of the lower earners with no attorneys.

Persons persisting in claims through hearings rarely returned to substantial
employment. While many of those denied at hearings in 1970 had some form

of earnings in the next 5 years; only about 10 percent had substantial
earnings of $3,600 or more 5 years later. Most claimants for benefits
appear to remain out of the labor market whatever the decision on their

disability insurance claim.



The subsequent proportion of deaths by the end of 1977 among those

affirmed or reversed at hearings in 1970 was very similar. This is a

crude indication that the long-term severity of those allowed and denied

at hearings was much more similar than that of claimants allowed and

denied benefits at the initial level.






DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF
DISABILITY CLAIMANTS WHO CONTEST DENIALS AND

KR

WIN REVERSALS THROUGH HEARINGS

The number of hearings requested by social security claimants after
;gbeing denied benefits has been growing at a substantial rate in recent
%%years. Since 1960 the number of requests for hearings has gone from

éabout 14,000 a year to over 190,000 (table 1). About half of all
:gdisability hearings result in reversals (chart 1). The large volume of
contested claimbs and reversals has caused major administrative problems

4 . . . . .
;5and raised questions about the appropriateness of the adjudication

S
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procedures. 1/

The large majority of contested claims involve disability insurance
applications. Since shortly after enactment of the disability benefit
program in 1956, most contested claims have concerned disability benefits

and only a few percent have involved retirement or health benefits,

1/ Committee on Ways and Means, U. 8. House of Representatives,
"Report on the Disability Insurance Program," Committee Staff Paper, July

1974 Robert B. Dixon, Jr., Social Security and Mass Justice, Praeger,

New York, 1973; Center for Administrative Justice, Study of the Socigl

Security Administration Hearing System, October 1977, So many appeals

are carried into district courts, a recent legislative proposal suggested
a separate federal court for social security claims be established.
Subcommittee on Social Security .S, House Ways and Means Committee,

H. R. 8076, "Disability Insurance Aendments of 1977," 95 Congress, lst
session, July 1977.

*By Ralph Treitel, Division of Disability Studies, Office of Research

and Statistics. The data processing was managed by Don Surprenant. The

sample design was done by Michael Bostron. Sampling variability was

determined by Robert Finch and Bea Matsui.



Chart l--Contested Disability Claims Fiscal Year 19777
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“See table 2 for detailed frequency distribution of decisions in 1977
according to workload reports of cases processed upon which this chart is
based. There were approximately 25,000 additional review requests to the
Appeals Council and 6,942 review requests to federal district courts decided

in 1977 of contested hearing affirmations.



Claims for survivor and retirement benefits are generally based on clear-
cut evidence of age, death, and insured status through work in employment
subject to social security taxes. Coverage for persons who have worked

in competitive employment is nearly universal. Almost all retirement and

survivor claims are allowed.

In contrast, about two-thirds of all disability claims are currently

denied. About 30 percent of the denied claimants request review (table 2).
The disability decision may be expected to be more problematic than
retirement decisions about age and death because it depends on an assessment
of physical and mental capacity and forecasts about the continuation of

medical limitations.

Why the number of contested denials are increasing at such a great rate,
and why so many result 1in reversals at the hearings level--yith about one

out of two reversed in hearings in recent years--is not clear.

Constriction in employment opportunities, changes in public awareness of
the disability insurance program, and increases in benefit levels have

been advanced as reasons for recent increases in initial claims. 2/

Legislative liberalizations of the disability program, such as the 1965
modification in the definition of duration to include persons who might be
expected to recover after a year, may have led many more with conditions

of uncertain duration to file disability claims. In the past decade, a

2/ Mordechai Lando and Aaron Krute, "Disability Insurance Program

Issues and Research," Social Sécurity Bulletin, October 1976,
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number of major new federal programs for disabled persons have also been
enacted, including the black lung program for miners; survivor benefits
for disabled widows and widowers; and supplemental security income
benefits including benefits for the indigent blind and disabled as well
as aged (table 1). Over one-fourth of all hearings in 1976 were for

these new disability programs, particularly supplemental security.

In addition to factors which have led to an increase in initial claims

for social security disability programs, there appears to have been
substantial growth in the numbers of persons ready to contest denials

of disability benefit claims. Thus, while the number of initial disability
insurance claims has increased by over 300 percent since 1960, contested
denials have increased by over 600 percent at the reconsideration level and

by over 900 percent at the hearings level (table 2).

It appears that more people are filing initial disability claims and
more are being turned down. The initial allowance proportion decreased
over the past 15 years from about 50 percent to about 30 to 40 percent.
But as a greater number are denied, more are filing review requests and
winning reversals: the proportions allowed disability benefits due to
reversals at the reconsideration and hearing levels have increased in

the past 15 years from about 10 percent to about 20 percent of all

allowances. Thus, a substantial part of this increase in awards is due to

the increased number of denial reversals.

Much of the increase in reversals appears due to the high proportion
who request hearings after reconsideration denial and win reversal
after two previous denials. 1In 1976 and 1977, over two-thirds of all

reconsideration denials appeared to continue contesting the decision



at the hearings level, according to the caseload data in table 2.

It may not be sufprising that a large proportion of the denied at
reconsideration would file a request for a hearing. Many who request
reconsideration review may be intent on obtaining a formal hearing and
only participate in the reconsideration process as a necessary step
toward obtaining a hearing. Denied persons who ask for review of an
unfavorable decision one time at the reconsideration stage may be
expected to be more knowledgeable about the possibilities and benefits
of requesting further reviews of their claims and may be more persistent

that the denied who don't request review.

The reversal proportion at reconsideration in recent years has been
dropping, akin to initial allowance rates. However, reversals at the
hearings level have continued &t a great extent, with nearly 50 percent

reversed in 1975-77 of all disability hearing decisions.

Study Design

This paper presents the social and demographic characteristics of those
disability claimants whose cases go to hearing. Particular attention is
given to how these characteristics may be related to (1) the individual
decision to contest a denial or accept it; (2) the general increase in
disability claims and contested applications in recent years; and

(3) the high proportion of reversals in hearings.

As disability decisions are based on complex details of medical condition

and ability to work, it should be made very clear that the demographic



data in this study may only be expected to suggest gross underlying
influences in thg claims process and cannot be expected to explain the
causes and appropriateness of the individual decision to contest

denials or the validity of the administrative decision made on the claim.

A systematic readjudication of the decisions or individual case evaluations
would be necessary to determine the appropriateness of decisions at each
level of review, rather than this statistical description of the

characteristics related to actual awards and denials.

The study population consists of all persons who had a contested disability
claim decided by an administrative law judge in a hearing decision in
fiscal years 1970 and 1975. These claimants had previously had claims for
disability insurance benefits denied by State agency examiners, and then
their claims were denied again after the requested review of the initial
decision by reconsideration reviewers in the State agencies. The source
for data on these hearing decisions were reports (503 records) in the

Management Information System of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals.

For comparison with these hearing decisions, supplementary information

on disabled workers denied initially and on workers denied at the
reconsideration level in 1970 and 1975 was obtained from a sample of
determination records (D-cards) of the Bureau of Disability Insurance.

For the identified populations of persons with decisions at (a) the initial,
(b) reconsideration or (c) hearings levels in 1970 or 1975, demographic

and earnings data were obtained from the social security Earnings Summary

Record.



Not included among the hearing decisions in this study are decisions
to refer the case to another lower level of review ('"remand") or to
declare no issue requiring hearing (''dismissal™) or any disposition other

than affirmation or reversal.

Information on the basic issues at stake in the hearing was not available
from these statistical records. Most hearing decisions may be expected

to have centered on the issue of severity of disability for the disabled
workers. However, a small number may have been concerned with

eligibility due to insured status or onset date. A small proportion

of the hearing decisions also included claims for entitlement of disabled
dependent adult children. A more detailed account of the study design and

data limitations is presented in a technical note at the end of this paper.

Decisions in 1970 and 1975 were arbitrarily selected for comparison on the
basis that they were relatively recent years spanning a period during which a large
increase in hearings occurred. The number of disability hearings

doubled between 1970 and 1975.

A somewhat similar previous study of the differences in demographic
characteristics and earnings experience of denied applicants who
requested reconsideration after initial denial in 1967 and of those

who did not request review indicated that few of the denied, whether
contesting the denial or not, ever returned to substantial, competitive
work, but those who did contest denials and won reversal seemed more
severely disabled than those denied who didn't request review in terms

of subsequent mortality experience. 3/

3/ Ralph Treitel, "Appeal by Denied Disability Claimants," Office
of Research and Statistics, Social Security Administration, HEW

Publication No. (SSA) 76-11858, August 1976.



Review Process

If a claimant disagrees with a denial decision, the Social Security Act

specifies that the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare provide the
claimant with an opportunity for a hearing (Section 205b, Title II). If
denied at the hearing level, the claimant may request review in a United

States District Court.

When a claimant disagrees with an initial disability decision and requests
review, the case is first reviewed by another disability examiner in the
State agency. This review is known as "reconsideration." If the
reconsideration reviewer upholds the initial decision, the claimant may
request a hearing before an administrative law judge of the Bureau of
Hearings and Appeals, an office separate from the Bureau of Disability
Insurance which administers the initial adjudication done in State

agencies. 4/

In hearings, claimants may appear in person, have counsel, confront
witnesses and plead their case. Testimony is taken under oath and
recorded verbatim. Hearings are held as close to the claimant's residence
and as early after the request as possible. A large backlog of hearings

requests has resulted in past delays of many months in the holding of hearings,

but there nas been a substantial reduction in the backlog since 1975. 5/

4/ Operational Analysis of the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals, Bureau
of hearings and Appeals, Social Security Administration, Jumne 30, 1976, BhA
Pub. No. 032 (6~77): Fred Davis and James Reynolds, "Profile of a Social
Security Disability Case," Missouri Law Review, Fall 1977, 541-557.

