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7 Cynthia A. Rice 04/16/97 09:35:53 AM
-

Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Laura Emmett/WHO/EOP

cc:
Subject: Immigration event

Imm0409.9 |'ve alerted Christa. If Elena goes to any scheduling meetings, here's the memo she’ll
need to push for this.

---------------------- Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP on 04/16/97 09:38 AM -
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Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: !mmigration event

let's push for one.
Forwarded by Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP on 04/16/97 08:53 AM

@R,

Susan A. Brophy
04/16/97 08:39:32 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP
cc: Emily Bromberg/WHO/EOP
Subject: Imrnigration event

John said that a bipartisan immigration event would be helpful in the budget process because it
would put pressure on the Rs.
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SCHEDULE PROPOSAL TODAY'S DATE: 4/7/97

ACCEPT REGRET PENDING

TO: Stephanie Streett
Director of Scheduling

FROM: Marcia Hale
Assistant to the President for Intergovernmental Affairs

Bruce Reed
Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy

Craig Smith
Assistant to the President for Political Affairs

Emily Bromberg
Special Assistant to the President for Intergovernmental Affairs

REQUEST: For the President to meet with a bipartisan delegation of mayors
to highlight the Administration’s immigration budget package. On
the day of the meeting, OMB will transmit our immigration bill to
Congress.

PURPOSE: To demonstrate bipartisan support for the Administration’s

immigration budget bill; to respond to Mayor Giuliani, Mayor
Rice, and Mayor Rendell’s request to discuss the effect of
welfare reform on legal immigrants.

PREVIOUS .
PARTICIPATION: The President has met with mayors in large and small forums on
several occasions. Most recently, the President met with a group
of 12 mayors on December 18, 1996 to discuss urban policy and
addressed the Winter Meeting of the U.S. Conference of Mayors

on January 17.

DATE: As soon as possible; this event is most newsworthy if it occurs
before our entire budget bill is transmitted to Congress.
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SCHEDULING REQUEST

PAGE TWO

LOCATION:
DURATION:
BRIEFING TIME:

PROPOSED
PARTICIPANTS:

{NP)

MEDIA
COVERAGE:

REMARKS:
ORIGIN
OF PROPOSAL:

consensus

VPOTUS
ATTENDANCE:

RECOMMENDED
BY:

CONTACT:

The Roosevelt Room or the Cabinet Room
45 minutes

15 minutes before meeting

The President

Vice President

Mayor Dennis Archer, Detroit, Ml (D)

Mayor Willie Brown, San Francisco, CA (D)
Mayor Martin Chavez, Albuquerque, NM (D)
Mayor Richard Daley, Chicago, IL (D)

Mayor Rudolph Giuliani, New York, NY {R)
Mayor Paul Helmke, Ft. Wavyne, IN (R}
Mayor Ronald Kirk, Dallas, TX {NP)

Mayor Tom Menino, Boston, MA (D}

Metro Mayor Alex Penelas, Dade County, FL (includes Miami)

Mayor Ed Rendell, Philadelphia, PA {D)

Mayor Norm Rice, Seattle, WA (D)

Mayor RichardRiordan, Los Angeles, CA (R}
Pool spray at the top

Provided by speechwriters

DPC and IGA believe this meeting will help build a bipartisan
for our immigration budget bill.

Dependent upon his schedule

Marcia Hale, Bruce Reed, Craig Smith, Emily Bromberg

Emily Bromberg {6-2896)
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Florida to sue U.S. government over welfare reform impact on legal immigrants
From CNN’s Pat Neal

Tallahassee, FL (CNN) -- Claiming that the federal government is unfairly
targeting legal immigrants and burdening its taxpayers, the state of Florida
Wednesday will become the first in the nation to sue the federal gowvernment
over changes in the welfare system affecting elderly, poor and disabled legal
immigrants, CNN has learned.

Florida will claim, in the suit to be filed Wednesday in Federal court in
Miami, that the U.S. government is disproportionately shifting the <ost of
balancing the federal budget to the states, April Herrle, a spokeswoman for
Gov. Lawton Chiles, D, tells CNN. .

The state wants changes in those portions of the federal welfare reform act
that affect legal immigrants. More than 100,000 legal non-citizens in Florida
will lose one or more federal benefits on August 22 this year.

There are more than 1 million legal non-citizens living in Flroida, making
it one of the four most populous states in this categery, the others being
California, Texas and New York. About 175,000 receive one or more benefits,
according to the state, and more than 100,000 of these legal non-citizens will
be affected by cuts mandated by the federal welfare reform act.

The benefits received by the elderly, poor or disabled legal immigrants
include Medicaid, Soclal Security supplemental income and food stamps. The
state says these benefits are worth more than $300 million/year to the affected
recipients. A

Chiles’ staff says state aid already has been extended where possible and
adds that the governor considered all options before deciding to sue. The
governor believes that what the federal government has done "is not true
welfare reform, but balancing the budget on the backs of Florida taxpayers," a
staff official said. .

The lawsuit will claim the changes violate both the due process and equal
protection clauses of the U.S. Constitution. The local Metro Dade County ‘
governnent and individual recipients also will be parties 1n the state suit.

This would be the first suit filed by a state government against the federal
government over the welfare reform act’s impact on legal immigrants. The City
of New York, along with other immigrant advocates previously have filed suit.

Florida previously sued the federal government - unsuccessfully - to rscover
the costs of dealing with ILLEGAL immigration - which Florida says amounts to
more than 1 BILLION dollars/year.
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Bruce N. Reed
04/18/97 05:06:05 PM
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/CPD/EOP
cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Paul J. Weinstein Jr./OPD/EOP, Christa Robinson/QOPD/EQOP, Diana
Fortuna/OPD/EOP

Subject: Re: Legal Immigrant Event/POTUS promise to Hispanic Caucus ]E]

That's great. Make sure it's bipartisan.
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él Cynthia A. Rice 04/18/97 04:42:39 PM
-

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Paul J. Weinstein Jr./OPD/EOP, éhrista
Robkinson/OPD/EQP
ce: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

Subject: Legal Immigrant Event/POTUS promise to Hispanic Caucus

It turns out that the President agreed on Wednesday in a meeting with the Hispanic Caucus to have
an event at the White House that would include legal immgrants about to lose benefits. We are

going to try to work with Intergovernmental/Leg/Political Affalrstopossibly cormbing This idea with

the mayors event idea. After speaking to Emily Bromberg et. al. we'll come back to you with a
more SpecHic proposal.
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STATE OF FLORIDA

®ffice of the Governor

THRCAPITOL. ,
TALLANASSEE, FLORIDA 32)99-0001

MEDIA ADVISORY CONTACT: Edie Ousley
April 22, 1997 . (504) 48R-5394

GOVERNOIt SUES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO SEEK RELIEF OVER
WELFARE REFORM RESTRICTIONS ON LEGAL IMMIGRANTS .

Governor Lawion Chiles on Wednesday will announce the filing of a luwsuit against
the United States Government secking rlicf from changes in federal welfare laws that ¢nd
critical federal benefits for legal immigrants in Florida. More than 100,000 legal immigrants
in Florida — many of whom arc clderly or disabled -- will lose on¢ or more federal benefits
that help pay for food and other basic living expenses, Florida is the first state in the natlon to
sue the fedcral go.vcrmncnl over this issue.

Governor Chiles will be joined by Lt. Governor Buddy MacKay, Attorney General Bob
Butterworth, Dade County Mayor Alex Penclas, state and [ocal officials and individuals
difcctly affectad by the welfare Jaw changes.

The press conference will take place at:

10:00 a.m.
April 23, 1937
Capltol Courtyard
(Near back steps of Old Capitol)
Tallahassee

iy
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LEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND WELFARE REFORM

 4/29/97

Q:

This morning, the Senate Appropriations Committee will take up a
supplemental appropriations bill that includes $125 million for benefits
for legal immigrants. Does the President support this?

The President is glad that members of Congress and Governors and
state legislators and county officials and mayors -- both
Republicans and Democrats -- are gaining a new realization of the
impact of the cuts to legal immigrants that were wrongly included in
last year’s welfare reform bill. Many state and local officials are now
looking more carefully at their budgets and the potential costs of
assisting disabled legal immigrants, many in nursing homes, without
federal help. There are now less than 100 days before August 1st,
when many disabled individuals will lose their SSl and Medicaid
benefits.

‘Needless to say, a $125 million appropriation is a band-aid approach.

Such a small sum would meet only a fraction of the need. Most states
don’t have a mechanism in place to distribute the funds to those in
need -- it would make more sense to restore SS| benefits than ask
states to create new bureaucracies. '

The President has put a comprehensive $14.6 bilion proposal on the
table that restores the worst cuts to legal immigrants enacted last
year. We encourage the Republican leadership to work with us in the
context of budget negotiations to provide medical and other vital
assistance to legal immigrants who work hard, pay taxes and
contribute to American society and fall on hard times through no fault

" of their cwn.
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Cynthia A. Rice 04/28/97 10:44:49 PM

[
Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/QPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP

cc:
Subject: Q&A re: $125 million for legal immigrants in Tuesday's Senate Approps markup

q&a0428.9

The Supplemental Appropriations billi that Senate Appropriations Committee is marking up Tuesday
at 10:00 includes a $125 million block grant for legal immigrants. The fund is a pure block grant --
states decide who will be helped and what benefits they'll get. Although the committee language
claims this would provide another two months of benefits, CBO says one month of SS! and
Medicaid would cost nearly twice as much {$240 million).

-

Anyway, attached is a revised version of a previous Q&A that | expect press may need.
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TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
SUMMARY

“We must join together to do something else, too, something both Republican and Democratic
Governors have asked us to do: to restore basic health and disability benefits when misfortune
strikes immigrants who came lo this country legally, who work hard, pay taxes and obey the law.
To do otherwise is simply unworthy of a great nation of irmmigrants.”

-President Clinton, 1997 State of the Union.

Restoring fair treatment for legal immigrants is a key part of the President’s agenda this year.

The President’s budget proposal makes good on his promise to correct the welfare law’s harsh
provisions on legal immigrants -- provisions that punish children and legal immigrants with severe
disabilities, and burden State and local governments. The welfare law denies most legal
immigrants access to fundamental safety net programs unless they become citizens -~ even though
they are in the U.S. legally, are responsible members of our communities, and in many cases have
worked and paid taxes. These provisions have nothing to do with the real goal of welfare reform,
which 1s to move people from welfare to work.

. The President’s budget proposes to restore Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and
Medicaid to legal immigrants who become disabled after they entered the country and to
legal immigrant children. This country should protect legal immigrants and their families
-- people admitted as permanent members of the American community -- when they suffer
accidents or illnesses that prevent them from eaming a living. Similarly, the country
should provide Medicaid to legal immigrant children if their families are impoverished.

. The President proposes to extend the SSI and Medicaid eligibility périod for refugees and
asylees from 5 to 7 years, to give that vulnerable group additional time to naturalize.

. Finally, the budget proposes to delay the ban on Food Stamps for legal immigrants from
April to September 1997 to provide more time for immigrants who are in the process of
naturalizing to complete the process.

The President’s proposal would reinstate SSI eligibility for approximately 320,000 severely
disabled legal immigrants. Of these 320,000 immigrants, the budget restores Medicaid coverage
to 195,000 disabled legal immigrants. In addition, the proposal restores Medicaid coverage to
about 30,000 non-disabled legal immigrant children. The cost of these immigrant proposals is
$14.6 billion over 5 years -- $9.7 billion in SSI costs, and $4.9 billion in Medicaid costs.

