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: The Pre31dent is today issuing two dlrectlves to mitigate
the unwarranted effects of the welfare b111 on legal aliens and
thelr children.

The first directs the Secretary of Agriculture to grant a
blanket waiver allowing any state, subject to certain 1egal
restrictions, to extend the certification perlods -- that is, the
time elapsing between certifications of eligibility for food
stamps =-- that currently apply to legal aliens receiving food
stamp assistance. The effect of this directive will be to allow
states to continue providing food stamp. benefits to legal aliens
and their children; this is because, under the terms of the
statute, benefits to such individuals are cut off only at the
time of recertification of their eligibility for food stamps.
When a state extends the certification period, it effectively
pushes back the date on which a 1ega1 alien will be deprived of
food stamp benefits.

N Extension of the certiflcation perlod will allow those who
have applied for c1tlzensh1p to continue to receive food stamp
assistance while the INS reviews their applications. More

generally, extension of the certification periods of legal allens,‘

will give states the time to develop the procedures necessary to
make accurate determinations as to the many factual matters --
such as immigration claSSLflcatlon, veteran status, or work
history ~-- that the new law makes relevant to eligibility. 1In
this way, the directive will decrease inaccurate or inequitable
,dec1510ns to cut off food stamp benefits. .

This walver, however, 'will have certain 11m1ts.‘ Under - .
current law, the Department of Agriculture cannot allow states to
extend certification periods beyond one year for most aliens or
two years for certain elderly or disabled aliens. Neither can
the Department allow states to extend certification periods’
beyond August 22, 1997, even when a two-year period would extend
beyond that date.. ' ' S ' ‘

The second directive instructs the Attorney General and
other heads of agencies to make continued efforts to remove
bureaucratic obstacles to naturalization. The Immigration and
Naturalization Service already has made giant steps in this area,
devoting more resources to processing naturalization applications
and reducing long waiting lists. This directive instructs the
Attorney General to continue to increase staff and facilities
used to review citizenship applications and to develop novel and
effective means, including joint efforts with community groups,
of assisting potential and current applicants for naturalization.

In addition, the directive instructs the heads of all
relevant agencies, working with White House staff, to develop

public/private partnerships devoted to providing Engllsh languagé'

training to applicants for citizenship; make outreach efforts to
those wishing to become 01tlzens' and prov1de special 3931stance
to refugees and asylees.v :

o



These directives mltlgaté the harshest effects of the . o
welfare bill on legal aliens and their children. The President
.will continue to look, and has instructed relevant adencies to

look, for any p0551b1e addltlonal ways of accompllshlng this
object , ,
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BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS S

o (savmgs in billions, CBO estimates unless indlcatéd)
- OPTIONS THAT STRENGIHEN DEFMING OF SPONSOR’S IN(.()MB. -+ Savings -

s l)aschle/Coahtlon/Admxmstrat;on Endorsed Plan deems sponsor s income udtil - 54 .
~ citizenship for SSI, Food Starmps and AFDC for those not on the rolls with exemption L
* for disabled, thosc ‘who have worked 20 quauters and the elderly over 75.. »

Option 1. Decm until cmzenshnp as in DaschlelCoalluon Plan but on!y current law N 7.5
‘excmptlons (i.c., disabled oxemption) -- no exemption for elderly over 75." o
& Strengthened deeming rules would onlyapply to new awards. .. o
‘»  Protecting elderly over 75 from deeming until clhzcnshlp opnon sh0wn above
- costs $1.9 billion over 7 years. . . - .
. “Maintains current law exemption for the dlsabled
¢ . Children and families with children fare better under doomm;, options because
" .deeming targets the cldcrly Undcr deemmg, sponsors are expected to support »
the immigrant childrcn o . r

()ptlon 2 ‘Option 1 and adopt a uniform deﬁmuon of* ehgnblhty across the AI'DC SSl - 30 :
‘and Medicaid progmms consxctent with Work and Rcsponsnbnhty Act. ‘ -

o ;'OPTIONS THAT INCLUDE BANS I*OR LEGAL IMMI(yRANTS

Optxen 3. Bun Icpal 1mnugrams from SSI wath an cxemptxon for the dxsabled For Food " 11.'5' '
~ Stamps and AFDC, the- deeming pohcy in option 1. = -
e Bans would apply to those on the rolls and new awards. Ba.ns that only apply to

new awards producc no more sz\vmgs than proposals that strengthen dccmmg,
g given CBO scoring,
{e. " The current law. cxemptzon for the dxsabled includes virtually all famnhm w:th .
'+ children that would be affected by the SSI ban. ’
* " Undera ban, exemptions are more important becausc the pollcy cﬁ'ects

*immigrants without Sponsors

Optmn 4. §S1 ban wnh exemption for dnsabled asin opnon 2 and Food Stamps ban . 125
- with exemption for families with children and the disabled. For AFDC and groups :
" exempt from Food Stamps ban the deelmng policyin opuon 1 (only partially CBO’

! estimatc).

¢ To bcst prdtect cluldren itis :mporlam to excmpt Imuscholds with ch:ldren not
- just children. : & ‘ ‘ |
Option 5. SSI ban WIthout an cxcmptmn for dlsabled anda l"ood Stnmps ban w:th an 15<; B

exemptlon fcr famn!xes thh chaldren (only parually (,BO cstnmatc)

V H.R. 4 bans legal 1mngrants fmm SSI and Food Starnps mcludmg those on the rolls _ 11 9.1
-+, (other HR 4 provisions are d:scussed hclow) No exemptxon for disabled or elderly ‘
‘ over ?S .

S
L
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"MEmCAlnomONs

Dcny new entrants ‘Medicaid for ﬁve ycars ‘ ‘ ‘ :
» - The first two Medicaid options above effect new awards for legal immngrants in

Deem sponsor s mcome for fi rst ﬂve year for Medxcaxd for new awards (rough
esumatc) :

~ Deem sponsor’s im;ome 'u_mu gitiiehship for Medibaid'for new awards. -

EaR
»

* the country and those ontering the country. By limiting the restriction to .
deemmg, immigrants without sponsors are protectod In contrast, the final

' ‘ DU Medlcmd aﬁ’ects 1mm1grants with and wlthout sponsors but only new entrants

: H.R. 4 requires states to deem sponsor’s income until citizenship, denies new entrants -

"Medicaid for five years and gives states the option to deny benefits (Savings estlmate :

. ,assumes no block grant and no smtes exermse Optxon to deny beneﬁts)

'OTHER RESTRICT 1 ONS THAT IMPACT CHILDREN

HR.4 rcqulres most pro;,rnms., mcludmg school lunch. migrant health ccni'(:rs and -

WIC, ta verify citizenship and report illegal unmigrant': This is a significant
.administrative burden for state and local service providers. The loss of these benefits
n.nd sem ces could have a big :mpact on families thh chtldrcn '

B :“.‘

Summary. HR 4achwves savingsby:. . S

. Banning immigrants from SSI and Food Stamps wnth hmxted excepttons
. . . (savings from stronger deeming policy are included in savings from ban). ‘
e ~Rt.'.stnctn-xg Medicaid through deemmg m: citizenship and denymg new entrants
i~ Medicaid for five years.
oo Requiring now citizenship verification checks for school lunch (reqmrements

on other programs do not save money)

S Total

" 7-Year

%avxngs .

1310....

- L5

'2.0to

22
C 21

3.4

04

19.0°

34,

229



Summary of Savmgs from Benef t to Immngrants Restrlctlons
(@ year totals, dollars in billions, CBO estlmates unless 1nd1cated)

Deeming until HR 4 Benefit VAdmxmstratlon, House - - Senate
Citizenship: ‘Ban o ~ Coalition . Moderates

- SSI(nonew exemptions) . . - 66 150 -

Current laiw disabled exemption g 66 . C107. . , DR
Exemptthose over.75 o ' 44 e . '111.5_ oo B ‘:: ? 1]4' ‘ o
Exempt the dlsabled andover75 . 44 Co13 44 B ' 73

; Food-Stamprs (no new exemp_tlons)' B - v~.»0_.6 . ; -4 . 0.6 o - 07
~ ,Ekemet'for‘ho’useholde with =~ - - NA 10 B e -.1.0
chjldren (OMB estimate) S S ' o :
"Medlcald (no new exemptxons) . - 20t022

HR4 --5 year ban on new entrants, deem' : , . IR T ST
 until C thereafter with a state optionto . -~~~ " NA - 41 LT o ear T ar
ban permanently S ‘ e ,

Chnld Nutrltlon (ban on 3llegals) . .j:t‘, oo .‘0.4

- ‘;Other (Umform deﬁmnon of ellgnblhty

' and Medlcald mteractlons) i . ) 09 y (mcluded ' - 09 - i(i'ncluded - o (mcluded A

- S b T dbove) above)
Summary . 951010 2310236 - 59 . iz& 2l

,'/4._7

V ! Senate moderates are con51denng exemptmg only those dlsabled and over 75 currently in the country Thls would only sllghtly
merease savings over the level shown. : :

- CBO estxmates are ﬁfom multiple bills. Program 1nteractlons and dxfferent enactment dates may comphcate compansons

?

[4
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June 13, 1996

~"TO:  SSA - Jack Camilleri o |
-~ . - DOL - Mike Taylor h o | o
'Ken Apfel » S ,kxML*TQMW“KS
. John Angell | » | o
- John Hilley ,
‘Tracey Thornton
Peter Jacoby
Rahm Emanuel’

FROM: Ingrid Schroeder &

395-3883
RE: ~ HHS/SSA/DOL H.R. 2202 Conferee

Letter on Beneflts

‘fPlease prOV1de comments or your 51gnoff on.

the attached revised HHS/SSA/DOL letter

;,regardlng the benefits 1ssues in H. R 2202’
,;by 3pm, today, Qg g ;Bt

: C‘cif:f Jack Smalligan

Keith Fontenot
| Barry White
- Mary Cassell
. Bruce Reed
Jim Jukes
Jim Murr
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(A) Medicaid And Other Public Health Programs
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| The ‘Honorable Bob—Bv}r(Trcnt Lott"f‘)

Majority Leader
United States Scnate

~ Washington, D.C. 20510

Dcar Scnator Dolc

We wish to takc th1s opportumtv o adwse you of our views on cerimn provmions in H. R

- 2202, currently in conference. This Jetter expands on the letter you received from the'

Department of Justice on H.R. 2202 dated May 31, 1996, 1In this lctter we address only thosc
provisions that would create a number- of new chgzblhty restrictions for legal and illegal alicns |
undcr a wide variety of assistance programs.

The Administration believes strongly in the need for. bipartisan lcglslatxon to deter ;lﬁegal
immigration, but we continue to have major concerns with specific provisions in the House
and Senate versions that would restrict the eligibility of legal immigrants for certain benefits
and services. The Administration’s views on the final legislation adopted by the Congress
will ultimately depend on whether it maintains an adequate and fair safety net for legal
immigrants and does not impose massive new costs and mandates on State and local
governments. ~ ' - L

. 8 - Extendmg Deeming To Other ngrams And Services

While we support strengthening the deemmg rules under the major cash and food wclfarc

~ programs, we oppose the broad epplication of deeming to numérous and varied programs, and

oppose the repeal of current exemptions from deeming; such as those provided to aliens who -
become severely disabled afler entry. We supporl & balanced approach that reduces welfare
utilization by sponsored immigrants without turning our back on the goal of family
reunification that has been a cornerstone of our modern immigration policies, and without
imposing substantial administrative costs and burdcns on State and local govcmmems and -
other entmes - :

e

“We coritinue to stongly Opposc broademng the apphcat;on of dcemmg riles 1rom a well-

defined sot of cash and food assistance programs to ncarly al] Federal means-tested programs,
including Medicaid and {under the Senate version) emergency medical services under

Medicaid and other public health programs. Denying legal aliens access o Medicaid,
emergency services under Medicaid, and preventive and primary care services could endanger
the overall public health. Without early detection and intervention, many preventable dxseaqes
could spread to the community as a whole -

'
H

i
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Also denying legal aliens (primarily women- and Chlldren) routine and relatively mexpcnswc
pz'eventl\'e and primary care could increase utilization of emergency care services end could
result in more expensive medical treatment. Hospitals and other providers, mcludmg State
and local governments are likely to be 'burdened wﬁh these mcrcased costs.

" In addmon--unhke cash food, or shelter--medical services cannot  be casxly shared by a

sponsor with an alien.- Furthermore, the current. employment-bascd market for individual and
group health insurance does not provide access to ali consumers. This reality could make it

- difficult to obtain health insurance for some Sponsored lege! aliens, even when their spomorﬁ

are ﬁnancially able and willing 10 purchasz health insurance for them.

At 2 miniinum, thc programs or orgamzauons exempted from deeming should include all of
those: listed in both the House and Senate versions of H.R. 2202. In particular, the House
version includes éxemptions for emergency miedjcal services under Medicaid and other public
health programs, while the Senate version exempts nonprofit charitable organizations and ‘
certain commumty-bmcd providers.” We belicve that all of these exemptions should-be
mcluded in the conference report. - Similarly, new deeming rules should apply only to
sponsors and ahens who stgn new, legally bmdmg afﬁdavns of support as- called im in thu

House vcrsxou

i

” (B‘)' "Protecting Aliens Who Beéqrﬁe Savefcly Disabled Aftx:r Entry Into The U.S.

- Current deeming rules exempt legal aliens who become severely disabled after entry into the

United States. This policy recognizes that while sponsors should be held responsible for
supporting the aliens they sponsor, they cannot possibly foresee circumstances that result in
legal aliens becoming severely disabled. For example, 4 spunsored legal alien child or adult
may suffer severe disabilities as a result of a car accident. Current law recognizes that this
exemption is reasonable and neccswy to support our pohcy of family reumﬁcatlon

Both the Senate and Housc versions of HR. 7202 would repca.l this cxempﬂon from deeming
for aliens who become disabled after entry " Thus, H.R. 2202 would essentially require U.S.
“citizen and legal immigrant sponsors 10 become compietely 1mpover1<.hc:d béforc the aliens
they have sponsored would be eligible for any financial or medical assistance, even though the
sponsors.could not possibly have foreseen or expected the disabling condition that may affect
the alien after entering the U.S. We strongly oppose applying deeming to legal aliens who
become severely disabled after entry, and strongly rccommend that- this-currént exemption
".from deeming be mamtmncd in H'R. 2202. :

i

- Al @ minintum, H.R. 2202 should sllow for some portion of a sponsor’s income and resources
10 be disregarded in the deeming calculation. Thus, in the situation in which the sponsored
"alien becomes disabled after entry or otherwise needs assistance from sponsors, we should
ensure that the sponsor angd his or her l‘wmh is allowed to retain enough i mcomc and
resources o that thc) ,
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themselves do not become depcndem on welfare. It simply does not make sense to impose :
new rules that may result in increasing poverty and welfare dependence among hard-working
u.s. cztxze:ns and legal :mm:grams, and undcrmme our pohoy of family rcumﬁcanon

(C) Other Soc1al Investment Programs

ln addmon to applymg deeming 10 health programs for the first time, both versions would
also introduce deeming to & number of social investment programs, such as child care, job .
“training and postsecondary student aid. The Senate version would also apply deeming 1o
many Head Start programs. Head Start centers ar¢ operated by local govemmcnts. such as
New York Cuy, as well as by nonpmfit charxtablc orgamzahons ‘ ‘ :

= ——Both vcrsions would apply deeming to means-tested job training programs. Legal immig;'anis

are currently eligible for means-tested employment and training services under JTPA Title 11 .
(including year-round programs for disadvantaged adults and the summer youth cmploymem
and training program), JTPA Title IV (Job Corps, Migrant and Seasonal Farmworkex. and
Indian and Native American programs) and Title V of the Older Ameticans Act (Senior
Community Service Employment program). Studies have demonstrated that Job Corps and
JIPA training for disadvantaged adults are particularly wise invesunents, boosting the
carnings and employment of perticipants. The ability. of workers to build and deploy skills is
¢ssential to the health of our economy. It is in no one’s interest to deny legal immigrants
services that W111 help them becomc more productwe membcrs of our socxciy

Snm}ar to our, posmon on Medicaid and other public health programs, we strongly oppose the
application of new deeming rules to these social investment programs. Programs such as

child care, job training and postsecondary student aid are aimed at reducing welfare
dependency of legal immigrants and integrating them more quickly into the economic and
social mainstream. Preventing legal mmxgmms from obtaining such services due to deeming
goes against a long and admirable tradition in this country of welcoming legal immigrants and -

[cnsurmg they receive a hand -up to attain seltisufﬁczcncy, rather than 4 hand-out

‘At a minimum, thc prog,ramﬂ and orgamzauons cxcmptcd from dcemmja z,hould mcludc ell of
‘those listed in the House and Senate versions of H.R. 2202. The House version includes an

’excmpnon for Head Start and other education programs. These provisions should be retained,

and means-tested job training and employment programs should be'added to the list of

: programs exempted from deermng in the conference report. In addition, the oonfcrcncc report

should include the Senate provision rehovmg nonprofit charitable orgamzatlons of thc burdcn .
of dctermmmg ehgzbaluv under these social investment programs :

f (D) Prot.ccnng Chlldren AndVanms Of Domestic \fxolcnce «

- It is our fundamental rebpcmsxbmty to ensure that victims of physmal and/or mcntal abu.»e,

particularly children, are protected from such abuse or neglect regardiess. of immigration

©status, We strong!y opposc provisions in the Senale bill that would apply deeming 10 4
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variety of child protective services. We support provns:ons in thc: I—Iouqe bill that exempt from
‘deeming those services dxrectly related 1 assmmg the victims of domesnc v1olence or child
abuse : -

In addmon, a:mtance for “hxch a U.S. citizen child is chgxble should not be denied based on
the immigration status of the parent. The House bill includes a provision that would prohibit
payment of assistance to individuals wlio were determined to be not lawfully present. Thus, &
parent who was not fawfully present would not be able to receive assistance on behalf of a
U.S. citizen child who was cligible for such assistance. Instead, some other lawfully present
adult would be required to step forward to act as a third party represcatative on behalf of the -
~ eligible child.” We oppose this provision, since it would likely harm a number of innocent
- children who are-U.S. citizens or Jegal immigrants. In selecting payees on behalf of children,
T '“"“’""“'thc experience of the AFDC and SSI programs. is-that the parent with whom the ¢hild lives is
' ~ the preferred choice in virtually all cases, ' Very few noncustodians ever step forward to act as
payees, due to the time commitments involved in making daily living decisions and the
conflicts with parents that often result from such cases. Ultimately, this provision is hkcly to
delay necessary assistance for U.S, citizen and legal immigrant children. Whilc this issue is
difficult, we strongly believe that the goal of reducing illegal immigration should not be
acmcved by harming U.8. citizen and lcgal 1mm1grant children.:
(E) lmposing New Burdcns And Costs On State And Local Governmems And Other
_Entitics . . 4

The broad application of new dccmmg rules 10 a number of Fedcral means-tcstcd programs
would impose significant new administtative costs and burdens on State and local
governments, and other entities such as hospitals. For example, both versions would requirc:
applicants for child care under the Child Care and Development Block Grant to have their -
alien eligibility determined and to have déeming calculations performed for sponsored aliens.
This would require States and localities to dedicate addmonal persmmel uammg. and other
. resources to carry out these new rcquxremems . :

Denying Federal jMedxcaid seimbursement for health services to legal immigrants could likely
increase the wtilization of emergency medical services and could lead to increesed medical

- costs in the future. Hospitals, particularly public hospitals, and State and loca] governments

- that help fund public hospitals, would: have to absorb such increased costs, since hospitads
“cannot deny treatment for emergency medical conditions. Localities with high irdmigrant
populations, which are often localitics where public. hospitals face precarious financial
condition, could also confront increased health care costs due to the deeming provisions in
HR. 2202. Although hospitals may be given authorlty to recoup pavmeut from an -
immigrant’s sponsor, such acuons may not fully compensam hospna!s since ruc:oupmcnt 1s

- costly. o , o ;
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Fy Termxnanon Of Deemmg (And Affidavit Of Suppert) Based On Work

The provxsxon that terminates deeming and the support agreement when the alicn acquires 40
quelifying quarters is technically and administratively problematic. . We believe that this,
requirement should be modified t6 be quarters of covérage as defined in section 213 of the
Social Security Act. In addition, the Administration supports a termmatxon of deeming and
the. suppon agrccmcm after 20 quarters mstcad of 40 quarters

- II. : New Sponsor Requxrements

- Both versions would impo‘s‘c new income requirements on U.S. citizens and legal immigrants
who wished to sponsor close family members. The House bill would require sponsors to

— —demonstrate an annual income of 200 percent of poverty; the Senate would require an annual

income of 125 percent of poverty. We oppose these provisions, since they would effectively
limit family reunification to relatively wealthy families. Ninety million Americans have
income below 200 percent of poverty and would be denied the opportunity 10 be reunited with
close family members. In addition, enhanced deeming and other eligibility restrictions are.
sufficient to limit the use of the major cash and food welfare programs by sponsored
‘immigrants. 1f new reqmrements on sponsors are adopted it should rcﬂect the lower inconie
threshold as provaded for in.the Senate bill. - : :

III. Deportation A< Puhhc Charge
Boih versions would define as a “public charge” any legal alien who received certain benefits
for an aggregate period of 12 months within either § years (Senate) or 7 years (House) of
entry. The Senate version would. treat receipt of virtually any Federal, State, or local needs-
based assxsw.nce as applicable to the ‘determination of whether an-alien was a public charge
Similar to ‘our opposition to the deeming provisions, we oppose such a Broad and sweeping
approach. The House version is preferable, since it limits the number of programs for which
receipt of assistance would render an alien deportable to SSI, AFDC, Medicaid, Food Stamps,
héusing assistance, and State general cash assistance. However, the Senate bill contains a
desitable provision that would limit the time.period in which an alien could be deponed to$
years after the alien last received a benefit during the public charge period. We also prefer
_the Senate prowsxon whtch exempts rcfug,t,es from dcportanon on public chaxgc grounds

{
We also have serious concerns about implementation dlfﬁcultxes of both the House and '%enate '
public uharge deportation provisions. For example, it is not clear how miormatxon from the
various State and local agencies admzmstermg most of thege assistance programs would be
transmitted to the Federal government for purposes of determining whether an alicn was a
_public charge. These provisions could potentially add to the mcreascd State and local
admlmstratwe costs already descnbed above. o

: - . ;
IV.. Cuban and Haitian Entrants
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We opposc the Senate provision that would make Cuban and Haitian entrants ine 1g1ble for
means-tested @ssistance. This would place an undue burden on State and local governments,
and we strongly recommend that Cuban and Haitian entrants remain eligible for assistance.-

V.. ’Ei‘fective’ Date P'rovisio;n'é-

Thc dccmmg prov1sxons in both versions wou]d require carefui coordmaﬂon among Excculsvc
branch agencies and State agencies responsible for program edministration, and require the
establishment of new standards for the affidavits of support executed by ‘sponsors of family-
based visa applicants. The House version would require that a new offidavit form be
promulgated Within ninety days of enactment and that an 2lien applicant’s income and

. resources be deemed to include the assets of the sponsor no later than ninety days thereafler.

- ——= - ~—-—The-Senate provisions for deeming would take effect on the date of enactment, leaving no
time for coordmanon among the Federal and State agencies prior to implementation.