5/ Subcommittee on Social Security Ways and Means, U.S.H.R., "Delays in
Social Security Appeals,'" Hearings, 94 Cong., September, October 1975; Social
Security Administration, The Year in Review, OAA Pub. No. 006 (7-78). TFrom June
1975 to June 1978, the pending cases have dropped from 111,000 to under 80,000,
although receipts have exceeded 150,090 a year.




There are no administrative costs to denied claimants in making appeals
except for whatever costs they incur on their own behalf in obtaining
counsel, securfng additional evidence, and attending the hearing.
Attorney's fees are reimbursed through a fixed portion of retroactive

benefits payable upon reversal of the disability decision to an award.

The claimant must file a request for review within 2 months of the

latest denial decision. Once denied, however, a claimant may file any
number of later claims to establish new periods of disability, such as

for deterioration of a medical condition resulting in work disability at

a later point in time. Should later evidence indicate a severe disability
existed or lasted for a year or more at the time of a previous denial, a
claim may be reopened without a request for review through administrative
reexamination of the claim. Thus, many denied who do not request review
but file later claims may be subsequently awarded disability benefits,

in addition to those who request review and succeed in having the initial

decisions reversed. 6/

There are many stages of appeal and many specific terms for the various

levels of review that may be used in connection with contested claims.

For the purpose of this analysis we use the general term 'review request"

for contested claims of unfavorable administrative decisions. When specifically
referring to the initial review in the State agencies after the initial

denial decision, we use the administrative term "reconsideration." TFor the
subsequent review of adverse reconsideration decisions by an administrative

law judge in the Bureau of Hearing and Appeals, we use the administrative

6/ Treitel, op. cit., p. 20-21.
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term 'hearings." It is the initial request for review - the request for
reconsideration - that distinguishes claimants who contest claims from those

who do not.
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Denngraphic‘CharaCteristics’offClaimants in Hearings

Between 1970 and 1975, the number of hearnings involving disability insurance
benefits more than doubled. Yet, the demographic characteristics of disa-
bility claimants involved in these nearings in both periods were quite similar
(table 3, columns 3 and 7). About 40 percent were from Southern areas

(Dallas and Atlanta regions), about 25 percent were from the Last (Boston,

New York, Philadelphia regions), about 18 percent from the Midwest (Chicago
and Kansas City regions), and about 15-17 percent from the far West (Denver,
San Francisco and Seattle regions). Two-fifths were under age 50 but the
majority were older middle aged, from age 50-64. About two-thirds were men,

and about one=sixth were black.

Many had limited work and low earnings before the disability hearing,
including about one-quarter &f those with disability hearings in 1975 having
average earnings of $3,000 or less in the highest three years of earnings in

the ten year period prior to the hearing decision.

Essentially, then, the data suggest that the majority of disability hearings
involve older middle-aged white males with relatively low earnings in the
decade before their hearings. 7This is similar to the profile suggested in a
report of discussions witn administrative law judges, who said disability
claiments in hearings tended to be economically disadvantaged workers who

were poorly educated and had a nistory often of unskilled, low paying jobs. 7/

7/ Edwin Yourman, '"Report on a Study of Social Security Beneficiary
Hearings, Appeals and Judicial Review,'" Subcommittee on Social Security of
the House Ways and Means Committee, Recent Studies Relevant to the Disability
Hearings and Appeals Crisis, 94 Cong., lst sess., December 20, 1975,

Appendix B, pages 167-163.
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While a somewhat greater proportion of the increase in hearings between 1970-
1975 occurred in the South and in States in the Boston region, and less

took place in the Western area, it appears the large rise

in hearings was the result of a general and widespread increase in all

areas, perhaps from a widespread increase in knowledge of the review

process, rather than an increase among any particular socioeconomic groups

or regions.

The proportion of higher earners among those with
disability hearings decisions in 1975 rose in comparison to those with hearings
in 1970. This may be largely an artifact of changes in wage levels in the
perious examined and of changes in the reported amounts taxed for social
security. However, in 1975 there appearea to be a auecrease as well in
the proportion of claimants with little recent work, according to
the number of quarters in covered employment.

Less than 25 percent of those with hearings decisions in 1975
nau under 24 quarters of coverage (under 6 of 10 years work) in comparison
to nearly 30 percent among workers whose cases were decided in 1970. It
appears then that claimants in 1975 had a somewhat stronger recent work
attachment, as a wiaole. It may be that with the advent of the federal
program for Supplemental Security Income, first payable in 1974, disabled
persons with little recent work attachment and no insured status would be
eligible for SSI benefits and ha& less reason to contest disability denials

tuan in the past when their disability applicatioun resulted only in a denial.

Between 1970 and 1975, there was a substantial increase in the proportion

of claimants with an attorney. Exactly why this occurred is unclear;
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It suggests there were more attorneys available to take on these kind of
cases, and perhaps a greater knowledge among lawyers of the advantages in
pursuing disability appeals. The characteristics of tnose who obtained

attorneys is discussed in a subsequent section,

Thne major source of information on the rignt to request review and on the

advantages of doing so is probably the Social Security Administration through
notices that accompany denial decisions and through claimant contacts with

district office personnel.

Preiiminary data from a recent pretest of a 1978 Mational Survey of Disability
and Work suggest. that tne key persons telling the denied to file a request
for review of a denial may be social security district office personnel.

The pretest sample was a nonrandom group of disabled obtained from administra-
tive records of recent disability decisions recorded in 1977 and a previous
1974 disability survey. In answer to the question, "Did anyone tell you to

make the appeal?" there were the following responses:

TABLL T-A.--Advice to request review, pretest of 1978 survey of disabled

b}
Source of advice Number ) }chenF

distribution

iotal denied In PretesSteueeeeseeeeeeececneenns 228
Total witn request for review after denial..... G9 100.0
Filed review Om OWIi..eeueseeoeesooceeeennenneennn. 18 26,0
Social security district office . ..ueeeeeeesnnnnnnn. 30 43.4
Doctor OF wedical PerSOMe.teceeeeerseeeneeeonennnss 8 11.5
Letter of denmial..i.useseeneneoennenonnnsnenennensss 6 8.6
T 3 4.3
Friends or relativesS..u.ueeeeeeeereeenoensennnnnens 3 4.3
L€ 0= 1 1.4
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A later detailed report from the survey will describe claimant characteristics

as well as actual responses on reasons for filing appeals by denied claimants. &/

38/ For a recent summary of earlier disability surveys and some limited
information on knowledge of programs among disabled, see Evan Schecter and
Barry Bye, "Demographic and Economic Correlates of Changes in Disability
Status among the Newly disabled', 1972 Survey of Disabled and Nondisabled
Adults, HEW Publication No. (8SA) 78-11717, August 1978. For an earlier
comparison of characteristics of those allowed and denied, see Philip Frolich,
"Denied Disability Insurance Applicants", 1966 Social Security Survey of the

Disabled, Report Number 11, Social Security Administration, September 1970.
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Demographic Characteristics of Denied at the Initial
and Reconsideration Stages

The characteristics of claimants involved in disability hearings depend,
of course, on the characteristics of those who initially claim they are

entitled to disability benefits but are turned down.

According to information from tune 1972 Social Security Survey of Disabled
Adults, adults in the general population who report they are so severely
disabled they cannot work, more often tend to be women, older, poorer, less
educated persons, and more from Southern States than are the nondisabled

adults of working age. 9/

However, not all of those unable to work are eligible for disability

insurance benefits. To be eligible for bpenafirs, claimants must

be insured through work in covered employment, generally for 5 out of 10
years‘before onset date, as well as have medical evideunce of a disabling
condition or combination of conditions that may be expected to prevent
conpetitive work for a period of at least a year. As a result of the require-
ment for labor force attachment, a large proportion of disabled who may be

eligible for benefits as insured workers are middle-aged men.

Among the insured, according to a study of those who apply for benefits, a
greater proportion of older workers and blacks file for benefits than
insured younger persons and whites. 10/ Insured women filed for disability

benefits in similar proportions to insured men, according to this same study.

Y/ Kataryn H. Allan,. "First Findings of the 1972 Survey of tne Disabled:
General Characteristics,' Social Security Bulletin, October 1976.

10/ Mordechai E. Lando, "Demographic Characteristics of Disability
Applicants: Relations to Allowances,'" Social Security Bulletin, May 1976.
A recent revision of the regulations on disability adjudication, with first
notice in the federal register of March 7, 1978, sets out in detail the
effects of older age on disability entitlement (section 404,1506). This may
lead to older workers filing disability applications at a greater rate.
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Of those who apply for benefits, what groups get turned down more often?
According to the data in this study on awards by demographic characteristics,
a higher proportibn of initial claims decided in 1975 resulted in allowances
among insured claimants who were older; male; white; residing in the East;
and wiho had higher predisability earnings and more recent quarters of work,

as shown in table 3, column 4.

Thus, 68 percent of workers age 60 and over in the year of decision were
allowed compared to only about 33 percent of those under 40; 53 percent of
men were allowed, compared to 45 percent of women; 53 percent of whites to

40 percent of blacks; about 55 percent of those in Boston, Kansas City, and
New York regions, compared to only about 45 percent of those in Dallas and
Atlanta regions; 62 percent of those with higher average annual predisability
earnings of $6,000 or more, compared to only 40 percent or less for those
with under $3,000 average earnings; and about 60 percent of those with
earnings in every quarter of the 10 year period prior to alleged onset
disability, compared to under 40 percent of those with less than 6 years of

earnings in the 10-year period before onset of disability.