In January, the National Governors’ Association agreed that the legal immigrant provisions of the
welfare law will cause a considerable cost shift to some states and expressed concerns about the
effect of the law on aged and disabled legal immigrants. Providing state-funded benefits to this
needy population will divert resources from job training and child care -- which are critical to
moving people from welfare to work. The NGA passed a resolution asking Congress and the
President to work together to find a equitable solution for states and vulnerable legal immigrants
without reopening the welfare reform debate. The President’s proposal would do just that.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
RESTORING BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES

The President’s budget would restore SSI benefits for 312,000 legal immigrant adults who
become disabled after their entry into the U.S., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide
for their own support through work. Of those 312,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately
195,000 adults would have Medicaid coverage restored.

Denying SSI eligibility to aged and disabled legal immigrants has nothing to do with welfare
reform. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules and entered the country according to
our laws from programs available to all other taxpayers is unfair and shortsighted.

. " Approximately 900,000 SSI recipients are now receiving notices that they are at risk of
losing their benefits, unless than can show that they are citizens or are in one of a narrow
group of exceptions. Under current law, over 400,000 legal immigrants will lose their SSI
benefits in August and September of this year.

. Disabled legal immigrants who have sponsors can turn to them for assistance, but many
sponsors can’t afford the extra costs associated with a disability. In addition, an estimated
44% of legal immigrants, such as refugees, never had sponsors in the first place. Others
had sponsors who have died or ceased to support them.

. Many disabled legal immigrants are elderly and reside in nursing homes or assisted living
facilities. Without SSI cash assistance, they may face eviction from assisted living
arrangements. About 39,000 legal immigrants are in nursing homes and a large number
have difficulties with the activities of daily living.

’ Nearly 70% of legal immigrants on SSI are over age 65; nearly 30% are over 75 years of
age.
. Without SSI payments, state and local governments and private charities will become the

prime source of assistance to legal immigrants with severe disabilities.

. In addition, under current state Medicaid plans, it appears that some states may have no
provision to continue Medicaid coverage for legal inmigrants who lose their SSI. In some
-states, disabled recipients who lose their SSI may also be without any help for medical
expenses.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
PROTECTION FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANT CHILDREN

The President proposes to restore SSI and Medicaid for legal immigrant children.

The welfare reform law denies SSI and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who
become seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled, and whose families fall on
hard times. It also denies preventive services under Medicaid to legal immigrant children,
likely leading to more costly health problems in the future. This policy threatens the health
and well-being of a very vulnerable population -- legal immigrant children of low-income
parents who need medical services or cash assistance (if disabled), and cannot work their
way out of need. We all lose if we deny future citizens the care and support that all
children need.

Under the President’s proposal, legal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for
SSI and Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect SSI and Medicaid eligibility
for about 8,000 disabled legal immigrant children, and ensure medical care for about
another 30,000 non-disabled children. Existing program income eligibility rules are not
affected; oniy legal immigrant children who are members of low-income families would be
eligible for the restored SSI and Medicaid.

The President’s proposal does not undermine or “reopen” welfare reform. The welfare
reform provisions denying assistance to legal immigrant children have nothing to do with
the central goal of welfare reform: moving people from welfare to work. Instead, the
Prestdent’s proposal protects access to health care for vulnerable low-income children who

are permanent members of this nation’s communities, cannot work, and do not have any

other means of health care. It also protects cash assistance for low—-income immigrant
children with severe disabilities.

[t is important to note that legal immigrant children cannot become naturalized citizens
unless both parents are citizens, or the surviving or custodial parent is a citizen. Therefore,
unlike adult legal immigrants, children immigrants do not have an independent avenue to
naturalization. For example, orphaned immigrant children must be adopted by a U.S.
citizen in order to be classified as a citizen.

The SSI and Medicaid costs associated with these immigrant children are about $400
million over 5 years. This policy will ensure that low-income immigrant families with
severely disabled immigrant children continue to have a safety net of SSI and Medicaid. It
also guarantees that non—disabled legal immigrant children are protected by the Medicaid
benefit package, which provides on—going assistance for children suffering from chronic
asthma, screening for developmental disabilities, and well—child and preventive care to
prevent the need for intensive and costly care in the future.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
EXTENDING ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEES

As a nation of immigrants, this country has a long-standing policy of welcoming to this
country refugees and asylees who are fleeing persecution in their home country, and
helping them resettle in their new home.

Under the welfare law, refugees and asylees are exempt from SSI and Medicaid eligibility
restrictions for the first 5 years that they are in the U.S. However, after 5 years, needy
refugees and asylees would be denied SSI benefits, and Medicaid coverage is a state
option rather than guaranteed.

The President’s proposal would extend from 5 to 7 years the period of SSI and Medicaid
eligibility for refugees and asylees. This extension would alleviate current hardships while
providing elderly refugees an extra 2 years to learn English well enough to naturalize.
This policy would cost about $700 million over 5 years, and protect eligibility for about
17,000 refugees and asylees in FY 1998,

Few refugees arrive with any financial assets that can be used for self-support. In
addition, refugees do not have sponsors.

Refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for assistance than other legal
immigrants because of the circumstances that bring them to this country in the first place.
Refugees and asylees come to the U.S. with a history of persecution in their country of
origin. These individuals frequently experience greater difficulties putting their lives
together and becoming self-supporting than other legal immigrants. About one-half of
refugees speak little or no English when they arrive here; only about one-tenth speak
English fluently.

Elderly refugees are a particularly vulnerable group. SSA data indicate that of the
estimated 58,000 elderly refugees who will lose their SSI eligibility in August/September
1997, 24,000 are aged 75 or older. An estimated two-thirds (38,000) of the 58,000 are
severely disabled.

Generally, refugees and asylees may apply for citizenship after residing in the United
States for 5 years. However, the naturalization process can take up to a year, or more.
Therefore, individuals who entered the U.S. as refugees or asylees will lose their SSI --
and potentially their Medicaid -- before completing the application process for citizenship,
even if they apply for citizenship as soon as they meet the 5 year restdency requirement.
Also, many elderly refugees are not able to acquire sufficient English language skills in this
period of time to pass the citizenship test.

In refugee communities, the pending loss of SSI and Medicaid and the inability to become
naturalized citizens is a major concern. Elderly refugees are understandably terrified that
they will be left destitute and homeless.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The welfare reform law made most legal immigrants ineligible to participate in the Food Stamp
Program. It was effective immediately for new applicants and at the next recertification for
already participating non-citizens.

Concerned about the impact of the law on legal immigrants, who are in the country legally and, in
many cases, work and pay taxes, the Administration has worked since the passage of the law to
ensure fairer treatment for legal immigrants.

As an immediate first step, on the day he signed the law the President signed a directive
instructing USDA to allow states to extend the certification periods (the time during
which people are authorized to receive benefits) of currently participating non-citizens in
order to ensure that their recertification be made fairly and accurately. USDA responded
by issuing a memorandum to all state agencies on August 26, 1996 that waived Food
Stamp regulations and allowed state agencies to extend the certification periods of all
households containing participating noncitizen members up to the maximum time
permitted by law -- 12 months (24 months in the cases of households with all elderly or
disabled adult members), though not beyond August 22, 1997.

The President then signed the Omnibus Consolidated Appropnations Act on September
30, 1996, which delayed implementation of the welfare law’s provisions for participating
legal immigrants until April 1, 1997, As a result, state agencies must redetermine the
eligibility of all legal immigrant recipients between April 1, 1997 and August 22, 1997.
USDA provided written guidance on implementing the new law to State agencies on
October 2, 1996,

On October 18, 1996, USDA provided written guidance to State agencies on how to
implement the provision allowing legal immigrants who have worked or can be credited
with 40 quarters of qualified work to receive food stamps. USDA authorized certification
pending verification for immigrants who, alone or in combination with parents and/or
spouse, have spent sufficient time in the U.S. to have acquired 40 quarters of coverage.
These individuals need only to attest to 40 quarters of qualifying work at the time of
application to meet the 40 quarters test, with subsequent verification by SSA.

USDA has been working closely with states to develop ways to manage certification
periods to ensure that legal immigrants can continue to participate in the Food Stamp
Program through August 1997. Thirty-eight states continue to use the certification period
waliver to extend benefits.

Finally, the President’s budget includes a provision that would extend participation of
certified legal immigrants through the end of fiscal year 1997, thus providing them more
tirme to naturalize or to achieve the needed 40 quarters of work to qualify for the program.
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COST OF IMMIGRANT PROPOSALS

QUESTION:

How much does your Budget spend on restoring welfare benefits to legal immigrants?
ANSWER:

> The President’s Budget assists those legal immigrants who, through no fault of their
own, -are unable to work: children and individuals who are disabled.

> The President’s immigrant proposals total $14.6 billion over five years FY 1998-2002,
$4.9 billion are Medicaid costs. The President’s budget seeks to:

> Restore SSI and Medicaid eligibility for disabled immigrants ($13.7 billion SSI
and Medicaid costs). The welfare law would discontinue SSI and restrict Medicaid
benefits for legal immigrants, including the disabled and children. The President’s
budget would continue to provide SSI and Medicaid for 320,000 legal immigrants who
become disabled after they enter the country and exempt them from the new deeming
rules.

> Restore Medicaid eligibility for non-SSI immigrant children ($.2 billion Medicaid
costs only). The Administration’s budget would restore Medicaid eligibility to
approximately 30,000 immigrant children, if they are otherwise eligible, and exempt
them from the new deeming rules. ‘

> Extend the refugee exemption period from S to 7 years ($0.7 billion SSI and
Medicaid costs). The President’s budget would lengthen the exemption period for
refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years. The 5 year exemption in the welfare law does
not provide enough time for refugees and asylees to become citizens.

> Delay the Food Stamp ban until the end of FY 1997 ( $0.2 billion - these costs are
incurred in FY 1997) . The welfare law denies Food Stamps to most legal immigrants
currently receiving benefits and future applicants, affecting a million immigrants. Last
year’s Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act delayed the ban from January 1, 1997
to April 1, 1997 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing more time to complete
the process prior to having their benefits eliminated. Recognizing the effort that many
are making to become citizens, this proposal would further extend the delay to the end
of FY 1997,




STATE AND LOCAL IMPACTS OF NEW IMMIGRANT RESTRICTIONS

QUESTION:

What is the impact of the new immigrant eligibility restrictions on state and local governments
and other service providers? :

ANSWER:

> It is difficult to predict with any precision. However, CBQ estimated total federal
budget savings (through FY 2002) of nearly $24 billion from the passage of these
provisions of welfare reform, and state and local governments will now have to decide
how much of their own assistance they will provide to legal immigrants in order to
replace this huge withdrawal of federal assistance.

> Even though states and localities are provided options to deny various assistance to
legal immigrants similar to that enacted for federal programs, it is unclear whether they
will take such a course. Many of the legal immigrants are likely to remain residents of
the state and denying them fundamental safety net assistance will merely result in other
costs such as increased public health threats, increased homelessness and hunger, etc.
Some states have constitutions that would require state and local governments to
provide assistance.

> The Medicaid restrictions in particular, but also the SSI restrictions, could adversely
affect the revenues of hospitals and other health providers (such as nursing homes and
doctors) in high-immigrant communities.

> Therefore, these provisions represent a significant cost-shift from the federal
government to state and local governments.

. States (and localities) with large immigrant populations will be affected
disproportionately by the new restrictions (e.g., California, New York, Texas, Florida,
Illinois, New Jersey, and Massachusetts).




OPENING UP WELFARE REFORM?