If Sufﬁcrem lead time is not provxded, the burdens of admmzstenng the new provisions while
guidance is being developed would be felt most severely by state and local governments. We
strongly urge the conferees to adopt an effective datc of one year aﬂex enactmient. This
would

~ permit the developmenit of a functional and endurmg system for sponsorship requirements and
attribution of resources, and allow full Federal and State coordination and public input. A
one-year period for implementation of the deeming requirements would obviate the necessity
for separate deadlines for thc dcvclopmcnt of an a.fﬁdavn of v.upport form and for the use of
such form. ~ :

Slmnaﬁy, the House vcrsmn would requzre the Attorne:y Gcncral 0 pubhsh regulations within
sixty -days of enactment to implement provisions that limit the availability of benefits to aliens

. who are lawfully present in'the United States. As with the deeming provisions, the need for
coordination among Federal, State and local” agencies regarding this 1mponant regulation
warrants a 31x'month effective date.

A Summar)

We look forward to Congress »nactmg bipamsa.n legxslatzon that auac,ks 1llcgal immigration
and reduces the utilization of welfare by sponsored legal immigrants, However, we are
conunitted to achieving these goals in'a manner that also protects the fundamental values of
allowing American families 10 reunite; protecting public health and safety; providing legal
immigrants with a hand-up, rather than a hand-out; protecting children; and limiting costly

- new mandates ont State and local governments. A bill that honors these vatues will be
acceptable; one that threatens public health and goes too far in denying a wide range of
services to legal immigrants will not be acceptable. The Administration calls on the conferees
to enact legislation that takes action against illegal immigrants but honors our tradnmn of
treatmg legal immigrants fairly. :

.
e
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Identical letters have bcen sent 10 Senator Daschie, the Speakcr of the House, and the
Honorable Rlchard Gephardt. v :

The Ofﬁce of Management and Budget has advxsed that there is no objccuon to the
presentation of this repOrt from the standpoint of the Admmmratmn $ program,

' 'Smcercly,‘
Donna E. Shalala, Secretary
| (Robert Reich, Secretary '?)

' (Shirley Chater, Commissioner ?)



In Budget le[
Preszdent Wms o
Welfare Batt[e s

R A\ By peren T. KILBORN

P

WASHINGTON July 31 — When,

. Presrdent Clinton signed the welfare‘ .
bill ‘last year, he said it -was “far. . -
‘from perfect,”
. “change what is wrong "
Slim as the odds seemmed then Mr N

. and - pledged. to

Chnton largely got his way in the
budget agreement that both cham—

" ‘bers of Congress have: just approved ‘
. He paid a price'in acquiescing to tax
. cuts-for wealthler ‘Americans, ana-
O lysts on the left and rtght say, but he
. won,_major concessions in bluntmg‘
o some- of the welfare law’s. toughest‘_
provtsmns ,
The Presrdent also lost some bata
tles. For example he was unable;to .
raise food stamp allotments to fam- -
ilies living .in, high-cost. areas like.-
New York- Ctty, ‘where the rent'can .-
“consume”. more than half- their- m-j-,
. " come, and he won only $1.5 billion of *
“the $4.8 billion he- sought for all food

‘ stamp spending. ', -
- Moreover, nothing changes the )
_ basic objective, of the welfare ‘law
- that both ‘Mr. Clinton’ and Congress
: It turns. over ‘most - of the.
i control of the welfare system to the
. - states, ends the old: system’s womb-" -
“to-tomb entitlement ‘to. cash assist-

endorse

ance, ‘limits: welfare payments to

.+ families to-a, max1mum of five years

« ~and requtres that welfare recipients '
.. be engaged in' work or: work related.
- lactivity s swithin two years. ’

Besides the- concessmns

M
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" ! hour' mtmmum wage ‘a rulmg that-’
" hasSouthern states bristling,: and

that the budget bill lets stand.

.- -Elaine Ryan, director of govern- -

*. ment affairs for the American Publtc

‘o Welfare Association, said Mr Clinton’

"', ', ““certainly got what he wanted” for -
o the welfdre law in the budget deal:

Douglas -J.. Besharov, resident

s '_scholar at_the American Enterpnse:»

.. Institute, said, “The President suc-

e ceeded in rnovmg the btll ‘much clos~
.. ér to his own priorities.”. BRI

* Wendell E. Primus, who- helped

" write Mr. Clinton’s original welfare :
"'legxslatton ‘and resigned in - ‘protest .

over the-compromises - -worked out

‘with Congress, said.the economy

: welfare-to—work tax credit.”

in . thet
budget bill, MF. Cltnton ‘has won im-
. portant battles.over how the regula-‘
.. ° tions implementing the ‘1996 welfare
law are applied: For example the -
: ‘Labor - Department’ recently ruled
"+ that 'welfare recipients: who take -
state ]ObS must be patd the $5 15- -an-

izens, - including. many :who -had
worked in the United States and pajd-.-
taxes for up to 10 years, lost Supple-
~.mental Secunty Income, the welfare.-
.program for the aged and dtsabled
poor, and. Medtcald the: health msur-
ance program for- the poor. '
'Now, legal immigrants who resid-
ed in the United-States last Aug. 22,

_ Under the 1996 nfelfare Jaw, “n’on'ctt- '

terta for such 3ob-shortage areas S0™

“the: 'Department .of Agr:culture,_. e

which enforces' food stamp- regula-
‘tions; has been using a Labor Depart—
-ment cntena to define such areas So’

‘far, said.a department spokesman n

.’Phil ; Shanholtzer, ‘‘hundreds. and .-

hundreds ‘of communities in at least s

41 states" have been exempted ,
" The Admmtstratton s btggest coup ’

when the President signed the wel- , . -may ‘be in the-$24 billion-that-Con-. -

; fare blll into law, remain eligible for..

the programs whether . they were .
covered . by them- then or will need’
them in the future. Only those arriv--
ing .in this: country. after that date
remain: excluded AR,

"The budget bill ; glves the Presxdent
another. provxswn that he stressed m
his re-election campa:gn last fall a.

To encourage more employers to
hire and- retain. welfare recnptents,
Congt:ess ‘approved paymg employ-
ersald percent credit on wages up: 10 -
-$10,000, or' $3,500, in. the first_ year.
*that those who had: been ori welfare

* rémain on the job, and even more —

50 percent on the ftrst $10,000 of their

second year’s- wages The’ Depart—~-

‘ment of Health and Human Services
. said the. plan would cost only $600
‘million over six years Ly

Congress also. approved $3 billion -
"-over two years'in job-hunting assist-:
ance, for. mostly smgle able-bodted
adults ‘Under the welfare law, this’
group is treated more harshly than
most. They are allowed food stamps ™
-only for 'three moriths every thréee-
‘years unless they are workmg

But the budget bill permits’ states
-to exempt 15 percent of the -adults
- from this. requxrement .and it allo-
cates the $3' billion for Job-huhtmg

‘assistance -and. training, which crit-

-ics say violates the’ welfare law’s

overrtdmg objecttve ‘of: requmng all

" recipientsto go to work. - |
“The welfare bill had an operatmg

‘gress granted over five years to ex-,

tend Medtcatd to half the nation’s- 10

mtlhon children who lack health-care * "

-coverage. Part of the cost-would-be

"'paid with: iricreases in the cigarette . .
tax, from 24 cents a pack now to 34, o

cents by 2000 and, 39 cents by 2002. o
. That and the restoratton of Medlc- .
atd for . legal 1mm1grants and- for -

s some disabled" chlldren who lost it

‘-under the wélfare law. mark a“ bxg
change in the fortunes of the working '
- poor-and. of indigent famthes Admm— T
- istration. officials said.

; “With Medicaid,” said. Mehssa T o
Skolfteld .the spokeswoman for-the

Department of Health and’ Human -
‘Services, “we were able to: achteve C
everything we wanted.” . .

. The Chtldren s.Defense Fund one -
of the" 1996 .welfare laws harshest -

© ¢ritics, remains 6pposed to the. wel- . .
time: limits, but. is- -~ .
pleased with the Medtcald changes o

N are»to-work

“The child heaith provision is a very.
big victory,” . said .Deborah . Wein-
stein, director of the fund’s famtly .
income division. | B
. Across the pohttcal spectrum ana-. -
. lysts say Mr. Clinton won much more’
than -he lost. "Isabel V. Sawhill, a-
senior fellow at the Urban Institute

and for two years an associate direc- '

- tor of the White House Office.of Man: -

-agement ‘and Budget, urges awholly o

. different overhaul of the welfare
" tem,.one that focuses much more on .

« school systems and ading cittes

“But from a political perspecttve W

paradigm — work, not job training,” | ''she added, “you have to call. this'a’

:Mr. Besharov said. “This is a $3
btllton boondoggle hush money, for -
. big=city mayors to qutet them down
-on welfare reform.”
Ah'e-bodted adu!ts have also nrof-

i tted from the way the Admlmstratton

1s ‘enforcing the three month, three’
. year -provision. * The - law permits
states to exempt commiunities with .
uneimployment above 10- percent or -
thh shortages of jobs."-
But the law does not estabhsh crt-

must weather a recession ‘before the' : ‘

‘xmpact of the welfare law . can be’

“fairly assessed: “‘But;” Mr, Primus. .
““there’s no doubt that" this, .

. ~. budget bill, in terms of what it does

* * for.immigrants, welfare-to-work and

- food stamps, reverses some -of | the |
worst aspects of the welfare law Y

added,

A

»‘;
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. ‘real. win_for the’ President :and a -

parttalwmforthepoor” Wl
. Michael Tanner, director of health
and welfare studijes at the t conservas
“tive Caro Institute; was most criticai.
of the Labor Department S require-

ment -that people on workfare re- -

-ceive the minimum wage.. “iWe' are
raptdly undoing the- welfare reform co
law even- before we've seen if lt '
works,”. hé said. , D
- But he agreed with’ Ms Sawhtll on_ .
‘ariother point.. “The President .got -
everythmg he wanted,” he saxd “and :
then some
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| .i‘t‘._Defense Chlef Detaﬂs Faults

Of General in Saudl Bombmg

© charge of the housing complex in-

Saudi Arabia where 19:airmen were

killed in. & terrorist blast last year ;'

had sufficient warning of a possible..

-Fattack. but fatled to safeguard hls;
'troops :

Despite the warnings, the offlcerf

‘Brxg Gen. Terryl J. Schwalier, did
not take such. basic steps as estab-
lishing an effective -alarm system’
- and ‘regularly practxcmg a plan to-

evacuate troops from the' Khobar -
‘Towers buildings, Secretary Cohen:

" - . said in explaining his decision to hold
» General  Schwalier accountable and
. block his scheduled promotion. . .

“Bngadter General Schwalier rec:

; ogmzed that a car or truck bomb

.. parked.on the edge- of the Khobar.

‘complex posed a serious threat to his
_personnel,”. Mr. Cohen' told’ report-
ers, “but he did not take adequate. : -

acceunt- of the implications of this
terrorist threat to develop an effec-

“that’s elemental.” -} - - v

k - Cohen said:

“w

_ “quiries into ‘the June* 1996 ‘bombing, ~
- Mr. Cohen. said today that-General! ojvable measure, but what is rea-

- ‘When: asked whether hves would

have been, saved 1 had General Schwa.-

Tier taken the extra precautions, Mr.

they would, in fact, have saved all of
the lives and the hundreds of people
who were- m;ured 1s an open ques—
tron "

“Mr. Cohen S decrsron to hold Gen- -
eral Schwalier responsxble ends a 14-

month investigation into. the peace-

+. - time military disaster. The bormbing

By ERIC SCHMITT

'WASHINGTON, July 31 — Defense. -
Secretary. William S. Cohen said to-
-day that the Air’ Force general in -

Contmued F rom Page AI

,s'tde ,:ther perimete:" fence, 80 feet

“from the apartment building. .

.- The siren warning’ system; -called:
Big. Voice, had not been tested since .
-1994 and, could not be heard by most
' people msrde the buxldmgs “The on1y~

.way 1o ‘alert troops’ inside was to
knock on every door in the eight-: -

‘building complex. Commanders as-

' sumed that in an emergency, a door-
'to-door evacuation would ‘take: no
‘moré than. five minutes; investiga- -
-tors found it would actually take 10to
15 minutes..

"Gen’ John M, Shalikashvili," the

" Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,

_-concurred with Mr. Cohen’s position,

saying, “It is reasonable to expect.
that a commander of his rank and his

_experience: would not have had those :

“lapses.” -

" - tive response plan:. It seems to me"

" “I. believe they" would |
" “have-been helpt‘ul Whether or not -

Asa result Mr Cohen saxd Presi-

- dent Clinton today. accepted his rec- ;
ommiendation -that - General Schwa- :

lier’s promotion to major. general a.

_two-star rank, be withdrawn.
‘General Schwalier, a 28-year vet-

_eran who held an ‘operations job at

ithe _Pentagon’ pendmg Mr. "Cohen’s

dectslon, said in a statement that he
would retire early. .

4 “My- intense’ hope is that com-\

.(manders in the' field will not be undu-
\ly criticized every tirhe sornethmg

’ 'bad ‘happens;” the general said. -
Mr. .Cohen ‘sdid he was not advo- :

- cating "a ‘‘zero defect” mentality,

underscored the increasing vulnera-.-

", bility of American troops to 'terror-; .
- ists even in the most sécure allied

countries., It ‘also operied an angry " zero-defect attitude can make. com-..

interservice debate over how ac--

countable commanders should be for

- ‘calamities on their watch

- After reviewing three volumtnous
but' sharply conﬂtctmg mlhtary in-

. -Schwalier did take actions to protect

~"his’ troops.-against the ‘threat of a

suicide’ bomb penetrating the-com-
_-plex; but did not'do enough against .
' the prospect of a bomb parked out:

Coutmued on Page AIS

Senate Armed Services Committee.

which' he conceded ‘would. have & |

. chilling effect on commanders ml-

-tiative and morale. - = . :
-*I-Know that perfection is nnpossx-
ble,” he said, “‘and I also know that a:

tmanders very -cautious ‘and timid;
“jeopardizing success in battle. - "

“What we have to insist upon is

. ‘that our commanders take all rea--
_sonable measures to protect thelr )
troops. Not ‘that it_take. every “con- .

sonable -under -the circumstances,

That’s not zero defect; that's.a test.
: *angry general’s job..

of reasonableness.”

" Lawmakers generally pralsed the
decision’ of Mr. Cohen, a-former Re; .
publican Senator from Maine.
*7“He followed correct” procedures

" - and- reached- the’ corréct decision;”
- said Senator John W. Warner, the

"1r°.rta e“t.blrcan ho héads thcj

- But other legisldtors said the:Sec-

~retary should also. have disciplined--
" General .

- Schwalier’s- superiors:
“*That would be my ]udgment,”,satd

S Senator Arlen-Specter, the Pennsyl- - .
‘vania Repubhcan who heads the Vet-

. erans -Affairs Comrmttee

‘That was a conclusion of the frrst’

Ll)r 'Neltr ﬁork Umtcs
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s

failing to protect-his- troops, but-he
‘also said the Air Force cemmander’s

-headquarters “dld not provide- sufft- e

‘cient guldance, assistance and over--

7 sight to avert or mmgate the attack

on Khobar Towers.”

- 'Mr. Cohen rejected. that fmdmg,
“ saying that in the ‘months _before the
~bombing, with- mtelhgence reports
1dent1fymg the housmg complex. asa’
prime-target and ‘American security -
.officials thwarting at least one bomb-
‘ing .attempt,

A

General ; Schwalier’ ( :
: “never referred any protection prob-

lems up the chain of his command,” *

- “His chain’ of ‘command kept" l’um
apprlsed of the threat that he faced
.and.offered support on. force protec-
tion,” -Mr. Cohen said, and therefore

was not culpable. “Under those cir- )

cumstances it seems to'me that we -
put the: accountability exactly where
it belongs, and that is with the person-
‘who is in charge. of force protectxon

"Heisnot being made a’ scapegoat he o
" is being held -accotntable.” '

- The™ Air Force collectwely dis¢
agreed Two Air Force, inquiries ab-
solved General - Schwalier of any-.
‘blame, citing more than 130 secunty
measures he took.

“ing crmctzed General Schwalxer for o

L !

- Feelings ran so hrgh that on. Mon- .

".day, the top general in the Air Force,
Gen. Ronald R. Fogleman, abruptly .
_resigried a-year before his four-year .
term as Air Force Chief of Staff was

up largely because of the decisionhe

expected Mr. Cohen would make. Mr.

~.Cohen said -he-had not told the'gen-
‘eral of his decision before he re- .

srgned ‘but - General Shahkashvrh
“said he had shared his own recom-:

mendation with ‘General Fogleman

before he stepped down.. .
‘General- Fogleman had been

Cohendisciplined . General .Schwa-*
lier, a measure the Air Force Chiefof
Staff had said would be unfair. “This .
. challengé - seemed énly ‘te irritate -

“Secretary Cohen, who quietly began.

interviewing candldates to take the

‘Mr.  Cohen said “today he had
_picked Gen. Michael E. Ryan, the
. head of United. States Air Forces in
" Europe and a former ‘commander of

. - NATO air forces over Bosma, to suc; -

ceed ‘General - Fogleman The. ap~

JPomtme’tt requires Senate co'tfirma- '
- tion, N

" General Ryan 55 1s avletnam-era

fighter pilot and" former top aide to
. General Shalikashvili. He is the fxrst

son of ‘a military service, chief-to
follow in his:father’s footsteps. Gen:

“eral Ryan’s father, John, was the Air "

Force - Chief of Staff from 1969 to

1973

Pentagon investigation, headed bya“

~ retired four-star . -Army general ‘
Wayne A Dowmng General Down- ’

4 thréatening for weeks to quit if Mr. = -

N
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MEMORANDUM FOR: Secretary Kantor .

" DRAFT

FROM:  Lewis Alexander

. SUBJECT: ., U.S. immigrant population

The table below presents estimates of the number of foreign-born residents of the
United States in 1994 that were not U.S. citizens. The estimates were made by the Bureau of
the Census based on the responses to the Current Population Survey (CPS) for March 1994.'
As you can see in the upper left corner of the table, the Census Bureau estimates that there
‘were 15.6 million foreign-born non-citizens in the United States in 1994,

This estimate is probably an upper bound for the number of legal immigrants (who had
not yet received U.S, citizenship) in the U.S. in 1994. Census estimates that of the 15.6 million
U.S. residents that were foreign- born non-citizens in 1994 between 3 5 and 4 million were
illegal immigrants. ‘

'The second row of the table shows that only 676,000 foreign-born non-citizens are
estimated to have received government assistance in 1994." A substantial number of these
- foreign-born non-citizens who receive assistance, however, have lived in the U.S. for five years
or more and so are eligible for U.S. citizenship. If access to such programs were cut-off for
legal immigrants, these non-citizens would have a strong incentive to become U.S. citizens.
* Thus such a cut-off is likely to affect only those Iegal immigrant who are not eligible to become
us cmzens. ie., those that have been the U S. for less than five years

The right-hand column of the table shows the comparable figures for foreign-born non-
citizens that entered the U.S. after 1989. Of this group only 198,000 recewed assistance.

! The CPS is @ monthly survey of approximately 60.000 households. One of its principal
functions Is fo provide monthly estimates of unemployment and the labor force. Every March,
however, the CPS panel is asked a set of supplemental questions. Information is collected on
income as well as social and demographic characteristics of the panel. In the March CPS—
and other Census surveys including the Decenial Census—individuals are asked whether or not

" they were born in the United States. Those who say that they were born outside of the U. S. are
also asked whether or not they are U.S. citizens. Answers to these two questions make it
possible to identify survey response from foreign-born non-citizens. The Census Bureau does not

* try to collect information on the immigration status of foreign-born non-citizens. Clearly the
accuracy of these data depend on the degree to which individuals answer the survey

. Questions truthfully. In this context it is important fo note that responses to census surveys are
strictly confidential ond are never used to enforce U.S. immigrotion or other laws.
Consequently, respondents have no real incentive to lie. :
2 These estimates cover only AFDC and general assistance prowded by states.
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- DRAFT
us. Immigrant Population in 1994
. Fore:gn -born non-citizens*
A ‘ ~ Arrived
Total . After 1989
(thousands)
Towl o 15593 4380
of which: : :
. Received Public Assistance™ - 676 ‘ 198
_ Addenda: B S o
17 and under . . 2214 . 1136

* US. residents who were born outside of the Umted States and are not U S. citizens. .
** Covers only AFDC and general assistance provided by states.

Source: Bureau of the Census, Current Populatlon Reports, Number P20-486, “The
"Fcrengn -Born Pcpulatlon 1994."
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July 17,1886 A -
| MEMORANDUM “ Lo oug I ,

TO: BarbaraWooIey~ E , ' o o -
o A T

" RE: Welfare Reform Legiékatign _

| wanted to let you know why I was calhng thls moming. Senator

D’Amato’s office has told us that they would try to get a 2-year delay in ‘
implementation of the bar and deeming for Medicaid for legal immagrams as part
of the manager's amendments to the welfare reform bill, IF the Administration.

- would ask for it as part of what the Administration wants fixed. He is wﬂhng toto

. try to help us behind the scenes, but doesn't want to be “out front” on'it, i.e., he
"~ won't offer it as an amendment on the floor and doesn’t want to look like he is
* pushing it with the leadership. Do you think that this is possible?

‘ | spoke with Mary Cassell from Ken Apfel's staff about this earlier this
~ afternoon, but was not sure who else to try to contact within the Administration.
. Attached is a copy.of the language (which was drafted by leg counsel at Senator
- Kennedy's request). Also attached is'a provrder letter sent to the HOuse and
Senate today '

Ptease call me to diSCLISS
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_AMENDMENT NO.__ . CalendsrNo.

Purpose To dslay for a 2-ymr period the :mp!cmenwt:on '

= . of the attribution of spansor's income, thu G-year ban,
the deermng pmeeduma, aod the pnblw charge depomx. |
txou px'tmsxons ‘

- NEE smmormmrrwmnm-macm 8 Bews.

. 'To ﬁrovldc for reconciliation pﬁmnnnt to section 202(s) of
- the concurrent resolution on the budget for fiseal year 1997.

“Rafermd to the Lommnthee on _
‘ ‘and ordered to be printed-

- Orderod to Lie on the table and to be pnnr.ed
AMEN’DMHN‘I‘S mteuded to be prnposed by Mr K.mmmm |
vz . "
| 1 At the end of soctrou 2403(c)(2), add the foﬂowmg
| WD For the 2~year penod begmmng on the -
. ‘date of the amtment of this. Act any xtcm or-

V""‘;ervwe provided un'der a State plan under I;;tle. _
XX (or title XV, if‘opplicablo} of t}m"Sdt‘Sis‘l‘
o Secunty Aet (otht.r than emergency miedical
- - Rervices doecrﬂmd in mb-paragraph A)) |

QAN ua W N

8 Atthe end of sec_tion 2421, add the tolkxiiingé

C T 16 '9R 17:%3 E L iu R i e
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19 “faraph (1))

(F 1mr -

-~ FAX NO.: 282 . . . e7-18-9¢

o BLC.
) ,
(o) Exnm’rxon --For thc 2~yt\m' pennd bemnmng on

not upply to medical ummmee prmnded nndPr o Stats
4 n]m under title x[x (or title XV if apphcahle) of the So- |
eud See\mty Act |

" At the end nf sedtion 2422 (b) 2dd-the follmng
| (8) For the Zoyuar penod beginning on the date

of the emactment of this Act, benefits and services

‘ 'eomnara.bvle to benefits ngxd services provided under.
a State plan.nndér title XIX (or title XV, if applica-
Dble) of the Social Security Act (other than emor-

gency ﬁ;édical rie_ﬁrvicus described in paragraph (1)).