It is not surprising that a greater proportion of older applicants win
awards. Older middle age is explicitly considered to be a debilitating
factor aggravating the severity and duration of medical disability, according
to administrative evaluation guides for State agencies (Disability Insurance

State Manual, paragraph 321E).

The greater denial rate of women and blacks and those with little recent work

may be due to greater filings because of unemployment. Unemployability is not
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intended to be a criterion to be given weight in the disability decision,
according to the program regulations (Section 404.1502 (b)). Only complex
special studies which rate medical severity could determine whether these
findings by sex, race, and employment experience are due to differences in
medical severity or to program bias. These findings are quite similar to
those in prior applicant studies and surveys which showed a higner pro-
portion of applicants who were women, younger persons, and blacks have

been deniea in the past. 11/

A substantial proportion of those who are denied--about one in three--ask
for reconsideration review. Who are the people who contest the denial?

One would expect tnem to be persons who feel their medical condition
persists or deteriorates; less disabled workers whose unemployment and

need for income continue; those witin greater knowledge of rights to ask

for review and the lack of personal costs in review request, and perceived
likelihood of getting some administrative remedy; and those with greater
contacts witn formal institutions, such as hospitals, welfare agencies,
other conpensation proceedings, legal aid associations; and applicants more
reaay to use district office contacts., 12/ The demographic characteristics
distinguisning those denied who contest the unfavorable decision from those

wito do not are described here. ;é/

11/ Phil Frolich, "Denied Disability Insurance Applicants: A Comparison
with Beneficiaries and Nonapplicants," op. cit.; Ralph Treitel, "Appeal by
Denied Disability Claimants," op. cit.

12/ For review of client responses to bureaucracies, see E. Katz and
B. Danet, Bureaucracy and the Public, Basic Books, New York, 1973.

13/ Longitudinal data presented here show review requests for reconsidera-
tion after initial denials. Longitudinal data distinguishing which of the
workers with affirmed denials at reconsideration go on to request nearings and
which do not are not contained in the records available for this report.
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According to the characteristics of those denied who asked for review in
1975-76 after initial denials in 1975, the workers contesting denials
tended to be more‘in the middle ages between 40-60 than younger persons
under 40 or older working age adults 60 and over, and near eligibility for
retirement benefits (table 5). About 40 percent of those aged 40-60 asked

for review, compared to about 30 percent of those under 40 or 6U and over.

A substantially higher proportion of denied tend to contest tiie denial from
the South (about 40 percent from the Atlanta and Dallas regions), than those
denied in the East (about 28 percent of those in the Boston and New York

regions).

A substantially higher proportion of denied workers asked for reconsideration
review among those with higher predisability earnings and with a greater
recent work involvement than the denied with lower earnings and less

extended work periods in the decade before onset of disability. Tnus, over
40 percent requested review among denied with earnings from work in 32 out of
the 40 quarters prior to onset of disability, compared to 30U percent or less
requesting review among those with under 24 quarters of earnings. Similarly,
about 40 percent or more requested review among those with predisability
earnings of $6,000 or more, compared to about 30 percent or less among those

with average annual earnings in covered employment of under $3,000., It appears,
then , that those with greater recent work attachment were more likely to

request review of denied claims.

What of those wihio do not request review after denial? This descriptive
review of gross demographic characteristics of claimants cannot address
the question of whether those who do not contest denials might have

just as good reason to request review as those who do ask for review.
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However, a General Accounting Office study of a sample of persons denied
between 1967 and 1971, who were asked if they would like to refile, found
almost no cases of denied persons where disability benefits would have been
awarded if they later requested reassessment. 14/ About 4 percent of the
denied cases reviewed through their study resulted in later benefit awards,
but these were cases assessed as having deterioration in health after the
prior decision. Data in a later section of this report on subsequent mortality
and earnings can provide indicators of severity ;gklater points in time.

In a pretest of the previously cited 1978 social security survey wiiich
included questions on appeals on disability and work; a nonrandomly selected
group of recently denied disability insurance applicants made these responses

to the question, "Why didn't you ask to have your case reviewed?"

TABLL T~B.--Reason no review request was made: pretest of 1978 survey of disabled

, . ‘ Percent
Reason no review Number distribution
D] 0 T 234
Requested revieW..iviiieeouneneneeeenensnennnnns 69
Did NOL TeqUESE FeVIeW. .vrvuser s rnuneoeeennneas 148 100.0
O USE. it eittveoceenneeensnnnnnennnnnn,s 47 31.3
Did not know of an appeals ProcesSS........... 16 10.7
Too much trouble...veiiieiinnriinennnnennnnns 13 12,90
Agreed condition not severe or long lasting.. 6 4.0
SSA advisedu not to pursue ClaiMue.eeeeeoeso... 5 3.3
Other reasons than aboVe....veeeeweeoeernnnn. o 38.7
Other and unknown appeal StatUS......eeeeene... 17

14/ Gregory Ahart, Director, General Accounting Office, report of study
of individuals denied Title II social security disability benefits, letter of
January 22, 1976, to the Secretary of liealth, Education and Welfare. A study
of the effect of case facilitors similarly found few persons who were interested
in appealing denials when the appeal process was explained. C. Osgood, et al.,
Institute for Community Studies, Kansas City, Missouri, "Social Security
Disability-Rehabilitation Pahtways: Case Facilitator Project," March 1975,
SSA 71-3409.
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These very preliminary data suggest a relatively small proportion of the

denied failed to request review because of lack of knowledge or belief
might be
that it / a difficult process to undergo. Analysis of data from the

actual survey will make clear how many denied who failed to appeal believed

themselves severely disabled.

In summary, those persons contesting disability denials may be expected to
be drawn from an applicant pool composed of a large proportion of men and
oluer middle-aged persons because of eligibility considerations requiring
work in extended competitive employment. The denied include a larger
proportion of women and blacks and younger workers than those allowed disa-
bility benefits. Those wno contest initial denials tend to have a tighter
labor force attachment in terms of higher predisability earnings and non-
recent work periods, and are further from retirement age than the denied who

do not contest denials.

Factors affecting reversal

A substantial number of denied disability claims are reversed when the
unfavorable decision is contested: 30 percent of adult claimants who had
worked long enougil to be insured at some time and who were denieau disability
benefits and requested review had their initial denial overturneu at the
reconsideration level in 1975 (table 3). Over 50 percent of those who contested
the decision after reconsiueration denial were allowed disabled worker or
dependent adult ciiildren benefits tnrough hearings by administrative iaw

judges in the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals.
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Review decisions are made on the basis of an open record so later evidence
on the severity, persistence and deterioration of a medical condition may
be added to the ﬁrevious evidence presented in the reconsideration claim.
In one administrative review of the reasons for reversals of disability
decisions at the hearings level, about one-half of a sample of hearings
awards were judged reversed because of additional evidence obtained on the
prior condition, or because of new evidence of later deterioration or

persistence of the disabling condition. 15/

Substantial differences between the hearings procedures and earlier
adjudication at the initial and reconsideration levels which might affect

the decisionmaking include: the claimant's personal appearance before the
law judge, in -constrast to the paper review at earlier levels; the involve-
ment of the claimant's attorneys and witnesses in hearings; differences in
training and guidelines for the administrative law judge and for adjudicators
in the State agencies, such as greater required legal training and greater
autonomy of the law judge under the appointment through the Administrative

Procedure Act and supervision tkrough the Bureau of Hearings and Appeals.

The data in this study do not contain information on the nature of the
evidence, the issue in question, or procedures affecting the decision.
However, demographic and employment differences between reversed cases and
cases affirmed in hearings may indicate whether the decisions seem consistent

with expectations on how particular subgroups might fare. Comparisons on

15/ Bureau of Disability Insurance, '"'Quarterly Report om Review of
ALJ Sample Reversals,' May 1976. About 8 percent more were judged reversed
because of basic judgmental disagreement between the examiner and previous
reviewers; about 9 percent hecause of the claimant's direct presentation
before the examiner; and no reason was determined readily apparent in 25
percent of the cases.
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the effects of these demographic and employment factors between various
indicate

levels of adjudication may alsc / whether the decision making is

reasonably consistent. (Comparisons between levels of review must be

highly tentative, as obviously hearings and reconsideration and initial

decisions are quite interrelated.) The data on hearings reversals show

relatively little variation in outcome by demographic and employment factors,

but tnose categories with greater reversals include: white race, residence

in Far Western States; higher predisability earnings; and recency of

employment (chart 2 and table 3, columm 6).

In comparison to initial and reconsideration decisions, the effects on
hearings of race, sex, and prior employment status seem similar; while the
effects of age and region of residence are different (chart 4, and table 3,
colums 4, 5, and 6). In the following section, we review the effect of
eacn demographic variable on hearings individually and then assess the
cuniulative effect of factors with the greatest impact on the proportion

to construct

reversed / demographic profiles of claimants more likely and less likely

to have reversals at hearings.

Age is a major factor distinguisning awards and denials at the initial and
reconsideration levels, but not at hearings. At the initial level, persons

age o0 and over have about twice tie proportion of allowance (00 percent)

as those under age 40 (about 30 percent), Administratively, old age is
considered a debilitating factor increasing the severity of medical impairments.
However, there is little difference in the proportion reversed among younger

and older persons in disability heariugs. A major reason may be that older
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workers with ambiguous records of severity may tend to request review

less after the initial denial is received than younger workers, as the
data on characteristics of people who request reconsideration indicated.
Denied applicants who are older may be more likely to turn to other avenues
of earnings replacement such as early retirement benefits or other income

resources ratier than contest denials.