QUESTION:
Aren’t you opening up the welfare reform bill with your immigrant proposals?
ANSWER:

. No. The President remains firmly committed to implementing the welfare reforms he
signed into law last year.

> But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law never had anything to do with the
central goal of welfare reform -- moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This
is not an effort to “open up” welfare reform, but an effort to restore benefit cuts that
were attached to welfare reform for budgetary reasons and shouldn’t have been part of
the bill to begin with.

> Legal immigrants work hard, pay taxes and contribute to American society. Immigrant
children and disabled immigrants who fall on hard times through no fault of their own
should get medical and other vital assistance when they need it.




NGA PROPOSAL AND IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

The Governors asked the Administration to work with them and the Congress to “meet the

needs of aged and disabled legal immigrants who cannot naturalize,” but specifically stated we

did not need to reopen welfare reform to do it. Why then does the Administration propose to
reopen welfare reform and make costly changes that would give welfare to immigrants?

ANSWER:

The Administration is firmly committed to the major reform of welfare the President
signed into law last year. However, the Administration’s proposals do not reopen
welfare reform.

But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law had nothing to do with the central
goal of welfare reform -- moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This is not
an effort to “open up” welfare reform, it is an effort to restore benefit cuts that should
not have been in the welfare bill to begin with.

Legal immigrants work hard, pay taxes and contribute to American society. Immigrant
children and disabled immigrants who fall on hard times through no fault of their own
should get medical and other vital assistance when they need it.

The Administration’s immigrant proposals are responsive to the concerns noted by the
Governors and we welcome the opportunity to work with them and the Congress to
rectify some of the unfair burdens placed on immigrants and the communities they live
in.

Our budget addresses the needs of immigrants disabled after entry by reinstating their
eligibility for SSI and Medicaid; exempts al! legal immigrant children fromm SSI and
Medicaid eligibility restrictions; extends SSI and Medicaid eligibility for refugees from
5 to 7 years; and delays the Food Stamps cut-off until the end of the FY 1997.

These proposals would restore aid to these most vulnerable people who need assistance
through no fault of their own.

In addition, our proposal is responsive to the NGA statement that the immigrant
provisions represent a considerable cost shift to state and local govenments. The
Administration’s proposals significantly reduce the burden on state and local
govermnments.




WHY NOT A BLLOCK GRANT?

QUESTION:

Why not just establish a block grant to the States to assist them in providing services to those
legal immigrants who lose SSI?

ANSWER:

. There is no infrastructure in place at the state level to deliver income support to the
disabled population. In many states, it is local government that directly provides health
care to the indigent.

. Charity organizations may become these immigrants’ only source of income support.
Under a block grant that provides funds to State governments, it is not clear how the
funds would reach those private organizations that actually provide the services.

. The history of using block grants to provide services to immigrants is discouraging. It has
been attempted before without good results. The block grant created by the 1986
immugration reform law was the State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG)
program, and it proved to be an inefficient method of assisting the States and very difficult
for them to manage. In addition, although SLIAG was federally funded, its appropriation
in the third year was reduced by almost two-thirds to support discretionary spending
elsewhere. By the fifth year, SLIAG funding was reduced to zero.

. A block grant of the size being discussed ($2-3 billion) would meet only a small fraction of
the need. Such a small block grant would either be concentrated in a few areas, leaving
many communities unassisted, or it would be spread so thin that heavily affected areas
would receive only a tiny fraction of the help they need.

. It appears that any new block grant would be only temporary, i.e., for two or three years.
This will just leave those legal immigrants that a block grant is able to reach without
support two years from now. -

. The best solution is to retain eligibility for the most vulnerable immigrants -- those legal
immigrants who become disabled after entering the United States, refugees, and immigrant
children -- within the existing Federal social safety net.



MAKING SPONSORS RESPONSIBLE

QUESTION: Why shouldn’t immigrants be taken care of by the sponsors who agreed to take
care of them?

ANSWER:

. We agree that sponsors need to be held responsible and accountable. That’s why we
support the new law requiring all family-based and some employment-based immigrants to
have legally binding affidavits of support.

. However, nearly all legal immigrants now in the U.S. either have sponsors who are not
legally obliged to support them or have no sponsors at all.

. Sponsors of immugrants who arrived before welfare reform signed affidavits of support
that are not legally binding and therefore do not obligate them to provide support or to
reimburse for public assistance.

. And recent INS estimates of all FY 1994 non-refugee immigrants found that nearly half--
or 44 percent--did not have sponsors.

. Our proposal would exempt from these harsh new rules only those legal immigrants who
become disabled after entry into the U.S. or legal immigrant children. Sponsors of legal
immigrants who become disabled after entry have no possible way of planning for the
costly care that results from an unforeseen severe disability.

. We think it is unfair to impoverish such sponsors beyond regular program requirements
for family income, or to withdraw assistance from disabled immigrants who have never
had sponsors.

. Under the new deeming rules, not only must sponsors impoverish themselves so that
immigrant family members are eligible for SSI and Medicaid assistance, but they are also
liable to repay the amount of assistance received by such family members when these rules
have made them least able to make repayments.

. Similarly, sponsors of immigrant children--like many working parents, both citizens and
legal immigrants--have difficulty affording health insurance and would be overwhelmed by
health care expenses arising from severe illnesses or injuries suffered by their children (for
example, children who suffer from leukemia or serious head injuries).

. Denying Medicaid to legal immigrant children whose families have fallen on hard times
threatens the health and well-being of an extremely vulnerable population, and likely leads
to more costly health care in the future.



IS THERE A TANF SURPLUS?

QUESTION: Won’t the surplus from TANF be sufficient to allow states to provide benefits to
legal immigrants?

ANSWER;

No.

It’s not a surplus. TANF block grant levels are held flat based on state AFDC, JOBS,
and Emergency Assistance spending during 1992-1995. Because AFDC caseloads have
gone down, we can expect that the cost to states of AFDC-type benefit payments over the
next few years should be lower than they were in 1992-1995. However, the funds are
needed to support the transition from welfare to work;

When TANF was established, the states and the Congress realized that, as compared to
the AFDC system, more funds would be needed in the early years to move families from
welfare to work. Because of the recent decline in AFDC caseloads, states are in an -
especially good position to begin the historic transformation from a welfare program to a
jobs program.

This is because any decrease in the total amounts states spend on direct benefits will help
states meet critical needs and afford the increased costs of providing training, child care,
creating jobs in high-unemployment areas, and other assistance needed to support the
transition from welfare to work. Therefore, moving recipients into the workforce will not
produce short-term savings.

While the block grant levels for each state do not increase from FY 1997 through FY2000,
required work participation rates increase from 25 to 50 percent, and required hours of
work per week increase from 20 to 30 over that time period. There will be increased child
care costs associated with these requirements. In addition, inflation will raise costs for
services and may lead to increased nominal per-capita benefit costs. Finally, if there is a
recession, we can expect that the pool of families needing TANF assistance will increase.

This is only the beginning of welfare reform. To fulfill the central goal of welfare
reform -- moving people from welfare to work -- we must make sure that the tools to
achieve it are available to states and communities. States will have to use their financial
resources to provide supports like job training and child care necessary to move large
numbers of single parents from welfare to work. And it will require an unprecedented
commitment from business, non-profit organizations, and religious institutions. That’s
why the President’s budget includes over $3 billion for grants, as well as expanded tax
incentives, to support states, cities, and the private sector in creating job opportunities for
the hardest to employ welfare recipients. In fact, Republicans and Democrats in Congress
have made this a priority area for bipartisan discussion on the budget.



After caseload decline, many hard-to-place recipients remain on the rolls. Now that
caseloads are down, states are likely to find that they are now reaching the harder to place
people, which will lead to increased costs. The legislation says this is a critical investment
for us to make -- we need to expect work, and we need to provide the supports necessary
for families to move from welfare to work.

Cuts in assistance to legal immigrants are a cost-shift to states. As the National

. Governors Association has said, the welfare reform restrictions on federal assistance to
legal immigrants is a considerable cost-shift to states. If states divert financial resources to
legal immigrants, they may not have sufficient resources for job training and child care
necessary to move large numbers of parents from welfare to work.

Even under the old system, benefits are only part of the equation. The TANF block
grant combined funds for AFDC benefits with JOBS funds, Emergency Assistance funds,
and funds for administration. Although AFDC benefit expenditures have declined,
expenditures for other activities, such as Emergency Assistance, have increased
substantially. Therefore, the effect of flat-funding TANF at 92-95 levels only provides
unanticipated funds under one part of the equation -- benefit payments. Increased
expenditures for other activities have to be paid from the TANF block grant.

Different states are in very different situations. Some states have especially great
needs for services, or smaller reductions in caseloads, or other special circumstances like
areas of rural poverty which might need greater investments in economic development or
transportation. Similarly, about 80 percent of all legal immigrants reside in only six states
-- CA, NY, TX, FL, NJ, and IL. That's why some Governors, like Governors Pataki,
Bush, and Chiles, have been so clear about the need for additional resources. In addition,
because the decline in AFDC caseloads since 1995 has not been uniform across states, the
financial impact of TANF will vary considerably across states.



INCREASE OF NON-CITIZENS ON SSI ROLLS

QUESTION:

What explains the increase in the number of non-citizens on the SSI rolls?
ANSWER:

The number of non-citizens on the SSI rolls has increased along with the number of legal
immigrants admitted into the United States. Since 1980, the percentage of foreign born persons
living in the U.S. has grown from slightly less than 4 percent of the U.S. population to over 9
percent of the U.S. population, according to the Bureau of the Census.

Given the increase in immigration, it is not surprising that there has been an increase in the
numbers of non-citizens on the SSI rolls over the past 13 years. However, the number remains a
small percentage of the total SSI rolls, rising from 3 percent in 1982 to a little over 12 percent in
1995. :

Statistically, the largest increase in noncitizen participation has been seen in the aged recipient
population. But this increase should be viewed in the same context. Over this same 13-year
period, the number of aged gitizen recipients has been declining, because most citizens aged 65
and older now receive Social Security benefits that are large enough to preclude SSI eligibility.
Participation of aged citizens has dropped from almost 1.5 million in 1982 to a little over 987,000
in 1995, a decline of 32 percent. Therefore, the increase in the percentage of aged noncitizens on
SS81is due both to the decrease in the number of citizen aged, as well as to the increase in the
number of noncitizen aged.

In addition, the number of aged non-citizens newly awarded benefits each year has declined from
‘about 73,000 in 1993 to just a little over 46,000 in 1995, a decline of 37 percent.



REFUGEE ELIGIBILITY EXTENSION

QUESTION:

What accounts for the high welfare utilization rates among refugees?
ANSWER: \

> By definition, refugees and asylees are individuals who come to our country to escape
persecution in their country of origin. These individuals have generally experienced war |
or other violent trauma requiring medical and income assistance. They often need more
time to put their lives together and become self-supporting than other legal immigrants. |

> About one-half of refugees speak little or no English at arrival; only about one-tenth
speak English fluently.
> Therefore, we believe refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for assistance

than other qualified aliens because of the unique circumstances that bring refugees and |
asylees to the U.S.

> Under the President’s proposal, refugees and asylees would get an additional two years
of eligibility, to provide additional time to enable them to naturalize or to achieve stable
self-support. The President’s budget proposal would extend refugees’ eligibility for SSI
and Medicaid benefits from 5 to 7 years.

> The longer time period is particularly important because more recent refugee
populations have included larger numbers of older and elderly individuals who require a
longer time to adjust.