At the end of section 2423(d), add the following:

~ (9) For the 2-year period begmmng on the date

: of the anactment ‘of this Act any ltam or sem«e‘ '
A prcmdsd under 8 Stata plan under title x:x (or title
‘XV xf upphcabk) of tha %olal Secunty Act (nfher _~
"l'than emergem'y medmnl semees danmbed in pa.m

12:33R

the date of the ennctment of rhis Act, subletmon (n) shall

P.

a3
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o AMENDMENT NO.___ " Calendar No. __
o Purposc To delay for 24 months eny reqwrement thet an
' entity verify the elglbility of & quulified alien. - -
' INTHE BENATE OF THE UNTTED STATES—104th Cong., 8d Sesa.
8.
- To 'pm:vldé for recunciliation pursuént to section 202(s) of
tha eoucurront resolution Qn the budget fqr'ﬁscsl year 1997

B Referred bo the Commmee on
' and ordercd to be pnm.ed
Ordemd to lie on t.he table and to be pnmed
AMRNDMBJN'I‘ xntendcd to be pmpoeed by Mr. KENN!"I)Y
Viz: o ' T s

At u;e ond"of section 2432 i the foua'wmg

(d) TRANSI‘)"!ON an-: -—No entity shall be requlred ’

‘o wnfy thc ehgibihty of 2 quale ed alien (a8 defined m" ‘
section 2431 (b)) for medical esaistance undcr A State plan |
uuder tidle XIX Lor titlo XV 1! upphcable) of the Bocinl
‘:Snaunty .Aa.t or make any detmmnatmns requmd under o |
section 2402 2421 2422, or any ot.her seetion of t.}us title - :
“with respect to such alien, nntal 24 monthx after the date

of the ermtment of this. Imt '

© @ a A ul'u"u N -

A A rtevE ememm
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AMENDMENTNO. ___ -~ . Oalendar No.
- o Pu:poeo To require the Lomptroller General of the Umbed
Do— . States o0 n,port on the effects of the implomontation
R - of the provisions relating to banning aliens from reeeiv- —
. 'ing assistance under tho medicuid program and the im--

plomentation of the deemmg reqmremeuts for such
uheus u.nd.nr such progmm B o »

'ntm SENATE OP rm: UNTTED s'r.\ms-xm cu..,na Some

 To provide for reconciliation pursuant to sation 202(a) of
- . the coneurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal year 1997.

Rcfcrred w e Conumtscc ou
: and ordered to be pnnted o
| ()rdered to lie on the table and to be prmted |
AMENDMI-.NT mtended to be propoaed by Mr Kmnmw o

1 f y Az the end of aubeha.pt.er D, o? nh,apter 4, of aubtxtlc |
2 A addthefollmng |

3_ ,anc.___. GAOW . o
4 (a) RF‘}‘ORT.—Not later th:m 1 year nftcr the date ‘
S of tha agmegmpnt of this Act, t.ha Oomptroller Ge_neral of |
6 the United States shall submit » report to the President,
7 and the Cong!'m:sﬁ an the effects of the. iﬁplamenﬁaﬁon of
8 ‘the provisions of thia ohapmr relating to banning aliens
9

) from mcemng assistance. uuder the medicaid progrmn nmi

"Tit 18 rec 1m-ev
v 5 .
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2 under this ehapter tor sun.h nhens um.ier moh program. "
3

(b) Com'nws op anm* ’—.-’l"ho raport desenhed m.

4 mbseetmn (a), shall mcluda an analysis of—

() the ﬁscal irmpact of the ban and the dcem- o

vidcrs;_under‘._the ‘meﬁicm& pmgra‘m and mpam;

‘such deeming reqmrements. o

b 2 B 1 e st b

mg reqmrements dgsenhcdm suhseeta_on (a) on pro-_' S

(2) the public health \mpact of applznng the; . o
3 prtmsrons of thxs nhn.ptcr relaang to such bd'ﬂ a.nd L
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‘Medicaid eligibility, may potent:ally result in millions of us. cmzens and lega immigrants Iassng :

 FAX NO.1 282 R L. @?7-18-96 12334A

American Association of Eye and Ear Hospitals
American Hospital Association :
Association of American Medical Colleges .
American Osteopathic Healthcare Association
Federatlon of American Health Systems
~ - InterHealth
, Nattonal Assoclatlon of Children’s Hosprtals
" National Association of Community Heaith Centers -
National Association of Psychiatric Health Systems
Natlona! Association of Public Hospitals & Health Systems

“Premier, Inc. e

The Cathollc Health Assocuatxon of the Unrted States
J}uly 17,1996

Dear Senator
As health care provrders canng for m|ll|ons of Amencans in rural and urban areas we

the House and Senate are scheduled to consider this weak. The provisions conceming legal
immigrants, coupled with more restrictive state welfare eligibility rules that could affect

Medicaid coverage

1. Mllhons of Cm!dren and Parents On AFDC Could Lose Their Medlcald Coverage |

Under current law, Iow income famnhes wmch receive weifare are automattcally eligible
for Medicaid. The proposed welfare reform leglsianon would gwe States two opixons for

‘ reducmg Mechcaxd coverage:'

(1) bylimiting Medicaid to’ only those mdwnduals eligible for the state's new block
" grant program (for which eligibility criteria is hkely to be more restrictive than the
current AFDC program) and - A

'. 1(2) a ,‘for those states with AFDC income hmxts which are above the national average

- as of March 1,"1996 (the national average AFDC income limit for a family of
- three is just 38 percent of the federal poverty level), by requiring Medicaid .
: ellgib!l!ty enly for those undmduals meetmg the nahonal average mcome and
resource cntena : : : S ‘

Upto 1 5 mlmon cmldren and four m:lhon parents could lose their Med:ca:d coverage,

Lack of haa[th- lnsurance coverage is a barrier to moving low i income individuals from welfare to
“work. Studies show that 75 to 80 percent of the low wage jobs likely 10 be held by individuals -

on welfare do not provide health insurance. During the welfare reform debate this past Fall,

- memibers of Congress stated that they did not want people to lose health insurance as a nesult~ ’

" of welfare reform. We urge Congress to include a streamlined hold harmless pm\dsion
" which would require states to continue Medicaid eligibility for individuals who wouid -
-~ have qualified for AFDC under the eligibility rules in effect in 1995. . ‘ :

P.B7

_are wntmg to express our concem about certain provisions in the welfare reform legisiation that
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2. ~ Legal Immigrant Prowslons Are an Unfunded Mandate on Prov!ders and (,‘ould

. Harm U S C:tlzens

The !egal nmmngrant prowsnons in both the House and Senate bms woutd bar legal ,
immigrants from eligibility for Medicaid for five years. After five years, the legislation would
require deeming until citizenship. ' If a low income legal immigrant is barred from Medicaid or

‘deemed out of the program, he or she may have no other means to pay for health care. Most '

low income immigrants cannot afford private health insurance. This is a cast shift from the

"federat government to state and local entmes and providers of care, because providers
will still treat legal immigrants, but in most cases may receive no reimbursement from the —
- sponsor or Medicaid reimbursement. And this cost shift will disproportionately fall on providers

in states with large numbers of legal 1mmlgrants--states such as California, Texas, Flonda

: 'New York New Jersey, Massachusetts PennSylvama and llunms

These prowsmns wuli force hundreds of thousands of legal mmxgrants off of Medicaid,
creating a new population of uninsured low income patients. Furthermore, the loss of Medicaid

.coverage means that the amount of preventive care provided to legal immigrants will be - -
~ drastically reduced, thereby exposing entire communities to commumcabte dlseases while

3 mcreasmg the overall cost of prov;dmg necessary care

'  we urge.the Congress to delay implementation of the five year bar for two years after the ‘

~ The dramatic fmancna! impact of the Iegal ammxgrant prowsrons has yet to be avaluaied
by the Congress. For instance, providers could be forced to cut back essential services or
clase units that serve their entire communities--both U.S. citizens and legal immigrants.
Immigrants constitute 30 to 80 percent of the patient population of some providers. Therefore,

bill is enacted, and direct the General Accounting Office to study and report on the

~ impact:of these provisions on local governments and health care providers.

- - -

In conclusion, these provisions would potentially add millions of people to the ranks of

~ the 40 million uninsured Americans, which is why we strongly oppose including them in the

welfare reform legisiation. We urge the Congress to modify the legislation to avoid eliminating

. Medicaid coverage for many U.S. citizens and legal mmlgrants' and substanually increasing -
the burden of uncompensated care we provide. v

- Sincerely, -

~The Above-Signed prganizéﬁons :

P
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; i a I o \)\J\(Z «%‘:S}
PROPOSAL TO EXTEND CERT]F [CATION PERIODS - ’ .
F OR FOOD STAMP HOUSEHOLDS CONTAIN ING NONCITIZENS

Backgruund The new welfare bill would requxre States to remove almost all legal immigrants currently

~ receiving food stamps from the program. The bill is very explicit about which immigrants should and
should not be receiving benefits. One year from-the date of enactment, all current recipients are required to
‘be off the program unless they meet one of the exemption criteria or have become a naturalized citizen. The
new rules would apply to new apphcants 1mmed;ate1y :

Under the new legnslatxon those mumgrants currently on the program should bc judged against the new
stricter criteria at their next "recertification" with the mandate of removing all current recipients by one year
from the datc of cnactment. When food stamp households first apply for benefits, they are allowed to
participate for a ﬁxed number -of months, not to exceed 12 months in most cases.

Issue: Should USDA grant an automatic wazver to allow State agencxes to delay a legal immigrant’s
recertification? States could.be given.a waiver to extend certification periods of households containing
noncitizens, provided no certification period is extended beyond August 22 1997 and no certification period
is longer tban 12 months.

Pro: ‘ ' ‘ ‘

'Eqwty This proposal might grant addltlonal time to those legal lmmlgrants who have applied for
citizenship and others who intend to naturalize without losing benefits. The:bill delayed unplementatlon of
the new alien ehg1b1l1ty criteria urml ]anuary l 1997 for other programs

Difficulty of verzj‘ cation - Households which meet the ‘exemption criteria may be unfau-ly terrnmated because
~ Federal and Statc systems for verifying eligibility under the new-criteria are inadequate. By delaying
.implementation, States would be providing themselves with the opportunity to ensure more responsible .
implementation of this provision. The Federal and St;ate agencies will have to work together to develop
- verification requirements and procedures

Con: ' '
Limitations - Many unmtgrants will not be assisted by this proposal. Very preliminary .estimates indicate
that about half (or 580,000) of the affected individuals would not have their certification extended by this
proposal. The ‘effect of the waiver would depend on the length of certification periods in various States.
The average certification period is 10 months. In California, for example, most households are certified for -
either 6 or 12 months. In the other States most affected (New York, Texas, New Jersey, Hllinois, and-
Arizona) houséholds are more likely to have shorter certification- periods. Moreover ‘if the Qtate does not
opt to avad 1tself of thc waiver, there. would be no benefit.

Appearance - Thxs would be seen as aclear aftempt to circumvent the legislation. 1t would appear that
aliens were gettmg better treatment than cxtxzens who would be adversely affected by other provxsxons of the
law. oo * :

.Cost Prehmmary cstimates indicate that so.vmgs could be reduced by $320 million in FY97 The orlgmal .
- estimate for, tlus ‘provision was $365 million in savmgs for FY97. ' o
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Leglslatlve Implementation Timeline
( Key Prowsmns. Childhood/Aliens )

Pubiish final regulations
implementing changes in
disabled children's benefits
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i
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Calzforma GovemorActs to End
State Aid for Illegal Immigrants

Moves Rapidly Under New Federal Welfare Law

By TIM GOLDEN ]51

SAN FRAKCISCO. Aug. 27 — Mov-
ng agpressively under the new Fed.
eral welfare law 1o cut off state serv-
wees 1o illegal immigrants, Gov. Pete
Wiison today signed an executive or-
der ending those immigranis’ access
1o benefits ranging from public hous-
Ing to prenatal care and chiid abuse
prevenuon programs.

Siate “officials said the Federa!
tegisiation, which President Chnton
signed into iaw- last Thursday, had
won them a parual bul imponant
triumph In their struggie to enforce
the provisions of Proposition 187.
That ballot imtiative, denving state
services to people who enter the
United States iliegally, was approved
overwhelmingiy by Calilornia voters
in 1984 but has been enjoined by
court order since then.

Nerther the new Federal welfare
act nor the Governor's order, the
first of its kind in the nation to result
from the law. bars illegal immi-
grants from public primary or sec-
ondary schools, as the ballot initia-
tive was supposed to. Nor does it

. keep them [rom emergency healith
care.

But officials said the new restric.
tions would cover hundreds of other
state services and programs, inclug-
ing many, like the issuance of li-
censes, that were not contemplated
under the mitative.

“Today's executive order, | think,
15 a vindication. as Is the act nself.”
Mr. Wilson said in a signing ceremo-

ny at the State Capitol in Sacramen-
to. Both steps, he said, answer Cali-
formans’ demand ‘‘that the Federal
Government end the magnetic lure
of public services and benetits that
have substantially spawned our na-
uonal crisis of illegal immigration.”

But like Proposition 187, the Gov-
ernor's order was immediately met
by the threat of challenges in the
courts. ’

Civil rights advocates argued that’
the staie government had jumped
the gun by failing to wait for regula-
tions that, under the new Federal
statute, the Justice Department
must 1Ssue within the next |8 months
on how the immigration status of
peopie applying for services shouid
be verified. Mr. Wilson. these oppo-
nents: said, has in effect usurped
Federal jurisdiction over the coun-
try’s immgration laws by authoriz-
Ing almost any state empioyee 10
begin asking the peopie they serve .
whether they entered the: United -
States legally. -

“if they try to mplement any part
of this tomorrow, we will be in court

- a112:01." said Mark Rosenbaum, the

legal director of the Amenican Civil
Liberues Union of Southern Califor-
ma, one of the lawyers who won a
Federal injuncuon against Proposi-
uon 187 last November.

Opponents of the Governor's order
maimntamed that it would promote

.Conunued on Page A16, Columné |

« wrensensna £ rom Page Al

discrimination agamnst anvone who
might appear 1o be an immigrant to
nguiring state emplovees. And. they
said by restricting access to primary
heaith care it would send illegal 1m-
migrants flooding into hospital emer-
gency rooms, thus raising taxpavers’
health costs rather than reducing
them, and might ultimately pose 2
public health emergency.

Mr. Wilson, an ardent supporter of

. Proposition 187, has led a smail but

miluential group of governors i de-
manding both Federai compensation
for the cost incurred by states in
helping illegal tmmgrants and the
right 1o cut oif services to them,

In issuing his order today. he
acted under a prowvision of the new
Federal law that makes iliegal immi-
grants nehigible for all stare and
Federal benefits except a few spe-
cific services like emergency med:-
cal care, immupization programs
and emergency disaster relief. The
Federal law allows the states to ex-
tend assistance to illegal immagrants
only by enacting a new state law
“which stfirmauvely provides for
such eligibliny”

The Governor's order does not
affect legal immigrants, Most of
them are to lose therr eligibility for
fond stamps, disability assistance
and other benefits under the new
law. In addition, the law gives states
the option to cut off Medicaid to most
legal immigrants. and Mr. Wilson

said before its passage that he sup--

ported that provision.

As for illegal immigrants, they are
already barred from access to most
benefit programs, including cash as-
sistance, food stamps and nonemer-
gency Medicaid care.

- Mr. Wilson’s order goes much fur-
ther. Although state officials said to-
day that they did not vet have a full
listing of the programs affected or
how much money the new restric-
uons might save, the Governor's
chief spokesman, Sean T. Walsh, said
the order would bar illegal immy-
grants {rom long-term health care
and all professional and commerciai
licenses. In addition, it would bar
them {rom admussion to state’col-
leges and uruversities unless they
paid the full cost of their education.

One other set of state programs
covered is prenatal care, run by the
state's Health and Wellare Agency.
A spokeswoman there, Lisa Kalus-
uan, said the prenatal care pro-
grams aione served more than 70,000
illegal immigrants a year, at a cost
of $69.3 million.

. move would carry

w(?f (&""*"‘\

Mr. Walsh said that unger tne Gov-
ermnor’s order. sume of the assistance
now available o iliegal immugrants
*reould be cut off tomorrow. Cr witnin
a week." He said it was more realis-
tic, however, 1o expect anv cutoft 10
pecormne effective within 30 to 60
days.

Some immgrants-rights  advo:
cates said thev agreed tnat most of
the restricuons expected o result
from Mr. Wilson's order would even-
tually be aliowed under the Feuera.
legisiation i any case

“The welfare bill does exphgitiy
give the states the right to @o aimos:
anvthung they want on tus. and Wil-
50N 15 doing 1t n a very pohucal

way.” said Cecilia Muhoz. an ofticiai
of the Nauonal Council of La Raza.
an umbrella organizanon of Hispanic
groups. But she cautioned that the
migh costs. i
more than one way.

“These kinds of things cost much
more 10 implerment than they save.”
Ms. Mufoz said. ""And anvbody with
the wrong last name 1S immediately
suspect. 1f somebody like me applies
for a cosmetology hcense, 1 could be
denied access to things | have a right
to. because of mv ethnicnty. And | am
a US. crtizen”’

Lawvers involved in the pattie 10
keep Proposition 187 from 1aking ef.
fect said they behieved thal the -
junction against i, issued last vear
by a Federal district judge. Marniana
R. Pfaelzer. would at least hinder
implementation of those parts ol the
new welfare law dealing with iliegal
immigrants. The lawyers noted that
the mjunction specifically barred
state emplovees from asking the im-
mugration status of people they sus-
pect of having entered the country
illegally. ’

The welfare law stipulates that the
Attorney General will 1ssue regula-

tions- within 18 meonths about how
Government agencies may screen
apphicants for Federal benefits, and
that states should issue their own,
complementary rules within 24
months after that, | .

“In order to deny anvbody any-
thing, vou have to make a determina-
uon about someone's legal Slatus.
and under the wellare bill there is an
elaborate process set up for the de-
velopment of a reliable verificauon
process by Federal personnel’” Mr.
Rosenbaum said, “The cornerstone
of the 187 imjuncuon 15 that state
personnel cannot act as immigration

agents."
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OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND- BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

August 12, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR JACK QUINN

FROM: , " Ken Apfel A/(/—v

SUBJECT: ~ Food Stamp Eligibility

We had a conversation about whether children of nonc1tizen parents are eli g1b1e to

,part1c1pate in the Food Stamp Program if the children are United States citizens. I asked my staff |

to research this issue. This memo outlines how citizen children are treated under current law and
how this would differ under enacted welfare reform legislation

~ Under current law only c1tizens and legal 1mm1grants are eligible to receive food stamps
For households that meet the Program’s income éligibility criteria, the amount of food stamps
provided is based on household size and household income. A household without any income
would receive the maximum benefit established for a household of that size. As household
income 1ncreases the size of the food stamp beneﬁt declines:

Under current law, an income eligible household composed of a legal immigrant pare'nt '-
and a citizen child is eligible to receive food stamp benefits for a household of two persons. If
the parent is an illegal alien, the ¢itizen child is eligible to receive food stamps for a household of

‘one person.” The size of the food stamp beneﬁt would be calculated using a prorated portion of
‘the parent’s income. In other words, a proportion of the ineligible person’s income is included in . -

the determination of eligibility, but the 1ne11g1ble person is not counted as part of the household
in calculating the size of the benefit. 2

The welfare reform legislation passed by Congress would ban most legal immigrants |

from receiving food stamps until citizenship. Citizen children would continue to be eligible for
. food stamps and the size of the benefit would be determined based on procedures similar to those

outlined above for households with some eligible and some ineligible members. The one
difference is that the welfare reform legislation would give States the option to include all of the
income from ineligible household member when calculating benefits, rather than a prorated -
share. Although it is questionable whether many States would exercise this option because food
stamp beneﬁts are 100% Federally funded, it would s1mplify State administration.

cc:  Elena Kagan

Bruce Reed

- EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT . '\})Q_,/XNM}«TSS'(
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BENEFITS FORIMMIGRANTS WW//WL:B;

Legal immmigrants arc admtted into this country with the vmde(standmg thnt they will be fuuy
integrated into socicty -- this includes paying taxes, mﬂltaxy service, and having a safety met
available (o them whea they are in need. . .

. The Admirﬁstmion supports deeming sponsors® inwinwés a condition of public assistancc -

and proposed strengthencd deeming (until citizenship) in the Food Stamps, SS1 and AFDC
programs with exemptions for the disabled and those over age 75. The Administration
exempts Medicaid from deeming in the interest of public health and protects the access of
illegal aliens to public schools. Thz Admmnsnatxan has consxstemly opposed Iegal alien
benefit bans. .

The Administration supports family reunification and has opposed Cong:msional attempts

_ to restrict sponso:ship to households with incomes above 200 percent of the poverty level.

Congrmnonal Wemrc Reform

L 4

Both the Housc and Senate welfare rcform bills ban legal 1mm1grants ﬁ'om SSland Food
Stamps. The Senate bill bans future immigrants from Medicaid for 5 years, the House bans
both current and future immigraats from Medicaid until citizenship. The House bill would
cut benefits 10 legal ahens by $29 billion over 7 yca.rs, the Senate cuts $23 bitlion.

Undcr the House bill, over 1 million lega] ummgmm will be demcd safety net assistance,

. including 300,000 children on Food Stamps and about 200,000 children on Medicaid.

Eldcrly immigrants in nursing homes who became disabled after coming to our country will

" losc Medicaid bencfits. The SSI and Food Stamps restrictions will begin to be felt shortly

aﬁ&renmﬂnmmm

States and local governments vall cxpme.nec significant new ﬁnaneial pressures as demands
on state and local assistance programs grow. About 40% of the cuts will occur in California
and another 30% in New York, Florida and Texas. Many public and nonprofit hospitals

: scmce larpe numbers of i mnmgxan:s and will lose hundxeds of millions in revenue.

Congusxianal Immxgraﬂon Refom

»

. The House and Senate have alrcady passed bx-parusau restrictions on bmeﬁts to immigrants
" in separate immigration reform legislation. The immigration reform biils would deem
* sponsor’s income to mmigrants in a manner much closer to Administration policy.”

The House bill would give States (he option to ban illegal aliens from clementary and
secondary education (Gallegly amendmmeat). The Administration opposes this provision.
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ALIEN ELIGIBILITY FOR HHS ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

BACKGROUND: The treatment of aliens under HHS’ entitlement programs has tended
to evolve in an ad hoc manner and has consequently become somewhat complicated.
This is due to a number of factors, including--

> The complexity of immigration law and the number of different iinmigration
statuses;

> The lack of uniform definitions and treatment of aliens in the Social Security Act
that would apply to all of our major entitlement programs;

> Litigation that is rooted -in the specific facts of various individual cases;

> The differences in the goals, purposes, and structures of the entitlement programs
themselves which can lead to different eligibility standards for aliens (e.g.,
providing emergency medical services, but not welfare support payments, to illegal
aliens); and

> Changing political and economic realities that may affect perceptions about
social/health policy directed towards aliens (e.g., the congruence between
California’s recent recession and state budget problems and public concern over
the costs associated with illegal aliens--such as emergency medical services).