There is little difference by gex in outcome of disability

decisions apparent at the initial, reconsideration, or hearing level for
decisions in 1975. &Earlier studies, including both program reports and
social security surveys of the population, have reported somewhat greater
denials of social security disability claims among women than men. 16/

It is frequently stated that in the general population, a larger proportion
of women present themselves as having acute and work—-disabling health

problems than men. 17/

The data presented in this report by sex in initial and reconsideration
decisions of insured workers do not reflect the nunbers of women w.o apply
for benefits but who are denied for lack of insured status because of few
years in competitive iwployment., 18/ In the information available for this
report, the data suggest that men and women with nany prior years of

competitive erployment who apply for disability benefits tend to have

16/ Frolich, "Denied Disability Insurance Applicants,'" op. cit.; Treitel,
"Appeal by Denied Disability Claimants," op. cit.

17/ Coustance Nathanson, "Sex, Illness and Medical Care," Social
Science and Medaicine, January 1977, pages 12-20.

13/ Lando, "Demographic Characteristics," op. cit.



similar overall rates of severe disability, according to the outcome of
tneir claims. Clearly, however, men and women applicants exhibit
large differences in the types of work they have done and the kinds of

impairments they have incurred. 19/

Unlike the data by'sex, there were marked differences in allowance
proportions by race at the hearings level, as well as at the initial and
reconsideration levels, with a greater proportion of blacks denied at
eacn level than whites. As the program records collected for this report
contain no information on the severity of disability apart from the adminis-
trative award decision, there is no way to determine whether tnis difference
by race reflects differences in the degree and circumstances of disability
among

/ claimants, or differences in adjudicators' decisicnmaking.
however, a lower proportion of awards resulted, in general, for claimants

wno nad lower earnings, according to the data by predisability earnings

levels, as will be shortly described.

By SSA region, there was a higner proportion of nearing reversals in tne

Far Weste. In comparison to the higner reversal proportion in Denver (62 per—
cent), Seattle (62 percent) and San Francisco regions (61 percent), the
reversal ratesin the Eastern adninistrative regions of New York (47 percent)
and Boston (51 percent) were much lower. While having lower reversal rates
at hearings, New York and Boston_both nad nigher reversal rates at recon-

sideration then other regions. Southern States, where a greater proportion

1Y/ Social Security Disability Applicant Statistics, 1970, DHEW Pub.
No. (SSA) 75-1191.
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of disabled and unemployed reside, had a lower initial allowance rate. While
a higner proportion of the denied requested review in the Southern States,

as previously discussed, this does not seem followed by any greater reversal
proportion at hearings in the South than are shown by hearings allowances

in the other regions.

At all levels of adjudication, those claimants with higher predisability
earnings has a higher proportion of reversals than the lower earners. More
than 6 out of 10 were reversed at hearings of the claimants with the highest
predisability earnings (36,000 or more iu the nigh 3 years of earnings in
the 10 year period preceding the year of the hearing decision) compared to
less than 4 out of 10 reversed among the small group with little or no
earnings in tie decade before hearings, Suimilarly, at the initial stage,
about 6 in 10 were allowed among nigher earners with $6,000 or more in
predisability earnings compared to about 4 in 10 or less amonyg those with

Jower predisability earnings of under $3,000,

The nighber initial award and reversal percentages by claimants with higher
earnings may mean that nigher earners filing disability claims may have
greater medical severity as the basis for recent work stoppage, while lower
earners may be filing claims more because of long-term unemployment problems.
However, it may also reflect greater access to nedical care and medical
documentation of disability for higher earners. Only a detailed study
evaluating severity of disability could explain the differences in outcome

by prior socioceconomic status.

Similar effects to that of predisability earnings are shown by the extent
of recent work,as measured by quarters of coverage in the 10 year period

ending 2 years before the year of hearing decision. About 60 percent of
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denied claimants filing hearing appeals had their claims reversed if they
had worked in 8 out of the 10 years, compared with less than 40 percent

reversed among those wino worked in less than 4 out of the 1U years.

As with level of earnings, this suggests tnat marginal earners may tend to
be denied more thaﬁ those with recent work stoppage of substantial labor
force involvement. Some with few quarters of work in employment subject to
social security taxation may be denied repeatedly on tne basis of lack of
insured status ratner tnan on the bawuis of current severity of disability.
Others, with intermittent periods of work, may find it more difficult to
make a case that disability is the reason for their unenployment than would
claimants wiho have evidence of medical treatment immediately following an

abrupt stop in recent substantial employment.

Many of those who request hearings, with few recent quarters, seem to be
women (nearly 50 percent), younger claimants (over 20 percent under age 40),
and have residence in the New York region (about 15 percent), as shown in
table 4, columns 3 and 4, where tie reversal experience is compared for
claimants witih less tnan 24/4U quarters and those with at least 24/ 40 quarters
with earnings. Younger workers witn fewer quarters had a higher reversal

percent than older workers with fewer recent quarters.

I11 order to see more clearly what the demographic profiles of claimants most
successful and least successful at obtaining awards may have been, an exploratory

interaction analysis technique was employed, as summarized on chart 3.
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y decisions according to demographic profiles by level of
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lart are based on exploratory interaction

*Tne demographic profiles presented in tne ci
analyses described in the teciinical note. Lomparisons of the variables leading to
tuese splits according to tne proportion of the between sum of squares to total sum of

For sampling variability, see

squares is sihown in table C of the techuical note.

table B.



27

The technique used was the Automatic Interaction Detection program devised
by the Institute for Social Research of the University of Michigan. This
exploratory technique is essentially a repeated analysis of variance, in which

tne importance of variables in accounting for tine greatest variance!phe propor-

portion of the between sum of squares (BSS) to total sum of squares (188)7in the
dependent variable (percent allowed) is distinguished. A more detailed explana-

tion of this technique is presented in the technical note. Tnis procedure makes

possible tne construction of a profile of characteristics most affecting the

allowance decision, including interactions of variables among sub-groups that

may be masked by simple cross-classifications in the tabular presentations.

In the interaction analyses, the demographic characteristics of age, sex,
race, region, prior level of earnings, and extent of recent work according
to quarters of coverage are considered as independent variables. These
were categorized as presented in table 3. In a sub-sauwple of the hearings
arawn for this analysis, the variable of representation by an attorney was
also included as an independent variable. The combined effect of these
variables on the dependent variable, percent allowed, was then examined for

outcones at tine initial and hearings level.

It should be made clear that this interaction analysis is an exploratory
statistical technique that is here employed in the analysis of limited
historical and descriptive data. A complex survey or experimental study
would be needed to differentiate the factors crucial to the decisions of
award or denial, which are based on reviews of detailed personal, medical,

and vocational evidence.
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According to the analysis of interactions, combinations of the demographic
characteristics of age, recent sustained work, level of prior earnings, and
race most distinguished those who were initially allowed. Thus, about 70
percent of 228,000 disability claimants were allowed at the initial level
arong tnose who were of more advanced age (age 50-64), had more extensive
recent work (24 or more quarters of coverage in 40 quarters prior to onset),
and nad nigher predisability earnings ($4,000 or more in 3 nighest years
prior to onset). Ip comparison, only 22 percent of 8,000 disability
claimants were allo&ed if they were among the small group who were both

of younger age (under age 50) and whose race, according to tneir application
for a social security account number, listed them as black. Race only
appeared to make a difference in cases among younger workers under age 50.
There was no substantial effect on outcome between sex and region and the
other variables, as shown in table C in the technical note, which presents
the basis for the interaction groupings in the chart according to comparisons
of the effect of the variables in accounting for the greatest variance
(greatest proportion of between sum of squares to total sum of squares).

these
Wnhile / demograpnic variables accounted for a relatively small proportion

of the total variance in the analysis of the outcome of initial decisions
sam:

(BSS/TSS = 4.6 percent), the/demographic variables accounted for much less

of the total variance in the analysis of the outcomes of hearing decisions

(BSS/1'SS = 4.7 percent), as shown in chart 3 and table 2 of tne technical

note.



29

This is because there is far less variation in outcome by the individual
characteristics, particularly age, at hearings than in initial

decisions, and little interaction resulting in any substantially different
outcomes among particular sub-~groups of demographic classifications. Many
more details about. the issue and organization of the hearing would be
needed to provide substantially greater information on what differentiated
the reversal and affirmation decisions. Similar to the effect of recency
of work stoppage in initigl decisions. where extensive recent work (as
measured by the nuuber of%quarters of coverage in the 10 years prior to the
hearing decision) was related to greater awards, it was also true that
extensive receut work was the most important variable distinguisning
outcome In tile analysis of hearing reversals, accounting for 20 percent of
the total variance (BSS/1SS), in cowparisou to 2.2 percent for prior

earuings ana only about 0.8 percent or less for the other demographic

variables of age, sex, race and reygion.

The hearing population was subdivided into those with more reversals due

to more recent quarters (24 or more) and those with fewer recent quarters
(under 24). Then all other independent variables were again conpared

to see if there was any substantial statistical impact on the outcome
proportiocus. TYew nad any sizeable effect, as sihown in table 5 and table D,
and sumwarized in cnart 3. Representation by an attorney was far more
inportant tnan any of tne wemographic variables of age, race, sex, region

and prior earnings level. Thus, of those with many recent quarters and with
representation by an attorney, 67 percent were reversed. Without an attorney,

8

only 54 percent were reverseu. HNeither representation nor any of the
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demographic varlables had much effect on outcome of tne group witn few

recent quarters of earnings.