> Finally, refugees are not even eligible to apply for naturalization until they are near the
end of their 5 years residence. Since the processing time for naturalization applications
is now about 1 year, this extension from 5 to 7 years is necessary to physically permit
refugees to comply with INS procedures without being denied crucial services during
the interim.




WHY NOT ALL ELDERLY?

QUESTION:

Why didn’t the Administration request reinstatement of eligibility for all elderly non-citizens?

ANSWER;:

. Within the context of balancing the federal budget by FY2002, the Administration
proposal targets the most vulnerable legal immigrants affected by welfare reform --

disabled adults, including the elderly, and children -- and reinstates their SSI and Medicaid
eligibility.

. Under the Administration plan, all legal immigrants over the age of 65 who are disabled
will qualify for benefits -- including the majority of the elderly on SSL.
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From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 04/14/97 02:07:59 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Emily Bromberg/WHO/EOQOP

cc: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP
Subject: Re: Hispanic Caucus meeting Wednesday Fi‘,

Not now on the delay - - it would really hurt us given the state of the discussions. Currently, we're
making some progress on our ssi disabled stuff. Who knows where its headed, but signals on a
delay now wouldn't be helpful.



Emily Bromberg e
04/14/97 12:46:16 PM
Record Type: Record
To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP
cc: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOQP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/EOP

Subject: Re: Hispanic Caucus meeting Wednesday @

fyi, gov chiles is wondering when the right time is to start talking about delaying implementation
{he supports our position but assumes we won't get it}. i told his office to keep the pressure on and
to still take our position. he obviously prefers delay to block grant. as we move toward a deal, we
should keep this in mind.
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Cynthia A. Rice 04/11/27 02:32:13 PM

L
Record Type: Record

To: See the distribution iist at the bottom of this message

cc:
Subject: | was faxed a letter to POTUS from 7 Democratic Senators re: legal immigrants

The letter says in part "We are writing to commend your ongoing commitment to restore SSI,
Medicaid and other benefits to lega! immigrants, which were cut or eliminated through enactment
of the 104th Congress’ welfare reform initiative. As budget negotiations with Congress proceed,
we are prepared to stand firmly with you to demand that key federal benefits to legal immigrants be
restored.” Signed by Senators Wellstone, Durbin, Kennedy, John Kerry, Bob Graham, Boxer, and
Lautenberg.

If you don't already have a copy and want one, respond with your fax number.

Message Sent To:

Bruce N. Reed/QPD/EQP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP
Susan A. Brophy/WHOQ/EQP
Janet Murguia/WHO/EOP
Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP
Emily Bromberg/ WHO/EQP
Kenneth S, Apfel/OMB/EQP
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L
Record Type: Record
To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
ce:
Subject: Re: Legal Immigrants
FYI --
---------------------- Forwarded by Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP on 04/07/97 11:31 AM
From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 04/07/97 10:05:55 AM
Record Type: Record
To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EQP
cc: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP, Emily Bromberg/WHQO/EQOP, Janet
Murguia/WHO/EOP
Subject: Re: Legal Immigrants @
OMB is fine to send up a separate immigration bill. | will ask to get one ready to go so that we will

be ready when a decision is made to send one.
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é—l Cynthia A. Rice 03/19/97 03:45:01 PM
1

Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP

cc: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP, Lyn A. Hogan/QPD/EOP
Subject: Immigration Strategy

To build serious momentum for our legal immigrants proposal, | think we need to strategize and
coordinate message/events with the Hill and outside advocates. Others seem to agree because
Sandy Levin is organizing a strategy group to meet about every three weeks, comprised of:

About 5 House members (Levin, Becerra, Spratt, Kennedy, Gephardt)

About 5 Senators {(Kennedy, Daschle, others)

About 10 key advocacy groups {(counties, public hospitals, state legislatures, Catholic Bishops,
National Council of La Raza, etc.)

and they want us also. Eric Gould called me and Janet Murguia from Leg Affairs. The first meeting,
for staff, is scheduled for this Friday at 9:30 but later meetings will probably include members.
Coincidentally, this Friday's meeting clashes with our 10:00 bifucation meeting with HHS and is
right before our 11:00 meeting with a large group of immigration advocates.

Questions:
1) Do you think the Administration should attend these meetings?

2) Who should represent the Adminstration?
a) White House (i.e. me, Diana, leg affairs)

b} White House and OMB
c) White House, OMB, and agencies? (HHS, SSA, USDA)

Coincidentally, I'd like to have a similar type of group for our welfare to work legislative proposal.
I'm sure if we ask the Blue Dogs would organize. What do you think?
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Stephen C. Warnath T } 03/24/97 06:47:13
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Record Type: Record

To: Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Subject: POTUS welfare & immigrants event{s)

A follow-up on our meeting: | heard that the President might be going to New York in April. If he
is, | would recommend that we use that opportunity to propose that he do something with the
disabled elderly {or children} that will put a human face on the impending hardship many will face
and give him a platform for a clear statement advocating his legislative proposal. | also don't think
he needs to strain to issue a directive or other "action hook" to do the event. The situation is
compelling enough on its own to warrant the event and to get coverage. Moreover, it seems
unlikely that there is a directive that he could sign right now that would address enough of the
problem not to seem trivial. If he is going to New York, that would be a good spot for such an
event for the reasons we have discussed before: it has a sympathetic Republican mayor and
governor. That doesn't mean that they necessarily need to be involved in the event -- others can
make that assessment better that | can -- but whether or not they are involved, being in such a
state would provide some cover so that the story doesn’'t become simply a debate between the
President and state or local officials .

To reinforce the message of such an event, we could consider following this up with a radio
address a week later or when Congress comes back in session or whenewver is approprate where he
says something like . . . "Last week, | visited , and | want to share with you some of
the personal stories that | heard. . . And that is why we need my proposal to pass in Congress.” If
he needs to have more proactive stuff, we could consider: "In addition, we have SSA out working
with people to try to soften the blow . . . and the Food Stamps people are out trying to make sure
peapie are protected to the maximum extent under this law, and HHS , etc." If our
media people think that this is too redundant on its own, then we can work hard to try to come up
with a directive or something for him to sign.

Alternatively, in a follow-up radio address, he could pitch the welfare fix by setting up a contrast
between our policy on benefits for undocumented immigrants and for legal immigrants. Something
like: "On April 1st some new provisions of the welfare bill went into effect. The welfare bill
includes provisions that support my policy that those who have come to this country illegally
generally should not be eligible for benefits. [ don't believe that taxpayers should be required to
bear these costs. However, as | stated in the State of the Union, itis unworthy of a great nation
to remove protections for those who are here legally and are working hard, paying taxes and
playing by the rules. | recently met with ... (and then he could describe some of the personal
situations). My proposal would help many of these people and Congress should pass it." [If we do
bring the issue of benefits for illegal immigrants into a radio address, we have to be very careful --
certainly more precise than | am being here. It's easy to mess up.]

Anyway, | agree with Janet Murguia that if we are going to do an event with the President, it
really would be better to be earlier rather than later.

Thanks.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cC: Stephen C. Warnath/CPD/EQP
Subject: Legal Immigrant Strategy

We held an initial meeting of our new legal immigrant strategy group today, with HHS, SSA, USDA,
INS, OMB, and intergovernmental in attendance. We stressed to the agencies that we need their
commitment and cooperation, and for them to take ownership of the issue.

Today we focused on organizing the agencies to work together to produce good paper, particularly
Q&A that responds to criticisms of our proposals. Agencies will do initial drafts by tomorrow, and
we will meet as a group again early next weéek to look at the product.

We decided to have a meeting the week after next with immigration, health, and disability groups,
to share this paper with them, get them energized, share ideas, and demonstrate our commitment
on this issue. It may be helpful for you to make a brief appearance at such a meeting to help on
this last point.

We also decided to reach out to the counties and cities. We hope to do some numbers on the
impact by state/region so that these groups are better armed. The VP is apparently doing a NACO
conference sometime soon. Emily doesn't think we can expect much from the Governors
immediately.

We didn't get too far on legislative strategy yet, and will discuss that at our next meeting.

After the meeting, Ken and | talked about the "bucket” issue. What this would do is convert a
chunk of the legislative fix into an admin fix, It would let more people vwho are losing SSI keep
Medicaid, either temporarily or permanently. If we do this, it would make the remaining legislative
package less compelling, but the administrative action itself would certainly be a positive move.
(Although of course some advocates would be disappointed because it is not a total fix of the
problem.)

| will keep you posted on next steps.



Legal Immigrant Strategy Group
February 19, 1997
Agenda
Purpose of Meeting

Need for coherent, shared document with description, talking points, Q&A

. discussion of hearing last week
. development of list of Q& A’s/items needing response (block grant, etc.)
. agencies’ role

Strategy -- Discussion
. Legislative strategy

. Communications: look at upcoming deadlines, events; opportunities for WH,
secretaries to keep issue in public eye

. Work with immigration groups, states; others?

Next Steps
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STATE OF FUORIDA

MWashingtors Gffice

444 NORTH CAMI'ICL STREET

WASHINGTON, 2.C. 20001

LAWTON Clm&S (202) 624 - S84S5 Dumml K. KILMER
GOVERNOR ’ : DIRECTOR
MEMORANDUM
TO: Florida Congressional Delegation

'FROM: Debby Ki

SUBJECT: Fcderal Benefits for Legal Immigrants

DATE: February 13, 1997

Attached is an information packet released today by the Governor’s Office in Tallahassee
in response 1o many inquiries about the Florida impact of the legal immigrant restrictions
contained in the new welfarc reform law (Public Law 104-193). The Governor’s Office in
conjunction with many of the State's relevant agencies has compiled the unduplicated numbers
contained in the packet from Florida participation rates in federal programs of Food Stamps,
Medicaid and welfare assistance which the State administers. The SSI numbers are from the
Social Security Administration as the State does not administer this program for low-income
elderly and disabled nor does it have any access to participant numbers,

These are unduplicated numbers as most legal immigrants receive more than one federal
benefit. However, the numbers are “fluid” as Florida’s welfare rolls and naturalization rates are
changing monthly. According to the INS, at lusl count there were approximately 130,000
persons naturalized in Florida last year at an average rate of 20,000 per month. These numbers
have been factored into the attachcd Florida impact numbers, including lhe SSI numbers
according to the Social Security Administration.

I hope this information is helpful to you. Please don’t hesitate to contact us if we can

provide further assistance.. We arc hoping to conduct a briefing on this issue in the near future
for your staff with appropriate state officials.

attachment
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FEDERAL WELFARE REFORMI

Effects on lLlegal Immigrants

NUMBERS

IMPACT ON INDIVIDUAL LEGAL IMMIGRANTS IN FLORIDA

The 1986 federal welfare reform law denles public assistance benefits to many legal
residents who have not attained U.S. cllizenship status, This federal policy change will
have a profound impact on Florida. There are an estimated one million legal immigrants
in Florida and approximately 175,000 receive one or more federal benefits. More than
100,000 legal immigrants In Flerlda are expected to lose benefils. Many of these
residents are elderly. Under Ihe federal walfare reform law, these residents will lose
more than $300 million in federal benefits that help to pay for food and living
expenses.

o Supplemeantal Security Income (SSI): An estimated 54,000 of Fiorida's legal
immigrant residents will lose $SI -- a primary source of income for many elderly,
infirm or disabled legal Immigrant residents.

Value of Lost Monthly Federal Benefit Per Person: $342
Annual Federal Benefit Loss to Flerida: $220 Million

+ Food Stamp Beneflts: Nearly £8,000 Flarida residents will lose foed stamp
benefits.