It is useful to establish some basic definitions of terms. The word "alien.' is a technical,
legal term for a person who is not a citizen or national of the United States. There are
"legal” and "illegal" aliens. In general, a legal alien is an individual who is not a U.S.
citizen but has been provided by the INS a document that authorizes his/her presence in

the U.S., and the document has not expired. A legal alien must be in possession of such
document at all times. There are permanent and temporary legal aliens. Temporary

legal aliens include groups such as students and tourists that receive non-immigrant visas
and are generally not eligible for entitlement benefits (however, non-immigrants can

receive emergency medical services). For purposes of understanding alien eligibility for ...
entitlements, permanent legal aliens comprise basically two groups--

> Lawful permanent resident aliens, or "regular immigrants" (those possessing valid
"green cards").! An alien who wants to become a lawful permanent resident of
the United States must show that he or she is eligible for classification under one

!, This includes persons whose "green cards" show they have
conditional resident status. 'Conditional resident status is
based upon a relationship created by a recent marriage, and
should not be confused with "conditional entrant" status, which

was formerly granted to certain refugees.



of the immigrant categories provided in the Immigration and Nationality Act
(INA). The most common way to meet this requirement is for a United States
citizen or lawful permanent resident relative, or a current or prospective employer,
to file a petition on behalf of the alien. The petition--which is the employer’s,
citizen’s, or resident’s request that the United States government allow the alien to
live permanently in this country--is an initial step towards lawful permanent.
resident status. If the petition is approved, and the alien meets certain other
requirements, he or she may apply for nmmgrant visa issuance or adjustment of
status.

One of the additional requirements which must usually be met during the
immigrant visa or adjustment of status application process is that the alien show
that he or she is not likely to become a public charge in the U.S. A person
seeking lawful permanent resident status based upon a petition filed by a relative
or a prospective employer must satisfy this requirement.

An alien may use various means to show that he or she is not likely to become a
public charge. A common method is to have a relative or friend in the United
States submit an "Affidavit of Support" that establishes the relative or friend as the
alien’s "sponsor" for purposes of AFDC and SSI eligibility (i.e., agrees to have
his/her income and resources deemed as available to the immigrant for purposes of
determining program eligibility). Frequently, although not always, the relative
who filed the petition also files the *Affidavit of Support".? Enforcement of the

. public charge provisions by the State Department and INS is generally limited to
excluding potential immigrants who can not satisfy the admitting officer that they
are not likely to become "public charges”. Once the sponsored immigrant is
residing in the U.S., enforcement of the public charge provision is essentially -
carried out through the "sponsor-to-alien deeming” provisions that are used in
three Federal benefit programs--SSI, AFDC, and food stamps (see "Alien
Deeming" section below).

An alien who has an offer of employment in the U.S. may submit evidence of the
proposed employment (such as a letter or other documentation stating that a job
will be provided to the alien) to show that he or she is not likely to become a
public charge. In most cases where a petition is filed by an employer, evidence of
the proposed employment will satisfy the public charge question and an "Affidavit
of Support" is not needed. A petition submitted by an employer is nota -
"sponsorship” for purposes of AFDC and SSI eligibility. The employer is not

2, INS does not have data that indicate the number of
- Affidavits of Support filed, nor the number of allens who have
sSponsors. :



obligated to contmue the employment nor is the employer’s income deemed
available to the alien.’ :

An alien who is independently wealthy may provide evidence of financial
resources which establishes that he or she is not likely to become a public charge.
In these very rare cases, neither an "Affidavit of Support” nor an employment
letter is needed, and there is no "sponsor” for purposes of AFDC and SSI
eligibility.

> Aliens "permanently residing in the U.S. under color of law” (PRUCOL). While
this is not a formal status per se granted by the INS, it is a term used by four
Federal benefit programs to determine alien eligibility for benefits (AFDC, SSI,
Medicaid, and unemployment insurance).® This category of legal aliens covers a
wide variety of statuses, such as refugee, asylee, parolee, conditional entrant, etc.
Refugees represent the largest group of individuals under PRUCOL. In addition,
‘an individual who is residing in the U.S. with the knowledge and permission of the
INS, and whose departure the INS does not contemplate enforcing, is PRUCOL
(see "Definition of PRUCOL" section below).

An illegal alien is an individual who is residing in the U.S., is not a U.S. citizen, and
does not possess a valid INS document. ' :

In general, subject to certain restrictions, permanent legal aliens are eligible for benefits
under the major HHS entitlement programs (AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, Medicare, and social
security insurance) if they meet program eligibility requirements. However, regular
immigrants face more restrictions on entitlement eligibility than individuals that fall under
PRUCOL. For the most part, PRUCOL aliens are eligible for entitlements on the same

3, It is also possible for a relative to submit a petition
on behalf of a potential immigrant, and for a visa to be issued
to the immigrant without having the relative sign an Affidavit of
Support. For example, subsequent to the petition being filed,
the potential immigrant can produce a letter or other
documentation from a U.S. employer stating that a job will be
provided to the immigrant, thus establishing that the immigrant
will not become a "public charge". In such cases, even though
the relative submitted the petition to INS on behalf of the
Aimmigrant, the relative will not be considered a "sponsor" of the
immigrant for program eligibility purposes since an Affidavit of
Support was not signed.

* The Food Stamp program does not make statutory reference
to PRUCOL for eligibility purposes. Regulations governing the :
" program specify precise categories of aliens eligible for Food ) o
Stamps, thus avoiding the vague "color of law" language. o



basis as citizens immediately upon arrival. On the other hand, regular immigrants who
have sponsors must have their sponsor’s income and resources deemed as.available to
them for three years--or in some cases five years--after entry for purposes of AFDC and
-SSI eligibility (see "Current Status” and "Alien Deeming" sections below).

The different treatment of refugees and immigrants under HHS entitlement programs can
be viewed as a reflection of overall, post-World War II immigration policy. The
distinction between refugees and immigrants became firmly established during the period
following World War II, and has continued until the present time. The Refugee Act of
1980 largely codified this different treatment of refugees/asylees and immigrants. The
Refugee Act replaced the relatively ad hoc refugee admission and resettlement
mechanisms with a more coherent and equitable process for determining the number and
types of refugees allowed admittance into the U.S. each year. The law also authorized
Federal assistance for the resettlement of refugees (see discussion of PRUCOL individuals
in the "Current Status” section below). Defined broadly, refugees flee, generally in large -
groups, from political or religious persecution; immigrants come voluntarily, generally on
an individual basis and in an orderly fashion. A third group, illegal or undocumented
aliens, come outside the law, generally for economic reasons.

In addition to the Refugee Act of 1980, other reforms in immigration law instituted since
1965 have expanded both the numbers and diversity of immigrants and refugees entering
the U.S. Because of this, the percentage of the population that is foreign-born has grown
sharply in the last 20 years, from an all-time low of 4.9 percent in 1970 to over 7 percent
today. Congress’ most recent overhaul of unmlgratlon law, the Immigration Act of 1990,
allows for a substantial increase in unrmgratlon

CURRENT STATUS: The foﬂowing is a summary of the restrictions on program
eligibility that apply to permanent legal aliens under the Department’s major entitlement
programs.

» . Each of our major entitlement programs (AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, Medicare, and
social security insurance programs) are available to lawful permanent resident
aliens who meet the program eligibility requirements, subject to the following
conditions-- _

o - OASDI - Except for the following exceptions, OASDI extends retirement
and disability benefits to all individuals, regardless of alien status, who

For example, excluding immigrants who were legalized
under the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA--see
description below), there was an increase in total immigration
from 612,000 in 1989 to 810,000 in 1992.

5
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work long enough in covered employment. Benefits are not payable to an
alien worker who has been deported nor is a lump sum benefit payable on
the alien’s death, unless the alien has been readmitted to the U.S. as a
permanent resident. (However, benefits are payable to a deported worker’s
dependents unless they are also aliens who are outside the United States.)

. Payments to an otherwise eligible alien who has been outside the United
‘States for longer than 6 months may be suspended unless the alien qualifies
under an exception to the nonpayment rule. Generally, alien dependents

and survivors outside the U.S. cannot receive benefits for more than 6
months unless the relationship upon which the claim is based existed for at
least 5 years during which time the dependent or survivor lived in the U.S.

AFDC and SSI -- a sponsored lawful permanent resident alien who applies
for benefits is evaluated by having the sponsor’s income and resources
deemed available to the alien for three years from the alien’s date of entry.
A provision in P.L. 103-152 (the Emergency Unemployment Compensation
bill--HR. 3167) extends the period of sponsor-to-alien deeming in the SSI
program from 3 to 5 years for those applying for benefits beginning January
1, 1994 and ending October 1, 1996. This provision also affects sponsored
aliens who are currently eligible for benefits and where the three-year
deeming period has not ended by January 1, 1994.

Medicaid -- eligibility standards vary among states. However, generally
states provide Medicaid to persons receiving cash assistance under AFDC,
as well as to AFDC-related groups who do not actually receive cash
assistance; SSI recipients; and pregnant women and infants with family
incomes below the Federal Poverty Level.

Medicare -- a lawful permanent resident alien must meet the age
requirement and be entitled to Social Security or Railroad Retirement
benefits, or entitled to disability benefits under the Social Security or
Railroad Retirement Acts for more than 24 consecutive months. Given
these requirements, an alien generally must be a relatively long-term

- resident of the U.S. before becoming entitled to Medicare Part A.

Individuals over age 65 but otherwise ineligible for Medicare Part A
benefits may purchase Part A benefits at cost. To be eligible to purchase
Part A, the individual must be a U.S. resident, and either a U.S. citizen or
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence who has resided in the
U.S. for five consecutive years. Such individuals must also purchase Part
B benefits for a monthly premiumi. Approximately 75% of the cost of basic
Part B coverage is subsidized by general revenues, with enrollees paying
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the remaining 25% of costs.

o The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA), which
created a process whereby previously illegal aliens could become legal
residents, prohibits such individuals from being eligible for Medicaid (with
exceptions) and AFDC for five years from the date of their legalized status.

. . ———————————

PRUCOL individuals are eligible for entitlement benefits on the same basis as

citizens. They do not face the same restriction as sponsored lawful permanent

residents because PRUCOL individuals are not required to have a sponsor whose
income is deemed.® For example, refugees--subject to meeting eligibility
requirements--are eligible for AFDC, Medicaid, and/or SSI upon arrival (or after

30 days of residence).

o In addition, refugees who do not qualify for assistance under our

~ entitlement programs--due primarily to the fact that they do not fall into a
category eligible for benefits, such as a single parent with dependent--may
receive special medical and cash assistance through the discretionary
Refugee Resettlement program. Eligible refugees must meet certain income
and resource criteria to receive such assistance, similar to those under
entitlement programs. Currently, discretionary appropnatlons for this
program allow for 8 months of assistance.

Illegal aliens are not eligible for entitlement benefits, subject to the following two
exceptions-- .

>

An individual need not be a lawful resident to be eligible for Medicaid benefits for
emergency medical services including labor and delivery services for pregnant
women. All aliens who, except for their alien status, are qualified to receive
Medicaid benefits may receive emergency care. The Federal government
reimburses states for these benefits.

An individual need not be a lawful resident to be eligible for benefits under the
social security insurance programs. In general, benefits are provided to any
individual who has worked long enough under the program and otherwise meets
program eligibility requirements. However, the ability of certain aliens to receive
benefits outside the United States is h:mted (see discussion in “OASDI" subsection
above).

6

Refugees are typlcally "sponsored" by various voluntary

organizations or agencies, but are exempt from the deemlng
provisions applied to legal 1mm1grants
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While the potential exists for illegal aliens to obtain benefits through fraudulent means,
the states’ experience with the Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements f(;S’QX_FQ_
program indicates that very few illegal aliens even apply for entitlement benefits.
Whenever it is a condition of eligibility, including issuing a Social Security number, the
Federal Government or stal tinely verify applicants’ immigration documents and
alien status. Whﬂegﬁﬁﬁ;@s an important problem, solutions and/or initiatives
addressing this problem-willClearly require the involvement of other agencies besides
HHS, such as the Departments of Justice, Labor, and State--not to mention various state

and local agencies (such as Departments of Motor Vehicles, Bureaus of Vital Statistics or
other agencies that provide Birth Certificates, etc.).

DISCUSSION/ISSUES: The coverage of aliens under the various HHS entitlement
programs, and Federal policy towards aliens in general, has recently received increased
attention by the Congress and media. Two prominent issues are addressed here: the
definition of PRUCOL eligibility, and sponsor-to-alien deeming.

Definition of PRUCOL'

There are many gray areas in trying to define which aliens fall under the definition of
"permanently residing in the United States under color of law" (PRUCOL). Four Federal
benefit programs--three of which are managed by HHS--use this term in defining alien
eligibility (AFDC, SSI, Medicaid, and unemployment insurance). The PRUCOL
category was first adopted for SSI in 1972; then for AFDC, by regulation in 1973 and by
statute in 1981; for unemployment insurance in 1978; and for Medicaid, by regulation in
1982 and by statute in 1986. None of these statutes clearly defines the term PRUCOL,
nor is the term defined in the Immigration and Nationality Act (the INA) or in INS’
regulations. Consequently, specific regulations governing eligibility for each of these
benefit programs have set distinct and separate guidelines for determining PRUCOL
status and for defining this term. PRUCOL status has also been an issue that has been
subject to, and defined by, various litigation.

Given the lack of a fixed meaning, only seven categories of aliens are currently
universally accepted by Federal agencies as PRUCOL. These are refugees, asylees,
conditional entrants, aliens paroled into the U.S., aliens granted suspension of
deportation, Cuban-Haitian entrants, and applicants for registry.

Other categories of aliens may or may not be eligible for public benefits, depending upon
agency interpretation of the term PRUCOL and litigation that determines whether

* particular aliens or classes of aliens are eligible for benefits from particular programs.
Such categories include aliens granted indefinite, extended, or renewable voluntary
departure; aliens on whose behalf an immediate relative petition has been filed or



approved; aliens who have filed for adjustment of status; aliens granted voluntary ,
departure because they have a visa priority date within 60 days of being current; aliens
granted a stay of deportation; aliens granted deferred action status; and aliens with
pending apphcatlons for suspension of dcportauon or asylum.

‘The lack of a common definition for PRUCOL in the Act has spawned much litigation,
which in turn has contributed to the differént definitions of PRUCOL applied by the three
programs. For example, in a 1977 case Holley v. Lavine, a Federal appeals court held
that deportable aliens who resided in the U.S. with the continuing knowledge of the INS
can qualify as PRUCOL for AFDC purposes. In this case, the INS had stated in writing
that it would not deport an alien who had overstayed her visa, as long as her U.S. citizen
children were financially dependent upon her. Under the facts in Holley, the possibility
of future deportation did not prevent the alien from establishing that she was
"permanently” residing in the U.S. Holley was the first major case to define the term
“color of law" for public benefits eligibility.’

In another case, however, asylum applicants were found ineligible for AFDC benefits. A
Federal court of appeals determined that although asylum applicants were residing "under
color of law," their residence was temporary rather than permanent, because it was
“solely dependent upon the possibility of having [their] application acted upon favorably."”
HHS subsequently promulgated a transmittal applying that decision on a national level.
The court’s holding, however, has been limited to eligibility for AFDC. For example,
later courts have not relied on this reasoning when considering asylum applicants’
eligibility for unemployment benefits. And for the SSI program, an asylee applicant will
be determined eligible only if INS does not contemplate enforcing the aliens departure,
which requires SSA to contact INS and receive notification regarding the status of each
asylee applicant applying for benefits.

The broader PRUCOL category used by the SSI program is substantially the result of
litigation. In 1985 the parties in a Federal appeals court case, Berger v. Secretary of
HEW, entered into a consent decree specifying certain categories of aliens who qualify as

7 In this particular case, the citizenship of the children

was based on their being born in the U.S. to the illegal woman.
AFDC policy will provide benefits to eligible citizens. In such
cases the eligible children can ‘receive benefits but the
ineligible mother cannot, thus leading to reduced benefits. The
importance of this particular case was in beginning to define
"what it meant to "permanently reside" in the U.S. By virtue of
- the INS letter stating that it would not deport her--a rare
circumstance since most illegal aliens do not obtain such a
letter—-~the court determined that the mother fell under PRUCOL,
thereby making her (as well as the. chlldren) eligible for
benefits.



PRUCOL. The Berger case also included the category of "any other alien residing in the
U.S. with the knowledge and permission of the INS and whose departure...the [INS] does
not contemplate enforcing.” SSI regulations were issued in 1987 implementing the
Berger decision and specifying:the multiple categories of aliens conmdered to be
PRUCOL, as described above.,

The fact that there is no common definition of PRUCOL in the Social Security Act (the
Act) that would apply to the AFDC, SSI, and Medicaid programs has led to different
eligibility requirements for PRUCOL aliens for these programs. In general, AFDC hasa
more restrictive, or narrow definition of which aliens can qualify for benefits under
PRUCOL, while SSI and Medicaid use a less restrictive definition. For example, AFDC
statute and regulations define PRUCOL to include refugees, asylees, conditional entrants,
and parolees. SSI regulations--on the other hand--define PRUCOL broadly to include
some seventeen different alien statuses, including the “catch-all" category of aliens
residing in the U.S. with INS knowledge and permission, or whose departure the agency
- does not contemplate enforcing. SSI regulations have defined this last category by stating
that the INS "does not contemplate enforcing your departure if it is the policy or practice
of that agency not to enforce the departure of aliens in the same category or if from all
the facts and circumstances in your case it appears that the [INS] is otherwise pemuttmg
you to reside in the United States indefinitely." ~

A difficulty with the current situation of using PRUCOL to determine benefit eligibility is
that many of the immigration statuses that are included in PRUCOL are temporary
statuses provided by INS. Thus, there are a number of individuals who have either
entered illegally or overstayed their visa that end up being eligible for SSI benefits once
INS becomes aware of their presence but does not innnediately deport them. Ironically,
an alien’s situation in terms of benefit ehglblhty can improve by being caught. INS may
allow the individual to remain temporarily in the U.S. for a number of reasons. For
example, an illegal alien who has been identified by the INS may claim that s/he would
be persecuted if returned to his/her home country and may be allowed to apply for
asylum which would prevent deportation as long as the application was pending. Or the
INS may allow an alien to remain temporarily in order to earn enough money to finance
the return to his/her home country (if the INS deports an alien it must finance and ensure
that the individual is returned safely to the country). Other cases may occur where the
INS will provide an alien with temporary status if the alien can establish that s/he has an
- immediate relative who is either a citizen or a legal permanent resident of the U.S. and
that deportation would be "inhumane" and "not in the public interest”. A multitude of
other scenarios are possible whereby an alien who has not arrived in the U.S. under
permanent resident status or other "permanent” statuses (e.g., refugee) is allowed to stay
temporarily and thus falls under the category of PRUCOL for benefit eligibility.

There have been cases publicized where a previously "illegal alien" has been granted
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temporary status and thus has become eligible for--and receives--SSI benefits. . Often, the
publicity has portrayed the case as welfare benefits being provided to “illegal aliens",
even though technically since INS has provided the individual with a temporary
document--or status--then the md1v1dua1 is a “legal alien", and a PRUCOL alien for
benefit eligibility purposes.

Refugees and asylees are the only two PRUCOL categories that are clearly recognized by
the INA as leading to permanent resident status. Both refugees and asylees are eligible to
adjust their immigrant status to legal permanent resident after 1 year of residing in the
U.S. as a refugee or asylee.

Alien Deeming

For purposes of benefit eligibility for three Federal programs (AFDC, SSI, and food
stamps), the income and resources of an alien’s sponsor are "deemed"” attributable to the
alien for three years--or, for some immigrants applying for or receiving SSI, five-years if
they are affected by the recent change in law (P.L. 103-152) discussed more fully below.
This three-year (or five-year) period begins from the date the alien adjusts status or first
enters the U.S. as a lawful permanent resident. A sponsor is a person who has signed an
affidavit of support on behalf of an alien seeking permanent residence. Affidavits of
support are used by INS to satisfy the provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act
that require an assurance that immigrants will not become a "public charge". However,
an affidavit by itself is not legally binding on the sponsoring citizen/resident (i.e., it does
not require the sponsor to provide the alien with a specific amount of income and/or
resources). Instead, Congress enacted sponsor-to-alien deeming provisions in statutes
governing the three Federal programs to limit sponsors’ shifting their responsibilities to
the programs. The alien and sponsor are jointly and severally liable for any benefit
overpayment. This provision prevents sponsored legal aliens from being eligible for
-entitlement benefits for three (or five) years, unless the sponsor’s income and resources
do not preclude the alien’s SSI eligibility and the legal alien also meets eligibility
requirements. Deeming requirements do not apply to PRUCOL aliens. Also, there is no
sponsor deeming requirement in Medicaid. -

In general, deeming applies even if the sponsor is not actually supporting the alien. To
receive benefits, a sponsored alien must provide information and documentation on the
sponsor’s income and resources, even if the sponsor refuses to cooperate. Income and
resources of both the sponsor and the sponsor’s spouse (if living with the sponsor) is
deemed to the sponsored alien. An application for benefits may be denied if the required -
information is not reported to the agency.

For the AFDC program, the three-year deeming provisions may also apply to immigrants
who were sponsored by a public or private agency or organization, unless the agency no
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longer exists or is no longer able to meet the alien’s needs. Also for AFDC, if a sponsor
is not actually supporting the sponsored alien, the sponsor’s income and resources will
not be counted when determining whether unsponsored members of the alien’s family--
such as U.S. citizen children--are ehglble for AFDC. There are no comparable
provisions for SSI or food stamps '

For the SSI program, if the ahen is the sponsor’s child or spouse, the regular SSI parent-

to-child or spouse-to-spouse deeming rules are applied instead of the three-year (or five-

year) alien deeming rules. Also, deeming does not apply to aliens who become blind or
iiia;bl/uutfter admission to the U.S. as permanent residents.

Not all legal permanent resident aliens have a sponsor who signs an affidavit of support.
For example, in 1992 a little over 20% of non-PRUCOL, permanent legal aliens were
issued visas based on an employer submitted petition. This type of petition signed by an
employer does not designate the employer or any other individual as the alien’s sponsor
for the purpose of alien deeming rules. Also, some aliens may become eligible for
immigration due to an individual petitioning INS, but may subsequently have a visa
issued on a basis other than a signed affidavit of support (e.g., based on a letter from a
U.S. employer). This is generally more likely in cases of working-age sibling _
immigrants, or parents sponsoring working-age children. In sum, INS does not compile
the necessary data to determine the number of legal permanent rcsuients who have had an
affidavit of support signed by a sponsor.