Age had more effect than any of the other independent variables on this

group with fewer recent quarters of earnings. Rather than a higner reversal
rate for older wofkers as in initial claims, however, among tne group with
few recent quarters, the small group of claimants under age 40 had a higher

reversal proportion (56 percent) than other older workers (34 percent).

Representation

Between 1970 and 1975, the proportion of disability claimants with attorneys
doubled. However, there was surprisingly little difference between those
claimants wno nad attorneys present at the hearing in 1975 and those who

did not in terms of gross demographic and earnings characteristics (table 4,
columns 5 anu 6). One might have expected far greater use of attorneys by
nigher earners, who night have greater information and access to legal
representation, and far greater use by claiments in Lastern, nmnore urbanized
areas. But about 4V percent of both high and low earners had attorneys;

and claimants in all areas had about the same proportion of attorneys, except

that in the Seattle area there were attorneys present in over 50 percent of

the disability hearings.

A somewhat greater proportion of younger claimants under age 50 had attorneys
than those 6J and over, more whites than blacks, and higher recent earners than
those with little or no recent earnings (chart 4 and table 5). However, by

and large, tnere was little apparent variation in the characteristics of

persons who engaged attorneys and those who did not.
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Chart 4.--Characteristics associated with legal representatives¥®

Greater use of attorney Lesser use of attorney
Age Younger (if under age 50, Older (if age 60 and
42.5 percent had attorneys) over, 32.8 percent had

attormneys)

Race . White (40.0 percent) Black (34.8 percent)

Income Higher earnings (43.0 Less recent earnings
percent if 56,000 and (36 percent or less if
over) under $3,000)

Region Seattle (52.4 percent) Kansas City (33.3 perceut)

*Variable definitions and base of percents are shown in table 5. Percent
reflects proportion with attorneys. Tne data®is~based on 100 percent of the
study population so that there is no sampling variability.

An inmportant factor in obtaining reversals appears to be tiie assistance of an
attorney. In 1970, over 06U percent of claimants with attorneys present at
the hearing won reversals comapred to less than 50 percent of tihose without
attorneys (table 3). 1In 1975, when a far greater proportion of claimants in
nearings had attorneys, there was a similar difference in outcomes favoring

people who nad attorneys,

The administrative data files do not contain evaluative information indicating
in any fashion whether the higher reversal proportion for claimants with
attorneys is due to special effort by the attorneys; to special reaction to
the presence of attormneys by the decizion-makers; or to special healtn

characteristics or actions of claimants who obtain attorneys.

The data show that tine use of attorneys seemed to result in greater reversals
for all demographic groups, no matter what their age, sex, race, income, or

region (table %). However, the reversal proportion for those with highest
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predisability earnings ($6,000 or more) who had attorneys was 70 percent in
comparison to about 40 percent reversed among those claimants with least
earnings and no attorney (chart 5). In addition to the claimant's use of
ai attorney and witnesses, the administrative law judge may request profes-
sional assistance by calling in vocational and medical consultants. This
was done in about 40 percent of the hearings. The greater reversal rate

of attorneys occurred whether only the attorney was present or whether these

other participants requested by BHA were also present (table 6).

Subsequent Farnings history

About one in three of disability claimants with unfavorable decisions at
hearings in 1970 nad later earnings in the following five years (table 7).
However, only about one in ten had average annual earnings of $3,600 or more
in employment subject to social security taxes in this following five year
period. Thus, tne large majority after unfavorable decisions in hearings

never returned to substantial employment.

By 1975, only one in five with unfavorable decisions in 1970 had earnings.
Only one in ten had such substantial earnings that they amounted to $3,600

or more (table 8).

The earunings experience of those denied initially in 1970 is quite similar
to those denied after hearings. About 24 percent had no earnings in 1970-
1975 among initial denied and about 22 percent had no earnings among those
denied at hearings. A little over 20 percent had substantial earnings of
53,600 or more in this period among both initial denied and those denied

at hearings.
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Women and those with low predisability earnings had less subsequent earnings
after the hearing than did other claimants. Greater prior employment attach-
ment would be expected to be a major influence in the extent of later return

to substantial employment.

As would be expected, a much smaller proportion of older workers (age 50 and
over) had earnings than the younger claimants (under age 50) after unfavorable
disability hearings decisions. As the data for 1975 earnings show, only

5 percent of those who were age 50 or over in 1970 had earnings of $3,600 or

more during 1975, compared to over 15 percent of claimants under age 50 in

1970 wuo were denied at hearings.

Mortality

The extent of later deaths through 1976 was obtained from social security
benefit records. These include claims for lump-sum death benefits (of up
to $255) for the surviving spouse or persons who pay for burial, including
funeral directors; and claims by dependent survivors such as for children

under age 18 or for disabled widows or widowers.

The use of this source of data on death must be viewved with caution, especially
in connection»with compar.isons of later death between these claimants allowed
benefits and those denied. The information on deaths of those awarded benefits
may be expected to be more complete. Checks would generally be returned by
survivors. Funeral home directors tend to file claims for luup-sums in almost
every case of a deceased person where a relative is not filing for such a

benefit. For most denied, especially those who had worked in covered employment
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sufficiently to be insured, one would expect nearly complete reports of
death through the social seéurity benefit records. However, no indication
of death would be recorded for those who died with no insured status through
lack of sufficient work in covered employment, or for those whose social

security identification was unknown.

By the end of 1976 approximately 15 percent had died among those witn
disability hearings in fiscal year 1970, in comparison to nearly 30 percent
who had died among claiments with initial disability decisions in 1970
as shown in table 9. Thus, in terms of later mortality, the sub-group with
hearings appeared to have had less severe conditions than all who had asked

for disability decisions initially.

However, the difference in proportion dead in 1976 by level of review appears
largely due to the fact that the initial claims include many more older middle-
aged workers than those in hearings and that the initial claims may be
expected to include many more clear-cut cases of persons with seriously

progressive conditions.

Thus, among younger workers under age 50 in fiscal year 1970, the proportion
dead by 1976 is not so different from those with hearings (11 percent) as those
with initial decisions (16 percent). There is little difference in the

percent that died by 1976 among all those with reconsiderations decisions or

the sub-groups wiio were previously denied and requested hearings.

In terms of later mortality, the decisions to allow or deny a claim appeared

to discriminate severity of subsequent disability to a great extent at
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the initial level and even at the reconsideration level. Thus, 37 percent
were dead by 1976 among those initially allowed, compared to only 12 percent of
those denied; at the reconsideration level, about 25 percent were dead amont

those reversed, compared to 12 percent dead among those denied again on review.

However, at the hearings level, persons with claims reversed on affirmed
appeared to have more similar subsequent death experience. Again, more

persons reversed and allowed benefits were dead (18 percent) than those denied

a third time (13 percent). However, clearly, either the disability decisions at
hearings were far more ambiguous in terms of subsequent severe disability than .
all those in initial claims, or the outcome decision was less effective in
discriminating severe disability, according to this crude measure of severity

by subsequent mortality.

Men had about double the proportion with later deaths than had women among almost
every category of claims by adjudicative level. Thus, about 18 percent of the
group of male calimants at hearings were dead by 1976 in comparison to about

9 percent of female claimants. Thus, it appears that among disabiiity claimants,

as for the total population, men have earlier deaths than women. 20/

20/ Death rates have been declining for both men and women allowed disability
benefits. This has led to a question of whether it reflects a decline in deaths
among the general population or is due to reduced severity among workers allowed
benefits in recent years. Francisco Bayo, Stephen Goss, and Samuel Weissman,
"Experience of Disabled-Worker Benefits Under OASDI, 1972-1976," Actuarial Study
No. 75, June 1978, HEW Pub. No. (SSA) 78-11575, pg. 6.
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In summary, the records of later earnings or reports of death showed little

differences between those reversed or denied in disability hearings. Few

returned to work. The proportions dead after several years were quite similar,
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TABLE 2--Disability decisions by level of review and outcome, fiscal years 1960-77

Level of review 1960 1965 1970 1975 1976 1977
Number 1/
.o |
II{nJ.l::.a}c.l .................. 373,500 524,700 765,800 | 1,341,600 1,272,300 1,279,100
Heco951 eration........... 35,700 61,500 97,700 ! 237,400 238,900 234.100
earings &4/............... 15,000 20,100 33,700 ! 75,500 113,200 140,700
i
Percent increase since 1960 ]
Initial o
nitial................... 100.0 140.4 205.0 | 359.1 L
. . . } . 340.6 342.4
3::3;51deration ........... 100.0 172.2 273.6 664.9 669.1 655.7
11~ i 5 . 0
g 100.0 134.0 224.7 i 503.3 754.,7 938.0
Percent allowed ;
I — |
Initial 2/................ 53.4 47.5 43.8 | 40.3 39.2 34.9
Reconsideration 2/..... 44,5 31.2 33.0 | 33,4 29.90 22.3
Hearings 3/............... 14.0 29.9 43.6 | 49.3 45.8 48.0
i * )
Percent request review
Percent of reconsideration
to initial denials...... 20.5 22.3 22.6 29.6 30.9 28.1
Percent of hearings to
reconsideration denials 75.8 47.5 51.4 47.8 66.8 77.4
. { )
Percent allowed due to
review 5/
Percent of allowances due to é
reversals at reconsideration 7.3 6.9 8.4 : 12.0 11.2 3.2
Percent of allowances due to
reversals at hearings 2/ 1.0 2.2 3.8 : 5.7 8.4 11.9

1/ 1Included are mainly claims for disabled worker benefits. There are also a small number of decisions of
disabled dependents, including disabled widows, widowers, and dependent adults disabled since childhood. Also
included are claims for persons denied for lack of insured status, as well as those whose hearing centered on
severity of disability insurance benefits. Not shown here are appeals of hearing affirmatlons to the appeals
council and federal courts. There were about 23,000 appeals of hearing decisions in the appeals council and €,942
district court decisions in 1977. In 1977 there were avout 56,000 widow decisions and 43,000 dependent adults
among the 1,279,000 initial decisions. Fiscal year 1977 ended in September, prior years ended in June.