Value of Lost Monthly Federal Benefit Per Person; $76

Annua) Federal Benefit Loss to Florida: $89 Million

o Medicald: More than 3,000 legal immigrants wili lose coverage which pays for

medical care.
Value of Lost Monthly Federal Benafit Per Person; $85

Annual Federal Benefit Loss to Florida: $3 Mitlien

 Temporary Assistanco to Nesdy Familias: An estimeted 500 residents not

covered by the state option to extend cash assistance (o needy lagal immigrants wil
lose temporary assistance to naady families. :

Value of Lost Monthly Fedsral Benefit Per Person: $83

Annual Federal Benefit Loss 1o Florida: $561,000

e W
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FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM

Effects on Legal Immigrants

FISCAL IMPACT ON FLORIDA

» Cost Shift fo Fiorida; Flotida's state and local governments may have to fill the vacuum left
by the elimination of federal asslstance and rastore benefits to current legal Immigrants,

Estimaled Cost of Lost Federal Benefils: more than §300 ml;llon peryear
Total Estimated Lost Economic Cutput: More than $530 mililon
Total Estimated Lost Earnings: Mora than $130 million
Tolal Estimated Jab Loss: More than 4,700 jobs

« Costof Exarciglng State Option: Florida has exercised a state option to conlinye prov:dmg
Temporary Ald to Neady Families (TANF) and Medlcald to eiigibla legal immigrants, '

Number of Legal Immigrants Covered Under TANF: 18,000
Total Cost Absarbed by Floridato Extend TANF; $21 million
Number of Immigrants Extended Madicaid Coverage: Mare than 63,000
Total Cost Absarbed by Florida to Extend Medicald: $51 mlilljon

» Faderal Policy - Florlda's Burden: Legal immigrants who arrive aftar August 22, 1896 are
inaligible for most means-tested federal public benefits, including $Si and food stamps. Yet,
federal law continues to guarantes agmission fo Immigrants. Under the U.S.-Cuba Accords
alone, same 20,000 immigrants will coma o this cauntry each year. It is estimated that 85
percent of these naw arrivals will settle in Florida and the yearly cost to address their needs is
estimated to be more than $14.5 miltien.

¢ Nursing Home lmpact: Sincs 54,000 residents will lose ¢ash benefils, but ratain Medicaid,
it's estimated some may end up in nursing homes. Based on current health status surveys,
morg than 800 immigrants are likely to qualify immediately for nursing home admission.

NUMBERS

Eslimated Cost {o Florida: $29 milllon

o Threat to Health: Costs due to deteriorating health of immigrants who lose benefits are also
expected to rige dus to this cul in benafits.

Estmated Cost to Florida: $38 million

« Straln on Stata Services: The Florida Department of Childran & Families will have to
determine Madlcaid aligibility for non-citizens who lose Supplemental Sacurity Income
benelits, Before the change in federaf law, SS! eligibllity was determined by the Social

Secunty Administration and Madlcaid eligibility was automatic for SS| reclplents.

In¢reased State Workload; 54,000 casas

Estimated First Year Cost (o Florlda: $16 million

STATE OF FLORIDA » EXECUTIVE QFFICE ©OF THE GOVERNOR
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FEDERAL WELFARE REFORIVI

Effects on Legal Immigrants

IMPACT ON FLORIDA'S COMMUNITIES

s Shack to Elder Care Services: With many elder immigrants losing Supplemental
- Security Income, charltable and communily homes for the elderly may suffer a loss
~of revenue. Currently, such homes receive these payments to defray the cost of

care.

‘s Strain on Public Hospitals: Immigrants arriving after August 22, 1996, are
inellgible for Medicaid and are likely to seek medical care from local non.profit
hospitals like Miami's Jackson Memorial.

+ Increased Health Caro Costs: Deteriorating health status of immigrants due to loss
of benefits to pay for housing, health care and food, are likely to increase the cost of
managed care.

o Threatened “Safety Net" Services: New provisions regulating federal community
n devélopment blook grante ractriet come community providers from gerving

Immigrants.

¢ Jump In Homelessness: Nearly 70 percent of the state's legal immigrant
population lives in Dade and Monroe countles. Currently, an eslimated 8,500
homeless peaple live In Dade Counly. If 54,000 non-citizens lose basle financiaf
support, Dade's homeless population could increase significantly.

Revised: 2/13/37

STATE OF FLORIDA + EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
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FEDERAL WELFARE REFORIVI

Effe cts on Legal Immigrants

How many fagal Immigrants in Florida are lmpactad by changes In the federal
_welfaro Taw?

More than 100,000 of the estimated one million legal immigrants living in Florida stand
lolose benef ts under changes In federal welfare [aw. Many of these legal rasidents are
elderly ér disabled.

How much do lagal Immigrants stand to lose under changes in the welfare law?
Florida's Iégal Immigrants adversely impacted by federal changes in the welfare law will
lose more than $300 million in federal benefits. In many cases, these benefits help to
meet food and living expenses,

What kind of benaefits will Florida’s legal immigrants lose?

Federal benefits that Florida's legal immigrants face losing include: Supplemental

Security Income (SS1), 54,000 impacted; food stamps, 98,000 impacted; Medicaid,
3,000 impacted; and Temporary Aid to Needy Families (TANF), 500 impacted.

A

How cay!d these fegal Immigrants escape losing their federal benefits?

Legal immigrants, except for thosa In ¢certain exempted categories, will have to become
U.S. cltizens to continue receiving their benefils. Te become a citizen, a persen must be
over the age of 18, lawfully admilted to the U.S., reside in the country continuously for
five years, and have a basic knowledge of English, Amarican government and U.S.
history. Many of Florida's elder legal immigrants may have irouble meeting many of
these requirements.

Who will fill the need for Florida's legal immigrants when they lose federal
benefits under the new law?

Demand will be placed on Florida's state and local taxpayers to pick the yearly tab, in
excess of $300 million annually, to serve needy legal immigrants who lose federal
benefits. Florida has already exercised the state option to continue providing Temporary
Aid to Needy Families and Madicaid to many legal immigrants -- at a cost of $72 milllon.

This change in federal law could place a significant burden on the delivery of social
services In Florida. These changes could impact services for elders, place a strain on
public hospitals, increase health care costs and put more people on the streets.

Wharz do these changos in the welfsre law take effect?

August 22, 1997 — one year affer President Clinton signed the welfare legislation into
law. Until then, the Social Security Administration and the Florida Depariment of
Children & Families will notlfy legal immigrants of the changes in the Iaw and
determ:ne eligibility to continue receiving benefits.

Ravlscd: 21397
S TATE OF FLORIDA « EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
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FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM

Effects on Legal Immigrants

Asylas: A parson who seeks asylum and is already present in the Uniled Stales when
‘he or she fequesls permigsion to stay.

Florida Dspartment of Children & Famllles: Florida state sgency charged with
determming eligibility and delivering of public assistance benefils including Temporary
Aid to Negdy Families and Food Stamps. Also determines Medicaid ehglbmty

Food Stamps: Federal program to provide nutritional assistance to needy individuals
and families adminlistered by the Florida Department of Children & Families.

Lawful Permanent Resident: An immigran! living In the U.S. who has met legal
requirements to establish permanent residency.

I';iedicaid: Federal program to provide health care to needy individuals and families.

Naturalizatlon: Process by which a foreign born individual becomes a U.S. citizen,
Natyralization requires that the person be over 18, lawfully admitted to the U.S., reside
in the country continuously for five years, and have a basic knowledge of English,
American government and U.S. history.

Qualiffed Allen: immigrants eligible for public benefits identified in the 1996 welfare
teform legistation as: lsgal permanent residents; refugees; asylees; aliens parolled into
the U.S. for at least one year; and certain abused spouses and children.

Refugee: A psrson who flees his or her country due to perseculion or well-founded fear
of persecuﬂon because of race, religion, nationality, political opinion, or membership in a
social group.

State Option: Federal welfare reform law allows states 1o extend Medicaid, Title XX
social services and Temporary Aid to Needy Families benefits \¢ qualified allens who
were in the United States prior to August 22, 1996.

KEY TERMS

Supplemental Security Income (SSi): Federal program to provige cash assistance to
certain elderly and disabled individuals who meet cerfain eligibillly requiremeénts.

Temporary Aid to Needy Famlilies (TANF): A (ederal program that replaces Aid to
Families with Dependent Children, providing tempatary cash assistance to needy
~ familles subject to werk requirements.

Revised: 2/13/97

STATE ©OF FLORIDA « EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR



TEL: Fep 14 Y¢ 195359 ND.UUY F.UB

* FEDERAL WELFARE REFORM

EFffects on Legal Immigrants

FI,ORIDA LEGAL IMMIGRANT DEMOGRAPHICS
- Flé{fda Legal Immigrants Likely to Lose SS/ Benefits By Age

| Age Percona-—ge Losing Bensfits
49 and younger 14 parcent

mrmstl ' 4 percent

55 through 64 10 percent -

65 and older 72 percent

Source: Social Security Administration

$81 and Food Stamp Recipients Ineligible for Benefits

Age SSi Food Stamps
Under 85 15,047 62,087

§5-74 17,838 17277

75-84 14,171 12525

85+ 6.844 5,169

Total 94,000 97658 -

Source: Florida Dapariment of Children & Families

PROFILES

Revised: 2/13%7
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FEDERAL WELFARE REFORIV

Effects on Legal Immigrants

KEY DATES IMPACTING FLORIDA'S LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

August 22, '1998: Presldent Clinton signs wellare reform fegislation into law. Legal
immigrants, except for certain exempted categoties, who enter the United Steles after
this date are Insligible for most fedsral public benefits programs.

.February 3, 1997: The first 5,000 to 7,000 letters go out to legal immigrants In Flerida
“notifying them to contact the Social Security Administrafion te determine whether they
are eligible for federal Supplemental Security Income (SSI). Another matling, of similar
size, will take place about once & week for eight waeks. These mailings wifl include
information about appeal rights and instructions on how immigrants can becoms U.S.
citizens and remain efigible for benefits.

Mid-February, 1997: Redetermination mestings for SSI recipients begin, Gnee eligibility
has been determined, recipients may appeal and if their appeal is properiy filed, they will
continue receiving benefits while the appeal Is considered.

Early March, 1987: The Flarida Depariment of Children & Famiiies notify foed stamp
recipients that they need to meet with a caseworker to determine eligibility. These found
ineligible to participate in the program will receive notices later that they will lose thelr
food stamp benefits.

March 28, 1897: The Social Security Administration mails out final group of letters to
88l recipients notifying them 1o come In to redetermine their eligibility to conlinue
recelving benefits.

April, 1897: The Florida Department of Children & Families begins applying new
-Testricted poficies to legal immigrants who receive food stamps. These legal immigrants
‘are required to have the Department of Children & Families redetermine their food

stamp ellgibility.

TIMELINE

July - August, 1887: Those S8l recipients who have not responded to the Social
Security Administration’s first notice of possible loss of benefits will receive a second
lefter called "A Nolice of Planned Action”, This will serve as a final notice to SSI
recipiants to offer proof that they meet the requirements to continue receiving benefits.

July 31, 1997: The Florida Department of Children & Families is scheduled to have
completed the foed stamp eligibility redetermination process. It is estimated that nearly
©8,000 legal immigrants in Florida will lose foed stamp benefits.

August 22, 1997: Legal immigrants, except for those in certain exempted categories,
will no longer be qualified to receive federal benefits. An estimated 54,000, 40 percent of
whom are 78-years-old or older, will lose their primary source of eash income for
rent and other purposes.