There is an issue that has gained some prominence and is related to the alien deeming
provisions under the SSI program. There have been cases publicized recently of legal
naturalized citizens sponsoring their older parents for immigration into the U.S., and after
the three-year deeming period the parents immediately apply for SSI benefits on the basis
 of age. The perception exists that these families are abusing the system since it has been
asserted that the children sponsors often have sufficient income and resources to continue
to support their immigrant parents, but instead take advantage of the current rules to gain
access to entitlement benefits after the three-year period. This is the same type of
perception that led to implementation of the original sponsor-to-alien deeming rules in
1980. SSI program data can not confirm the income/resources of sponsors, but does
indicate that many elderly immigrants apply for and receive SSI benefits in their fourth
year of residence in the U.S. For example, of all current alien SSI recipients who have
been--or are--potentially subject to the alien deeming rules (308,160), fully 30 percent--or
103,270 individuals--applied for benefits in their fourth year of residency in the U.S.
Another 15 percent apply for benefits in their fifth and sixth years of residency. The
remaining recipients applied for benefits in a relatively evenly dispersed pattern among
the remaining one-year increments, although 20 percent did not apply for benefits until
after 12 years of residence (see Attachment 1--aliens "Lawfully admitted" between 36 and
47 months applymg on the bas1s of age). Further, of the 124,860 legal permanent

{
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residents who applied for SSI m their fourth year of residency, almost 85 percent applied
for benefits based on age (Attachment 1).

As mentioned earlier, a recently enacted law (P.L. 103-152) that extended Emergency
Unemployment Compensation benefits included a provision that extends the period of
sponsor-to-alien deeming in the SSI program from 3 to 5 years, beginning January 1,
1994 and ending October 1, 1996. The law does not affect the sponsor-to-alien deeming

- requirements in the AFDC program. The SSI provision is "prospective”, mostly :
affecting immigrants who apply for benefits after January 1, 1994. If no further changes
to current law are enacted, this provision will have the effect of creating a cohort of
sponsored immigrants for whom the deeming provisions will be different than for other
sponsored immigrants (i.e., sponsored immigrants applying after October 1, 1996 will
once again have the three-year--rather than five-year--period of deeming applied).
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ATTACHMENT 1

Table 8. Number of current alien recipients who applied since

September 1980; by legal status, program category, length of time

between residency and SSI application: December 1993

Aged

Months

All persons

Color of Law

Lawfully
Admitted

Total 385,240 77,080 308,160
0-11 monthsg 61,080 50,960 10,120
12-23 months 14,200 5,750 8,450
24-35 months 13,910 3,920 9,990
36-47 months 105,640 2,370 103,270
48-59 months 27,210 1,700 25,510
60-71 months 20,300 1,240 19,060
72-83 months 15,150 740 14,410
84-95 months 13,930 570 13,360
96~107 months 13,130 580 12,550
108-119 months 11,440 530 10,910
120-131 months" 11,140 360 10,780
132-143 months 9,780 300 9,480
144+ months 61,320 1,050 60,270
unknown residence 7,010 7,010 0
Disabled All persons Color of Law Lawfully
Admitted
Months i
Total 24?,570 73,480 176,090
0-11 months 35,530 26,860 8,670
12-23 months 18,520 10,370 8,150
24-35 months 17,000 6,610 10,390
36-47 months 25,910 4,320 21,590
48-59 months 17,700 3,860 13,840
60~71 months 14,300 3,170 11,130
72-83 months 12,120 2,710 9,410
84-95 months 12,240 2,440 9,800
96-107 months 10,980 2,070 8,910
108~119 months 11,750 2,010 9,740
120-131 months 10,870 1,860 9,010
132-143 months 10,350 1,560 8,790
144+ months 48,910 2,280 46,630
unknown residence 3,390 3,360 30
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Deep cuts in assistance to children and disabled who are immigrants. All children -- including
legal immigrants -- are an important part of our future. And when those who come here legally
and work to expand our economy become severely disabled, they should be given a helping hand.

300,000 children are now getting assistance would be thrown off the Food Stamps and SSI
rolls over the next year. These kids are legal permanent members of our community. Under
this bill legal immigrant children would have no access to core safety net protection.

150,000 immigrants who became severely disabled after entermg our country would be cut
off SSI and Food Stamps

The absence of exemptlons for both chlldren and the disabled means that a immigrant worker
and his children who has worked less than 10 years and became paralyzed in a car accident
would be abandoned by our government, even if the immigrant’s sponsor had died.

Concentrated effects in California and New York. California will experience 40% of the $23
billion in reductions to immigrants -- about $9 billion. Half of that reduction -- $4 billion to $5
billion -- will be concentrated in LA County. New York absorbs another 17% of the reductions.

Families lose 20% of Food Stamps. The conference bill slashes food stamp benefits by $23
billion over 7 years, only $1 billion less than the vetoed bill. An average household would get a

20% cut in benefits by FY 2002. Half the food stamp cuts hit households. with incomes below

one-half the poverty line.

Capping the excess s shelter deduction cuts benefits to 7 million households. These people wﬂl
literally face the choice of paying rent or putting food on the table. Over 90% of the $3
billion cut would be come from households with children.

Unemployed childless families could get only 3 months of Food Stamps in a three year period
-- without any additional provisions'to help them find work. CBO estimates one million
people would be cut off Food Stamps because jobs or work slots will not be available.
Approximately 40 percent of these are women, and one-third are over the age of forty -- it
will be difficult for them to find employment quickly. These households are very poor -- their
average income when lookmg for a job is 28% of the poverty level.
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naturalization represents a: pledge to undertake the ~ - "
responsibilities of being a full member of our natlonal , c&vn*«éhﬁe
communlty._ T o - B gh*;qﬂ%ukko (323

&wmpo&nae.7bN

‘ fNaturallzatlon is the best example of our- 1egal 1mmlgratioh >
" system working. It reflects our society’s recognition of those C‘Z-s
- who came to this country to work hard, play by the rules and . ?&3;1%33

e pursue shared ideals of- freedom,-opportunlty and respons1b111ty N

Hundreds of thousands of ellglble 1ndlv1duals -are now waltlng to ;ﬁ:“

h'become citizens.. 1In‘some.parts . of the country,  these: 1nd1v1duals____,_“
have had to wait well over a year after filing their appllcatlon }a&kuquvw
- to reallze thelr dream of Unlted States cxtlzenshlp. -

‘Thls Admlnlstratlon 1s commltted to ellmlnatlng the waltlng llsts'ﬁhsPn«&\
of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this, we . e eds
launched cCitizenship U.S:.A., the most ambitious citizenship G&t&ka
effort in history.. In FY 1996 ‘the flrst year of this multlyear

process, the INS will, spend ‘more than $165 mllllon for e \
‘naturallzatlon. ) ,

Citizenship U.S A. comblnes three broad strategleS‘ hlrlng moref
people to handle applications, improving the naturalization -
process, - and expandlng partnerships w1th local OfflClalS and
;communlty organlzatlons. e e ':a__w S TR

We are already maklng progress.‘ We have increased the staff 235%
_ in the five districts with 75% of the pending appllcatlons. Los
Angeles, New York, Miami, San Fran01sco and Chicago. In‘'Los .
Angeles, where one-fourth of all new applications are flled we
have opened three new processmng centers and have more than
quadrupled the number' of INS officers handling 01tlzensh1p '
applications. After we become fully staffed .at these centers,. we
will be able to increase c1t1zensh1p interviews from 650 to more
than 2,500 a day. And we have doubled the number of interviews
that we are conductlng at communlty 81tes to make the process i
nore acce551b1e. e . -

But this is just the beglnnlng. This Admlnlstratlon's target is
one mllllon new 01tlzens and the' 'elimination of the waiting lists
this year. ' In addition, by the end of this year, individuals a
meeting all requirements for_01tlzensh1p shall be: processed and
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sworn—ln w1th1n six months of appllcatlon., After that INS shall

~-- 0f new 01tlzen appllcants.

maintain those ‘reforms ' necessary to stay current w1th the demand

R

U51ng all of the tools- at- your dlsposal -I ask you to ensure that
policies and practlces hecessary to accompllsh these targets. are

“implemented. This includes ‘continuing, expanding. or acceleratlng,v"

"as approprlate and- practlcable,;the follow1ng.‘

1) New Hires. lelng, tralnlng and deployment of full stafflng
to-assist naturallzatlon efforts should proceed as qu1ck1y as
p0551b1e. . : Sl .

"In addltlon, I request that agen01es cooperate wlth the INS to

:voffer temporary p051tlons for -their ellglble workers fa01ng

layoffs or reductlons in force."

2) Cuttlng Red Tape.,Thls 1nclude3' establlshlng electronlc 5?1"

filing and mailing-in of 01tlzensh1p applications; extended
weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expan31on of
processing fa0111t1es, -and. 1mprovements to make it easier for
‘people to obtain forms and’ get . 1mm1gratlon 1nformat10n by -

'..telephone or computer.

13)<Working witniLocaIJOfficialsfana:CommunityeBased'Grougs.

. [To befinsertedj«w

'4) Engllsh Tralnlng.. To a551st legal 1mm1grants move toward

citizenship.and ‘new citizens’ expand job skills and maintain self-
sufficiency, .I request relevant agen01es to work with the .

- Domestic Policy Council, the Natlonal Economic Council and other
" White House offices to present to . me, by December 30, 1996 a- '

report descrlblng opportuhities to establlsh publlc/prlvate
cooperative efforts to teach ‘English to the many individuals

‘waiting to learn or improve their Engllsh—language skllls., ThlS

report should consider possible 'roles by private companies, .
unions, communlty orqanlzatlons,'and the Amerlcorp program. -

L

In taking these steps, we shall maintain the standards and
requirements, such 'as English language proficiency and the
personal interview, that demonstrate an individual’s readiness to
accept the responsibilities of ‘citizenship and full participation-
in our National communlty. You are directed to contlnue v1g11ant
over81ght to preserve these standards. , :

Flnally, I plan to partlclpate in a naturallzatlon ceremony soon.,‘

Some members. of my Cabinet have already part1c1pated in these
celebrations of 01tlzensh1p and.I encourage others 'in the Cabinet
to.work with the. Immlgratlon and Naturallzatlon Serv1ce to
partlclpate as well. . : ' :



CURRENT First notice Process | Benefit Terminations | Number of Appeals --Benefit
| RECIPIENTS that benefits or Reductions People affected = | Continuation
' may be cut off S ‘
SSI for children Nolaterthan ~ | Notice begins - Benefit termination on July | 285,000 notices and Benefits continue if-
January 1, 1997 redetermination 1, 1997, or month 190,000 children recipient appeals within 10
» process; following redetermination, | coming offtherolls | days of notice of cut-off
redeterminations will | whichever comes later; . ‘
“average roughly 90 redeterminations must be
days compleéted within one year
: -} of enactment
SSI for immigrants - | No later than First notice will give - Beneﬁt temlination m 1.1 million notices Benefits continue if
. ' : | March 31,1997 | recipient a certain month following and 400,000 to recipient appeals within 10
‘ number of daysto redetermination; 500,000 people days of notice of cut-off
respond; if no redeterminations must be | coming off the rolls
response, second completed within one year
notice will serve as “of cnactment
redetermination of
eligibility ‘
| Food Stampsfor | NA." Households are: ~ | Benefit termination in 900,000 participants | checking? e
immigrants : recertified on a three- | month following - (including 300,000 . Lawssyr
‘ to-twelve month '} determination of children) in first year.. R
cycle; at time of ineligibility; '250,000 lose benefits -
. recertification, || redeterminations must be in first three months.. -
immigrants willno - | completed within one year - '
: longer be eligible. | of enactment
Food Stamps -- No later than three | Recipients eligible for | Benefit termination as of in excess of one checking?
unemployed non- ~.| months after benefits for three beginning of fourth month | million
‘disabled childless enactment, each months after after notification (i.e.; no :
-} adults aged 18 to 50 State starts three- | notification later than six months after
: " | month clock enactment)

Noh conl. Sugh 910 .
DRAFT/IMB/8-6-96
Based on Conference Report language not reviewed by agencies



First notice

~ Enforcement

CURRENT Process Benefit Terminations | Number of - Appeals -- Benefit
RECIPIENTS that benefits or Reductions | People affected” | Continuation
‘ may be cut off
| Food Stamp beneﬁt NA. ‘Maximum benefits Reductions relative to . ‘Nearly all of the 25 N.A.
levels - reduced. Standard “current law -~ Maximum million monthly
Deduction and Excess | benefit reduction and participants
Shelter Deduction - Standard Deduction freeze -
frozen. effective 10-1-96; Excess
‘ Shelter Deduction freeze
) effective 1-1-97 -
Child Nutrition - NA. Homes notinlow- | Reductions effective 7-1- | about 700,000 NA
Family Day Care ' income area must - 97 children -- costs to - '
| Homes apply for means- families unlikely to
tested benefits or change, but rate of -
receive lower prograrm growth may
‘ reimbursements. slow - )
AFDC/TANF - NA. | States must States have discretion to AFDC caseload totals | Minimal Fedetal standards. |
- ‘ implement the block | establish time limits . | 12.5 million ., | States can set requirements.
grant program by July | shorter than the S-year individuals (including | No Federal authority for
1, 1997, but may start Federal limit and 8.6 million children). "| benefit continuation.
immediately on discretion to increase or’ : ’ :
submission of a‘State | decrease benefit size.
plan to HHS. ’ ) -
Child Support Under current law States pass first $50 of monthly support collectlons to family recemng assxstance under new law, States areno |°

longer reqmred to pass through any collectlons as of 10- 1-96 Over 600 000 farmhes may be aﬁ'ected

' DRAFT/HVIB/’S 6-96
Based on Conference Report language not reviewed by agencies -




NEW APPLICANTS

Number of People affected

Benefit Cut-Offs
SSI for children New rui‘es effective upon enactment - 200,000 future applicants who would be eligible in
2002. 10,000 to 15,000 in first three months.
SSI for immigrants | New rules effective upoﬁ enactment 20,000 to 50,000 in first three months
Food St@ps for ummgrants New rules eﬁ'ectiVe upon enactment NA
Medncald AFDC/TANF, and other non-exempt - New rules eﬁ'echve upon enactrment for new N.’A.

| means-tested pmgrams unrmgrants

immigrants entering the country. (State option to
deny benefits to current immigrant recipients and
immigrants currently in the country, bcgmmng

N January i, 1997)

DRAFT/HVIB/ 8-6- 96

Based on Conference Report language not reviewed by agenmes



IMMIGRATION RELATEn IM‘PLEMENTATION ISSUES :
- Administratirﬁe VAetiAons |
' R Speed up naturallzatlon process A
- For SSI extend tlmmg of notlces requesting proof of c1tlzensh1p
. \_Have INS grve pnonty for households w1th chrldren and- drsabled
.- - L Walvers for people w1th certam drsabrhtres (e g mental 1mpa1rments) that make them unable to naturalrzeunder current rules e
' ,Leglslatlve Modlﬁcatlons to Welfare Reform s | | - | | |

K - o xemptlon -- Conference falled to. exempt chrldren or those v who become drsabled aﬁer entermg the U S About 300 000
S ,..chtldren and 150, 000 dlsabled adults would lose beneﬁts e Al T . goo LR

| . Medicaid - “The Conference blll mcludes a five year. prospectlve ban on Medlcald for new 1mrmgrants and azstate optronal ban S :
.~ .oncurrent 1mmlgrants - The mandatory prospectlve ban and the state optlonal retrospectlve ban should be r moved to mamtam Lo
cntlcal health coverage for legal 1mmrgrants : . AT o s SR :

.‘_“ B

. Effegtlve Date and Ngturallzatlon Pollcy_ -- A six month delay n the effectlve date would prov1de a umform pollcy f'or all

R immigrants.and would give current recipients time to adjust and naturalize. In addition, immigrants who apply to naturalize - %
. should not be subject to the ban Immlgrants ehglble to become cmzens should not. be denied beneﬁts because of admrmstratrve
~ factors beyond then’ control ‘L » e o N

=Other Leglslatwe Proposals ‘,; o

: . Grants to heavrly 1mpacted areas for health and other assrstance o " - C/vanoxl ﬁ/"«l/
T | R Vel
. Grants to comrnumty and nngrant health centers in heawly 1mpacted areas N Medicard woairs

Toe . Resources for INS to speed processmg naturalrzanon clarms
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BILING CobE: mo-ia ‘
DEP/ 1RT1\ (ENT OF JU STIC;E
Immngntlun and Natorallzation Scrvice |
. . 3CFRPart312 |
| | [INS No. 1702-96]°
Rﬁ!i 111.5-AE02
' .\’;’ajver of E(l&tntions;l Requirements for Niuturellzatise
fnr C‘cttzm Apphmnts .

AGLNCY Imrmg:anon a:staiurahaatmn Semce Jusuoe

ACTION Pmpomd nﬁe

QUI\MARY: Thc Immigretion and 'Nmuredi;:aﬁon Service (the, Servlcej is amenﬁjng its fegu.laﬁon

relating to the cducations] recuirements for naturalization of ehg,xbie appheants. T}us is necessary to
‘A:mpl.ement changes to section 312 of th I.mn igration and Natiopality Act (the Act) as amendcd by '

the Technical —Con‘ﬁctioﬂé Act of 1394 '1' he amendrnent provides an exemption ﬁ'}pm the -

requiremants of demanstrzting an vnderitwkling of >thei Englich lmguz.ge‘. includmg én ability to read‘
| write, and speak wotds n oniman- usa‘ & anl of demonstrating a knowl cdae and underbtandmg of

the fundamentals of the history, and of the pr: nmples and form of governinent of the Umwd States,

for certain applicants who are unable 1o cornply wzth both rcquirements ogcau;o they possess a

physlca] or davelopmentul yisability” cr 8 memal impairment.”. |

____.....a-

DATES Wnlten u(mn'ncm'x must bs wibrititted on of befora [Insan da\e 60 da}s from the data of
publication in tbc FEDERAL. RIZCI STE R]

ADI)RESSES: Please subxm: writien comments in triplicate to the Directer, Policy Directives and -
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Instrucnons Btanch, bxmugrmc»n il Nat waltzation Service, é25 I Snm NW, Room 5307,
Wm}ungton, DC 20536 To aasuro proper hmdhng, Ie;:e nforcncc INS tmmbcr 1702-96 on'ycur
carrespondence. Comme;jts:»ue wadabn: b foe I:tubhcmspectioﬁ at the sbove-noled address by calling
(202) 514-3043 t6 iﬁa‘mge an appointient.
fOR HIRTHER WOIIMA’I‘ION CONTACT: Cmug 3. How‘.e,;‘Adjudic'atior;'s' | Officer,
| Adj@cﬁcaﬂons and Nutionaliry Division, [Iﬁl,’ni};;fa»(iori z;nd Nammiizatich Se:%n&ce, 425 I Street NW.,
Room 3214? Washizngtom e 20 536, 1 ﬂeph-fme (202) 5'14-5014, | |
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: -
Backgronnd
Secticn ‘112 of the At rv:q\.;:rc i A person wc};mg nammhzatlon 25 a cidzen of zhe United
States to demonslmr: &n Lndustarwng ¢ f te Lm,hsh mguage and a know edge md undcrstandmg :
of the ﬁmdanmtah of the history, -.md of the p:m;lplw and form of government of the United States.
On' October 25, 1994, Con.;;rem Qne:ddéd zectioﬁ 3i2 of the Act,‘thréugh the enactment <.>f the
, Irmmgranonand Nationality I'echnical (; OrTGC,Iona Act of 19%4 (chhmc:\i C orreouons Act), Publie
Law 103-416 108 Stat. 4303, section lOR;aa(4) |
' Undor the new suoscz,no'l () of section 312 of hc Act, certain persons are exempt from the
Enghsh proﬁuancy and hmacry nni governs: ierd reqwe«-aenzs of section 31”(3) Lfth@)’ possess &
physxcal or devdopmcntd disability” o1 a “pental mewmem |
Congrese did not. speaafically Jufine the phrases phys;cal and deve!opmenta! dxsabﬂity" or
’mcﬂta.l 1mpmrmenl;" in the Technical ﬂ?ortcmons AcL However, C—ongr':»ss did provide hxmted
gutdnncc for dcﬁmm' these terms in the Re pcrt of the Houss of Rz p:cscnu,twes Cumrmttec on the

Iudrcmy, HR, No 103 387, Nov embt r 20, 1993, The relevant cormncn'(s fcu"zd on pagc: 5 and
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6 of the report, read: -

The hiil also providys u generd walver af all z‘es'ting' requirements for
persons of uny ege wao, bucause of “physical or deve!,bpn*nencgl
digability or mumtal impeirmen:,” could not reasonably be expected 10

pass th tesf. This is not inten:led to include conditions that are cither

temporary or thar have resu'ted from an individual's ilfegol use of

;lmg;, '

An ir;dixidu’ai who is developmentally disable& zs oge who
chows dém;,:ed‘davebm-mt of'a specific co‘.gnitivc' urea of ﬁi’amrmoﬁ,
Le,, reading, ianguage, or spéi:ch, resulting in intelllec,.‘mai functioning
80 impaired asto render the indiv.iduval unsble to participates .i:n the
normal testing, prosedurcs for :namralizé:ioﬁi’ This za ot an aéqizired

disability, but one whéz;e onsit occurred prior to the 18th birthday.

An individual who 1 mantalty disabled is one for whom iherc is &

primary irnpzirment of braln’ function, geumu)’ associaied wath an

organic basis upon which diagnosis is based, resulting in an

impeirment offimelertual functions, including memory, crieniton or
~ judgment. This definition does not include individuals whosc mental’
disability s ncit the resalt »f 8 physical dissrdar. An individual who is

‘kphyksically disabled is one vho has a ‘physical impairment that '

substandally timits a majsr life activity,

No.008 P.04

LTI

It is clear that the amsridmimt 10 siecti>n 312 is intended to exempt only thosc individuals who,
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because of their dissbility, carmot demonstrite the requisite llteracy end Knowlcdge as requirsd under
section 312 of the Act.

On Novpmbor 21, 1?95} this Ser«i@ pmgidc‘d policy gu%da‘noc o ity ficld offices w‘it‘h
preliminary Instructions for ecjucicaron of naturalization appﬁcations based 0~n thﬁ}‘e;:p;‘md'ed
exemptidnsvprm}ided uncles the I'ex:hnic:al omrections Act. The Service also prox;ic'lad preliminary
deﬂnitions of the terms “dc'(dopmcmsl’ dlsz‘bilit.y," “physical mmm&y; an';l “mental impairment”
follovang the language in .1 No. 03 »87 xpp icants seeking cmbxim V&&vers were rr:quued to

sublmt medical e‘vidmce (eg. u onupag»; certilication from 8 designmed vl surgeon) with their N-

' 4’}0 Apphcaﬁon for Nazmmmauon, supporiing thw claim of dxsabﬂ.ty The Service reminded field

oﬁ:es that the disability waiver applied culy 1o'the prowszorsm section 312 and-thet applicants must
il satisfy all other requiiremants for nat ured.pm ion, mchxdmc: the ability 1o take an oath of allegiance.
Amcndment of emtmg re;::ulatiun

In order to xmpl'cmcm the chances lo ;mion 3 li of the Act as r'n;f.\lr‘adatcd by the Technical
Corrections Act, the Servize 1s :ptr)pcwlng; 0 amend & CFR pﬁm 312.1 and 312.2 to provide

definitons of the terms "dwa’iopmral disabilif 'y."' "phyéical disability " and‘ *memal U‘npaimlem," and

‘to outline proeedum fer mdmdua]-, whe seek u.b tc) walvers pairsuant to section 3 12(b)(1) of the

Act.