2/ The number of disabled widow and widowers and dependent adults disabled since childhood are partially
estimated for 1975-77.

3/ From 1975 the hearing allowances include an unknown number of concurrent SSI and DI claims where the
reversal was only for the SSI benefit. Those not reversed include both affirmations of the prior decision
(47,000 in 1976) and dismissals (13,900 in 1976). The 1977 data includes 95,400 DI decisions of which 46,300
were reversed, and 45,400 concurrent decisions of which 21,100 were reversed. Dismissed were 10,900 DI
decisions and 5,500 concurrent DI-SSI decisions.

4/ 1Includes some cessation decisions of persons entitled to benefits and appealing decisions to end benefits
because of recovery. See table 3, "Appeal by Denied Disability Cclaimants," Staff Paper No. 23, Office of Research
and Statistics, Social Security Administration, 1976,

5/ Base is composed of sum of allowances due to initial reconsideration and hearings decisionms.
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TABLE 3--Outcome of decision by level of adjudication and by demographic characteristics, fiscal yaar 1975, and outcome 1 I
--Qu

decisions, fiscal year 1970

1970 hearings decisions
1975 deeisions hy 1evel of review N TPerTR PeTL e S TToRET
gizoiziggi;e Percent distribution " Percent allowed of total ) Percent dlstribution = I =< EOt:{ ed
characteris;ics Initial _ Reconsideration Hearing Initial Reconsideration Hearing
26,825 50.1
fotal mumber.... 968,122 213,301 55,241 50.0 3.0 537 100.0 --
Total prcent.... 100.0 100.0 100.0 -
e 1 52.9
27.8 58.0 2.5 .
20.6 20.8 15.2 32.9 529
oty S 18.0 23.3 25.9 38.3 26.2 55.8 zg? 495
sonse 34.3 39.0 43.1 52.6 35.4 .3 2.7 4.2
60 and over ......... 27.1 17.0 15.7 67.6 48.8 . )
Sex o
.9 [
Male 65.0 63.2 63.5 52.6 36.0 gg.g (Z ; 506
Female vveorsinieins 34.8 36.6 36.3 45.2 30.5 . .
Race e
82.0 .
WHLEE «orevrnrnnnnnns 79.0 78.5 80.7 52.6 35.8 2;2 .o 516
Black - .v.. . 18.7 19.7 17.4 39.5 27.1 3 5.7 4
other ovrt . 1.5 1.1 1.3 46.8 26.6 50. 3 7
Unkpow 3 7 5 45.7 34.4 5.1 .
hat sereasaen . .
SSA Region 5/ L
9 “45.6
38.4 51.5 2.9
4.8 4.0 3.4 55.1 : 2 a0
E:ostcn 41,.4 ..... .. s 0.7 n s 92 Z;gz 1 ey
o del‘ha 11.0 12.1 12.0 47.3 28.3 4 iz e
e agelehia 18.4 214 25.4 46.7 30.0 53 23.8 o
M aneas o 19.1 18.5 15.2 51.5 35.5 357 1.8 o
forgase o 10.0 11.8 14.1 444 35.7 e ) o
e e 41 3.7 3.5 56.2 46.3 8. 2 .0
¥ansas Cley ......vus 2.1 S U3 s s Gé.g 15‘0 e
o el 12.5 12.9 10.7 49.4 33.9 60. 2.0 2.
B aee 3.1 2.9 3.1 51.8 35.9 62.2 .
Seattle ....vaenenes .
Representation . -
. \
Attorney - o 9.1 - - ?&3 78.3 47.0
;;Lt:xtfilcir;é.-..,..... - o 60.a - N '
ror s v e e
o y |
Average predisability
earnings 3/ » .
N . 2.6 2.6 2.1 38.1 22.6 28.6 . 2
NONC L L v e o s o PUCI I . j);
6.8 .
3.7 34.4 27.9 36. 2 2
S1 = 5999 tivaiienns 5.5 4.3 8 ? :
$1,000-52,999 . . ..., 20.6 22,5 20.6 40.2 27.2 z;g ‘ Ea o
$3.007-85.999 ... 36.4 40.2 41.7 46.8 33.2 6.4 32 ol
$6.000 and over.. ... 35.0 30.3 32.0 62.4 41.9 . |
H
Predisability
Quarters of i
Coverage 4/ ‘
22.9 29.1 | 3.1 28.8
o3 5 %2 20 26.5 37.0 : 107 31s
03 0 14.2 36.3 25.5 47.0 152 e
7 168 19.9 43.1 28.3 56.3 o6 o
31 33.0 34.7 52.5 36,5 60.0 ‘_ 3(1); ;22
25.5 22.2 21.8 66.9 4.8 64.6 5 20.

Persons with disability decision in year. Initial and reconsideration decisions based on State agency decisions for disabled worker claims,
g decisious include decisions on workers and some dependent disabled adults claiming disabi

lity since before age 18; and excludes remands,

K In year uf decision.
.3/ Awrage earnings based on highest 3 years
date unavailable, year of application used. Mo
in same year, so generally, period for hearings
taxable minimums for social security, including
2 years of earnings, the total is divided by 3.
4/ Quarters of earunings with $50 or wore in em
for the average earnings classification.
53/ The social security administrative regions are based on these groupings:
Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont;

tiie New York region includes New York
Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland,

of earnings in 10 year period ending 2 years before year of alleged onset of dis
onset date available for hearings decision unless there w
is 10 years ending 2 years before hearing
$4,800 in 1959, $6,600 in 1906,

ability. If onset
as an initial or reconsideration decision
application date. Limits of earnings reported depend on
$9,000 in 1972, and $10,800 in 1973-1974. 1If workers had ouly 1 or

ployment covered by social security taxes. The 10 year period is the same as the 10 year period

the Boston region includes Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
» New Jersey, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands; Philadelphia region includes

Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia; Atlanta region includes Alabama, Florida, Ceorgia, Kentucky, Mis-
sissippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tenmnessee; Chicago region includes Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, Wisconsin; Dallas region
includes Arkansas, Louisiana, tew Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas; Kansas City region includes Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska; Denver region includes
Colorado, Montana, North bakota, Soutn Dakota, Utah, Wyoming;

the San Francisco region includes Arizona, California, Guam, Hawaii, Nevada; the
Seattle regiou includes Alaska, ldano, Oregon, and Washington. The standard errors for regional outcomes are shown in table C of the technical note
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TABLE 6 .-—-Attorneys and other consultants in disability hearings by outcome, fiscal
year 1970 and 1975,

1975 1970
Participants T
Percent Percent Percent | Percent
Number down | reversed Number down | reversed
!
Total l/ 55,603 100.0 55.6 26,843 100.0 50.1
No outside participants..| 18,820 33.8 50.2 14,570 54.2 45.5
Attorney present......... 21,265 38.2 61.8 5,539 20.6 62.1
Attorney only.......... 14,199 25.5 62.3 3,499 13.0 60.1
All other participants...| 15,518 27.9 53.6 6,734 25.0 50.0
Vocational consultants
only.................. 7,678 13.8 48.7 3,595 13.3 44.3
Medical consultants
only......... ... ..... 796 1.4 61.3 460 1.7 61.0
f

1/ Includes some claims with multiple decisions in same period. The total
number of individuals with hearing decisions was 55,160 in 1975,



TABLE 7.--Subsequent earnings 1971-1975 after denial in fiscal year 1970 by demographic
characteristics and level of appeal

T
I Percent distribution by average earnings, 1971-1975 1/
Demographic characteristics I J ]
and level of appeal , .
lNumber ! Total | None |1 - 599 {600 - 3599 3600 - 5999{ 6000
| i | raud over
Hearing denials
Total.......... 13,385 100.0 2.5 12.2 15.9 5.1 4.3
Sex
Men.......oiiuiiienninnn. 8,998 100.0 59.0 12.7 16.5 5.8 6.0
Women......oovvevnvuvunn, 4,385 100.0 69.7 11.2 14.5 3.7 0.9
Age
Under 50................. 5,316 100.0 50.2 13.9 20.8 7.5 7.6
50 and over.............. 8,069 100.0 70.6 11.1 12.6. 3.5 2.1
Predisability earnings 2/
Under $3,600............. 8,134 100.0 67.1 13.3 15.5 3.0 1.0
$3,600 and over 5,251 100.0  55.4 10.5 16.4 8.3 9.4
Leconsideration denials
Total......... 54,318 100.0 59.4 12.3 16.9 5.6 5.8
Tritial denials
Total......... 235,165 100.0 50.2 13.4 20.3 7.5 8.6
i
Total with earnings in
every year, 1971-75
Hearing denig&g
Fetal. ..., 1,620 100.0 0 1.0 36.4 29.1 33.5
“:\ k
1,222 100.0 0 .9 30.5 27.2 41.4
392 100.0 0 1.5 54,7 35.2 a.n
Age
Under 50000000 L. 994 100.0 0 .8 33.2 27.7 38.3
50 and vver oo oL 626  100.0 0 1.4 41.4 31.5 25.7 :
Predizability carnings 21
R 700 100.0 0 2.1 59.0 28.1 10.7
PA,000 und ovir L 920  100.0 0 2 19.1 29.9 50.8
Zeconsideration denials
Fotal. ... .. 7,810 160.0 o] 9 33.8 27.9 37.4
Tnitial denials
Total. o oo .. 44,596 100.0 0 .6 29.7 26.9 42.8

1/ Reported through 1976 on earnings record. Many with no earnings had died, as shown in table 9.