Revised: February 13, 1997
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Bemgna Garciais senously aﬂected by the new federal welfare policy.

not force our old and disabled ouwt
into the streets.

" 1'm concerned about the dev-
astating impact of cutting off
assistance to legal lmlmgrants I
is not just a Florida problem; it is

a national ome. If Congress
doesn’t address this flaw, local
communities, hospitals, and char-
ities across the country will face a
terrible struggle to assist these
individuals,

The taxpayers in states with
large immigrant populations —
Florida, California, New York,
Texas, Illinois, and others — will
shoulder'a disproportiona‘e share
of what should be a iational
~esponsibility. Florida taxpayers
should not have to absorb this
clear and unjustified shifting of
costs to‘the states. Immigration is
a federal responsibility. Under
this law, the federal government
appears to be saying that it will
decide who comes Lo the United
States, but after they arrive. the
states will be solely responsible
to pick uwp the tab to care for
those in need.

For example, under the U.S.-
Cuba accor the U.S. govemn-
ment has agreed to allow the
entry of at least 20,000 Cubans
annually They will be legal

immigrants. While the majority
will become self-sufficient tax-
payers, some may become disa-
bled oc lose their jobs and need
help some time in the future. Yet
most immigrants ammiving after
August 1996 will not be eligible
for such federal benefits as Med-

- Contact your

icaid, food stamps, or Supple-
mental Security Income. As the
needs of these newcomers arise,
Floridians wili face demands tg
pay for uninsured hospital care,
housing, food, and other needs.

In his State of the Union Mes-
sage, Clinton urged Congress to
restore benefits to legal immi-
grants who are elderly or become
disabled. | applaud the president
for hearing us on this issue. Now
the Congress needs to listen. It
must not shift 2 federal burden 1o
state and local taxpayers. [t must
fix the situation.

I've fought for nearly two
years (0 bring attention to this
1ssue. I'm pleased that other gov-
ernors are ratsmg their voices,
too. But we can’t move Congress

alone. We need your support.
resentative in

Congress and let him or her know

how devastating thege cuts are 1o
your community. H shouldn’t
také dramatic and tragic head-
lines to make Congress act. For
Benigna Garcia, and thousands
like her in our country, Congress
must act soon.
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Record Type: Record

To: REED B @ A1 @ CD @ LNGTWY, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc: Lyn A. Hogan/OPD/EQOP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP
Subject: Next steps on welfare reform fix package

Agencies are asking me to pull together HHS, DOJ, SSA, etc. to formulate strategy on how to keep
pushing our legal immigrant package. Presumably we could also focus on food stamps. | am
assuming you would want me to spend time on this, but if not let me know. If | don't move
aggressively, | imagine Ken will.

FY! on one upcoming date: On February 22, theoretically the first food stamp recipients should be

losing eligibility because of the new requirement that you only get 3 months of benefits if you don't
work.
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Record Type: Record

To: REED B @ A1 @ CD @ LNGTWY, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc: Lyn A. Hogan/QPD/EQP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP
Subject: Next steps on welfare reform fix package

Agencies are asking me to pull together HHS, DOJ, SSA, etc. to formulate strategy on how to keep
pushing our legal immigrant package. Presumably we could also focus on food stamps. | am
assuming you would want me to spend time on this, but if not let me know. If | don't move
aggressively, | imagine Ken will.

FYl on one upcoming date: On February 22, theoretically the first food stamp recipients should be

losing eligibility because of the new requirement that you only get 3 months of benefits if you don't
work.
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQP

cc:
Subject: OMB's explanation of size of fix wvs. total

You should both have a copy of OMB/Ken's attempt to expfain why we aren't backtracking with
the size of our fix package. The document is not too clear at present, but I'm not sure it's possible
to make this one clear. I'm not even sure the argument works, other than just giving us the benefit
of asserting that our critics are wrong.

I think the major problem is that our $ 37 hillion proposal never reflected the $6 billion in goodies
{child care, TANF} added late in the process, while the final bill at $52 billion did. So in a sense the
real gulf between us was more like $21 billion, rather than the $13-15 billion that is in people's
heads.

The best | can do at the moment is something like:
"The difference between us and the Congress on food stamp/immigrants is and has always been

$21 billion. Qur current proposal would restore $18 billion of that amount. There were other
haseline changes that cloud the comparison, but we have not changed our position,
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Record Type: Record

To: REED B @ A1 @ CD @ LNGTWY, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc:
Subject: Welfare budget briefing

The welfare budget briefing tonight went OK; no particularly tough questions. The low point, |
thought, was Ken's explanation for the size of the fix package; people looked pretty baffled by it.
If it is to have any success, it needs some serious waork, assuming it's not too late for that.
Attached FYl is a note to him on this.

---------------------- Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP on 02/08/97 09:52 PM ---

@ ~02/05/97°08915 5;)3]

Record Type: Record

To: Kenneth S. Apfel/lOMB/EOP

cc:
Subject: Explanation for size of fix package

Briefing went fine after you left; no big deals.

You don't need this from me this morning but, for what it's worth: | found the explanation for why
our fix package hasn't grown confusing. | know it is inherently wvery confusing, but | couldn't
follow it very well, even though | had read the document.

| don't follow why the fact that CBO originally low-balled the cost of exempting legal immigrants
from the SSI ban is so important. [t just sounds like we discovered that our desires are more
expensive than we thought. [t doesn’t seem to address the argument that we are now seeking to
save less money from this law than we cnce were.

| have a feeling there are better ways to frame it -- either arguing that our new palicy is actually to
save MORE on food stamps/immigrants than our old policy; or else maybe argue that the difference
between us and them at enactment was really more like $20 billion than $13-15 billion, because
we always loved the $8 billion in TANF money added at the end. | will talk to your staff to see if |
am barking up the wrong tree.
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WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS /

Last Summer when the President said he would sign the bill there were press
reports that he wanted to restore about $14 billion in cuts. Now we understand
the budget includes $18 billion in legislative restorations. Why the difference?

The budget includes $18 billion in legislative proposals for Food Stamps and
Immigrants that corresponds directly to the comrmitments the President made
concerning excessive cuts. The budget estimate for legislative proposals is higher

- now due to technica] reestimnates.

The President separately made new commitments to help the private sector, states
and cities move welfare recipients to work. The budget includes $3.6 billion for
these purposes. - '

Finally, the provision of the welfare law tightening SSI benefit eligibility for
children would take away Medicaid benefits for some of the affected children.
The budget includes a new $0.3 billion legisiative proposal to maintain Medicaid
coverage for all these children.

Why have the estimates gone up?

The major reason why the Administration’s proposal costs more is a change in
estimates, not a change in policy. Last year, CBO estimated that an exemption
from the'SSI ban on immigrants who become disabled after entering the U.S.
would cost $4.3 billion. Last year the President argued for this policy and the
Administration still stands by this principle. It now estimates that this same

policy would cost $9.2 billion in SSI. If the Administration’s policy were to be
estimated on the same basis as last year, the total cost figure would be several 1

_ billion dollars lower.

In its $18 billion policy, is the Administration proposing to make restorations in
Food Stamps and Benefits to Immigrants that go beyond its proposals of last
year?

Absolutely not. When the welfare bill passed, CBO estimated it cut food stamps
and legal immigrants’ access to assistance by almost $43 billion over FYs 98-02.
The budget proposes to restore cash and medical assistance to legal immigrants
who become disabled after coming here to work, to add real work requirements to
food stamps, and to ensure that Food Stamp benefits keep up with increases in the
cost of living. The Budget adds back $18 billion over FYs 98-02, to get closer to
the balance originally proposed for these programs. But even with these policies,
the Administration does not fully restore all the excess cuts in Food Stamps and

~ benefits to immigrants.
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** Question:  Are there any new welfare reform proposals in the budget?

Answer: Yes, there is one small but important provision. The budget includes $0.3 billion
for a legislative proposal to continue Medicaid health care coverage to children
currently receiving SSI who would [ose these health benefits under the tighter SSI
eligibility standards. This proposal helps soften the wransition to the new policy
for children now in the program.

Question: ~ Why don’t you include the $3.6 billion in Welfare-to-Work spending in the $18
billion? Aren’t you really proposing more than $18 billion?

Answer: When the President announced the $3.6 billion in targeted funding to create jobs,
he also proposed offsets to pay for every penny of this proposal from outside the
welfare programs. These offsets are also included in the President’s budget.

4

Administration Legislative Proposals For Food Stamps and Immigrants
Do Not Restore All Excess Cuts in Enacted Welfare Bill
CBO Estimates - ~ | OMB Estimete

Dollars in Billions _ Administration | Enacted FY9s
All Estimares FY98-02 FY$7 Proposal Bill Difference Proposal
AFDC/TANF V - +$6 +36 —
Iramigrants & Food Stamps $22 -$43 -521 +$18
(SSI Ban Exemption for Disabled 2/) ($0) +34) (+54) (+39)
Other 3/ -815 -$15 <50 —

Total -337 8§52 515 +$18

1/ Includes related spending on child care and child support enforcement.
2/ Does not include effects on Medicaid.
3/ Includes interactions of the FY97 Administration welfare and Medicaid proposals.
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Record Type: Record

Jo: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EQOP, Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/EOP

cc:
Subject: More on disability naturalization regulation

FYl, someone | trust in the disability community (she works at DOJ) thinks that the disability
advocates will be very disappointed in the INS reg and guidance. The problem with saying that our
legislative proposal would solve the problem is that it exempts people disabled after entry, and that
pretty much leaves out the mentally retarded. And they are a lot of the most compelling ones.



From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 02/21/97 05:11:52 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EQP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP
Subject: Re: More on disability naturalization regulation {'ﬁ

our proposal was always disabled after entry - - for adults. But our proposal is different for kids.
Kids are not subject to the "after entry” notion. Isn't that correct, Jack?



Jack A. Smalligan
02/21/97 08:27:10 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Kenneth 5. Apfel/OMB/EOP, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EQP

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
Subject: Re: More on disability naturalization regulation

Yes, our policy has always been disabled after entry. For the exemption for children the legistation
that is being drafted would exempt all children, regardless of the timing of a disability, and allow a
child that enters the SSI program to continue on the program even after they become an adult. In
other words, a mentally retarded immigrant child can stay in the SSI program.

Also, Stacy and | are skeptical that there are that many adult immigrants entering the country with
disabilities of sufficient severity to qualify for SSI.
Forwarded by Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP on 02/21/97 06:10 PM -—--

From: Kenneth 5, Apfel on 02/21/97 05:11:52 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fartuna/OPD/EOP

ce: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EQP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EQP
Subject: Re: More on disability naturalization regulation F_,;“I

our proposal was always disabled after entry - - for adults. But our proposal is different for kids.
Kids are not subject to the "after entry" notion. Isn't that correct, Jack?

Message Copied To:

Barry White/OMB/EOP

Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/ECP
Stacy L. Dean/OMB/EOP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP
Stephen C, Warnath/OPD/EOP
Cynthia M. Smith/OMB/ECP




From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 02/21/97 06:39:14 PM

Record Typa: Record

To: Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP

cc: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message
Subject: Re: More on disability naturalization regulation {i”

Given the detail in Jack's e-mail, | think we should ask the disabilities folks to publically thank us
{rather than whine at us).

Message Copied To:

Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

Barry White/OMB/ECP

Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP
Stacy L. Dean/OMB/EOP
Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Stephen C. Warnath/QPD/EQOP
Cynthia M. Smith/OMB/EOP
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Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

cc: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP
Subject: Re: Possible Florida lawsuit g’]

| don't know how DQOJ works in situations like this.