“This proposed rule nit only mo:ifics the Sm‘id'tturﬁ;nt .]:'fr'eﬁm-inarf guidance to the ficld
but also comports with existing federal 3 D|.1Cl€‘> and regulailons for rfnplememmg nondlscnmnmory
dlsahxhty based progmm 8s r.-qmaed undm’ seciion 504 of the Rehabiliration Act of 1973, 25 amended
by secnon 119 of the I\ehab.thtanon, Ccanprehensive S,emce:,-md chlopmcmal Digabilities Act

of 1578, and 28 CFR part 39. This fropused nils als6 provides that a waiver will be granted only to

@003
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those'indiviéualh with disabilitieé‘who hcczsuifé'of tﬁc nature of their disability, cannot dcmona“uam
the rcqm:ed understanding of the Eugunh [a.nguage end knowledge of f’s.mcma.n history and
guvemmcnt - ’
The section 31'-(b} d} ﬂbik\.} wzuver i 30L 2 blankat exe_mpdnn Fom the u:s.mg requuements
‘to be gxamcd bascd solely qn cvidencr of 2. drsabm;y_ ‘To mterprer section 312(b) as 4 blanker '
t‘exerrkption nc:t only wou.!.d have thé ta»::ft effest of p_‘erpctué'tiy}'lg the negative .gefe;ntypc that pveopive ‘
wAixh digabibtiey are unzshle té l;uﬁc;ipat‘e;iﬂl;,' in‘ majhéi.reé%n activities, but fdao would be contrary to
~ The requirements of :;ecticin %04 of the EiEtehab?litazIOn A'c{
| Al waivu'-izljg;ibilit)' deterﬁziﬁa:;ions will be bascd on evidence of ‘a';;égm'.ﬁye impairment,
resukking n on inability to I¢arn the ;"cquis'cd language andrhjstor'y and goverument material,
Therefore the d:sabled applicant mugt show tha his or har disability acmaﬁ ¥ Lprferes with the ability
1 learn the required languag: and lmow edge skills. Those individuals with disabilities who cannot‘
demomtratc a oognhlvn' hnpaumem will 110t Teceive wa:vm but will be nroﬁded with any reasonable
modsﬁcmon in the test administraticn pro,ess necsassary to cornp y with section 504 of lhc
Rebabilitation Act. | | . |
It will be the rcspénsibility of ths disahled p;r;.on applying for nzturelization to pfo;zide the
documentation nemmryto m':bnantlate the clalm "f‘or a disabilify-based gxception. "fhe Service hes
| no de.sue for applicants with xhsabjlltlcs 10 sut:mlt exaensive medxcxi repom or medical bac.kground
‘ mfonnaucn regarding tbeu'r z:ondmon Since Service officers am not physicizns and shoukd not be
placad in the posiﬁm;of' muking s medical determination, the Service 'Wm,uw designated sivil

surgeons to conflmi the exlslence of « particuler disability. The civil surgeons will review the

necessary background medical reports, submitted by the applicent or the applicent's medical s pecialist.
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A Civil surgeons not experienced in diegnosing d'wdopmcrrt‘al dissbilibes or other cégnhigo‘
: impai.m\ents ghall Le required to conasult vith p‘rofcssiorxxﬁ who are ﬁxpeﬂgnsed in dmgncslng
cognmvc uﬁpaimm.ts prior o making an eljgi!::iﬁty dem}xaﬁon Tt‘ the suVrg‘ecsa I in agrccm'e’m with
- the background mfommhon and has conauliid with the necessary apcm&,s“ he or she will 1ss0g a one-

: 'pagc c«:mﬁmnou Vt.nfymgwe existence of i (i mbdxty 23 defined under 8 C% Rpa.rt 312 Z(b)(l} dnd
attasting to the applicant’s :mablhty tc‘pa‘mi:ipa.tc in the nommal testing procedures reguxrcd under
section 312, The Service fully ir;mt:nds’to wirk with the c'r»ﬁ'surgcom in developing guidancsrand
pmoedures for the pmpm ation of tht cerification nccded by the disabled for this pamcutan excaption, "
The Service is also considering crzuting a special form for use by the civil surgeons in liew of the
certification previously noted.

_ Request for comments .

The Service is secking; pﬁbiic u‘ommﬁmas regarding this proposcd rule, Et should 2lso be no:ed-
that the Service is enrges in 8 coniplete revision of 8 CFR part 312. The wo*nplet.f g CFR pm 3 12'
remsmn will be Issued as a proposed rule, als with 2 requeft for public comments, The arowsaons
. noted imthln this propo;cd wule will by incarporate:d into the overau 8 CFR.part 312 revision, In |
addmon. any conmsemts mzde 1n response t) this p;oposad rule will be mcqrporﬂted with other
comments reccived on the overall S CF R part 312 rovision.
Papu-work Reducr&op Act
The information t:oli.a;:tion reﬁmremenﬁ comained‘:in th: 3 prkoposad rule at'8 ‘(__‘FPQ 3412.2‘ has
‘been submitted to the Office ofhfa:sag,c\ﬁrc;;x, and B{Jd'g\:t (OMDB) for r:vicrw under sccﬁqn, .;$§07(d)
of the Paperwork Reductmn Act. Conunents on thlS information cellection requireinent should be

sent directly to th;e f'ollou&ng two addresses:
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Office of Informarion snd Re ;ulatory Affairs (OMB] )

725 17th Street, NW

Washington, DC 20507

Attn: DOJINS Derk Officer

‘Room 10235 '

‘Trmmigration and Nuturelizetion Sérjriac -

Policy Directives und Listauciions Branch ‘

4257 Street, NW T : .

- Washington, DC 20534 .

Attp. INS No. 1702-96

‘Room 5307
Regaulatory Flesibility Act

The Comuussionsr of the l‘nw&g(raiiu-n and Naturelization Servics, in eccordance with the

Regulatory Flexibility Act :ﬁs U.S.C. 603 (b)), has reviewed this regulation and, by approving it,
ceniﬁes.thm the m].c will nut héx’"é a'si a;xniﬂcm ezonamic Inpast on & subsiaminl number of soall
entities. . This rule bas been drafted in A wa) to minimize the ¢eenomic’ inpact thet it has on small
business while meeﬂng its irtended oby \;tl\ éu,
Exegutive Order 1286&

This rule is considered by the Department of Jusuee, Imnﬂgrat.ion «hd Naturalization Service,
to be a "significant rezularory@ttién“ und:r Excoutive Order. 12865, section 3(f), Regularary
'legandkeﬁw:. Under Executive Order 12866, sécﬁohlé(a}(i)(B};{E}..t}ds préposed rule has .
been submitted to the Ofticy of Managument and Budget for review. This rule is mandated by the
1994 Technical Cérrectjlsns. Act in order te afford certain disabled namralization appﬁ'ca}na an
‘exemption from the cducasional requirements outlined ln secton 312 of the Lmunigration and

Nationality Act.

Executive Order 12612
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The regulutién will r;ot have iubstontial direet lcﬁcéw on the States, én ihe‘! relstionship
‘between the Nationil Government and the Siales, or on the tvﬁsm‘buﬁon of power md responsibilities
among the various [('v.els of 3 ~;o*ucrnmc: L. "Bvrefo;'e in accorda.nce with Fr*c;ti\’; Order 12612, it
is dctcnmned that this rule does not haw sui:k jermt fedembsm vmpl.x,at! onsto w mut the pmparauon
‘ of a Federahsm Asvs sineni, | |
List of Subjects in 8 CFR. Part 312
+ Citizenship and naruralization, ¥dust tion, N
Accordmgly part 3]" ofchapu'r [ of utle § of the Code offeceral} guletions is pfo’posed
to be amended as follows: | | |
PART 312—-EDUCATIONAL REQI‘.'!’H(EI?QNTS FOR NATITRA LIZATION
N The mho;-'xty citation for part 112 vonlinues 1o read as follosws:
‘Authority: & U.s.C. .110'3 1423, 1443, 1447, 1448,
2, ‘ Secnen 3121, paravraph ih)(3 is ren. med t6 read. 23 ‘ollows )
§ 3121 Literacy requirements. |
LR ‘o
’ (b) s an
B 3) The‘réquirements of p:zragepﬁ (#) of this section shall not applxy to amy pc‘z@n who is unéable
bécmse of physica.l or- u*valépmemdl disability - or- manml kmpainﬂem ‘1o demo:ﬁtma an

understanding of the English languajse, ns noted in p'ar?gmph (a8) of this section. Physical disability,

| 'SlleRmmIﬁl,dmablhg( and i1 enml umy: xm@{do not mciude condlt 1or's thar are tempmaly or that

have resulted from un individual’s zjc,gnl d.f".]!l use. For the purposes of this pa.rwaph, 1he tesm

Wal digalility means pairment_ the onset of which pr&,ed an individual’s


http:Dey;JQWU!j1li!!..9j
http:ofp:m.g:rc.ph

- ID: o QliE 08'96  22:29 No.003 P.10
o 08/08:86  10:56  BW202511688% - EOFP ' ‘ Qoo

lsthb:nhday, that §zau3es an md;\'ldual 0 800w aeia>eo devel op;nem of e soeczﬁé sogmtwe areg of’
maturntlon i.e, reading, la:.guagc or .;ve«e«.} resulting in mu%e:n.)@ functioning &0 meaxred as to
cause aninplividual to be unabic_ to d_cmmstr'n;:ran understanding of {ﬁe English language as required
6)1 this section. : | | . “

mem@; x’uea.m‘ 1 prvery i:'npaj&nen.: of brain.fu»nc‘cvion, generaily sssociated vyith
an ozlganis: basls uparwhich The dlapnosis s based, reaulting in w‘impa.irmem of intellectual functions
such a‘smémory, od(;mation, or judgérn.:::nvt n{u' causes en individual to ba unable to d&mn’stra!'e ao
underatanding of tho ling;ﬁaf;'langu,ugc requi :td by tus section. ‘f.us deﬁnjtion does not aniudea
mental impairment thaf is not the resul of a physical disorder. | o

Mt@gj me;hc a |ibys'u::a| Eani;>aimm fhafs;bst&mﬁﬂ!y limit.s anincividual's .major
life acrivides in a way that causes that inclidusl 1v be qné&le to demonstrate an undersianding of the
English language required by this secticn. 3 | |

s s

3 Sectlon 312.2 iy arneaded by:
‘8. Revising the last santan:e of paragraph (s);

b. Redesignating pa:agmpfb (b}\ s p&ragz“apll (c) and by
c. Addmg B uevy paxugmpl {b} 0 rcad B follows!
§ 312 2 K.nowlodge of history and goverainent of the Umtcd btatc:. -
- (@) "™ ™ A person who Js r;;\tempt fror the lit,erw; rcquiremcn: under §312.1(b)(1) and (2) must

3

still satisfy this requuement.

N RN

(b) Exceptigns. (1) The requir:’manix: uf‘ba:agzaph (a) of this section shall not apply to;any

o
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‘ person who is unable bec:use.of ph\szcad of de\relopmcmal dl <ab lty m men:g} unpa;mem o
A ;dezrmnsn'ate akw\ulcdgc and unde.'mmhné. cftho Emdg.mema.ls of 1he tnswry and of the pnnuiplcs
| ‘andtbrm Ol’govmxmem of g Un wd Snne eh yg}g} g;mmm ‘k*'elomemfl,d*s.bxlm and ,M
| mp,mmgm do not inc ud° mndltmns tlrar AR taﬁporary or m;t have resul ed ﬁ'om an individual’s
dlegal drug use. For the: purg ;:»osc« tsfﬂm psr ‘g;re pn, the tcm"'z |
W Developmelm.d 189 ility means an u xpmrm:m the onset of s which pr‘i’t.édPS an mdmdual'
18d.mbixﬁxday; that ciusey on mdmdus& 10 4t w de aye:d dev’elopmem ofa SQE&LKL COgIulive wrea of
i maturmon, ie, readmg, |anguage ;r & 3eeuh rerultma Ln mnpﬂﬁc‘mal fms::t cring so meaired as to
causs an mdxvidua 1o be wmb o dcﬁ-on‘tlme Lhe kncmledf*e requl reb by this §acﬁon. ,
- Mgntal qmg@jl meuns o pmr a:) i npmmcm of bra}n ﬁ,ncuonj,g'vr;mU) ﬁSSO\»ABYC‘d mthA
: Qan organic bnsia upon. whic,h he dugnosu is Da sed, resulmxg i an mpa.u ment 0?“1nteﬂeftuai tuncnons
chh.asmemry, enx:mgmm, -)xpdgemn ut tha! caqses an individual to be unable to de:nqng{rata the
| ’,knovirl’eﬂgvc wquntd by this thﬁiiﬁn‘ T'hi*.‘{'t‘i‘éﬂrvlftibnvdoes n’b§ mciude a‘fne.n;‘éi"imp&i_rmmjth?t is noi
the result ofa physical di:;:nicr » R - B ‘ R o | |
Mﬂm mews 8 ahysa. al ira >a.f.rmem t et sub:sw.mt a.Ls Lmlra an individual’s ma;nri‘ |
lite arﬁ\dﬁesinaway Lha* z.auses thazmclmdus 10 B¢ unaole to demonstrate he mowlzdgc requzrcd ,
by t}us scctlon ‘ §  ( ‘ - | |
2) M&g}_mnm_o_anm} Al prrév{n;a:a appl mgfor naﬁ;ra{iza‘ﬁon and el:ing an Exemp'tlori ’
from the requxrcam.i txfpuﬁgxapl (u) a8 C ‘R part 312.1 and paragrapn (a) m‘ this se::zzon based
on yne ct‘the cnumcmzcd d{sabdxr:y ext ept‘ s ust sa.,bmxt 2 cemﬁcauon from s desugz ulud c.ml

SUrEEON (as dr:ﬁned in 42 CFR.34, 2), aue:ungto the orisdn, naure, nnd extent of the p~rson ] medxcal

candlumaslt relates 10 thea mab: r{ ex: epluns mted Lnder pa'mh ('b}@} of § CFR part 3121

10
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 and paragraph ()(1) of thit sccrion. The c.maseadoh el be 3 letter-sizad one-page document,
signed and dated by the dvil ‘:urgec;ii. mc &m.g surgeen, in particular 18552 ncz‘cxpcﬂs in diagnosing
; devclopmental disabilitizs or other co;;nh,ive MIpaTTments, sha]l consult with other walificd ph}, smans
and pvydlolomsta prior to-providing 1. certification, and may require the pevion geeking a d:eabxhty |
bascd cxr.cptnon to ﬁnnmh cwdcnce Fons a mcxncal 5p€tl¢hst or osychr‘rlocm te suppon b«e pensons
claim of‘ 8 quahtymg diz.abmty -‘my add::umiai mwcal ﬁ"’:déﬂC&TEGULY&j DY @ cml SUTEEON Lo dssist
in tha eualuation shall only be For the une of the cvil surgeon. The edditional cvidence bhaﬂ not be
‘ auached o the civil surgean's ceni ﬂcalma ur Aled wath the apphcan ‘s applicztion for nﬂmrahzatwn
as background or suppmu'ﬂg doc:.u.mgn;aticn. , An affidavi or atiestation by the person, his or her
felativés, or guardian on kis or ler m;diuai qondmon is nol & Suﬁidem xﬁedis:al anestétlon for

purposes of satisfyuig this requirerment.

Dated: ) . ' Doris Meissner,
Comipissionss, ‘
* pmigretior and Naturallzation Service.

11
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“Chilling Effects’ Seen

s

From Welfare Reform
 Caseload Drop SharperAmonglmmlgrwws

By WiLLAM BRaNIGIN
" Washington Post Staff Writer

The use of public benefits has
declined more sharply among im-
migrants than U.S. citizens, largely
because welfare reform legislation
has had “chilling effects” on many
noncitizens who were actually eli-
gible to apply for such assistance,
according to a new study.

" In an analysis of Census Bureau
" survey data, Urban Institute re-

searchers Michael Fix and Jeffrey S.
Passel concluded that “poncitizens -

accounted for a dzspropomonateiy
large share of the overall decline in .
" welfare caseloads that occurred be-
tween 1994 and 1997.” The use of

cash welfare benefits by noncitizen .

households fell 35 percent during
" that period, compared with a 15
percent decline among citizen
households, they said.” The same
patterns held true for food stamps
- and Medicaid. ’

.But the study showed that, a]-

" though their welfare usage rates

dropped faster, a larger percentage
. of immigrants received cash assis-
" tance, food stamps and Medicaid
than citizens—both before and after
“ the 1996 welfare reform law was
. .passed. In 1997, for example, 9
. percent of noncitizens used cash
“welfare and 10.8 percent used food
. stamps, while citizens had usage
rates of 6.7 percent and 6.8 percent,

o respectively, in the same categories.

- The- 1996 law. imposed restric-.
tions on legal immigrants’ access to
welfare, set time limits on the eligi-

bility of refugees and placed bars on.

access to services by “unqualified

* . .imsmigrants.” The study said that the .

law’s “chilling effects” on applicants
might have been more consequenhal
by discouraging “immigrants from
using health, nutrition or. other
types of benefits, despite the fact
that many remain eligible.” The
study attributed these effects in part

to confusion among i unxmgmnts and
- providers about who remains eligi-
ble and to fears that receiving wel- -
** fare could lead to deportation or
other penalties under laws intended
to bar immigrants from beeormng
- “public charges.” . -

The Clinton adrmmstratmn is
likely to ‘use the study to buttress
arguments for - budget requests

. aimed at further restonng health,
nutrition and cash benefits to vulner-

able legal ummgrants including chil-
dren, pregnant wémen and newcom-

- ers who are, dxsabled researchers

said. - -
The Center for Immlgranon Stud-
ies, 2 Washington think tank that
supports reducing immigration, said
it does not dispute that fewer immi-
grants are seeking benefits for which’

 they are eligible. But the problem is
. that, in tinkering with welfare eligi-
- bility, Congress failed to limit the

admission of those likely to need:

" welfare in the first place, said Steven’ -

Camarota, a resident scholar at the
center. ’ :

“Instead of ﬁxmg ummgmtmn
policy, [Congress] 'tried to micro-
manage immigrant policy, with per-

, ‘haps some unintended effects,” he

said.
Fix, the Urban Institute’s d1rector

of immigration ' studies, said the ~

_ reform law’s unintended effects have -

"included discouraging welfare usage-
by refugees and the U.S-bomn chil-. -
dren of immigrants, as well as slow~ -

ing enrollment in new health insur~

ance programs for the working poor.

Refugees had substantially higher,

. usage rates of cash welfare, food,

stamps and Medicaid than nonciti-»
Zens in genemL the study showed. In
1997, nearly a quarter used wel
fare—down from a third in 1994,
but still far above the 9 percent,
ﬁgure for all noncitizens. .

.The -higher usage rates among
nonmt:zens generally “are due to the

Afact that immigrant households are|

poorer and more likely to contmn.
children, not because noncitizens
- have a greater disposition toward’

. receiving benefits,” the study said.

‘When the researchers compared on-

Iy poor households with children,,

they found that the welfare usage

rates of noncitizens fell below those

of citizens.
Fix said it was unpossible to tell
how much of the decline in welfare

use amnong noncitizens was attribut-

" able to the law’s effects in weeding
out illegal immigrants who had been-

~ receiving benefits improperly. The .

institute received suggestions that

. this was one of the factors behind an.

earlier finding of a 71 percent drop.
in noncitizens' welfare use in Los:
Angeles from 1995 to 1998 Fix said.’

@he Washington Post
TuEspAY, MARCH g, 19;;9 :




"people hke to thmk of thenmiselves
as progresswe. but they don't
want the poor in their backyards.”

In interviews in Andover, resi-
dents were careful to point out

that they have nothing against '

poor people. But few seemed eager
to see more of them in a neatly
manicured town with one-tenth
the poverty rate and oneeigh-

teenth the violent crime rate of

Lawrence.

“Andover is not really a place '

for, as they .call it, low-income

housing,” said Ken Barry, a resto--

ration contractor and father of
three who was sipping latte in the
Starbucks on Main Street. “This is
an affluent community. It’s terrible
what’s happened to Lawrence, but
why should their people benefit
‘from our progress? Why should

" ‘their kids go to our schools?”

What's happened to Lawrence -

is a half-century of rot, as a city
that helped lead America into the
Industrial Revolution has watched
its suburbs lead the way to the dlg—
ital age. -

‘While the Andovers have lured A

white-collar employers such as
Hewlett-Packard Co.,
. Equipment Corp., Raytheon Co.
and even the IRS, Lawrence has
been economically notable mainly

~ as an East Coast distribution hub’

for illegal drugs from Puerto Rico
and the Dominican Republic. Its
main drag, Essex Street—once

lined with banks, theaters, an op-
era house and upscale shops such-
as Royal Jewelers and Kaps cloth- .

iers—becamme a sad mix of board-

ed-up stores, fast-food joints and

Digital

The Washington Jost

TUE:SDAY, MarcH 9, 19%;9

private apartment, but in practice
are rarely seen in suburbia. The
culprits, they say, are suburban

. landlords who let their Lawrence

. check cashers, Royal Jewelers and. -

Kaps now do business on Main
_ Street in Andover. -

“There’s not much opportunity
in" Lawrence,” said Juana Mon-
tero, 21, a Lawrence public hous-
ing resident and part-time commu-
nity college student whose brother
is in prison for shooting a local

basketball star. “You look around,.

there just isn't much here.”

Lawrence’s public housing pro- .

‘jects have improved over the last

decade—HUD just gave the city’s -

housing authority a perfect man-
agement score—but much of its
private housing looks like it has
just come through a bombing raid.
‘Lawrence officials assign much of

‘the blame to suburban exploita- -

tion of federal Section B vouchers,

which in theory can be used in any

properties go to ruin, and sub-
urban housing authorities who
earn administrative fees for every
voucher they distribute.

- “The people in the suburbs are

-total hypocrites,” said Lawrence

Housing Authority Chairman Da-
vid DiFilipo, the son of a Lawrence

millworker. “They influence our’

housing every day, and now

‘they’re outraged because we
might influence theirs.”

The city owns land in North An-
dover, but Downs pointed out with

. a'grin that even vacant lots in An-
. dover sell for $200,000 these days.

Some observers believe O'Neill’s
plan-is really an effort to shame

suburbs into building affordable

housing on their own, or a smoke
screen designed to bury a plan to
replace one of Lawrence's older
projects with a high school.

In any case, state officials say
Lawrence's suburbs may be get-

. ting a bum rap. The Lawrence

Housing - Authority manages 10

2,

times more apartments than its

counterpart in Andover, where
most of the subsidies are reserved .
for the elderly, but Andover is not
far from the statewide goal of 10

percent affordable housing. North -

Andover and the more blué-collar
Methuen are not far behind. Other
swank suburbs in Massachusetts,
notably Dover (1 percent) and
Sherborn (0 percent), provide far
less assisted housing for the poor.

“Affordable housing is always a
problem, but it's not as black-and-
white as people see it,” said Tara
Frier, chief of staff for the state Di-
vision of Community and Housing
Development. “Low-income - peo-
ple often prefer urban living. They
get easier access to transporta-
tion. They have an easier time go-
ing to the doctor. They can go
shopping.”