2/ Average earnings in 3 highest years in 10

-~year period ending 2 bef
year of application. p g 2 years before year of onset of
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TABLE 9.--Death by 1976 of disability claimants with decisions in Fiscal Year 1970 by level
of adjudication, outcome, age and sex

Age 1/
Qutcome by sex
Total Under 50 Age 50-64
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
died 2/ died died
3/
Total men and women
Initial cvveneecesnennonone 475,756 27.4 166,728 16.4 309,029 33.3
Allowed.ssessvonns ceseene 288,104 37.3 85,151 25.6 202,955 42.3
Deni€deceveseessn ceesaes 187,651 12.1 81,577 6.9 106,074 16.1
Reconsideration......ee... 76,007 17.6 29,933 10.8 46,074 21.9
Reversed.iceseereeesconss 33,094 24,5 11,430 15.3 21,663 29 .4
Affirmed....cveveenneens 42,913 12.1 18,502 8.1 24 ,41Q 15.3
Hearing.eeoseooenaoes ceese 26,325 15.2 10,839 10.6 15,986 18.3
Reversed..... ceeeaes .. 13,440 17.5 5,460 12.1 7,980 21.1
Affirmed. eivveeeesvenns 13,385 12.9 5,379 9.1 8,006 15.3
Men
Initial.eeeeeneneeennnnnns 334,075 31.1 ©123,318 17.6 210,757 38.9
Allowed. . ceeiveoeecennnn 210,919 40.5 64,269 26.3 146.651 46.7
Denied.eececenereaenanns 123,155 14.9 59,049 8.2 64,106 21.1
Reconsideration....eeeaaee 50,794 20.7 22,098 12.0 28,695 27.5
RevarSed.eeeerseseseeasnos 23,742 27.3 8,828 15.8 14,914 34.0
Affirmed......... eaeeen 27,051 15.1 13,270 9.4 13,780 20.5
Hearing.eeesesoeooansnsens 18,206 18.1 7,890 12.1 10,316 22.8
Reversed...eesseossacses 9,208 20.5 4,032 13.4 5,176 26.0
Affirmed...oveeeeenennnn 8,998 15.7 3,858 10.7 5,140 19.5
Women
Initialeeeeseoseoscesoencs 140,491 18.7 42,943 12.9 97,548 21.3
Allowed..eeevseneennonen 76,413 28.6 20,655 23.3 55,758 30.6
Denied..veeennreenennnns 64,077 6.7 22,288 3.3 41,789 8.7
Reconsideration...ceeveees 25,011 11.0 7,715 7.4 17,296 12.7
Reversed...veeeeeeeness . 9,287 17.5 2,569 13.4 6,718 19.2
Affirmed.....viieennnnnn 15,723 7.2 5,145 4.4 10,578 8.5
Hearing.eeeeeesaceanaesnns 8,571 8.9 2,916 0.8 5,655 9.8
Reversed..... chereaaenan 4,207 10.8 1,409 8.6 2,798 12.0
Affirmed..veceeeeennnnns 4,364 6.9 1,507 5.1 2,857 7.8

1/ Age in 1970.

2/ Death according to survivor benefit claims to social security.
sum death payments, which are expected to be requested for nearly all who die and have a
social security account number by relatives or funeral home directors.

Tncludes 2400 records with sex not shown.

These include lump-



TECHNICAL NOTE

Data Sources

The study population is comprized of applicants for disabled worker insurance
benefits whose claims.for benefits were decided in fiscal years 1970 and

1975 at the initial, reconsideration, and hearings levels. Not included

in the study population are claimants for dependent's disability benefits

as disabled widows or widowers; technical denials for lack of insured status;
appeals after hearings for appeals council and federal court decisions; and

dismissal or remand actions by hearing examiners.

The data source for the population with hearing decisions was the management
information record (503) file of the decisions of the Bureau of Hearings

and Appeals.

The source for information on initial and reconsideration decisions was a
file of records of disability decisions (D-cards) of the Bureau of Disability

Insurance.

An extract of decisions in fiscal years 1970 and 1975 were drawn from these
files to identify the study population. As shown in table A, records of
decisions that were duplicates, contained garbled data, or had bad account

numbers, were excluded.

All of the hearings and a sample of the initial and recomnsideration records
were then matched with the social security earnings summary records which
contain information on demographic characteristics, earnings taxed under
tne social security program, and notices of death; and with benefit history

records.



To obtain comparative information on persons who request review and those
who do not, the records of the initial denials in 1975 were matched with
D-records of reconsideration decisions in 1975 and 1976. Similar longitudinal

data distinguisning those who request hearings after reconsideration denial

from those who did net was not available for this report.

The hearings decisions do include a small proportion of dependent claims for
disabled adult children and appeals of denials for lack of insured status;
the initial and reconsideration decisions are based only on State agency
medical decisions on worker claims with insured status at some point in the

past.

In order to identify a population of people, rather than cases, only the
initial decision at each level was included in the study when people had

multiple decisions in the same year.

Study Limitations

The data are descriptive of characteristics and case outcome of decisions
in the past. The data do not contain evaluative information indicating
factors influencing the decisions, nor appropriateness of the decisions

based on review of the evidence or appraisal of severity of disability.

Highly complex assessments of severity and of the nature of tne specific
issues in the decisions would be needed to evaluate the appropriateness
of any decision. Complex demonstrations of alternate procedures would be

needed to understand what the likely effects would be of changes in the



administration of the program or the appeals system, such as closing initial
case files for reviews, or extending current remand procedures, Or providing
more direct claimant participation in initial levels of the decision process

as in the hearing decision.

Since the data on earnings are based on earnings taxed for social security

purposes, it may understate the actual upper limits of earnings.

Sampling Variability

One hundred percent of the study population of individuals with disability
hearing decisions in 1970 and 1975 are used for most of the tabular pre-
sentations in this report, and there is no sampling variability. For use of
a special interaction analysis, as shown in chart 3, a sub-sample of hearings
in 1975 was drawn, including one in every eight records. The sampling
variability of this exploratory analysis may be derived from the standard

errors shown in table B of this technical note.

For data processing convenience, the far larger study populations of
individuals with initial and reconsideration decisions were reduced to random
samples gtratified by state. The data presented are weighted up to the
study population., For estimates of sampling variability on initial and

reconsideration decisions, see estimated standard errors in table B.



For interval estimates, the standard error is used to construct an interval
with a prescribed confidence that the interval includes the universe valve
of the average of ali possible samples drawn from the same universe. In
about 68 percent of the samples from a population, the population value
would be included in the interval from one standard error below the sample
estimate to one standard error above it——referred to as the 63 percent
confidence or one-standard-error interval. In about 95 percent of the
samples from a population, the population value would be included in the
interval from two standard errors below the sample estimate to two standard
errors abote it——the 95 percent confidence or two-standard-error interval.
The Y9 percent confidence interval extends approximately two and one-half

standard errors above and below the sample estimate.

The standard error is also useful in testing the significance of the
difference between two statistics--that is, the confidence one can have

that the sample difference in means, percentages, or estinates is a real
difference and not merely due to chance. To test this assumption, standard
error of the difference can be calculated from the square root of the sum
of the squared standard errors of each sample estimate. If the observed
difference is as large as one standard error of the difference, it is
statistically significant at the 68 percent confidence level; if as large

as two standard errors, it is significant at approximately the 95 percent
level; and if as large as two and oﬁe—half standard errors it is significant

at about the 99 percent level.



5
Table B gives approximate standard errors for the total number of persons
estimated from the sample to have certain characteristics, and approximate
standard errors for estimated percentages. Linear interpolation may be
used to obtain values not specifically shown. In order to receive standard
errors that are applicable to a variety of estimates, a number of assumptions
and approximations were required. As a result, the tables of standard errors
provide an indication of the order of magnitude rahter than the precise

standard error for any specific attribute.

As tne standard errors of the regions were affected by the stratification

by state in different ways than the other characteristics, specific standard
errors nave been calculated for the numbers and percents cited by region for
initial and reconsideration decisions in table 3 and 4, and these are shown

in table C.

In order to avoid processing duplication in records for persons with several
decisions, a hierarchial selection was developed, giving each person one
probability of selection, independent of the number or type of decisions made
on their case in one year. This means that weighted estimates of the number

of people are made by inflating the sample by the reciprocal of the probability



of selection. The hierarchical order which determined tne strata in which
a person and all of their decisions were placed was (1) hearing decisions,

(2) reconsideration decisions, and (3) initial decisions.

The outcome of tnis sample design is presented in table A, showing total
decisions made in the period, the study population of people who had omne or
more decisions made in the period, and the actual sample drawn, based on

State stratification and the hierarchical selection by decisions.

The Automatic Interaction Detector (AID) Program

In this multivariate statistical technique, which is essentially a repeated
analysis of variance, the objective is to select sequentially the variables
most correlated with the dependent variable. 1/ To do this, the classifi-
cations of each characteristic are combined into the two subgroups associated
with the greatest differences in the dependent variable; then, the single
characteristic whose binary groups are associated with the greatest variance
is selected as a major explanatory variable. All other characteristics are
then associated with each of the two subgroups and these two are further
divided into the mutually exclusive subgroups which account for additional
variation (appendix table D). These couparisons are continued under a

sequential branching procedure that is much like a decision tree.