Clearly we would have to check out the exact grounds of the suit before saying anything, but |
would think from a strategy perspective that we would try to use it as part of our momentum to
get our legislative changes enacted. It's hard to see criticizing Chiles when we are on record as

agreeing with him.
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Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Subject: Re: Possible Florida lawsuit ri—"‘l

What will be our posture in the event of a lawsuit?
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Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/EOP, Emily
Bromberg/WHO/EQP
ce: Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP

Subject: Possible Florida lawsuit

Gov. Chiles' office just alerted me that the state will sue us sometime in the next few weeks over
the legal immigrant parts of welfare reform. There is a group of state legislators that is pushing the
state to do things like enact a state general assistance program for legal immigrants. The Governor
thinks this lawsuit is a better alternative. His attorney general has just determined that the state
has standing to do this.

We will discuss this more at the meeting that DPC and OMB are holding on legal immigration
strategy next Wed with the agencies.



From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 02/14/97 04:06:20 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna/OFPD/EQP

ce: Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EQP
Subject: Re: kharfen/acf quotes D

13

| fully agree with you. We should not be sending positive signals on a biock grant
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FIvl
Record Type: Record
To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/ECOP
cc: Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EQOP

Subject: kharfen/acf quotes

do you agree with me that Michael Kharfen's quotes yesterday about a block grant alternative to
our legal immigrant fixes were too positive? He said we are not rejecting a block grant approach;
and that "it's the same thing by another name.” | just called him and said | thought our strategy
would be to say that a block grant isn't anywhere near the right solution. Do | need to call him
back and clarify?
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Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/QOPD/EGP
cC: Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EOP
Subject: REPUBLICANS LOOK AT NEW BLOCK GRANTS TO HELP IMMIGRANTS

HHS's comments on the block grant approach seem overly positive to me.
---------------------- Forwarded by Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP on 02/13/97 07:57 PM «-ecmmmmmmeracmm e eeeeeee

WARNATH_S @ A1
02/13/97 07:11:00 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Diana Fortuna

cc!
Subject: REPUBLICANS LOOK AT NEW BLOCK GRANTS TO HELP IMMIGRANTS

Date: 02/13/97 Time: 18:58
WhRepublicans look at new block grants to help immigrants

WASHINGTON (AP} Having vowed they will not reopen last year's
welfare reform law, Republicans are looking at establishing new
block grants to funnel money to legal immigrants who don't qualify
for benefits any more.

The new grants would be outside the formal welfare program and
therefore would not require changing the ban in last year's law on
cash assistance, Medicaid, food stamps and disability benefits for
immigrants, said Rep. Clay Shaw, chairman of the House Ways and
Means Human Resources subcommittee.

' *We would really be taking care of the some of the areas which
are in really tough situations,'' Shaw, R-Fla., said Thursday.

“*1I'd be willing to look at that and see what we could do."’

Republicans contend that the new law will reduce caseloads and
free up money from existing grants to address immigrants. And the
Clinton administration said last month said states could use their
own money to aid immigrants.

That makes the immigration issue much easier to handle, said Ari
Fleicher, a spokesman for the Ways and Means Committee. * ~States
should first look to their own resources before asking {federal)
taxpayers to kick in."

Shaw noted that even if he ultimately supports immigrant block
grants, he would not consider * "anywhere near'' as much money as
Clinton requested.

Last week President Clinton asked Congress amend last year's
reform bill to add $17.9 billion over five years to restore
immigrant aid.



But Republican leaders have consistently vowed not to reopen the
legislation, predicting it could quickly become a rerun of last
year's contentious debate. Giving states money through new block
grants would avoid that possibility, Republicans said, and at the
same time possibly satisfy Clinton's concerns.

" “We're in a mood here in Washington to try and cooperate with
the administration, not fight with them,"" Shaw said.

The new block grants might also satisfy governors, including
Republicans in New York and California, who have complained that
the burden of caring for poor immigrants will fall to them.

' "We've heard the rumbiings and we're definitely pleased,'’ said
Becky Fleischauer, spokeswoman for the National Governors’
Association.

Michael Kharfen, a spokesman for the Health and Human Services
Department, said the administration just wants ° “to restore
equity'’ to legai immigrants and is not rejecting a block grant
approach.

" lt's the same thing by another name,’' said Kharfen, who works
in HHS's Administration for Children and Families, which
administers the cash assistance program.

Building the Republican case that last year’'s welfare overhaul
will work, Shaw released figures Thursday predicting states will
have significantly more money to spend on each welfare recipient
than they once had.

Nationally, caseloads have dropped by nearly 18 percent since
they peaked in March 1994, Shaw said caseloads will continue to
drop over the next two years while federal funding has been
established based on higher numbers.

States in 1998 will get federal funds sufficient for spending an
average $5,662 for each qualifying welfare family in 1998, compared
with $3,624 in 1994, he said. Those figures do not include
administrative costs.

APNP-02-13-97 1905EST
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Record Type: Record

To: REED B @ A1 @ CD @ LNGTWY, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQF

cc: Lyn A. Hogan/OPD/EOP, Stephen C. Warnath/OPD/EQP
Subject: Next steps on welfare reform fix package

Agencies are asking me to pull together HHS, DO.J, SSA, etc. to formulate strategy on how to keep
pushing our legal immigrant package. Presumably we could also focus on food stamps. I am
assuming you would want me to spend time on this, but if not let me know. If | don't move
aggressively, | imagine Ken will.

FY| on one upcoming date: On February 22, theoretically the first food stamp recipients should be

losing eligibility because of the new requirement that you only get 3 months of benefits if you don't
work,
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GOP Governors on Restoring Benefits to gal Immigrants
Governor Pataki:
“We think it's inappropriate to change the rules retroactively to deny

&

benefits to those who came here under the old rules,” he said Friday. "In the

case of New York state, it's approximately 80,000 individu}als - legal
immigrants who are receiving benefits.” - 4P, Jan. 25, 1997

: |

"It is inappropriate to change the rules retroactively” for lmm1gra.ms who

came here before the legislation was passed, said New York Gov. George E.
Pataki in a Capitol Hill news conference. He asked Congrpss to reconsider the
immigrant cutoff, which he said would cost New York $ 240 million a year to

' make up from state revenues. - Washington Post, Jan. 25, j 997
|

New York Gov. George Pataki, complained that the legalg immigrant provision
unfairly burdened his state and that the federal government "was trying to balance its
budget on the back of the states.” - The Record, February f 1997

GOV. PATAKI: Right now their cost is being supported by the federal
government, and under the legislation it would be shifted to the

states so they would not be cared from. We don't want to ﬁee the
federal government balance its budget at the expense of the istates,

and we want to see the federal government take a look to sqe what

they can do to help this population. f

i
}

MR. SESNO: What do you want from the federal government"

GOV. PATAKI: What [ would like them to do is to continue to
provide benefits for senior citizens who came here under the old
rules, who are unable to become citizens, and who depend $n Medicaid,
SSI, food stamps, continue those benefits. |
MR. SESNO: President Clinton would put $13 billioh or so
back into the welfare system for some of these legal unmxgﬂlants Do
you support that? Is that the right number? i
GOV. PATAKI: Well, I don't know whar the right n'umber is for
the country, and I don't want to say that the president should do it
this way or Congress should do it that way. What we're lobking for
are solutions. - CNN "LATE EDITION™ HOST: FRANK SESNO GUESTS: NEW YORK
GOVERNOR GEORGE PATAKI (R) HOUSE MAJORITY LEADER DICK ARMEY (R-
TX) HOUSE MINORITY LEADER DICK GEPHARDT (D- MO) 12:00P.M. (EST)

SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 2, 1997 :
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Governor Edgar: !
‘ , r
“On another controversial issue, Edgar said there was nothing in Clinton's
remarks to the governors to discourage him in his efforts t0 seek restoration of
federal funds to aid some legal immigrants. Their beneﬁd are being cut off
as a result of federal welfare reform passed by Congress l{ast year.

i
Clinton reportedly will ask Congress for about $13 billion for Illinois and

other states with high immigrant populations. |
|

|
It would cost Hlinois about $163 million to pick up the tab for those
benefits currently being provided by the federal government, Edgar said.
'l don't see how we have the state dollars to pick up thatl program,'' he
said. - Copley News Service, February 03, 1997 i
|

|

|

"The welfare system has failed, trapping too many Amcrig':ans in a life of
poverty and dependency. The reform bill is not perfect but1I it's an important

step toward self-sufficiency for millions of our most vulnerable citizens. I
wholeheartedly support the RGA resolution, and ] Jook forward to working with

members of Congress to improve this landmark legislation, fo take care of the
elderly and disabled, without going backward," said Gov. Bush. - RGA press release,

Feb. 3, 1997

Governor Bush:

Texas Gov. George W. Bush raised the issue at a Republican Governors'

Association meeting in Grand Rapids, Mich., last year. At the gathering of

governors, Bush called it unfair to "change the rules for ah 80-year-old

agricultural worker who is in this country legally, and who !may be in a pursing

home, " according to his spokesman, Karen Hughes. - Wasf:ington Post, Jan. 25, 1997
Governor Almond: |

“The governor said he would work to avert cuts in federal assistance to
immigrants, but did not spell out what he would do beyonfi lobbying officials
in Washington.” - January Providence Journal-Bulletin 31, ; 1997

i
Mr. Pataki, Mr. Edgar and Gov. Lincoln C. Almond of Rhode Island, a
Republican, expressed their concerns at a meeting here today with Trent Lott,
the Senate Republican leader. - New York Times, Jan. 25, 1997

|

i
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In an announcement released yesterday morning, the gover'nor pledged that he will
"take a number of steps to counter the adverse effects of the federal welfare changes
on Rhode Island's legal immigrants.” "While federal welfare reform was well
intentioned, unfortunately there are elements of the reform ﬁthat will leave thousands of
immigrants in Rhode Island without the important supporr.f of Food-Stamp assistance
or SSI payments," Almond said. - Providence JaurmI-BTﬂetin, Dec. 20, 1996

i

|
Governor Whitman: '
i
Whitman said she still hopes"technical corrections "could ahdress the problem, and that
Clinton will include additional money for immigrants in his coming budget. Of
particular concern, she szid, are elderly and disabled immigrants incapable of meeting
the requirements for citizenship. - The Record, February 2, 1997

A |
New Jersey would spend $2 million a year to help poor leg!ﬂ immigrants who
are elderly or disabled become United States citizens under;Gov. Christine Todd
Whitman's new budget proposal, a move that might protect them from losing
benefits under the new Federal welfare law. - New York Times, Jan. 30, 1997
|
A spokesman for Gov. Christine Todd Whitman (R) said the New Jersey
governor also supports reopening the issue. - Washingron ‘Post, Jan. 25, 1997
i
|
Governor Wilson: '
California Gov. Pete Wilson joined a bipartisan group of governors Sunday
to endorse changes to the new federal welfare law that would reinstate
benefits to the nation's most helpless, noncitizen legal immigrants. - The Daily News of
Los Angeles, February 3, 1997 j
i
Speaking on the resolution: *'It allows people who are really unable to care for
themselves and unable to exist to have a continuing remedyland I think that's proper,"’
Wilson said. - The Daily News of Los Angeles, February 3,,1997
|

Consequently, the policy calls for changes to the welfare l'aw. but it also
says changes are not necessarily needed. Asked whether r.ha,‘t was not a
contradiction, California Gov. Pete Wilson, said: "You gdlt it." - AP, Feb. 3, 1997
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Governor Voinovich: i

|
“1 am opposed to reopening the law,” Voinovich said. "But when you pass a
piece of legislation as complicated as welfare reform, there are some aspects
of it that you may not have anticipated - for exarnple, the ifsue of legal
immigrants in mursing homes who are receiving Suppleméntal Security Income.
Are we going to throw those people out on the street and u.hpe our hands?" - New York
Times, Feb. 2, 1997 i
Despite their resolution, Gov. George V. Voinovich (R-Ohio) said the
governors might look favorably on adding money for elderly immigrants to an

" appropriations bill, or giving refugees a longer time to recdive benefits while

they are getting settled. “We think some accommodations q:ught be made in the
budget.” - Washingron Post, Feb. 2, 1997

i
!