Then again, there isn’t ‘much
shopping left in Lawrence, except
for drugs. Aida Hernandez, a 27-

.year resident of the Lawrence pro-

jects, says that just about the only
time wealthy Andover residents
visit is when they want to buy her-
oin or maybe visit a prostitute.
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Deem until citi7eriship under SSI, AFDC, and Food Stamps; apply 10 new applicants. Establish
tighter definition of alien eligibility. Seven-year savings: $S -6 billion {not an official CBO
estimate).

REIROACTIVE DEEMING

Deem until cnizcnshxp under SSI AFDC, and Food Stamps; apply to new applicants- and current
recipients. Establish tighter definition of ahen ehoibxhty Sev e:n-} ear savings: $8-10 billion (not
an ofticial CBO) estimate}.

SST BAN-:WITH FXEMPTIONS

SS1 ban with exemptions for refugees/asvlees (5 years), vetetans, elderly over 75. and disabled;
apply to new applicants and cwrent recipients. Ueeming until citizenship under AFDC and Food
Stamps; apply to new applicants. Establish tighter definition of alien eligibility. Seven-year
gavings: SS-IO billion (not an official CBO estimate). 4

SSI BAN..I IMITE HON SENATE BILL

SSI ban with limited exemptions (refuga?s vetarans, title I[ cligibles); appl;; to new applicants
and current recipients. Seven-veur savings: $15.8 billin. S-vear ban on future immigrants under . -
all other federal programs--including Medicaid-- and decrning for 40 qualilying quarters (even if

beyond citizenship). Scven-year savings: $4.1 billion Medicaid. Total: $19.5 billion (Net
number including $400 million add-back on for Food Stamps for those eliminated from SSI

rolls)
D STAMP BAN (C

SSI and Food Stamp ban with limited exemptions: zpply to uew applicants and curtent
recipients. Child nutrition (scheol lunch) cut-off for illegals. Seven—year savings: SSI-$15.8
Food ::mmp'%-$4 7: Child nutrition $.5. Towal: $21.0 billion.
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SCP. JMEDIATE RELEABE i CONTACT: CHRIS GALLEGOS
Juse 18, 1996 4 ‘. o © 1203) 22¢-7083
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© cthat provisians to degy school lunches to o uDdocammnted stusents be

a«o«.ﬁpbh«nlcahpwlgnon ang.o oug»o-nu nngn .cawnﬁd
refars Bill.

Domenici nanw .nun e ncuu to two Sabate oonl.»nn_l chairmen

. : expreseing kbis ﬂvo-un»nn o uuo&ﬂnpu to rafuse schcol luoeh

bacafite to nomcitizen sudsnte. EHe said the proviei ion would ba

vezry problemacic mnu.!-gno»n it becgme lav.

*The welfare bill‘s provisico to dany pchool lunch bansfits
aeneitizen children.is 33% na-nnnuc«donr-»wu

a«a_vmlnmnsnwoww: Domanici sai *1 beliewe thie provision

would unfairly and g-av% restr »na nwwnunnu Sron unuuu_«.ﬁn
putgiticnsl progrums,*

u&ngnhwnﬂnonlu.oﬁn Nggnon!grcmun :
- chairsan of the Sevats gncnnnn.lunnno and Delaware Sgnator

8ill Roth, chairean of Bevats Pinancs Conmittes,

Based ou ths Supreme Court decision in Pderv. Dos, states
aot deny the s Ennlgpﬁgnwanogﬂng
that it provides to other childrsa wio reside in ths state.

Pomanici said he doubts g.w uknn uoﬂ eculd fu uwu‘ §w< with

ov-r-b«uw uonunlu-

*3ehool. distrists, (thv mist accept noncit izen &pg -

wculd respond to chis nﬂanhg wither by instituting cureory

pructives that do naot fglfill the iacent af law or Sooyr the

Euﬂng coot and aduinistrative burdsn w nﬂuo«ﬂhm ismigratiom
law, m.ﬂ n.lnh

E»Emggazoa«oﬁo:nwnwﬂgg ,
educational and rvelated services to all etodants wubo pressst

thongelves cvwvuhnwcnc. school~based fewding prograns.

*3anning widocumented ehildren freo reCeiving school lunch
would Zepult in sn unfondad msndate to the stats, -wunuuac_lnubo

- public schools may not discripinate among children, * Domenic n-w»n.

*Thais onﬁgngoawngwn%aﬁﬂg

vu.unu»ﬁ. Qﬁ@nﬂbﬂnﬁgggn Compitiew, said the ‘.

”ﬂwﬂd could fiod the Punding to m&wnounwnpgg which
save about $50 willioo annually over the oext six ysars.

S gu?lnﬂonkpng and adminis nndn»u!.& Ev I&ion

genmrating these savings, ™ Domenici ssid.

n balieve this is, overall, a sczong cuunﬁd refors Bill that
ooved 2 long way in -bnnab-wuu the oxplosive growrh in welfare use
by lxsigrante. This bhill wold Duild upon ths provisions ia the
immigration bill that would enforve the responsiblility of wptsore

- . to prevent immigrats from becoming pudlic charges.  BHowevey, I

believs it would e wisest Lo ﬂ.ﬂo chks uﬂu......-nnu to dany namcitigsen

children s2hool lunch bmnatits.
y-uo.-vw
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AN nen P . Assistant Secretary for Polic
© 7 U Doparmentof Labor * e o

June 19, '1996", |

MEMORANDUM FOR RAHM L EMANUEL
'Assistant to thc President and Director of Special Projects

"CAROL H. RASCO : ‘
Assistant to the Pres:dent for DOmetlb Pulwy :

JOHN L. HILLLY
- Assistant to the President for Leglslanve Affairs

. KEN'S. APFEL-
- Associate Dlrecter for Human Rcsourccs, OMB

CFROM: . ANNEH LEwis At
S Assnstarst Secretary for Pohcy, DOL

'SUBJECT: - = - ’Job T rammg, Lct,al Aliens and Welfare Refcrm -

" 1 am writing to cxpress our view, consistent with long—standmg Admmxstrauon pohc,y, that we
- should strenuously oppose efforts to deny legal immigrants access to-means-tested job training
- and employment services. I believe a strong case.can be made that job training and cmployment
- programs should be treated dxfferently than other mcans—tested Federal assistance. :
5

As you know the welfare proposals currently. undcr consideration in Congress impose stringent
restrictions on assistaace to legal immigrants. The House Republican welfare proposal, the
Castle-Tanner welfare bill and the Breaux-Chafec welfare legislation cach includes a five-year
- ban on means-tested Federal assistance to immigrants. The provisions in'the bills are virlually -
~ identical--legal immigrants would (with limited exemptions) be prohibited, for five years after
entry, from participating in means-tesied Federal programs, including not only cntitlement '
- programs (such as food stamps and Supplemental Secunty Inccmc) but also d1scrcnonary
‘programs mcludmg means-tcsted job trammg o :

A
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The Ho_usc Republican and Breaux-Chafee wclfare prdpngsals extend “decxning?";-adding the
- sponsor’s income to the immigrant’s to determine progrum eligibility--to all means-tested
Federal programs (under current law, deeming applies only to AFDC, food stamps and SSI)

" The expansion of déeming would have the effect of denying means'tested assistance, even in '
the absence of the five-year ban, to most sponsored immigrants who would otherwise be eligible.

The House and Senate immigration bilis contain similar deeming provisions. The length of the
deeming period in the House bill could, however, be shorter in some cases than the deeming

- period in the welfare bllls (. <., wnh rerect to spouses and minor children of cmzcns/pcnnanem
residents). : S : :

: :Thc House Republican welfare bill and the Castle-Tanncr leglslauon, however exempt post-
secondary student financial assistance (e. g Pell grants; Stafford and dircct loans)‘from both
the five-year ban and the deeming provisions, on the grounds that it makes little sensc to deny
* legal immigrants the education needed to become employable and productive residents (and,
eventually, citizens). The House immigration bill exempts student financial aid from both the
dccmmg and public charge provisions; the Senate lnxmlggatlon blll hrmts the exemption to those |
' necewmg ﬁnancml aid at the time of enactment. ’

‘ . - ' "
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Legal immigrants are currently cligible for means-tested cmployment and training services
under JTPA Title II (including year-round progranis for disadvantaged adults and youth and

the summer youth employment and training program), JTPA Title 1V (Job Corps, Migrant
and Seasonal Farmworker and Indian and Native Amcncan programs) and Title V of the Older '
Amencans Act (Senior Curnmumty Service Employment program)

. The Administration has consistently, and quite correctly, opposed blanket bans on means-tested
- <istance to legal immigrants and maintained that deeming should bc limited to the income -
support programs to which it now applies. As stated in the views lettcr on the immigration bills,

- “the. Administration. su'"ongly opposes broadening the application of deeming rules and the

‘public charge provxsnon from a well-defined sct of cash assistance programs 1o nearly all
means-tested programs...” The welfare legislation included in the Administration’s balanced
budget package is consistent with this position. It makes. afﬁdavns of support legally binding
(i.e., enforceable through the courts), but does not extend dccrmng beyond the income suppon
programs to whxch it has h1stoncally apphcd :
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Shauld we not prevml on thcse larger pomts the Adrmmstranon should msxst that me;ms-tcsted
- job trammg be cxempted from any deeming provisions or ban on assistance in any wclfare
proposal, for.the same redason that exceptions have been made for student financial aid programs. :
Studies have demonstraled that Job Corps and JTPA adull trammg are particularly wnse T

" investments, boostmg the eamings and employmcnt of participants and yielding retumns fo. - o
socxety, in the case of Job Corps, for example, of $1.45 for every dollar invested. Itisinno. - .
one’s interest to cxclude immigrants from programs that will help them become more productwc
" members of our soc1ety Access 10 job trammg will help 1mmxgranu: remain scif-sufﬁcrent

Each of the wclfare and xmmngmtlon proposals already moludes a hst of pro;,ra.ms exempted
“ from the ﬁve-year ban, deeming and public charge provxsxons arnong them school lunch and
child nutrition, as well as postsecondary student ﬁnancmi assistance. Adding means-testcd job

training programs to the list of excepted programs would be good policy, consistent with the
Administration principles of work and opportunity, and would have no budget implications--
CBO in general attributes no savings to the exclusion of 1 immigrants from discretionary :
programs. In the event that an immigration bill including deeming provisions similar to those
now in the House and Senate bills is enacted; the Admlmstranon should nonctheless seek to -
modify the deeming provisions in any welfare pmposal to cnsure that they arc no worse than

- those in the immigration legislation (m any respcct)

I welcome an- opportumty to dnscuss these issues further If you necd any uddmonal mformanon
pleasc contact Scth Harris, Dcpuly Assistant Sccrctary for Pohcy, at 219-6197. A

. ::-';‘
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. THE WHITE HOUSE -
. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500

DATE:

'6/8/96

Leon Panetta
'Bruce Reed
Rahm Emanuel

"TO:  gen Apfel

* FROM: Staff Secretary

FYI. .



MEMORANDUM

0y .

THE SECRETARY

'U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN ngmgm pe 2 7
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20410-0001 ’

- FOR: Honorable William J. Clinton

. Cisneros, e

SUBJECT: Adverse Ihpact of Welfare Reform Bills on Legal
: Immigrants , ~ :

FROM: Secretary Henry

This is to inform you of. concerns about the serious. impact
of provisions in current welfare reform proposals that would
affect millions of legal immigrants -- and the adult children of
legal immigrants -- most 51gn1f1cantly in States such as
California and New York.

; I have ‘been approached by key members of ‘the Congressional
Hispanic Caucus i.e., Representatives Roybal-Allard, Becerra,
Richardson and Torres, who have strongly expressed their concerns .
about the welfare reform proposals, and have asked that I convey C

these concerns to you.

These california Congressmen represent Congressional
districts with large populations of legal immigrants that will be:
severely affected by the proposed changes. But the potential
problem in California will not be confined to these Members’
districts -- it will affect every district in the State, as well
as other States with large ‘legal immigrant populations. :
Moreover, the impact of these changes affects not only the
population of legal lmmlgrants, but also the sons and daughters
of legal immigrants who may have to carry the full burden of -
caring for their elderly parents if access to vital benefit
programs are denied as a result of the enactment of these .
proposals. :

' For example, the welfare reform proposals, which were
included in the welfare reform bill that passed Congress last
year and that you vetoed (H.R. 4), would, if enacted into law:
(1) bar many legal immigrants from Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) and Food Stamps; and (2) make many legal immigrants, for
five years after enactment of the legislation, generally
ineligible for all government. needs-based assistance programs


http:impact.of

-(through deeming of a sponsor’s income), including those

1nvolv1ng medical assistance and housing ass1stance.

The following demonstrates just some. of the potentlal lmpact*“
of these proposals.:

There are almost a half-million elderly and disabled legal
immigrants for example who would be terminated from the SSI.
program if these proposals are passed. In addition, many legal

.immigrants would be made ineligible for other programs of -

critical need to the elderly and poor such as Medicaid and Meals-
on-Wheels.

' Furthermore, denying needed Federal benefits to legal
immigrants will not make the governmental burden of meeting that.
need disappear -- it will only be transferred to the States and
to local communities. This will be particularly hard on States
and local communities with large legal immigrant populations --
California, Florida, Texas and New York will bear over 76% of the
total federal funding loss if these proposals become law.

It is also very difficult to justify targeting legal
immigrants by denying them vital safety-net programs, simply on
the basis of their immigration status. Legal immigrants pay -
taxes, and serve in the military, and therefore should entitled -
to these critically needed benefits, on the same basis as
responsible citizens. In fact, studies show that immigrants
generally pay $25 billion more annually than they receive ln.
benefits, and are significant contributors to. the economy -- with
total immigrant income reported by the 1990 census to be $285
billion or 8% of all reported income.

I believe that the potential lmpact of these proposed
welfare reform changes on an important segment of our Nation’s
population, and the potentlal impact ‘on States and localities,
warrants a full review in any consideration of welfare reform.
leglslatlon as a whole :

I am looking forward to dlscuss1ng this important issue with
you further at your convenience. . :
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'IImmlgrants Account for Blg Part of SSI Growth Off101al Says

‘WASHINGTON (AP) The number of elderly,‘blind and dlsabled

‘frlsen"more ‘thah 14 percent each year since 1985, a Social Security '
Admlnlstration offlcial said Tuesday. :
S The growth Mirrérs récent. inéreases in 1mmigratlon to the Unlted R

V ‘Deputy Commiss1oner Carolyn Colvin told a Senate panel '

e “on’c1t1zens _légal immigrants and refugees now make up: 12

peri nt of all recrplents in the Supplemental Securlty Income oo

pwbg m; Colv1n told members of the Senate Judlclary Commlttee sl

1mmigration subcommlttee.‘J

rThey also tend to be poorer than U S..01t1zens on the program s f;f

The authors .of the bills Sen. Alan Simpson, R= wYo.,tand Rep.
mlth R Texas_ say one of thelr goals 1s ‘to cut abuse by

o Smlth and Slmpson are meeting opp031tlon from many Democrats who ‘
,concede somethlng must be done to curb abuse in SSI bnt say there s o
no ‘need to cut: legal 1mm1gratlon. o

. In 1988 about 643, 000 non- 01tlzens were admltted to the country
.for permanent resrdence the most since 1924 Colvin said. That '

c;number rose to 1.8 mllllon in 1991, mostly because of the

"Immlgratlon Reform and Control Act, whlch legallzed 2.7 mllllon

“1llegal allens. . N
'In’ 1994, niore than 804 000 1mm1grants entered the Unlted States._e,~*;

hﬁ In general ‘elderly and disabled 1mm1grants wrthout sponsors and .

Lt se An the country for more than five years are ellglble to apply o

‘for SSI ‘ohe of the’ natlon s fastest growing entltlement programs.
~Elderly and disabled refugees many fleeing persecutlon in their -
homelands may apply for it immedlately upon entry. L
| o Overall 1mm1grants use all forms of welfare at roughly the same

rate’ as 01tlzens do, according to a study by the Urban Institute.‘,._
L“.‘wBut non- 01tlzens account for nearly 25 percent of the growth inr.

S [from 1986 to 1993, accordrng to. the General Accountlng Offlce
: Congress‘ 1nvestlgat1ng arm.

The number 'of new SSI appllcations from 1mm1grants has more . than
trlpled since 1982, said Susan Martin, _executive dlrector of the
- Uy S Commlss1on on Immlgratlon Reform which was app01nted by
Congress., _ o
e The: number of allens reoe1v1ng SSI payments because of age ;}f

_increased from 92,000 in 1982 to 459,220 in 1995, she said. "Blind-

.and dlsabled aliens 6n the rolls 1ncreased from 36 OOO in 1982 to -
'326,'190 'in 1995, ,

Slmpson said he wants to tighten rules that support a L
-,longstandlng U.s. pollcy of keeping out 1mm1grants llkely to become.-
'burdens on" thé public. )

. There 5 nothlng ugly ‘or ev11 about what we're up to, ‘f Slmpson'
'sald “This is not about the ragged, the wretched or the homeless.
People ‘who have more are going to pay more.''

. Smlth Slmpson and the president want to toughen rules that i
requlre famlly nmembers to be financially responsible for. 1mmlgrants
they sponsor into the Unlted States. The courts have ruled that ‘
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;affidavits of support requlred in the legal immlgratlon process are
gnot legally enforceable._ ) -
- Welfare agenC1es across the country know that many sponsors‘

. won*t live’ up to their promlses said Angelo Doti, director of ..
:flnanc1a1 assistance for the Orange County, Callf., s001al serv1ce
agency.;. _ ,

- Currently natlonwlde it's a sham.“EVerybOdy knows that;"

. Dotl said. e B S o S

~~APNP 02 Gﬁ 96 1?40EST
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b JPOOD STAMP PROGRAM ;
COMPARISON OF FY 1993-1994 OFFICIAL ERROR RATES ' JA
WITH PREDICTED FY 1995 BRROR RATES g,
COMBINED COMBINED FPREDICTED

OFFICIAL OFFICIAL OFFICIAL
FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1955

Yo T 43'5 L)Jﬁé;xyk's;kj-'{>

STATE
Conneccicuct 7.94 7.78 8.54
Maine . 7.53 7.50 7.52
Massachusetcs 5.56 .76 - - 6.10
New Hampshire 12.42 14.65. 11.67

. New York - 12.43. 10.11 9.08
Rhode Island . 5.60 6§.99 5.13
Ver@on: l1.40 €.34 8.26
Delaware - 7.57 10.10 9.03
Digr. of Col. 5.03 9.59 3.08"'
Maryland 10.71 11.24 10.87
New Jersey 8.25 8.75 95.24
Penngylvania 9.12 8.38 9.44
Virginia 10.7? 11,62 13.47
virgin Islands 5.15 5.88 4.38
West Virginia 13.64 .13.92 11.26
Alabama §.08 5.75 7.37
Florida 16.96 13.59 11.02
Georgia 11.13 11.54 10.72
Kencucky 5.18. 5.54 . 4.74
Mississippi 20.03' 9.24 10.31
No. Caroclina : 9.87 9.54 8.77
So. Carslina 10.88 5.05 6.52
Tennessee 16.71 9.86 10.83
Illinois 10.20 9.497  11.88
Indiana 16.57 17.70 16.23
Michigan 8.64 8.69 9.80
Minnescta o 8.46 8.80 . 7.22
Ohio 14,37 14.52 14.23
wisconsin . 9.51 10.52 12.54
Arkansas 6.44. 8.39 5.99
Louisiana 9.34 5.60. 7.15
New Mexico 10.83 3.88 7.17

i OCklahoma - 2.97 10.77 10.55

~ Texas 11.37 12.45 8.69
Colorado - 7.54 7.35 £.00
Iowa 10.22 11.41 11.71
Kansas 7.59 7.55 8.53 ’ Sl #f 97
Migsouri 11.17 11.158 12.52 3 ) ¢ [2%) B3
Moncanea © 7,69 6.54 7.55 ‘f‘(ﬂ“"“'ﬂ"f’gﬂ ’ )"74
Nebraska 11.03 11.95 - 9.15° . .
North Dakota 8.04 6§.03 5.97
South Dakota 1 3.76 3.23: 3.77 '
Ucah 7.16 8.60 8.20 ' T g e
wyoming 7.04 " g.51 8.38 A skt 193
Alaska 4.56  8.98 5.99 B Fra4
Arizona 12.08 15.31 13.49 L :
California 9.06 10.52 9.77 : |s 20 [
Guan 12,34 9.96  g.4z fe xCrepT
Hawais 3.75 4.74 4.27
Tdaho 8.47  10.5% 7.05 . ‘ S shio €8T
Nevada 9.04 §.85 - 9.87
Oregen . 9.35 ».88 8.00

| Washington 9.28 5.7 5.13
National Average 10.81 l10.32 9.78 °

' - ‘ 01/23/96
PAD/QCB/SSS

! DpC’s error rate for FY 1595 1c underastimated due to a gignificant

backlog in completing their FY 1395 sample.

! predicted error rates for FY 1995 are based on data from October

through September 199S5. The U.5. average may be underestimated due tc DC’'s
backlog in completing their FY 1995 sample. .
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' STATES WITH STATEWIDE EBT SYSTEMS

Maryland

New Mexico
Texas

South Carolina

~ STATES THAT WILL BE STATEWIDE WITHIN 12 MONTHS

e Utah - (Completion Date 4/96)
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Prellmmary List of Welfare Reform (/ff W/

Optlons for Consideration in the FY1998 Budget WMW

(In billions of dollars. Options are not additive.)

_ . : Five Year
LEGISLATIVE OPTIONS N : .
Food Stamps
A Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation. 2.0
B. Remove the Shelter Deduction Cap in FY1998 . ' 2.0
C. Remove the Shelter Deduction Cap in FY2000. ‘ ‘ I
D. Reindex the Standard Deduction in FY1998 . 34
E. Index the Standard Deduction in FY2002. : ' ‘ 0.1
Benefits to Immigrants :
A. Exempt the disabled from SSI, Food Stamp, and Medicaid bans. , . 83
B. Exempt children from S5, Food Stamp, and Medicaid bans. - : 29
(Earlier this year it was estimated that CBO would score options A&B at approximately

$8 billion. This estimate reflects Administration technical assumptions and baseline.) -
C. Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. _ 26t03.6 -
D. Provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled who lose SSI ("bucket"). 1-2
E. Repeal the Food Stamp ban for all legal immigrants; A

require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. . 35
F. Exempt children from SS! ban. 02
G. Delay implementation of the SSI and Food Stamp bans for 2 years - allowing immigrants .

time to naturalize. ‘ » 4.1
H. Delay implementation of the SSI, .Food Stamps, and Medicaid bans for | year. , - 29
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national -

unemployment trigger to the contingency fund. : 0.0
B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs ) 0.0
Medicaid
A. Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSI. 0.3
B. Legislation to offer national 2 year Transitional Medicaid and extend sunset. 2.0
Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit (DCTC) (Rough, off the shelf estimates)
A. Make the credit refundable. 34
B. Expand DCTC to give a larger credit with more benefit for working families. ’ ' » 29
C. Expand and make refundable (A&B). ' 7 to 8!