Branchiny ceases when various limiting conditions are met. The major
limiting condition is that the overall variance must be significantly

reduced by the split. In this case, the "between-group sum of squares''

1/ John A. Sonquist, Iil1izabeth L. Baker, and James N. Morgan, Searching
for structure, ALD III, (Anu Arbor: Institute for Social Researca,
University of Michigan), 1973.




of subgroups (k) which are considered for further splits wust not be less
than 0.5 percent of the original "total sum of squares'" of deviations of

observatious in the entire group (T) about the mean: that is, BSSQ?.OO6 TSST.

The program nas been developed for samples much smaller than those in this

study. A subsample of one-eightn of the hearings claimants whose records

were used in the tabulations yas obtained for the exploratory AID analyses,
|

as shown in table C, with infiation to the total study population of

hearings decisions in 1975.



TABLE A.--Derivation of study population from record files,

FY 1975 file FY 1970 file
Input: Disability determination
records (D cards) | 1,494,565 1,102,229
- nonworkers 125,494 153,524
- not initial or recon
(hearing reversals) 46,466 24,263
- bad account number - 3
- not a State agency
decision 122,996 183,929
Input: Hearings workload records
(503 records) 100,994 39,155
- not DI claim 35,520 7,443
- garbled data records 673 -
- not hearings (appeals
or court decision) 3,305 2,345
- not allowance or denial
(remand, dismiss, etc.) 5,893 2,521
- duplicate records 3,446 14
Output: Total decisions (after
above exclusions) 1,251,719 642,151
Initial 981,065 527,068
Reconsideration 251,394 88,251
Hearings 55,260 26,832
Output: Total study population
(excludes multiple decisions)
Initial 968,122 524,831
Reconsideration 213,301 87,798

Hearings 55,241 26,825



-

TABLE A.--Derivation of study population from record files--Continued

Output: Sawmple drawn
Initial
Reconsideration
Hearings

Sub-sample hearings
in AID analysis

FY 1975 file FY 1970 file

28,416(2.9 per-
cent)

15,947(7.5 per-
cent)

55' 247 (100 per-
cent)

6,905(12.4 per-
cent)

26,507 (5,0 percent)
12,809 (14.5 percent)

26,825 (100 percent)

6.706 (24.9 percent)



5" Ly oy 1€ €zt Lowre 1 ore ” 759 °g ! 000° 005

|
€L’ m L AN 66" Loy . Ler 0¢- S < 891°¢ , 000°06¢
91°'1 R €11 £ 90'1 ©£6° 69" . 0§ _ [4% L e | G61°¢C 000°00T
%E°T 1 1€°1 bt L0°1 ' o8 Lo8g” m Le” A LT6'1 ! 000°6¢
%911 09°T . 051 | 1g'T 0 g6 1L L A : G66°T “ 000 ‘05
| S 4 m lc 'z A 4 “ G8°'1 Co6eT PT0°T | g9 A w [AARN . 000°¢7
99°¢€ | 65°¢€ iosge ;€672 0c°¢C I 091 ‘ 01 €L : 8C!L 000°0T
€ey ~ Py 1o8te | 8e'e 75'c w81 811 78" ! €9 00§ ‘2
81°6¢ | L0°¢ A A A 11'¢ ¢+ 92°¢ | S7'1 €0°1 _ 91¢ 000°¢
e L (171 S TL9 0 98°¢ co6LTY Io61°¢ \ S0'¢ 971 ‘ G9¢ 005°e
t : 1
, : ! ! SUOTSTIJ9p 1BIIIU]
| : i | ! I
; _ N ! | h
i : ! : :
0% 09 10 0% i g7 10 07 | pg 10 0T U6 € 01 ¢6 a0 ¢ lgg 20 o g5 10 1 izqunu jo a8e3juad1ad 30 aseq
: i _ ICIJ3 DABPUBSS 10 d3qunu pejrullsy

sedejusciad pajnaiss jo ioixa LIBPUEIG

sedejusoisd pejewriss 103 PUB sJoqunu p2jrmIlsa 107 10138 pIBpUBRYS @3ruIxo0addy—~"g A79V]



1L 0L" §9- A A 1€ 07" A% 9€0°1 ” 000001
8’ 18" SL” 99 ! 6%’ " 9¢” £C’ _ 91" 66 i 000°6L
10°1 66" 26" booTee .09’ vt o8zt . 0T 088 m 00006
(4" 0%7°1 1€°T | 2 S R 68’ <9’ o M 8T 899 i 000°¢2
6T 12°¢ 90'¢c .+ 08'1 [T , 86° P €97 W A m 6ey 000°0T
09°¢ ¢6°¢ ;o 8ETC 80'¢c 9¢°'1 W €1°1 €L : 40 m €8¢ 005 ‘L
81°¢ [ANY w ¢6°¢c 1 6G°C 16°1 6€°1 68" €9’ 96¢ 000°¢
0s'Y %'y [ M 09°'¢ ' 0L°¢C 961 | 9T'1 06" €ce 005°¢
% | m W W SUOTISTO9p
_ | i : M U0T31BIDPISUOIDY
|
i “ . “ !
; M |
0¢ 09 10 0% ' QL IC 0T _ 0% 10 DT P oe 10 0T e o 'Qg 10 ¢ g 20 laqunu Jo afejusoiad jo aszq
; W ! A m ZC21n paepueilg 10 Jaqwnu pa3PWIISH
so8ejusoaad po3loa3[as JO 10112 PABPUEIG
penNuIjuo)-- S98rIuadcIad pajBWIIS2 10J PUB SI9qunU PoHJIBWIIS2 103 10112 piepuels ojewrxoaddy---g FT9VI



65 | 8 i Ly’ Ge’ T b9t I | 01¢ 000°0S

£8° 8’ 9L° 99° 0¢” b o9g” YA bo9T” ot1e : 000°6T
[4 2! 61 1c1 S0°1 6L’ A CoLeT YA 6€¢ ! 000°0T
€61 0s°1 w1 €Tl 6" | £9° w v o€’ (AR m 00G6°L
£8°1 €8°1 LT 697" 1 [ANN" 18" A Le’ 8LT 000°¢
S9°¢ 6G°¢ (a4 [ 94 6S°1 eT'1 L* 4% 6¢T 00§ °?
(9 31BY))
| lsuoTsToap s3utraeay
icL61 3o ordwes-qng
1
ws” £G° 0¢”° £y’ (4% £e’ ST’ o1’ el _ 000°S¢
98" "8’ 6L’ 69" (4% Le” we” LT Lel 000°01
001 86" 6" 08" 09° e’ 8C”° 0T Lzl 005 L
[AAN! 0T°'1 [A ! 86" €L’ £s’ A% a 01T 000°¢
€L 1 69°1 8671 8¢ 1 701 GL’ 8%" [4% ¢8 . 006°T
(11 31BYD)
! suoTsIoap s3urieay
0,61 30 @1dwes-qng
SuoIsToop S3uTIBIY
! jo sardwes-qnsg
! |
“ !
!

)

66 10 1 izqunl Jo o8vjusoiad jo aseq
20113 DIBPUBIS 10 IaquNu pajnWIlSy

0¢ Q9 10 o% | 0/ X0 0T, 08 [1C 0O

safejuoniod po3oaTas JO 10XAda pPARPUEIG

ponuIjuCy—- so8ejusoiad pojrwIlISs I0J PUB SIDQWNU PIJRWIFSD 4C] I0II3 PIBPUB]S 27yewixoxddy-—-¢g F19VYL



Column 4

Table 4
Column 3

.
A

Column

QWIS OGNNSO M
momm\o!\ooomm

OHOOOOOOHO
HitIFIF I H T+ 4+
NN FTONF ™SO T O

Percent

requesting
reconsideration

DN e NN N O
HIN NN NAD N A

R
FIHH I ]
DO NSNS D

no

Jenied,
reconsideration

TN AN O NN N
L B B I B -

gmm-—«lhl\’?
N—Hon

e
HlHIH I H 4+
NMHNB NN N

=) O —4«)w N A N -
— -

enied
requested
reconsiaeration

Colum 1

Column

i

DA NPT O
20adN A0 o Mo

Scocococoosoo
FlHIH [+ ]
MOV 0o

Denied
total

\‘?F"\r—(o\wr—{fﬁ(‘dt\lm
o

DO D e s P~ 0
le\O\\DO-—-{mOOH

r—(r—{OOv—-ir—ir—ir—*Nr-i
HiHiHI IR+
O\Tml\wl\ml\mm

Allowea
veconsideration

COS\M\DNCI O’J\\TH
N NNN ™M

d percentages of regional outcomes, table 3 and table 4
Column 4

DN N DAY
Dm)\Df\O\OO\U\H

I
— DM SN N N0 S 0

Allowed
initial

7,
i
H

Table 3

for estimate

Columm 2

otal

+I+HIF 1+ 1+ +HiH )+ + 4+

DM H T NN D R

DN AW N NN
N —

reconsideration

Column 1

HO N T D e~ D~
30’3’30’33’330

’3 = 3 O ’3. ’3. 3 ")‘ ﬁ ‘3
I+ 4+
DA DT DA
EEELERREN

initial

TABLE C.--Approximate staundari errors
Region

Boston.........
New York.......
Pniladelpnia...
Atlanta........

San Francisco..
Seattle,.......

Kansas City....
Denver.........

Chicago........
Dallas.........

(b) Sampling variability not measurable.

(a) Less than 0.005
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