General: i

“The call for change, coming as it does from Republican governors, represents

an ironic twist in the long-running debate over welfare. It has largely been
conservative governors who have most vocally embraced t]ie welfare measure and
pushed for its passage. But Pataki, Illinois Gov. Jim Edgar,(R) and Rhode

Island Gov. Lincoln C. Almond (R) are now asking Senate leaders to reconsider
whether some of the revolutionary changes to welfare wenu' too far.

Partaki said he had "significant" support from other Repub‘xcan governors, and
Democratic governors almost unanimously support reopemng the bill.” Washzngmn
Post, Jan. 25, 1997 |

f
|
f

i
i
|



BN

: f Cathy R. Mays
T 01/31/97 01:13:34 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP

ce:
Subject: NGA Talkers on Benefits te Immigrants

Forwarded by Cathy R. Mays/OPD/EQP on 01/31/97 01:03 PM -

From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 01/31/97 01:06:23 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Bruce N. Reed/QFD/EQP, Gene B. Sperling/OPD/EOP, Marcia L. Hale/WHO/EOP, John L.
Hilley/WHO/EQP
ce: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message

Subject: NGA Talkers on Benefits to Immigrants

We have developed some talking points comparing the NGA proposal relating to benefits to
immigrants with the Administration’s proposal. The NGA has made significant proposals in
this area, though different from our proposal in a number of ways. The talking points below
could be incorporated into other talking points being developed for anyone meeting with NGA
or working on their proposal.

Talkers:

NGA DRAFT PROPOSAL ON BENEFITS TO LEGAL IMMIGRANT'S

e The NGA and the President share a common concern regarding the impact the welfare bill’
s benefit ban will have on low income legal immigrants, especially the disabled and
refugees. The main difference between the proposals is that the President targets cash and
medical assistance to current and future disabled legal immigrants while the NGA would
provide cash, some medical and food assistance only to legal immigrants currently in the
country. In addition, although they approach the problem differently, both proposals
address the special needs of refugees.

® By banning legal immigrants from participating in the SSI, Medicaid, Food Stamps and
other major assistance programs, the welfare bill inherently shifts the cost of supporting
disadvantaged legal immigrants to the States. The NGA and the President’s proposals each



would address this concern, albeit in different ways. Preliminary estimates indicates that
the proposals have a similar budgetary impact and would provide a significant restoration
of benefits.

e The NGA would continue to provide SSI and Food Stamps to all elderly and disabled
immigrants currently in the country. However, no assistance would be available for future
low income immigrants who suffer a disability or develop an unexpected illness. The
President’s proposal provides greater long term support for disabled immigrants, including
children, and ensures their access to health care. The proposal would continue SSI and
Medicaid eligibility for disabled immigrants, including the disabled elderly, for all current
and future immigrants.

e Governors should be urged to voice their concerns with the Congress about the impact of
the benefit ban on legal immigrants and refugees in the States. Some on the Hill are
considering a block grant to provide assistance to those States with large immigrant
populations losing benefits under the welfare law. While we are pleased that the Congress
is starting to consider fixes in this area, States and immigrants would be better served by a
reinstatement of federal cash, food and medical assistance than they would by a small
capped block grant.
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From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 01/28/97 09:55:58 AM

Record Type: Record

To: Emily Bromberg/WHO/EOP, Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Rahm I.
Emanuel( WHO/EOQP
cC: Michelle Crisci/WHO/EOP

Subject: NGA and immigrants

What are we doing to bolster NGA's consideration of resolutions exempting the disabled from the
immigrant bans as well as more money for welfare to work? That would be consistent with what
we're gonna be pushing in our Budget. Last year, we weighed in with the NGA on a variety of
priority items; | think we should push our views this year. And given the opening referenced in the
Post and Times stories, we could have a real impact on their consideration of immigrant issues.
Suggestions:

| know that Frank Raines is meeting with Governors later this week; |intend to give him
talkers on these issues. Shouldn't we get talkers on both these issues to all White House senior
folks that are meeting with Governors this week?

Can we get HHS (Monahan) and maybe other Departments pushing these issues with the
Governors? '

I know Sherri Steisel at NCSL would like to help on immigrants. How can we use NCSL to
increase the visibility of the issue?



Emily Bromberg
01/28/97 03:35:48 PM
e e e . iy
Record Type: Record
To: Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/EOP, Bruce N. Reed/OPD/ECP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EQOFP

cc:
Subject: Re: NGA and Immigrants {2"

i have been working with nga and gov chiles and carper on immigration. the nga policy currently
adds back legal immigrants eligible for ssi and fs who were in the counrty on date of enactment
and have a good reason why they can’t naturalize. ny and texas may decide to go further, i've told
the dems to puch as hard as they can for more. we are working on it. frank and bruce should talk
about this at dga meeting on saturday as say as much as they can about the budget.

fyi, i am hearing that r's on the hill may be thinkng about a decretionary block grant for legal
immigrants to take care of pataki and bush. have you heard this?



From: Kenneth S. Apfel on 01/28/97 03:43:13 PM
Record Type: Record

To: Emily Bromberg/WHO/EOP

cc: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EQOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
Subject: Re: NGA and Immigrants %

One other point on immigration. To the extent that we can get governor support for our disabled
exemptions - - as opposed to grandfathering - - will help us to sell our policy on the Hill,
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Comparison of NGA Draft Proposal on Legal Immigrants and Refugees

Summary: NGA’s priorities are very close to those in the President’s budget.

with Administration Policy

NGA

would exempt many disabled and elderly immigrant who have not naturalized from
the SSI and Food Stamps bans. The President’'s budget provides SSI and Medicaid

to disabled, including elderly disabled immigrants.

President’'s budget expand protections for refugees.

Both the NGA and the

NGA Proposal

Administration Position

Differences

Immigrants who were in
the U.S. on the date of
enactment, but who
cannot meet the
citizenship requirement
because of age or
disability should not be
barred from Federal SSI
benefits and food
stamps.

Legal immigrants who
become disabled after
entering our country are
not barred from SSI or
Medicaid. Children are also
exempt from Medicaid ban.

{(Next week the INS will
issue a reg and guidance to
make it easier for certain
disabled people to become
citizens. This will address
some of the problem NGA
iIs concerned about, except
for those so severely
disabled that they are
unable to take the cath of
citizenship, such as those
in a coma.)

Our proposal is
generally broader than
NGA’s:

We exempt all legal
immigrants disabled
after entry, not only
those who cannot
become citizens
because of their
disability, or those in
the country prior to
8/96. Our proposal
also includes
Medicaid.

NGA's proposal is
broader than ours in
some respects:

*

We don’t exempt
the aged
non-disabled from
SSI cuts; and we
don’t restore food
stamp benefits for
disabled, beyond a
general delay in the
ban until 1998.

Legal immigrants who
have applied to
naturalize should be
eligible for benefits while
they await INS action.

No such proposal.
Presumably we would
support this. We tried but
failed to find authority to
do this without legislation.
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Aged and disabled Let all refugees get SSl for | NGA's proposal is
refugees should not be 7 years after entry, an broader in that it
barred from Federal SSI increase from 5 years, to includes Food Stamps.
and food stamp benefits | provide more time to
after 5 years of naturalize, Disabled Our proposal is broader
residence. refugees and refugee because it extends
children would be eligible benefits to all refugees.
for SSI and Medicaid
indefinitely.
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Comparison of NGA Draft Proposal on Legal Immigrants and Refugees

with Administration Policy

Summary: NGA's priorities are very close to those in the President’s budget.
would exempt disabled and elderly immigrant who have not naturalized from the
SSI and Food Stamps bans. The President’s budget provides SSI and Medicaid to
disabled, including elderly disabled, immigrants.
budget expand protections for refugees.

NGA

Both the NGA and the President’s

NGA Proposal

Administration Position

Differences

Immigrants who were in

the U.S. on the date of
enactment, but who
cannot meet the
citizenship requirement
because of age or
disability should not be
barred from Federal SSl
benefits and food
stamps.

Legal immigrants who
become disabled after
entering our country are
not barred from SSI or
Medicaid. Children are also
exempt from Medicaid ban.

(Next week the INS will
issue a reg and guidance to
make it easier for certain
disabled people to become
citizens. This reg should
solve much of the problem
NGA is concerned about,
except for those so
severely disabled that they
are unable to take the oath
of citizenship, such as
those in a coma.)

QOur proposal is
generally broader than
NGA's:

* it would exempt all
legal immigrants
disabled after entry,
not only those who
were in the country
prior to date of
enactment and
cannot become
citizens because of
their disability. Our
proposal also
includes Medicaid.

NGA’s proposal is
broader than ours in
some respects:

* We don't exempt
the aged
non-disabled from
SSI cuts.

¢ We don't restore
food stamp benefits
for disabled, beyond
a general delay in
the ban until FY
1998.
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Legal immigrants who
have submitted an
application to naturalize
should continue to be
eligible to receive Federal
benefits while they await
INS action.

No such proposal.
Presumably we would
support this. We tried but
failed to find authority to
do this without legislation.
However, the INS initiative
Citizenship USA has
removed barriers to
naturalizing and has sped
up the process. The
proposed delay in the Food
Stamps ban would provide
more time for immigrants
to naturalize.

Aged and disabled
refugees should not be
barred from Federal SSI
and food stamp benefits
after 5 years of
residence.

Let all refugees get SSI for
7 years after entry, an
increase from 5 years, in
order to provide them with
more time to naturalize.

Disabled refugees and
refugee children would be
eligible for SSI and
Medicaid indefinitely.

NGA's proposal is
broader in that it

includes Food Stamps.

The Administration is
broader because it
extends benefits to all
refugees.

Federal immigration
policy should ensure that
new immigrants do not
become a public charge
to Federal, state or local
governments.

The President signed into
law an immigration reform
bill that minimizes the
likelihood that immigrants
will become a public
charge. These changes
include increasing the
income thresholds for
sponsors to 125% of
poverty increasing the
types of immigrants who
are required to have a
sponsor, and requiring
sponsors to sign a legally

binding affidavit of support.
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Cuban/Haitians entrants
should be treated the
same as refugees.

Administration included in
its technical amendments
bill a provision that would
achieve that goal for
programs such as Medicaid
and TANF.

Administration’s
technical amendment
bill would not exempt
Cuban/Haitians from SSI
and Food Stamp bans.

Refugee resettlement
and impact aid should be
increased.

The FY 1998 budget
proposes 8 months of
benefits. These items are
not a part of the
Administration’s welfare
reform package.

Refugee resettlement
expires in FY 1997 and
the Administration will
consider these issues
during reauthorization.

Federal government
should not shift costs of
caring for immigrants to
the states.

The Administration has
generally supported this
notion. However, the
welfare law does create the
possibility of a cost shift to
states as well as an
administrative burden to
state and local service
providers.

The Administration’s
proposal would result in
less of a cost shift to
states.




	DPC - Box 063 - Folder 001