Welfare to Work (beyond $3 billion policy already proposed) :
Expand $3 billion Welfare to Work initiative and/or challenge grants and/or addltlonal 2.0
performance bonuses. '

Demonstration Projects

New incentives/pilots for model programs and substance abuse testing and
~ treatment. _ : : » 1.0

12/4/9611:51 AM



Preliminary List of Welfare Reform
Options for Consideration in the FY 1998 Budget

{ In billions of doflars. Options are not additive.)

ADMINISTRATIVE OPTIONS

Supplemental Security Income . .
A. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility criteria for children by assuming

a standard that removes 45,000 kids from the rolls.

B. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility criteria for children by assuming
a standard that removes 100,000 kids from the rolls.

C. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility criteria for children by assuming
a standard that removes 145,000 kids from the rolls.

Five Year _

6.4
3.9

2.0

OPTIONS WITHOUT COST AGAINST WELFARE REFORM ALLOWANCE

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national
unemployment trigger to the contingency fund.

B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs.

Welfare to Work Initiative .

(Ncn-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform)

00 .
0.0

[3.0]

12/4/9611:51 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget

FY2002 Five Year.
{in billions of §)

Option I: Address Core Committments

Food Stamps

A. Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit

exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). | 0.1 0.7
B. Remove the shelter cap in FY2002. 0.4 04
Food Stamps subtotal 0.6 1.1
Benefits to Immigrants
A. Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. v
Welfare Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue in Medicaid. 0.8 2.6
B. Delay implementation of the S| and Food Stamp bans for | to 2 years - allowing immigrants
time to naturalize. ‘ 0.0 24to4.l
C. Exempt children from SSI ban. . 0.0 ' 0.2
Immigrants subtotal 0.8 5.2to 6.9
Transitional Medicaid
A Modify Administration policy on budget neutrality policy for the 26 States
with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). . 0.04 0.2
Supplemental Security Income ,
Continue current policy as scored in Welfare Reform for eligibility standards for
children. 0.0 0.0
TOTAL COST OF OPTION I: o | 1.4 6.5to8.2
Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance
Temporary Assistance for Needy Farﬁﬂies )
A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national .
unemployment trigger to the contingency fund. ‘ ‘ 0.0 . 0.0
B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs. ' 0.0 0.0

Welfare to Work Initiative ‘
(Non—add. costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) . [0.0] [3.0]

1214196 11:50 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reforrh Options for the FY 1998 Budget

FY2002 Five Year
(in billions of $)
Option 2: Propose Changes that Moderate Overall Impact of Welfare Bill

Food Stamps
A. Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit
exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). 6.1 0.7
B. Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation, 04 20
C. Index the standard deduction in FY 2002. : 0.1 0.1
D. Remove the shelter cap in FY2002. 0.4 04
Food Stamps subtotal 1.0 3.2
Benefits to Immigrants :
A. Repeal the Food Stamp ban for all legal immigrants;
require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. 0.7 35
B. Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. Welfare ‘
Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue in Medicaid. 08 2.6
C. Exempt children from SS| ban. ' 0.0 0.2
D. Delay implemenation of the SS1 ban for current recipients for | year - allowing '
immigrants time to naturalize. 0.0 14
- Immigrants subtotal 1.6 1.7
Transitionol Medicaid
Administrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for
with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). ‘ 0.04 0.2

Supplemental Security income
A. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility to children with mulitiple

physical impairments, 0.5 2.0
B. Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSI 0.1 0.4
C. Tighten rules that deem parent's income to children for purposes of
. determining level of children's benefit. -0.2 -0.7
SS1 subtotal 0.4 1.7
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 2: « 3.0 12.8

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national

-unemployment trigger to the contingency fund. - 0.0 0.0
B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs. 0.0 ' 0.0
Welfare to Work Initiative .
{Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) [0.0] [3.0)

12/4/96 11:50 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget

Option 3: Incentives to Reward Work

Food Stamps

A. Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit
exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made).

B. Remove the shelter cap in FY2002. . ’

o Food Stamp subtotal

Benefits to Immigrants
Delay implementation of the 55I, Food Stamp and Medicaid bans for | year -
allowing immigrants time to naturalize.

Transitional Medicoid
A. Modify Administration policy on budget neutrality policy for the 26 States
with waivers for Transitional Medicaid {decision made).

Supplemental Security Income _

A. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility to children with mulitiple
physical impairments.,

B. Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSI.

C. Tighten rules that deem parent’s income to children for purposes of
determining level of children's benefit.

S$SI subtotal

Child and Debendent Care Tax Credit (DCTC)
Make the credit refundable in 1998.

Welfare to Work (beyond $3billion policy already proposed)
Expand $3 billion Welfare to Work initiative and/or challenge grants and/or
additional performance bonuses.

Demonstration Projects ‘
New incentives/pilots for model programs and substance abuse testing and
treatment.

TOTAL COST OF OPTION 3:

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance

.. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families ,

A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national
unemployment trigger to the contingency fund.

B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs.

. Welfare to Work Initibtive

FY2002

Five Year

0.1
04
0.6

0.0

- 0.04

0.0

2.0

0.0
0.0

(in billions of $)

29

0.2

2.0

12.3

0.0
0.0

1214196 11:54 AM



Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY 1998 Budget

FY2002 Five Year
(in billions of $)

Option 4: Target Changes to Protect Children

Food Stamps

A. Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit
exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made) C.1 0.7
B. Allow low income families with high housing costs to deduct the full cost of ‘ '
housing expenses. . 04 .20
C. Allow the food stamp benefit structure to keep pace with inflation, starting . '
~in 2000. , 04 07
" Food Stamps subtotal 0.9 3.4

Benefits to Immigrants
A. Repeal the Food Stamp ban for households with children;

require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. ‘ 04 23
B. Exempt children from SSI and Medicaid ban.. : 0.1 0.7
' Immigrants subtotal 0.6 2.9
Transitional Medicoid
Administrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for
with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 0.04 0.2,

Supplemental Security Income

A. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility on cﬁildren with multiple physical

impairments and children with chronic illnesses. 08 . 3.9
B. Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSi, 0.1 ' 03
C. Tighten rules that deem parent's income to cha!dren for purposes of
determmmg level of children's beneft ; 0.2 0.7
, . §SI Subtotal 0.8 35
Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit {DCTC) ’ v
Make the credit refundable in 1999. ' : 0.8 2.6
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 4: , 3. 12.6

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national

unemployment trigger to the contingency fund. : c.0 A 0.0
B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs. 6.0 0.0
Welfare to Work Initiative (
(Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) ‘ [0.0] [3.0]
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Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY1998 Budget

'FY2002 Five Year
* {in billions of $)

Option 5: Give Priority to Benefits for Immigrants

Food Stamps

A. Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit

exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). 0.1 07

B. Propose legislation to limit benefits to 6 months in {2. 0.2 1.
C. Remove the shelter cap in FY2002. ‘ . 04 04
Food Stamps subtotal - 0.8 23

Benefits to Immiprants :

. A. Exempt children from SSI, Food Stamp, and Medicaid bans. 0.6 . 2.9
B. Exempt the disabled from SSI, Food Stamp, and Medicaid bans. ‘ o 2.0 83
Immigrants subtotal - 2.5 11.3

Transitional Medicaid
A. Modify Administration policy on budget neutrality policy for the 26 States

with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 0.04 02
Supplemental Security income .
Continue current policy as scored in Welfare Reform for eligibility standards for
children. - . 0.0 0.0
Tighten rules that deem parent’s income to children for purposes of ;
determining level of children's benefit. 02 0.7
' -0.2 0.7
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 5: S 32 130
Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance
Tém[goragg Assistance for Needy Families ’
A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national
unemployment trigger to the contingency fund. _ 0.0 0.0
B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs. 0.0 0.0
Weltare to Work Initiative )
(Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) : [0.0] [3.0]
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Preliminary Welfare Reform Options for the FY1998 Budget

FY2002 Five Year
{in billions of $)

Option 6: Reverse Benefit Bans

Food Stamps ‘ :

A. Administratively reduce the number of individuals subject to the time limit

exempting those areas defined as labor surplus areas (decision made). ' 0.1 0.7

B. Repropose the Administration's work requirement legislation, thereby
restoring benefits for [8 to 505, . 0.5 2.0
. Food Stamps Subtotal 0.6 2.7

Benefits to Immigrants )
A. Repeal the Food Stamp ban for all legal immigrants;

require deeming until citizenship except for the disabled. 0.7 35
B. Repeal Medicaid bans and provide Medicaid to all elderly and disabled. Welfare .
Reform policy of deeming sponsor's income would continue in Medicaid. 08 2.6
C Delay implemenation of the SSI ban for current recipients for | year - allowing
immigrants time to naturalize. 0.0 14
’ Immigrants subtotal 1.5 7.5

Transitional Medicaid
Administrative option to allow 26 States to continue waivers for
~ with waivers for Transitional Medicaid (decision made). 0.04 0.2

Supplemental Security Income

A. Administratively limit the impact of new eligibility to children with mulitiple

physical impairments. 05 2.0
B. Propose legislation to retain Medicaid eligibility for all children now on SSl. , 0.1 04

v ' ' SS1 subtotal 0.5 2.
TOTAL COST OF OPTION 6: ' _ 2.7 12.8

Options without cost against Welfare Reform Allowance

Temporary Assistance for Needy Famili
A. Provide more funding during economic downturns by adding a national
unemployment trigger to the contingency fund, ' 0.0 0.0

B. Ensure basic protections are incorporated into State TANF programs. 0.0 0.0

Welfare to Work Initiative ' ,
(Non-add, costs offset outside of Welfare Reform) . o [0.0] [3.0]

12/4/96 11:50 AM
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GTE knows
sometimes...

Wednesday, August 5, 1998 |

Far Fewer Immigrants Seeking Welfare =
By VIRGINIA ELLIS, Times Staff Writer .

immigrants seeking public aid in Los Angeles County
has sent welfare applications plunging 23%, a new
federal study shows.

The study, commissioned by the U.S. Department of Health
and Human Services and obtained by The Times, found that
since 1996, thousands of poor, legal immigrants have decided

- to eschew government assistance, although in California the
. vast majority remain eligible for a variety of welfare programs.

In contrast, researchers at the Washington-based Urban
Institute, which conducted the study for the.federal -
government, said that in the two-year period of the survey,
welfare applications from U.S. citizens remained constant.

Completed last week, the study provides the first

_documentation of the effect of welfare reform on immi grant
families, and suggests that a main reason they shy away is fear
of a negative effect on their immigration status.

~ InJanuary 1996, 21% of all families applying for welfare in
Los Angeles County were legal noncitizens, the study said, but

~ by January of this year that number had dwindled to 8%,

~ underscoring what advocates say is the fear and misinformation
affecting immigrant communities.

At the beginning of the study, poor noncitizen families were
applying for aid in Los Angeles County at a rate of about 1,500

- amonth. By the end of the survey, the number had fallen to
450 a month,

"We were surprised by this outcome," said J udy Weddle,
director of strategic planning for the county Department of
Public Social Services. "We had an indication that there has
been some confusion in the immigrant community, but
obviously this is a very significant number."

Also surprising, the researchers said, was the comparison
with undocumented immigrants who apphed for welfare for
their children. There was a drop in their number, but it was not
nearly as large as that for legal immigrants. Although
undocumented immigrants are not eligible for aid, any of their

.children born in the United States are c1t1zens and therefore

_entitled to government benefits.

. -"One of the most far-reaching effects of welfare reform to
~ date in Los Angeles County has got to be this decline in
applications among [legal] noncitizens," said Michael Fix, one
of the authors of the report. "It appears that one of the legacies
of this period of welfare reform is . . . the chilling effect it has

S ACRAMENTO-—A‘steep drop in the number of
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on legal 1mm1grants wﬂhngness to apply for and receive pubhc ‘
benefits." ‘
* He said the researchers concluded that mlsconceptlons about
welfare reform and mistaken fears that accepting public
benefits could affect immigration status may have been key
factors.
A spokesman for Gov. Pete Wilson, who was a strong

- advocate for welfare reform, said the study shows that the

govemor s efforts to dlscourage welfare are working.

"When you put restrictions on welfare, take away the
entitlement and put in hard time limits, then you take away the
incentive to use welfare as the avenue of first resort,"” said
spokesman Sean Walsh. "The message is getting out: 'Don't.
bring your family over here and go right to public assistance.

Federal officials said the study is the first piece in a
multiyear report on the overall health and economic status of
immigrants in Los Angeles County and New York City.

Michael Kharfen, a spokesman for the U.S. Department of

§ 1t

" Health and Human Services, said the two urban areas were

20f3

selected for close examination because they have huge numbers
of noncitizens and highly varied immigrant populations.

The initial report, which focused exclusively on Los
Angeles County because it had the most readily available data,
examined immigrant applications for three public assistance
programs: Medi-Cal, which provides medical care for the poor;
CalWorks, which assists poor families with children; and
General Relief, which provides cash aid for poor adults.

It covered January 1996 to January 1998, a period during

‘which welfare reform was debated, passed by Congress and

ultimately implemented by the state and county.:

Although acknowledging that the numbers are much bigger
than they expected, advocacy groups said the study confirms
what they have observed for months.

Karin Wang, director of the Immigrant Welfare Project at -
the Asian Pacific American Legal Center, said the combination
of confusing information about welfare reform and a perceived
anti-immigrant sentiment prompted many families to avoid
seeking any kind of public assistance.

"We're talking about ehglble children not getting health care
because their parents are afraid,” she said. "Parents have been

‘'scared so much by all this talk about deportation, about new

rules for naturahzatlon that they're not willing to risk coming
forward."

She criticized the county for being too slow to train welfare
workers in the complexities of the new laws, espemally as they
relate to immigrants.

She said many noncitizen families were turned away at
welfare offices by workers who mistakenly believed that their
immigration status made them ineligible for assistance.

But county officials insisted that they have taken steps to
correct misconceptions, including establishing a help line that
immigrants can call for information about welfare and putting
special liaison staff in welfare offices to help with immigrant
issues.

"Certamly I would not agree that we have been slow " said
Jacob Aguilar, who is in charge of community relations for the
social services department. "On the other hand, this study
shows we need to continue to work in thlS area.”

8/5/98 10:21 AM
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Julia Takeda, director of the Child Medi-Cal enrollment
project for the department, said immigrants will be a major
focus of a county campaign to enroll 100,000 poor children in
Medi- Cal by. September 1999.

Copyright 1998 Los Angeles Times. All Rights Resérv'ed‘

2) Search the archives of the Los Angeles Times for similar stories about:
WELFARE PROGRAMS -- LOS ANGELES COUNTY, IMMIGRANTS,
STATISTICS, WELFARE REFORM. You will not be charged io look for

stories, only to retrieve one.
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THE GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF FLORIDA

LAWTON CHILES . . .« . ',

© August 6,_1997' |

The Honorab]e Bill Clinton -

- President of the United States

The White House ; | \L)L’/WC@N

Washington, D.C. 20500 .

Dear Mr. President:

I want to thank you for vour many considerations to Florida’s interests in the

wmaﬁmpm.ﬂmch will bring critical asslsl;ance_m..thousands..o_f_
’___,Elgrlda s children, disabled and legal mnmgrant re51dents

 Your personal willingness to listen and understand our needs has always been the key to
the many successes we in Florida have shared with the Clinton/Gore Admlmstratlon For that, I.
am sincerely grateful.

In addition, I want to commend you on the caliber of folks you have in the White House
who continue to interface with our state officials and me in a most. cooperative and
knowledgeable fashion. Specifically, Emily Bromberg and Fred Duval, Bruce Reed and Chris
Jennings have given us time, consideration and counsel which has proven invaluable to the many
challenges we continue to throw at them. -

I am hopeful that Florida will be the first State to turn their share of the new $24 billion
for health insurance for kids into actual coverage for more children. This could not have been -
done without your recognition of the need and push for health insurance for children. I look
forward to reaching your goal of expanded coverage so that “healthy klds” are a fact in every

" state and not Just a program in one.

With warmest regards,

/ LAWTON CHILES
R AUG | | 1957

A RECYCLED PAPER PRODUCT PRINTED WITH SOY INK.
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National Immigration Forum
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August 22, 1997 - \J\)@

Mr. Bruce N. Reed
Assistant to the President for
Domestic Policy

White House

West Wing, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20502 -

Dear Mr. Reed,

We are writing to thank you for your leadership in the fight to ensure that the balanced budget
bill, recently signed into law, restores a measure of fairness to our most vulnerable legal
immigrants.

In less than one year, thanks in large part to your hard work, the sweeping cuts to the safety net
made by the welfare bill have been partially reversed. Hundreds of thousands of elderly and
disabled legal immigrants, on the verge of loosing their only means of survival, can now rest
assured that the modest Supplemental Security Income checks on which they have come to
depend will not be abruptly cut off. Immigrants who were in the country prior to enactment of
the welfare bill will also be able to rely on the SSI safety net if they become disabled and needy.

Your leadership in this effort has had a tremendous impact on the lives of hundreds of thousands
of people in communities all over the country. We thank you, and we look forward to working
with you in the future in the ongoing effort to restore the safety net—including food stamps and
disability assistance for future legal immigrants—to all those legal immigrants who deserve to be
treated as future citizens of this great nation of immigrants.

Sincerely,

rank
Executive Director

220 ] Street, NE#220» Washihgtan, DC 20002-4362
202-544-0004 » Fax: 202-544-1905
URL: http://www.immigrationforum.org
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July 25, 1997

-Mr Bruce N. Reed N . o ~ - )
‘Assistant to the President for ' ' ‘ | ( e leecp® “

Domestic Policy

White House

West Wing, 2nd Floor
Washington, DC 20502

.Dear Mr. Reed,

 The undefsigned organizations are writing to commend you on your ongoing effort to restore
some falrness in the way this country treats its most vulnerable legal 1mm1grants

Less than a year ago, the swcepmg welfare law cut the soclal safety net from under legal
immigrants who have fallen on hard times. 'Most dramatically effected were immigrants

- who, having developed a disability or having become too aged to work and earn a living,
have relied on government ‘assistance 'in the form of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) to
pay for basic human necessities, including shelter. Many of these immigrants have no other
means of support, and their very survival was placed into doubt. With the rules having been
changed arbitrarily and in midstream on these immigrants, there was really no way for them-

© -or the communities in which they 11ve--to prepare for the nnpact of the new .law.

Today, thanks in Iarge part to your hard work, the congressmnal conference committee that
is reconciling the House and Senate budget bills has before it a proposal, advanced by the

- Senate, that would restore SSI to those who currently depend on it for survival. In addition,
immigrants who came to this country prior to the passage of the welfare law, and who
develop a disability, will have the safety net available to them, should they need it. - The
Senate’s budget bill also extends eligibility to certain legal immigrants who are here or who
" come in the future should they develop a disability so severe that they are unable to meet all
of the requirements of U.S. citizenship. Another important provision contained in the Senate
bill will exempt children from the five-year ban on Medicaid eligibility, and give governors
_the option of serving legal immigrant children with the new child health block grant money.

All of these measures are critical if we are to restore a”measure of fairness for the most
vulnerable of legal immigrants. We look forward to working with you in the coming weeks,
in order to ensure that the budget bill contains the Senate’s proposals for restoring benefits to
immigrants. Beyond the budget bill, we hope to work with you further in order to ensure
that legal immigrants, who are susceptible to the same sort of misfortunes as citizens, are
treated falrly in a manner beﬁttmg our natlon s tradltlons

Sincerely,
NATIONAL ORGANIZATION S

Amerlcan Psychologlcal Assomatmn
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" American Jewish Committee ©
American Immigration Law Foundation
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR
Association of Jewish Family and Chlldren Agen01es '
‘Catholic Charities USA .
* Church World Service Immlgrant and Refugee Program
Council of Jewish Federations .
Immigrant and Refugee Services of America
Immigration Project of the United Methodist General Board of Church and Society
International Rescue Committee =
Jesuit-Conference USA, Office of Social Ministries
Jewish Council for Public Affairs
Mexican American Legal Defense and ‘Educational. Fund (MALDEF)
Migrant Legal Action Program ,
National Health Law Program :
~ National Association for Bilingual Education
National Korean American Service and Education Consortium
National -Association of Public Hospltals and Health Systems
National Immigration Forum
National Asian Pacific American Legal Consortium
National Association of Korean Americans
National Ministries, American Baptist Churches USA
Presbyterian Church USA, Washington Office | ‘
Union of Needletrade, Industrial and Textile Employees (UNITE)
United Methodist Committee on Relief : ‘
United States Catholic Conference Office of ngratlon and Refugee Serv1ces
Women’s Commission for Refugee Women and Children
World Relief

LOCAL ORGANZATIONS

American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, California Chapter
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, Florida Chapter

' American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, Georgia Chapter

~ American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, Massachusetts Chapter
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, New York Chapter
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, Ohio Chapter
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, Texas Chapter N
American Association of Jews from the Former USSR, Wisconsin Chapter
Albuquerque Border City Project, Albuquerque, NM |
American Network of Community Options and Resources, Annandale VA
American Friends Service Committee, M1am1 FL
Archdiocese of Detroit, MI

- Asian Law Alliance, San Jose, CA

AYUDA, Inc., Washington, DC



Catholic Charities Immigrant Serv1ces Honolulu HI

Catholic Charities Archdiocese of New Orleans, LA

Catholic Charities Imm1grat10n Legal Service, San Jose, CA .
Catholic. Charities Immigrant Counseling Services, Dallas, TX -
Catholic Charities Los Angeles, CA .

Coalition on Human Needs, Washington, DC

Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights of Los Angeles CA

 Councilman Lloyd Henry, New York City Council, NY

El Centro Hispano Americano, Plainfield, NJ
Gay and Lesbian Latino AIDS Education Initiative, Phlladelphla PA

'Heartland Alliance for Human Needs and Human Rights, Chicago, IL

Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society,:New York, NY
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society of Chicago, IL

* Tllinois Coalition for Immigrant and Refugee Protection, Chicago, IL -

Immigrant Legal Resource Center, San Francisco, CA
International Institute of Boston, MA

International Institute of Los Angeles, CA

International Center of the Capital Region, Albany, NY
Jewish Vocational Service, Boston, MA o -
Las Americas Refugee Asylum Project, El Paso, TX

‘Liberty Immigration and Citizenship Sérvice, Inc., Brooklyn, NY

Lutheran Social Services of Michigan, Southfield, MI

Lutheran Social Services of New England, West Springfield, MA
Massachusetts Office for Refugees and Immigrants, Boston, MA
New Jersey Immigrant Policy Network, Inc., Newark, NJ

New York Association for New Americans, Inc., New York, NY
New York Immigration Coalition, New York, NY .

Northwest Immigrant Rights Project, Seattle, WA

~ Office of Immigrant and Refugee SerVice, Diocese of Providence, RI .

Proyecto San Pablo, Yuma, AZ

Riverside Language Program, New York, NY
Somerville Human Rights Commission; Somerville, MA
Texas. Immigrant and Refugee Coalition, Dallas, TX
The Immigrant Assistant Center, Newbedford, MA
Travelers Aid Services, New York, NY

~ United Jewish Appeal/Federatlon of Jew1sh 'Philanthropy of New. York Inc., NY

VIVE, Buffalo, NY
Washmgton Association of Churches, Seattle, WA
World Relvief Midwest Area, Chicago, IL '



